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ABSTRACT

A long-standing question in supergravity is whether 11D, N = 1 super-
gravity can be made off-shell, precisely along the lines of 4D, N = 1 superfield
supergravity. Experience with supersymmetry theories like the 4D double-tensor
multiplet indicates that such off-shell SUSY problems are intimately tied with
the non-closure functions of the multiplet. Motivated by this link, we explore a
formulation of the 11D supergravity multiplet especially useful for non-closure
geometry computations, and we undertake a detailed derivation of the associ-
ated non-closure functions. In addition, we use this formulation to compute
the on-shell holoraumy of the multiplet. We show that this holoraumy carries
no so-called “electromagnetic-duality rotations," proving that 11D supergravity
provides a counterexample to the ubiquity of such rotations in holoraumy pre-
viously conjectured based on 4D calculations. These results are all achieved us-
ing a suite of new symbolic algebra algorithms, implemented in Cadabra. This
includes a purely symbolic implementation of the algebra/canonicalization of
spinor-indexed tensor expressions, including automatic simplification following
NW-SE convention and more versatile Fierz expansion tools. We also provide
algorithms solving for unknown parameters in multiplets’ supersymmetry trans-
formation rules by leveraging superalgebra closure and action SUSY-invariance
requirements, as well as an algorithm computing holoraumy, all without use of
any explicit matrix representation.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

The goal of the present work is to convey new computational results in 11D, N = 1 supergravity
obtained via equally new algorithms for handling such computations systematically across different
supermultiplets. The principal physical impetus for the work is a supergravity question which is
now over 40 years old.

Question 1.1. How can we introduce a finite and minimal number of auxiliary fields into linearized
11D, N = 1 supergravity so as to make the supersymmetry algebra close off-shell?
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This question has a remarkably rich history closely tied to the introduction of 11D supergravity
itself. In particular, Cremmer, Julia, and Scherk [10] were initially interested in 11D, N = 1

supergravity as a means of understanding 4D, N = 8 supergravity via dimensional reduction, since
11D supergravity has a dramatically simpler field content consisting only of gauge fields. The
first superspace formulations of 11D supergravity in [6,9] both cited treating question 1.1 as their
aims, with the particular goal of showing that the induced off-shell formulation of 4D, N = 8

supergravity would aid in showing the theory is ultraviolent finite. These initial studies helped
elucidate the simplicity of 11D supergravity compared to its 4D counterparts and guide superspace
approaches to the auxiliary-field question, e.g., the recent [19,20], but otherwise made quite small
progress toward the problem itself.

The inevitable enantiodromia of science meant that 4D, N = 8 supergravity’s favor as a realistic
model of physics proved ephemeral, as it lost to the über-popular string theory,4 but question 1.1
has taken a life of its own in this new context [45] as 11D supergravity has become recognized as the
low-energy limit of M-theory [59]. Recently, the authors of [19] posited that the aforementioned
superspace formulations of 11D supergravity are analogous to Einstein’s “happiest thought" [34].
It was found that a scalar superfield in 11D superspace contains the conformal graviton at its
sixteenth level. In other words, this superfield could act as the supergravity prepotential leading
to a solution to the problem of formulating N = 1, 11D supergravity such that it closes without
the application of Bianchi identities (and the dynamics of the multiplet). This scalar superfield
places an upper bound on the number of component fields required, viz., the maximum number
of bosonic plus fermionic degrees is capped at 4,294,967,296. However, without more results on
the identification of the number of these that remain in a Wess-Zumino gauge, a minimal number
remains unknown. It was argued in [19], particularly from this superfield perspective, that a
solution to the overall problem of closing the algebra without Bianchi identities/dynamics would
mark the end of the higher-dimensional supersymmetric analogue of the race to find relativity.
Needless to say, then, a solution of question 1.1 would be quite a tantalizing prospect. However, the
problem has proven intractable, largely because the method used to construct off-shell 4D, N = 1

supergravity [5] employed an existing off-shell 4D non-abelian vector multiplet, and no analogue is
known for dimension greater than six [19].

Clearly, the problem of introducing auxiliary fields to produce an off-shell multiplet is intimately
tied to the non-closure functions of the on-shell multiplet. This is seen most starkly in connection
with the generalization of question 1.1, concerning whether for a given on-shell supermultiplet, the
addition of auxiliary fields could necessarily ever produce an off-shell supermultiplet. Known as
the off-shell SUSY problem and dubbed supersymmetry’s fundamental challenge by the first author
in [26], this more general question has also proven refractory to classical methods.5 One of the
quintessential instances indicating that some on-shell multiplets may have no off-shell form is the 4D,
N = 1 double-tensor multiplet [54]. The key feature which imparts this multiplet its infamously
pathological nature is its unique non-closure structure, with bosonic non-closure functions, since
there is no precedent for adding auxiliary fields to eliminate bosonic equation-of-motion terms in

4 However, the question of whether 4D, N = 8 supergravity is ultraviolent finite is still very much of research
interest, with remarkable results in recent years. See, for instance, [2–4].

5 Evidently, the off-shell problem makes it a priori unclear whether any auxiliary fields could create an off-shell
11D supergravity, but we have elected to phrase question 1.1 optimistically.
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N = 1 supersymmetry. Hence, we see that a peculiar facet of the non-closure functions effects
peculiar behavior obstructing a solution to the off-shell problem.

Meditating on this relation, one must expect that the array of non-closure functions associated
with a multiplet, referred to as the “non-closure geometry" of the multiplet [25], could provide a
guide for constructing a solution to the off-shell problem. At the very least, it could tell us whether
we should expect pathological behavior like in the double-tensor multiplet. Before any such effort
can be accomplished, however, one must have the non-closure geometry at hand. It is in this respect
that the non-closure geometry of the 11D, N = 1 supergravity multiplet is a crucial addition to
the literature on question 1.1. Our hope is that computing a non-closure geometry for 11D, N = 1

supergravity can set vital groundwork for a constructive treatment of the off-shell 11D supergravity
problem by offering a thorough record of the dynamics which must be supplanted by auxiliary fields.

In this paper, we calculate the non-closure geometry for 11D, N = 1 supergravity in the form
studied in [25], obtaining in our view the most explicit and concrete results on the non-closure
functions yet available. In order to study non-closure geometry in the manner of [25], we recast
the multiplet in the following form akin to that of on-shell 4D supergravity as formulated in that
paper.

Definition 1.2. The 11D, N = 1 supergravity multiplet consists of a symmetric boson field hab
– the “graviton" – a fermion field Ψa

α – the “gravitino" – and an antisymmetric 3-tensor boson
field Aabc – the “three-form" (or “3-form"). The action of the supercovariant derivative (i.e., the
linearized set of supersymmetry transformation rules) is given as follows.

Dαhab = u
(
γ(a

)
αβ

Ψb)
β (1.1.1a)

DαΨb
β = v ωbde

(
γde
)
α
β + x

(
γbγ

cdef
)
α
β∂cAdef + y

(
γcdefγb

)
α
β∂cAdef (1.1.1b)

DαAbcd = z
(
γ[bc

)
αβ

Ψd]
β (1.1.1c)

One can check that these rules follow from index, symmetry, and engineering dimension consider-
ations. Here, Dα is the supercovariant derivative which effects the supersymmetry transformation,
u, v, x, y, z are a priori unknown parameters,

ωabc =
1

2
(cabc − cacb − cbca) (1.1.2)

is the spin connection, and
cabc = ∂ahbc − ∂bhac (1.1.3)

is the anholonomy. The corresponding (free-field) action takes the form

S = `

∫
d11x

[
−1

4
cabccabc +

1

2
cabcccab + (cab

b)2

]
+
m

12

∫
d11x Ψa

α
(
γabc

)
αβ
∂bΨc

β

+
n

48

∫
d11x

[
∂[aAbcd]

] [
∂[aAbcd]

]
,

(1.1.4)

where the first term (expressed quadratically using the anholonomy) corresponds to the graviton,
the second to the gravitino, and the third to the three-form. Here, `,m, n are again a priori unknown
parameters.
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We will achieve several accomplishments with respect to this formulation of 11D supergravity.
First, we use constraints from Fierz expansions of the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives
applied to each field, as well as from supersymmetry invariance (SUSY-invariance) of the action,
to derive exact values for all of the coefficients u, v, x, y, z, `,m, n in the supersymmetry rules and
the action, completing this formulation of the multiplet along the lines of [25]. Second, we use the
values of these coefficients to obtain formulas for the terms of the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives applied to each field in terms of the usual translation as well as gauge transformations
and equation-of-motion terms. These equation-of-motion terms form our non-closure geometry.
Third, as an extra upshot of deriving this form for the 11D supergravity multiplet, we answer
another question on holoraumy.

Holoraumy was introduced in [24] as an analogue of holonomy, in the sense that holoraumy
is related to the commutator of supercovariant derivatives in a manner similar to the way that
holonomy is related to the commutator of covariant derivatives. This will behave differently on
the bosonic fields than on the fermionic fields, giving bosonic holoraumy and fermionic holoraumy.
The principal achievement of [24] was establishing holoraumy as an empirically holography-related
tensor, since for a variety of off-shell 4D, N = 1 multiplets, it was shown that the holoraumy
associated with the 1D, N = 4 adinkras obtained by dimensional reduction carried manifestations
of 3D spatial rotations and extended R-symmetry. More recently, it was discovered in [25] that
when extended to the on-shell variants of the multiplets, the holoraumy featured a natural rotational
symmetry similar to the Maxwellian symmetry between the electric and magnetic fields, which even
reduced to the relativistic form of this symmetry in the case of the N = 1, 4D vector (i.e., gauge)
multiplet. These so-called electromagnetic-duality rotations elicit the fanciful idea that the on-shell
holoraumy carries all information about canonical symmetries between the fields of a multiplet.
However, it was recently shown that the rotations are not present in the holoraumy for N = 1, 10D
super Maxwell theory [18]. Hence, a natural question to ask is the following.

Question 1.3. Does the holoraumy for linearized 11D, N = 1 supergravity carry electromagnetic-
duality rotations?

In this paper, using our form (1.1.1) for 11D supergravity with the parameters solved, we derive
explicit forms for the bosonic and fermionic holoraumy for 11D supergravity. Furthermore, we
answer question 1.3 in the negative, i.e., 11D, N = 1 supergravity does not carry electromagnetic-
duality rotations in its holoraumy analogous to the symmetries found in 4D multiplets in [25].

Effectively, then, the goal of this work is to extend the computations of [25] to 11D, N = 1

supergravity. The especially compelling feature of the results which this paper intends to promul-
gate are the brand new symbolic algebra techniques we develop for solving computations in the vein
of [25] automatically. By now, a particular ubiquitous workflow has become conventional after it
was related repeatedly in the supersymmetry genomics project [8, 16, 17, 38]. Specifically, one can
arduously grind through myriad Fierz expansion computations, heavy in tensor-spinor arithmetic,
to verify closure of a superalgebra or solve for parameters like u, v, x, y, z in (1.1.1) which render it
closed, and then isolate the supercurrent to verify SUSY-invariance of the action or solve for pa-
rameters like `,m, n in (1.1.4) which render it SUSY-invariant. Once this is accomplished, i.e., we
have a verified supersymmetric theory in the formalism of the genomics project, then properties like
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adinkras and off-shell holoraumy can be computed. However, when attempting to apply the same
hand-computation methods to 11D supergravity, one quickly finds the effort abortive as the tensor
arithmetic rapidly grows unwieldy, e.g., with Fierz expansions of unprecedented size and complex-
ity. Our solution, as depicted in the following pages, has been to develop software which solves
these problems by computer, leveraging algorithms which reduce the number of independent Fierz
expansions that must be computed and eliminate the need to explicitly calculate a supercurrent,
among other efficiency boosts.

It is a particularly auspicious time to create such a suite of tools, as tensor arithmetic software
has become increasingly sophisticated. For Clifford algebra arithmetic, particularly notable pieces
of software are (in roughly chronological order) GAMMA [28], Cadabra [47], Redberry [52], Gam-
maMaP [36], and FieldsX [14], the combination of which have successfully relegated multiplication
of gamma matrices and arithmetic of spinor bilinears to the computer. At the same time, com-
putations of genomics-related features like adinkras and off-shell holoraumy, which are completed
after a supermultiplet has been calculated, have been automated in Adinkra.m [38]. However,
to our knowledge, no software currently exists bridging the gap between these two computational
advancements, namely, solving for a supermultiplet itself. That is, there exists no computational
tool which can take a set of transformation rules like (1.1.1) and an action like (1.1.4) which are
obtained from physical considerations but have unknown parameters, and leverage tensor symbolic
algebra to solve for the unknown parameters and give an explicit multiplet which can then undergo
further analysis of adinkras and holoraumy. We dub this computation of the unknown coefficients
in the supersymmetry transformation rules and action “solving the multiplet."

We have elected to build our software on top of Cadabra, since Cadabra enables interacting
with a Clifford algebra without attention to underlying differential-geometric considerations, and
because our own algorithms are founded on similar tensor canonicalization principles. One of
our principal contributions here has been the development of a robust procedure for automatically
canonicalizing tensor-spinor expressions, augmenting existing algorithms which effectively only treat
canonicalization of pure Lorentz-tensor arithmetic. This point merits a bit of clarification: by
tensor-spinor canonicalization, we do not mean the mere sorting of spinor indices on a tensor
via the exploitation of the tensor’s symmetries, which functions the same whether the indices are
vectorial or spinorial. Rather, we refer to the correct manipulation of NW-SE convention, the spinor
metric, and previously untreated dimension-specific dualities of spinor-indexed expressions to bring
a complicated multi-factor expression with tensor-spinors expressed using spinor-indices (rather
than spinor bilinears), as is ubiquitous in the genomics papers and subsequent work, to a standard
(i.e., canonical) simplified form, a distinct task and one very much necessary to develop symbolic
algebra implementations of genomics-type computations. Our algorithms are expressly flexible,
with the ultimate software enabling the user to define a symbolic algebra workspace adapted to the
dimension of interest (11D or any other, with automatically implemented changes to dimension-
specific identities and traces) and even to the particular choice of Clifford algebra representation
(where appropriate). Importantly, matrix representations of tensors are not used at all in our
system. With the help of symbolic algebra systems like Cadabra, we can treat all tensor-spinor
arithmetic completely symbolically.

Building on this improved tensor-spinor arithmetic, we have developed the following tools. First,
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we have created algorithms which systematically calculate Fierz expansions, even when the expres-
sions involve multiple terms or two of the spinor indices are unknown. Both of these are advantages
not available in any previous Fierz-identity calculator, and they become necessary in order for a
computer without the cunning of sentience to handle an arbitrary inputted multiplet automatically.
Second, we have written algorithms which employ different procedures, from gamma-matrix split-
ting to Feynman propagator substitutions, to solve a wide class of multiplets, both off-shell and
on-shell. To prove their accuracy and validity beyond doubt, we have demonstrated their appli-
cation broadly on numerous cases in the literature (in 4D), showing that they rapidly solve all of
the multiplets in [25]. Third, we show that the same techniques used for the multiplet-solvers can
be tweaked to automatically produce on-shell holoraumy results for an inputted multiplet. Our
solution of the multiplet (1.1.1), the non-closure geometry computations on which this paper is
centered, and the holoraumy computations leading to a solution of question 1.3 are all derived via
application of these new tools.

The plan of the rest of the paper is as follows. In the remainder of this introduction, we review the
specifics of our tensor-spinor formalism, superalgebra closure and the off-shell SUSY problem, the
electromagnetic-duality rotations in holoraumy, and the physics behind our action (1.1.4). Then, we
give a detailed overview of the results of our paper. The second chapter is devoted to the derivation
of the constraints on the six parameters u, v, x, y, z in (1.1.1) that arise in order that each field
satisfies the SUSY algebra up to terms involving equations of motion. We first provide the simplest
computational generation of these constraints before detailing a more explicit derivation which aids
in later establishing the non-closure functions. The third chapter is devoted to the derivation of
constraints on the parameters u, v, x, y, z as well as the three parameters `,m, n that arise from the
SUSY-invariance condition on the action. Once again, we first provide the simplest computational
generation of these constraints before detailing a more explicit derivation. We then solve the array
of constraints to get our final form for the 11D, N = 1 supergravity multiplet, the associated action,
and finally the desired non-closure geometry. The fourth chapter is devoted to the derivation of
the on-shell bosonic and fermionic holoraumy for 11D, N = 1 supergravity. In this chapter, we
explain in detail the absence of any electromagnetic-duality rotation in 11D supergravity, answering
question 1.3 in the negative. Finally, the fifth chapter is devoted to an exposition of the algorithms
employed in the earlier sections, accompanied by examples of the procedures reproducing results
from the supersymmetry/supergravity literature, both to indicate certain boundaries of the scope
of the algorithms but also to demonstrate their wide applicability and prove to the reader their
consistent validity.

1.2 Review of Prior Work

1.2.1 Review of the Tensor-Spinor Formalism

We briefly review here the notion of gamma matrices as spinor-indexed expressions to fix the
formalism on which our symbolic algebra is founded. We employ a seldom-mentioned approach to
gamma matrices, namely, that the basic gamma matrices (γa)α

β can be regarded as mixed third-
order tensors in a space where one group – the Lorentz-group – is realised on the Lorentz index a
and a second group – the spin group – is realized on the spinor indices α and β. Here, a “down"
index is covariant and an “up" index is contravariant (in the traditional language of tensor analysis),
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so a is covariant with respect to the Lorentz-group, α is covariant with respect to the spin group,
and β is contravariant with respect to the spin group. Similarly, all products of gamma matrices
can be regarded as mixed (1,1)-tensors with respect to the spin group, but higher-order with respect
to the Lorentz-group. Crucially, all calculations can be made using only tensorial manipulations
without reference to the actual numerical entries of all of these mixed-order tensors, until traces
must be evaluated. This is the fundamental degree of abstractness which makes this approach so
computationally useful in the genomics project and which makes it ripe for symbolic arithmetic,
bypassing the slog of explicit values, matrix representations, or associated differential geometry.

1.2.2 Review of Superalgebra Closure

Since a principal goal of this work is the computation of the non-closure functions for the
multiplet (1.1.1), we review here the definition of superalgebra closure to fix the lexicon which
we will use throughout much of the paper and which will be programmatically incarnated in §5.
“Closure of the algebra" refers to a particular relation between different transformations which
act on a given multiplet’s fields. These transformations include supersymmetry transformations,
translations, gauge transformations, and equation-of-motion terms. The condition of closure is that
the anticommutator of supersymmetry transformations be a specific translation up to specified other
transformations, viz.,6

{Dα,Dβ} = c · i (γa)αβ ∂a + other terms, (1.2.1)

where the “other terms" generally vary with the field to which the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives7 is applied. If the field to which the supercovariant-derivative anticommutator is applied
is a gauge field, these “other terms" will generally include gauge terms, which can be identified by the
presence of a free index on the partial derivative in the term. The presence of non-gauge additional
terms depends on whether the multiplet is on- or off-shell. As summarized in [26], if the multiplet
is off-shell, then the extra terms must only include gauge transformations, but if the multiplet
is on-shell, then the extra terms may also include terms arising from the equations of motion of
the field.8 For example, in the 4D chiral multiplet (i.e., the original Wess-Zumino theory of [57]
in modern multiplet garb), it can be verified that off-shell, the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives applied to the spinor fermion gives ((3) of [16])

{Dα,Dβ}Ψγ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aΨγ, (1.2.2)

while on-shell, the same computation gives ((5) of [16] and (3.6), (3.8) of [25])

{Dα,Dβ}Ψγ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aΨγ − i (γa)αβ
(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bΨη, (1.2.3)

6 The coefficient of the translation varies with convention and dimension. In 4D multiplets, it is typical to
choose c = 2, while in 11D, we take c = 1.

7 We occasionally refer to the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to a field as the “closure."
8 It is perhaps more sound to frame this in the opposite way, namely, that if non-closure terms exist in the
anticommutator of supersymmetry transformations, then the requirement that they identically vanish im-
poses equations of motion on the field, rendering the theory on-shell. These equation-of-motion terms are
occasionally referred to as “central charges," as in [25], reflecting in spirit the additional possible transfor-
mations proven (originally in 4D) permissible in [31]. However, often in the literature, the term “central
charge" is reserved for non-closure terms involving fields other than the field on which the anticommutator
of supercovariant derivatives is being calculated. Hence, to eliminate any ambiguity, we simply refer to these
non-closure terms as “equation-of-motion terms."
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where the second term is an equation-of-motion term. It is crucial to recognize that this ostensible
discrepancy between on- and off-shell closure conditions does not reflect that the off-shell condition
is more stringent, i.e., that off-shell multiplets are required to have coefficients which make equation-
of-motion terms vanish even if they do not vanish identically via equations of motion. Rather, the
presence of auxiliary fields does away with equation-of-motion terms automatically, a fact which
enables the solvers of §5 to handle both on- and off-shell multiplets with the same procedure. The
off-shell SUSY problem, which is the focus of [26], is the problem of whether on-shell multiplets can
always be made off-shell, i.e., of whether equation-of-motion terms in the closure may be eliminated
by adjoining a finite number of auxiliary fields, and remains open.

The characterization provided above of equation-of-motion terms as terms arising from equations
of motion is somewhat nebulous and merits further explanation. In the case of fermions, equations
of motion are first-order, the same order as terms in the closure. Hence, on fermions, equation-of-
motion terms are precisely terms which vanish under the equations of motion. Indeed, in the chiral
multiplet example, the equation-of-motion term in the on-shell fermionic closure vanishes under the
Dirac equation, viz., (

γb
)
γ
η∂bΨη = 0. (1.2.4)

We dub such non-closure terms which vanish under the equations of motion “off-shell equation-of-
motion terms."9 In contrast, in the case of bosons, equations of motion are second-order, higher-
order than the terms in the closure. Hence, any non-closure terms in the boson cannot vanish
under the equations of motion, and are called “on-shell equation-of-motion terms."10 The only
example in N = 1 supersymmetry is the pathological 4D double tensor multiplet, which has on-shell
equation-of-motion terms in the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to either rank-
2 antisymmetric tensor boson ((16) of [16]). These can still be interpreted as equation-of-motion
terms, since the terms to which they give rise in the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives
applied to the field strength of the bosons are second-order and vanish under the equations of
motion (§3 of [54]). We will see that the non-closure functions for 11D supergravity are all off-shell
equation-of-motion terms.

1.2.3 Review of Electromagnetic-Duality Rotations in Holoraumy

Since another goal of the present paper is to answer question 1.3, we review here the precise
definition and motivation for holoraumy and the various different forms in which electromagnetic-
duality rotations appeared phenomenologically in 4D multiplets. The holoraumy tensors are inspired
by the properties of ordinary covariant derivatives ∇a, and in particular, the fact

[∇a,∇b] = Tab
c∇c + R̂ab, (1.2.5)

where Tabc is the torsion and R̂ab is the curvature. When applied to a tangent vector, the curvature
gives the holonomy. Analogously, the holoraumy is defined as the commutator of supercovariant
derivatives applied to a field. More specifically, for a field AE, where E is the set of indices carried

9 In [25], such terms are referred to as “off-shell central charges."
10 The terminology refers to the fact that off-shell equation-of-motion terms can generally be eliminated by

adjoining standard auxiliary fields, while it is unclear whether on-shell equation-of-motion terms can be
eliminated in such a manner, giving rise to the off-shell SUSY problem.
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by A, the holoraumy HFαβ is defined in [24] by

[Dα,Dβ]AE = −2iHaG
Eαβ∂aAG, (1.2.6)

where F = {a} ∪ G ∪ E. Formally, there are two holoraumy tensors for a multiplet, a bosonic
holoraumy tensor and a fermionic holoraumy tensor, each defined per the equation above but for
the column vector of bosons or fermions, respectively. Due to the difficulty in handling this definition
when different fields are represented by tensors of different rank, holoraumy is often taken simply
to be collectively the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the various fields, as in
for example [18]. This is the convention we use here. It turns out that the holoraumy tensors play
a role in SUSY holography: in [24], it is shown that the holoraumy of the 1D, N = 4 multiplet
which arises by dimensional reduction of a 4D, N = 1 multiplet carries information of the latter,
particularly the 3D spatial symmetries and R-symmetry.

In [25], it was discovered that the presence of a rotation reminiscent of the classical electromag-
netic rotation-invariance of the form ~E ′

~B′

 =

cos(θ) − sin(θ)

sin(θ) cos(θ)

 ~E
~B

 (1.2.7)

was present (with θ = π/2) ubiquitously in on-shell 4D multiplets, specifically the N = 1, 4D chiral,
vector, axial-vector, matter-gravitino, supergravity, and tensor/axial-tensor multiplets. The most
relevant example for us is the on-shell 4D tensor/axial-tensor multiplet.11

Dαϕ = χα (1.2.8a)

DαBab = −1

2
(γab)α

βχβ (1.2.8b)

Dαχβ = i (γa)αβ ∂aϕ− (γ∗γ
a)αβ εa

bcd∂bBcd. (1.2.8c)

It was shown in [25] that

[Dα,Dβ]ϕ = −2 (γ∗γ
a)αβ εa

bcd∂bBcd (1.2.9a)

[Dα,Dβ]Bab = εabcd (γ∗γ
c)αβ ∂

dϕ+
(
γ∗γ[a

)
αβ
εb]cde∂

cBde (1.2.9b)

[Dα,Dβ]χγ = 2i (γ∗γ
a)αβ (γ∗)γ

η∂aχη −Z (TS)
αβγ , (1.2.9c)

where
Z (TS)
αβγ = 2i

{
− Cαβδγη + (γ∗)αβ (γ∗)γ

η

}
(γa)η

ρ∂aχρ (1.2.10)

is an off-shell equation-of-motion term which vanishes under the Dirac equation (1.2.4).

The observed rotation occurred in four fashions. The first form of the rotation was the consistent
appearance of i(γ∗γb)αβ in each term of the holoraumy besides gauge and equation-of-motion terms,
as seen in (1.2.9). This was interpreted as an angle-π/2 rotation of gamma matrices exchanging

11 Here, γ∗ is the highest-rank element in the Clifford algebra, denoted γ5 in [25].
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the (γb)αβ in the closure (1.2.1) with i(γ∗γ
b)αβ in the holoraumy. That is, the transition of the

(α, β)-gamma matrix from closure to holoraumy was seen as the transformation (γb)′

(iγ∗γ
b)′

 =

cos(π
2
) − sin(π

2
)

sin(π
2
) cos(π

2
)

 γb

iγ∗γ
b

 . (1.2.11)

The second incarnation of the rotation was as a transformation between bosons in multiplets. For
example, if one dualizes the tensor field in (1.2.9b), then the first term becomes

[Dα,Dβ]εabefBab = −2δc
[eδd

f ] (γ∗γ
c)αβ ∂

dϕ = −2
(
γ∗γ

[c
)
αβ
∂d]ϕ, (1.2.12)

a form paralleling (1.2.9a), which involves the dualized gradient of the tensor field. Ignoring the
second term in (1.2.9b), this was interpreted as the transformation (∂aϕ)′

εabcd(∂
bBcd)′

 =

cos(π
2
) − sin(π

2
)

sin(π
2
) cos(π

2
)

 ∂aϕ

εabcd∂
bBcd

 . (1.2.13)

Notice the importance here of the fact that the gradient of the tensor field can be dualized to give
a tensor of the same rank as the gradient of the scalar field, putting the two on the same footing
and making it possible to consider a transformation of this type. The third form of the rotation
was a relativistic fashion for vector fields in multiplets with only one boson, where it was observed
that the holoraumy of the vector field was proportional to the signature factor i(γ∗γb)αβ multiplied
by the dual of the field strength; this was viewed as a rotation between the ordinary and dual field
strengths. The fourth and final incarnation was the consistent appearance of the factor (γ∗)γ

η in
each fermionic holoraumy term besides the gauge and equation-of-motion terms, as seen in (1.2.9c).
This was interpreted as a transformation (χα)′

[(γ∗)γ
ηχβ]′

 =

cos(π
2
) − sin(π

2
)

sin(π
2
) cos(π

2
)

 χα

(γ∗)γ
ηχβ

 . (1.2.14)

In [18], it was discovered that the electromagnetic-duality rotation was absent in the N = 1, 10D
super Maxwell multiplet. Since the multiplet had a single vector-field boson, the third form of the
rotation was the one for which to look. It turned out that the holoraumy was not proportional
to a sigma-matrix12 multiple of the dual field strength, but rather a sigma-matrix multiple of the
field itself. Hence, the ubiquity of the electromagnetic-duality rotation broke down in 10D. In this
paper, we show that the N = 1, 11D supergravity multiplet provides another counterexample to
the ubiquity of these rotations conjectured in [25].

1.2.4 Review of Superfield Approaches, and the 11D Supergravity Action

Notice that up to a total derivative, the first term (the graviton term) in our action (1.1.4) for
N = 1, 11D supergravity is equal to the fully contracted Riemann curvature scalar. This seems

12 In 10D, the sigma matrices generally offer a more useful representation of the Clifford algebra than the
gamma matrices. See the discussion, for example, in [27], as well as in §6.
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unnatural, but it follows straightforwardly from superfield considerations surrounding 11D super-
gravity and question 1.1. We briefly review these superfield considerations here before explaining
the source of this action term. In 2020, there was a series of papers [20–23] that identified can-
didates for the supergravity prepotental superfields for the cases of 10D, N = 1, 10D, N = 2A,
10D, N = 2B, and 11D, N = 1 superspaces. In the last three cases, it was found that the scalar
superfields in each of the superspaces contain the conformal graviton representation at the sixteenth
level of the traditional θ-expansion of the superfields. If one wishes to include the degrees of free-
dom associated with the Lorentz-rotations, the simplest way to accomplish this is to introduce a
spinorial superfield, Uα in 11D superspace, which can include all of the graviton at its seventeenth
level. This observation yields two immediate directions which are being pursued for the study of
the 11D theory.

1. The most natural candidate gauge group associated with Uα takes the form

δGUα = (γab)
αβ Dβ Λab + (γabcde)

αβ Dβ Λabcde + . . . , (1.2.15)

in terms of gauge parameter superfields Λab and Λabcde, while the terms in the ellipsis have
yet to be determined.

2. Under this assumption, the semi-prepotential superfield Ψ introduced in [19] can be expressed
in the form

Ψ =
[
D(16)

]
[DαUα] , (1.2.16)

as the quantity on the RHS of (1.2.16) is invariant under the variation described by (1.2.15).

The papers [20–23] also inform us that the superfield that contains the component conformal
graviton at its lowest level in terms of the θ-expansion can be expressed in the form

hab =
[
D(16)

ab

]
[DαUα] , (1.2.17)

for some operator
[
D(16)

ab

]
whose explicit form is currently unknown.

Now, let us return to consideration of the action. The experience and insight from the work
of [53] points to a little-known and often overlooked fact. Specifically, the 4D, N = 1 analogue
of the 11D, N = 1 supergravity superfield Uα is not a spinor, but a bosonic vector superfield Ua,
and when one calculates the determinant of the supervielbein, the graviton portion of the action
is exactly the three-term integrand seen in the first term of (1.1.4). The reason for this is that Ua
does not contain a field that corresponds to the spin-connection. Incidentally, later study of the 4D,
N = 2 case showed the same fact [1, 30], and it seems reasonable to conjecture that all minimal
and irreducible higher-dimensional superfield supergravity (SFSG) theories follow this observation
with regards to their SFSG prepotential, as the latter must be embedded in the former.

1.3 Detailed Overview of Physical Results

1.3.1 The Solved 11D Supergravity Multiplet

In §2, §3, and Appendix C.4, we derive the following system of nonlinear equations for the
parameters u, v, x, y, z, `,m, n in definition 1.2.
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uv = − i
8

xz =
i

96

yz = − i

288


from closure of the superalgebra (§2)

`u =
1

12
mv

mx = 36nz

my = −12nz


from SUSY-invariance of the action (§3)

` =
1

4

n = − 1

36

 from normalization of the action (Appendix C.4)

z =
1

2

}
from a convenient (but arbitrary) scaling.

Directly solving this system shows that the ultimate rules for the supercovariant derivative in
our formalism are

Dαhab =
(
γ(a

)
αβ

Ψb)
β (1.3.1a)

DαΨb
β = − i

8
ωbde

(
γde
)
α
β +

i

48

(
γbγ

cdef
)
α
β∂cAdef −

i

144

(
γcdefγb

)
α
β∂cAdef (1.3.1b)

DαAbcd =
1

2

(
γ[bc

)
αβ

Ψd]
β (1.3.1c)

and the ultimate action is

S =
1

4

∫
d11x

[
−1

4
cabccabc +

1

2
cabcccab + (cab

b)2

]
+ 2i

∫
d11x Ψa

α
(
γabc

)
αβ
∂bΨc

β

− 1

1728

∫
d11x

[
∂[aAbcd]

] [
∂[aAbcd]

]
.

(1.3.2)

1.3.2 Non-Closure Geometry of 11D Supergravity

Using closure computations from §2, in §3.4, we show that the solved parameters above yield
the following form for the closure, i.e., for the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied
to each field in the N = 1, 11D supergravity multiplet.

{Dα,Dβ}hab = i (γc)αβ ∂chab − ∂(aξb)αβ (1.3.3a)

{Dα,Dβ}Aabc = i
(
γd
)
αβ
∂dAabc − ∂[aζbc]αβ (1.3.3b)

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ = i

(
γb
)
αβ
∂bΨa

γ − ∂aεαβγ − Zaαβγ (1.3.3c)

The gauge transformations are

ξbαβ =
i

2

(
γ[1]
)
αβ
h[1]b (1.3.4a)
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ζbcαβ =
i

2

(
γ[1]
)
αβ
A[1]bc +

i

2

(
γ[1]

b

)
αβ
hc[1] (1.3.4b)

εαβ
γ =

27i

32

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

Ψ[1]
γ − i

8

(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1][1̄]

)
η

γΨ[1̄]
η

− i

8

(
γ[1][1̄]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γΨ[1̄]

η − 3i

64

(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2][1]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η

− i

768

(
γ[4][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]
)
η
γΨ[1]

η.

(1.3.4c)

Finally, and most importantly, the only non-closure function is fermionic and consists of the
equation-of-motion terms

Zaαβ
γ = Z

(1)
aαβ

γζRζ + Z(2)
a

b
αβ

γζEbζ , (1.3.5)

where

Rα =
(
γbc
)
αη
∂bΨc

η (1.3.6a)

Ecα =
(
γb
)
αη
∂[bΨc]

η. (1.3.6b)

are forms of the Rarita-Schwinger equation and13

Z
(1)
aαβ

γζ =
41i

192
(γa)αβ C

γζ − 5i

192

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]a

)γζ
− 29i

192

(
γa[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]
)γζ

+
7i

384

(
γ[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]a

)γζ
− 7i

4608

(
γa[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]
)γζ

+
i

552960
εa[5][5̄]

(
γ[5]
)
αβ

(
γ[5̄]
)γζ

(1.3.7a)

Z(2)
a

b
αβ

γζ =
5i

48

(
γb
)
αβ

(γa)
γζ − 3i

8

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)γζ
δa
b

− 19i

48

(
γa
b
)
αβ
Cγζ +

i

24

(
γ[1]b

)
αβ

(
γa[1]

)γζ
+

i

32

(
γ[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)γζ
δa
b +

i

144

(
γa
b[3]
)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)γζ
+

i

1152

(
γ[4]b

)
αβ

(
γa[4]

)γζ
.

(1.3.7b)

1.3.3 Holoraumy of 11D Supergravity

Finally, in §4, we compute the holoraumy (the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied
to each field) of N = 1, 11D supergravity, finding the bosonic holoraumy to be

[Dα,Dβ]hab = − i
4

(
γ[1][2]

(a|
)
αβ
∂[1]A|b)[2] +

i

18
ηab
(
γ[1][3]

)
αβ
∂[1]A[3]

+
i

2

(
γ[1][1̄]

(a|

)
αβ
∂[1]h|b)[1̄] − ∂(aξ

′
b)αβ

(1.3.8)

[Dα,Dβ]Aabc =
i

4

(
γ[1][1̄]

[ab|

)
αβ
∂[1]h|c][1̄] +

i

4

(
γ[1][1̄]

[a|

)
αβ
∂[1]A|bc][1̄]

+
i

288
εabc

[4][1][3]
(
γ[4]

)
αβ
∂[1]A[3] − ∂[aζ

′
bc]αβ

(1.3.9)

13 Here, Cαβ is the spinor metric, i.e., the charge-conjugation matrix expressed with spinor indices. Note that
Cα

β = δα
β .
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and the fermionic holoraumy to be

[Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ =

i

2

(
γa

[1][1̄]
)
αβ
∂[1]Ψ[1̄]

γ +
i

3

(
γa

[1][1̄][¯̄1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ∂[1̄]Ψ[¯̄1]

η

+
i

8

(
γ[2][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ∂[1]Ψa

η +
i

12

(
γ[2][1][1̄]

)
αβ

(
γa[2]

)
η
γ∂[1]Ψ[1̄]

η

+
i

24

(
γ[3][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ∂[1]Ψa

η − ∂aε′αβγ −Zaαβ
γ.

(1.3.10)

The gauge transformations are

ξ′bαβ =
i

12

(
γb

[3]
)
αβ
A[3] (1.3.11)

ζ ′bcαβ =
i

4

(
γ[2]

b

)
αβ
Ac[2] (1.3.12)

ε′αβ
γ = − 5i

32
Cαβ

(
γ[1]
)
η
γΨ[1]

η +
5i

64

(
γ[2][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η

− i

96

(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3][1]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η +
i

32

(
γ[3][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η

− i

768

(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4][1]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η.

(1.3.13)

Finally, the off-shell equation-of-motion terms are

Zaαβ
γ = Z (1)

aαβ
γζRζ + Z (2)

a
b
αβ

γζEbζ , (1.3.14)

where

Z (1)
aαβ

γζ =
3i

64
Cαβ (γa)

γζ − 3i

128

(
γa[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]
)γζ

− i

384

(
γ[3]
)
αβ

(
γ[3]a

)γζ
+

5i

1152

(
γa[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]
)γζ

− 7i

4608

(
γ[4]
)
αβ

(
γ[4]a

)γζ (1.3.15)

Z (2)
a

b
αβ

γζ =
i

4
CαβC

γζδa
b +

i

6

(
γa
b[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)γζ
+

i

96

(
γ[2]b

)
αβ

(
γa[2]

)γζ
+

5i

96

(
γa
b[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)γζ
− i

72

(
γ[3]b

)
αβ

(
γa[3]

)γζ − i

192

(
γ[4]
)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)γζ
δa
b

+
i

96

(
γ[3]
)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)γζ
δa
b.

(1.3.16)

Examination of the structure of this holoraumy in §4.3 reveals no analogue to the electromagnetic-
duality rotations of [25], answering question 1.3 in the negative.

1.4 Detailed Overview of Symbolic Algebra Methods

1.4.1 Algebra of Spinor-Indexed Expressions

In order to build a system capable of solving a multiplet, in the sense of finding the complex
coefficients of supersymmetry transformation rules and an associated action, one must start with
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procedures capable of systematically simplifying spinor-indexed expressions and resolving decompo-
sition tasks in a Clifford algebra representation. One certainly expects, then, that the system should
be able to determine that in 11D, Cηρ(γab)αβCγβ(γcd)

α
γ(γ

cd)ρσ can be simplified to 64(γab)ησ. This
represents a significant extension of Cadabra’s tensor arithmetic. In particular, Cadabra includes
multiplication for gamma matrices without spinor indices, as well as an ability to distinguish a set
of indices nominally as “spinorial" and manually impart, to a given tensor, symmetries with respect
to this set. However, Cadabra lacks true arithmetic features, like the spinor metric14 and NW-SE
convention, for tensors equipped with spinor indices. While Cadabra carries arithmetic for spinor
bilinears, it is more natural to consider spinor-indexed expressions in the context of genomics-related
computations [16], and this formalism has become standard in the works spawning from the su-
persymmetry genomics project. The first main achievement of the present work with respect to
symbolic algebra is the construction of a set of algorithms, which we have implemented in Cadabra,
handling this formalism.

Let us break down one view of what the capability of simplifying Cηρ(γab)αβCγβ(γcd)
α
γ(γ

cd)ρσ
demands.

1. The system must be able to sort tensor-spinor factors so that factors sharing dummy indices
are adjacent, giving (γab)αβ(γcd)

α
γC

γβCηρ(γ
cd)ρσ.

2. The system must be able to recognize dimension-specific symmetries of gamma matrices and
the spinor metric, and employ them to manipulate indices of adjacent factors into NW-SE
convention, giving (γab)βα(γcd)α

γCγβCη
ρ(γcd)ρσ.

3. The system must be able to recognize the spinor metric Cαβ and contract it correctly with
tensor-spinors, giving (γab)βα(γcd)αβ(γcd)ησ.

4. The system must be able to recognize (γab)βα(γcd)αβ = −(γabγcd)β
β as an implicit trace and

evaluate the factor as 32 δ[c
aδd]

b, giving 32 δ[c
aδd]

b(γcd)ησ.

Cadabra can then contract out the Kronecker deltas to yield 64(γab)ησ. On top of these requirements,
the system must be able to reduce a gamma matrix with more than bD/2c indices into one with at
most bD/2c indices, e.g., if gamma matrices with number of indices close to bD/2c are multiplied,
and the system must be able to recognize the highest-rank element γ∗ in the Clifford algebra for
even dimensions.

In the early sections of §5, we develop algorithms accomplishing all of these tasks to create
a full-fledged module for arithmetic with spinor-indexed expressions. We detail a procedure that
calculates, for any dimension D, the dimension-specific sequence {tr} ∈ {−1, 1}N [13] which deter-
mines the symmetries of gamma matrices, γ∗, and the spinor metric via

(γa1···ar)αβ = −tr(γa1···ar)βα (1.4.1a)

(γ∗)αβ = −t2m(γ∗)βα (1.4.1b)

(γa1···arγ∗)αβ = −t0trt2m(−1)r(γa1···arγ∗)βα (1.4.1c)

14 In particular, Cadabra carries no means for creating an antisymmetric metric.
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Cαβ = −t0Cβα, (1.4.1d)

where Cαβ is a new metric object we introduce into Cadabra. Additional subprocedures that we
present recognize implicit traces and leverage Cadabra’s pure-Lorentz-tensor arithmetic to evaluate
them, and reduce high-indexed gamma matrices via

γa1···ar =


± im+1

(D−r)!ε
a1···aDγaD···ar+1 , if D is odd and the

representation is ±;

(−1)r im+1

(D−r)!ε
a1···aDγaD···ar+1γ∗, if D is even.

(1.4.2)

Using the above symmetries, we develop a sorting procedure that loops through the factors
in a tensor-spinor expression, building a cache of ordered chains, each of which consists of fac-
tors for which dummy spinor index pairs and symmetries generated by the {tr} permit symbolic
multiplication in accordance with the NW-SE convention;15 these chains themselves are sorted by
lexicographic order of the lexicographically lowest-order index among their first and last spinor in-
dices, giving the expression a canonical form. We develop an additional auxiliary procedure which
implements the symbolic spinor-index manipulation necessary to bring the expression into NW-SE
convention, taking into account signs from the necessary symmetries and from swapping parities
of a dummy-index pair, completing all spinor metric contractions (i.e., actually making the ten-
sor Cαβ a veritable metric), and combining spinor-index brackets (e.g., (γa)α

β(γb)β
γ 7→ (γaγb)α

γ).
This ensemble of algorithms is executed by an evaluation procedure which reduces all tensor-spinor
expressions into a canonical simplified form, vastly extending Cadabra’s pure-Lorentz-tensor arith-
metic while maintaining Cadabra’s virtue of eschewing any explicit matrix representation. We view
this index manipulation as an extension of ordinary canonicalization, and refer to it henceforth as
spinor-index canonicalization.

With this spinor-index canonicalization in our armamentarium, we develop algorithms for fun-
damental decomposition tasks in a Clifford algebra, particularly Fierz identities in the spinor-index
formalism. This is essential for handling expressions like the following

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ = 2uv(γ[1])η(α(γ[1]c)β)

γ∂cΨa
η

− 2uv(γa)η(α(γbc)β)
γ∂bΨc

η

+ 6z(x+ y)(γ[2])η(α(γ[2]a
bc)β)

γ∂bΨc
η

+ 6z(x− y)(γ[2])η(α(γ[2]c)β)
γ∂[aΨc]

η

− 12z(x− y)(γ[1]a)η(α(γ[1]bc)β)
γ∂bΨc

η,

(1.4.3)

which we will see needs to be expressed in terms of tensor-spinors of the form (·)αβ in order to obtain
constraints from superalgebra closure. The standard route for handling a Fierz expansion of this
magnitude is to individually Fierz-expand the products of spinor-indexed gamma matrices into lin-
ear combinations of quadratics in the Clifford algebra basis elements with coefficients in C (or more

15 Strictly speaking, NW-SE convention is only necessary if the spinor metric is antisymmetric, i.e., in di-
mensions with t0 = 1, but there is no error and relatively little computational overhead in forcing NW-SE
convention anyway, and the spinor metric is antisymmetric in most dimensions of interest for supersymmetry.
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accurately, the complex space spanned by the pure Lorentz tensors), necessitating a multi-term
four-index Fierz transformation. We develop an algorithm of complete generality for computing
any multi-term four-index Fierz expansion in the formalism of spinor-indexed expressions, broadly
extending Cadabra’s own, generally single-term, spinor bilinear Fierz transformation function. We
apply this algorithm to produce some quite massive Fierz identities in Appendix B. For the specific
purpose of automatically solving a multiplet, we also create a modified algorithm which implements
a two-index Fierz expansion, decomposing in one go expressions like the above into linear combina-
tions of simple Clifford algebra basis elements (not quadratics), with coefficients that are arbitrary
elements in the Clifford algebra (i.e., tensor-spinors), a dramatically more computationally efficient
approach than individually four-index Fierz-expanding the gamma matrix product in each term
and combining the terms at the end.

1.4.2 Solving Multiplets using Brute-Force Gamma-Matrix Splitting

In order to treat the problem of solving the 11D supergravity multiplet, or any multiplet, we
develop in §5 a new algorithm which isolates all possible nonlinear constraints on the coefficients
of supersymmetry transformation rules that can be gleaned by requiring that the algebra close.
In principle, this corresponds to the conventional hand-computation approach of computing the
anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to each field, Fierz-expanding to move the
spinor indices of the supercovariant derivatives onto the same gamma matrices, and comparing
with (1.2.1), setting the coefficient of the translation equal to c · i and the coefficients of non-gauge
and non-equation-of-motion terms equal to 0. The hurdle, both in hand-computation and certainly
in a software implementation, is the isolation of on-shell-multiplets’ equation-of-motion terms, which
must be ignored when drawing constraints; these terms are also of separate interest for us as part
of obtaining the non-closure geometry.16 The particular novelty of our algorithm is an approach to
isolating these terms, and to eliminating these terms in the distillation of nonlinear constraints.

We assume in our algorithm that all equation-of-motion terms are fermionic and that the
fermions are symmetric in their Lorentz indices.17 In this case, we use the fact, derived from [42],
that if a fermion has spin s + 1/2, then equation-of-motion (sets of) terms are Clifford-algebra
multiples of (

γb
)
η
γ∂bΨa1···as

η −
s∑
i=1

(
γb
)
η
γ∂aiΨbUi

η, (1.4.4)

where Ui = {a1, . . . , ai−1, ai+1, . . . , as}. Ignoring equation-of-motion terms amounts to introducing
an identity setting the above equal to zero. This is difficult for two reasons. First, the prob-
lem is somewhat analogous to a multi-term canonicalization problem, a class of problems which
is notoriously difficult, effectively requiring (notwithstanding helpful structure) a search through
permutations of terms. (See the review in [37].) Second, the above expression will rarely appear
in isolation, instead arising contracted with another tensor, or worse still, multiplied by gamma
matrices to give a virtually unrecognizable expression.

16 The gauge terms are identified easily by querying the index on the partial derivative and checking whether
it is an element of the set of free Lorentz indices in the expression, so there is hardly a similar issue for these
terms.

17 We are therefore somewhat lucky that 11D supergravity turned out indeed to have only fermionic equation-
of-motion terms. Since the gravitino has only a single vector index, symmetry holds vacuously.
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We demonstrate that certain properties of the Lorentz-index structure of a term make it a
candidate multiple of a single term in the above equation of motion, and this multiple can be
factored out in most cases by guided gamma-matrix decomposition (i.e., splitting). We show
that multiples of the equation of motion are uniquely identified by such Lorentz-index structure
of their terms combined with gauge-invariance, enabling a filtration method. In particular, given
decomposed terms which have isolated multipliers beside single terms from the equation of motion,
we can replace the fermion in the terms with a gauge transformation, and by definition, all of
the gauge-invariant true equation-of-motion terms will vanish. A challenge arises because, as we
prove, there exist cases in which no substitution can revert the resulting expression back to one
in terms of the fermion, but a system of linear equations with Clifford-algebra coefficients enables
this reversion. We show that this linear system can be transformed into an augmented matrix
with rational entries except for Clifford algebra elements in the last column, a matrix problem
that can be solved. The manipulations are easier in momentum-space, so we have also furnished
symbolic Fourier and inverse-Fourier transform subprocedures. The final reverted expression has no
equation-of-motion terms, so we can apply the naïve off-shell procedure to this expression, yielding
the desired constraints. In addition to the constraints, the algorithm outputs the closure structure
just before the deletion of equation-of-motion terms, enabling scrutiny for the purpose of discerning
the non-closure functions.

This algorithm always either outputs a correct and consistent system of nonlinear equations or
an inconsistent system of nonlinear equations. That is, the algorithm never fails in the sense of
producing an incorrect set of constraints which can be erroneously solved. The cases in which the
procedure outputs inconsistent equations occur because it is not always possible to isolate equation-
of-motion terms by decomposition, leading to spurious equations on top of, but not replacing, the
correct equations. We show that the algorithm outputs correct constraints for the off-shell N = 1,
4D vector multiplet and the on-shell N = 1, 4D chiral and vector multiplets; this algorithm is used
to solve the 11D supergravity multiplet and to aid in computing its non-closure functions.

1.4.3 Solving Multiplets using Feynman Propagator Substitution

In order to broaden the set of multiplets that can be solved algorithmically by our module, we
develop a second multiplet-solving algorithm identifying equation-of-motion terms in a much dif-
ferent fashion. In particular, we employ the fact that Feynman propagators are Green’s functions
for equations of motion. For convenience of use for the forthcoming procedure, we first construct
symbolic algebra methods to generate Feynman propagators. We construct a symbolic algebra
procedure computing projection operator identities, and then a second procedure using the first
to compute both fermionic and bosonic18 Feynman propagators based on the recursive computa-
tion technique in [33, 42]. In addition, we provide a function which outputs the Rarita-Schwinger
Feynman propagator for any dimension.

The second multiplet-solver algorithm identifies equation-of-motion terms by converting the
fermionic closure to momentum space via the earlier-mentioned symbolic Fourier transform and
then substituting the product of the momentum-space propagator and a coupling current for

18 We do not need bosonic Feynman propagators, but they are involved in the computation of fermionic Feynman
propagators.
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each fermionic field. The Feynman propagator involves the momentum-space inverse �̂−1 of the
d’Alembert operator, and equation-of-motion terms can be identified directly by the cancellation
of this operator. Since the Feynman propagator is a multi-term expression, as with the isolation
of gauge-invariant terms in the first method, there is difficulty in reverting the substitution, so we
simply avoid this. We show that the post-substitution translation can be identified by a unique
hook of the form

�̂−1(γa
′
)αβ(γb

′
)γ
β′ka′kb′F(Jβ′), (1.4.5)

where α, β are the indices of the supercovariant derivatives, γ is the spinor index on the fermion, ka
is a momentum parameter, and F (Jα) is the Fourier-transformed coupling current. The principal
remaining difficulty which we surmount is the necessity of Schouten identities due to the many
dummy Lorentz indices introduced in the substitution of the Feynman propagator. We demonstrate
that it empirically suffices to consider permutations of elements in a running cache of terms of the
form

�̂−1(γE)αβ(γF )γ
β′ka′1 · · · ka′nF(Jβ′), (1.4.6)

where E,F are sets of Lorentz indices, |F | = D (the dimension), and {a′1, . . . , a′n} 6⊂ F .

The resulting algorithm empirically succeeds quite uniformly in producing correct systems of
nonlinear constraints on the coefficients of the supersymmetry transformation rules in a multiplet.
We demonstrate this via the examples of the on-shell N = 1, 4D axial-vector, matter-gravitino,
and most importantly, supergravity multiplets. Together with the examples treated by the prior
multiplet solver (which the reader can test are solved successfully by the second multiplet solver
as well), this shows that all of the computations in [25] are correctly generated by our symbolic
algebra. In addition, this solver confirms the constraints on 11D supergravity produced by the
other solver. In principle, a Schouten identity not treated by the method mentioned above could
make the sum of an equation-of-motion term and a non-gauge/non-equation-of-motion term appear
to simply be a sum of non-gauge/non-equation-of-motion terms, resulting in spurious constraints
which override correct constraints and give an incorrect but consistent result, in contrast with the
prior multiplet solver. However, this issue has not appeared in any tested case, and it seems a
priori unlikely that spurious equations would be consistent with a rather long remaining system of
nonlinear constraints. The tradeoff is that this alternative solver is able to solve a much broader
range of multiplets than the prior one, which was limited by the possibility of suitable gamma-matrix
splittings.

1.4.4 Forcing SUSY-Invariance of an Action, and Computing Holoraumy

We mention two more important algorithms we develop in this work. The first is a procedure
which distills constraints on the coefficients of the supersymmetry transformation rules and pa-
rameters in the action by requiring the action to be SUSY-invariant. Conventionally, this requires
wrestling with the expression for the application DαL of the supercovariant derivative to the La-
grangian L until one obtains an expression of the form dJ /dt + other terms, with constraints
obtained by setting the “other terms" equal to zero; J becomes the supercurrent. Instead, we use
the standard boundary conditions that the Lagrangian and fields vanish at infinity to use integration
by parts, moving all derivatives in the integrand of DαS, where S is the action, onto the bosons and
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setting the coefficients in the ultimate expression to zero. The result is a more systematic algorithm
which can be executed in a symbolic algebra engine.

The second algorithm is a procedure to compute on-shell holoraumy. In [25], the form of on-shell
holoraumy which turns out to be useful for the purpose of tackling questions on electromagnetic-
duality rotations like question 1.3 is one consisting of gauge terms, equation-of-motion terms, and
remaining terms. The remaining terms are those of particular interest, so we again wish to separate
out gauge and equation-of-motion terms. We therefore develop a procedure for computing this
form of holoraumy by adopting the approach of the first multiplet solver to treat the commutator
of supercovariant derivatives rather than the anticommutator, mutatis mutandis. We show that the
procedure correctly reproduces the results of [25] when applied to the on-shell N = 1, 4D chiral
and supergravity multiplets.

1.5 Notes on Style

Our derivations in the next several chapters will involve the steady aid of the software in §5; see
that chapter for explanations of the functions we employ. That chapter presents the construction
of a complete symbolic algebra system for handling the solution of multiplets quite broadly, and
demonstrates the tools applied to a variety of 4D and 11D problems in the literature, building the
groundwork for the new 11D results of the chapters below. The goal of this paper is to provide
what is to our knowledge the first non-closure-function and holoraumy results of this kind in an
11D supermultiplet, a setting which has previously been refractory to treatment by hand or even
by less developed computational methods. The next few chapters detail not only the results of the
solvers, but also an extended depiction of the explicit derivation of these results as aided by the
ancillary symbolic algebra tools. This explicitness merits a brief apologia: we offer three reasons in
our defense.

First, desired results and results of independent interest emerge from the intermediate steps.
Most importantly, the desired results include not only the values of the coefficients in (1.1.1), which
can be readily computed from the output of the computational multiplet solvers of §5.9 and §5.11
(and the SUSY-invariant action solver of §5.12), but they also include the complete geometry of
non-closure terms, which demands attention to the intermediate steps within the algorithms of those
solvers. In particular, not only the constraints on the coefficients in (1.1.1) obtained in §2 are useful,
but also the closure expressions which give rise to those constraints, as they yield the non-closure
geometry furnished at the end of §3. Similarly, the intricate 11D Fierz identities which come into
play in this intermediate work should be of independent interest for supersymmetry calculations,
given Fierz identities’ ubiquity. These are tabulated in Appendix B.

Second, since we believe that the presented symbolic algebra will become essential for extending
these calculations further in 11D supergravity and to other multiplets, we wish to impart a complete
picture of the workflow of producing results with the algorithm. For this reason, for example,
we typically provide more-or-less raw (but LATEX-ed) output of the code and afterward give the
simplified output, in an effort to convey clearly the steps like recognition of (anti)symmetrized
indices which users should complete to get a yet more tractable tabulation of results. At the
same time, we produce intermediate steps demonstrating the full prowess of the symbolic algebra
system in the 11D setting: by the end of the following chapters, the reader will be convinced not
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only of the dimension-wise versatility of the multiplet solvers which return some specific output,
but also of underlying procedures, including both Fierz-expansion functions, SUSY expansion, and
more fundamentally, the reduction of spinor-indexed expressions to a simplified standard form by
“Evaluate" (§5.4).

Third, and most importantly, it is desirable to prod the symbolic algebra system to produce the
principal results, leading up to the isolation of constraints, which would have been generated had
one solved the multiplet by hand, for this enables the ready verification of our results. We have
deliberately fleshed out steps which we feel serve as especially useful hooks in hand-verification,
without which the reader would be as bemused in attempting to verify our results as the authors
were upon embarking on this project. Indeed, the reader should feel obliged to scrutinize these
intermediate results to his or her satisfaction rather than blindly trust the answers. Any reader
who wishes to compute some representative samples of the results below can make use of the gamma
matrix multiplication table in Appendix B of [20], as well as identities for commuting higher-index
gamma matrices in the appendix to [15].

Hopefully, this brings the reader to some agreement with, or at least toleration for, our frequent
re-derivation of results via several distinct routes, with the intention of gleaning more information
about the structure of the multiplet, and especially with the aim of enabling the reader to eliminate
for him- or herself any doubt as to the computationally-obtained conclusions. Our view is captured
in the following credo by the great mathematician Norbert Wiener.

“ Naturally, none but the extremely indolent will content
himself with taking the proof of these fundamental theo-
rems on faith.”

- N. Wiener [58]

2 Closure of the Supermultiplet

2.1 Computationally Enforcing Closure

As a first step toward solving the multiplet (1.1.1) and its non-closure functions, we consider
here its closure. Since we are considering the on-shell 11D supergravity multiplet, the condition of
closure is that on-shell (i.e., upon enforcing the equations of motion),19

{Dα,Dβ} = i (γa)αβ ∂a (2.1.1)

up to gauge transformations, i.e., terms involving a gradient with a free index. This condition will
introduce constraints on the scalar coefficients in (1.1.1), as it will require those coefficients to be
chosen in such a manner that the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives is of precisely the
above form when applied to each field. We begin by rewriting the first term on the left-hand side
of (1.1.1b) in terms of the graviton by leveraging (1.1.2), (1.1.3), and the Lorentz antisymmetry of

19 In 11D, our convention is to take c = 1 in (1.2.1).

23



the gamma matrix.

v ωbde
(
γde
)
α
β =

v

2
(cbde − cbed − cdeb)

(
γde
)
α
β

=
v

2
(2cbde − cdeb)

(
γde
)
α
β

=
v

2
(2∂bhde − 2∂dhbe − ∂dheb + ∂ehdb)

(
γde
)
α
β

=
v

2
(0− 3∂dhbe + ∂ehdb)

(
γde
)
α
β

= 2v ∂ehbd
(
γde
)
α
β

(2.1.2)

The multiplet from (1.1.1) can be entered in code as shown below.20

>>> susy = r'D_{\alpha}(h_{a b}) -> u ((\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{b})^{\beta} +
(\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{a})^{\beta}), D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{b})^{\beta}) -> 2 v
\partial_{e}(h_{b d}) (\Gamma^{d e})_{\alpha}^{\beta} + x (\Gamma_{b} \Gamma^{c d e
f})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{c}(A_{d e f}) + y (\Gamma^{c d e f}
\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{c}(A_{d e f}), D_{\alpha}(A_{b c d}) -> 2 z
(\Gamma_{b c})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{d})^{\beta} - 2 z (\Gamma_{b d})_{\alpha \beta}
(\Psi_{c})^{\beta} + 2 z (\Gamma_{c d})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{b})^{\beta}, c_{a b c} ->
\partial_{a}(h_{b c}) - \partial_{b}(h_{a c})'

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

As our first bit of analysis, we apply the multiplet solvers of §5.9 and §5.11 to find independent
constraints on the values of the coefficients u, v, x, y, z of the supersymmetry transformation rules.
Note that the gauge transformation of the gravitino is of the form

δGΨa
γ = ∂aζ

γ (2.1.3)

for a gauge parameter ζγ, and the chosen basis for the Clifford algebra is that in (A.0.4). The code
below applies the algorithm “SUSYSolve" from §5.9.

>>> bosons = [Ex('h_{a b}'), Ex('A_{a b c}')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\Psi_{a})^{\gamma}')]
>>> gauge_transs = [Ex(r'\partial_{a}((\zeta)^{\gamma})')]
>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a

b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c
d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')]

↪→

↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v', 'x', 'y', 'z']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve(bosons, fermions, gauge_transs, susy, basis, consts, indices)

The result is the following set of constraints.

uv = − i
8

(2.1.4a)

xz =
i

96
(2.1.4b)

20 We include at the end of the SUSY rules “susy" a substitution rule which records (1.1.3). The utility of this
will be apparent when the SUSY rules are used to take the supercovariant derivative of the action in §3,
since the graviton part of (1.1.4) is expressed in terms of the anholonomy.
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yz = − i

288
. (2.1.4c)

The code below uses the second multiplet solver, namely, “SUSYSolvePropagator" of §5.11, to tackle
the same problem. The Feynman propagator of the gravitino is the spin-3/2 propagator of (5.10.15)
with D = 11, i.e., (5.10.16). However, we do not input this propagator explicitly, instead making
use of our function rarita_schwinger_prop() from §5.10. The bosons, fermions, basis, unknowns,
and spinor indices are the same as above and are suppressed for brevity.

>>> fermion_propagators = [rarita_schwinger_prop()]
>>> sol = susy_solve_propagator(bosons, fermions, fermion_propagators, susy, basis, consts,

indices)↪→

The result is again (2.1.4).

In the next three sections, we begin deriving the non-closure geometry of the multiplet by
computing the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the graviton, three-form,
and gravitino. Of course, these computations are precisely the principal intermediate results which
give rise to the constraints above via comparison with (2.1.1). This means that the constraints
obtained purely computationally above can serve to verify the following supercovariant derivative
computations. Indeed, in §2.5, it is verified that the explicit closure calculations yield the constraints
(2.1.4), serving as the desired check on the validity of both sets of results.

2.2 Closure on the Graviton

We first consider the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the graviton hab.
We can use our “SUSYExpand" (§5.9) and “Evaluate" (§5.4) algorithms to find this expression and
Cadabra’s factor_in() to combine like terms with different coefficients, as in the code below.

>>> ex = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}(h_{a b})) + D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}(h_{a b}))')
>>> susy_expand(ex, susy)
>>> evaluate(ex)
>>> factor_in(ex, Ex('u, v, x, y, z', False))

The result is

{Dα,Dβ}hab = −8uv (γc)αβ ∂chab + 4uv (γc)αβ ∂bhac + 4uv (γc)αβ ∂ahbc.

Factoring out u and recognizing symmetrized indices yields

{Dα,Dβ}hab = −8uv (γc)αβ ∂chab +4uv (γc)αβ ∂(ahb)c. (2.2.1)

The term in black is of the desired form (2.1.1) for closure of the multiplet, and its coefficient
must equal i. The term in blue is a gauge transformation (regardless of the value of its coefficient)
because the partial derivative is with respect to either one of the two free Lorentz indices in the
expression. Since closure of the multiplet is desired up to gauge transformations, the term in blue
can be ignored. The resulting constraint is

−8uv = i. (2.2.2)
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2.3 Closure on the Three-Form

Now, we consider the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the three-form
Aabc. Running the code

>>> ex = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}(A_{a b c})) + D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}(A_{a b c}))')
>>> susy_expand(ex, susy)
>>> evaluate(ex)
>>> factor_in(ex, Ex('u, v, x, y, z', False))

gives

{Dα,Dβ}Aabc = (72xz − 72yz)
(
γd
)
αβ
∂dAabc + (−72xz + 72yz)

(
γd
)
αβ
∂cAabd

+ (72xz − 72yz)
(
γd
)
αβ
∂bAacd + (−72xz + 72yz)

(
γd
)
αβ
∂aAbcd

− 8vz
(
γa
d
)
αβ
∂chbd + 8vz

(
γa
d
)
αβ
∂bhcd + 8vz

(
γb
d
)
αβ
∂chad

− 8vz
(
γb
d
)
αβ
∂ahcd − 8vz

(
γc
d
)
αβ
∂bhad + 8vz

(
γc
d
)
αβ
∂ahbd

+ (12xz + 36yz)
(
γab

def
)
αβ
∂dAcef + (−4xz − 12yz)

(
γab

def
)
αβ
∂cAdef

+ (−12xz − 36yz)
(
γac

def
)
αβ
∂dAbef + (4xz + 12yz)

(
γac

def
)
αβ
∂bAdef

+ (12xz + 36yz)
(
γbc

def
)
αβ
∂dAaef + (−4xz − 12yz)

(
γbc

def
)
αβ
∂aAdef .

(2.3.1)

Factoring out z, recognizing antisymmetrized indices, and rearranging yields

{Dα,Dβ}Aabc = 72z(x− y)
(
γd
)
αβ
∂dAabc

+ 6z(x+ 3y)
(
γ[ab|

def
)
αβ
∂dA|c]ef

− 36z(x− y)
(
γd
)
αβ
∂[aAbc]d

− 2z(x+ 3y)
(
γ[ab

def
)
αβ
∂c]Adef

+ 8vz
(
γ[a

d
)
αβ
∂bhc]d.

(2.3.2)

The term in black is of the desired form (2.1.1), and its coefficient must equal i. The term in red
is an undesired term whose coefficient must be set to zero. Finally, the terms in blue are gauge
transformations (regardless of coefficient) because they involve gradients with free indices, so these
terms can be ignored. The resulting constraints are as follows.

72z(x− y) = i (2.3.3a)

6z(x+ 3y) = 0. (2.3.3b)

2.4 Closure on the Gravitino

Our last and most difficult closure calculation will be the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives applied to the gravitino Ψa

γ. Running the code

>>> ex = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}((\Psi_{a})^{\gamma})) +
D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})^{\gamma}))')↪→

>>> susy_expand(ex, susy)
>>> evaluate(ex)
>>> factor_in(ex, Ex('u, v, x, y, z', False))
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gives

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ = −2uv(γa)αη∂bΨc

η(γbc)β
γ − 2uv(γbc)α

γ(γa)βη∂bΨc
η

+ 2uv(γb)αη∂cΨa
η(γb

c)β
γ + 2uv(γb

c)α
γ(γb)βη∂cΨa

η

+ (12xz − 12yz)(γa
b)αη∂cΨd

η(γb
cd)β

γ + (12xz − 12yz)(γb
cd)α

γ(γa
b)βη∂cΨd

η

+ (6xz − 6yz)(γbc)αη∂aΨd
η(γbc

d)β
γ + (−6xz + 6yz)(γbc)αη∂dΨa

η(γbc
d)β

γ

+ (6xz + 6yz)(γbc)αη∂dΨe
η(γabc

de)β
γ + (6xz − 6yz)(γbc

d)α
γ(γbc)βη∂aΨd

η

+ (−6xz + 6yz)(γbc
d)α

γ(γbc)βη∂dΨa
η + (6xz + 6yz)(γabc

de)α
γ(γbc)βη∂dΨe

η.

(2.4.1)

Factoring out u, z, recognizing (anti)symmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering
terms yields

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ = 2uv(γ[1])η(α(γ[1]c)β)

γ∂cΨa
η

− 2uv(γa)η(α(γbc)β)
γ∂bΨc

η

+ 6z(x+ y)(γ[2])η(α(γ[2]a
bc)β)

γ∂bΨc
η

+ 6z(x− y)(γ[2])η(α(γ[2]c)β)
γ∂[aΨc]

η

− 12z(x− y)(γ[1]a)η(α(γ[1]bc)β)
γ∂bΨc

η.

(2.4.2)

Notice that in the right-hand side of (2.4.2), the spinor indices α, β that originally belonged to the
supercovariant derivatives are always on different gamma matrices. However, the closure condition
(2.1.1) is expressed in terms of a gamma matrix with α, β on the same gamma matrix. It follows
that (2.4.2) must be transformed into a form with α, β on the same gamma matrices in order to
determine constraints on u, v, x, y, z by juxtaposition with (2.1.1), as well as to determine the true
form of the closure. This is precisely the utility of Fierz identities, and in fact, each symmetrized
product of gamma matrices above is precisely one derived in Appendix B.1. Directly substituting
the Fierz expansions in Appendix B.1 for the symmetrized products above will yield a form useful
for comparison with (2.1.1). If one wishes not to be bogged down by the intricate structure of these
individual products, then one can instead Fierz-expand (2.4.2) with a priori knowledge of only the
indices α, β on the supercovariant derivatives by applying “FierzExpand2Index" (§5.6), as below.

>>> fierz_expand_2index(ex, basis)
>>> factor_in(ex, Ex('u, v, x, y, z', False))

Either way, the Fierz expansion of {Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ is

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ =

(
−11

8
uv + 27xz − 27yz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂bΨa

γ

+

(
1

8
uv − 27xz + 27yz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂aΨb

γ (2.4.3)

+

(
−1

8
uv − 27xz − 15yz

)
(γa)αβ

(
γbc
)γ

η∂bΨc
η

+

(
1

8
uv − 15xz − 27yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γa
c)γ η∂cΨb

η

+

(
−1

8
uv + 15xz + 27yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γa
c)γ η∂bΨc

η
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+

(
1

8
uv − 15xz + 15yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γb
c)γ η∂aΨc

η

+

(
−9

8
uv + 15xz − 15yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γb
c)γ η∂cΨa

η

+

(
1

8
uv − 6xz − 15yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(
γab

cd
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
−1

8
uv − 15xz − 27yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γa)
γ
η∂bΨc

η

+

(
1

8
uv − 27xz − 15yz

)
(γa

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂cΨb
η

+

(
−1

8
uv + 27xz + 15yz

)
(γa

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂bΨc
η

+

(
−9

8
uv − 15xz + 15yz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂cΨa
η

+

(
1

8
uv + 15xz − 15yz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂aΨc
η

+

(
−1

8
uv + 15xz + 6yz

)(
γa
b
)
αβ

(
γb
cd
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
1

8
uv + 6xz + 15yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γab

d
)γ

η∂dΨc
η

+

(
−1

8
uv − 6xz − 15yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γab

d
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
7

16
uv + 3xz − 3yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γbc

d
)γ

η∂dΨa
η

+

(
− 1

16
uv − 3xz + 3yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γbc

d
)γ

η∂aΨd
η

+

(
1

16
uv + 3yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γabc

de
)γ

η∂dΨe
η

+

(
1

16
uv + 3xz

)(
γabc

de
)
αβ

(
γbc
)γ

η∂dΨe
η

+

(
− 1

48
uv − 1

2
xz

)(
γbcd

ef
)
αβ

(
γa
bcd
)γ

η∂eΨf
η

+

(
1

48
uv − 1

2
yz

)(
γabcd

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂fΨe

η

+

(
− 1

48
uv +

1

2
yz

)(
γabcd

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂eΨf

η

+

(
1

64
uv +

1

8
xz − 1

8
yz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂fΨa

η

+

(
− 1

192
uv − 1

8
xz +

1

8
yz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂aΨf

η

+

(
− 1

23040
uv +

1

960
xz +

1

960
yz

)
εa′bcdef

ghijk
(
γa
a′bcd

)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂

eΨf η
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+

(
1

23040
uv +

1

960
xz +

1

960
yz

)
εaa′bcdf

ghijk
(
γa
′bcde
)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂

fΨe
η

+

(
− 1

23040
uv − 1

960
xz − 1

960
yz

)
εaa′bcdf

ghijk
(
γa
′bcde
)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂eΨ

f η

+

(
− 1

115200
uv − 1

4800
xz +

1

4800
yz

)
εa′bcdef

ghijk
(
γa
′bcde
)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂

fΨa
η

+

(
1

115200
uv +

1

4800
xz − 1

4800
yz

)
εa′bcdef

ghijk
(
γa
′bcde
)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂aΨ

f η

+

(
− 1

5760
uv − 1

240
yz

)
εabcdefgh

ijk
(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γijk)
γ
η∂

gΨhη.

With some work, this can be rewritten as

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ =

(
−11

4
uv + 63xz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂bΨa

γ

+

(
−1

2
uv − 27xz − 63yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γa)
γ
η∂bΨc

η

+

(
−9

4
uv − 27xz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂cΨa
η

+

(
1

4
uv +

3

2
xz − 9

2
yz

)(
γabc

de
)
αβ

(
γbc
)γ

η∂dΨe
η

+

(
− 1

12
uv − 3

2
xz − 3

2
yz

)(
γbcd

ef
)
αβ

(
γa
bcd
)γ

η∂eΨf
η

+

(
1

32
uv +

3

8
xz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂fΨa

η (2.4.4)

+

(
−1

8
uv − 27xz − 15yz

)
(γa)αβ

(
γbc
)γ

η∂bΨc
η

+

(
1

4
uv − 21xz − 42yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γaγ
c)γ η∂cΨb

η

+

(
−1

4
uv + 21xz + 42yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γaγ
c)γ η∂bΨc

η

+

(
−5

4
uv + 21xz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γbγ
c)γ η∂cΨa

η

+

(
1

4
uv − 21xz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γbγ
c)γ η∂aΨc

η

+

(
1

8
uv − 6xz − 15yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(
γabγ

cd
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
1

4
uv − 42xz − 21yz

)(
γb
)γ

η (γa
c)αβ ∂cΨb

η

+

(
−1

4
uv + 42xz + 21yz

)(
γb
)γ

η (γa
c)αβ ∂bΨc

η

+

(
−1

8
uv + 15xz + 6yz

)(
γa
b
)
αβ

(
γbγ

cd
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
1

4
uv + 6xz + 21yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γabγ

d
)γ

η∂dΨc
η
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+

(
−1

4
uv − 6xz − 21yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γabγ

d
)γ

η∂cΨd
η

+

(
1

2
uv + 3xz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γbcγ

d
)γ

η∂dΨa
η

+

(
−1

8
uv − 3xz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γbcγ

d
)γ

η∂aΨd
η

+

(
1

16
uv + 3yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γabcγ

de
)γ

η∂dΨe
η

+

(
− 1

24
uv +

1

2
xz + yz

)(
γa
bcde
)
αβ

(
γbcdγ

f
)γ

η∂fΨe
η

+

(
1

24
uv − 1

2
xz − yz

)(
γa
bcde
)
αβ

(
γbcdγ

f
)γ

η∂eΨf
η

+

(
− 1

192
uv +

1

8
xz +

1

8
yz

)(
γa
bcde
)
αβ

(
γbcdeγ

fg
)γ

η∂fΨg
η

+

(
1

96
uv +

1

8
xz +

1

4
yz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γabcdeγ
g)γ η∂gΨf

η

+

(
− 1

96
uv − 1

8
xz − 1

4
yz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γabcdeγ
g)γ η∂fΨg

η

+

(
− 1

480
uv − 1

40
xz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γbcdefγ
g)γ η∂gΨa

η

+

(
1

480
uv +

1

40
xz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γbcdefγ
g)γ η∂aΨg

η

+

(
1

115200
uv +

1

4800
yz

)
εabcdefghijk

(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(
γghijkγop

)γ
η∂oΨp

η

+

(
1

2
uv − 63xz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂aΨb

γ

+

(
1

2
uv + 27xz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)γ

η∂aΨc
η

+

(
− 1

48
uv − 3

8
xz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)γ
η∂aΨf

η,

which can be directly verified to match the hash table outputted by “SUSYSolve" in the second
code block of §2.1. Finally, recognizing antisymmetrized indices and simplifying yields

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ =

(
−11

4
uv + 63xz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂bΨa

γ

+

(
−1

2
uv − 27xz − 63yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γa)η
γ∂bΨc

η (2.4.5)

+

(
−9

4
uv − 27xz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)
η
γ∂cΨa

η

+

(
1

4
uv +

3

2
xz − 9

2
yz

)(
γabc

de
)
αβ

(
γbc
)
η
γ∂dΨe

η

+

(
1

12
uv +

3

2
xz +

3

2
yz

)(
γbcd

ef
)
αβ

(
γa
bcd
)
η
γ∂eΨf

η
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+

(
− 1

32
uv − 3

8
xz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)
η
γ∂fΨa

η

+

(
−1

8
uv − 27xz − 15yz

)
(γa)αβ R

γ

+

(
1

8
uv − 6xz − 15yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γab)
γζ Rζ

+

(
−1

8
uv + 15xz + 6yz

)(
γa
b
)
αβ

(γb)
γζ Rζ

+

(
1

16
uv + 3yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γabc)
γζ Rζ

+

(
− 1

192
uv +

1

8
xz +

1

8
yz

)(
γa
bcde
)
αβ

(γbcde)
γζ Rζ

+

(
1

115200
uv +

1

4800
yz

)
εabcdefghijk

(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(
γghijk

)γζ
Rζ

+

(
1

4
uv − 21xz − 42yz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γa)
γζ Ebζ

+

(
−5

4
uv + 21xz

)(
γb
)
αβ

(γb)
γζ Eaζ

+

(
−1

4
uv + 42xz + 21yz

)
(γa

c)αβ Ec
γ

+

(
1

4
uv + 6xz + 21yz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γab)
γζ Ecζ

+

(
1

2
uv + 3xz

)(
γbc
)
αβ

(γbc)
γζ Eaζ

+

(
− 1

24
uv +

1

2
xz + yz

)(
γa
bcde
)
αβ

(γbcd)
γζ Eeζ

+

(
1

96
uv +

1

8
xz +

1

4
yz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γabcde)
γζ Efζ

+

(
− 1

480
uv − 1

40
xz

)(
γbcdef

)
αβ

(γbcdef )
γζ Eaζ

+

(
3

2
uv − 63xz

)(
γb
)
αβ
∂aΨb

γ

−uv
(
γb
)
αβ

(γb
c)η

γ∂aΨc
η

+

(
5

4
uv + 27xz

)
(γb

c)αβ
(
γb
)
η
γ∂aΨc

η

−3

8
uv
(
γbc
)
αβ

(
γbc

d
)
η
γ∂aΨd

η

+

(
1

48
uv +

3

8
xz

)(
γbcde

f
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)
η
γ∂aΨf

η,

where

Rα =
(
γbc
)
αη
∂bΨc

η (2.4.6a)

Ecα =
(
γb
)
αη
∂[bΨc]

η. (2.4.6b)
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The single term in black is of the desired form (2.1.1) for closure of the multiplet, and its coefficient
must equal i. The terms in red are undesired terms whose coefficients must be set to zero. The
terms in green are equation-of-motion terms, since they are proportional to the expressions in
(2.4.6), which vanish identically on-shell under the Rarita-Schwinger equation ((5.4) in [13])(

γb
)
η
γ∂bΨa

η −
(
γb
)
η
γ∂aΨb

η = 0. (2.4.7)

Finally, because they involve derivatives with respect to the free Lorentz index a, the terms in blue
are gauge transformations (regardless of coefficient), so these terms can be ignored. The resulting
constraints are as follows.

−11

4
uv + 63xz = i (2.4.8a)

−1

2
uv − 27xz − 63yz = 0 (2.4.8b)

−9

4
uv − 27xz = 0 (2.4.8c)

1

4
uv +

3

2
xz − 9

2
yz = 0 (2.4.8d)

1

12
uv +

3

2
xz +

3

2
yz = 0 (2.4.8e)

− 1

32
uv − 3

8
xz = 0. (2.4.8f)

2.5 Distilling Independent Constraints from Closure

The foregoing work gave the closure expressions which will become the non-closure geometry
in §3.4, as well as the nonlinear constraints (2.2.2), (2.3.3), and (2.4.8) on u, v, x, y, z. As a check
on our closure results, we now verify that these lead to the three independent equations in (2.1.4).
Indeed, it follows from (2.2.2) and (2.3.3a) that u, z 6= 0. Since z 6= 0, (2.3.3b) shows that x = −3y.
Substituting into (2.3.3a) gives−288yz = i. Hence, if we include (2.2.2), we have the three equations

uv = − i
8

(2.5.1a)

xz =
i

96
(2.5.1b)

yz = − i

288
, (2.5.1c)

which are exactly (2.1.4). It can be verified directly that these three equations are the only in-
dependent constraints, i.e., that the remaining constraints are redundant. In particular, it follows
automatically from the above three equations that

−11

4
uv + 63xz = −11

4

(
− i

8

)
+ 63

(
i

96

)
= i

−1

2
uv − 27xz − 63yz = −1

2

(
− i

8

)
− 27

(
i

96

)
− 63

(
− i

288

)
= 0

−9

4
uv − 27xz = −9

4

(
− i

8

)
− 27

(
i

96

)
= 0
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1

4
uv +

3

2
xz − 9

2
yz =

1

4

(
− i

8

)
+

3

2

(
i

96

)
− 9

2

(
− i

288

)
= 0

1

12
uv +

3

2
xz +

3

2
yz =

1

12

(
− i

8

)
+

3

2

(
i

96

)
+

3

2

(
− i

288

)
= 0

− 1

32
uv − 3

8
xz = − 1

32

(
− i

8

)
− 3

8

(
i

96

)
= 0.

Hence, the three independent equations obtained from the explicit juxtaposition with (2.1.1) of the
expressions for the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the various fields are
precisely those obtained from the two multiplet solvers in §2.1.

3 SUSY-Invariance of the Action

3.1 Computationally Enforcing SUSY-Invariance

Now that we have independent constraints on the coefficients in (1.1.1) from closure, we want
an additional set of constraints from the action. There are two sources of such constraints. The
first is supersymmetry invariance. In particular, it is required that for some quantity J γ

e (i.e., the
supercurrent)

DγS =

∫
d11x

[
∂e J γ

e
]
, (3.1.1)

or equivalently, that the supercovariant derivative applied to the Lagrangian density gives a total
derivative. It is generally assumed that the supercurrent vanishes at the boundary of integration,
so that we have

DγS = 0. (3.1.2)

This condition enables an integration-by-parts procedure of deriving the constraints from SUSY-
invariance without explicitly calculating the supercurrent. The second source of constraints is
normalization. Since this is primarily a matter of convention, its explanation and the derivation of
the constraints which arise are relegated to Appendix C. Here, we focus on the constraints from
SUSY-invariance of the action (1.1.4). The code below records the supercovariant derivative applied
to the Lagrangian density.

>>> L = Ex(r'D_{\gamma}(l (-1/4 c^{a b c} c_{a b c} + 1/2 c^{a b c} c_{c a b} + c^{a}_{b}^{b}
c_{a c}^{c}) + m (1/12) (\Psi_{a})^{\alpha} (\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}
\partial_{b}((\Psi_c)^{\beta}) + n (3/4) (\partial_{a}(A_{b c d}) - \partial_{b}(A_{a c d})
+ \partial_{c}(A_{a b d}) - \partial_{d}(A_{a b c})) (\partial^{a}(A^{b c d}) -
\partial^{b}(A^{a c d}) + \partial^{c}(A^{a b d}) - \partial^{d}(A^{a b c})))')

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

With this symbolically supersymmetry-transformed Lagrangian, one can apply “MakeActionSUSY-
Inv" (§5.12) to obtain the constraints arising from (3.1.2), as in the code below. The “susy" we use
is that from §2.1.

>>> make_action_susy_inv(L, susy, ['u', 'v', 'x', 'y', 'z', 'l', 'm', 'n'], [r'\Psi'])

The resulting constraints are

`u =
1

12
mv (3.1.3a)
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mx = 36nz (3.1.3b)

my = −12nz. (3.1.3c)

3.2 Constraints from SUSY-Invariance

Before moving on to the solution of the parameters in definition 1.2, it is worthwhile to flesh
out the explicit derivation of the constraints (3.1.3) as a check. The code below expands the
supercovariant derivative of the Lagrangian density and evaluates the output.

>>> susy_expand(L, susy)
>>> evaluate(L)
>>> factor_in(L, Ex('u, v, x, y, z, l, m, n', False))

The resulting density becomes21

DγL = −1

6
mv
(
∂bchbc

)
(γa)γα Ψaα +

1

6
mv
(
∂bbh

c
c

)
(γa)γα Ψaα − 1

6
mv (∂cchab)

(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα

+
1

6
mv (∂b

chac)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα +
1

6
mv (∂a

chbc)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα − 1

6
mv (∂abh

c
c)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
5

4
mx+

9

4
my

)(
∂ddAabc

) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
5

2
mx+

9

2
my

)(
∂b
dAacd

) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
−5

4
mx− 9

4
my

)(
∂a

dAbcd
) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
−1

4
mx− 3

4
my

)
(∂eeAbcd)

(
γa
bcd
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
3

4
mx+

9

4
my

)
(∂b

eAcde)
(
γa
bcd
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
1

4
mx+

3

4
my

)
(∂abAcde)

(
γbcde

)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
−4`u+

1

6
mv

)
(∂chbc) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨa

α
)

+

(
4`u− 1

6
mv

)
(∂bh

c
c) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨa

α
)

+ 2`u (∂chac) (γa)γα
(
∂bΨb

α
)
− 2`u (∂ah

c
c) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨb

α
)

(3.2.1)

+

(
2`u− 1

6
mv

)
(∂chbc) (γa)γα

(
∂aΨ

bα
)

+

(
−2`u+

1

6
mv

)
(∂bh

c
c) (γa)γα

(
∂aΨ

bα
)

+

(
2`u− 1

6
mv

)
(∂chab) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨcα

)
+

(
−4`u+

1

6
mv

)
(∂bhac) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨcα

)
+ 2`u (∂ahbc) (γa)γα

(
∂bΨcα

)
+

(
5

4
mx+

9

4
my − 36nz

)(
∂cAab

d
) (
γab
)
γα
∂dΨc

α

+

(
−5

4
mx− 9

4
my + 36nz

)(
∂cAab

d
) (
γab
)
γα

(∂cΨd
α)

+

(
−5

2
mx− 9

2
my + 72nz

)(
∂aAb

cd
) (
γab
)
γα

(∂cΨd
α)

+
1

6
mv (∂bhcd)

(
γabc

)
γα

(
∂dΨa

α
)

+
1

6
mv
(
∂dhcd

) (
γabc

)
γα

(∂aΨb
α)

− 1

6
mv
(
∂ch

d
d

) (
γabc

)
γα

(∂aΨb
α)− 1

6
mv (∂bhcd)

(
γabc

)
γα

(
∂aΨ

dα
)

+

(
−1

4
mx− 3

4
my

)
(∂eAabc)

(
γabcd

)
γα

(∂eΨd
α) +

(
1

4
mx+

3

4
my

)
(∂eAabc)

(
γabcd

)
γα

(∂dΨe
α)

21 Note that ∂ab is an abbreviation for ∂a∂b.
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+

(
3

4
mx+

9

4
my

)
(∂aAbc

e)
(
γabcd

)
γα

(∂eΨd
α) +

(
−3

4
mx− 9

4
my

)
(∂aAbc

e)
(
γabcd

)
γα

(∂dΨe
α)

+

(
1

1440
mx+

1

160
my

)(
∂aAbcd

)
εabcdef

ghijk (γghijk)γα
(
∂eΨfα

)
.

Integrating this, using integration-by-parts to move the derivatives to the bosons, applying the
boundary conditions, and collecting terms yields

DγS =

∫
d11x

[(
4`u− 1

3
mv

)(
∂bchbc

)
(γa)γα Ψaα +

(
−4`u+

1

3
mv

)(
∂bbh

c
c

)
(γa)γα Ψaα

+

(
4`u− 1

3
mv

)
(∂cchab)

(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
−4`u+

1

3
mv

)
(∂b

chac)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
−4`u+

1

3
mv

)
(∂a

chbc)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
4`u− 1

3
mv

)
(∂abh

c
c)
(
γb
)
γα

Ψaα (3.2.2)

+

(
5

2
mx+

9

2
my − 36nz

)(
∂ddAabc

) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα + (5mx+ 9my − 72nz)
(
∂b
dAacd

) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
−5

2
mx− 9

2
my + 36nz

)(
∂a

dAbcd
) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
−1

2
mx− 3

2
my

)
(∂eeAbcd)

(
γa
bcd
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
3

2
mx+

9

2
my

)
(∂b

eAcde)
(
γa
bcd
)
γα

Ψaα +

(
1

2
mx+

3

2
my

)
(∂abAcde)

(
γbcde

)
γα

Ψaα

]
.

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices,

DγS = −
∫
d11x

[(
4`u− 1

3
mv

)(
∂[a

bhb
c
) (
γc]
)
γα

Ψaα

+

(
5

12
mx+

3

4
my − 6nz

)(
∂[a

dAbcd]

) (
γbc
)
γα

Ψaα (3.2.3)

+

(
1

12
mx+

1

4
my

)(
∂[a

bAbcd
) (
γe]

cde
)
γα

Ψaα

]
.

Hence, the constraints are

4`u− 1

3
mv = 0 (3.2.4a)

5

12
mx+

3

4
my − 6nz = 0 (3.2.4b)

1

12
mx+

1

4
my = 0. (3.2.4c)

Isolating `u,mx,my with a little algebra recovers (3.1.3), verifying those constraints.

3.3 Solving the Constraints on the 11D Supergravity Coefficients

We now solve the sets of constraints (2.1.4), (3.1.3). Notice that (2.1.4) implies that u, v, x, y, z 6=
0. Constraint (3.1.3c) is redundant with the combination of the other constraints (2.1.4b), (2.1.4c),
(3.1.3b), since the latter three already give

my = mx
yz

xz
= −1

3
mx = −12nz. (3.3.1)
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Hence, we need not further consider (3.1.3c). We now recast the other two constraints from SUSY-
invariance of the action as expressions for m. Multiplying (3.1.3a) by u and applying (2.1.4a) gives

m = 96i`u2. (3.3.2)

Also, multiplying (3.1.3b) by z and applying (2.1.4b) gives

m = −3456inz2. (3.3.3)

Now that the relationship between `,m, n, u, z has been clarified, it is time to integrate the values
for ` and n given by normalization conventions in Appendix C.4. Substituting (C.4.6) into (3.3.2)
yields

m = 24iu2, (3.3.4)

while substituting (C.4.8) into (3.3.3) yields

m = 96iz2. (3.3.5)

Setting these expressions for m equal, simplifying, and taking u, z ∈ R+ gives

u = 2z. (3.3.6)

In summary, the two constraints given by SUSY-invariance of the action which are independent of
each other, of the equations from closure of the algebra in §2, and of the equations from normalization
of the bosonic action terms in Appendix C.4 are

m = 96iz2 (3.3.7a)

u = 2z. (3.3.7b)

It can be seen that these constraints enable all of our unknowns (that are not fixed) to be expressed
in terms of z. In particular, combining (2.1.4), (3.3.7), (C.4.6), and (C.4.8), we have

u = 2z, v = − i

16z
, x =

i

96z
, y = − i

288z
, ` =

1

4
, m = 96iz2, n = − 1

36
. (3.3.8)

Indeed, examining (1.1.1) reveals that z represents an arbitrary scaling of the multiplet, so it can
be fixed arbitrarily. We choose z = 1/2, which finally yields the solution

u = 1, v = − i
8
, x =

i

48
, y = − i

144
, z =

1

2
, ` =

1

4
, m = 24i, n = − 1

36
. (3.3.9)

3.4 Final Closure Properties, and Geometry of Fermionic Non-Closure Terms

In light of this solution for the multiplet, we revisit the closure expressions in §2, formally writing
the gauge and off-shell equation-of-motion terms implied by the ultimate values of the coefficients
in (1.1.1). In particular, {Dα,Dβ}hab can be written

{Dα,Dβ}hab = i (γc)αβ ∂chab − ∂(aξb)αβ, (3.4.1)

36



where
ξbαβ =

i

2

(
γ[1]
)
αβ
h[1]b (3.4.2)

is a gauge transformation. Similarly, {Dα,Dβ}Aabc can be written

{Dα,Dβ}Aabc = i
(
γd
)
αβ
∂dAabc − ∂[aζbc]αβ, (3.4.3)

where
ζbcαβ =

i

2

(
γ[1]
)
αβ
A[1]bc +

i

2

(
γ[1]

b

)
αβ
hc[1]. (3.4.4)

is a gauge transformation. Finally, {Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ can be written

{Dα,Dβ}Ψa
γ = i

(
γb
)
αβ
∂bΨa

γ − ∂aεαβγ − Zaαβγ, (3.4.5)

where

εαβ
γ =

27i

32

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

Ψ[1]
γ − i

8

(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1][1̄]

)
η

γΨ[1̄]
η

− i

8

(
γ[1][1̄]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γΨ[1̄]

η − 3i

64

(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2][1]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η

− i

768

(
γ[4][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η
γΨ[1]

η

(3.4.6)

is a gauge transformation and

Zaαβ
γ = Z

(1)
aαβ

γζRζ + Z(2)
a

b
αβ

γζEbζ (3.4.7)

is an off-shell equation-of-motion term. Here,

Z
(1)
aαβ

γζ =
41i

192
(γa)αβ C

γζ − 5i

192

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]a

)γζ
− 29i

192

(
γa[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]
)γζ

+
7i

384

(
γ[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]a

)γζ
− 7i

4608

(
γa[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]
)γζ

+
i

552960
εa[5][5̄]

(
γ[5]
)
αβ

(
γ[5̄]
)γζ

(3.4.8)

and

Z(2)
a

b
αβ

γζ =
5i

48

(
γb
)
αβ

(γa)
γζ − 3i

8

(
γ[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)γζ
δa
b

− 19i

48

(
γa
b
)
αβ
Cγζ +

i

24

(
γ[1]b

)
αβ

(
γa[1]

)γζ
+

i

32

(
γ[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)γζ
δa
b +

i

144

(
γa
b[3]
)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)γζ
+

i

1152

(
γ[4]b

)
αβ

(
γa[4]

)γζ
.

(3.4.9)
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4 Holoraumy of 11D Supergravity

Having solved for the constants that describe the on-shell 11D supergravity multiplet, we are
desirous to study consequent invariants. In particular, we consider here the holoraumy, i.e., the
commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the fields in the multiplet. We apply the
“Holoraumy" algorithm from §5.13 via the code below. Notice that the variable “subs" here encodes
the solution (3.3.9) of the coefficients of the supersymmetry transformation rules. The inputs “susy,"
“basis," and “indices" are as in §2.1.

>>> fields = [Ex('h_{a b}'), Ex('A_{a b c}'), Ex(r'(\Psi_{a})^{\gamma}')]
>>> subs = Ex('u -> 1, v -> (-1/8) I, x -> (1/48) I, y -> (-1/144) I, z -> 1/2, l -> 1/4, m ->

24 I, n -> -1/36', False)↪→

>>> holoraumy(fields, susy, basis, subs, indices)

The next two sections detail the results, after which we consider the question of the presence of an
electromagnetic duality rotation.

4.1 Bosonic Holoraumy

First, we consider the bosonic holoraumy of 11D supergravity, that is, the commutator of su-
percovariant derivatives applied to each boson. “Holoraumy" gives the following result for the
commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the graviton, which can also be verified by
simply running “SUSYExpand" (§5.9) and “Evaluate" (§5.4) on the commutator.

[Dα,Dβ]hab =
i

2

(
γa
cd
)
αβ
∂chbd +

i

2

(
γb
cd
)
αβ
∂chad

+
i

4

(
γa
cde
)
αβ
∂cAbde −

i

12

(
γa
cde
)
αβ
∂bAcde

+
i

4

(
γb
cde
)
αβ
∂cAade −

i

12

(
γb
cde
)
αβ
∂aAcde

+
i

18
ηab
(
γcdef

)
αβ
∂cAdef .

(4.1.1)

Recognizing symmetrized indices and reordering gives

[Dα,Dβ]hab =
i

4

(
γ(a|

cde
)
αβ
∂cA|b)de +

i

18
ηab
(
γcdef

)
αβ
∂cAdef

+
i

2

(
γ(a|

cd
)
αβ
∂ch|b)d −

i

12

(
γ(a

cde
)
αβ
∂b)Acde.

(4.1.2)

Similarly, the result for the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the three-form is

[Dα,Dβ]Aabc =
i

2

(
γa
de
)
αβ
∂dAbce −

i

4

(
γa
de
)
αβ
∂cAbde

+
i

4

(
γa
de
)
αβ
∂bAcde −

i

2

(
γb
de
)
αβ
∂dAace (4.1.3)

+
i

4

(
γb
de
)
αβ
∂cAade −

i

4

(
γb
de
)
αβ
∂aAcde

+
i

2

(
γc
de
)
αβ
∂dAabe −

i

4

(
γc
de
)
αβ
∂bAade

+
i

4

(
γc
de
)
αβ
∂aAbde +

i

2

(
γab

de
)
αβ
∂dhce
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− i

2

(
γac

de
)
αβ
∂dhbe +

i

2

(
γbc

de
)
αβ
∂dhae

+
i

288
εabcdefg

hijk
(
γdefg

)
αβ
∂hAijk.

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices and reordering gives

[Dα,Dβ]Aabc =
i

4

(
γ[ab|

de
)
αβ
∂dh|c]e +

i

4

(
γ[a|

de
)
αβ
∂dA|bc]e

+
i

288
εabcdefg

hijk
(
γdefg

)
αβ
∂hAijk +

i

4

(
γ[a

de
)
αβ
∂bAc]de.

(4.1.4)

4.2 Fermionic Holoraumy

Now, we consider the fermionic holoraumy, i.e., the commutator of supercovariant derivatives
applied to the gravitino. Of the three holoraumy calculations, this is the only one which involves
nontrivial manipulation after the expansion of the supercovariant derivatives (“SUSYExpand"). In
particular, we need Fierz expansion and isolation of equation-of-motion terms. We make these parts
of the derivation explicit before giving the result of “Holoraumy." Expanding the supercovariant
derivatives in [Dα,Dβ]Ψa

γ with the code below

>>> susy = r'D_{\alpha}(h_{a b}) -> (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{b})^{\beta} +
(\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{a})^{\beta}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{b})^{\beta}) -> -1/4 I
\partial_{e}(h_{b d}) (\Gamma^{d e})_{\alpha}^{\beta} + 1/48 I (\Gamma_{b} \Gamma^{c d e
f})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{c}(A_{d e f}) - 1/144 I (\Gamma^{c d e f}
\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{c}(A_{d e f}), D_{\alpha}(A_{b c d}) -> (\Gamma_{b
c})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{d})^{\beta} - (\Gamma_{b d})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{c})^{\beta} +
(\Gamma_{c d})_{\alpha \beta} (\Psi_{b})^{\beta}'

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> ex = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}((\Psi_{a})^{\gamma})) -
D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})^{\gamma}))')↪→

>>> susy_expand(ex, susy)
>>> evaluate(ex)

gives

[Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ =

i

4
(γa)αη

(
γbc
)
β
γ∂bΨc

η − i

4
(γa)βη

(
γbc
)
α
γ∂bΨc

η − i

4

(
γb
)
αη

(γb
c)β

γ∂cΨa
η

+
i

4

(
γb
)
βη

(γb
c)α

γ∂cΨa
η +

i

6

(
γa
b
)
αη

(
γb
cd
)
β
γ∂cΨd

η

− i

6

(
γa
b
)
βη

(
γb
cd
)
α
γ∂cΨd

η − i

12

(
γbc
)
αη

(
γbc

d
)
β
γ∂dΨa

η

+
i

12

(
γbc
)
αη

(
γbc

d
)
β
γ∂aΨd

η +
i

24

(
γbc
)
αη

(
γabc

de
)
β
γ∂dΨe

η

+
i

12

(
γbc
)
βη

(
γbc

d
)
α
γ∂dΨa

η − i

12

(
γbc
)
βη

(
γbc

d
)
α
γ∂aΨd

η

− i

24

(
γbc
)
βη

(
γabc

de
)
α
γ∂dΨe

η.

(4.2.1)
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Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and rearranging terms yields

[Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ = − i

4
(γ[1])η[α(γ[1]c)β]

γ∂cΨa
η

+
i

4
(γa)η[α(γbc)β]

γ∂bΨc
η

+
i

24
(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]a

bc)β]
γ∂bΨc

η

+
i

12
(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]c)β]

γ∂[aΨc]
η

− i

6
(γ[1]a)η[α(γ[1]bc)β]

γ∂bΨc
η.

(4.2.2)

Just like in (2.4.2), the right-hand side of (4.2.2) has α, β on different gamma matrices. Like
closure, holoraumy must be written with the indices α, β of the supercovariant derivatives on the
same gamma matrices, so just like for (2.4.2), we use a Fierz expansion. In particular, it can be
seen that each antisymmetrized product of gamma matrices above is precisely one from Appendix
B.2. Directly substituting the Fierz expansions in Appendix B.2 for the antisymmetrized products
above yields the desired form, which can be verified by applying the two-index Fierz expansion via
the code below.

>>> fierz_expand_2index(ex, basis, indices)

The result is

[Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ = −13i

64
Cαβ

(
γb
)γ

η∂bΨa
η +

23i

64
Cαβ

(
γb
)γ

η∂aΨb
η − 3i

64
Cαβ

(
γa
bc
)γ

η∂bΨc
η

+
41i

192

(
γa
bc
)
αβ
∂bΨc

γ − 5i

192

(
γa
b
)γ

η

(
γb
cd
)
αβ
∂cΨd

η

− 23i

192

(
γbc
)γ

η

(
γab

d
)
αβ
∂dΨc

η +
23i

192

(
γbc
)γ

η

(
γab

d
)
αβ
∂cΨd

η

+
37i

384

(
γbc
)γ

η

(
γbc

d
)
αβ
∂dΨa

η − 19i

384

(
γbc
)γ

η

(
γbc

d
)
αβ
∂aΨd

η

+
3i

128

(
γa
bc
)
αβ

(
γbc

de
)γ

η∂dΨe
η − i

384

(
γbcd
)
αβ

(γabc
e)γ η∂eΨd

η

+
i

384

(
γbcd
)
αβ

(γabc
e)γ η∂dΨe

η − 5i

384

(
γbcd
)
αβ

(γbcd
e)γ η∂eΨa

η

+
i

384

(
γbcd
)
αβ

(γbcd
e)γ η∂aΨe

η − i

46080
εabcd

efghijk
(
γbcd
)
αβ

(γghijk)
γ
η∂eΨf

η (4.2.3)

+
29i

192

(
γb
)γ

η

(
γab

cd
)
αβ
∂cΨd

η − 7i

384

(
γa
bc
)γ

η

(
γbc

de
)
αβ
∂dΨe

η

+
5i

128

(
γbcd
)γ

η (γabc
e)αβ ∂eΨd

η − 5i

128

(
γbcd
)γ

η (γabc
e)αβ ∂dΨe

η

− 5i

384

(
γbcd
)γ

η (γbcd
e)αβ ∂eΨa

η +
i

384

(
γbcd
)γ

η (γbcd
e)αβ ∂aΨe

η

− 5i

1152

(
γa
bcd
)
αβ

(
γbcd

ef
)γ

η∂eΨf
η +

i

128

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γabcd

f
)γ

η∂fΨe
η

− i

128

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γabcd

f
)γ

η∂eΨf
η +

17i

4608

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γbcde

f
)γ

η∂fΨa
η

− 11i

4608

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γbcde

f
)γ

η∂aΨf
η +

7i

110592
εabcde

fghijk
(
γbcde

)
αβ

(γhijk)
γ
η∂fΨg

η.
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With some work, this can be rewritten as

[Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ =

i

2

(
γa
bc
)
αβ
∂bΨc

γ +
i

3

(
γab

cd
)
αβ

(
γb
)γ

η∂cΨd
η +

i

8

(
γbc

d
)
αβ

(
γbc
)γ

η∂dΨa
η

− i

12

(
γbc

de
)
αβ

(
γa
bc
)γ

η∂dΨe
η − i

24
(γbcd

e)αβ
(
γbcd
)γ

η∂eΨa
η

− i

4
Cαβ

(
γb
)γ

η∂bΨa
η +

13i

32
Cαβ

(
γb
)γ

η∂aΨb
η

− 3i

64
Cαβ

(
γaγ

bc
)γ

η∂bΨc
η +

i

6

(
γa
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(4.2.4)

The equation above is precisely the result which we obtain from the application of “Holoraumy"
in the beginning of this chapter. Expressing appropriate terms in terms of the Rarita-Schwinger
expressions in (2.4.6) and simplifying the remaining terms yields
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4.3 Absence of an Electromagnetic-Duality Rotation

We now consider the question of the presence of an electromagnetic-duality rotation in the
holoraumy of the on-shell 11D supergravity multiplet. The various forms of the holoraumy electromagnetic-
duality rotation reviewed in the introduction require ignoring gauge and equation-of-motion terms,
so before further consideration, we wish to recast and tabulate the holoraumy in the following form,
separating out the gauge and equation-of-motion terms.
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where
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are gauge transformations and
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is an off-shell equation-of-motion term. Here,
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It is not the case that the multiplet has a single vector-field boson, so we consider the first, second,
and fourth forms of the electromagnetic-duality rotation discussed in §1.2.3. The first form is
absent, since there is no consistent (α, β)-gamma matrix in the holoraumy terms. In particular, the
(α, β)-gamma matrices in the various non-gauge and non-equation-of-motion terms vary between
three-index and four-index gamma matrices. The second form of the rotation is absent. The first
way to see this absence is that the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the graviton
includes a non-gauge graviton term, and the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to
the three-form includes two non-gauge three-form terms; at the very least, this shows that the
rotation cannot be through an angle of π/2. The more important way this form of the rotation
fails to exist is that no dualization exists which can put the gradients of the graviton and three-
form on an equal footing like was possible for the 4D tensor multiplet. Specifically, the gradients
∂ahbc, ∂aAbcd of the graviton and three-form have three and four Lorentz indices, respectively, while
the duals εabcdefghijk∂jhk`, εabcdefghijk∂hAijk have ten and seven free indices, respectively.22 Even if
we could dualize one of the gradients to impart similar index-structures between the prospective
rotating tensors, glancing at the bosonic holoraumy in (4.3.1) shows that no such dual is present,
contrasting with the presence of the dual of the gradient of the tensor field in (1.2.9a). Finally,
the fourth form of the rotation is absent, since there is no consistent (η, γ)-gamma matrix among
the non-gauge and non-equation-of-motion terms in (4.3.3). Hence, like in the 10D super Maxwell
multiplet [18], there is no electromagnetic-duality rotation in the 11D supergravity holoraumy.

5 SusyPy: A Supersymmetry Multiplet Solver

5.1 Basic Use

In this chapter, we expound and demonstrate the symbolic algebra algorithms which we uti-
lize for solving the 11D supergravity multiplet; we have christened these algorithms collectively
“SusyPy."23 SusyPy is a Python module built on Cadabra for the purpose of handling explicit
spinor-index arithmetic/canonicalization and crucial supersymmetry calculations. Cadabra has its
own interpreted language “cdb," but its functions are also accessible via Python. Since the authors
are devout Python-ers, we have elected to continue purely in Python. However, documentation on
Cadabra’s pure Python interface is rather scanty, so before moving forward, we briefly consider its
use in Python concomitantly with SusyPy. After downloading both software, Cadabra and SusyPy
can be imported via the code below.

22 We take the dual on one of the graviton indices here. See [12] for considerations of duals of higher-spin
fields, including duals of the graviton.

23 SusyPy = Supersymmetry Python.
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>>> import cadabra2 as cdb
>>> import susypy as susy

Input into Cadabra is in the form of pseudo-LATEX strings into Ex() wrappers. Just like in LATEX,
sums are written via “+" and products via proximity, and Greek letters can even be entered by
writing their name after a backslash as in LATEX. In addition, covariant indices are written with a
simple “_" and contravariant indices with a “ˆ". The Ex() wrappers themselves can also be added
and multiplied after they are defined. The code below creates two Cadabra expressions and adds
them. Cadabra’s output is printed as unicode.

>>> ex1 = cdb.Ex(r'(A_{a} B_{b} + E_{a b}) \Psi^{c}')
>>> ex2 = cdb.Ex(r'G_{a} \Theta_{b}^{c}')
>>> ex = ex1 + ex2
>>> ex
'(A_{a} B_{b} + E_{a b}) Ψ^{c} + G_{a} Θ_{b}^{c}'

We can now manipulate whole tensor expressions via the Ex() wrappers. One important instance
of this is substitution, which we will employ frequently in the algorithms later in this chapter. A
series of substitution rules is entered as a comma-separated string of individual tensor substitution
rules, with each substitution indicated by an arrow “->", inputted into an Ex() wrapper with
the optional parameter “False" signifying that it is not an ordinary tensor expression. Entering an
expression together with a substitution rule into Cadabra’s function substitute() applies the latter
to the former. The code below gives an example substitution applied to the expression generated
above.

>>> sub = cdb.Ex(r'A_{a} -> G_{a}^{d} H_{d}, \Theta_{e}^{f} -> \Psi_{e}^{f}', False)
>>> cdb.substitute(ex, sub)
'(G_{a}^{d} H_{d} B_{b} + E_{a b}) Ψ^{c} + G_{a} Ψ_{b}^{c}'

As one can see, indices in the substitution rule dynamically adapt to the context of the expression.
The first substitution introduces new dummy indices into the expression, which Cadabra readily
introduces, and the second is written in terms of indices absent in the expression, which Cadabra
has no trouble with, as the software only cares about relative index structures in substitution rules.
Having briefly summarized the use of Cadabra, in the rest of this section, we illustrate the basic
use of SusyPy. The rest of the chapter will consider the higher-level tools.

5.1.1 Setting up the Environment

Before completing arithmetic in SusyPy, let alone using the multiplet solver tools, one must
create an environment which defines the essential tensor-spinors and fixes necessary properties of
the Clifford algebra representation under consideration. This is achieved via SusyPy’s function
susy_env() , which takes as input the following information about the problems with which the user
is working: the dimension D, the array “lorentz_indices" of Lorentz indices with which one intends

44



to work (which must be of length at least the dimension),24 the array “spinor_indices" of spinor
indices with which one intends to work, a length-2 array “desired_syms" which determines the
spinor-index symmetries of the gamma matrices, and a representation sign “rep" which determines
the sign of the gamma-matrix reduction formula. (See §5.2 for explanations of these parameters.)
25 The line of code below creates a 4D environment with the Lorentz indices a, b, c, d and spinor
indices α, β, γ, η, values (t0, t1) = (1, 1) which make the spinor metric and 1-index gamma matrix
antisymmetric, and the negative Clifford algebra representation (an input which is ignored because
of the dimension but included for completeness). Note that whenever susy_env() is called, its
output must be stored in a variable named __cdbkernel__ in order for subsequent arithmetic to be
run; this derives from an idiosyncracy of Cadabra.

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy.susy_env(D = 4, lorentz_indices=['a', 'b', 'c', 'd'],
spinor_indices=[r'\alpha', r'\beta', r'\gamma', r'\eta'], desired_syms=[1,1], rep=-1)↪→

The environment created by susy_env() defines a variety of Cadabra objects, tabulated in table 1,
including two new tensors corresponding to the spinor metric Cαβ and highest-rank element γ∗ of
the Clifford algebra.

SusyPy Name Cadabra Class Use

“\Gamma" GammaMatrix Dirac Gamma Matrix

“\delta" KroneckerDelta Kronecker Delta

“\epsilon" EpsilonTensor Levi-Civita Symbol

“D" Derivative Supercovariant Derivative

“\partial" PartialDerivative Partial Derivative

“I" ImaginaryI Imaginary Unit

“Tr" Trace Trace Function

“C" N/A Spinor Metric

“\Gamma’" N/A Highest-Rank Element

Table 1: Tensor objects created by susy_env() .

Our first use of the defined tensors will be to verify that susy_env() indeed created an envi-
ronment with the inputted properties. The code below evaluates three expressions by applying

24 These Lorentz indices are also used for internal purposes. The requirement that the length of
“lorentz_indices" be at least D is in order to allow the construction of Levi-Civita tensors.

25 “desired_syms" is only a relevant input in even dimensions, for the symmetries have fixed values in odd
dimensions. Similarly, “rep" is only relevant in odd dimensions, for there is only a single representation in
even dimensions.
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SusyPy’s simplification function evaluate() , introduced in the next subsection; Cadabra’s function
canonicalise() , which leverages symmetries to order indices in a standard lexicographic fashion;
and Cadabra’s function rename_dummies() , which renames dummies to lowest possible lexicographic
degree within defined indices. Note that the first expression is a usual trace which in dimension D
evaluates to

(γa)α
β(γb)β

α = 2bD/2cδa
b, (5.1.1)

so that for D = 4, the answer should be 4δa
b. The second expression is a 1-index gamma matrix

with spinor indices α, β in reverse-lexicographic order; since 1-index gamma matrices were made
antisymmetric in the input to susy_env() , applying canonicalise() should give −(γa)αβ. The third
expression involves dummy-index pairs of d, γ; examining the lexicographic ordering of the inputted
lists of indices, if susy_env() correctly recorded the index lists, the answer should involve a, α.
Indeed, the outputs from the code verify precisely these expected phenomena.

>>> ex1 = cdb.Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Gamma^{b})_{\beta}^{\alpha}')
>>> susy.evaluate(ex1)
'4δ_{a}^{b}'
>>> ex2 = cdb.Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\beta \alpha}')
>>> cdb.canonicalise(ex2)
'-\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β}'
>>> ex3 = cdb.Ex(r'(A_{d} B^{d})_{\gamma}^{\gamma}')
>>> cdb.rename_dummies(ex3)
'\indexbracket(A_{a} B^{a})_{α}^{α}'

Altering the environment is as simple as calling susy_env() again with appropriately modified
parameters. The line of code below changes the dimension to D = 11, makes the Lorentz indices
Greek letters and the spinor indices Latin letters, and selects the “positive" representation of the
11D Clifford algebra. “desired_syms" is no longer entered, since its value is determined from the
odd dimension, but we know (from the considerations in §5.2) that it is (1,−1), making the spinor
metric antisymmetric but the 1-index gamma matrix symmetric.

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy.susy_env(D = 11, lorentz_indices=[r'\alpha', r'\beta', r'\gamma',
r'\zeta', r'\eta', r'\theta', r'\iota', r'\kappa', r'\lambda', r'\mu', r'\nu'],
spinor_indices=['a', 'b', 'c', 'd'], rep=1)

↪→

↪→

The trace should now evaluate to 32δα
β, the 1-index gamma matrix should no longer acquire a

negative sign when its indices are swapped, and the renamed dummy index pairs must reflect the
new associated index lists. Also, the positive representation reflects a plus sign in (5.2.6a), giving
the equation

γαβηγθζ = − 1

120
εαβηγθζικλµνγικλµν , (5.1.2)

which must be recovered when evaluating a six-index gamma matrix. Indeed, all of these expected
outcomes pan out in the code outputs below.

>>> ex1 = cdb.Ex(r'(\Gamma_{\alpha})_{a}^{b} (\Gamma^{\beta})_{b}^{a}')
>>> susy.evaluate(ex1)
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'32δ_{α}^{β}'
>>> ex2 = cdb.Ex(r'(\Gamma^{\alpha})_{b a}')
>>> cdb.canonicalise(ex2)
'\indexbracket(Γ^{α})_{a b}''
>>> ex3 = cdb.Ex(r'(A_{\gamma} B^{\gamma})_{d}^{d}')
>>> cdb.rename_dummies(ex3)
'\indexbracket(A_{α} B^{α})_{a}^{a}'
>>> ex4 = cdb.Ex(r'\Gamma^{\alpha \beta \eta \gamma \theta \zeta}')
>>> susy.evaluate(ex4)
'-1/120 ε^{α β η γ θ ζ ι κ λ µ ν} Γ_{ι κ λ µ ν}

5.1.2 Simplifying Tensor Expressions

At its foundation, SusyPy is a spinor-index arithmetic tool; all of the procedures which form
the multiplet solvers are constructed on the base of explicit spinor-index canonicalization and mul-
tiplication adhering to the NW-SE convention. We need a means of distinguishing spinor indices
from vector indices on a tensor-spinor. The reader may have noticed in the examples of the prior
subsection that spinor indices were entered in parentheses surrounding a tensor. Indeed, SusyPy
latches on a Cadabra feature which interprets parentheses carrying indices as objects called “in-
dexbrackets"; the object inside that indexbracket is interpreted as an argument.26 Hence, we take
spinor indices to be the indices on indexbrackets. That is, we write a tensor-spin with the underlying
Lorentz tensor surrounded by parentheses which carry the spinor indices. For example, the code
below creates a Cadabra object representing the tensor-spinor Ψaη, with a a Lorentz index and η a
spinor index (see our conventions on indices and Latin/Greek letters in Appendix A), in a manner
interpretable by SusyPy.27

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy.susy_env()
>>> cdb.Ex(r'''(\Psi_{a})_{\eta}''')

The problem of prodding an expression into a form in which tensor-spinors multiply via the NW-
SE convention thereby transforms into the problem of prodding an expression into a form in which
indexbrackets combine via the convention. The critical function which powers SusyPy’s handling
of spinor indices in such a fashion is spinor_combine() , which takes advantage of symmetries,
manipulation of the spinor metric, and especially favorable sorting of tensor-spinor chains in order
to maximally combine indexbrackets in a manner adherent to the NW-SE convention. The code
below applies spinor_combine() to an expression involving two gamma matrices and the spinor
metric. It is readily seen that the function successfully contracts out the spinor metric and combines
the indexbrackets in a fashion consistent with the ordinary multiplication of gamma matrices with

26 It was possibly the hope for Cadabra that indexbrackets would eventually be used for this purpose. A very
rudimentary Cadabra2 [49] function combine() enables the combination of indexbrackets, but in a naïve
fashion which pays no attention to NW-SE convention and has no utility for actual spinor-index arithmetic.

27 A call of susy_env() with none of the optional parameters entered yields the 11D Clifford algebra with
the conventions in Appendix A, since this is the environment needed for the 11D supergravity calculations
in the previous chapters.
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spinor indices.28

>>> ex = cdb.Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma^{b})^{\beta \gamma} C_{\gamma \eta}')
>>> susy.spinor_combine(ex)
'-\indexbracket(Γ_{a} Γ^{b})_{α η}'

We now consider our broad simplification function evaluate() . This function is built to accomplish
several goals with respect to an inputted expression:

1. apply spinor_combine() in order to maximally combine indexbrackets and order chains of
multiplied indexbrackets in lexicographic order (i.e., canonicalize the spinor-index structure)
to the greatest extent permissable by symmetries,

2. multiply all gamma matrices using Cadabra’s Lorentz-tensor simplification sequence,

3. simplify all traces implicit in products of tensor-spinors, all derivatives, and all Kronecker-
delta contractions,

4. draw all constants and pure Lorentz tensors (e.g., Kronecker deltas and Levi-Civita tensors)
out of derivatives, Fourier transforms, and indexbrackets,

5. use index_bracket_hex() (see Appendix E) in order to apply Cadabra’s Lorentz-index canon-
icalization29 within indexbrackets, and

6. flatten the expression into the sum of products of single-term factors.

By the end, the expression is in a simplified, and more importantly, standard form to which we can
consistently reduce in order to juxtapose expressions. The example below demonstrates a few of
the aforementioned simplification features, applying evaluate() to draw coefficients and constants
out of indexbrackets, contract a spinor metric and a Kronecker delta, combine indexbrackets per
the NW-SE convention, multiply gamma matrices, and simplify and canonicalize the result. The
validity of the answer is easily verified.

>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha \beta} (I \Gamma^{b})^{\beta \gamma} C_{\gamma \eta} (5
\delta_{b}{}^{a} \Psi_{d})_{\zeta}')↪→

>>> susy.evaluate(ex)
'-55I C_{α η} \indexbracket(Ψ_{d})_{ζ}'

28 N.B. The spinor metric with its first index covariant and its second contravariant is often written simply as
δα
β . This is not permissable when using SusyPy, as Kronecker deltas are considered pure Lorentz tensors by

the algorithm. One must use Cαβ . Incidentally, the spinor metric is the only tensor in SusyPy whose indices
are interpreted as spinor indices without the tensor having an indexbracket.

29 As noted in the introduction, when we say Cadabra’s “Lorentz-index canonicalization," we are referring to the
ordinary lexicographic sorting of indices without use of, e.g., spinor metric properties, which for our purposes is
virtually only useful for canonicalizing pure Lorentz tensors.
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5.1.3 Compatibility with Cadabra Functions

As the last topic in our overview of the basic use of SusyPy, we consider here the compatibility
of SusyPy with Cadabra functions and tools. Virtually all functions of SusyPy take in expression
input as Cadabra Ex objects, as well as give expression output as Cadabra Ex objects.30 This
means that expressions outputted by Cadabra functions can be inputted into SusyPy functions
and vice versa without the need to reenter the expression. In addition, SusyPy’s algorithms work
well with Cadabra’s ordinary means of defining new tensors and imparting them properties. For
example, in the 4D code below, three tensors Aa, λγ, d (the last one is actually a pseudo-scalar) are
defined via Cadabra’s Depends to be “differentiable" by the supercovariant derivative and partial
derivative defined in susy_env() , or more precisely, to have nonzero derivatives. In addition, λγ
is defined to anticommute with the supercovariant derivative, reflecting that both are fermionic.
Notice the Cadabra idiosyncrasy that properties assigned to a tensor with spinor indices must be
explicitly assigned both to the underlying Lorentz tensor and to the tensor within indexbrackets;
this arises from the fact that indexbrackets are viewed as somewhat distinct objects. Also, notice
that we must explicitly write out '\indexbracket' rather than simply use parentheses.

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy.susy_env(D = 4, lorentz_indices=['a', 'b', 'c', 'd'],
spinor_indices=[r'\alpha', r'\beta', r'\gamma'])↪→

>>> cdb.Depends(Ex(r'''A{#}'''), Ex(r'''D{#}, \partial{#}'''))
>>> cdb.Depends(Ex(r'''\lambda{#}'''), Ex(r'''D{#}, \partial{#}'''))
>>> cdb.Depends(Ex(r'''\indexbracket{\lambda{#}}{#}'''), Ex(r'''D{#}, \partial{#}'''))
>>> cdb.AntiCommuting(Ex(r'''\lambda, D{#}'''))
>>> cdb.AntiCommuting(Ex(r'''\indexbracket{\lambda{#}}{#}, D{#}'''))
>>> cdb.Depends(Ex(r'''d'''), Ex(r'''D{#}, \partial{#}'''))

We can now demonstrate the combined application of SusyPy and Cadabra functions to a single
expression “ex," which in this case is the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to λγ.
In the code below, the SusyPy functions susy_expand() , evaluate() , and fierz_expand_2index()

of §5.9, §5.4, and §5.6 are applied to “ex," followed by the Cadabra function factor_in() , which
combines like terms with different coefficients in the variables u, v, w, x, y. The careful reader will
notice that this code computes the closure on the fermion of the off-shell 4D vector multiplet, but
we will table more thorough consideration of this multiplet until §5.9.

>>> susy_rule = r'''D_{\alpha}(A_{a}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},
D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> v (\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A_{b}) + w
C_{\alpha \beta} \partial^{a}(A_{a}) + x (\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta} d, D_{\alpha}(d) -> y
(\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{a}((\lambda)_{\beta})'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'''(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}'''), Ex(r'''(\Gamma'
\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}''')]

↪→

↪→

>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> ex = cdb.Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}((\lambda)_{\gamma})) +

D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\gamma}))')↪→

30 Also, like Cadabra functions, virtually all functions of SusyPy actually modify the inputted expressions
rather than simply outputting the result. This means that the output of a SusyPy function need not be
stored in a new variable.
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>>> susy.susy_expand(ex, susy_rule)
>>> susy.evaluate(ex, to_perform_subs=False)
>>> susy.fierz_expand_2index(ex, basis, indices)
'''- 3/2 \indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \partial_{a}(\indexbracket(λ)_{γ}) u v - 1/2

\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \partial_{a}(\indexbracket(λ)_{γ}) u w + 1/2
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \partial_{a}(\indexbracket(λ)_{γ}) x y + 1/2
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u v - 1/2 \indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β}
\indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{γ}^{\alpha'} \partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u w + 1/2
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) x y + 1/2 \indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{α β} \partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u v + 1/2
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{γ}^{\alpha'} \indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{α β}
\partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u w + 1/2 \indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{α β} \partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) x y + 1/4
\indexbracket(Γ^{a b})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a b}^{c})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{c}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u v + 1/4 \indexbracket(Γ^{a b})_{α β}
\indexbracket(Γ_{a b}^{c})_{γ}^{\alpha'} \partial_{c}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) u w +
1/4 \indexbracket(Γ^{a b})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a b}^{c})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{c}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) x y'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> cdb.factor_in(ex, cdb.Ex('u, v, w, x, y', False))
'''( - 3/2 u v - 1/2 u w + 1/2 x y) \indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β}

\partial_{a}(\indexbracket(λ)_{γ}) + ( 1/2 u v - 1/2 u w + 1/2 x y)
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) + ( 1/2 u v + 1/2 u w + 1/2 x y)
\indexbracket(Γ^{a})_{γ}^{\alpha'} \indexbracket(Γ_{a}^{b})_{α β}
\partial_{b}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'}) + ( 1/4 u v + 1/4 u w + 1/4 x y)
\indexbracket(Γ^{a b})_{α β} \indexbracket(Γ_{a b}^{c})_{γ}^{\alpha'}
\partial_{c}(\indexbracket(λ)_{\alpha'})'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

Now that we have adumbrated the elementary use of SusyPy, we can begin considering the al-
gorithms which enable the solution of the 11D supergravity multiplet and its non-closure geometry.
The principal functions which draw constraints on the coefficients of the supersymmetry trans-
formation rules from closure will be expounded in §5.9 and §5.11, and the function which draws
the remaining needed constraints from SUSY-invariance of the action will be presented in §5.12.
These will be built upon tools which use propagators and recognition of gauge-invariant quantities
to isolate equation-of-motion terms in the closure, and these depend heavily on the spinor-index
arithmetic demonstrated here which will be discussed in detail over the next few sections. The same
techniques will yield the function used for completing the critical additional calculation after the
solution of a multiplet, namely, the multiplet’s holoraumy, at the end of this chapter.

A few remarks are in order about our treatment of symbolic algebra results in the remain-
der of this paper. It would be impractical and inconvenient to continue to present results as
true Python output. While that was instructive for demonstration of use of the software, the re-
sults we will present, including both computationally verified results from the literature in this
chapter and new results elsewhere in the paper, merit neat exposition in veritable LATEX. Hence,
from here on out, the results of all code will be typeset, and occasionally modifications like the
reordering of terms or the factoring out of a constant will be done implicitly where such modifi-
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cations offer a tangible improvement in clarity and only a small algebraic jump from the code’s
actual output. In addition, for brevity, we omit calls to susy_env() and explicit tensor defi-
nitions in the code blocks in the remainder of this paper, since they would impose significant
baggage on code blocks and would only provide information easily gleaned from context. Never-
theless, we do offer the full code corresponding to each computational calculation on GitHub at
https://github.com/IsaiahBHilz/susypy/tree/main/paper, in the files with “code_blocks" in their
names which correspond to chapters 2-5 and appendices B and E of this paper.

5.2 Procedures for Traces and Dimension-Specific Substitutions

The first algorithms which must be considered in setting the foundation for spinor-index arith-
metic are those that treat dimension-dependent gamma-matrix symmetries. (3.63) in [13] gives
that

(γa1a2···ar)αβ = −tr (γa1a2···ar)βα , (5.2.1)

where tr is the rth element of a sequence defined by fixing t0, t1 ∈ {−1, 1} and setting tr+2 = −tr.
The values of t0, t1 depend on the dimension D, and are unique for odd D. The possible values for
each D are tabulated in Table 3.1 of [13],31 but it is easy enough to calculate them on the fly. In
particular, (3.106) of [13] shows that

t0 cos
(mπ

2

)
+ t1 sin

(mπ
2

)
= −1, (5.2.2)

wherem = bD/2c is the greatest nonnegative integer no greater than half the dimension.32 It follows
immediately from this equation that either mπ/2 is an integer multiple of π and t0 = − cos(mπ/2),
or mπ/2 is a half-integer multiple of π and t1 = − sin(mπ/2). That is, one of t0, t1 is fixed by
(5.2.2). If D is odd, then the other can be fixed by the fact that γ2m is constructed by adjoining the
highest-rank element ±γ∗ in the (D− 1)-dimensional Clifford algebra. Since γ2m has the symmetry
t1 while ±γ∗ has the symmetry t2m (γ∗ is roughly proportional to a 2m-indexed gamma matrix), it
follows that

t1 = t2m = (−1)mt0. (5.2.3)

Hence, if D is odd and t0 is fixed by (5.2.2), then t1 = (−1)mt0, while if t1 is fixed by (5.2.2), then
t0 = (−1)mt1. If, on the other hand, D is even, then (5.2.3) does not hold and the value of the
unfixed symmetry is arbitrary. In general, though, for even D, one typically chooses t0, t1 equal if
D ≡ 0 (mod 8) and opposite otherwise.

The algorithm “GenSyms" uses the foregoing considerations to determine t0, t1.33 In particular,
it takes the dimensionD, and optionally desired values for t0, t1, as input and computes− cos(mπ/2)

and − sin(mπ/2) to determine one of t0, t1 by (5.2.2). The program then computes the other of
t0, t1 via (5.2.3) if D is odd, by the inputted desired values if D is even and the desired values agree
with the fixed one of t0, t1, or via the aforementioned conventions if D is even but desired values

31 It is possible to tabulate the possible values of t0, t1 for each D since by Bott periodicity, these symmetries
repeat with period 8 as D is varied.

32 Note that (3.106) of [13] erroneously includes a factor of 2m−1 in the t1 factor.
33 In the program, “GenSyms" is manifested as a function gen_syms() . In this paper, the convention is that

inline code represents the Python function while double-quoted camel-script text represents the algorithm
abstractly.
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are not inputted. If the desired values are impossible, an error is raised. Algorithm 5.2.1 shows
detailed pseudo-code for this procedure. Note that int(D%8 6= 0) represents the boolean condition
D 6≡ 0 (mod 8) viewed as a numeric value 0 or 1, so that (−1)int(D%86=0) is short-hand for

(−1)int(D%86=0) =

{
−1, if D 6≡ 0 (mod 8)

1, if D ≡ 0 (mod 8).
(5.2.4)

Algorithm 5.2.1 Find Values of t0, t1 per Dimension
Require: desired_syms equals [0,0] (i.e., null), [1,1], [1,-1], [-1,1], or [-1,-1]
1: function GenSyms(D, desired_syms[0..1])
2: m← bD/2c
3: syms ← [− cos(mπ/2), − sin(mπ/2)]
4: if D is odd & syms[0] = 0 then . If D is odd, use (5.2.3).
5: syms[0] ← (−1)m · syms[1]
6: else if D is odd & syms[1] = 0 then
7: syms[1] ← (−1)m · syms[0]
8: else if D is even & syms[0] = 0 & syms[1] = desired_syms[1] then . If D is even, try desired values.
9: syms[0] ← desired_syms[0]

10: else if D is even & syms[1] = 0 & syms[0] = desired_syms[0] then
11: syms[1] ← desired_syms[1]
12: else if D is even & syms[0] = 0 & desired_syms = [0,0] then . If desired values null, use conventions.
13: syms[0] ← (−1)int(D%8 6=0) · syms[1]
14: else if D is even & syms[1] = 0 & desired_syms = [0,0] then
15: syms[1] ← (−1)int(D%8 6=0) ·syms[0]
16: end if
17: if syms 6= desired_syms & desired_syms 6= [0,0] then . If desired symmetries impossible, raise error.
18: raise error because desired_syms must equal syms if desired_syms is not null
19: end if
20: return syms
21: end function

As mentioned earlier, tr can be calculated for all r > 1 from t0, t1 via the rule tr+2 = −tr. In
particular, if t0 = 1, then since tr+4 = tr, tr = 1 for all r ≡ 0 (mod 4). Similarly, if t0 = −1,
then t2 = 1 and tr = 1 for all r ≡ 2 (mod 4); if t1 = 1, then tr = 1 for all r ≡ 1 (mod 4); and if
t1 = −1, then t3 = 1 and tr = 1 for all r ≡ 3 (mod 4). By (5.2.1), a gamma matrix with r vector
indices is antisymmetric if and only if tr = 1. Hence, the algorithm “AntisymmetricGammas" uses
the foregoing considerations of the tr to list all of the values r from 1 to 2bD/2c34 for which r-index
gamma matrices are antisymmetric. The inputs are the dimension D and a length-two array “syms"
which contains the values of t0, t1 (in that order). Algorithm 5.2.2 presents detailed pseudo-code.

Besides the gamma matrices, two other tensors of import are the highest-rank element γ∗ of
the Clifford algebra (for D even) and the spinor metric (charge conjugation matrix) Cαβ which
is used to raise and lower spinor indices. γ∗ is antisymmetric if and only if t2m = 1, and Cαβ is
antisymmetric if and only if t0 = 1. The symmetries of these two tensors and those of the gamma
matrices can be employed to discern the symmetry of γa1a2···arγ∗ for a particular r, which proves

34 Gamma matrices can have at most 2bD/2c indices in dimension D (while maintaining properties like trace-
lessness).
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Algorithm 5.2.2 Tabulate Antisymmetric Gamma Matrices
1: function AntisymmetricGammas(D, syms[0..1])
2: antisym_gammas ← [ ]
3: n← 2bD/2c
4: for i ∈ 1..n do
5: if (i ≡ 0 (mod 4) & syms[0] = 1) or (i ≡ 1 (mod 4) & syms[1] = 1) or (i ≡ 2 (mod 4) & syms[0] = -1) or (i ≡ 3 (mod 4) &

syms[1] = -1) then
6: append i to antisym_gammas
7: end if
8: end for
9: return antisym_gammas

10: end function

necessary in spinor-index canonicalization for even D. Notice that

(γa1a2···arγ∗)αβ = (γa1a2···ar)α
γ (γ∗)γβ

= (−t2m) (γa1a2···ar)α
γ (γ∗)βγ

= (−t2m) (γa1a2···ar)α
γ (γ∗)β

ηCηγ

= (−t2m)(−t0) (γa1a2···ar)α
γCγη (γ∗)β

η

= (−t2m)(−t0) (γa1a2···ar)αη (γ∗)β
η

= (−t2m)(−t0)(−tr) (γ∗)β
η (γa1a2···ar)ηα

= (−t2m)(−t0)(−tr) (γ∗γ
a1a2···ar)βα

= (−t2m)(−t0)(−tr)(−1)r (γa1a2···arγ∗)βα ,

(5.2.5)

where the final step used that γ∗ commutes with even-rank gamma matrices and anticommutes
with odd-rank gamma matrices. Hence, a negative is introduced in the symmetry equation above
for each of the following conditions: t2m = 1, t0 = 1, tr = 1, and r ≡ 1 (mod 2). The function
“isGammaGammaStarProdSym" calculates the overall sign by multiplying 1 by an additional factor
of −1 for each of the aforementioned conditions which holds, and then returns the boolean given
by setting this value equal to 1, which represents the validity of the proposition that γa1a2···arγ∗ is
symmetric rather than antisymmetric. Algorithm 5.2.3 presents the detailed pseudo-code.35

The foregoing three algorithms complete the consideration of dimension-dependent spinor-index
symmetries. The other dimension-specific identities of import are the reductions of gamma matrices
with more than m = bD/2c indices to those with at most m indices (multiplied by γ∗ if D is even).
In particular, (3.41) and (3.42) in [13] show that

γa1···ar± = ± im+1

(D − r)!
εa1···aDγ± aD···ar+1 , D odd (5.2.6a)

γa1···arγ∗ = (−1)m
im+1

(D − r)!
εar···a1b1···bD−rγb1···bD−r , D even, (5.2.6b)

where the ± in the identity for odd D reflects that there are two choices of representation for the
Clifford algebra in dimension D odd. The second equation can be rewritten in a form more parallel

35 We take into account the symmetry of γ∗ via t2m even if D is odd, as γ∗ = ±γ2m by convention for odd D,
so it is well-defined and carries the same symmetry.
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Algorithm 5.2.3 Check whether the Product of an r-Indexed Gamma Matrix with γ∗ is Symmetric
1: function isGammaGammaStarProdSym(r, D, syms[0..1])
2: antisym_gammas = AntisymmetricGammas(D, syms)
3: C ← 1

4: if 2bD/2c ∈ antisym_gammas then . i.e., if γ∗ is antisymmetric
5: C ← −C
6: end if
7: if syms[0] = 1 then . i.e., if C is antisymmetric
8: C ← −C
9: end if

10: if r ∈ antisym_gammas then . i.e., if the r-index γ is antisymmetric
11: C ← −C
12: end if
13: if r ≡ 1 (mod 2) then . i.e., if γ∗ and the r-index γ anticommute
14: C ← −C
15: end if
16: return C = 1

17: end function

to the first as36

γa1···ar = (−1)r
im+1

(D − r)!
εa1···aDγaD···ar+1γ∗, D even. (5.2.7)

Such substitutions are particularly useful for reducing a gamma matrix into an element of a basis
for the Clifford algebra. Since these substitutions are unavailable in Cadabra’s gamma-matrix
arithmetic (Cadabra will simply keep concatenating indices in gamma-matrix products until the
dimension limit is reached), we handle such substitutions in the “Evaluate" algorithm of §5.4 using
an algorithm we present now, called “GenSubs," which compiles all such substitutions for a particular
dimension and representation. In particular, “GenSubs" takes the dimension and the representation
+1 or −1 (only relevant for D odd) as input and loops through all possible values of r greater than
m. For each r, the appropriate equation (5.2.6a) or (5.2.7) with that r is prepended to an array of
such identities.37 Finally, if D is even, (5.2.6b) is appended in the case r = m, which is occasionally
necessary in even-dimensional Fierz expansions. This system of identities, serving as substitution
rules to replace a gamma matrix with too many Lorentz indices, is the output of the algorithm.
Algorithm 5.2.4 depicts the aforementioned procedure in pseudo-code.

The Python function susy_env() introduced in §5.1 interfaces with Cadabra to fix gamma-
matrix objects, supercovariant derivative objects, trace objects, etc., as well as define tensors like
γ∗, Cαβ, and products γa1···arγ∗ which are absent in Cadabra. The function takes the dimension
D, desired values for t0, t1, the representation for the basis of the Clifford algebra, and sets of
vector and spinor indices as optional inputs. (By default, D = 11 and the representation is −1; see
Appendix A.) The function uses “GenSyms" to obtain t0, t1 values for the inputted dimension D

(and desired symmetries), and inputs the dimension and t0, t1 values into “AntisymmetricGammas"
and “isGammaGammaStarProdSym" to obtain symmetries for the gamma matrices, γ∗, Cαβ, and
appropriate products, as well as attach these symmetries to the corresponding Cadabra objects.
Finally, the function establishes all of its inputs as global variables so that these inputs may be

36 The change in sign comes from the reordering of the indices and the identity
(−1)m(−1)r(r−1)/2(−1)(D−r)(D−r−1)/2 = (−1)r for D even.

37 These identities are intended for use in reducing gamma matrices via repeated substitutions, so it is desirable
that the substitutions be carried out in descending number of indices from 2m tom+1. Hence, it is preferable
to prepend rather than append the substitution rules to the list as r increases.
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Algorithm 5.2.4 Generate Substitution Rules for Gamma Matrices with More than bD/2c Indices
1: function GenSubs(D, rep)
2: m← bD/2c
3: sub_exs ← [ ]
4: for r ∈ (m+ 1)..2m do
5: exstr ← γa1···ar

6: res_str_base ← im+1

(D−r)! ε
a1···arar+1···aDγaD···ar+1

7: if D ≡ 0 (mod 2) then:
8: sub_rule ← “exstr → (−1)r · res_str_base · γ∗" . i.e., (5.2.7)
9: else

10: sub_rule ← “exstr → rep · res_str_base" . i.e., (5.2.6a)
11: end if
12: prepend sub_rule to sub_exs
13: end for
14: if D ≡ 0 (mod 2) then
15: exstr ← γa1···amγ∗

16: res_str_base ← (−1)m im+1

m!
εa1···amam+1···aDγaD···am+1

17: sub_rule ← “exstr → res_str_base" . i.e., (5.2.6b) with r = m38

18: append sub_rule to sub_exs
19: end if
20: return sub_exs
21: end function

suppressed in other functions. As a result, these environmental parameters may be suppressed as
inputs in further algorithms, even if they are used. Since the susy_env() procedure is long and
highly technical, dealing largely with Cadabra idiosyncrasies, detailed pseudo-code for it is omitted
here.

While susy_env() records the representation for use by “GenSubs," it does not itself make use
of the algorithm. Rather, the latter’s first application is in calculating traces, which are already
naturally dimension-dependent via the fact that tr(1) = 2bD/2c. The “Trace" function in Algorithm
5.2.5 presents a standard simplification sequence in Cadabra, consisting of the multiplication and
simplification of gamma-matrix products and the use of untrace() to withdraw constant coefficients,
Kronecker deltas, and Levi-Civita tensors from the trace.39 However, there are several important
modifications. The substitution rules generated by “GenSubs" are used to reduce the gamma
matrices to those with at most bD/2c indices, which aids in simplification, and a substitution
is also introduced to reflect that the square of γ∗ is the identity. The while loop running the
simplification sequence terminates when two consecutive steps yield the same result. After this and
canonicalization with Cadabra,40 the trace consists of constant coefficients, Kronecker deltas, and
Levi-Civita tensors multiplied by traces of the identity, pure gamma matrices, γ∗, and products
γAγ∗ or γ∗γA, where A is an arbitrary set of indices. The first of these traces is given by the earlier
mentioned formula, while the rest are zero. The function concludes by replacing dummy Lorentz
indices with primed equivalents to prevent conflicts in use by other functions.

Given that a goal of SusyPy is the accessible computation of expressions with spinor indices, the
suite must take into account that traces are ubiquitous where dummy spinor indices are brought to

39 In the pseudo-code in this paper, camel-script functions are those created by the authors, while lower-case
functions are those of Cadabra or Python.

40 We must apologize to the reader for the ostensibly inconsistent use of the American English “canonicalize"
and the British English “canonicalise." Cadabra2 uses the British spelling, but we use primarily American
English conventions in this paper. Hence, we use American spelling except in the pseudo-code, where we feel
obliged to follow Cadabra’s convention.
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Algorithm 5.2.5 Calculate the Trace
1: function Trace(E)
2: E ← tr(E) . i.e., place E in Cadabra’s symbolic trace
3: E0 ← 1

4: while E 6= E0 do
5: E0 ← E
6: E ← join_gamma(ex)
7: E ← distribute(E)
8: E ← sort_product(E)
9: E ← substitute(E, GenSubs())

10: E ← untrace(E)
11: E ← substitute(E, γ∗γ∗ → 1)
12: end while
13: E ← canonicalise(E)
14: E ← substitute(E, tr(1)→ 2bD/2c)
15: E ← substitute(E, tr(γA)→ 0)
16: E ← substitute(E, tr(γ∗)→ 0)
17: E ← substitute(E, tr(γ∗γA)→ 0)
18: E ← substitute(E, tr(γAγ∗)→ 0)
19: dummies ← dummy indices of E
20: primed_dummies ← dummies primed
21: E ← E with dummies replaced with primed_dummies
22: return E
23: end function

the same factor after a series of operations. Given a product E of factors with spinor indices, the
function “EvaluateTraces" loops through the factors, recording the spinor indices of the factor and
discerning whether a dummy pair exists. If so, then those spinor indices are removed to obtain the
underlying Lorentz tensor, which is entered into the trace as input. If the contravariant index in the
dummy pair is first, then a negative is introduced, as (B)αα = −(B)α

α = − tr(B). The resulting
traces then replace the original factors in E . The result is that all factors with dummy-spinor-index
pairs are evaluated as traces, which will be needed in the “Evaluate" algorithm of §5.4 following the
“SpinorCombine" algorithm of §5.3. Algorithm 5.2.6 shows detailed pseudo-code for this program.

Algorithm 5.2.6 Compute All Traces Implicit in a Product of Factors with Spinor Indices
1: function EvaluateTraces(E)
2: for spinor_factor in factors of E with spinor indices do
3: outer_indices ← spinor indices of spinor_factor
4: if there are two indices in outer_indices with the same name then: . i.e., dummy spinor indices
5: c← coefficient of spinor_factor
6: if spinor_factor is a spinor metric then
7: inner_obj ← 1 . Cαα = tr(1)

8: else
9: inner_obj ← spinor_factor without spinor indices . This lacks the coefficient c.

10: end if
11: if outer_indices[0] is contravariant and outer_indices[1] is covariant then
12: replace spinor_factor with Trace(−c · inner_obj ) . (B)αα = tr(−B)

13: else if outer_indices[0] is covariant & outer_indices[1] is contravariant then
14: replace spinor_factor with Trace(c · inner_obj )
15: end if
16: end if
17: end for
18: return E
19: end function

To give a simple example of use, the code below evaluates the implicit trace
(
γabγ

cd
)
α
α in 11D.
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>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a b} \Gamma^{c d})_{\alpha}^{\alpha}')
>>> evaluate_traces(ex)

The result is (
γabγ

cd
)
α
α = 32δa

dδb
c − 32δa

cδb
d, (5.2.8)

matching equation (A.20) in [19].

The code below evaluates another implicit trace, this time with a non-unit coefficient and indices
in the opposite orientation, viz., (−1/32) (γaγbγcγdγeγfγgγhγiγjγk)

α
α. Here, a few more simplifica-

tion steps are needed; these will be built into the “Evaluate" function.

>>> ex = Ex(r'(-1/32) (\Gamma_{a} \Gamma_{b} \Gamma_{c} \Gamma_{d} \Gamma_{e} \Gamma_{f}
\Gamma_{g} \Gamma_{h} \Gamma_{i} \Gamma_{j} \Gamma_{k})^{\alpha}_{\alpha}')↪→

>>> evaluate_traces(ex)
>>> eliminate_kronecker(ex)
>>> canonicalise(ex)
>>> collect_terms(ex)

The result is
− 1

32
(γaγbγcγdγeγfγgγhγiγjγk)

α
α = εabcdefghijk. (5.2.9)

It can be immediately seen that this is the correct answer, for (5.2.6a) with D = r = 11 gives (in
the default −1 representation)

γa1···a11 = − i6

(0)!
εa1···a11 = εa1···a11 , (5.2.10)

and therefore, γabcdefghijk = εabcdefghijk. Since every term in the completely multiplied expression
γaγbγcγdγeγfγgγhγiγjγk besides γabcdefghijk involves a gamma matrix with at most 2m indices, which
is traceless,41 it follows that

− 1

32
(γaγbγcγdγeγfγgγhγiγjγk)

α
α =

1

32
tr(γaγbγcγdγeγfγgγhγiγjγk)

=
1

32
tr(γabcdefghijk)

=
1

32
εabcdefghijk tr(1)

= εabcdefghijk.

(5.2.11)

5.3 Algorithm for Spinor-Index Canonicalization

At the heart of the spinor-index arithmetic utilized in the rest of the SusyPy module is spinor-
index canonicalization. In particular, the algorithm “SpinorCombine" transforms an expression E ,
involving terms which are products of elements with spinor indices, into a canonical expression

41 γabcdefghijk is not traceless, since it is (arguably) not a proper gamma matrix, as it has too many indices.
In fact, the true reason that γabcdefghijk = εabcdefghijk is that both are antisymmetric tensors in as many
Lorentz indices as possible without making the expression identically zero. (5.2.6a) merely makes the two
tensors equal rather than proportional.
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which maximally combines factors by exploiting (monoterm) symmetries, the spinor metric, and
sorting. “Combining" refers to multiplication of the form (B)α

β(C)β
γ = (BC)α

γ which attaches
spinor indices to the product of pure Lorentz tensors following the NW-SE convention42 that this
combination can only occur given a dummy pair in which the first index is contravariant and the
second covariant. As mentioned in §5.1, spinor indices are distinguished from vector indices by
attaching the former to a Cadabra “indexbracket" (·)αβ surrounding an object rather than to an
object directly. To achieve the maximum combination, “SpinorCombine" loops through each term
in E and breaks it down into a coefficient c0, the factors S involving spinor indices (i.e., those
identified as indexbrackets), the set I of underlying Lorentz tensors of the latter (e.g., if (B)αβ ∈ S,
then B ∈ I), and the remaining factors Sc (the complement of S in the set of factors of the term).
Each element s ∈ S has at most two spinor indices,43 so the set O of indices of the s ∈ S is recorded
as an array of 2-tuples o(s) for all s ∈ S, where the second entry of o(s) is left null if s carries
only one spinor index. For example, if the term is 2(A)αβ(B)γ, then c0 = 2, S = {(A)αβ, (B)γ},
I = {A,B}, and O = {(α, β), (γ,None)}.44

With this breakdown of the factors in the term, the algorithm determines whether it is necessary
to consider the term further. Letting n be the cardinality of S, if n ≤ 1, then there are no two
factors with spinor indices to multiply or canonicalize, so the term is simply skipped over. On the
other hand, if n ≥ 2, then it is worthwhile to proceed. The procedure augments every 2-tuple
o ∈ O with a third element, viz., the boolean proposition that the factor s(o) ∈ S corresponding
to o has an (anti)symmetry, storing this set of 3-tuples as a separate array which is inputted into
the algorithm “FindChain" (discussed later) to retrieve the ordering of the elements s ∈ S which
leads to maximal chains of consecutive spinor-indexed factors which can be combined. S, I, O are
imparted this ordering, and then the program loops through the consecutive pairs of factors in this
ordering.45 This first part of the procedure which sets the stage for the actual multiplication of
factors with dummy-spinor-index pairs is shown in pseudo-code as Algorithm 5.3.1.

The second and third parts concern the contents of the loop through consecutive factor pairs.
The ordering from “FindChain" ensures that two consecutive factors can either not be combined
or can be combined by simply taking advantage of symmetries of the factors and properties of
the spinor metric, i.e., no further reordering of the factors is necessary for maximum combination,
and this maximum combination can indeed be achieved by considering consecutive pairs one at a
time. The second part of the “SpinorCombine" procedure (the first part of the loop) takes account
of all minus signs introduced when combining the pair. Let (si−1, si) be the current pair and
oi−1 = o(si−1), oi = o(si). There are seven possibilities. 1) If one of si−1, si has only one index,
i.e., None ∈ oi−1 ∪ oi, then the pair is skipped over. The reason is that an element with a single
spinor index is not a gamma matrix or similar object which can be meaningfully contracted with
another element with which it shares a dummy index pair, but rather is a field λβ; the equation
(B)α

βλβ = (Bλ)α bears no significance, as there is no underlying tensor λ. 2) If each factor has
42 See footnote 15 regarding the relevance of NW-SE convention in particular dimensions.
43 s ∈ S with two spinor indices (and s ∈ Sc) is bosonic and s ∈ S with one spinor index is fermionic. Hence,

an element with 3 or more indices cannot carry any additional physical significance and is absent in any
calculation of interest.

44 In the next few sections, even when indices are given in isolation, we will frequently impart them the correct
parity.

45 Here, pairs (s1, s2), (s3, s4) of consecutive spinor-indexed factors are considered consecutive if s2 = s3.
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Algorithm 5.3.1 Spinor Index Canonicalization Part 1
1: function SpinorCombine(E)
2: for term in E do
3: c0 ← multiplier of term
4: S ← factors of term that are a spinor metric or a Cadabra “indexbracket"
5: Sc ← other factors in term
6: I ← {s without spinor indices | s ∈ S}
7: O ← [ ]
8: for s ∈ S do
9: o← spinor indices of s

10: if o has only one element then
11: append [o[0], None] to O
12: else
13: append o to O
14: end if
15: end for
16: n← |S|
17: if n ≥ 2 then
18: indices_with_syms ← {(o[0], o[1], symmetry of s(o)) | o ∈ O}
19: order ← FindChain(indices_with_syms)
20: S ← reorder S based on order
21: I ← reorder I based on order
22: O ← reorder O based on order
23: for i ∈ 1..n− 1 do
24: continued...

two spinor indices, the second index in oi−1 is the same as the first index in oi (up to parity, i.e.,
they have the same name), and the former is contravariant while the latter is covariant, then no
manipulation is needed prior to combination of the factors, as the pair already satisfies NW-SE
convention, whence no negative is introduced. (For this reason, the case is not even considered in
this second part of the code.) 3) If the conditions in (2) hold except that the second index in oi−1

is covariant while the first index in oi is contravariant, then the parities are flipped and a single
negative is introduced if t0 = 1.46 The negative derives implicitly from antisymmetry of the spinor
metric and the identity

CβαC
βγ = δα

γ (5.3.1)

(3.60 in [13]), since, say,

(A)αβ(B)βγ = (A)α
ηCηβC

βρ(B)ρ
γ = (A)α

η(−δηρ)(B)ρ
γ = −(A)α

β(B)β
γ, (5.3.2)

where the dummy indices were renamed in the last step. 4) If the first index in oi−1 is the same as the
first index in oi and si−1 is (anti)symmetric in its spinor indices, then the indices on si−1 are swapped
and the parities of the matching indices of the pair are flipped if necessary. A negative is introduced
in the index-swapping if si−1 is antisymmetric, and separately if a parity flip is necessary and t0 = 1

by the argument in (3). For example, if si−1 = (A)βα and the spinor metric are antisymmetric,
then (A)βα(B)βγ 7−→ −(A)αβ(B)βγ 7−→ (A)α

β(B)β
γ, which is in NW-SE convention. 5) Analogous

to the situation in (4), if the second index in oi−1 is the same as the second index in oi and si is
(anti)symmetric in its spinor indices, then the indices on si are swapped and the parities of the
matching indices are flipped if necessary, with a negative introduced if si is antisymmetric and
separately if a parity flip is necessary and t0 = 1. 6) In a sort-of composite of (4) and (5), if the

46 Recall that the value of t0, along with the symmetries of the gamma matrices, γ∗, and appropriate products,
was made accessible globally in susy_env() .
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first index in oi−1 is the same as the second index in oi and both si−1, si bear (anti)symmetry, then
the indices are swapped in each factor and a parity flip is executed if necessary, with a negative
introduced if si−1 is antisymmetric, if si is antisymmetric, and if a parity flip is carried out and
t0 = 1. 7) If no matching indices are present or no symmetry is available to exploit such a dummy
index pair, then no operation is applied to the pair. (This condition is obviously not included
explicitly in the code.) The detailed pseudo-code for the part of “SpinorCombine" handling these
cases can be found in Algorithm 5.3.2. Note that all of the foregoing operations were executed on
oi−1, oi, and not on si−1, si explicitly.

Algorithm 5.3.2 Spinor Index Canonicalization Part 2
25: c← 1

26: if S[i− 1], S[i] are Cadabra “indexbrackets" but None ∈ O[i− 1] ∪O[i] then . Case (1)
27: continue to next iteration
28: else if O[i− 1][1], O[i][0] match & O[i− 1][1] is covariant & O[i][0] is contravariant then . Case (3)
29: c← −c if t0 = 1

30: make O[i− 1][1] contravariant
31: make O[i][0] covariant
32: else if O[i− 1][0], O[i][0] match & have opposite parity & S[i− 1] is (anti)sym then . Case (4)
33: reverse order of O[i− 1]

34: c← −c if S[i− 1] is antisymmetric
35: c← −c if O[i− 1][1] is covariant & O[i][0] is contravariant & t0 = 1

36: make O[i− 1][1] contravariant
37: make O[i][0] covariant
38: else if O[i− 1][1], O[i][1] match & have opp. parity & S[i] is (anti)sym then . Case (5)
39: reverse order of O[i]

40: c← −c if S[i] is antisymmetric
41: c← −c if O[i− 1][1] is covariant & O[i][0] is contravariant & t0 = 1

42: make O[i− 1][1] contravariant
43: make O[i][0] covariant
44: else if O[i− 1][0], O[i][1] match & have opp. parity & S[i− 1], S[i] are (anti)sym then . Case (6)
45: reverse order of O[i− 1]

46: reverse order of O[i]

47: c← −c if S[i− 1] is antisymmetric
48: c← −c if S[i] is antisymmetric
49: c← −c if O[i− 1][1] is covariant & O[i][0] is contravariant & t0 = 1

50: make O[i− 1][1] contravariant
51: make O[i][0] covariant
52: end if
53: continued...

Finally, in the third part of “SpinorCombine," which includes the trailing part of the loop through
consecutive pairs of spinor-indexed factors, the combination of the factors in the pair is constructed.
In particular, if after the operations of the second part, the second index in oi−1 matches the first
index in oi, with the former contravariant and the latter covariant, then the algorithm creates a
combined product with the first index in oi−1 and the second index in oi. If both of si−1, si are
indexbrackets (i.e., neither is a spinor metric), then the product of the underlying Lorentz tensors
ji−1, ji ∈ I is placed in an indexbracket (ji−1 · ji)oi−11

oi2
, where the subscript is short-hand for any

parity the indices might have. This indexbracket is then multiplied by the coefficients of si−1, si and
the sign from the second part of the algorithm in order to ensure the correct coefficient for the new
indexbracket, and this indexbracket replaces the pair of factors in the given term of E .47 If instead,
both of si−1, si are spinor metrics, then they are replaced by a spinor metric Coi−11

oi2
multiplied by

47 This replacement is implemented by setting si equal to the new indexbracket and deleting si−1, and similarly
for ji−1, ji and for oi−1, oi.
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the coefficients of the factors and the sign from part 2. Finally, if one of si−1, si is an indexbracket and
the other is a spinor metric, then the pair is replaced by an indexbracket like that in the pair except
with indices oi−11

oi2
, and the indexbracket is multiplied by the appropriate coefficients as before.

After processing every consecutive pair of factors in this manner,48 the term being considered in E
is replaced by the symbolic product of the modified and combined elements of S, the elements of
Sc, and the coefficient c0 of the term recorded at the beginning. After looping through every term,
the program returns the resulting maximally combined, spinor-index-canonicalized E . Detailed
pseudo-code for part 3 of “SpinorCombine" is in Algorithm 5.3.3.

Algorithm 5.3.3 Spinor Index Canonicalization Part 3
54: if O[i− 1][1], O[i][0] match & O[i− 1][1] is contravariant & O[i][0] is covariant then
55: c1 ← multiplier of S[i− 1]

56: c2 ← multiplier of S[i]

57: if S[i− 1] and S[i] are Cadabra “indexbracket"s then
58: S[i]← c · c1 · c2 · (I[i− 1] · I[i])O[i−1][0]O[i][1]

59: I[i] ← I[i-1]·I[i]
60: else if S[i− 1] and S[i] are spinor metrics then
61: S[i]← c · c1 · c2 · CO[i−1][0]O[i][1]

62: I[i]← 1

63: else if S[i− 1] is a Cadabra “indexbracket" & S[i] is a spinor metric then
64: S[i− 1]← c · c1 · c2 · (I[i− 1])O[i−1][0]O[i][1]

65: S[i]← S[i− 1]

66: I[i]← I[i− 1]

67: else if S[i− 1] is a spinor metric & S[i] is a Cadabra “indexbracket" then
68: S[i]← c · c1 · c2 · (I[i])O[i−1][0]O[i][1]

69: end if
70: O[i][0]← O[i− 1][0]

71: delete S[i− 1] from S

72: delete O[i− 1] from O

73: delete I[i− 1] from I

74: end if
75: end for
76: replace term in E with c0 · prod(Sc) · prod(S) . prod is symbolic product
77: end if
78: end for
79: return E
80: end function

In “SpinorCombine," the function “FindChain" was used to find the optimal ordering of the
spinor-indexed factors. As mentioned earlier, the latter function’s input is a set A of 3-tuples whose
entries are the two indices of a factor (one of which may be “None") and the boolean proposition
that the corresponding si ∈ S is (anti)symmetric with respect to these indices. The first step in
“FindChain" is to augment these 3-tuples with a number i which is the location of the 3-tuple in
the array A.49 The resulting array of 4-tuples is called B; the goal of the algorithm is essentially
to order these 4-tuples into optimal chains and read off the indices to obtain the best reordering
of the elements of S. In particular, the goal will be to create chains of spinor factors ordered so
that exploitation of symmetries and parity flips can combine the factors according to the NW-SE
convention without commuting (reordering) the factors.

Once B is constructed, it is sorted such that the elements with no symmetries appear first, then
48 Notice that the result of an iteration is included in the next pair.
49 In ordinary programming jargon, i would be called the index of the 3-tuple in A, but we refer to it as the

location to prevent confusion.
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the elements with symmetries, and finally the elements with one spinor index.50 The reason is that
the algorithm loops through the elements of B in this order. Since the elements without symmetries
cannot have their indices reordered, linking of such elements can only occur if the elements already
share spinor indices in NW-SE convention (up to parity, which can always be flipped). The result
after looping through all elements without symmetries is a set of rigid chains, each with fixed
beginning and ending indices that cannot be swapped. Next, the program loops through elements
with symmetries, which can be manipulated as much as possible to fit into a rigid chain if an index
is shared with that chain. The elements with only a single spinor index are considered last, since if
they fit into a chain, they terminate one end of that chain. For example, if a chain has beginning
index α and ending index β, and an element with sole index β is added to the chain, then the
resulting chain has only one end to which further elements may be joined, viz., α.

Now that the initial sorting of B has been justified, it is time to consider the details of chain
construction. The chains are stored in an array C of length-5 arrays. Each length-5 array consists
of the array of locations of the chain’s elements as elements of A, the first spinor index in the
chain, the last spinor index in the chain, the boolean proposition that exploitation of symmetries
can enable the first and last indices to be swapped, and the location of the chain as an element of
C. For example, if the third chain is C consists of the second, eighth, and tenth elements of A, has
first index α, has last index β, and these two indices may be swapped by exploiting symmetries
of the components of the chain, then this chain is represented by the array [[2, 8, 10], α, β,True, 2].
Notice that only the first and last indices in the chain are relevant, because all other indices are
paired within the chain. Also, the boolean proposition that exploitation of symmetries can swap
the first and last indices of the chain is the same as the boolean proposition that every component
of the chain bears a symmetry in its spinor indices. Since the algorithm functions by comparing
elements of B to chains created from prior elements, a seed for the first chain is needed. This seed
is the length-5 array representing the 1-element chain consisting of only the first element B0 of B.
This length-5 array consists of the 1-element array with the location of B0 in A, the first index of
B0, the second index of B0, the boolean proposition that B0 has a symmetry,51 and the number 0
reflecting that this is the first chain.52

With this trivial starting chain in place, the algorithm proceeds to loop through the remaining
elements in B. Let Bj be the jth element of B, αj be its first index, βj be its second index, sj be
the boolean proposition of symmetry, and ij be the location of Bj in A, so that Bj = (αj, βj, sj, ij).
When Bj is reached in the loop through the elements of B (i.e., when the loop reaches its jth
round), the algorithm loops through all elements of C, i.e., all stored chains. For each chain
c ∈ C, let “chain" be the array of components of the chain, αc be the first index, βc be the last
index, sc be the boolean proposition of overall symmetry, and ic be the location of c in C, so that
c = [chain, αc, βc, sc, ic]. If Bj has not yet been connected to any chain by the time c is reached in
the loop, then there are three possibilities. 1) If αc is not null and equals the second index βj of

50 The elements with one spinor index are considered “symmetric" in their indices in the algorithm, since the
2-tuple of indices, which contains the single index and null, can be trivially reordered by making null either
the first or second index.

51 To say that an element B0 of B has a symmetry is technically an abuse of notation, since it is the element
of S corresponding to B0 which has a symmetry, and B0 simply carries the boolean of the existence of such
a symmetry. Nevertheless, this minor misnomer improves brevity and should cause no confusion.

52 We follow the programming convention that the first element of an array has location 0.
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Bj,53 then Bj can be prepended to the chain by prepending ij to “chain". For example, if the chain
represented by c is (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β and the element represented by Bj is (E)η

α, then the latter
can be prepended to the former to create the chain (E)η

α(D1)α
γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr

β. Notice that the first
index of Bj becomes the first index of the chain, and the new chain bears a symmetry in its first and
last indices if and only if both c and Bj do. Hence, in the algorithm, αc is replaced by αj and sc by
the boolean sc&sj. An equivalent situation can occur if αc is equal to αj and Bj bears a symmetry
in its indices, for Bj can still be prepended to the chain. This is the situation that Bj represents
(E)αη which is equal to (E)η

α up to a sign, so that the same new chain can be constructed up to a
sign. Of course, the indices of Bj take opposite roles here, so that αc is replaced by βj rather than
αj. In either case, Bj is marked as having been connected to a chain, and this chain’s location ic is
recorded. 2) If βc is not null and equals αj, then Bj can be appended to the chain by appending
ij to “chain." For example, if c represents (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β and Bj represents (E)β

η, then the
latter can be appended to the former to create the chain (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β(E)β

η. Notice that
the second index of Bj becomes the last index of the chain. Hence, βc is replaced by βj. Also, as in
(1), sc is replaced by the boolean sc&sj. An equivalent situation can occur if βc is equal to βj and
Bj bears a symmetry in its indices, for Bj can still be appended to the chain. This is the situation
that Bj represents (E)ηβ which is equal to (E)β

η up to a sign, so that the same new chain can be
constructed up to a sign. In this case, βc is replaced by αj rather than βj. As in (1), Bj is marked
as having been connected to a chain, whose location ic is recorded. 3) If neither of the two foregoing
conditions holds, then Bj cannot be linked to c.

The loop through the chains c ∈ C does not terminate when Bj is connected to a chain, for
it may have two spinor indices and therefore connect to an additional chain. The result would be
combining the two chains to which Bj is linked, which entails a distinct set of operations from those
executed when Bj is first linked to a chain. Recall that if Bj is connected to a chain, the location k of
that chain in C is recorded. There are six ways that Bj can linked to another c ∈ C if Bj has already
been connected to the kth chain Ck. We continue the numbering from the discussion of cases where
Bj has not yet been connected to a chain. 4) If the first index of Ck equals αc, they are not null,
and c bears a symmetry in its indices (sc = True), then c can be reversed and prepended to Ck by
reversing “chain" and prepending it to the first entry in the length-5 array Ck.54 For example, if Ck
represents the chain (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β and c represents the chain (E1)αη1 · · · (Es+1)ηsρ, then the

two are replaced by the chain (Es+1)ρ
ηs · · · (E1)η1

α(D1)α
γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr

β (up to a sign). Evidently,
the first index of the combined chain is the last index βc of c, and the last index of the combined
chain is the last index of Ck. 5) If the conditions of (4) hold except that Ck is the one bearing a
symmetry, then Ck is reversed and c is appended to it.55 In this case, the first index of the combined
chain is the last index of Ck, and the last index of the combined chain is the last index βc of c. 6) If
the second index of Ck equals βc, they are not null, and c bears a symmetry in its indices, then c is
reversed and appended to Ck by reversing “chain" and appending it to the first entry of the length-5
array Ck. For example, if Ck represents (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β and c represents (E1)ρη1 · · · (Es+1)ηsβ,

then the two are replaced by the combination (D1)α
γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr

β(Es+1)β
ηs · · · (E1)η1

ρ (up to a
53 By equality, we mean equality up to parity. Obviously, two spinor indices of the same parity cannot exist in

the same product.
54 Of course, formally, attaching c ∈ C to an earlier Ck ∈ C requires deleting c from C as a separate chain.
55 The combined chain always replaces Ck.
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sign). Evidently, the first index of the combined chain is the first index of Ck, and the last index of
the combined chain is the first index αc of c. 7) If the conditions of (6) hold except that Ck is the
one bearing a symmetry, then Ck is reversed and c is prepended to it. In this case, the first index
of the combined chain is the first index αc of c, and the last index of the combined chain is the first
index of Ck. 8) If the first index of Ck equals the second index βc of c and they are not null, then c
is prepended to Ck be prepending “chain" to the first entry in the length-5 array Ck. For example, if
Ck represents (D1)α

γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr
β and c represents (E1)ρ

η1 · · · (Es+1)ηs
α, then the combined chain

is (E1)ρ
η1 · · · (Es+1)ηs

α(D1)α
γ1 · · · (Dr+1)γr

β. Evidently, the first index of the combined chain is the
first index αc of c, and the last index of the combined chain is the last index of Ck. No symmetry
is necessary on either chain. 9) If the second index of Ck equals the first index αc of c and they
are not null, then c is appended to Ck by appending “chain" to the first entry in the length-5 array
Ck. In this case, the first index of the combined chain is the first index of Ck, and the last index
of the combined chain is the last index βc of c. In all of cases (4)-(9), the symmetry boolean of the
combined chain is the boolean sc&Ck[3] which is true if and only if both c and Ck bear symmetry
in their indices.

After looping through every c ∈ C, if Bj could not connect to any existing chain, it is rendered
its own 1-element chain. That is, the program appends the length-5 array [[ij], αj, βj, sj, |C|] to C,
where the last entry of the array, the cardinality of C, reflects the chain’s location at the end of C.
Notice that a nontrivial example of a situation in which this can occur is when αj is free and there
exists a chain c such that βc equals βj but sj = False, so that the indices of Bj cannot be swapped
to achieve joining the chain according to the NW-SE convention. By the ordering of B, the chain
c also cannot carry a helpful symmetry to resolve this. After looping through every Bj ∈ B, the
only remaining task is to sort the resulting chains by indices in an extended lexicographic order in
which null is greater than all other possibilities for the indices. First, for any chain c ∈ C which
bears symmetry in its indices, if βc is lower lexicographically than αc, then c is reversed.56 Next, the
chains c ∈ C are ordered by lexicographic order of their first index αc. Finally, from each length-5
array c ∈ C, the first entry, which contains the locations of the components of the chain in A, is
drawn, and the ordered union of these first entries is returned as the output of the function.57 From
the foregoing, this outputted ordering of the elements in A is both canonical and representative
of the maximum chaining of elements adhering to the NW-SE convention. Algorithm 5.3.4 shows
detailed pseudo-code for the described procedure. In the long if/else if statement, the first two
possibilities correspond to cases (1)-(2) above, while the remaining possibilities correspond to cases
(4)-(9).

Given the ineluctable arduousness of slogging through the preceding technical depiction of “Find-
Chain," we hope to impart here the procedure’s conceptual underpinnings via an illustrated example
in Fig. 1. Consider the ostensibly unwieldy expression

AαβBγ
δC̄ε

ζDη
θĒζ

βF̄ι
κGληH̄κ

γIθδJλK̄
αι, (5.3.3)

where the tensors with bars, viz., C̄εζ , Ēζβ, F̄ικ, H̄κ
γ, K̄α

ι lack symmetries; the tensors without bars,
56 Notice that this puts any single-indexed factor at the end of the chain.
57 Specifically, the strict total order on the union is defined by setting i < j if either there exists c ∈ C such

that i, j ∈ c[0] and i < j, or given c 3 i, c′ 3 j, c precedes c′ in lexicographic order of their first index, i.e.,
αc is lower lexicographically than αc′ .
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Algorithm 5.3.4 Sorting Objects with Spinor Indices
1: function FindChain(A[0..n])
2: B ← {(Ai[0], Ai[1], Ai[2], i) | i ∈ 0..n} . add the location i of every a ∈ A to the end of a
3: move all b ∈ B with symmetries to the end of B
4: move all b ∈ B with only one spinor index to the end of B
5: C ← [[[B0[3]], B0[0], B0[1], B0[2], 0]] . initialize our chain set with the first element of B
6: for j ∈ 1..n do
7: αj := Bj [0], βj := Bj [1], sj := Bj [2], ij := Bj [3]

8: connected ← False
9: k = −1 . location of chain to which Bj is joined (N.B. −1 means not joined)

10: for c ∈ C do
11: chain := c[0], αc := c[1], βc := c[2], sc := c[3], ic := c[4]

12: if not connected & αc 6= None & (αc = βj or (sj & αc = αj)) then . Bj can join c on the left
13: prepend ij to chain
14: αc ← αj if αc 6= αj else βj
15: sc ← sc & sj . the combination has symmetry ⇔ both Bj & c have symmetry
16: connected ← True
17: k ← ic
18: else if not connected & βc 6= None & (βc = αj or (sj & βc = βj)) then . Bj can join c on the right
19: append ij to chain
20: βc ← αj if βc 6= αj else βj
21: sc ← sc & sj
22: connected ← True
23: k ← ic
24: else if connected & Ck[1] = αc & Ck[1], αc 6= None & sc then . c flipped can join Ck on the left
25: Ck ← [reverse(chain) + Ck[0], βc, Ck[2], sc & Ck[3]]

26: delete c
27: else if connected & Ck[1] = αc & Ck[1], αc 6= None & Ck[3] then . Ck flipped can join c on the left
28: Ck ← [reverse(Ck[0]) + chain,Ck[2], βc, sc & Ck[3]]

29: delete c
30: else if connected & Ck[2] = βc & Ck[2], βc 6= None & sc then . c flipped can join Ck on the right
31: Ck ← [Ck[0] + reverse(chain), Ck[1], αc, sc & Ck[3]]

32: delete c
33: else if connected & Ck[2] = βc & Ck[2], βc 6= None & Ck[3] then . Ck flipped can join c on the right
34: Ck ← [chain+ reverse(Ck[0]), αc, Ck[1], sc & Ck[3]]

35: delete c
36: else if connected & Ck[1] = βc & Ck[1], βc 6= None then . c can join Ck on the left
37: Ck ← [chain+ Ck[0], αc, Ck[2], sc & Ck[3]]

38: delete c
39: else if connected & Ck[2] = αc & Ck[2], αc 6= None then . c can join Ck on the right
40: Ck ← [Ck[0] + chain,Ck[1], βc, sc & Ck[3]]

41: delete c
42: end if
43: end for
44: if not connected then
45: append [[ij ], αj , βj , sj , |C|] to C
46: end if
47: end for
48: reverse c[0] and swap αc, βc for any c ∈ C such that sc and βc < αc . by convention, “None" > any value
49: sort c ∈ C by αc
50: return

⋃
c∈C c[0]

51: end function

viz., Aαβ, Bγ
δ, Dη

θ, Gλη, Iθδ, Jλ, are symmetric;58 and only Jλ is single-indexed. In Fig. 1(a), it is
recognized the C̄εζ , Ēζβ share the index ζ and are already in NW-SE form, so they can be combined
into a chain. Similarly, K̄αι, F̄ι

κ share ι and F̄ικ, H̄κ
γ share κ in NW-SE form, so K̄αι, F̄ι

κ, H̄κ
γ can be

combined into a chain. These two chains consist entirely of tensors without symmetries (indicated
58 This is stronger than the tensors merely bearing a symmetry. The symmetry is assumed to be such that no

negative is introduced by swapping indices. This simplifies the discussion. Also, notice that Jλ is included
as symmetric. As mentioned earlier, tensors with a single spinor index are considered symmetric for the
purpose of determining ordering.

65



by the solid circles), so they are rigid and the positions of the outer indices cannot be flipped;
rather, the remaining tensors with symmetries may need to be flipped to accommodate these fixed
chains. In Fig. 1(b), it is noticed that if one swaps the indices on Aαβ, which is symmetric and
therefore manipulable (indicated by the dashed circle), then it will share β with the C̄-Ē chain in
NW-SE form. The swapping of the indices is indicated by the positions of α, β to the right and
left of A, respectively, rather than their original positions to the left and right of A, respectively.
Notice that since the resulting chain still includes tensors without symmetry, i.e., solid circles, this
chain is still rigid. In Fig. 1(c), it is noticed that despite this rigidity, the C̄-A chain already shares
α with the K̄-H̄ chain in NW-SE form (up to parity), so these two chains are concatenated.59 In
Fig. 1(d), the algorithm moves on to the other 2-indexed symmetric tensors and finds that Dη

θ, Gλη

share η in NW-SE form and form a chain. Since Dη
θ, Gλη are symmetric, so is the G-D chain.

The algorithm also finds that Bγ
δ shares γ with the C̄-H̄ chain in NW-SE form, forming a C̄-B

chain, and that if one swaps the indices on Iθδ, then it will share δ with the C̄-B chain in NW-SE
form, forming a C̄-I chain. The algorithm discovers the latter before it finds the shared index with
the smaller chain because the larger chain was defined earlier, and therefore appears earlier when
looping through the set of chains. In Fig. 1(e), the program continues looping through the set of
chains while considering I and finds that if the G-D chain is flipped, then it will share θ with the
C̄-I chain in NW-SE form. Finally, in Fig. 1(f), it is recognized that the single-indexed tensor Jλ
shares its one index λ with the C̄-G chain, and the algorithm attaches the former to the latter,
terminating one end of the chain. There are no symmetry issues in this attachment, as J has only
a single spinor index and is therefore effectively symmetric. Reading off of Fig. 1(f), the optimal
ordering which will enable all factors to be combined while adhering to NW-SE convention is

C̄ε
ζĒζ

βAβαK̄
αιF̄ι

κH̄κ
γBγ

δIδθD
θ
ηG

ηλJλ. (5.3.4)

Notice that the expression is not yet in NW-SE convention in terms of parity. Since it is always
possible to raise and lower the indices in a dummy-index pair at the cost of a minus sign (if t0 = 1) by
(5.3.2), this is not an ordering issue and is consigned to “SpinorCombine," which incidentally gives
the completed expression (assuming no underlying Lorentz tensors which would enable contraction
of dummy spinor indices)

−C̄εζĒζβAβαK̄α
ιF̄ι

κH̄κ
γBγ

δIδ
θDθ

ηGη
λJλ. (5.3.5)

5.4 Evaluating Expressions

Now that arithmetic and canonicalization of products of factors with spinor indices is in place,
the salient simplification system “Evaluate" can be erected, vastly extending the conventional sim-
plification sequence of Cadabra to treat spinor-indexed expressions, γ∗, dimension-specific identities,
implicit traces, and Fourier transforms (to be discussed later). So that the algorithm may be ap-
plied indiscriminately to any expression with vector indices, spinor indices, derivatives, Fourier
transforms, etc., “Evaluate" methodically carries out an extended series of functions which each
play a part in reducing the expression to a completely simplified canonical form. Given an expres-
sion E , the initial sequence goes as follows. 1) Apply the Leibniz rule on supercovariant and partial

59 N.B. We just as well could have made C̄, or any other tensor, the top node. The choice of top node is purely
aesthetic and has no interpretation with respect to the nodes’ ordering in “FindChain."
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Figure 1: A graphical illustration of the algorithm “FindChain" applied to the ordering of a
product AαβBγ

δC̄ε
ζDη

θĒζ
βF̄ι

κGληH̄κ
γIθδJλK̄

αι of tensors, some with symmetries, some without,
and one with only a single spinor index. a) Constructing chains from tensors without symmetries.
b) Adding a tensor with symmetry. c) Combining chains. d) Introducing a separate chain of tensors
with symmetry. e) Combining chains by reversing one. f) Adding a single-indexed tensor.

derivatives in E . 2) Use “SpinorCombine" to multiply out all products involving spinor indices.
3) Use “EvaluateTraces" to evaluate all implicit traces (B)α

α which arise after the operations of
“SpinorCombine." 4) If permitted by the corresponding optional parameter,60 multiply a pair of
gamma matrices. 5) Distribute any factors which have several terms, and distribute derivatives
among the terms of a sum. 6) Move all constant coefficients, Kronecker deltas, and Levi-Civita
tensors outside of derivatives. 7) Apply Cadabra’s standard sorting functions to put the factors
and terms of E in canonical order. 8) Convert products of Levi-Civita tensors to expressions in
Kronecker deltas with an algorithm “EpsilonToDelta."61 9) Contract Kronecker deltas with Lorentz
tensors with which they share dummy indices. 10) Rename dummies into the lowest possible in
lexicographic order for combination of like terms which differ only in dummy index names. 11) Ap-
ply the algorithm “IndexBracketHex" of Appendix E in order to canonicalize Lorentz indices within

60 The gamma-splitting procedure used to identify off-shell equation-of-motion terms in §5.9 intentionally breaks
apart gamma matrices into distinct factors which must not be multiplied in later steps. The optional
parameter enables these split products to be left alone for the duration of the solver’s procedure.

61 Since Cadabra’s native epsilon_to_delta() cannot handle products involving more than two Levi-Civita
tensors, the wrapper “EpsilonToDelta" computes such products pairwise.
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indexbrackets. 12) Canonicalize again to take care of symmetries which are outside the scope of
“IndexBracketHex," especially multi-term symmetries. 13) Convert all terms involving a factor of
0 within indexbrackets (i.e., (0)α

β) to zero with an algorithm “SubstituteSpinorZeros." 14) Replace
the square of the highest-rank element γ∗ in the Clifford algebra with the identity. 15) Combine
like terms. 16) Move all constant coefficients, Kronecker deltas, and Levi Civita tensors outside of
indexbrackets and Fourier transforms FN(·), and distribute indexbrackets among terms in a sum.

The aforementioned sequence is applied repeatedly until the result reached is no longer unique.62

“Evaluate" then, if the corresponding optional parameter permits,63 applies the substitution rules
obtained by “GenSubs" to reduce gamma matrices with over bD/2c indices, followed by select
needed simplification functions. The algorithm concludes with combining like terms once more
before outputting the evaluated E . See Algorithm 5.4.1 for detailed pseudo-code.

Algorithm 5.4.1 Evaluate
1: function Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = True, to_join_gamma = True)
2: E ← distribute(E)
3: prior_exs ← [ ]
4: while E not in prior_exs do
5: append E to prior_exs
6: E ← product_rule(E) . Leibniz rule
7: E ← SpinorCombine(E)
8: E ← EvaluateTraces(E)
9: if to_join_gamma then:

10: E ← join_gamma(E) . Multiply a pair of gamma matrices
11: end if
12: E ← distribute(E)
13: E ← unwrap(E) . Move coefficients out of derivatives
14: E ← sort_product(E)
15: E ← sort_sum(E)
16: E ← EpsilonToDelta(E)
17: E ← eliminate_kronecker(E) . Contract out Kronecker deltas
18: E ← rename_dummies(E)
19: E ← IndexBracketHex(E)
20: E ← canonicalise(E)
21: E ← SubstituteSpinorZeros(E)
22: E ← substitute(E, γ∗γ∗ → 1)
23: E ← collect_terms(E)
24: E ← SpinorExpand(E) . unwrap()/distribute() for indexbrackets
25: E ← FourierExpand(E) . unwrap() for Fourier transforms
26: end while
27: if to_perform_subs then
28: E ← substitute(E, GenSubs())
29: E ← SpinorExpand(E)
30: E ← canonicalise(E)
31: E ← SpinorCombine(E)
32: E ← substitute(E, γ∗γ∗ → 1)
33: end if
34: E ← collect_factors(E)
35: return E
36: end function

62 The simplification sequence is not quite stable. That is, letting En be the outcome of the nth loop, the
sequence {En}∞n=1 might not be eventually constant, but rather eventually periodic with period greater than
1. Hence, “Evaluate" records all En and terminates after loop n = r if Er ∈ {Ei | i < r}.

63 Applying substitution rules introduces dummy indices via (5.2.6a) and (5.2.7), which is undesirable in the
multiplet solvers of §5.9 and §5.11, as it increases canonicalization time. The optional parameter enables
these substitutions to be withheld until virtually all canonicalization procedures in those solvers are complete.
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5.5 Algorithm for Four-Index Fierz Expansion

Now that expressions involving gamma matrices and other tensors with both vector and spinor
indices can be simplified into a canonical form, algorithms based on tensor arithmetic can be
implemented. In particular, it is of widespread interest in field theory to calculate Fierz identities,
which arise whenever four spinors or spinor indices must be rearranged and which have been seen in
the earlier chapters to be essential when discussing 11D supergravity. In general, the spinor metric
(i.e., the charge conjugation matrix), a set of gamma matrices, and for even dimensions, a highest
rank element, form an orthogonal basis for the Clifford algebra. For example, in 4D, an orthogonal
basis ΓA(4D) for the Clifford algebra is

ΓA(4D) =
{
Cαβ, (γ

a)αβ ,
(
γab
)
αβ
, (γ∗)αβ , (γ∗γ

a)αβ

}
, (5.5.1)

where (γ∗γ
a)αβ is essentially

(
γabc

)
αβ

by (5.2.6b). In 11D, an orthogonal basis ΓA(11D) for the Clifford
algebra is

ΓA(11D) =
{
Cαβ, (γ

a)αβ ,
(
γab
)
αβ
,
(
γabc

)
αβ
,
(
γabcd

)
αβ
,
(
γabcde

)
αβ

}
. (5.5.2)

(See Appendix A.) An expression in four spinor indices can be written as a linear combination of
“squares" of these basis elements, specifically, as a linear combination of products of basis elements
multiplied with themselves, where one factor contains one pair of spinor indices and the other factor
contains the other pair. This linear combination, summarized in the completeness identity (3.65)
in [13] which is reproduced below, is referred to as the Fierz expansion, or Fierz rearrangement, of
the expression.

δα
βδγ

δ =
1

2m

∑
A

(ΓA)α
δ(ΓA)γ

β (5.5.3)

(Here, m = bD/2c, where D is the dimension.) Notice that the procedure in §5.2 reveals that the
first, fourth, and fifth elements in each of ΓA(4D) (under the usual conventions for t0, t1) and ΓA(11D)
are antisymmetric with respect to spinor indices, while the remaining elements are symmetric. In
the standard use case for Fierz identities, an expression with four spinor indices which bears a
particular (anti)symmetry in two of the indices is expanded in only those basis elements with the
same symmetry. In Section B, which focuses solely on 11D Fierz expansions relevant to the com-
putation of algebra closure and holoraumy properties of 11D supergravity, the first five expansions
bear symmetry of two spinor indices, while the last five bear antisymmetry of two indices.

The forthcoming algorithm is not the first algorithm for computing Fierz identities, but it is the
most versatile for our purposes. Cadabra2 [49] itself features a function “fierz" for rearranging a
product of four spinors, or of spinor bilinears, but as noted in the introduction, the literature on
holoraumy and supersymmetry genomics is entirely in terms of spinor indices rather than spinors,
so a Fierz expansion algorithm for use with spinor-index-carrying expressions is necessary. The
FieldsX module [14] for xAct in Mathematica features a function “FierzExpand" which expands a
product of tensor-spinors in a more similar spirit to this aim. However, both Cadabra2 and FieldsX
attempt computational simplicity by leveraging a completeness identity like (5.5.3). This somewhat
parallels a typical approach to hand-computation, which would involve multiplying such an identity
by appropriate factors in order to obtain the desired expression on one side of the equation and its
Fierz expansion on the other. If one were to consider a complicated multi-term expression (such
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as the two-term expressions in Appendix B) via the same procedure, such an abortive attempt
would reveal the need to sift through each term, choose appropriate factors to which to multiply
the completeness identity, compute several Fierz identities, and then synthesize the identities, a
process which is not only inefficient but requires a bit of finesse (especially in the clever choice of
factors) that one would be hard-pressed to expect of a computer program. Hence, such complex
multi-term expressions are not handled by the two aforementioned programs. This is sensible for
those programs’ own purpose, which is largely to serve as an easy-to-use field-theory “scratchpad"
that simply performs “tedious steps" in hand-derivations [46], as a human can be expected to
prepare terms and select factors as needed. However, since the ultimate goal of SusyPy’s Fierz
algorithm is autonomous use by a computer while solving a multiplet, the systematic handling of
complicated multi-term expressions is paramount. The goal of this and the next subsection is to
present a program of suitable versatility.

Let ΓA be an orthogonal basis for a Clifford algebra and (E)α
η
β
γ be an expression in the algebra.

It is desired to Fierz-expand (E)α
η
β
γ as a linear combination of quadratic monomials in the basis

elements as below.
(E)α

η
β
γ =

∑
B∈ΓA

cB(BA)αβ(BA)ηγ (5.5.4)

It suffices to restrict attention to one element (BA)αβ ∈ ΓA and consider the projection of (E)α
η
β
γ

along it, that is, the term corresponding to (BA)αβ in the above summation.64 In particular, if each
projection is found, then the the Fierz expansion is merely the sum of the projections. In order
to find the projection along (BA)αβ, four variants of the basis element are needed, viz., (BA)αβ,
(BA′)γη, (BA)ηγ, and (BA′)

ηγ, where BA′ is BA with its vector indices replaced by primed equivalents
so that it may be multiplied with BA without creating unwanted dummy index pairs.65 Notice that
one can multiply the second and third of these to get

(BA)ηγ(BA′)γη = −(BAB
A′)η

η = − tr(BAB
A′) = c′BδA

A′ (5.5.5)

for some constant c′B that arises from the trace. Multiplying by (BA)αβ yields c′B(BA′)αβ, and
since (BA′)αβ is known a priori, the value c′B can be extracted. Notice that by orthogonality,
multiplying the right-hand side of (5.5.4) by (1/c′B)(BA′)γη gives simply the product of this factor
with the term corresponding to (BA)αβ, which (5.5.5) shows is cB(BA′)αβ. It is then immediately
evident that multiplying by (BA′)

ηγ yields cB(BA′)αβ(BA′)
ηγ. Hence, multiplying the left-hand side

of (5.5.4), viz., (E)α
η
β
γ, which is known, by the same factors yields precisely the desired projection.

Completing the foregoing computation for each basis element and (symbolically) adding up the
results gives the Fierz expansion of (E)α

η
β
γ.

Notice the instances in which the prior algorithms are used. The “SpinorCombine" function from
§5.3 computes the first equality in (5.5.5), while the “EvaluateTraces" function from §5.2 computes
the last two. Then, the “Evaluate" function of §5.4 is utilized to complete the desired multiplication
of the result of (5.5.5) by (BA)αβ, as well as compute all of the products on the transformed left-hand

64 In fact, the “FierzExpand" algorithm works just as well if a single basis element is provided rather than a
complete basis, and the procedure will dutifully compute the projection along that element.

65 In this discussion, BA is taken to be the Lorentz tensor without spinor indices, e.g., if (BA)αβ = (γa)αβ ,
then BA = γa.
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side of (5.5.4). Algorithm 5.5.1 shows detailed pseudo-code for the foregoing procedure. The inputs
are the expression E to be Fierz-expanded, the basis ΓA, the pairs “Xinds" and “Yinds" of spinor
indices for each factor in the Fierz expansion terms, and optionally a boolean “to_perform_subs"
that specifies whether to perform the gamma matrix reduction substitutions from §5.2 on the end
result.

Algorithm 5.5.1 Four Spinor Index Fierz Expansion
1: function FierzExpand(E, ΓA, Xinds[1..2], Yinds[1..2], to_perform_subs = True)
2: projections ← [ ]
3: for B ∈ ΓA do
4: B ← Evaluate(B, to_perform_subs = False) . Reduce basis element B to canonical form
5: unconj_Xinds ← Xinds with parity as in E . e.g., [α, β ] if Xinds = [α, β ] and E = (E)αηβ

γ

6: unconj_Yinds ← Yinds with parity as in E . e.g., [η , γ ] if Yinds = [η , γ ] and E = (E)αηβ
γ

7: conj_Yinds ← Yinds with opposite the parity in E . e.g., [η , γ ]

8: primed_indices ← Lorentz indices of B primed . e.g., A
′
if B = BA

9: element ← B with spinor indices replaced by unconj_Xinds . e.g., (BA)αβ
10: element_flipped ← B with spinor indices conj_Yinds in reverse order . e.g., (BA)γη
11: element_primed ← element_flipped with Lorentz indices replaced by primed_indices . e.g., (BA

′
)γη

12: element_unconj ← B with Lorentz indices lowered and spinor indices replaced with unconj_Yinds . e.g., (BA)ηγ

13: element_unconj_primed ← element_primed with Lorentz indices lowered and spinor indices replaced with unconj_Yinds
. e.g., (BA′ )

ηγ

14: element_squared ← element_primed · element_unconj . “·" means unevaluated symbolic product
15: element_squared ← SpinorCombine(element_squared) . e.g., −(BAB

A′ )ηη

16: element_squared ← EvaluateTraces(element_squared) . e.g., c′BδA
A′

17: rhs ← Evaluate(element_squared · element, to_perform_subs = False) . e.g., c′B(BA
′
)αβ

18: inv_rhs_const ← inverse, of constant coefficient of rhs divided by initial coefficient of B . i.e., c′B
19: lhs ← Evaluate(inv_rhs_const · element_primed · E, to_perform_subs = False)
20: result ← Evaluate(lhs · element_unconj_primed, to_perform_subs = to_perform_subs)
21: append result to projections
22: end for
23: return symbolic sum of projections
24: end function

A few examples indicate this system’s utility. An example expression which bears antisym-
metry in two of its indices is δα[η (γa)

ρ]γ. The code below gives the 11D Fierz expansion of this
expression into terms in which the first factor carries the indices α, γ, while the second carries the
antisymmetrized indices η, ρ. Notice that when the indices are inputted into “FierzExpand," they
are inputted as covariant, regardless of their parities in the expression. Also, notice that the basis
elements can be inputted with arbitrary spinor indices and need not have spinor indices matching
some pair in the expression.

>>> ex = Ex(r'\delta_{\alpha}^{\eta} (\Gamma_{a})^{\rho \gamma} - \delta_{\alpha}^{\rho}
(\Gamma_{a})^{\eta \gamma}')↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c
d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')]

↪→

↪→

>>> fierz_expand(ex, basis, [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\gamma}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\rho}'])

The resulting Fierz expansion is

δα
[η (γa)

ρ]γ = − 1

16
(γa)α

γCηρ +
1

32

(
γbc
)
α
γ (γabc)

ηρ − 1

96
(γabcd)α

γ
(
γbcd
)ηρ

+
1

96

(
γbcd
)
α
γ (γabcd)

ηρ − 1

384
(γabcde)α

γ
(
γbcde

)ηρ
.

(5.5.6)
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It is easy to see that this is equivalent to the identity

δα
[η (γa)

ρ]γ =
1

16

{
− (γa)α

γCηρ +
1

2

(
γ[2]
)
α
γ
(
γa[2]

)ηρ − 1

3!

(
γa[3]

)
α
γ
(
γ[3]
)ηρ

+
1

3!

(
γ[3]
)
α
γ
(
γa[3]

)ηρ − 1

4!

(
γa[4]

)
α
γ
(
γ[4]
)ηρ}

,

(5.5.7)

which is given as equation (A.26) in [19]. Notice, first, that in every term, the (η, ρ)-factor is an
antisymmetric basis element, just as expected, since the given expression is antisymmetric in those
indices. Also notice that while every term is a quadratic monomial in the basis elements, no term
features a basis element multiplied by itself. This is because cB need not, in general, be a scalar
for a given (B)αβ ∈ ΓA, since the expression being Fierz-expanded may have free Lorentz indices.
Another way to view the result is that it is an expansion of the expression as a linear combination
of linear monomials with tensor coefficients, in which case the coefficients carry spinor indices. The
latter vantagepoint is the guiding principle behind the algorithm in the following section.

Now that we have validated our algorithm on an antisymmetric Fierz expansion, it is worthwhile
to consider an example expression which bears symmetry in two of its indices. Such an example is(
γde
)

(α
γδβ)

η. The code below gives the 11D Fierz expansion of this expression into terms in which
the first factor carries the symmetrized indices α, β, while the second carries the indices γ, η. (The
basis variable is suppressed for brevity, as it is the same as above.)

>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma^{d e})_{\alpha}^{\gamma} \delta_{\beta}^{\eta} + (\Gamma^{d
e})_{\beta}^{\gamma} \delta_{\alpha}^{\eta}')↪→

>>> fierz_expand(ex, basis, [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\gamma}', r'_{\eta}'])

The resulting Fierz expansion is(
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It is easy to see that this is equivalent to the identity(
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(5.5.9)
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which is given as equation (A.27) in [19]. Notice that in every term, the (α, β) factor is a symmetric
basis element, just as expected, since the given expression is symmetric in those indices. As in the
prior Fierz expansion, many terms are quadratic monomials in distinct basis elements. The foregoing
demonstrates the efficacy of “FierzExpand" in computing even quite complicated Fierz identities,
for any (anti)symmetrization of the indices or any combination of terms.

5.6 Algorithm for Two-Index Fierz Expansion

The Fierz expansion algorithm depicted in the prior section enables easy computation of intricate
identities with many terms and indices, the power of which is made abundantly clear in Appendix
B. As we have seen, those identities could be used to compute fermionic closure constraints (in
§2.4) and fermionic holoraumy (in §4.2) for 11D supergravity via an explicit step-by-step derivation
aided by SusyPy. However, the less explicit alternative presented in §2.1 and §4 is the use of the
multiplet solvers in §5.9 and §5.11 and the holoraumy algorithm in §5.13, which compute Fierz
identities on their own behind the scenes. The ease with which “FierzExpand" is used belies the
difficulty in applying the function to an expression for, say, {Dα,Dβ}Ψa

γ or [Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ when

only the two spinor indices on the supercovariant derivatives are known a priori.66 Even if the
two other needed spinor indices could be efficiently discerned a posteriori, the computer’s travail
is compounded by the computational complexity of sifting through the expression to identify the
gamma matrix products to which to apply four-index Fierz identities.

The solution is an algorithm which breaks further from the hand-computation approach of
expanding the supercovariant derivative expression into gamma-matrix products and then Fierz-
expanding those; instead, we Fierz-expand the entire supercovariant derivative expression in one go.
Since four-index Fierz expansion involves more indices (two more indices in the factors introduced
for isolating a projection), and hence more canonicalization time (see §6), it turns out that com-
puting the Fierz expansion of such an expression in one go is more efficient than computing Fierz
expansions for the various gamma-matrix products individually, even if one ignores the runtime
contributed by synthesizing those disparate identities into one expansion for the supercovariant
derivative expression. As a result, this solution is that used in the multiplet solvers and holoraumy
algorithm, and the goal of this section is to present this two-index Fierz expansion algorithm.

As hinted in the previous section, the credo guiding this algorithm is that the coefficients in the
expansion of an expression as a linear combination of basis elements need not be scalars. To draw
parallels with the four-index algorithm, consider a basis ΓA for a Clifford algebra, as before, but
now suppose that the expression Eαβ that we wish to expand has only two known spinor indices
(but typically has other unknown spinor indices). The equivalent to (5.5.4) is

(E)αβ =
∑
B∈ΓA

cB(BA)αβ. (5.6.1)

Restricting to one element (BA)αβ ∈ ΓA, we can consider the four variants (BA)αβ, (BA′)αβ, (BA′)
βα,

and (BA)αβ. Multiplying the first and the third gives

(BA)αβ(BA′)
βα = −(BA′B

A)β
β = − tr(BA′B

A) = c′BδA′
A (5.6.2)

66 The spinor index on the fermion is also known a priori, but it hardly plays a role in the Fierz expansion
which moves the indices on the supercovariant derivatives onto the same gamma matrices.
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for some c′B. The sole purpose of the fourth variant (BA)αβ, referred to as the dummy field in
Algorithm 5.6.1, is to multiply with the above trace so that c′B can be isolated, for the product is
c′B(BA′)αβ.67 It follows from the foregoing and orthogonality of the basis elements that multiplying
the right-hand side of (5.6.1) by (1/c′B)(BA′)

βα yields cBδA′A, so that multiplying by (BA′)αβ gives
the desired projection cB(BA)αβ. Hence, multiplying the left-hand side, viz., (E)αβ, which is known,
by the same factors yields the projection, and looping through the basis to add up the projections
gives the Fierz expansion as in the four-index algorithm. Algorithm 5.6.1 shows detailed pseudo-
code for this modified procedure. The only change in inputs is the obvious one, namely, that only
one pair of indices need be provided.

Algorithm 5.6.1 Two Spinor Index Fierz Expansion
1: function FierzExpand2Index(E, ΓA, Inds[1..2], to_perform_subs = True)
2: projections ← [ ]
3: for B ∈ ΓA do
4: B ← Evaluate(B, to_perform_subs = False)
5: primed_inds ← Lorentz indices of B primed . e.g., A

′
if B = BA

6: unconj_inds ← Inds with parity as in E . e.g., [α, β ] if Inds = [α, β ] and E = Eαβ
7: conj_inds ← Inds with opposite the parity in E . e.g., [α, β ] if Inds = [α, β ] and E = Eαβ
8: primed_unconj_indices ← unconj_inds primed
9: element ← B with spinor indices replaced by unconj_inds . e.g., (BA)αβ

10: element_primed ← element with Lorentz indices replaced by primed_inds . e.g., (BA
′
)αβ

11: element_primed_conj ← element_primed with Lorentz indices lowered and spinor indices replaced with conj_inds in reverse
order . e.g., (BA′ )

βα

12: element_squared ← element · element_primed_conj
13: dummy_field ← element with Lorentz indices lowered . e.g., (BA)αβ
14: element_squared ← SpinorCombine(element_squared) . e.g., −(BA′B

A)β
β

15: elsq_trace ← EvaluateTraces(element_squared) . e.g., c′BδA′
A

16: rhs ← Evaluate(elsq_trace · dummy_field, to_perform_subs = False) . e.g., c′B(BA′ )αβ
17: inv_rhs_const ← inverse, of constant coefficient of rhs divided by initial coefficient of B . i.e., c′B
18: lhs ← Evaluate(inv_rhs_const · element_primed_conj · E, to_perform_subs = False)
19: lhs ← lhs with dummy spinor indices replaced by primed_unconj_indices . to prevent index name conflicts
20: result ← Evaluate(lhs · element_primed, to_perform_subs = to_perform_subs)
21: append result to projections
22: end for
23: return symbolic sum of projections
24: end function

An example of the typical use case is in calculating fermionic closure for the off-shell 4D vector
multiplet. Specifically, the code below uses “SUSYExpand" to obtain an expression for {Dα,Dβ}λγ
using the supersymmetry transformation rules for the multiplet (see §5.9), and then leverages “Fierz-
Expand2Index" to produce the Fierz expansion using only the initially inputted indices α, β.

>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A_{a}) -> (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},
D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> -I (\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A_{b}) +
(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta} d, D_{\alpha}(d) -> I (\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta}
\partial_{a}((\lambda)_{\beta})'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'''(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}'''), Ex(r'''(\Gamma'
\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}''')]

↪→

↪→

>>> ex = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}((\lambda)_{\gamma})) +
D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\gamma}))')↪→

67 As noted in Algorithm 5.5.1, (BA)αβ may include a coefficient by which the coefficient of c′B(BA′)αβ must
be divided in order to truly reflect the value c′B by which the basis element was multiplied.
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>>> susy_expand(ex, susy)
>>> fierz_expand_2index(ex, basis, [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'])

The result given by “SUSYExpand" is

{Dα,Dβ}λγ = −i
(
γab
)
βγ

(γb)α
η∂aλη + i (γ∗)βγ (γ∗γ

a)α
η∂aλη

− i
(
γab
)
αγ

(γb)β
η∂aλη + i (γ∗)αγ (γ∗γ

a)β
η∂aλη.

(5.6.3)

Clearly, the indices α, β must be on the same factors in a proper closure expression, so a Fierz
transformation is in order. Notice that in this instance, the other spinor indices with which α, β are
paired are not even consistent throughout the expression, which would further hamper an attempted
solution via a four-index algorithm. The result given by “FierzExpand2Index" is

{Dα,Dβ}λγ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aλγ, (5.6.4)

which is precisely the condition for off-shell closure. (See (20) in [16] for further reference on closure
of the 4D vector multiplet.) As noted earlier, it is for just such a case that “FierzExpand2Index"
will be used in §5.9.

Note that “FierzExpand2Index" can also treat four-index problems, with the equivalent of the
“known" pair of spinor indices being one pair of indices that are intended to belong to the same
factors. For example, the code below repeats the computation of the 11D Fierz expansion for(
γde
)

(α
γδβ)

η from the prior section.

>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma^{d e})_{\alpha}^{\gamma} \delta_{\beta}^{\eta} + (\Gamma^{d
e})_{\beta}^{\gamma} \delta_{\alpha}^{\eta}')↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c
d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')]

↪→

↪→

>>> fierz_expand(ex, basis, [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\gamma}'], [r'_{\gamma}', r'_{\eta}'])

The result is(
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which is merely a rearrangement of (5.5.8), and thus likewise yields the correct identity (5.5.9).

5.7 Symbolic Fourier Transform

When analyzing the results of the Fierz expansion of the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives applied to a fermion in the multiplet solvers of §5.9 and §5.11, it will be necessary
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to filter out equation-of-motion terms, which vanish identically on-shell and therefore provide no
constraints. It will turn out that in the solver of §5.9, this filtration will take the form of eliminating
gauge-invariant quantities with particular Lorentz-index structure using the “FindNonGaugeInv"
algorithm of §5.8. That algorithm will depend heavily on manipulating partial derivatives of fields
and applying relevant substitutions, operations which are more easily executed in momentum-
space, where the partial derivatives become indexed multipliers. In the solver of §5.11, momentum-
space operations will play an even more prominent role in the handling of Feynman propagators.
This needed transition to and from momentum-space requires a symbolic Fourier transform and a
symbolic inverse Fourier transform. The goal of this section is to present algorithms for computing
these transforms.

The procedure for computing the Fourier transform is based on a draft transform proposed
in [50]. It is assumed that every field depends on an independent spatial parameter, unless several
fields lie within the operand of the same partial derivative, in which case the fields share the spatial
parameter with respect to which the operand is being differentiated.68 Let E be a position-space
expression and “fields" be the set of fields which appear in the expression. For each term in E ,
it is desired to replace every partial derivative ∂a with a momentum-space parameter ika, and to
replace every field A in the operand of the derivative with a Fourier transform F(A). Since there
are typically multiple partial derivatives, which can be taken as differentiating with respect to
distinct spatial parameters, distinct numbered momentum parameters are necessary. The intended
transformation is accomplished for each term by defining a number N and looping through the
factors of the term. If a factor is a partial derivative, then looping through the factors in the operand
of the derivative,69 each factor A is replaced with the Fourier transform FN(A) with respect to the
Nth momentum parameter. Then, looping through the indices on the partial derivative (which may
be a multiple derivative), for each index a, the parity of the index is gathered and a momentum
parameter ikNa or ikNa is created. Finally, a new product is created consisting of the coefficient of
the partial derivative, all kN ’s (for the N corresponding to the partial derivative), and the Fourier-
transformed operand of the derivative, and this product replaces the partial derivative and its
original operand. N is augmented after each partial derivative so that the next partial derivative
is converted to a unique momentum parameter, as desired. Algorithm 5.7.1 shows detailed pseudo-
code for this symbolic Fourier transform.

Notice that the output of “Fourier" is designed to ease the inverting process in “InverseFourier."
The labeling of momentum-space fields by FN(·) enables them to recognized and converted to
position-space equivalents without even inputting the fields into the function. Furthermore, the
subscript N on the momentum parameters and the momentum-space fields enables the fields in the
operands of the parameters’ partial-derivative spatial counterparts to be correctly and efficiently
identified. Let Ê be a momentum-space expression. The algorithm loops through every term
of Ê , defining a variable N for the term as before. For each value of N , the program checks
if the term carries any momentum parameters with that subscript; if not, then clearly, the all

68 Note that the Fourier transform algorithm does not convert a field A to a marked Fourier transform FN (A)
if A is not differentiated, for there is little purpose for the Fourier transform in that situation, and A might
as well be taken to refer both to the field and its Fourier transform.

69 Notice the tacit assumption that the operand of the derivative is a product and not a sum. This amounts to
the supposition that E has already been simplified and canonicalized, e.g., by “Evaluate."
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Algorithm 5.7.1 Symbolic Fourier Transform
1: function Fourier(E, fields[1..n])
2: for term in E do
3: N ← 1

4: for factor in term do
5: if factor is a partial derivative then
6: for A in factors of partial’s operand in factor do
7: if A in fields then
8: replace A in factor with FN (A)
9: end if

10: end for
11: ks ← [ ]
12: for index a on partial of factor do
13: if a is contravariant then
14: append ikN

a to ks
15: else
16: append ikNa to ks
17: end if
18: end for
19: new_prod = coefficient of factor · prod(ks) · partial’s new operand
20: insert new_prod after factor . Introduce new_prod as a factor of term
21: erase factor
22: N ← N + 1

23: end if
24: end for
25: end for
26: E ← FlattenProd(E) . Remove unnecessary nesting of products
27: return E
28: end function

momentum parameters have already been eliminated, so the program can move to the next term. If
momentum parameters with matching N are present, then looping through factors, all coefficients
of momentum parameters and momentum-space fields are recorded (with coefficients of momentum
parameters multiplied by −i), as are the indices on the momentum parameters and the operands
of the Fourier transforms FN(·) with matching N . Finally, a partial derivative is created with
the recorded coefficients, carrying the recorded indices, and having the product of the recorded
Fourier transform operands as its own operand. This partial derivative replaces the momentum
space parameters and momentum-space fields. The value of N is then augmented to treat the next
class of momentum parameters (if there are any). Algorithm 5.7.2 shows detailed pseudo-code for
this inverse Fourier transform.

As an example, consider the position-space expression ∂a(AB)∂bcC + ∂abc(ABC), where A,B,C
are fields. The code below runs “Fourier" to convert to momentum space and canonicalizes the
result to clean up coefficients.

>>> ex = Ex(r'''\partial_{a}(A B) \partial_{b c}(C) + \partial_{a b c}(A B C)''')
>>> fourier(ex, [Ex('A'), Ex('B'), Ex('C')])
>>> canonicalise(ex)

The result is
−ik1aF1(A)F1(B)k2bk2cF2(C)− ik1ak1bk1cF1(A)F1(B)F1(C). (5.7.1)

Notice that in the first term, A,B are each in the Fourier transform F1(·) associated to the mo-
mentum parameter k1a , while C is in the Fourier transform F2(·) associated to the momentum
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Algorithm 5.7.2 Symbolic Inverse Fourier Transform
1: function InverseFourier(Ê)
2: for term in Ê do
3: N ← 1

4: while term has kN• or kN• factors do
5: c← 1

6: operand ← 1

7: indices ← [ ]
8: for factor in term do
9: if factor has form kN

• or kN• then
10: c← c · (−i) · coefficient of factor
11: append Lorentz index of factor to indices
12: erase factor
13: else if factor has form FN (·) then
14: c← c · coefficient of factor
15: operand ← operand · factor’s operand
16: erase factor
17: end if
18: end for
19: insert c · ∂indices(operand) to term’s factors . individual indices can be co- or contravariant
20: N ← N + 1

21: end while
22: end for
23: return Ê
24: end function

parameters k2b , k2c . In the second term, each of the three fields lies in the Fourier transform F1(·)
associated to the momentum parameters k1a , k1b , k1c . This reflects precisely the relationship with
the partial derivatives in position space. Also, notice that the coefficient of −i in front of each term
is just as expected, as there are three derivatives in each term and i3 = −i. The code below reverts
back to position space by running “InverseFourier" before canonicalizing.

>>> inverse_fourier(ex)
>>> canonicalise(ex)

The result is
∂a(AB)∂bc(C) + ∂abc(ABC), (5.7.2)

which is the original expression, just as expected.

5.8 Identifying Non-Gauge-Invariant Quantities

As already noted in the prior section, the solver in §5.9 will require the isolation of non-gauge-
invariant quantities (i.e., the elimination of gauge-invariant quantities) from an expression. This
is the purpose of the “FindNonGaugeInv" algorithm presented here. The goal should first be
clarified. Strictly speaking, the problem of drawing non-gauge-invariant terms from an expression
is ambiguous: adding any gauge-invariant quantity to a non-gauge invariant quantity gives a non-
gauge-invariant quantity which is gauge-equivalent to the first. For example, take Bab to be the
Kalb-Ramond field from [35] with gauge transformation70

δGBab = ∂aξb − ∂bξa. (5.8.1)
70 See [32] for a modern reference.
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It is well-known and easy to verify that the quantity

Habc =
1

2
∂[aBbc], (5.8.2)

known as the Kalb-Ramond field strength, is gauge-invariant. In contrast, ∂cBab is obviously not
gauge-invariant. However, if one defines the expression E = ∂cBab, the “non-gauge-invariant part"
could be said to be ∂cBab + tHabc for any t (including tensorial t), e.g., −∂aBbc + ∂bBac for t = −1.
One could demand that the “non-gauge-invariant part" consist of terms originally in E , but it is
easy to see that this is of little mathematical meaning, and is thus difficult to enforce in a symbolic
algebra procedure. We therefore frame the goal in the following way: “FindNonGaugeInv" must
return an expression, no combination of terms of which is gauge-invariant, that is gauge-equivalent71

to the set of non-gauge-invariant terms originally appearing in E and with the same coefficients.

The utility of these restrictions comes from the use of “FindNonGaugeInv" in the multiplet solver
in §5.9. In that solver, a particular expression consisting of “potentially equation-of-motion" terms
will be inputted into “FindNonGaugeInv," and certain outputted terms will have their coefficients
set equal to zero to give a system of equations. The idea is that we do not want to obtain equations
from coefficients of gauge-invariant combinations of terms. For example, suppose we are given an
expression72

E = v∂aBbc − v∂bBac + (u+ v)∂cBab. (5.8.3)

We would like to set the coefficients of the terms in the non-gauge-invariant part to zero and ignore
the coefficients of all terms in the gauge-invariant part. E can be rewritten

E = vHabc + u∂cBab, (5.8.4)

so that the output of “FindNonGaugeInv" should show that u = 0 and v is a free variable. That is,
we want “FindNonGaugeInv" to give an expression

u∂cBab + utHabc (5.8.5)

for some t, e.g., u∂cBab for t = 0, or −u∂aBbc + u∂bBac for t = −1.73 The simple way to begin
obtaining such an expression is to replace Bab in E with its gauge transformation. Substituting
(5.8.1) for Bab in (5.8.3) yields

δGE = u∂caξb − u∂cbξa. (5.8.6)

In particular, substituting the gauge transformation into the expression resulted in the cancellation
of all terms which combine into a gauge-invariant whole, leaving the expression which results from
substituting the gauge transformation into the non-gauge-invariant term u∂cBab. Any expression E ′
such that δGE ′ = δGE , and without superfluous gauge-invariant combinations of terms or extraneous
parameters, will be an acceptable output, particularly the t = 0,−1 options in (5.8.5).

However, programmatically reversing the substitution of the gauge transformation to find such
an E ′ is quite challenging and carries most of the difficulty in the algorithm. The most natural

71 We say that an expression A is “gauge-equivalent" to another expression B if A−B is gauge-invariant.
72 E is not a realistic input into “FindNonGaugeInv" from “SUSYSolve," but it makes the purpose of the former

function for the latter quite explicit.
73 Since we prefer not to have gauge-invariant combinations of terms present in the final expression, the results

with t = 0,−1 are the only permissible answers.
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approach one might essay is to imagine that (5.8.1) is, for the purpose of consideration of the
substitution, an expression of Bab as a linear combination of elements of the form ∂dξe with d, e ∈
{a, b}, or equivalently, an expression of ∂cBab as a linear combination of elements of the form ∂deξf
with d, e, f ∈ {a, b, c}. Therefore, one might reverse the substitution by writing ∂σ1σ2ξσ3 , for each
σ ∈ S({a, b, c}), where S({a, b, c}) is the set of permutations of a, b, c, as a linear combination of
the elements ∂σ′1Bσ′2σ

′
3
∼ ∂σ′1σ′2ξσ′3 − ∂σ′1σ′3ξσ′2

74 for σ′ ∈ S({a, b, c}). However, simple linear algebra
shows the futility of this approach. The complete set B of ∂σ1σ2ξσ3 for σ ∈ S({a, b, c}) is

B = {∂σ1σ2ξσ3 | σ ∈ S({a, b, c})} = {∂abξc, ∂acξb, ∂bcξa}. (5.8.7)

In this basis, the set B′ of δG∂σ1Bσ2σ3 for σ ∈ S({a, b, c}) can be written

[B′]B = {[∂σ1σ2ξσ3 − ∂σ1σ3ξσ2 ]B | σ ∈ S({a, b, c})} = {±(1,−1, 0),±(1, 0,−1),±(0, 1,−1)}. (5.8.8)

It is an easy linear algebra exercise to show that none of (1, 0, 0), (0, 1, 0), (0, 0, 1) are in the space
spanned by B′, which implies that none of the expressions of the form ∂σ1σ2ξσ3 for σ ∈ S({a, b, c})
can be written as a linear combination of the elements of B′ for the purpose of a reverse substitution.
Hence, this intuitive technique is abortive.75

On the other hand, we know by construction that δGE is in the subspace spanned by B′ (with
linear combinations having coefficients in the Clifford algebra) if every term of E has exactly one
occurrence of B which is in the operand of exactly one first-order derivative. Therefore, making
these assumptions on E , we can reverse the gauge-transformation substitution on the whole expres-
sion at once if we solve for the linear combination of elements in B′ that equals δGE . For better
demonstrative purposes, we switch to consideration of the expression

E = (u+ v) (γa)αβ ∂aBbc − v (γa)αβ ∂bBac + (u+ v) (γa)αβ ∂cBab

= u (γa)αβ ∂aBbc + u (γa)αβ ∂cBab + vHabc.
(5.8.9)

Substitution of δGB for B yields

δGE = u (γa)αβ ∂aδGBbc + u (γa)αβ ∂cδGBab = u (γa)αβ ∂abξc − u (γa)αβ ∂bcξa. (5.8.10)

We now move to momentum space to better approximate the approach of the soon-to-be-shown
algorithm, for which Cadabra2 manipulation of indexed momentum parameters created by “Fourier"
is easier than the manipulation of partial derivatives. Taking the Fourier transforms of the elements
in B and negating gives76

B̂ = {−F(b) | b ∈ B} = {kakbF(ξc), kakcF(ξb), kbkcF(ξa)}, (5.8.11)

and the set of negated Fourier transforms of the elements of B′ in the basis B is

[B̂′]B̂ = {[kσ1kσ2F(ξσ3)−kσ1kσ3F(ξσ2)]B̂ | σ ∈ S({a, b, c})} = {±(1,−1, 0),±(1, 0,−1),±(0, 1,−1)}.
(5.8.12)

74 The sign ∼ reflects that this is not a true equality.
75 Incidentally, the same linear algebra considerations show that this naïve method does work when the field

under consideration is a spin-3/2 fermion, e.g., the gravitino, rather than the Kalb-Ramond field. Of course,
we prefer an approach of wider applicability than simply to gravitinos.

76 Note that momentum parameters and Fourier transforms will actually be numbered in the output of “Fourier,"
so that for example, the Fourier transform of the first element of B is returned as k1ak1bF1(ξc).
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Also, the negated Fourier transform of the expression δGE is

−F(δGE) = u (γa)αβ kakbF(ξc)− u (γa)αβ kbkcF(ξa), (5.8.13)

so that the coordinates with respect to the basis B̂ are

[−F(δGE)]B̂ = (u (γa)αβ , 0,−u (γa)αβ). (5.8.14)

Solving for the linear combination of the elements B̂′ that equals F(δGE) is ostensibly a linear
algebra problem with Clifford algebra values, but the proof of the fault in the naïve solution method
intimates that this Clifford-algebra linear algebra problem can be reduced to a linear algebra problem
in Q solvable by ordinary row-reduction. Let

A =


1 1 0

−1 0 1

0 −1 −1

 , b =


u (γa)αβ

0

−u (γa)αβ

 . (5.8.15)

The problem which we are trying to solve amounts to the solution of the equation Ax = b.77 Row-
reducing [A | I3], where I3 is the 3× 3 identity matrix, shows that the row-reduced echelon matrix
R row-equivalent to A is equal to PA, where

R =


1 0 −1

0 1 1

0 0 0

 , P =


0 −1 0

0 0 −1

1 1 1

 . (5.8.16)

It follows that one set of coordinates for F(δGE) in the elements of B̂′ with positive first nonzero
B̂-coordinates is78

Pb =


0

u (γa)αβ

0

 . (5.8.17)

Hence,
−F(δGE) = u (γa)αβ (kakbF(ξc)− kbkcF(ξa)). (5.8.18)

Since the expression in B̂′ corresponding to the difference in parentheses above is known, we can
finally reverse the gauge-transformation substitution. Accounting for a factor of −1 from negating
the Fourier transforms earlier and another factor of −i which must be introduced to compensate

77 We have omitted the elements of B̂′ with coordinates which are negative the columns of A because of
the obvious redundancy. However, the program does not recognize and eliminate redundant combinations,
since such a feature would simply introduce unnecessary complications in a linear algebra problem which is
particularly easy to solve by computer.

78 Note that these coordinates are not unique, since the elements of B̂′ with positive first nonzero B̂-coordinates
are not linearly independent.
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for the one fewer partial derivative, it must be that, adding a prime to reflect the earlier-mentioned
ambiguity in the result,

F(E ′) = iu (γa)αβ kbF(Bac), (5.8.19)

so that the application of an inverse Fourier transform yields

E ′ = u (γa)αβ ∂bBac. (5.8.20)

Indeed, this is gauge-equivalent to the non-gauge-invariant part of E in (5.8.9) with the same
coefficient −u,79 for

u (γa)αβ ∂bBac −
[
u (γa)αβ ∂aBbc + u (γa)αβ ∂cBab

]
= −uHabc. (5.8.21)

The algorithm “FindNonGaugeInv" implements precisely the approach in the above example.
In particular, the first part treats the preparation of sets like B̂, B̂′. The function takes as input the
expression E from whom the non-gauge-invariant part must be drawn, the field A which the gauge-
invariant terms must contain, an array “fields" of all fields which might appear in E , and the gauge
transformation δGA. As in the above example, δGA is substituted for A in E . The expression is then
evaluated with “Evaluate" and moved to momentum space with “Fourier." Next, the algorithm finds
the Lorentz indices on the momentum parameters k1

80 and the gauge parameter ζ in δGA, as well as
the spinor index on ζ if there is one, storing these as tuples (one for each term) in the array “Indskf,"
from which duplicates are removed. (The Lorentz indices are sorted so that duplicates with initially
different index orders can be removed.) Then the program creates (and distributes) the expression
H = −∂a′(δGA), which is essentially an instance of B′ in the above example but not yet with correct
Lorentz indices. At the same time, the program generates the expression G = −i∂a′A which is to
serve roughly as H “pre-gauge transformation." The program then promptly uses “Fourier" to move
to momentum space. In the example above, the momentum-space H is essentially an element of
B̂′, and the momentum-space G is merely H with kaF(ζb)− kbF(ζa) replaced by F(Bab), matching
the transition from (5.8.18) to (5.8.19) except for the factor of i, which is tabled until the end.
Then, the program loops through the index tuples in “Indskf." For each such tuple, the program
further loops through each permutation σ of the Lorentz indices and creates versions of G,H, called
G ′j,H′j, respectively, with Lorentz indices σ and the spinor index from the tuple if one exists. For
each permutation of each tuple, the algorithm generates a unique variable cj with vector and spinor
indices matching those in E not in the tuple. Finally, each cjG ′j is added to an expression E ′, and
each cjH′j is added to an expression “zero_ex" which also contains E . Notice that the values of the
cj that make “zero_ex" equal zero are the values such that

−E =
n∑
i=0

cjH′i. (5.8.22)

For example, the column vector of cjs in the example above is given in (5.8.17). By construction,
these values make E ′ the desired momentum-space expression of the non-gauge-invariant part of E ,

79 In general, by “having the same coefficient," we mean in the sense that the coefficients are alike, so that the
difference between E ′ and the non-gauge-invariant part of E is the multiple of a gauge-invariant expressions,
in this case Habc.

80 Since “Fourier" numbers momentum parameters and Fourier transforms, we will do so in this explanation
except when referring to the above example.
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analogous to (5.8.19) (except for the i factor). The detailed pseudo-code for this first part of the
“FindNonGaugeInv" procedure is shown in Algorithm 5.8.1.

Algorithm 5.8.1 Find Non Gauge Invariant Part of E Part 1
1: function FindNonGaugeInv(E, A, fields[1..n], δGA)
2: E ← substitute(E, A→ δGA)
3: E ← Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = False)
4: ζ ← gauge parameter in δGA . e.g., ξ in δGBab
5: E ← Fourier(E, fields+ [ζ])
6: Indskf ← [ ]
7: for term in E do
8: LIndst ← lexicographically sorted list of Lorentz indices in term’s “k1"s and ζs
9: SIndst ← spinor index on ζ

10: append (LIndst, SIndst) to Indskf
11: end for
12: remove duplicates in Indskf
13: G ← −i∂a′A . e.g., −i∂a′Bab
14: H ← −∂a′ (δGA) . e.g., −∂a′ (∂aξb − ∂bξa)

15: distribute(E)
16: G ← Fourier(G, [A]) . i.e., k1a′F1(A), e.g., k1a′F1(Bab)

17: H ← Fourier(H, [ζ]) . e.g., k1a′ k1aF1(ξb)− k1a′ k1bF1(ξa)

18: E ′ ← 0

19: zero_ex ← E
20: C ← [ ]
21: j ← 0

22: for LIndst, SIndst in Indskf do
23: c_linds ← Lorentz indices in E that are not in LIndst
24: c_sinds ← spinor indices in E that are not in SIndst
25: for σ ∈ S(LIndst) do
26: G′j ← G with its Lorentz indices replaced by σ and its spinor index replaced by SIndst
27: H′j ←H with its Lorentz indices replaced by σ and its spinor index replaced by SIndst
28: cj ← (cjLIndst

)SIndst
29: E ′ ← E ′ + cjG′j
30: zero_ex ← zero_ex +cjH′j . Introduce variable linear combination of the H′js
31: append cj to C . Store the variables for which to solve
32: j ← j + 1

33: end for
34: end for
35: continued...

The goal of the second part of the procedure is to solve for the values of the cjs. After simplifying
“zero_ex," the algorithm factors out the instances of the momentum parameter k1 and the Fourier
transform F1(ζ) of the gauge parameter from each term, leaving a remaining factor in each term
which is either a cj or an expression in terms of the cjs. The algorithm loops through the factors
of each term, locates the factor which includes the cjs, creates a row vector a which contains the
coefficient of each cj and is appended to a matrix A, and appends the negative of the remaining
expression after removing the cjs to a column vector b For example, if one term is(

5c0 + c2 − (γa)αβ

)
k1ak1bF1(ζ), (5.8.23)

then the row vector a = (5, 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) is appended to A and the expression (γa)αβ is appended to
b. The result after looping through all terms is that the equation Ax = b, analogous to that in the
earlier example, determines the values of the cjs which make “zero_ex" equal zero, as desired. Just
as in the example, we row-reduce [A | I], where I is the identity matrix of appropriate dimensions,
to get the row-reduced echelon form R of A and the invertible matrix P such that R = PA. The
program then calculates Pb. We assume that every cj which does not correspond to a pivot in
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the matrix R is zero, and then the pivot cjs are determined by the respective values in Pb. For
example, if

R =


1 0 −1

0 1 1

0 0 0

 , Pb =


0

u (γa)αβ

0

 , (5.8.24)

as in the Kalb-Ramond field example, then it is determined immediately that c2 = 0, as it does not
correspond to a pivot in R, and the values c0 = 0, c1 = u(γa)αβ are read off from Pb. The procedure
wraps up by substituting the solved values of the cjs into E ′, multiplying by the corrective i factor,
distributing, applying an inverse Fourier transform “InverseFourier," and simplifying/canonicalizing
with “Evaluate" to give the final form of the answer E ′. Algorithm 5.8.2 shows detailed pseudo-code
for this procedure.

Algorithm 5.8.2 Find Non Gauge Invariant Part of E Part 2
36: zero_ex ← distribute(zero_ex)
37: zero_ex ← canonicalise(zero_ex)
38: zero_ex ← factor_out(zero_ex, all “k1"s & “F1"s, right = True)
39: A← [ ]
40: b← [ ]
41: for term in zero_ex do
42: for factor in term do
43: if factor is a sum or in C then
44: a← [0, · · · , 0]

45: for sub_term in terms of factor do
46: if sub_term ∈ C then
47: a[index on sub_term] = multiplier of sub_term . e.g., a[0] = 5 if sub_term = 5c0
48: erase sub_term from factor . Remove the discovered cj
49: end if
50: end for
51: append a to A . e.g., a = (5, 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) if 5c0, c2 are among the subterms
52: append [−factor ] to b . e.g., (γa)αβ if factor = −(γa)αβ after removing the cjs
53: end if
54: end for
55: end for
56: [R | P ]← RREF of [A | I]
57: Pb← P ∗ b . ∗ denotes matrix multiplication
58: subs ← [ ]
59: for row in R do
60: append “C[index of pivot in row ] → Pb(row)"
61: end for
62: E ′ ← substitute(E ′, subs) . Replace the cjs in E ′ with their values
63: set all remaining cjs in E ′ to 0

64: E ′ ← iE ′ . The correction for the sign and one fewer partial derivative
65: E ′ ← distribute(E ′)
66: E ′ ← InverseFourier(E ′)
67: E ′ ← Evaluate(E ′, to_perform_subs = False)
68: return E ′
69: end function

To offer an example of use, the below code finds the non-gauge-invariant part of the expression
E in (5.8.9).

>>> field = Ex(r'B_{a b}')
>>> gauge_trans = Ex(r'\partial_{a}(\zeta_{b}) - \partial_{b}(\zeta_{a})')
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>>> ex = Ex(r'(u + v) (\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(B_{b c}) - v
(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{b}(B_{a c}) + (u + v) (\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}
\partial_{c}(B_{a b})')

↪→

↪→

>>> find_non_gauge_inv(ex, field, [field], gauge_trans)
>>> canonicalise(ex)

The result is precisely (5.8.20).

5.9 Multiplet Solver 1: Brute-Force Gamma-Matrix Splitting

Now that we have constructed algorithms for Fierz expansions and identifying non-gauge-
invariant terms, founded on a robust spinor arithmetic, it remains to tackle the problem which
we have set out to treat, namely, to “solve" a multiplet. More precisely, we are desirous to solve for
the coefficients in the supersymmetry-transformation rules and action corresponding to a particu-
lar multiplet by deriving constraints on those coefficients from closure of the algebra and SUSY-
invariance of the action. In particular, the symbolic-algebra approach developed here is that used
to solve for the coefficients in (1.1.1) and (1.1.4), as seen in §§2-3. This subsection will treat the
constraints arising from closure, which will also be handled via a quite different route in §5.11. §5.12
will present an algorithm to handle constraints from SUSY-invariance of the action.

In the multiplet solver presented here, it is assumed that any equation-of-motion terms are on
the closure on Lorentz-symmetric fermions, which already offers flexibility much broader than is
generally needed, since fermions of interest in N = 1 supersymmetry are generally spin-1/2 particles
and spin-3/2 particles, which have zero and one vector indices, respectively, and are thus vacuously
Lorentz-symmetric. It follows that all equation-of-motion terms within the algorithm’s scope vanish
upon application of the equations of motion for symmetric fermions. The study of the equations of
motion for (symmetric) fermions of arbitrary spin (i.e., arbitrary numbers of vector indices) can be
traced to [11], but we rely on the more recent formulation in [42], altering the notation somewhat
to make spinor-index orientations more explicit and make the subsequent equations more concordant
with the rest of the paper. Let the rank-s tensor-spinor Ψa1···as

γ be a fermion of spin s + 1/2, and
let Ui = {a1, . . . , ai−1, ai+1, . . . , as}, so that ΨbUi

γ = Ψba1···ai−1ai+1···as
γ. The gauge transformation of

the fermion is ((3.3.1) in [42])

δGΨa1···as
γ =

s∑
i=1

∂aiκUi
γ, (5.9.1)

where the gauge parameter κUiγ is a rank-(s− 1) tensor-spinor assumed to satisfy ((3.3.2) in [42])(
γb
)
η
γκbb3···bs

η = 0. (5.9.2)

The equation of motion of the spin-(s+ 1/2) fermion is ((3.3.4) in [42])

(
γb
)
η
γ∂bΨa1···as

η −
s∑
i=1

(
γb
)
η
γ∂aiΨbUi

η = 0. (5.9.3)

Notice that if s = 0, then the equation becomes precisely the Dirac equation (1.2.4), while if s = 1,
then the equation becomes the Rarita-Schwinger equation (2.4.7). (5.9.3) is, of course, gauge-
invariant, and proposition D.1 verifies that every gauge-invariant combination of terms of the form
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(
γb
)
η
γ∂a′ΨE

η, b ∈ {a′} ∪ E, (5.9.4)

is proportional to the left-hand side of (5.9.3). It is important to consider one other variant of the
equation of motion before the first main component of the algorithm is depicted. Proposition D.2
and corollary D.3 show that (

γa
′E
)
η

γ∂a′ΨE
η (5.9.5)

can be considered an equation-of-motion term. It could certainly be reduced to a multiple of the
equation of motion (5.9.3), but since it appears empirically frequently when considering spin-3/2
fermions, it is more efficient to recognize this term and skip the reduction.

The general idea of the multiplet solver is to use the foregoing considerations to sift through the
terms in the Fierz expansion of the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to each
field;81 recognize the desired translation, gauge terms, (off-shell) equation-of-motion terms, and
other “undesired terms"; record the equation setting the coefficient of the desired translation equal to
c ·i (see (1.2.1)); and record the equations arising from setting the coefficients of the undesired terms
equal to zero. Independent constraints are then culled from the equations produced while sifting
through the terms.82 The task of sifting through the terms is handled, in part, by an algorithm
“FilterTerms." The algorithm takes the expression E for the Fierz-expanded anticommutator of
supercovariant derivatives applied to a field, the field A in question (which may be bosonic or
fermionic), the indices “Inds" of the supercovariant derivatives, and an optional boolean parameter,
by default false, dictating whether to look for potential off-shell equation-of-motion terms. The
algorithm records the set T of terms in E and defines an iterated integer n to initially be zero. The
program then runs a “while" loop which continues until n reaches the cardinality of T ; the loop is
structured in this manner rather than as a “for" loop through T in order to enable the consistent
operation of the loop as terms are added to T .

Within the loop, the algorithm defines t to be the nth element of T , and the next operation
varies among five cases. 1) If t is of the form of the first term of the right-hand side of (1.2.1)
applied to A, notwithstanding the coefficient and with the indices given by “Inds," then t is of the
form of the desired translation and is appended to an array “desired_terms" of terms of this form.
2) If the optional parameter specifies that the program should be looking for potential equation-
of-motion terms and if t is of the form (γD)Inds(γ

a′EF )α′
β′∂a′(AE)β′ for some α′,83 then the gamma

matrix in the middle factor can be decomposed to give γFγa′E and some remainder R, each of
81 The Fierz expansion is needed to ensure that the spinor indices of the supercovariant derivatives are attached

to the same gamma matrices, as will be discussed in a moment.
82 Notice that the sole purpose of recognizing gauge and equation-of-motion terms is to allow the coefficients

of these terms to be anything, thereby preventing the addition of unwarranted equations to the ultimate list
of constraints.

83 N.B. Cases (2) and (3) assume that A is a fermion. α′ is the free spinor index of the fermion before the
supercovariant derivatives are applied, but this fact on its own has no utility in “FilterTerms," with the
fermion’s free spinor index not even inputted. In the algorithm for “SUSYSolve," whenever A is a boson,
“identify_lorentz_proper" will be set false so that cases (2) and (3) are not considered.
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which are substituted into the middle factor, resulting in two expressions.84 The first is of the form
(γD)Inds(γ

F )α′
γ′(γa

′E)γ′
β′∂a′(AE)β′ , so that the last two factors are of the form (5.9.5). This expres-

sion is appended to an array “lorentz_proper_terms" of terms of the appropriate Lorentz-index
structure to, if gauge-invariant when combined with similar terms, constitute off-shell equation-of-
motion terms.85 The second expression, upon simplification via “Evaluate," forms a set of terms sim-
ilar to the original but with some Lorentz indices on the original middle factor relegated to Kronecker
deltas. The terms of this second expression are appended to T to be considered later in the loop.
3) If the optional parameter is set “true," as in (2), and if t is of the form (γD)Inds(γ

E)α′
β′∂a′(AF )β′ ,

where E ∩ ({a′} ∪F ) 6= 0, then the latter intersection is lexicographically sorted and the last index
g is drawn; the lexicographic sorting ensures that the choice of g is canonical. Then, analogously
to the procedure in case (2), the middle factor is decomposed into γE\{g}γg and some remainder
R, each of which are substituted into the middle factor to give two different expressions. The first
expression is of the form (γD)Inds(γ

E\{g})α′
γ′(γg)γ′

β′∂a′(AF )β′ , so that the last two factors are of the
form (5.9.4). This expression is appended to “lorentz_proper_terms." The second expression, as
in case (2), has some Lorentz indices from the original middle factor relegated to Kronecker deltas,
and this expression is appended to T after an “Evaluate." 4) If the prior conditions are not satisfied
and the partial derivative in the term carries a free index, then the term is a gauge term, and
hence is appended to an array “gauge_terms" of such terms. 5) Finally, if conditions (1)-(4) are
not satisfied, then the only conclusion is that the term is not one of the permissible “other terms"
in (1.2.1), and it is appended to an array “undesired_terms." Regardless of the conditions satisfied,
at the end of the round of the loop, n is augmented by 1 to move to the next term. After a finite
number of steps, the “while" loop terminates. Note that this is true despite the addition of terms to
T in cases (2) and (3), for the fact that gamma-matrix decomposition can only occur finitely many
times ensures that eventually, the additional terms will not satisfy (2) or (3), leaving only finitely
many further iterations through the remaining terms, which may satisfy (1) or (4), or may be con-
signed to (5). After the loop, the arrays “desired_terms," “lorentz_proper_terms," “gauge_terms,"
and “undesired_terms" are organized in a hash table, which is the output of the program. Algo-
rithm 5.9.1 presents detailed pseudo-code for the foregoing procedure. The isolation of (potential)
equation-of-motion terms in cases (2) and (3) by means of explicit gamma-matrix decompositions is
what we dub “brute-force gamma-matrix splitting," in contrast to the use of Feynman propagators,
i.e., Green’s functions, to isolate equation-of-motion non-closure terms in §5.11.

Now that a procedure for filtering terms in the closure has been expounded, the (first) multiplet
solver algorithm “SUSYSolve" can be treated. “SUSYSolve" takes as input the array “bosons" of
bosonic fields in the multiplet, the array “fermions" of fermionic fields in the multiplet, the cor-
responding array “gauge_transs" of gauge transformations for the fermions, the supersymmetry
transformation rules “susy" (e.g., (1.1.1)) for whose coefficients it is desired to solve, a basis ΓA for

84 The procedure for executing this decomposition is actually quite intricate and technical and is suppressed
here. Fundamentally, the procedure relies on the Cadabra2 [49] function split_gamma() (which is inci-

dentally similar to the FieldsX [14] function SplitGammaMatrix() ), which splits off a 1-gamma matrix
from a multi-indexed gamma matrix. The subtlety is in splitting gamma matrices, and then joining them,
in a consistent way to yield γF γa

′E given the desired indices {a′} ∪ E on one factor.
85 It follows from corollary D.3 and proposition D.1 that this expression is gauge-invariant, so we could already

ascertain that the expression is an off-shell equation-of-motion term, but there is no need to handle this
classification here when it can be handled wholesale together with less obvious cases in “SusySolve."
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Algorithm 5.9.1 Filter Closure/Non-Closure Terms
1: function FilterTerms(E, A, Inds[1..2], identify_lorentz_proper = False)
2: desired_terms ← [ ]
3: gauge_terms ← [ ]
4: undesired_terms ← [ ]
5: lorentz_proper_terms ← [ ]
6: T ← terms of E
7: n = 0

8: while n < |T | do
9: t← T [n]

10: if t has form (γa
′
)Inds∂a′A then

11: append t to desired_terms
12: else if identify_lorentz_proper & t has form (γD)Inds(γa

′EF )•β
′
∂a′ (AE)β′ then

13: γa
′EF → γF γa

′E +R

14: R← (γD)Inds(R)•β
′
∂a′ (AE)β′

15: R← Evaluate(R, to_perform_subs = False)
16: append (γD)Inds(γF γa

′E)•β
′
∂a′ (AE)β′ to lorentz_proper_terms

17: append terms of R to T
18: else if identify_lorentz_proper and t has form (γD)Inds(γE)•β

′
∂a′ (AF )β′ & E ∩ ({a′} ∪ F ) 6= ∅ then

19: G← {last index of the sorted array E ∩ ({a′} ∪ F )} . G = {g}, with g from the discussion above
20: γE → γE\GγG +R

21: R← (γD)Inds(R)•β
′
∂a′ (AF )β′

22: R← Evaluate(R, to_perform_subs = False)
23: append (γD)Inds(γE\GγG)•β

′
∂a′ (AF )β′ to lorentz_proper_terms

24: append terms of R to T
25: else if the ∂ in t has a free index then
26: append t to gauge_terms
27: else:
28: append t to undesired_terms
29: end if
30: n← n+ 1

31: end while
32: return {“desired_terms": desired_terms, “gauge_terms": gauge_terms, “undesired_terms": undesired_ terms,

“lorentz_proper_terms": lorentz_proper_terms}
33: end function

the Clifford algebra (e.g., (A.0.4)),86 an array “consts" of the unknown coefficients, a length-2 array
“Inds" of indices for the supercovariant derivatives, and optionally the desired value of c in (1.2.1).
(By default, c = 1.) The algorithm is largely a loop through “bosons" and “fermions" which adds
classified terms to a hash table “susy_dict" and constraints on the coefficients of the multiplet to a
system S of equations. In each round of the loop, a single field A is considered and the anticommu-
tator of supercovariant derivatives is applied to A and recorded as an expression E . The supersym-
metry transformation rules “susy" are then used by an algorithm “SusyExpand"87 to expand the
supercovariant derivatives, that is, to explicitly apply them to A in appropriate order. An applica-
tion of the “Evaluate" function from §5.4 simplifies the expanded closure E and preps it for input,
along with the basis ΓA of the Clifford algebra and the indices “Inds," into “FierzExpand2Index" from
§5.6, which moves the indices “Inds" onto the same gamma matrices in order to make the expression
E comparable with the closure condition (1.2.1). Next, E , the field A, and “Inds" are inputted into

86 For consistency of notation, we always write ΓA for the basis of the Clifford algebra. Note that this basis is
always unrelated to any field that might be called A.

87 “SUSYExpand" is a function which given an expression and supersymmetry transformation rules expands
every instance in the expression of the supercovariant derivative applied to a field. Since the algorithm
behind it is of little conceptual interest, and most of its contents consider rather technical complexities in the
passing of supercovariant derivatives past partial derivatives in Cadabra, detailed discussion of this algorithm
is suppressed.
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“FilterTerms,"88 and the outputted hash table is recorded as T0. Then, the algorithm unpacks T0

in order to retrieve the arrays of terms of the form of the desired translation, the gauge terms, the
terms of proper Lorentz structure to potentially be equation-of-motion terms, and the undesired
terms which are not allowed in (1.2.1). The sum of each array is evaluated and stored in four vari-
ables “desired_terms," “pre_gauge_terms," “pre_undesired_terms," and “lorentz_proper_exp,"
with the coefficients of the first three factored in the coefficients “consts" of the multiplet.89 To give
an indication of the result and utility of factoring in this way, suppose that the terms classified as
undesired are 2uv(γbc)αβ(γa)η

γ∂bΨc
η, xz(γbc)αβ(γa)η

γ∂bΨc
η, where u, v, x, z are elements of “consts."

Factoring in “consts" gives “pre_undesired_terms" as (2uv + xz)(γbc)αβ(γa)η
γ∂bΨc

η, so that this
undesired term can be later set equal to zero to give the constraint 2uv + xz = 0. The described
first part of the “SUSYSolve" procedure has the detailed pseudo-code displayed in Algorithm 5.9.2.

Algorithm 5.9.2 Find Coefficients That Enforce Multiplet Closure Part 1
1: function SUSYSolve(bosons[1..n], fermions[1..m], gauge_transs[1..m], susy, ΓA, consts[1..p], Inds[1..2], c = 1)
2: susy_dict ← empty hash table
3: S ← [ ]
4: for A ∈ fermions ∪ bosons do
5: δGA← gauge_transs(A) if A ∈ fermions
6: E ← DInd[0]DInd[1]A+ DInd[1]DInd[0]A

7: E ← SUSYExpand(E, susy)
8: E ← Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = False)
9: E ← FierzExpand2Index(E, ΓA, Inds, to_perform_subs = False)

10: T0 ← FilterTerms(E, A, Inds, identify_lorentz_proper = A ∈ fermions)
11: desired_terms ← T0[“desired_terms"]
12: gauge_terms ← T0[“gauge_terms"]
13: undesired_terms ← T0[“undesired_terms"]
14: lorentz_proper_terms ← T0[“lorentz_proper_terms"]
15: desired_terms ← Evaluate(sum(desired_terms))
16: pre_gauge_terms ← Evaluate(sum(gauge_terms))
17: pre_undesired_terms ← Evaluate(sum(undesired_terms))
18: lorentz_proper_exp ← Evaluate(sum(lorentz_proper_terms), to_perform_subs = False, to_join _gamma = False)
19: pre_desired_terms ← factor_in(pre_desired_terms, consts)
20: pre_gauge_terms ← factor_in(pre_gauge_terms, consts)
21: pre_undesired_terms ← factor_in(pre_undesired_terms, consts)
22: continued...

Before constraints can be drawn from the factored terms, some more steps may be necessary
depending on whether A is a fermion or a boson; these additional steps, as well as the proce-
dure of drawing constraints, are the focus of the second part of the “SUSYSolve" algorithm. No-
tice that “lorentz_proper_exp" is nonzero only if A is a fermion. (See footnote 88.) If A is a
fermion, these terms’ gauge-invariance must be analyzed. That is, the algorithm enters (a copy
of)90 “lorentz_proper_exp," as well as the field A, the set “fields" of all fields in the multiplet,
and the gauge transformation δGA drawn from “gauge_transs," into “FindNonGaugeInv." In par-
ticular, “FilterTerms" specifically gave “proper Lorentz" terms as those which are multiples (by
other tensors) of the forms (5.9.4) and (5.9.5). Terms which are of the latter form are gauge-

88 Notice in Algorithm 5.9.2 that “FilterTerms" is set to look for potential equation-of-motion terms if and only
if A is a fermion, i.e., A has a spinor index, or equivalently, it is an indexbracket.

89 In Algorithm 5.9.2, it can be seen that in the evaluation of the sum producing “lorentz_proper_exp,"
multiplication of gamma matrices is not allowed, in order to prevent the reversal of the gamma-matrix
decompositions in cases (2) and (3) of “FilterTerms."

90 Python links variables, and we would still like to keep “lorentz_proper_exp" and return it later, so we must
introduce a copy for inputting into “FindNonGaugeInv."
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invariant by proposition D.1 and corollary D.3, so they are eliminated in “FindNonGaugeInv," and
any gauge-invariant combinations of terms of the form (5.9.4) are stamped out as well.91 The out-
put of “FindNonGaugeInv" is a set of terms gauge-equivalent to the non-gauge-invariant terms of
“lorentz_proper_exp" and with the same coefficients, as elaborated on in §5.8. Sifting through this
output with “FilterTerms" (this time not looking for potential equation-of-motion terms, as any have
already been removed), any newly found gauge and undesired terms are added to those from the
first “FilterTerms," evaluated, factored in the elements of “consts," and recorded as “gauge_terms"
and “undesired_terms."92 In contrast, if A is a boson, then “lorentz_proper_exp" is zero, and
“pre_gauge_terms" and “pre_undesired_terms" are merely copied as “gauge_terms" and “unde-
sired_terms."

Now that all sifting through the terms in the closure is complete, it remains to prepare the
output. Note that “lorentz_proper_exp" was not altered by “FindNonGaugeInv" (rather, a copy of
it was used; see footnote 90), as it is of separate utility if one is desirous to determine the equation-
of-motion terms explicitly, as in §2.4, in order to compute the non-closure geometry. Similarly,
“desired_terms," “pre_gauge_terms," and “pre_undesired_terms" may be of interest in studying
the closure structure of the multiplet, so these four expressions93 are added to the hash table
“susy_dict" with the field A as the key. In addition, the algorithm appends to the system of
equations S the constraints that the coefficient (an expression in “consts") of “desired_terms" (which
must be one term by this point) equals c·i and that the coefficient of each term in “undesired_terms"
equal zero. For example, if c = 1, the contents of “desired_terms" is (uv − xz)(γa)αβ∂aAb, and the
contents of “undesired_terms" is 5yz(γbc)αβ(γa)η

γ∂bΨc
η, then the constraints uv − xz = i, 5yz = 0

are appended to S. After looping through all fields, an algorithm “DistillConstrs"94 is run on S

and “consts" to cull and simplify independent constraints on the elements of “consts" from S. Since
these remaining constraints are nonlinear, and it is anyway desirable to simply have a system with
which to combine that from the action solver in §5.12, this is as far as the algorithm goes in terms
of solving the constraints. The program ends by returning the distilled constraints and the hash
table “susy_dict" containing the closure structure. Algorithm 5.9.3 offers detailed pseudo-code for
the foregoing second part of the “SUSYSolve" algorithm.

To test out this multiplet solver, it is desirable to apply it to a few on- and off-shell multiplets.
The first multiplet we consider is the on-shell 4D chiral multiplet, whose supersymmetry rules, with

91 If A is not a gauge field, so that its gauge transformation is δGA = 0, then all expressions are trivially
gauge-invariant, and as seen in Algorithm 5.9.3, the program gives the non-gauge-invariant terms as zero.

92 N.B. No terms of the form of the desired translation can be in the output of “FindNonGaugeInv," since they
would not be classified in “lorentz_proper_exp," and neither would any gauge-equivalent expressions, as it
is easy to see that such expressions must consist of the desired translation plus simple gauge transformations.

93 The terms in “lorentz_proper_exp" are summed up and factored in “consts" to make “lorentz_proper_exp"
an expression.

94 “DistillConstrs" is too technical to be described in detail here, but to give a word on its functioning, the
algorithm is a linear solver which solves for the values of the pairwise products of elements in “consts." Note
that this procedure places a tacit requirement on the inputted multiplet that each term in each part of the
supersymmetry transformation rule has exactly one unknown variable in its coefficient, so that every term in
the closure includes the product of exactly two elements from “consts." This, of course, is not at all restrictive,
for any additional unknown variable in the coefficient of a term in the supersymmetry transformation rules
would necessarily be redundant.
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Algorithm 5.9.3 Find Coefficients That Enforce Multiplet Closure Part 2
23: if A ∈ fermions then
24: added_terms ← FindNonGaugeInv(copy of lorentz_proper_exp, A, bosons ∪ fermions, δGA) if δGA 6= 0 else 0
25: T1 ← FilterTerms(added_terms, field, Inds, identify_lorentz_proper = False)
26: gauge_terms ← gauge_terms + T1[“gauge_terms"]
27: undesired_terms ← undesired_terms + T1[“undesired_terms"]
28: gauge_terms ← Evaluate(sum(gauge_terms))
29: undesired_terms ← Evaluate(sum(undesired_terms))
30: gauge_terms ← factor_in(gauge_terms, consts)
31: undesired_terms ← factor_in(undesired_terms, consts)
32: else
33: gauge_terms ← copy of pre_gauge_terms
34: undesired_terms ← copy of pre_undesired_terms
35: end if
36: lorentz_proper_exp ← Evaluate(lorentz_proper_exp, to_join_gamma = False)
37: lorentz_proper_exp ← factor_in(lorentz_proper_exp, consts)
38: append “coefficient of desired_terms in terms of consts = c · i" to S
39: for coefficient k, in terms of consts, of each term in undesired_terms do
40: append “k = 0" to S
41: end for
42: susy_dict[A] ← {“desired_terms": desired_terms, “gauge_terms": pre_gauge_terms, “undesired_terms":

pre_undesired_terms, “lorentz_proper_terms": lorentz_proper_exp}
43: end for
44: sol ← DistillConstrs(S, consts)
45: return sol, susy_dict
46: end function

variable coefficients, are

DαA = uΨα (5.9.6a)

DαB = v (γ∗)α
βΨβ (5.9.6b)

DαΨβ = w (γa)αβ ∂aA+ x (γ∗γ
a)αβ ∂aB. (5.9.6c)

The code below finds constraints from closure for the coefficients of this multiplet. Note that the
fermion is not a gauge field, and therefore has gauge transformation equal to zero; that the basis of
the 4D Clifford algebra is that from (5.5.1); and that c = 2 in (1.2.1) for 4D multiplets.

>>> bosons = [Ex('A'), Ex('B')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\Psi)_{\gamma}')]
>>> gauge_transs = [Ex(r'0')]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A) -> u (\Psi)_{\alpha}, D_{\alpha}(B) -> v

(\Gamma')_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi)_{\beta}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi)_{\beta}) -> w
(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A) + x (\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}
\partial_{a}(B)'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'''(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}'''), Ex(r'''(\Gamma'
\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}''')]

↪→

↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v', 'w', 'x']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve(bosons, fermions, gauge_transs, susy, basis, consts, indices, comm_coef=2)

The resulting independent constraints are

uw = i (5.9.7a)
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vx = −i. (5.9.7b)

If one fixes u = 1, v = i, then w = i, x = −1, matching (4) of [16] and (2.1) of [25]. Hence, “SUSY-
Solve" gives valid constraints. As further indication of the validity of the results of “SUSYSolve,"
the outputted closure structure shows that

{Dα,Dβ}A = 2uw (γa)αβ ∂aA (5.9.8a)

{Dα,Dβ}B = −2vx (γa)αβ ∂aB (5.9.8b)

{Dα,Dβ}Ψγ = (uw − vx) (γa)αβ ∂aΨγ +(uw + vx)
(
γa
b
)
αβ

(γa)γ
η∂bΨη

+

(
−1

2
uw +

1

2
vx

)
(γa)αβ

(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bΨη

+

(
−1

4
uw − 1

4
vx

)(
γab
)
αβ

(γabγ
c)γ

η∂cΨη,

(5.9.8c)

where the terms in black are those identified as of the form of the desired translation, the term in
red is identified as undesired, and the terms in green are those identified as “Lorentz proper," i.e., as
potentially being equation-of-motion terms.95 It can be seen that both of the terms in green vanish
under the Dirac equation (1.2.4), verifying that they are equation-of-motion terms. Inputting the
values for the pairwise products from (5.9.7) yields

{Dα,Dβ}A = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aA (5.9.9a)

{Dα,Dβ}B = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aB (5.9.9b)

{Dα,Dβ}Ψγ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aΨγ −i (γa)αβ
(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bΨη, (5.9.9c)

which matches (5) of [16] and (3.5), (3.6), (3.8) of [25].

As an example with a gauge field, consider the on-shell 4D vector multiplet, whose supersym-
metry rules, with variable coefficients, are

DαAa = u(γa)α
βλβ (5.9.10a)

Dαλβ = v(γab)αβ∂aAb. (5.9.10b)

The code below finds the constraints that can be obtained from closure. The basis of the Clifford
algebra is suppressed, as it is the same as before.

>>> bosons = [Ex('A_{a}')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\lambda)_{\gamma}')]
>>> gauge_transs = [Ex(r'0')]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A_{a}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},

D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> v (\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A_{b})'''↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve(bosons, fermions, gauge_transs, susy, basis, consts, indices, comm_coef=2)

95 That “SUSYSolve" returns the closure structure as it was prior to the elimination of equation-of-motion
terms by “FindNonGaugeInv" is somewhat a matter of taste, but we preferred this earlier closure structure
since it is not influenced by the arbitrariness in the output of “FindNonGaugeInv." Hence, all of the outputs
of “SUSYSolve" remain consistent irrespective of lexicographic order of the indices at play.
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The sole resulting constraint is
uv = −i. (5.9.11)

Fixing u = 1 gives v = −i, giving supersymmetry transformation rules equivalent to those in (22)
of [16] and (2.2) of [25].96 Also, “SUSYSolve" gives the closure structure as

{Dα,Dβ}Aa = −2uv
(
γb
)
αβ
∂bAa +2uv

(
γb
)
αβ
∂aAb (5.9.12a)

{Dα,Dβ}λβ = −2uv (γa)αβ ∂aλγ +
1

2
uv (γa)αβ

(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bλη

+
1

4
uv
(
γab
)
αβ

(γabγ
c)γ

η∂cλη,
(5.9.12b)

where the terms in black are of the form of the desired translation, the term in blue is a gauge
term (correctly identified by the free index a on the partial derivative), and the terms in green are
possible equation-of-motion terms. Indeed, the terms in green vanish under the Dirac equation, so
they are equation-of-motion terms. Inputting the value of uv from (5.9.11) yields

{Dα,Dβ}Aa = 2i
(
γb
)
αβ
∂bAa −2i

(
γb
)
αβ
∂aAb (5.9.13a)

{Dα,Dβ}λβ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aλγ −
i

2
(γa)αβ

(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bλη

− i
4

(
γab
)
αβ

(γabγ
c)γ

η∂cλη,
(5.9.13b)

which is equivalent to (3.9)-(3.11) in [25].

As a final example, we consider an off-shell multiplet, namely, the off-shell 4D vector multiplet,
whose supersymmetry rules, with variable coefficients, are

DαAa = u(γa)α
βλβ (5.9.14a)

Dαλβ = v(γab)αβ∂aAb + wCαβ∂
aAa + x(γ∗)αβd (5.9.14b)

Dαd = y(γ∗γ
a)α

β∂aλβ. (5.9.14c)

The code below finds the constraints that can be obtained from closure.

>>> bosons = [Ex('A_{a}'), Ex(r'd')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\lambda)_{\gamma}')]
>>> gauge_transs = [Ex(r'0')]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A_{a}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},

D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> v (\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A_{b}) + w
C_{\alpha \beta} \partial^{a}(A_{a}) + x (\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta} d, D_{\alpha}(d) -> y
(\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{a}((\lambda)_{\beta})'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v', 'w', 'x', 'y']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve(bosons, fermions, gauge_transs, susy, basis, consts, indices, comm_coef=2)

96 The results in [16, 25] are written in terms of 1-index gamma matrices, but it is a trivial exercise to con-
vert those to 2-index gamma matrices where appropriate, and the outcomes match precisely the results of
“SUSYSolve."
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The resulting constraints are

uv = −i (5.9.15a)

uw = 0 (5.9.15b)

xy = i. (5.9.15c)

Fixing u = x = 197 gives v = −i, w = 0, y = i, giving supersymmetry transformation rules
equivalent to those in (19) of [16]. Also, “SUSYSolve" gives the closure structure as

{Dα,Dβ}Aa = −2uv
(
γb
)
αβ
∂bAa +2uv

(
γb
)
αβ
∂aAb −2uw (γa)αβ ∂

bAb (5.9.16a)

{Dα,Dβ}λβ = −2uv (γa)αβ ∂aλγ +

(
1

2
uv − 1

2
uw +

1

2
xy

)
(γa)αβ

(
γaγ

b
)
γ
η∂bλη

+

(
1

4
uv +

1

4
uw +

1

4
xy

)(
γab
)
αβ

(γabγ
c)γ

η∂cλη

(5.9.16b)

{Dα,Dβ}d = 2xy (γa)αβ ∂ad, (5.9.16c)

where the terms in black are of the form of the desired translation, the blue term is a gauge term,
the red term is an undesired term, and the green terms are “potentially equation-of-motion" terms.
Indeed, the green terms vanish under the Dirac equation, but an off-shell multiplet cannot have
non-closure terms. Should these actually be classified as undesired terms? They need not be, for the
property of the multiplet being off-shell manifests itself in the guarantee that whatever constraints
are derived from the desired and other undesired terms will make the coefficients of the equation-
of-motion terms vanish. That is, we lose nothing by not obtaining separate constraints from these
terms. Indeed, inputting the values in (5.9.15) yields

{Dα,Dβ}Aa = 2i
(
γb
)
αβ
∂bAa −2i

(
γb
)
αβ
∂aAb (5.9.17a)

{Dα,Dβ}λβ = 2i (γa)αβ ∂aλγ (5.9.17b)

{Dα,Dβ}d = 2i (γa)αβ ∂ad, (5.9.17c)

so that the green terms vanish and the closure structure matches (20) of [16].

Having shown the great success of “SUSYSolve" as applied to a variety of supermultiplets, we
must admit its limitations. In particular, not all off-shell equation-of-motion terms can be identified
and isolated by the gamma-splitting procedure of “FilterTerms," for they can be multiples of the
equation of motion by a variety of intricate tensors which may contract indices with the equation-
of-motion terms in a manner not easily reversible by brute-force gamma-matrix decomposition. The
result is that equation-of-motion terms are misclassified as undesired terms,98 imposing additional
constraints on the coefficients of the multiplet that make the system of constraints inconsistent. It
can be verified that this occurs when applying “SUSYSolve" to the on-shell 4D matter-gravitino
and supergravity multiplets in [25], and it is for this reason that we present an alternative solver
using Feynman propagators in §5.11 which does not suffer of this issue and is therefore of much
wider applicability. Nevertheless, this is an on-shell issue, so “SUSYSolve" still works for all off-shell

97 This multiplet will be taken up as an example in §5.12, where the value of u will be justified.
98 The problem is actually a bit subtler: terms which might be decomposed into undesired terms and equation-

of-motion terms are simply classified as undesired.
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multiplets. Also, even in the on-shell case, the issue does not detract from the answer when the
constraints are consistent. The only manner in which the algorithm errs is by adding too many
constraints, so as long as the system of constraints is consistent (with itself and with the constraints
from the action), then one can be assured that the system is valid. This is the case with the on-
shell chiral and vector multiplets above, as well as for the on-shell 11D supergravity multiplet. The
disadvantage of the solver in §5.11 compared to “SUSYSolve" is that the use of Feynman propagators
introduces a large number of indices, which increases canonicalization time. When working with a
multiplet that already involves many indices, like one in 11D, it is therefore preferable, in terms of
runtime, to use “SUSYSolve" if the outputted system is consistent. Finally, even if the outputted
system for an on-shell multiplet is inconsistent, the outputted Fierz-expanded closure structure is
still useful in determining the constraints without further computer aid, by a procedure paralleling
the step-by-step derivation of the results of “SUSYSolve" for 11D supergravity in §2.

5.10 Procedure for Computing Feynman Propagators

The multiplet solver of §5.11 will require Feynman propagators for half-integer-spin particles,
but these may be a bit unwieldy to calculate and input by hand. Hence, in this section, we
present functions used to calculate these propagators for arbitrary-spin fields. Since the construction
of Feynman propagators for arbitrary spin in 4D is well-documented, we provide algorithms for
handling the 4D case to improve ease of use of our suite of tools. Since the computation of boson and
fermion propagators is rather intertwined, the functions also calculate propagators for integer-spin
particles for completeness.99 The procedure of computation is founded on the work in [33,42]. At
the end of the section, we will introduce the more limited function we use for our 11D computations.

Before calculating propagators, one must first consider projection operators. These can be
constructed recursively, starting with the (momentum-space) definition of the spin-1 projection
operator as

P ab = ηab − kakb�̂−1, (5.10.1)

where
�̂−1 = −F(�̂)−1 =

1

k2
(5.10.2)

is (negative) the inverse of the Fourier transform of the d’Alembert operator.100 If s is an integer,
then let A = {a1, . . . , as}, B = {b1, . . . , bs}. Given the projection operators for integer spin ≤ s− 1,
the projection operator for spin s is computed via ((8-9) in [33] and (6.1.18-6.1.19) in [42])101

PAB =

(
1

s!

)2 ∑
(σ,σ′)∈S(A)×S(B)

bs/2c∑
r=0

(−1)rs!

2rr!(s− 2r)!qr

r∏
i=1

P σ2i−1σ2iP σ′2i−1σ
′
2i

s∏
i=2r+1

P σiσ
′
i , (5.10.3)

99 Note a few conditions on the bosonic field here. Like in the fermionic case in §5.9, the boson is assumed to
be a symmetric tensor, which has rank equal to its spin. In addition, letting Aa1···as be a boson of spin s, it
is assumed that ka1Aa1···as = 0 and Aa1a1a3···as = 0.

100 We feel justified in adopting this notation for the inverse momentum-space d’Alembert operator, in spite of its
simple formula, because of its role as the “spin-0 Feynman propagator," or more accurately, the (Euclidean)
Green’s function of the Klein-Gordon equation for a (massless) scalar field. The inverse Fourier transform
of �̂−1 is often denoted by the symbol chosen for arbitrary integer-spin propagators, ∆F in [33] and G in
§4.1.3 of [13], but without Lorentz indices, corresponding to spin 0.

101 This projection operator construction appears in other incarnations in older work on higher-spin particles.
See the references in [33].
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where S(A),S(B) are the sets of permutations of A,B, respectively, and

qr =

{
1, if r = 0∏r

i=1(2s− 2i+ 1), if r ≥ 1.
(5.10.4)

The projection operator for half-integer spin s can then be computed from that for spin dse via
((23b) in [33] and (6.1.59-6.1.60) in [42])102

(
Qa1···abscb1···bbsc

)
αβ

=
dse

2s+ 2
(γaγb)αβ P

aa1···abscbb1···bbsc . (5.10.5)

Algorithm 5.10.1, called “SymProjDecomp," computes the projection operator for arbitrary spin s.
It takes as input the spin (and an optional parameter dictating whether to perform a gamma-matrix
substitution in the calculation of a half-integer-spin projection operator, which is not relevant for
most dimensions of interest) and returns a substitution rule which takes the expression P a1···asb1···bs or(
Qa1···abscb1···bbsc

)
αβ

into its decomposition in terms of spin-1 projection operators P ab. The procedure
is precisely to work out the equations above. Note the substitutions which handle contracted vector
indices in the half-integer case; these follow the easily verified identities

Pa
a = 3 (5.10.6a)

PabP
bc = Pa

c. (5.10.6b)

Note also that the symmetrizations are weight-1, yielding the needed 1/s! factor.

Algorithm 5.10.1 Compute the Projection Operator for a Field of Spin s
Require: s is an integer or half-integer
1: function SymProjDecomp(s, to_perform_subs = False)
2: if s is an integer then
3: P0 ← 0

4: for r ∈ 0..b s
2
c do . Compute the inner sum in (5.10.3)

5: q ←
∏
i∈1..r(2s− 2i+ 1) if r ≥ 1 otherwise 1 . Compute qr

6: P0 ← P0 +
(−1)rs!

2rr!(s−2r)!q

∏
i∈1..r P

σ2i−1σ2iPσ
′
2i−1σ

′
2i

∏
i∈(2r+1)..s P

σiσ
′
i . Add a summand

7: end for
8: if s > 1 then
9: symmetrise P0 in a1...as . Sum over S(A)

10: symmetrise P0 in b1...bs . Sum over S(B)

11: end if
12: P0 ← Evaluate(P0, to_perform_subs = False)
13: return “Pa1···asb1···bs → P0"
14: else if s is a half-integer then
15: Q0 ← dse

2s+2
(γaγb)αβP

aa1···abscbb1···bbsc . Write (5.10.5)

16: Q0 ← substitute(Q0, SymProjDecomp(dse)) . Decompose Paa1···abscbb1···bbsc
17: Q0 ← Evaluate(Q0, to_perform_subs = False)
18: Q0 ← substitute(Q0, Paa → 3)
19: Q0 ← substitute(Q0, PabP bc → Pac)
20: Q0 ← Evaluate(Q0, to_perform_subs = to_perform_subs)
21: return “(Qa1···abscb1···bbsc )αβ → Q0"
22: end if
23: end function

As an example, the single line of code below computes the spin-3 projection operator, which is
labeled a “relatively tough calculation" in [42].

102 Notice that the projection operator has spinor indices, as it must. A particle of half-integer spin s is a tensor-
spinor of (Lorentz) rank bsc with one spinor index. Note that when discussing fermions in this section, for
brevity, we break slightly from our notation elsewhere and use s, not s+ 1/2, to denote a half-integral spin.
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>>> sym_proj_decomp(3)

The result is the decomposition

P a1a2a3b1b2b3 → − 1

15
P a1a2P a3b1P b2b3 − 1

15
P a1a2P a3b2P b1b3 − 1

15
P a1a2P a3b3P b1b2

− 1

15
P a1a3P a2b1P b2b3 − 1

15
P a1a3P a2b2P b1b3 − 1

15
P a1a3P a2b3P b1b2

− 1

15
P a1b1P a2a3P b2b3 +

1

6
P a1b1P a2b2P a3b3 +

1

6
P a1b1P a2b3P a3b2

− 1

15
P a1b2P a2a3P b1b3 +

1

6
P a1b2P a2b1P a3b3 +

1

6
P a1b2P a2b3P a3b1

− 1

15
P a1b3P a2a3P b1b2 +

1

6
P a1b3P a2b1P a3b2 +

1

6
P a1b3P a2b2P a3b1 .

(5.10.7)

This can be readily rewritten

P a1a2a3b1b2b3 → 1

6

{
P a1b1P a2b2P a3b3 + P a1b1P a2b3P a3b2 + P a1b2P a2b1P a3b3

+ P a1b2P a2b3P a3b1 + P a1b3P a2b2P a3b1 + P a1b3P a2b1P a3b2

}
− 1

15

{
P a1a2P b1b2P a3b3 + P a1a3P b1b2P a2b3 + P a2a3P b1b2P a1b3

+ P a1a2P b1b3P a3b2 + P a1a3P b1b3P a2b2 + P a2a3P b1b3P a1b2

+ P a1a2P b2b3P a3b1 + P a1a3P b2b3P a2b1 + P a2a3P b2b3P a1b1

}
,

(5.10.8)

which matches (7a) of [33] and (6.1.28) of [42], validating the function. For a fermionic example,
the code below computes the spin-3/2 projection operator.

>>> sym_proj_decomp(3/2)

The result is the decomposition(
Qa1b1

)
αβ
→ 2

3
CαβP

a1b1 − 1

3
(γab)αβ P

aa1P bb1 . (5.10.9)

Such a form is desirable for our purposes, since a single 2-indexed gamma matrix is clearly con-
venient. However, this propagator is traditionally written with 1-indexed gamma matrices, so for
comparison with the literature, we split the gamma matrix to give(

Qa1b1
)
αβ
→ CαβP

a1b1 − 1

3
(γaγb)αβ P

aa1P bb1 , (5.10.10)

which matches (21b) in [33], again validating the results of the program.

It is then rather straightforward to compute the Feynman propagator. For a field of integral
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spin s, the propagator is103

Da1···asb1···bs
F = �̂−1P a1···asb1···bs . (5.10.11)

For a field of half-integer spin s, the propagator is104(
S
a1···abscb1···bbsc
F

)
αβ

= i�̂−1
(
γb
)
αβ
kbQ

a1···abscb1···bbsc . (5.10.12)

The function “SymProp" uses the equations above to compute the Feynman propagator. In partic-
ular, the function takes the spin (and the usual gamma-matrix substitution parameter) as input,
and it records the appropriate expression among (5.10.11), (5.10.12). The program then decom-
poses the projection operator appearing in the expression into spin-1 projection operators using
the substitution rule from “SymProjDecomp," after which it applies (5.10.1) and evaluates to leave
an expression purely in terms of Kronecker deltas, gamma matrices, and momentum parameters.
Next, the function “SubstituteKleinGordon" is called, which cleans up all instances of �̂−1k2, and
the propagator is returned. This procedure is detailed in Algorithm 5.10.2.

Algorithm 5.10.2 Compute the Feynman Propagator for a Field of Spin s
Require: s is an integer or half-integer
1: function SymProp(s, to_perform_subs = False)
2: if s is an integer then
3: G← �̂−1Pa1···asb1···bs . Write (5.10.11)
4: else if s is a half-integer then
5: G← i�̂−1(γb)αγk1b (Qa1···abscb1···bbsc )γβ . Write (5.10.12)
6: end if
7: G← substitute(G, SymProjDecomp(s)) . Decompose Pa1···asb1···bs or (Qa1···abscb1···bbsc )αβ
8: G← substitute(G, Pa1b1 → δa1b1 − (k1a1k1b1 )�̂−1) . Apply (5.10.1)
9: G← Evaluate(G, to_perform_subs = to_perform_subs)

10: G← SubstituteKleinGordon(G) . Replace �̂−1k2 with 1

11: G← collect_terms(G)
12: return G

13: end function

To give a use example, the code below computes the Feynman propagator for a spin-2 particle,
e.g., a graviton.105

>>> sym_prop(2)

103 This is essentially (6.2.2) in [42], but we omit the coefficient of −i to more closely reflect the conventions
in [13]. There can also be an additional function of momentum added to the expression for the propagator;
see (6.2.1) of [42] or (73) of [33]. We follow [42] and assume this added function is zero. One might argue
that we are abusing notation by calling the factor multiplying the projection operator in (5.10.11) “�̂−1";
one could perhaps attempt to view this rigorously as a limit of masslessness (although this is not quite the
massless expression), but this level of rigor is superfluous, and the symbolic algebra procedures are simpler
without a separate treatment of this factor.

104 This corresponds to (6.2.4) of [42], which again assumes no added function of momentum.
105 This seemed to the authors the most interesting demonstration within the ambient domain, supergravity, of

our work. We will otherwise not be making much use of bosonic propagators.
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The result is106

Da1a2b1b2
F = −1

3
�̂−1δa1a2δb1b2 +

1

2
�̂−1δa1b1δa2b2 +

1

2
�̂−1δa1b2δa2b1

+
1

3
�̂−2δa1a2kb1kb2 − 1

2
�̂−2δa1b1ka2kb2 − 1

2
�̂−2δa1b2ka2kb1

− 1

2
�̂−2δa2b1ka1kb2 − 1

2
�̂−2δa2b2ka1kb1 +

1

3
�̂−2δb1b2ka1ka2

+
2

3
�̂−3ka1ka2kb1kb2 .

(5.10.13)

With a bit of factoring, this can be rewritten more neatly as

Da1a2b1b2
F = �̂−1

{
1

2
(δa1b1δa2b2 + δa1b2δa2b1 − δa1a2δb1b2)

− 1

2
�̂−1(δa1b1ka2kb2 + δa2b2ka1kb1 + δa1b2ka2kb1 + δa2b1ka1kb2)

+
2

3

(
1

2
δa1a2 + �̂−1ka1ka2

)(
1

2
δb1b2 + �̂−1kb1kb2

)}
.

(5.10.14)

This is equivalent to the expression obtained from Feynman diagrams in §2 of [55], validating the
algorithm “SymProp."107

As promised, we present one more function, this time for general dimension, which is employed
to provide input to multiplet solver 2 when completing 11D calculations in §2.1. The function
rarita_schwinger_prop() returns the massless Rarita-Schwinger Feynman propagator in a given
dimension D using the equation

SFabαβ = i�̂−1ηab (γc)αβ kc +
i

D − 2
�̂−1 (γaγ

cγb)αβ kc, (5.10.15)

which is (5.31) in [13] with gauge terms set to zero (or more accurately, making a particular choice
of gauge terms). We omit pseudo-code here, as it is not of particular conceptual interest, but we
provide a use example below returning the Rarita-Schwinger propagator for D = 11.

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy_env(D=11)
>>> rarita_schwinger_prop()

The result is
SFabαβ = i�̂−1ηab (γc)αβ kc +

i

9
�̂−1 (γaγ

cγb)αβ kc, (5.10.16)

just as expected.

5.11 Multiplet Solver 2: Feynman Propagator Substitution

The object is now, as in §5.9, to apply the closure condition (1.2.1) to obtain constraints on the
coefficients of a multiplet. As in that section, the primary difficulty is in ferreting out equation-
of-motion terms in the closure for an on-shell multiplet. In §5.9, the approach was to split gamma
106 Note that the momentum-space inverse d’Alembert operator �̂−1 is represented in the code output by the

text KleinGordon .
107 Conventions differ on whether this quantity should be called the graviton propagator. This essentially reflects

the arbitrary term which may be added: see footnote 103.
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matrices to isolate terms with Lorentz-index structures matching the equation of motion, and then
apply the function “FindNonGaugeInv" from §5.8 to eliminate the gauge-invariant quantities, which
form the equation-of-motion terms. In this section, we take the different route of moving to momen-
tum space via the symbolic Fourier transform “Fourier" of §5.7, and then substituting the product
of a Feynman propagator and a coupling current for the field. In particular, for a spin-(s + 1/2)
fermion ΨU

α with Feynman propagator (SUVF )αβ, the coupling current JUα is defined so that

F(ΨU
α) = −SFUV αβF(JV β), (5.11.1)

with the additional current conservation condition

kaF(Jaa2···asβ) = 0. (5.11.2)

In position-space, this means that the fermion is (negative) the convolution of the propagator and
the coupling current; see the spin-3/2 case in (5.26) of [13]. Since the Feynman propagator is
fundamentally a Green’s function for the relevant equation of motion, it follows that inputting this
convolution into the left-hand side of (5.9.3) yields a scalar multiple of the coupling current.108 This
obviously carries into momentum-space, so that

(
γb
)
η
γkbF(Ψa1···as

η)−
s∑
i=1

(
γb
)
η
γkaiF(ΨbUi

η) = αF(Ja1···as
γ) (5.11.3)

for some α ∈ C. Notice that all occurrences of �̂−1 are furtively contracting away. That is, the
effect of substituting the right-hand side of (5.11.1) into the field equation is to effect contractions
between momentum parameters which cancel the instances of �̂−1. A moment’s thought reveals
that this uniquely determines the equation of motion: a momentum-space expression in terms
of the fermion of interest (and not itself including instances of �̂−1) is a (not necessarily scalar)
multiple of the left-hand side of (5.11.3) if and only if the result of substituting the right-hand side
of (5.11.1) for the fermion lacks any occurrence of �̂−1. When considering the anticommutator
of supercovariant derivatives applied to the fermion, such multiples of the equation of motion are
precisely the equation-of-motion terms. This will be the route for isolating and eliminating equation-
of-motion terms in this iteration of the multiplet solver.

In order to implement this new equation-of-motion term filtration technique, we use a new proce-
dure “FilterTermsMomentumSpace" which adapts “FilterTerms." As input, just like “FilterTerms,"
the function takes an expression E , the relevant field A, and the spinor indices “Inds" which were
used in the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives. However, “FilterTermsMomentumSpace"
also requires the input of a substitution rule G̃A of the form of (5.11.1) above, taking the Fourier
transform of A to its expression as the product of a (momentum-space) Feynman propagator and
the Fourier transform of a coupling current JA. Two assumptions are made as to the input. First,
the expression E is assumed to represent the closure after a Fierz transformation placing the indices
“Inds" on the same gamma matrices, and is presumed fully simplified, being a simple sum of products
of single-term factors, as well as having been moved to momentum-space via a Fourier transform.
108 The convention for the coefficient of the propagator can be chosen so that this scalar coefficient equals 1,

but it need not be for our purposes.
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Second, the propagator is assumed to have a (single) term of the form �̂−1ηa1b1 · · · ηasbs(γa
′
)γ
ηka′ ,

which when contracted with F(J b1···bsA η) gives rise to a term of the form �̂−1(γa
′
)γ
ηka′F(JAa1···asη)

in G̃A, with a single 1-index gamma matrix contracted with a momentum parameter, and with all
indices a1, . . . , as, γ free. This is a reasonable assumption: all fermionic propagators of interest can
be made to meet this requirement via the manipulation of gauge and equation-of-motion terms, and
propagators are typically written with such a term, as seen in the Rarita-Schwinger case in (5.10.15).
The significance of this singular term is to serve as a hook when reconstructing the left-hand side
of (5.11.1) from the right-hand side. In fact, the first action (after variable and array definitions)
of the algorithm is to set the foundation for such reconstruction. In particular, given a field A with
a set G of vector indices and a spinor index γ, the program constructs the left-hand side of (5.11.1)
(which becomes F(AGγ)), recorded as E ′, and applies the substitution rule G̃A to get the right-hand
side. A selection of the procedure of “Evaluate" is then applied without the renaming of dummy
indices in order to preserve the Lorentz-index structure for ease of filtration (this is suppressed in
the pseudo-code of Algorithm 5.11.1), and then the dummy indices are renamed with an added
prime, e.g., a is replaced with a′. Next, the algorithm loops through the terms in E ′ to find the
single term of the aforementioned form. The inverse of the coefficient of this term is stored in a
variable `, and all other terms are compiled in an array R. This groundwork for the procedure is
detailed in Algorithm 5.11.1.109

Algorithm 5.11.1 Filter Closure/Non-Closure Terms Involving Coupling Currents in Momentum
Space, Part 1
1: function FilterTermsMomentumSpace(E, A, G̃A, Inds[1..2])
2: desired_terms ← [ ]
3: ignored_terms ← [ ]
4: gauge_terms ← [ ]
5: eqom_terms ← [ ]
6: undesired_terms ← [ ]
7: normalized_schouten_terms ← [ ]
8: `← 1
9: E ′ ← F1((AG)•)

10: E ′ ← substitute(E ′, G̃A)
11: simplify E ′ without renaming indices
12: prime dummy indices in E ′
13: R← [ ]
14: for term in E ′ do
15: if term has form �̂−1(γa

′
)•β
′
k1a′F1((JAG

)β′ ) then
16: `← inverse of the coefficient of term . including imaginary factors in the coefficient of term (see footnote 109)
17: else
18: append term to R
19: end if
20: end for
21: continued...

As in “FilterTerms," the next step is to loop through the terms T of E (which may be augmented
dynamically during the loop). Letting t be the nth element of T , i.e., the nth term, there are
six cases. 1) t has the form of the distinguished term �̂−1(γa

′
)γ
ηka′F(JAa1···asη) multiplied by

109 It is worth making a technical note about isolating the coefficient of a term in the loop in Algorithm 5.11.1.
Cadabra does not treat the imaginary unit i like a real scalar, and ordinary means of drawing the coefficient
of a term in Cadabra only return the real multiplier, e.g., 5 even if the constant coefficient is 5i. There is
a bit of manipulation and substitution involved in drawing the full coefficient, including i, and in inverting
the result to get `, but this is a purely technical concern and is suppressed here.
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(γa
′′
)Indska′′ . Notice that this is a term of the expression obtained by taking the Fourier transform

of the desired translation term, i.e., the first term of (1.2.1) applied to A, and substituting in
(5.11.1). This signifies that the desired term, in terms of A, can be reconstructed from t. Notice
that if one multiplies the distinguished term in E ′ by the product of `, the scalar coefficient of t, and
(γa

′′
)Indska′′ , then one gets precisely t. For example, suppose that A = Ψaγ is a Rarita-Schwinger

field and that
t = 2�̂−1(γa

′′
)αβ(γa

′
)γ
ηka′ka′′F(JAaη). (5.11.4)

When simplifying the gamma matrix product, the 4D Rarita-Schwinger propagator (5.10.15) be-
comes

SFabαβ =
i

2
�̂−1 (γa)αβ kb +

i

2
�̂−1 (γb)αβ ka +

1

2
�̂−1kcεab

cd (γdγ∗)αβ +
i

2
�̂−1ηab (γc)αβ kc, (5.11.5)

so that110

E ′ = −SFabγ ηF(JA
b
η)

= − i
2
�̂−1 (γb)γ

ηkaF(JA
b
η)−

1

2
�̂−1kcεab

cd (γdγ∗)γ
ηF(JA

b
η)

− i

2
�̂−1 (γc)γ

ηkcF(JAaη).

(5.11.6)

Clearly, the distinguished term in E ′ is the last one, whose coefficient is `−1 = −i/2. Multiplying this
last term by 2`(γa

′′
)αβka′′ = 4i(γa

′′
)αβka′′ yields t, just as claimed. Notice also that by the procedure

in Algorithm 5.11.1, the first two terms in E ′ form R. Returning to the general consideration of
case (1), let `′ be the coefficient of t. From the foregoing,

t+ ``′
(
γa
′′
)
Inds

ka′′R = ``′
(
γa
′′
)
Inds

ka′′E ′ = ``′
(
γa
′′
)
Inds

ka′′F(AGγ). (5.11.7)

The last expression is of the desired form in (1.2.1). Hence, the algorithm isolates the desired
term by replacing t with ``′(γa′′)Indska′′F(AGγ)− ``′(γa

′′
)αβka′′R, or more specifically, by discarding

t, appending ``′(γa′′)Indska′′F(AGγ) to an array “desired_terms" of terms which have the desired
closure form, and finally appending −``′(γa′′)αβka′′R to the terms T to be considered later in the
loop. None of the terms in the latter remainder can be of the same form as case (1), so no infinite
loop results.

The next few cases are rather simple. 2) If in t, some momentum parameters share indices
with the coupling current, then by (5.11.2), t = 0, and t is consigned to the suitably named array
“ignored_terms." 3) If in t, at least one momentum parameter has a free index, then t is a gauge
term and is appended to the array “gauge_terms." 4) If in t, �̂−1 is absent, then by the discussion
at the beginning of this section, t is an equation-of-motion term, and it is therefore sent to the
array “eqom_terms." In all of cases (2)-(4), the classification of t implies that its coefficient will
not contribute to any constraints on the coefficients of the multiplet, as t is permitted in (1.2.1)
(trivially in case (2)). The only remaining difficult case is one that involves a Schouten identity. In
particular, a term might not fit the criteria for any of (1)-(4) but still not be a simple undesired
110 We have eliminated a term using (5.11.2). This elimination is actually not done by the algorithm here, but

later as part of the sorting process; see case (2).
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term (i.e., a term which is set to zero to get a constraint) because it is actually related to terms
fitting (1)-(4) by a Schouten identity. For example, in 4D, suppose that111

t = −3

2
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γabc
e)γ

ηkdkeF
(
JA

b
η

)
. (5.11.8)

This is ostensibly an undesired term not permitted in (1.2.1), and assuming no like terms, one
might jump to the conclusion that uv = 0. However, an application of a Schouten identity shows
otherwise. Notice that the second gamma matrix involves D = 4 vector indices. Since a Schouten
identity arises from the fact that a totally antisymmetric tensor of rank D + 1 must be zero, it
seems reasonable to draw another index in the expression, d, and antisymmetrize to find the right
identity. Antisymmetrizing (without the coefficient) in the indices a, b, c, d, e yields112

t′ =
2

5
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γabc
e)γ

ηkdkeF
(
JA

b
η

)
− 1

5
uv
(
γcd
)
αβ

(γabcd)γ
ηF
(
JA

b
η

)
+

1

5
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γacd
e)γ

ηkbkeF
(
JA

b
η

)
− 1

5
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γbcd
e)γ

ηkakeF
(
JA

b
η

)
.

(5.11.9)

The first term, which we denote t′0, is a scalar multiple of t, while the other terms are respectively an
equation-of-motion term (no �̂−1), an “ignored term" (b is shared by the current and a momentum
parameter), and a gauge term (the free index a is on a momentum parameter). Remembering that
t′ = 0, multiplying the terms after t′0 by negative the quotient of the coefficient of t divided by the
coefficient of t′0 gives

t = −3

4
uv
(
γcd
)
αβ

(γabcd)γ
ηF
(
JA

b
η

)
+

3

4
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γacd
e)γ

ηkbkeF
(
JA

b
η

)
− 3

4
uv�̂−1

(
γcd
)
αβ

(γbcd
e)γ

ηkakeF
(
JA

b
η

)
.

(5.11.10)

Hence, if we append the terms of this new formulation of t to T and allow the program to reach these
terms, none of them will be classified as undesired terms. In order to incorporate the insights from
the foregoing example, we formulate the conditions which arose in this example as an additional
case as follows. 5) Suppose t is of the form �̂−1(γE)Inds(γ

F )γ
ηka1 · · · kanF(JAGη), where the second

gamma matrix has |F | = D indices and where at least one of the ai is not in F . Paralleling the
example, the program chooses such an index ai and antisymmetrizes t in the D+ 1 indices F ∪{ai}
to get t′. A selection of simplification functions is executed without the sorting of terms (Cadabra’s
sort_sum() ), so that the term t′0 which is a multiple of t can be extracted immediately as the first
term in t′. We then take r = t′ − t′0 to be the sum of the other terms in t′. Unfortunately, we
might not be so lucky as to have t become terms of strictly other forms than this case (5), so if we
naïvely add the terms of r (after scaling) to T , we could have an infinite loop. To remedy this, the
algorithm stores every t matching the criteria of (5), normalized by stripping off its coefficient, in
an array “normalized_schouten_terms." If any terms of r appear (when normalized) in “normal-
ized_schouten_terms," then it is clear that further consideration of the terms in r will give rise to
an infinite loop. Instead, t is simply consigned to “undesired_terms." If, however, none of the terms
111 This particular term comes from an intermediate step in the solution for the coefficients of the 4D supergravity

multiplet.
112 Note that (5.11.9) is a weight-1 antisymmetrization of (5.11.8) (without the coefficient of the latter). That is,

a normalization factor 1/120 is introduced. This reflects the normalization of antisymmetrization in Cadabra.
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in r have appeared as prior Schouten terms, then as in the example, r is multiplied by negative the
quotient of the coefficient of t divided by the coefficient of t′0, and its terms are appended to T . In
the final case 6), if t matches none of the criteria (1)-(5), then it is relegated to “undesired_terms."
“FindTermsMomentumSpace" returns a hash map containing the classification of the terms of E as
desired terms, ignored terms, gauge terms, equation-of-motion terms, and undesired terms. The
details of the loop are provided in pseudo-code in Algorithm 5.11.2.

Algorithm 5.11.2 Filter Closure/Non-Closure Terms Involving Coupling Currents in Momentum
Space, Part 2
22: T ← terms of E
23: n = 0

24: while n < |T | do
25: t← T [n]

26: if t has form �̂−1(γa
′
)Inds(γb

′
)•β
′
k1a′ k1b′F1((JAG

)β′ ) then
27: append ` · (coefficient of t) · (γa′ )Indsk1a′F1((AG)•) to desired_terms . including “i"s in t
28: append terms of −` · (coefficient of t) · (γa′ )Indsk1a′R to T
29: else if the indices on the “k1"s have a nonempty intersection with the indices on JA then
30: append t to ignored_terms
31: else if at least one “k1" factor of t has a free index then
32: append t to gauge_terms
33: else if �̂−1 is not a factor of t then
34: append t to eqom_terms
35: else if t has form �̂−1(γE)Inds(γF )•β

′
k1a′1

· · · k1a′nF1((JAG
)β′ ) & |F | = D & {a′1, . . . , a′n} 6⊂ F then

36: append normalized t to normalized_schouten_terms
37: ai ← an element of {a′1, . . . , a′n} \ F
38: t′ ← t antisymmetrized in the indices F ∪ {ai}
39: simplify t′ without sorting terms
40: t′0 ← first term of t′

41: r ← t′ − t′0
42: r ← collect_terms(r)
43: if terms of r ∩ normalized_schouten_terms 6= ∅ then
44: append t to undesired_terms
45: else:
46: append terms of −[(coefficient of t)/(coefficient of t′0)] · r to T
47: end if
48: else
49: append t to undesired_terms
50: end if
51: n← n+ 1

52: end while
53: return {“desired_terms": desired_terms, “ignored_terms": ignored_terms, “gauge_terms": gauge_terms, “eqom_terms":

eqom_terms, “undesired_terms": undesired_terms}
54: end function

A further remark is necessary about case (5). This handling of Schouten identities is nec-
essarily very specific. Such specificity is necessary for such complicated dimension-specific iden-
tities, at the very least to reduce computational complexity. Indeed, Cadabra2’s [49] function
decompose_product() , which attempts to broadly treat all Schouten identities (in the sense of prov-
ing expressions zero under Schouten identities) through decomposition of tensors into irreducible
Young tableau representations, is of impractical computational complexity for higher dimensions
like D = 11. The difficulty is primarily that Schouten identities represent dimension-dependent
multi-term symmetries. Handling such multi-term identities in symbolic algebra is a famously diffi-
cult task (see the references in [37]), inspiring daunting brute-force solutions like Invar’s database of
6 · 105 Riemann tensor identities [41]. Perhaps only time will tell whether such a massive database
will be necessary for the efficient computational treatment of all Schouten identities that might
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appear in the filtration of closure terms after the substitution of coupling currents. However, since
Schouten identities require the complete antisymmetry of D+1 indices, virtually all of these indices
must be on the gamma matrices. (The momentum parameters commute and the coupling current
is symmetric, so they could take up at most two indices together.) Hence, if an ostensibly undesired
term can be transformed into non-undesired terms via a Schouten identity, it must be rather close in
form to case (5). Indeed, the Schouten identities treated in case (5) empirically enable the solution
of all of the on-shell 4D, N = 1 multiplets in [25], as will be shown below. It seems reasonable,
then, to conjecture that case (5) represents the only possible situation in which a Schouten identity
could impact term classification.

Now that the closure filtration procedure has been outlined, it is time to adumbrate the proce-
dure of the second multiplet solver, “SUSYSolvePropagator." Just like “SUSYSolve," “SUSYSolve-
Propagator" takes as input the array “bosons" of bosons in the multiplet, the array “fermions" of
fermions in the multiplet, the supersymmetry transformation rules “susy" for whose coefficients we
are solving, a basis ΓA for the Clifford algebra, an array “consts" of the unknown coefficients of
the multiplet, the array “Inds" of spinor indices on the supercovariant derivatives, and optionally
the value of c in (1.2.1). However, instead of taking in the array “gauge_transs" of gauge trans-
formations for the fermions, “SUSYSolvePropagator" takes in the array “fermion_propagators" of
Feynman propagators for the fermions. In this algorithm, the route of solution differs more drasti-
cally between bosons and fermions, so the first function call in “SUSYSolvePropagator" is actually to
“SUSYSolve," running that solver on the bosons to get the system S of constraints arising from the
bosons alone. “SUSYSolvePropagator" then loops through the fermions to obtain the constraints
from those fields. As in “SUSYSolve," for each fermion A, the anticommutator of supercovariant
derivatives, with indices from “Inds," applied to A is recorded in E , “SUSYExpand" is applied to
expand the supercovariant derivatives, “Evaluate" is applied to simplify (and especially flatten) and
canonicalize the result, and “FierzExpand2Index" is applied to move the indices “Inds" onto the same
gamma matrices. This time, though, all further operations will need to be in momentum-space, so
the symbolic Fourier transform “Fourier" is also applied to E .113 The next function called is “Gen-
PropSub," which again is a function too technical to merit further exposition, but which is necessary
here to construct a substitution rule taking the left-hand side of (5.11.1) to the right-hand side in
a Cadabra-interpretable way. The program stores the substitution rule G̃A corresponding to A for
later use in “FilterTermsMomentumSpace," but it also uses “GenPropSub" for all of the fermions
to complete the coupling current substitution for every fermion in E .114 After this substitution, the
algorithm simplifies the expression E , now in terms of the coupling currents, by applying another
“Evaluate" and by using the function “SubstituteKleinGordon," mentioned in the prior section, to
replace all instances of �̂−1k2 with 1. Next, the program submits the expression E , the field A, the
propagator substitution rule G̃A, and the indices “Inds" into “FilterTermsMomentumSpace" to get
113 The careful reader might have noticed that only “fermions" is inputted into “Fourier" in Algorithm 5.11.3,

rather than the combined array of bosons and fermions. Recall from §5.7 that the input of an array of fields
into ‘Fourier" is supposed to represent all fields appearing in the inputted expression. In this case, simply
counting spinor indices reveals that E is fermionic, and since each term includes only one instance of a field,
it follows that each field appearing in E must be a fermion.

114 Incidentally, the coupling currents corresponding to different fields are distinguished in the code via a hexadec-
imal based on the field’s name in a manner similar to (but simpler than) the procedure of “IndexBracketHex"
in Appendix E.

105



the classification of terms in E as a hash table, which is stored in a variable T . Note that unlike
in the output of “FilterTerms" in “SUSYSolve," in the output of “FilterTermsMomentumSpace,"
there are no “potentially equation-of-motion" terms which need further evaluation; the filtration has
determined the equation-of-motion terms definitively. The only terms which give rise to constraints
are the desired terms, which must match (1.2.1), and the undesired terms, which must be made zero.
The algorithm draws these sets of terms from T and adds them up in expressions “desired_terms"
and “undesired_terms," which are subsequently evaluated and factored in the unknown coefficients
“consts." Ultimately, the “desired_terms" add up to single term, and the equation which sets the
coefficient of that term to −c is appended to the system S. Notice that the coefficient is set equal
to −c, not c · i as in (1.2.1), to correct for the factor of i introduced by moving to momentum-space.
Also, the algorithm loops through the undesired terms, and for each, it appends to S the equation
setting the coefficient to zero. A final call to “DistillConstrs" to cull independent constraints from
S is made after the loop through the fermions, and this final system of constraints is returned. See
Algorithm 5.11.3 for detailed pseudo-code for this procedure.

Algorithm 5.11.3 Find Coefficients That Enforce Multiplet Closure Using Propogators
1: function SUSYSolvePropagator(bosons[1..n], fermions[1..m], fermion_propagators[1..m], susy, ΓA, consts[1..p], Inds[1..2], c =

1)
2: S, _ ← SUSYSolve(bosons, [ ], [ ], susy, ΓA, consts, Inds, c = c)
3: for A in fermions do
4: E ← DInd[0]DInd[1]A+ DInd[1]DInd[0]A

5: E ← SUSYExpand(E, susy)
6: E ← Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = False)
7: E ← FierzExpand2Index(E, ΓA, Inds, to_perform_subs = False)
8: E ← Fourier(E, fermions) . Differs from “SUSYSolve" starting here
9: G̃A ← GenPropSub(A, element of fermion_propagators corresponding to A)

10: for i ∈ 1..m do . Apply (5.11.1) to each fermion
11: f := fermions[i], Gf := fermion_propagators[i]:
12: sub_rule ← GenPropSub(f,Gf )
13: E ← substitute(E, sub_rule)
14: end for
15: E ← Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = False)
16: E ← SubstituteKleinGordon(E)
17: T ← FilterTermsMomentumSpace(E, A, G̃A, Inds)
18: desired_terms ← T [“desired_terms"]
19: undesired_terms ← T [“undesired_terms"]
20: desired_terms ← Evaluate(sum(desired_terms))
21: undesired_terms ← Evaluate(ex_sum(undesired_terms))
22: desired_terms ← factor_in(desired_terms, consts)
23: undesired_terms ← factor_in(undesired_terms, consts)
24: append “coefficient of desired_terms in terms of consts = −c" to S
25: for coefficient k, in terms of consts, of each term in undesired_terms do
26: append “k = 0" to S
27: end for
28: end for
29: return DistillConstrs(S, consts)
30: end function

It is now time to treat a few examples. The impetus of “SUSYSolvePropagator" was to handle
those cases which “SUSYSolve" could not, but note that “SUSYSolvePropagator" works perfectly
for all multiplets which are solved by “SUSYSolve"; it can be easily verified that “SUSYSolve-
Propagator" gives precisely (5.9.7), (5.9.11), and (5.9.15) when applied to the 4D on-shell chiral
multiplet, on-shell vector multiplet, and off-shell vector multiplet. It is more interesting, though, to
detail some new examples. Consider the on-shell 4D axial-vector multiplet, whose supersymmetry
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transformation rules, with variable coefficients, are

DαUa = u(γ∗γa)α
βλβ (5.11.11a)

Dαλβ = v(γ∗γ
ab)αβ∂aUb. (5.11.11b)

The code below finds the constraints that can be obtained from closure. Notice the use of the
function “SymProp" from §5.10, with the input corresponding to the fact that the fermion λγ has
spin 1/2.

>>> bosons = [Ex('U_{a}')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\lambda)_{\gamma}')]
>>> fermion_propagators = [sym_prop(1/2)]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(U_{a}) -> u (\Gamma' \Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},

D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> v (\Gamma' \Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}
\partial_{a}(U_{b})'''

↪→

↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'''(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}'''), Ex(r'''(\Gamma'
\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}''')]

↪→

↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve_propagator(bosons, fermions, fermion_propagators, susy, basis, consts, indices,

comm_coef=2)↪→

The result is the constraint
uv = i. (5.11.12)

Fixing u = i gives v = 1, giving supersymmetry transformation rules equivalent to those in (2.3)
of [25]. Hence, “SUSYSolvePropagator" gives valid constraints. It can be verified that “SUSYSolve"
yields the same constraint.

Of course, now we wish to treat examples for which “SUSYSolve" cannot produce consistent
constraints, but “SUSYSolvePropagator" can. We start with the on-shell 4D matter-gravitino mul-
tiplet, whose supersymmetry transformation rules, with variable coefficients, are

DαBa = uΨaα (5.11.13a)

DαΨaβ = v(γaγ
bc)αβ∂bBc. (5.11.13b)

The code below finds the constraints on the coefficients. (The basis is omitted for brevity.) Notice
the use of the function rarita_schwinger() introduced in §5.10, since the gravitino Ψaγ has spin
3/2.

>>> bosons = [Ex('B_{a}')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\Psi_{a})_{\gamma}')]
>>> fermion_propagators = [rarita_schwinger_prop()]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(B_{a}) -> u (\Psi_{a})_{\alpha}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})_{\beta}) -> v

(\Gamma_{a} \Gamma^{b c})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{b}(B_{c})'''↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve_propagator(bosons, fermions, fermion_propagators, susy, basis, consts, indices,

comm_coef=2)↪→
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The result is the constraint
uv = −i. (5.11.14)

Fixing u = 1 gives v = −i, giving supersymmetry transformation rules equivalent to those in (2.4)
of [25].

As a final example, closest to the aims of this program, we consider on-shell 4D supergravity,
whose supersymmetry rules, with variable coefficients, are

Dαhab = u(γa)α
βΨbβ + u(γb)α

βΨaβ (5.11.15a)

DαΨaβ = v(γbc)αβ∂bhca. (5.11.15b)

The code below finds the constraints.

>>> bosons = [Ex('h_{a b}')]
>>> fermions = [Ex(r'(\Psi_{a})_{\gamma}')]
>>> fermion_propagators = [rarita_schwinger_prop()]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(h_{a b}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi_{b})_{\beta} + u

(\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi_{a})_{\beta}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})_{\beta}) -> v
(\Gamma^{b c})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{b}(h_{c a})'''

↪→

↪→

>>> consts = ['u', 'v']
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> susy_solve_propagator(bosons, fermions, fermion_propagators, susy, basis, consts, indices,

comm_coef=2)↪→

The result is
uv = − i

2
. (5.11.16)

Fixing u = 1/2 gives v = −i, giving supersymmetry transformation rules equivalent to those in
(2.5) of [25].

This completes the discussion of algorithms for finding constraints from closure conditions. The
code snippets above and in §5.9 have successfully found constraints solving for the coefficients
of every single on-shell multiplet treated in [25], and the results have proven correct every time.
This is the culmination of all of the arithmetic foundations in the prior sections, and the only
remaining work is in finding constraints from the action in the next section and completing additional
calculations like holoraumy in §5.13. Of course, the full power of the solvers presented here and in
§5.9 is not circumscribed to verification of results in the literature; §2.1 successfully demonstrated
the use of these solvers for the purpose of solving for the coefficients of the 11D supergravity multiplet
(1.1.1). The steep rise in number of indices renders this problem, if solved by hand, dramatically
more complicated than the 4D cases, but with the help of these solvers, the difference when solved
by computer was merely a change in inputs.

5.12 SUSY-Invariant Action Solver

§5.9 and §5.11 have introduced two methods to obtain constraints on the coefficients of a multi-
plet by requiring closure up to gauge transformations and fermionic equation-of-motion terms. How-
ever, other constraints arise from requiring supersymmetry-invariance of the action corresponding
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to the multiplet. Recall that the supersymmetry transformation, i.e., the supercovariant derivative,
is not viewed as a “finite-length" transformation operator under which invariance of the action S

takes the form DαS = S, but rather, the supersymmetry transformation is viewed as an infinitesimal
operation which should introduce no net change in the action. That is, DαS = 0, i.e., the action
is stationary with respect to variation by the supersymmetry transformation, in the spirit of varia-
tional calculus.115 The supercovariant derivative can pass through the integral, so that the condition
becomes

∫
dxDDαL = 0, where L is the Lagrangian density. The input to “MakeActionSUSYInv"

is the integrand to that expression (with the supercovariant derivative applied symbolically; it need
not be evaluated), the supersymmetry transformation rules for the multiplet, the coefficients of the
multiplet and the action components, and the names of the fermions in the multiplet.

The “MakeActionSUSYInv" algorithm applies “SUSYExpand" and “Evaluate" on DαL in order
to apply the derivative and simplify the resulting expression. Then, this expression is integrated,
with Cadabra’s “integrate_by_parts" function used to move all partial derivatives to the bosons so
that like terms may be combined or cancelled. Next, the integrand is withdrawn from the integral
and factored in the desired multiplet coefficients; SUSY-invariance demands that this expression
be zero. At this point, each term is clearly independent, as the terms involve distinct fields or
partial-derivative indices. Hence, each coefficient can be set to zero, giving a system of constraints.
Finally, the “DistillConstrs" procedure from §5.9 is applied to cull independent constraints from
the aforementioned system, and these constraints are the output. Algorithm 5.12.1 shows detailed
pseudo-code for “MakeActionSUSYInv."

Algorithm 5.12.1 Make Action SUSY Invariant
1: function MakeActionSUSYInv(DαL, susy, consts[1..n], fermion_names[1..m])
2: DαL ← SUSYExpand(DαL, susy)
3: DαL ← Evaluate(DαL)
4: DαS ←

∫
dxDDαL . Symbolically integrating in Cadabra

5: for i ∈ 1..m do
6: DαS ← integrate_by_parts(DαS, fermion_names[i])
7: end for
8: integrand ← nth_arg(DαS, 0).ex() . extract the integrand, the 0th argument of DαS’s ExNode structure
9: integrand ← Evaluate(integrand)

10: integrand ← factor_in(integrand, consts)
11: system ← [ ]
12: for term in integrand do
13: append “coefficient of term = 0" to system
14: end for
15: sol ← DistillConstrs(system, consts)
16: return sol
17: end function

An example of the function’s use is in obtaining constraints from SUSY-invariance of the off-shell
4D vector multiplet action. In particular, corresponding to the multiplet (5.9.14) is the action

S =

∫
dxD

{
`FabF

ab +m (γa)αβ λα∂aλβ + nd2

}
, (5.12.1)

where `,m, n are variable coefficients and

Fab = ∂aAb − ∂bAa (5.12.2)
115 Under standard boundary conditions, this is equivalent to the supercovariant derivative of the Lagrangian

being a total derivative.
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is the field strength tensor. The code below enters the symbolically SUSY-transformed Lagrangian
density and the off-shell 4D vector multiplet SUSY-rule116 into “MakeActionSUSYInv."

>>> L = Ex(r'D_{\gamma}(l F_{a b} F^{a b} + m (\Gamma^{a})^{\alpha \beta} (\lambda)_{\alpha}
\partial_{a}((\lambda)_{\beta}) + n d d)')↪→

>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A_{a}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\lambda)_{\beta},
D_{\alpha}((\lambda)_{\beta}) -> v (\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A_{b}) + w
C_{\alpha \beta} \partial^{a}(A_{a}) + x (\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta} d, D_{\alpha}(d) -> y
(\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} \partial_{a}((\lambda)_{\beta}), F_{a b} ->
\partial_{a}(A_{b}) - \partial_{b}(A_{a})'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> make_action_susy_inv(L, susy, ['l', 'm', 'n', 'u', 'v', 'w', 'x', 'y'], [r'\lambda'])

The result is the set of constraints

`u = −1

2
mv (5.12.3a)

mx = ny (5.12.3b)

mw = 0. (5.12.3c)

One can now verify that the nonlinear equations above along with those in (5.9.15) enable a solution
of the off-shell 4D vector multiplet. It is verified in Appendix C.2 that the action is normalized
when ` = −1/4, n = 1/2. This turns the first two equations above into

u = 2mv (5.12.4a)

mx =
1

2
y. (5.12.4b)

Multiplying (5.12.4a) by u, applying (5.9.15a), and simplifying gives

m =
i

2
u2, (5.12.5)

while multiplying (5.12.4b) by y, applying (5.9.15c), and simplifying gives

m = − i
2
y2, (5.12.6)

so that
y = ±ui. (5.12.7)

Also, since (5.9.15a) shows that u 6= 0, (5.9.15b) implies that w = 0, which also takes care of
(5.12.3c). Clearly, then, `, n, w are fixed and the remaining coefficients of the multiplet and its
action can be fixed by fixing u, which corresponds to an arbitrary scaling in (5.9.14), and the phase
of y. Setting u = 1 and choosing y = +ui = i gives the solution as

u = 1, v = −i, w = 0, x = 1, y = i, ` = −1

4
, m =

i

2
, n =

1

2
. (5.12.8)

These are indeed the correct values for the multiplet, as seen, for example, in (19) of [16] and (2.12)
of [8], validating the system of constraints outputted by “MakeActionSUSYInv." Notice that the
solution of the 11D supergravity multiplet in §3.3 works in much the same fashion.
116 Notice that a substitution rule for the field strength tensor has been added so that the tensor can be recognized

and converted into a gauge field expression more tractable for the program.
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5.13 Algorithm for Computing Holoraumy

The final principal algorithm presented here is that which computes the holoraumy tensors.
The distinction between holoraumy and closure is simply in taking the commutator rather than the
anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives. As a result, the procedure for computing holoraumy
is similar to the procedure of “SUSYSolve," i.e., Algorithms 5.9.2 and 5.9.3, except that the goal is
to compute the classification of terms given values for the coefficients of the supersymmetry rules,
rather than apply such a classification to find the values. This classification is useful, since in every
single on-shell 4D, N = 1 multiplet studied in [25], the fermionic holoraumy included equation-of-
motion terms; in 4D supergravity, there were even gauge terms. To obtain the holoraumy, with terms
classified, the function “Holoraumy" takes as input an array “fields" of fields, the supersymmetry
transformation rules “susy" for the multiplet, a basis ΓA for the Clifford algebra, substitution rules
“subs" which take the coefficients of the multiplets to their values,117 and the indices “Inds" to
be used in the commutator of supercovariant derivatives. The function loops through the fields;
let A be one such field. Analogously to “SUSYSolve," “Holoraumy" stores the commutator of
supercovariant derivatives with indices “Inds" to A and applies “SUSYExpand" with the SUSY
rules “susy" to expand the supercovariant derivatives, then applying a substitution adhering to
“subs" which replaces the variable coefficients of the multiplet with their values. After simplifying,
flattening, and canonicalizing E with “Evaluate," the program uses “FierzExpand2Index" with the
basis ΓA in order to move the indices “Inds" onto the same gamma matrices.118 The algorithm
“FilterTerms" is then used to obtain a hash map, recorded as T . This classifies the terms as
desired, undesired, gauge, and “Lorentz proper" (i.e., potentially an equation-of-motion term), but
there is no meaning to the classification of desired and undesired terms here, since we are not fitting
to a condition like (1.2.1). Hence, the desired and undesired terms are compiled together in an array
“regular_terms" of terms in the holoraumy which are neither gauge nor (potentially) equation-of-
motion terms, while the gauge and Lorentz proper terms are assigned to arrays “gauge_terms" and
“lorentz_proper_terms." These three arrays are organized into a hash table, with the keys being
the names of the classification, and this hash table is appended to a hash table “holoraumy_dict,"
analogous to “susy_dict" in Algorithms 5.9.2 and 5.9.3, with the field name as the key. After
looping through all of the fields, the function returns “holoraumy_dict." Algorithm 5.13.1 shows
detailed pseudo-code for this procedure.

The outputted hash table contains the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to each
field, with the terms classified in the desired fashion. Note that we have chosen to leave the set
of “Lorentz proper" terms as is without determining which among them are bona fide equation-of-
motion terms. The reason is that neither approach for definitively discerning and removing equation-
of-motion terms is guaranteed to return terms which were originally present in the expression E :
“FindNonGaugeInv" merely finds terms which are equivalent to the non-equation-of-motion terms
up to gauge-invariant quantities which have the same coefficients as the non-equation-of-motion
terms in the original expression, while “FilterTermsMomentumSpace" reformulates E in terms of
117 The imagined use of “Holoraumy" is as a calculation which follows the solution of a multiplet. It would be

inconvenient to rewrite the supersymmetry transformation rules with the solved coefficients; for this reason,
we have preferred to enable a separate listing of the computed values. See the end of this section for examples.

118 Like for the closure, the convention for the holoraumy is that it be expressed with the spinor indices of the
supercovariant derivatives on the same gamma matrices; see (6.1) of [25] for fermionic holoraumy.
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Algorithm 5.13.1 Calculate the Holoraumy
1: function Holoraumy(fields[1..n], susy, ΓA, subs, Inds[1..2])
2: holoraumy_dict ← empty hash table
3: for A ∈ fields do
4: E ← DInd[0]DInd[1]A−DInd[1]DInd[0]A

5: E ← SUSYExpand(E, susy)
6: E ← substitute(E, subs)
7: E ← distribute(E)
8: E ← Evaluate(E, to_perform_subs = False)
9: E ← FierzExpand2Index(E, ΓA, Inds, to_perform_subs = False)

10: T ← FilterTerms(E, A, Inds, identify_lorentz_proper = A is a fermion)
11: regular_terms ← T [“desired_terms"] + T [“undesired_terms"]
12: gauge_terms ← T [“gauge_terms"]
13: lorentz_proper_terms ← T [“lorentz_proper_terms"]
14: regular_terms ← Evaluate(sum(regular_terms))
15: gauge_terms ← Evaluate(sum(gauge_terms))
16: lorentz_proper_terms ← Evaluate(sum(lorentz_proper_terms), to_join_gamma = False)
17: holoraumy_dict[A] ← {“regular_terms": regular_terms, “gauge_terms": gauge_terms, “lorentz_proper_terms": lorentz_

proper_terms}
18: end for
19: return holoraumy_dict
20: end function

coupling currents without reconstructing the expression in terms of the field A.119 Indeed, recall that
in “SUSYSolve," although the outputted constraints are obtained from the expression following the
application of “FindNonGaugeInv," the filtered expression returned as “susy_dict" is that prior to
the application of “FindNonGaugeInv." It was our preference both there and here in “Holoraumy" to
output an expression which is a favorable rewriting of the Fierz expansion of the (anti)commutator of
supercovariant derivatives applied to a field rather than an expression which is physically equivalent
to the former by unknown gauge-invariant quantities and multiples of the equations of motion.

We now consider two examples, one of which demonstrates the case of multiple fields of the same
statistics and the other of which demonstrates the most intricate form a holoraumy tensor might
take. The first example is the on-shell 4D chiral multiplet (5.9.6), which has two bosons. The code
below finds the holoraumy of this multiplet with the values u = 1, v = i, w = i, x = −1 obtained in
§5.9 from (5.9.7).

>>> fields = [Ex('A'), Ex('B'), Ex(r'(\Psi)_{\gamma}')]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(A) -> u (\Psi)_{\alpha}, D_{\alpha}(B) -> v

(\Gamma')_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi)_{\beta}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi)_{\beta}) -> w
(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{a}(A) + x (\Gamma' \Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}
\partial_{a}(B)'''

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> basis = [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'''(\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}'''), Ex(r'''(\Gamma'
\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}''')]

↪→

↪→

>>> subs = Ex('u -> 1, v -> I, w -> I, x -> -1', False)
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> holoraumy(fields, susy, basis, subs, indices)

The result for the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to each field is

[Dα,Dβ]A = 2 (γaγ∗)αβ ∂aB (5.13.1a)

119 Such reconstruction of parts of the expression which have the desired form in (1.2.1) was already fairly subtle.
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[Dα,Dβ]B = −2 (γaγ∗)αβ ∂aA (5.13.1b)

[Dα,Dβ]Ψγ = −2i (γaγ∗)αβ (γ∗)γ
η∂aΨη +i (γaγ∗)αβ

(
γaγ

bγ∗
)
γ
η∂bΨη. (5.13.1c)

The term in green is identified as potentially an equation-of-motion term, and indeed, it is easily
seen that it vanishes under the Dirac equation (1.2.4). These results are equivalent to the findings
in §6.1 of [25], validating the algorithm “Holoraumy."

The second example is the on-shell 4D supergravity multiplet (5.11.15), which will be seen to
have both equation-of-motion terms and gauge terms in its holoraumy. The code below finds the
holoraumy of this multiplet with the values u = 1/2, v = −i obtained in §5.11 from (5.11.16). (The
basis is the same as in the prior example.)

>>> fields = [Ex('h_{a b}'), Ex(r'(\Psi_{a})_{\gamma}')]
>>> susy = r'''D_{\alpha}(h_{a b}) -> u (\Gamma_{a})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi_{b})_{\beta} + u

(\Gamma_{b})_{\alpha}^{\beta} (\Psi_{a})_{\beta}, D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})_{\beta}) -> v
(\Gamma^{b c})_{\alpha \beta} \partial_{b}(h_{c a})'''

↪→

↪→

>>> subs = Ex('u -> 1/2, v -> -I', False)
>>> indices = [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}']
>>> holoraumy(fields, susy, basis, subs, indices)

The result is

[Dα,Dβ]hab = −εacde (γcγ∗)αβ ∂dhbe − εb
cde (γcγ∗)αβ ∂dhae (5.13.2a)

[Dα,Dβ]Ψaγ = 2i
(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γ∗)γ
η∂bΨaη−

5i

4
Cαβ

(
γb
)
γ
η∂bΨaη

+
i

2
Cαβ

(
γb
)
γ
η∂aΨbη −

i

4
Cαβ

(
γaγ

bc
)
γ
η∂bΨcη

+
5i

4
(γ∗)αβ

(
γbγ∗

)
γ
η∂bΨaη −

i

2
(γ∗)αβ

(
γbγ∗

)
γ
η∂aΨbη

−1

8
εbc

de (γ∗)αβ (γaγde)γ
η∂bΨc

η +
1

8
εbc

de (γaγ∗)αβ (γde)γ
η∂bΨc

η

+
i

2

(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γaγ
cγ∗)γ

η∂cΨbη −
i

2

(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γaγ
cγ∗)γ

η∂bΨcη

−3i

4

(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γbγ
cγ∗)γ

η∂cΨaη +
i

2

(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γbγ
cγ∗)γ

η∂aΨcη

−1

8
εab

ef
(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γefγcd)γ
η∂cΨd

η− i
(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γ∗)γ
η∂aΨbη,

(5.13.2b)

where the terms in green are identified as potentially equation-of-motion terms and the term in blue
is a gauge term. This can be rewritten

[Dα,Dβ]hab = ε(a|
cde (γ∗γc)αβ ∂dh|b)e (5.13.3a)
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[Dα,Dβ]Ψaγ = 2i
(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γ∗)γ
η∂bΨaη+

i

4
Cαβ (γa)γ

ηRη

+
i

4
(γ∗)αβ (γ∗γa)γ
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1

8
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ef
(
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− i
4
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4
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4
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(
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2

(
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Cαβ

(
γb
)
γ
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−3i

4
(γ∗)αβ

(
γ∗γ

b
)
γ
η∂aΨbη +

i

4

(
γ∗γ

b
)
αβ

(γ∗γbγ
c)γ

η∂aΨcη

− i
(
γbγ∗

)
αβ

(γ∗)γ
η∂aΨbη,

(5.13.3b)

where Rα, Ecα are as in (2.4.6).120 Since Rα, Ecα vanish under the Rarita-Schwinger equation (2.4.7),
the first eight terms of the “potentially equation-of-motion" terms are indeed equation-of-motion
terms. In contrast, the last three “potentially equation-of-motion" terms are gauge terms.121 Re-
member that this classification of non-equation-of-motion terms as potentially equation-of-motion
terms is a result of not applying “FindNonGaugeInv" or another method to determine (and elim-
inate) equation-of-motion terms definitively; still, though, this classification successfully classifies
all equation-of-motion terms as potential equation-of-motion terms. The validity of the program’s
results can be verified by comparing with the results in (6.38) of [25], which are

[Dα,Dβ]hab = −2iBabcdeαβ∂
chde (5.13.4a)

[Dα,Dβ]Ψaγ = −2iFabcαβγ
η∂bΨc

η −Zaαβγ − ∂aζαβγ, (5.13.4b)

where122

Babcdeαβ =
i

2
ηe(aεb)cdf

(
γ∗γ

f
)
αβ

(5.13.5a)
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Zaαβγ = i

{
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ζαβγ =
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(
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γ
η +

(
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(γ∗)γ
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3
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(
γ∗γ
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)
γ
η

}
Ψbη.

(5.13.5d)

It can immediately be seen that the expressions for [Dα,Dβ]hab match perfectly. Comparison of
the expressions for [Dα,Dβ]Ψa

γ is subtler: in principle, given the complexity of the terms involved,
120 The definitions of Rα and Ecα here differ from those in [25].
121 “FilterTerms" identifies these terms as “potentially equation-of-motion" terms because it correctly recognizes

that they are of suitable structure to combine with other terms to form multiples of the equation of motion,
but in this case, the combination does not completely subsume all gauge terms. Notice also that our
classification of the terms is not strictly unique here, since gauge terms are related to “regular" terms (i.e,
non-gauge and non-equation-of-motion terms) via equation-of-motion terms.

122 We have corrected small typographical errors in the signs in this expression present in [25].
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we would like to prove equivalence by subtracting (5.13.4b) from (5.13.3b) and demonstrating
computationally that this difference simplifies to zero. It turns out that this requires attention
to Schouten identities. Since the gamma-matrix-splitting procedure of “FilterTerms" makes the
resulting expression further removed from the Fierz expansion of [Dα,Dβ]Ψa

γ, which is naturally
close to the hand-derived result, the easiest way to compare the expressions is to calculate the
difference between (5.13.4b) and our expression prior to the application of “FilterTerms"; this results
in a simpler expression for the difference which is more tractable for Cadabra2’s [49] Schouten-
identity-recognizing function decompose_product() .123 The code below stores the Fierz expansion of
the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the gravitino as “ex1" and the negatives of
the terms in (5.13.4b) as “ex2a," “ex2b," and “ex2c," adding them to give the desired difference.124

>>> ex1 = Ex(r'D_{\alpha}(D_{\beta}((\Psi_{a})_{\gamma})) -
D_{\beta}(D_{\alpha}((\Psi_{a})_{\gamma}))')↪→

>>> ex2a = Ex(r'''2 I (-(3/4) \delta_{a b} (\Gamma' \Gamma_{c})_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma')_{\gamma}^{\eta} + (3/4) \delta_{a c} (\Gamma' \Gamma_{b})_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma')_{\gamma}^{\eta} - (1/8) I \epsilon_{a b c d} (\Gamma' \Gamma^{d})_{\alpha \beta}
C_{\gamma}^{\eta} + (1/8) (\Gamma' \Gamma_{b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma' \Gamma_{c
a})_{\gamma}^{\eta} - (1/8) (\Gamma' \Gamma_{c})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma' \Gamma_{b
a})_{\gamma}^{\eta}) \partial^{b}((\Psi^{c})_{\eta})''')

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> ex2b = Ex(r'''I (-C_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma_{a})_{\gamma}^{\eta} - (\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma' \Gamma_{a})_{\gamma}^{\eta} + (1/2) (\Gamma' \Gamma^{d})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma'
\Gamma_{d} \Gamma_{a})_{\gamma}^{\eta} - (1/4) (\Gamma' \Gamma_{a})_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma')_{\gamma}^{\eta}) (\Gamma^{e f})_{\eta}^{\rho} \partial_{e}((\Psi_{f})_{\rho}) +
(1/4) (5 C_{\alpha \beta} C_{\gamma}^{\eta} + 5 (\Gamma')_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma')_{\gamma}^{\eta} - 2 (\Gamma' \Gamma^{d})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma'
\Gamma_{d})_{\gamma}^{\eta}) \epsilon_{a}^{e f g} (\Gamma' \Gamma_{e})_{\eta}^{\rho}
\partial_{f}((\Psi_{g})_{\rho})''')

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> ex2c = Ex(r'''(3/4) I (C_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma^{b})_{\gamma}^{\eta} + (\Gamma')_{\alpha
\beta} (\Gamma' \Gamma^{b})_{\gamma}^{\eta} + (\Gamma' \Gamma^{b})_{\alpha \beta}
(\Gamma')_{\gamma}^{\eta} - (1/3) (\Gamma' \Gamma_{c})_{\alpha \beta} (\Gamma' \Gamma^{c
b})_{\gamma}^{\eta}) \partial_{a}((\Psi_{b})_{\eta})''')

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> susy_expand(ex1, susy)
>>> substitute(ex1, subs)
>>> distribute(ex1)
>>> evaluate(ex1, to_perform_subs=False)
>>> fierz_expand_2index(ex1, basis, indices)
>>> ex = ex1 + ex2a + ex2b + ex2c
>>> evaluate(ex)
>>> evaluate(ex)

123 While decompose_product() is impractical, in terms of computational complexity, for higher dimensions,
we happen to be working only in 4D here.

124 Notice that we apply “Evaluate" twice here. This is because the expressions involve gamma matrices that have
already been reduced via the rule (5.2.7). (We would have prevented this reduction in “FierzExpand2Index"
via the optional parameter if the expression (5.13.4b) were not expressed in terms of reduced gamma matri-
ces.) It follows that in order to produce like terms to be collected, the substitutions from “GenSubs" must be
used in the middle of the calculation, which is equivalent to applying it at the end of one “Evaluate" call and
then applying “Evaluate" again. We only apply the substitutions from “GenSubs" at the end of the “Eval-
uate" procedure in Algorithm 5.4.1 for efficiency: gamma-matrix reduction introduces dummy indices on
Levi-Civita tensors which slow canonicalization. The result is occasionally the need for two “Evaluate" calls,
but only if the inputted expression involves reduced gamma matrices contracted with Levi-Civita tensors.
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The result is
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4
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bcd (γeγ∗)αβ (γbc)γ

η∂eΨdη +
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4
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bcd (γeγ∗)αβ (γbc)γ

η∂dΨeη

+
1

2
εa
bcd (γeγ∗)αβ (γb

e)γ
η∂cΨdη +

1

4
εbcde (γaγ∗)αβ (γbc)γ

η∂dΨeη.
(5.13.6)

We now wish to apply Cadabra’s decompose_product() , but the same idiosyncrasy which necessi-
tates the use of “IndexBracketHex" (see Appendix E) renders decompose_product() unusable for
tensor-spinors. A work-around is to recognize that a Schouten identity which reduces (5.13.6) de-
pends purely on the Lorentz-index structure of the expression, including symmetries but not any
special features of gamma matrices, and certainly not spinor-index-related features. Hence, we
computationally consider the proxy expression

−1

4
εa
bcdAeBbc∂eEd +

1

4
εa
bcdAeBbc∂dEe +

1

2
εa
bcdAeBb

e∂cEd +
1

4
εbcdeAaBbc∂dEe, (5.13.7)

where Bbc is made antisymmetric. The code below defines the relevant tensors and their properties
(particularly the dependence of Ed on its partial derivative and the antisymmetry of Bbc) and then
applies decompose_product() to (5.13.7) before canonicalizing.

>>> __cdbkernel__ = susy_env(D = 4)
>>> Depends(Ex(r'''E{#}'''), Ex(r'''\partial{#}'''))
>>> AntiSymmetric(Ex(r'''B{#}'''))
>>> ex = Ex(r'''- 1/4 \epsilon_{a}^{b c d} A^{e} B_{b c} \partial_{e}(E_{d}) + 1/4

\epsilon_{a}^{b c d} A^{e} B_{b c} \partial_{d}(E_{e}) + 1/2 \epsilon_{a}^{b c d} A_{e}
B_{b}^{e} \partial_{c}(E_{d}) + 1/4 \epsilon^{b c d e} A_{a} B_{b c}
\partial_{d}(E_{e})''')

↪→

↪→

↪→

>>> decompose_product(ex)
>>> canonicalise(ex)
>>> collect_terms(ex)

The result is zero, proving the equivalence of our expression for [Dα,Dβ]Ψa
γ and that in the litera-

ture, thereby again validating the output of “Holoraumy."

6 Discussion

We should like to conclude with a few comments about the nature of our results and future
directions. In the foregoing, we have derived a form for 11D, N = 1 supergravity analogous to
the forms studied for 4D theories in the genomics project and [25]. Using this newly derived
form, we have provided, in our view, the most explicit results for the non-closure geometry of 11D
supergravity to date. These computations have been achieved through the use of novel symbolic
algebra procedures and tools for solving multiplets, whose validity we have thoroughly demonstrated
via the reproduction of all on-shell multiplets in [25], and well as the correct reproduction of various
Fierz identities and free-field action coefficients in the literature on 4D and 11D supersymmetry.

One principal aim has been to augment the literature on the 11D supergravity off-shell problem
(question 1.1), asking whether the multiplet might be made to close without the enforcement of
Bianchi identities by adjoining new fields. In particular, we believe that a viable future direction for
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making inroads into this question may be to explore, with the aid of SusyPy, the rapport between
auxiliary fields and the non-closure geometry as formulated in [25], and whether the obstructive be-
havior of non-closure geometry with respect to finding suitable auxiliary fields for the double-tensor
multiplet can be refashioned into a constructive method for rendering some class of N = 1 multi-
plets off-shell. The non-closure functions we have computed here should serve as the groundwork
for such an approach.

At the same time, we have applied a variant of our algorithm for solving supermultiplets to the
task of computing holoraumy, validated via reproduction of on-shell 4D holoraumy computations
in [25]. Using this tool, we have derived, for the very first time, the on-shell holoraumy for 11D,
N = 1 supergravity. This has enabled us to study whether any of four distinct manifestations of
electromagnetic-duality rotations are present in the 11D supergravity holoraumy. We have proven
that all four are absent, answering question 1.3 in the negative and providing only the second known
counterexample, after 10D, N = 1 super Maxwell theory [18], to the conjectured ubqituity of such
electromagnetic-duality rotations across supermultiplets [25].

We qualify, however, that the search for such symmetries in 11D supersymmetry should not
be consigned to the wastebasket. The fact that 11 dimensions extends beyond our 4D empirics
urges one to search for lower-dimensional shadows of symmetries of 11D theories. Recall that
the curvature of a surface in a third dimension can be discerned by the change of orientation after
parallel transport along a closed curve, closely related to holonomy. As a supergeometric analogue of
holonomy, holoraumy appears a ripe candidate for a supersymmetric measure of higher-dimensional
geometry that remains accessible to low-dimensional empirics. While more research must be done
on the usefulness of electromagnetic-duality-type symmetries in holoraumy with respect to this
goal, the promise carried by any such shadows of higher-dimensional symmetries entices one to
repeat the computation answering question 1.3 for variants of the 11D supergravity multiplet used
here. In particular, future work should consider the non-closure geometry and holoraumy of the
alternative linearized N = 1, 11D supergravity multiplet obtained by replacing the three-form Aabc
with a six-form Ãabcdef [43]. This multiplet is dual to the one used here (i.e., to that from the
field content of [10]), and a result on whether the answer to question 1.3 changes for this dual
multiplet would both indicate the strength of holoraumy as an invariant (e.g., if the absence of
electromagnetic-duality rotations remains, then this would intimate that the presence or absence of
some symmetries of on-shell holoraumy is invariant under duality) and the comparative fruitfulness
of the two versions of 11D supergravity from the perspective of holography (e.g., if question 1.3 is
answered in the positive for the dual theory, then that theory would have stronger phenomenological
SUSY holography properties.)

Hand-in-hand with these further explorations will need to be extensions of the symbolic algebra
tools which we have explicated. A significant target for generalization is in the hypotheses of our
multiplet solver algorithm, specifically, that any off-shell non-closure functions are on symmetric
fermions. This hypothesis will likely need to be weakened in order to treat the dual supergravity
multiplet, due to its similarity to the 4D double-tensor multiplet. In particular, as studied in [54],
the pathological nature of the double-tensor multiplet arises from terms in the closure which do
not vanish upon enforcement of the equations of motion, but rather become gauge transformations
upon enforcement of the equations of motion. These transformations effect bosonic non-closure
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functions. Importantly, [54] posits that the same behavior exists in the dual 11D supergravity
multiplet. Hence, an adaptation of our procedure will need to be developed in order to isolate
bosonic equation-of-motion terms. In principle, this can be tackled by applying the anticommutator
of supercovariant derivatives to the field strength of each boson, introducing terms with second-order
partial derivatives that [54] shows do vanish under the equations of motion. The difficulty is that
the equations of motion need not be the conventional ones, but can instead be those arising from
the equations of motion of the dual fields. For instance, consider the method of our second multiplet
solver applied to identify equation-of-motion terms for the Kalb-Ramond field (or equivalently, one
of the bosons in the double-tensor multiplet). The equation of motion is [35]125

∂aH
abc = 0, (6.0.1)

where Habc is as in (5.8.2). The dual field equation is

∂eH̄a − ∂aH̄e = 0, (6.0.2)

where H̄a = εabcdH
bcd is the dual field. This second equation can be rewritten

εabcd∂e
bBcd − εebcd∂abBcd = 0. (6.0.3)

In momentum space, the two forms of the equation of motion above become

−k2Bbc − kakbBca − kakcBab = 0 (6.0.4a)

−εabcdkekbBcd + εebcdkak
bBcd = 0. (6.0.4b)

The reader can verify that the momentum-space Kalb-Ramond Feynman propagator ((5.15) in [51])126

Gacbd =
1

k2
(ηadηbc − ηacηbd) (6.0.5)

is a Green’s function for the first form of the equation of motion127 but not for the second. It turns
out [16] that the latter form of the equation of motion is that which appears in {Dα, Dβ}Habc.
Hence, the procedure of the second multiplet solver will not produce consistent results.128 The
extension of our algorithm which will be able to treat the double-tensor multiplet and ultimately
dual 11D supergravity will need to have the flexibility of handling dual bosonic equations of mo-
tion simultaneously through limited, perhaps stepwise, substitution of Green’s functions for the
equations.129

Yet another extension of the current work demands exploration. As noted in [19], question
1.1 can also be asked in the cases of the various 10D, N = 1 supergravity theories. Hence, the
125 We use the notation of the recent paper [32].
126 We have broken gauge-invariance here, but this should not matter, since the field equation is gauge-invariant.
127 Substituting (6.0.5), multiplied by a Fourier-transformed coupling current F(Jcd), for Bab in the left-hand

side of (6.0.4a) gives 2F(Jbc).
128 For the first multiplet solver, the Lorentz-proper structure which we used to identify and decompose candidate

equation-of-motion terms will clearly not carry over to the bosonic case.
129 In particular, one can likely find a Green’s function for the second form of the Kalb-Ramond equation of

motion. By stepwise substitution, we mean some mechanism of deciding which Green’s function to use at any
particular point in the isolation of equation-of-motion terms, e.g., whether to use the Green’s function for
the first or second form of the Kalb-Ramond equation of motion to isolate equation-of-motion terms meeting
particular criteria.
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non-closure geometry of each of these multiplets should be of interest by the same reasoning as in
this work. However, in even dimensions (typically besides D = 4), and especially in dimensions
D ≡ 2 (mod 8) for which both the Weyl and Majorana conditions give reductions in the number
of independent components, it is more natural to consider Pauli sigma matrices over Dirac gamma
matrices. These sigma matrices have their own arithmetic, a symbolic algebra implementation
for which will be necessary in tackling 10D problems. The work [27] provided a Mathematica
tool for sigma-matrix products which employed underlying matrix properties rather than a purely
symbolic approach. That paper succeeded in deriving a number of sigma-matrix identities using the
software presented therein, but the approach could not derive Fierz identities that were not direct
consequences of matrix multiplication. Version 1 of Cadabra [48] also seems to have included
an attempt at implementing sigma matrices using the conventions of [56] with separate σ and
σ̄ matrices, but without any computer arithmetic created for these objects. An implementation
based on the spinor-index arithmetic in the present work might be especially useful for achieving an
implementation of sigma matrices which is purely symbolic and therefore of greater flexibility with
respect to computing Fierz identities. In particular, rather than following the conventions in [56],
we can use the conventions in Appendix B of [19], which considers only σ (not σ̄) matrices but with
distinct classes of spinor indices. In this formulation, the sigma matrices could be implemented as
pseudo-gamma objects in Cadabra whose dimension-specific spinorial behavior is determined purely
by an adaptation of our spinor-index canonicalization.

Finally, we briefly make some remarks about computational complexity. We have not paid special
attention to the construction of nominally efficient procedures, primarily because of the inevitably
high cost of ordinary index canonicalization (in the original sense of lexicographic ordering of indices
via the exploitation of tensor symmetries). Cadabra uses the Butler-Portugal algorithm [7,39] (in
a form drawn from [40]) for canonicalization, which is relatively state-of-the-art, but unfortunately
still suffers cost factorial in the number of indices for tensor expressions in high dimensions involving
a high degree of intrinsic symmetries as well as relabeling symmetries among dummy indices [44].
As a result, the running time of the foregoing computations varied quite drastically with the number
of indices involved. For instance, solving the on-shell 4D chiral multiplet with our first multiplet
solver takes 8.72 seconds on a computer with a processor of measured average speed 4.2 GHz, while
solving the 11D supergravity multiplet takes 1 hour, 31 minutes, and 16 seconds. The source of
this difference is that 11D gamma matrices carry many more Lorentz indices in 11D than in 4D.
Similarly, the fastest Fierz identity to compute among those in Appendix B.1 is the expansion of
(γa)η(α(γac)β)

γ, which involves only 3 Lorentz indices and takes 24.2 seconds to generate, while the
slowest Fierz identity to compute is the expansion of

(
γde
)
η(α

(γdeabc)β)
γ, which involves 7 Lorentz

indices and takes 5 hours, 48 minutes, and 37 seconds to generate.130 However, there is certainly
room for efficiency improvements in SusyPy itself.131 In particular, future iterations of the module
presented here should focus on reducing the number of calls to Cadabra’s canonicalization function,
perhaps identifying criteria which discern whether canonicalization is necessary after a given loop
130 Notice how much time our multiplet solver saves by using the two-index Fierz expansion procedure. Solving

the entire 11D supergravity multiplet takes about a quarter of the time that it takes to compute one of the
four-index Fierz identities which would be used in the more conventional approach.

131 It should be noted that a significant reduction in runtime might be achieved if Cadabra used the improved
canonicalization algorithm in [44], which broadens the number of cases that can be treated in polynomial-
time.
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of “Evaluate." Possible adaptations to different paradigms for tensor symbolic algebra, such as the
index isomorphism approach of Redberry [52] which demonstrated shorter runtimes than Cadabra,
also merit exploration.

In summary, then, we have established a powerful new suite of symbolic algebra procedures ca-
pable of vastly extending the computations of [25], as demonstrated by answering critical questions
about 11D supergravity. Future work should focus on extending these procedures to treat bosonic
equation-of-motion terms in the closure and to offer automatic sigma-matrix algebra, enabling anal-
ogous questions for the dual formulation of 11D supergravity and for 10D supergravity multiplets
to be answered. One other possible future direction of investigation involves explicit computation
of the action of the 11D Pauli-Lubanski 3-form operator on the fields of the supergravity supermul-
tiplet derived from the holoraumy calculations in this work. In addition, further study from the
perspective of algorithmic complexity should be applied to reduce the runtime of our procedures as
the problems which the software will be asked to tackle invariably grow vastly in size and available
symmetries. We fervently look forward to continuing into these endeavors.

“ For I have every confidence that the effort I have applied
to the science reported upon here, which has occupied a
considerable span of my lifetime and demanded the most
intense exertions of my powers, is not to be lost. ... For
truth is eternal, it is divine; and no phase in the devel-
opment of truth, however small the domain it embraces,
can pass away without a trace. It remains even if the
garments in which feeble men clothe it fall into dust.”

- H. G. Grassmann [29]
(translated by L. C. Kannenberg)
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A Notation and Conventions

Here, we briefly summarize the notation and conventions we use in this paper. Following [19], we
denote Lorentz, or vector, indices by early-alphabet lowercase Latin letters, while we denote Dirac,
or spinor, indices by lowercase Greek letters. Indices contained in parentheses, e.g., a, b, c in the
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expression A(aBbCc), are symmetrized, i.e., expressions with indices in parentheses are summed over
all permutations of those indices. Indices contained in square brackets, e.g., a, b, c in the expression
A[aBbCc], are antisymmetrized, so that the sign of a summand is determined by the parity of the
corresponding permutation of the indices. We use pipes to block out indices of the same parity (co-
or contravariance) from the (anti)symmetrized set of indices, e.g., in the expression A(a|BbC|c), only
a, c are symmetrized. Unlike in [13], for simplicity, we do not normalize symmetrizations; that is,
we do not divide by the number of permutations.

Moving on from indices, we define [A,B] not to be the Z2-graded Lie bracket, but always to
be AB − BA. Similarly, {A,B} = AB + BA always. It is simpler to use these conventions
for the commutator and anticommutator for our purposes, since both come into play when con-
sidering simultaneously calculations regarding closure of a supermultiplet and a supermultiplet’s
holoraumy. Finally, when considering multiplets in even dimension D in §5, we follow [13] and use
the dimension-independent notation γ∗ for the highest-rank element

γ∗ = (−i)(D/2)+1γ0 · · · γD−1, (A.0.1)

rather than a dimension-dependent notation, like γ5 for D = 4.

Now that we have summarized our notation, we describe our conventions for the 11D Clifford
algebra and relevant tensors. We follow the conventions of [19]; see Appendix A in that paper for
details. We content ourselves here with sketching the most essential of these points. The gamma
matrices with spinor indices are of the form (γa1···an)α1α2 for n ≤ 10. The algebra itself is defined
by the usual equation

{γa, γb} = 2ηab1, (A.0.2)

where 1 is the 32× 32 identity matrix and ηab is the metric, for which we choose the signature

ηab = diag(−1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1,+1). (A.0.3)

We take the basis

ΓA =
{
Cαβ, (γ

a)αβ ,
(
γab
)
αβ
,
(
γabc

)
αβ
,
(
γabcd

)
αβ
,
(
γabcde

)
αβ

}
. (A.0.4)

Of these basis elements, the elements

ΓA+ =
{

(γa)αβ ,
(
γab
)
αβ
,
(
γabcde

)
αβ

}
(A.0.5)

are symmetric in their spinor indices and the elements

ΓA− =
{
Cαβ,

(
γabc

)
αβ
,
(
γabcd

)
αβ

}
(A.0.6)

are antisymmetric. Since Cαβ is antisymmetric, we enforce the NW-SE convention for multiplication
of tensor-spinors. The representation we have chosen for our basis is the “negative" one obtained by
adjoining to the basis for the 10D Clifford algebra the negative −γ∗ of the canonical highest-rank
element. This implies the gamma-matrix reduction rule

γa1···ar =
1

(11− r)!
εa1···a11γa11···ar+1 . (A.0.7)

Finally, we define the Levi-Civita tensor, as in [13], so that the product of Levi-Civita tensors with
shared indices first has a negative coefficient, viz.,

εa1···anb1···b11−nε
a1···anc1···c11−n = −n!δb1

[c1 · · · δb11−nc11−n]. (A.0.8)
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B Ten 11D Fierz Identities

B.1 Five Symmetric Fierz Identities

The goal of this and the next section is to compute and tabulate a series of intricate 11D Fierz
identities. Here, we apply our symbolic algebra tools to produce five novel 11D Fierz identities
which crop up when calculating the anticommutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the
gravitino in §2.4; the next section will produce five additional identities. Since Fierz identities have
broad use throughout field theory, our hope is that our efforts to neatly tabulate these identities
may aid further forays into 11D supersymmetry.

B.1.1 Fierz Expanding (γ[2])η(α(γ[2]abc)β)
γ

Running the code

>>> fierz1 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma^{d e})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma_{d e a b
c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} + (\Gamma^{d e})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma_{d e a b
c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')],
[r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion132

(
γde
)
η(α

(γdeabc)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 56 (γa)η

γ (γbc)αβ + 56 (γb)η
γ (γac)αβ − 56 (γc)η

γ (γab)αβ

− 56 (γa)αβ (γbc)η
γ + 56 (γb)αβ (γac)η

γ − 56 (γc)αβ (γab)η
γ

+ 4
(
γde
)
η
γ (γabcde)αβ − 28

(
γa
d
)
αβ

(γbcd)η
γ + 28

(
γb
d
)
αβ

(γacd)η
γ

− 28
(
γc
d
)
αβ

(γabd)η
γ − 1

180

(
γdef

)
η
γεabcdef

ghijk (γghijk)αβ

+ 28
(
γd
)
αβ

(γabcd)η
γ +

2

3

(
γa
def
)
η
γ (γbcdef )αβ

− 2

3

(
γb
def
)
η
γ (γacdef )αβ +

2

3

(
γc
def
)
η
γ (γabdef )αβ

+ 4
(
γde
)
αβ

(γabcde)η
γ +

1

360

(
γa
a′def

)
η

γεbca′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

− 1

360

(
γb
a′def

)
η

γεaca′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

+
1

360

(
γc
a′def

)
η

γεaba′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

}
.

(B.1.1)

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives(
γ[2]
)
η(α

(
γ[2]abc

)
β)
γ =

1

16

{
28
(
γ[1]
)
αβ

(
γabc[1]

)
η
γ − 28

(
γ[a

)
αβ

(
γbc]
)
η
γ

+ 4
(
γ[2]
)
αβ

(
γabc[2]

)
η
γ + 14

(
γ[1]

[a

)
αβ

(
γbc][1]

)
η
γ (B.1.2)

− 28
(
γ[ab

)
αβ

(
γc]
)
η
γ +

1

5!3!
ε[5][4][ab

(
γ[5]
)
αβ

(
γc]

[4]
)
η
γ

132 In every Fierz identity in this and the next section, we factor out 1/16 to match the conventions in [19].
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+
1

180
εabc

[5][3]
(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ +

1

3

(
γ[3]

[ab

)
αβ

(
γc][3]

)
η
γ

+ 4
(
γ[2]

abc

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ

}
.

B.1.2 Fierz Expanding (γ[2])η(α(γ
[2]c)β)

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz2 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a b})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{a b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} +
(\Gamma_{a b})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γab)η(α(γabc)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 90Cη

γ (γc)αβ + 54
(
γa
′
)
η

γ (γa′
c)αβ − 54 (γa)αβ (γa

c)η
γ

+ 13
(
γab
)
αβ

(γab
c)η

γ +
1

4

(
γa
′b′c′d′

)
η

γ (γa′b′
c
c′d′)αβ

+
1

1440

(
γa
′b′c′d′e′

)
η

γεca′b′c′d′e′
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

}
.

(B.1.3)

Rewriting dummy indices and reordering terms gives

(γ[2])η(α(γ[2]c)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 54

(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]c

)
η
γ − 90 (γc)αβ δη

γ + 13
(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]c

)
η
γ

− 54
(
γc[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ +

1

4

(
γc[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η
γ

− 1

12 · 5!
εc[5][5]

(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η

γ

}
.

(B.1.4)

B.1.3 Fierz Expanding (γ[1])η(α(γ
[1]c)β)

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz3 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{a c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} +
(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{a c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γa)η(α(γac)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 10Cη

γ (γc)αβ − 8
(
γa
′
)
η

γ (γa′
c)αβ − 8 (γa)αβ (γa

c)η
γ

− 3
(
γab
)
αβ

(γab
c)η

γ − 1

12

(
γa
′b′c′d′

)
η

γ (γa′b′
c
c′d′)αβ

}
.

(B.1.5)
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Rewriting dummy indices and reordering terms gives

(γ[1])η(α(γ[1]c)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 8

(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]c

)
η
γ − 10 (γc)αβ δη

γ − 3
(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]c

)
η
γ

+ 8
(
γc[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ − 1

12

(
γc[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η
γ

}
.

(B.1.6)

B.1.4 Fierz Expanding (γa)η(α(γ
bc)β)

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz4 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} +
(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γa)η(α(γbc)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− Cηγδab (γc)αβ + Cη

γδa
c
(
γb
)
αβ

+ (γa)η
γ
(
γbc
)
αβ

+
(
γb
)
η
γ (γa

c)αβ

− (γc)η
γ
(
γa
b
)
αβ

+ δa
b
(
γd
)
η
γ (γcd)αβ − δa

c
(
γd
)
η
γ
(
γbd
)
αβ

+ (γa)αβ
(
γbc
)
η
γ +

(
γb
)
αβ

(γa
c)η

γ − (γc)αβ
(
γa
b
)
η
γ

− 1

2

(
γde
)
η
γ
(
γa
bc
de

)
αβ

+ δa
b
(
γd
)
αβ

(γcd)η
γ − δac

(
γd
)
αβ

(
γbd
)
η
γ

−
(
γa
d
)
αβ

(
γbcd

)
η
γ −

(
γbd
)
αβ

(γa
c
d)η

γ +
(
γcd
)
αβ

(
γa
b
d

)
η
γ

+
1

720

(
γdef

)
η
γεa

bc
def

ghijk (γghijk)αβ −
1

2
δa
b
(
γde
)
αβ

(γcde)η
γ

+
1

2
δa
c
(
γde
)
αβ

(
γbde

)
η
γ +

(
γd
)
αβ

(
γa
bc
d

)
η
γ − 1

6

(
γa
def
)
η
γ
(
γbcdef

)
αβ

− 1

6

(
γbdef

)
η
γ (γa

c
def )αβ +

1

6

(
γcdef

)
η
γ
(
γa
b
def

)
αβ

− 1

24
δa
b
(
γdefg

)
η
γ (γcdefg)αβ +

1

24
δa
c
(
γdefg

)
η
γ
(
γbdefg

)
αβ

− 1

2

(
γde
)
αβ

(
γa
bc
de

)
η
γ +

1

2880

(
γa
a′def

)
η

γεbca′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

+
1

2880

(
γba

′def
)
η

γεa
c
a′def

ghijk (γghijk)αβ

− 1

2880

(
γca

′def
)
η

γεa
b
a′def

ghijk (γghijk)αβ

+
1

14400
δa
b
(
γa
′b′def

)
η

γεca′b′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

− 1

14400
δa
c
(
γa
′b′def

)
η

γεba′b′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

}
.

(B.1.7)

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives

(γa)η(α(γbc)β)
γ =

1

16

{(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γa
bc[1]
)
η
γ + (γa)αβ

(
γbc
)
η
γ −

(
γ[b
)
αβ

(
γc]a
)
η
γ (B.1.8)
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+ δa
[b
(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γc][1]

)
η
γ − δa[b

(
γc]
)
αβ
δη
γ − 1

2

(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γa
bc[2]
)
η
γ

+
(
γ[1]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[1]

)
η
γ −

(
γ[1][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[1]

)
η
γ

− 1

2
δa

[b
(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γc][2]

)
η
γ + δa

[b
(
γc][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ +

(
γbc
)
αβ

(γa)η
γ

−
(
γa

[b
)
αβ

(
γc]
)
η
γ +

1

5!4!
εbc[5][4]

(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γa[4]

)
η
γ

− 1

6!
εa
bc[5][3]

(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ − 1

4!
δa

[b
(
γc][4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η
γ

− 1

3!

(
γ[3]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[3]

)
η
γ +

1

3!

(
γ[3]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][3]

)
η
γ

− 1

2

(
γa
bc[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ − 1

5!4!
ε[4][5]

a
[b
(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γc][4]

)
η
γ

− 1

5!5!
δa

[bεc][5][5]
(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η

γ

}
.

B.1.5 Fierz Expanding (γ[1]a)η(α(γ
[1]bc)β)

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz5 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{d a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{d b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} +
(\Gamma_{d a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{d b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γda)η(α(γdbc)β)
γ =

1

16

{
− 9Cη

γδa
b (γc)αβ + 9Cη

γδa
c
(
γb
)
αβ
− 8 (γa)η

γ
(
γbc
)
αβ

− 8
(
γb
)
η
γ (γa

c)αβ + 8 (γc)η
γ
(
γa
b
)
αβ
− 7δa

b
(
γd
)
η
γ (γcd)αβ

+ 7δa
c
(
γd
)
η
γ
(
γbd
)
αβ

+ 8 (γa)αβ
(
γbc
)
η
γ + 8

(
γb
)
αβ

(γa
c)η

γ

− 8 (γc)αβ
(
γa
b
)
η
γ − 2

(
γde
)
η
γ
(
γa
bc
de

)
αβ

+ 7δa
b
(
γd
)
αβ

(γcd)η
γ

− 7δa
c
(
γd
)
αβ

(
γbd
)
η
γ + 6

(
γa
d
)
αβ

(
γbcd

)
η
γ + 6

(
γbd
)
αβ

(γa
c
d)η

γ

− 6
(
γcd
)
αβ

(
γa
b
d

)
η
γ − 1

360

(
γdef

)
η
γεa

bc
def

ghijk (γghijk)αβ (B.1.9)

+
5

2
δa
b
(
γde
)
αβ

(γcde)η
γ − 5

2
δa
c
(
γde
)
αβ

(
γbde

)
η
γ + 6

(
γd
)
αβ

(
γa
bc
d

)
η
γ

− 1

3

(
γa
def
)
η
γ
(
γbcdef

)
αβ
− 1

3

(
γbdef

)
η
γ (γa

c
def )αβ

+
1

3

(
γcdef

)
η
γ
(
γa
b
def

)
αβ
− 1

24
δa
b
(
γdefg

)
η
γ (γcdefg)αβ

+
1

24
δa
c
(
γdefg

)
η
γ
(
γbdefg

)
αβ

+ 2
(
γde
)
αβ

(
γa
bc
de

)
η
γ

+
1

14400
δa
b
(
γa
′b′def

)
η

γεca′b′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

− 1

14400
δa
c
(
γa
′b′def

)
η

γεba′b′def
ghijk (γghijk)αβ

}
.
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Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives

(γ[1]a)η(α(γ[1]bc)β)
γ =

1

16

{
6
(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γa
bc[1]
)
η
γ + 8 (γa)αβ

(
γbc
)
η
γ − 8

(
γ[b
)
αβ

(
γc]a
)
η
γ

+ 7δa
[b
(
γ[1]

)
αβ

(
γc][1]

)
η
γ − 9δa

[b
(
γc]
)
αβ
δη
γ

+ 2
(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γa
bc[2]
)
η
γ − 6

(
γ[1]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[1]

)
η
γ

+ 6
(
γ[1][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[1]

)
η
γ +

5

2
δa

[b
(
γ[2]

)
αβ

(
γc][2]

)
η
γ

− 7δa
[b
(
γc][1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ − 8

(
γbc
)
αβ

(γa)η
γ + 8

(
γa

[b
)
αβ

(
γc]
)
η
γ

− 1

4!
δa

[b
(
γc][4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η
γ +

1

3

(
γ[3]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][3]

)
η
γ

− 1

3

(
γ[3]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[3]

)
η
γ +

1

3 · 5!
εa
bc[5][3]

(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ

− 2
(
γa
bc[2]
)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ − 1

5!5!
δa

[bεc][5][5]
(
γ[5]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η

γ

}
.
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B.2 Five Antisymmetric Fierz Identities

One might have noticed that the preceding five Fierz identities were all symmetric in the indices
α, β. This symmetry originates in their purpose: they arise from the anticommutator of supercovari-
ant derivatives applied to the gravitino, which is by definition symmetric in the indices α, β of the
supercovariant derivatives. In §4.2, five other Fierz identities arose in the context of the fermionic
holoraumy. Since this is the commutator of supercovariant derivatives applied to the gravitino, it
should be no surprise that the expressions which we wish to Fierz-expand in this context are merely
the expressions in the prior section except antisymmetric in the indices α, β. Of course, this means
completely different Fierz expansions, since the relevant basis elements are now the antisymmetric
ones rather than the symmetric ones.

B.2.1 Fierz Expanding (γ[2])η[α(γ[2]abc)β]
γ

Running the code

>>> fierz6 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma^{d e})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma_{d e a b
c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} - (\Gamma^{d e})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma_{d e a b
c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')],
[r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]abc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
56 (γabc)αβ Cη

γ + 28 (γabcd)αβ
(
γd
)
η
γ − 28 (γbcd)αβ

(
γa
d
)
η
γ

+ 28 (γacd)αβ
(
γb
d
)
η
γ − 28 (γabd)αβ

(
γc
d
)
η
γ + 56Cαβ (γabc)η

γ (B.2.1)

− 4 (γbcde)αβ
(
γa
de
)
η
γ + 4 (γacde)αβ

(
γb
de
)
η
γ − 4 (γabde)αβ

(
γc
de
)
η
γ

− 4
(
γa
de
)
αβ

(γbcde)η
γ + 4

(
γb
de
)
αβ

(γacde)η
γ − 4

(
γc
de
)
αβ

(γabde)η
γ
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− 1

72
εabcdefg

hijk (γhijk)αβ
(
γdefg

)
η
γ +

2

3

(
γa
def
)
αβ

(γbcdef )η
γ

− 2

3

(
γb
def
)
αβ

(γacdef )η
γ +

2

3

(
γc
def
)
αβ

(γabdef )η
γ

+
1

180
εabcdefgh

ijk (γijk)αβ
(
γdefgh

)
η
γ

}
.

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives

(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]abc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
56Cαβ (γabc)η

γ + 56 (γabc)αβ Cη
γ − 14

(
γ[1][ab

)
αβ

(
γc]

[1]
)
η
γ

− 2
(
γ[2]

[a

)
αβ

(
γbc][2]

)
η
γ − 1

180
εabc

[3][5]
(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η
γ

+ 28
(
γabc[1]

)
αβ

(
γ[1]
)
η
γ − 2

(
γ[2][ab

)
αβ

(
γc]

[2]
)
η
γ

− 1

72
εabc

[4][4]
(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η

γ − 1

3

(
γ[3]

[a

)
αβ

(
γbc][3]

)
η
γ

}
.

(B.2.2)

B.2.2 Fierz Expanding (γ[2])η[α(γ
[2]c)β]

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz7 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a b})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{a b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} -
(\Gamma_{a b})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]c)β]
γ =

1

16

{
90Cαβ (γc)η

γ − 13 (γab
c)αβ

(
γab
)
η
γ − (γab

c
d)αβ

(
γabd

)
η
γ

+
(
γabd

)
αβ

(γab
c
d)η

γ − 1

4

(
γabde

)
αβ

(γab
c
de)η

γ

}
.
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Rewriting dummy indices and reordering terms gives

(γ[2])η[α(γ[2]c)β]
γ =

1

16

{
90Cαβ (γc)η

γ − 13
(
γc[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ −

(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]c

)
η
γ

−
(
γc[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ − 1

4

(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]c

)
η
γ

}
.

(B.2.4)

B.2.3 Fierz Expanding (γ[1])η[α(γ
[1]c)β]

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz8 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{a c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} -
(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{a c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→
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gives the Fierz expansion

(γ[1])η[α(γ[1]c)β]
γ =

1

16

{
− 10Cαβ (γc)η

γ − 3 (γab
c)αβ

(
γab
)
η
γ +

2

3
(γab

c
d)αβ

(
γabd

)
η
γ

+
2

3

(
γabd

)
αβ

(γab
c
d)η

γ − 1

12

(
γabde

)
αβ

(γab
c
de)η

γ

}
.

(B.2.5)

Rewriting dummy indices and reordering terms gives

(γ[1])η[α(γ[1]c)β]
γ =

1

16

{
− 10Cαβ (γc)η

γ − 3
(
γc[2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ − 2

3

(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]c

)
η
γ

+
2

3

(
γc[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ − 1

12

(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]c

)
η
γ

}
.

(B.2.6)

B.2.4 Fierz Expanding (γa)η[α(γ
bc)β]

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz9 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma} -
(\Gamma_{a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b
c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d
e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}', r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γa)η[α(γbc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
−
(
γa
bc
)
αβ
Cη

γ +
(
γa
bc
d

)
αβ

(
γd
)
η
γ − δabCαβ (γc)η

γ + δa
cCαβ

(
γb
)
η
γ

−
(
γbcd

)
αβ

(
γa
d
)
η
γ − (γa

c
d)αβ

(
γbd
)
η
γ +

(
γa
b
d

)
αβ

(
γcd
)
η
γ

− 1

2
δa
b (γcde)αβ

(
γde
)
η
γ +

1

2
δa
c
(
γbde

)
αβ

(
γde
)
η
γ − Cαβ

(
γa
bc
)
η
γ

+
1

2

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γa
de
)
η
γ +

1

2
(γa

c
de)αβ

(
γbde

)
η
γ − 1

2

(
γa
b
de

)
αβ

(
γcde

)
η
γ

+
1

6
δa
b (γcdef )αβ

(
γdef

)
η
γ − 1

6
δa
c
(
γbdef

)
αβ

(
γdef

)
η
γ (B.2.7)

+
1

2

(
γa
de
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)
η
γ +

1

2

(
γbde

)
αβ

(γa
c
de)η

γ − 1

2

(
γcde

)
αβ

(
γa
b
de

)
η
γ

− 1

576
εa
bc
defg

hijk (γhijk)αβ
(
γdefg

)
η
γ +

1

6
δa
b
(
γdef

)
αβ

(γcdef )η
γ

− 1

6
δa
c
(
γdef

)
αβ

(
γbdef

)
η
γ − 1

6

(
γa
def
)
αβ

(
γbcdef

)
η
γ

− 1

6

(
γbdef

)
αβ

(γa
c
def )η

γ +
1

6

(
γcdef

)
αβ

(
γa
b
def

)
η
γ

− 1

720
εa
bc
defgh

ijk (γijk)αβ
(
γdefgh

)
η
γ − 1

24
δa
b
(
γdefg

)
αβ

(γcdefg)η
γ

+
1

24
δa
c
(
γdefg

)
αβ

(
γbdefg

)
η
γ

}
.

Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives

(γa)η[α(γbc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
− δa[bCαβ

(
γc]
)
η
γ − Cαβ

(
γa
bc
)
η
γ −

(
γa
bc
)
αβ
Cη

γ (B.2.8)
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−
(
γ[1]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[1]

)
η
γ +

(
γ[1]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][1]

)
η
γ − 1

2
δa

[b
(
γc][2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ

+
1

2

(
γ[2]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[2]

)
η
γ − 1

2

(
γ[2][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[2]

)
+

1

6
δa

[b
(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γc][3]

)
η
γ +

(
γa
bc[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ

+
1

720
εa
bc[3][5]

(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η
γ +

1

2

(
γ[2]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[2]

)
η
γ

− 1

2

(
γ[2]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][2]

)
η
γ +

1

6
δa

[b
(
γc][3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ

− 1

576
εa
bc[4][4]

(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γ[4]

)
η

γ +
1

6

(
γ[3]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[3]

)
η
γ

− 1

6

(
γ[3][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[3]

)
η
γ − 1

24
δa

[b
(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γc][4]

)
η
γ

}
.

B.2.5 Fierz Expanding (γ[1]a)η[α(γ
[1]bc)β]

γ

Running the code

>>> fierz10 = fierz_expand(Ex(r'(\Gamma_{d a})_{\eta \alpha} (\Gamma^{d b c})_{\beta}^{\gamma}
- (\Gamma_{d a})_{\eta \beta} (\Gamma^{d b c})_{\alpha}^{\gamma}'), [Ex(r'C_{\alpha
\beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c})_{\alpha \beta}'), Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d})_{\alpha \beta}'),
Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b c d e})_{\alpha \beta}')], [r'_{\alpha}', r'_{\beta}'], [r'_{\eta}',
r'_{\gamma}'])

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

↪→

gives the Fierz expansion

(γ[1]a)η[α(γ[1]bc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
− 8

(
γa
bc
)
αβ
Cη

γ − 6
(
γa
bc
d

)
αβ

(
γd
)
η
γ + 9δa

bCαβ (γc)η
γ

− 9δa
cCαβ

(
γb
)
η
γ − 6

(
γbcd

)
αβ

(
γa
d
)
η
γ − 6 (γa

c
d)αβ

(
γbd
)
η
γ

+ 6
(
γa
b
d

)
αβ

(
γcd
)
η
γ − 5

2
δa
b (γcde)αβ

(
γde
)
η
γ

+
5

2
δa
c
(
γbde

)
αβ

(
γde
)
η
γ + 8Cαβ

(
γa
bc
)
η
γ − 2

(
γbcde

)
αβ

(
γa
de
)
η
γ

− 2 (γa
c
de)αβ

(
γbde

)
η
γ + 2

(
γa
b
de

)
αβ

(
γcde

)
η
γ

− 1

2
δa
b (γcdef )αβ

(
γdef

)
η
γ +

1

2
δa
c
(
γbdef

)
αβ

(
γdef

)
η
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+ 2
(
γa
de
)
αβ

(
γbcde

)
η
γ + 2

(
γbde

)
αβ

(γa
c
de)η

γ

− 2
(
γcde

)
αβ

(
γa
b
de

)
η
γ +

1

2
δa
b
(
γdef

)
αβ

(γcdef )η
γ

− 1

2
δa
c
(
γdef

)
αβ

(
γbdef

)
η
γ +

1

3

(
γa
def
)
αβ

(
γbcdef

)
η
γ

+
1

3

(
γbdef

)
αβ

(γa
c
def )η

γ − 1

3

(
γcdef

)
αβ

(
γa
b
def

)
η
γ

− 1

360
εa
bc
defgh

ijk (γijk)αβ
(
γdefgh

)
η
γ +

1

24
δa
b
(
γdefg

)
αβ

(γcdefg)η
γ

− 1

24
δa
c
(
γdefg

)
αβ

(
γbdefg

)
η
γ

}
.

129



Recognizing antisymmetrized indices, rewriting dummy indices, and reordering terms gives

(γ[1]a)η[α(γ[1]bc)β]
γ =

1

16

{
9δa

[bCαβ
(
γc]
)
η
γ + 8Cαβ

(
γa
bc
)
η
γ − 8

(
γa
bc
)
αβ
Cη

γ

− 6
(
γ[1]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[1]

)
η
γ + 6

(
γ[1]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][1]

)
η
γ

− 5

2
δa

[b
(
γc][2]

)
αβ

(
γ[2]

)
η
γ + 2

(
γ[2]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[2]

)
η
γ

− 2
(
γ[2][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[2]

)
η
γ +

1

2
δa

[b
(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γc][3]

)
η
γ

+
1

360
εa
bc[3][5]

(
γ[3]

)
αβ

(
γ[5]

)
η
γ − 6

(
γa
bc[1]
)
αβ

(
γ[1]

)
η
γ

− 2
(
γ[2]bc

)
αβ

(
γa[2]

)
η
γ + 2

(
γ[2]a

[b
)
αβ

(
γc][2]

)
η
γ

− 1

2
δa

[b
(
γc][3]

)
αβ

(
γ[3]

)
η
γ − 1

3

(
γ[3]a

)
αβ

(
γbc[3]

)
η
γ

+
1

3

(
γ[3][b

)
αβ

(
γc]a[3]

)
η
γ +

1

24
δa

[b
(
γ[4]

)
αβ

(
γc][4]

)
η
γ

}
.
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C Action Normalization

As part of the solution of the 11D supergravity multiplet, we apply a convention which fixes
the coefficients of the bosonic parts of the action (1.1.4), viz., `, n. Here, we frame this convention
for actions which have no interaction terms, so that each field A has its own free-field Lagrangian
density LA. The rule essentially regards 0-brane reduction: if a dynamical field A (i.e., a field which
has non-trivial equations of motion) is replaced with a field Â with only time dependence (i.e., no
spatial dependence), then the Lagrangian density takes the form of a standard 1D mass-1 kinetic
energy term

L̂A =
1

2
(

˙̂
A)2. (C.0.1)

If A is a gauge field, then the requirement is that replacement with a solely time-dependent field
yields a Lagrangian density for A which is the sum of standard 1D mass-1 kinetic energy terms,
plus other terms not of the form of a squared derivative. If, on the other hand, A is an auxiliary
(i.e., non-dynamical) field,133 then we simply require that its free-field Lagrangian be of the form

LA =
1

2
A2. (C.0.2)

Since use of this normalization convention varies in the literature, we explicate the satisfaction of
the convention for the actions corresponding to several multiplets before computing the implications
of the convention for 11D supergravity.

C.1 4D Chiral Multiplet

As a first example, we consider the 4D chiral multiplet. The Lagrangian densities for the
dynamical bosons in the multiplet are134

LA = −1

2
(∂aA)(∂aA) (C.1.1)

133 All of the fields in the 11D supergravity multiplet are dynamical, but we include the non-dynamical case for
completeness and for the example multiplet solution in §5.12.

134 See §2 of [8] for a compilation of Lagrangian densities for 4D multiplets and their 0-brane reductions.
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LB = −1

2
(∂aB)(∂aB). (C.1.2)

Replace the bosons with fields only dependent on time, as below.

A(t,x) 7−→ Â(t)

B(t,x) 7−→ B̂(t).
(C.1.3)

Since the fields only depend on time, all components of the four-gradient should vanish except
the time-component. Hence, the Lagrangian density for A becomes (using the signature ηab =

diag(−1,+1,+1,+1))

L̂A = −1

2
(∂aÂ)(∂aÂ)

= −1

2
(∂0Â)(∂0Â)

=
1

2
(

˙̂
A)2,

(C.1.4)

and the Lagrangian density for B similarly becomes

L̂B =
1

2
(

˙̂
B)2. (C.1.5)

Also, the Lagrangian densities for the auxiliary bosons in the multiplet are

LF =
1

2
F 2 (C.1.6)

LG =
1

2
G2. (C.1.7)

Therefore, the 4D chiral multiplet’s action satisfies our convention.

C.2 4D Vector Multiplet

We now consider a multiplet with a gauge field, making the 0-brane reduction of the field’s
Lagrangian a sum of 1D kinetic energies. The Lagrangian for the dynamical vector boson in the
4D vector multiplet is

LA = −1

4
FabF

ab, (C.2.1)

where
Fab = ∂aAb − ∂bAa. (C.2.2)

Replace the vector field with a field only dependent on time, as below.

Aa(t,x) 7−→ Âa(t). (C.2.3)

This makes
Fab 7−→ F̂ab = ∂aÂb − ∂bÂa. (C.2.4)
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The Lagrangian becomes

L̂A = −1

4
F̂abF̂

ab

= −1

4
(∂aÂb − ∂bÂa)(∂aÂb − ∂bÂa)

= −1

2
(∂aÂb)(∂

aÂb) +
1

2
(∂aÂb)(∂

bÂa)

= −1

2
(∂0Âb)(∂

0Âb) +
1

2
(∂0Â0)(∂0Â0)

= −
3∑
i=1

(∂0Âi)(∂
0Âi)

=
3∑
i=1

(∂0Âi)
2

=
1

2
(

˙̂
A1)2 +

1

2
(

˙̂
A2)2 +

1

2
(

˙̂
A3)2.

(C.2.5)

Hence, even though the 0-brane reduction was a bit subtler, our convention for the dynamical
boson is still perfectly satisfied. The convention for the auxiliary boson is also satisfied, since the
Lagrangian density for the auxiliary pseudoscalar boson of the 4D vector multiplet is

Ld =
1

2
d2. (C.2.6)

C.3 4D Tensor Multiplet

The normalized Lagrangian densities for the scalar and tensor bosons in the 4D tensor multiplet
are

Lϕ = −1

2
(∂aϕ)(∂aϕ) (C.3.1)

LB = − 1

12
HabcH

abc, (C.3.2)

where Habc is as in (5.8.2). When we say normalized, we mean modified to fit our convention, i.e.,
the convention established by the standard examples of the chiral and vector multiplets. Often,
however, the tensor field’s Lagrangian density is written with a coefficient of −1/3 rather than
−1/12. (See, for instance, (2.17) of [8].) We demonstrate now that the coefficient we have chosen
fits our convention. Replace the scalar and tensor fields with fields only dependent on time, as
below.

ϕ(t,x) 7−→ ϕ̂(t)

Bab(t,x) 7−→ B̂ab(t).
(C.3.3)

This makes
Habc 7−→ Ĥabc =

1

2
∂[aB̂bc]. (C.3.4)

The same calculation as in Appendix C.1 gives

L̂ϕ =
1

2
( ˙̂ϕ)2. (C.3.5)
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The Lagrangian density for the tensor field becomes

L̂B = − 1

12
ĤabcĤ

abc

= − 1

48

{[
∂[aB̂bc]

] [
∂[aB̂bc]

]}
= −1

8

{[
∂aB̂bc

] [
∂[aB̂bc]

]}
= −1

4

{
(∂aB̂bc)(∂

aB̂bc − ∂bB̂ac + ∂cB̂ab)

}
= −1

4

{
(∂0B̂bc)(∂

0B̂bc)− (∂0B̂0c)(∂
0B̂0c)− (∂0B̂b0)(∂0B̂b0)

}
= −1

4

3∑
i=1

3∑
j=1

(∂0B̂ij)(∂0B̂
ij)

=
1

4

3∑
i=1

3∑
j=1
j 6=i

(∂0B̂ij)
2

=
1

2

2∑
i=1

3∑
j=i+1

(∂0B̂ij)
2

=
1

2
(

˙̂
B12)2 +

1

2
(

˙̂
B13)2 +

1

2
(

˙̂
B23)2. (C.3.6)

Hence, the action is properly normalized. Notice that using a coefficient of −1/3 in (C.3.2) would
have resulted in coefficients of 2, rather than 1/2, in (C.3.6).

C.4 11D Supergravity Multiplet

Having discussed a few examples, we now use our convention to fix `, n in (1.1.4). The Lagrangian
densities for the graviton and three-form in the 11D supergravity multiplet are

Lh = `

{
− 1

4
cabccabc +

1

2
cabcccab + (cab

b)2

}
(C.4.1)

LA =
n

48

{[
∂[aAbcd]

] [
∂[aAbcd]

]}
. (C.4.2)

Replace the graviton and three-form with fields only dependent on time, as below.

hab(t,x) 7−→ ĥab(t)

Aabc(t,x) 7−→ Âabc(t)
(C.4.3)

This makes
cabc 7−→ ĉabc = ∂aĥbc − ∂bĥac. (C.4.4)

Since the fields only depend on time, all components of the 11-gradient other than the time-
component vanish. Hence, the graviton Lagrangian becomes (using the signature from Appendix

133



A)

L̂h = `

{
− 1

4
ĉabcĉabc +

1

2
ĉabcĉcab + (cab

b)2

}
= `

{
− 1

4
(∂aĥbc − ∂bĥac)(∂aĥbc − ∂bĥac) +

1

2
(∂aĥbc − ∂bĥac)(∂cĥab − ∂aĥcb)

+ (∂aĥb
b − ∂bĥab)(∂aĥcc − ∂cĥac)

}
= `

{
− (∂aĥbc)(∂aĥbc) + (∂aĥbc)(∂bĥac) + (∂aĥb

b)(∂aĥc
c)− 2(∂aĥb

b)(∂cĥa
c)

+ (∂bĥ
ab)(∂cĥa

c)

}
= `

{
− (∂0ĥbc)(∂0ĥbc) + (∂0ĥ0c)(∂0ĥ0c) + (∂0ĥb0)(∂0ĥb0) + (∂0ĥb

b)(∂0ĥc
c)

− (∂0ĥb
b)(∂0ĥ0

0)− (∂0ĥ0
0)(∂0ĥc

c)

}
= −`

10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1
j 6=i

(∂0ĥij)(∂0ĥij) + `
10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1
j 6=i

(∂0ĥi
i)(∂0ĥj

j)

= `
10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1
j 6=i

(∂0ĥij)
2 − `

10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1
j 6=i

(∂0ĥii)(∂0ĥjj)

= 2`
9∑
i=1

10∑
j=i+1

(
˙̂
hij

)2

− 2`
9∑
i=1

10∑
j=i+1

˙̂
hii

˙̂
hjj.

(C.4.5)

It follows that
` =

1

4
. (C.4.6)

The substitution makes the three-form Lagrangian become

L̂A =
n

48

{[
∂[aÂbcd]

] [
∂[aÂbcd]

]}
=
n

2

{[
∂aÂbcd

] [
∂[aÂbcd]

]}
= 3n

{
(∂aÂbcd)(∂

aÂbcd − ∂bÂacd + ∂cÂabd − ∂dÂabc)
}

= 3n

{
(∂aÂbcd)(∂

aÂbcd)− (∂aÂbcd)(∂
bÂacd) + (∂aÂbcd)(∂

cÂabd)− (∂aÂbcd)(∂
dÂabc)

}
= 3n

{
(∂0Âbcd)(∂

0Âbcd)− (∂0Â0cd)(∂
0Â0cd) + (∂0Âb0d)(∂

0Â0bd)− (∂0Âbc0)(∂0Â0bc)

}
(C.4.7)

= 3n

{
(∂0Âbcd)(∂

0Âbcd)− (∂0Â0cd)(∂
0Â0cd)− (∂0Âb0d)(∂

0Âb0d)− (∂0Âbc0)(∂0Âbc0)

}
= 3n

10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1

10∑
k=1

(∂0Âijk)(∂
0Âijk)
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= −3n
10∑
i=1

10∑
j=1

10∑
k=1

(
˙̂
Aijk)

2

= −18n
8∑
i=1

9∑
j=i+1

10∑
k=j+1

(
˙̂
Aijk)

2.

It follows that
n = − 1

36
. (C.4.8)

Note that our convention as applied to the graviton, like the convention as applied to the tensor
boson in the tensor multiplet, differs somewhat from the literature. In particular, as seen in (3.10)
and (4.10) of [8] for 4D, N = 1 minimal and non-minimal supergravity, respectively, the coefficient
of the graviton part of the Lagrangian density is often chosen so that the coefficients of the graviton
terms in the 0-brane-reduced Lagrangian all equal 1. Nevertheless, we choose to be consistent with
the most broadly used convention following the chiral and vector multiplets.

D Propositions on Arbitrary-Spin Fermions

Proposition D.1. If Ψa1···as
γ is a (Lorentz-symmetric) spin-(s+ 1/2) fermion, then a combination

of terms of the form E = c0

(
γb
)
η
γ∂bΨa1···as

η −
∑s

i=1 ci
(
γb
)
η
γ∂aiΨbUi

η is gauge-invariant if and only
if it is proportional to the left-hand side of (5.9.3), i.e., if and only if c0 = c1 = · · · = cs.

Proof. We use the notation of §5.9, particularly (5.9.1) and (5.9.3). Any multiple of the left-hand
side of the equation of motion (5.9.3) is trivially of the form E . Such a multiple is always gauge-
invariant,135 for letting Vij = Ui \ aj,

δGE ∝
(
γb
)
η
γ∂bδGΨa1···as

η −
s∑
i=1

(
γb
)
η
γ∂aiδGΨbUi

η

=
(
γb
)
η
γ∂b

(
s∑
i=1

∂aiκUi
η

)
−

s∑
i=1

(
γb
)
η
γ∂ai

∂bκUiη +
s∑
j=1
j 6=i

∂ajκbVij
η


= −

s∑
i=1

s∑
j=1
j 6=i

∂aiaj
(
γb
)
η
γκbVij

η

= 0,

(D.0.1)

135 This side of the proposition is necessary in order for (5.9.3) to be a true equation of motion. The proof
presented here is intended to be simple and accessible without further machinery, as well as reminiscent of the
procedure in §5.8. In [42], gauge-invariance follows immediately from considerations regarding generalized
Christoffel symbols.
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where the last step used (5.9.2). Conversely, suppose that E is gauge-invariant. It follows that

0 = δGE

= c0

(
γb
)
η
γ∂bδGΨa1···as

η −
s∑
i=1

ci
(
γb
)
η
γ∂aiδGΨbUi

η

= c0

(
γb
)
η
γ∂b

(
s∑
i=1

∂aiκUi
η

)
−

s∑
i=1

ci
(
γb
)
η
γ∂ai

∂bκUiη +
s∑
j=1
j 6=i

∂ajκbVij
η


=
(
γb
)
η
γ(c0 − ci)∂b

(
s∑
i=1

∂aiκUi
η

)
−

s∑
i=1

s∑
j=1
j 6=i

ci∂aiaj
(
γb
)
η
γκbVij

η

=
(
γb
)
η
γ(c0 − ci)∂b

(
s∑
i=1

∂aiκUi
η

)
,

(D.0.2)

so that the obvious independence of the terms in the remaining sum requires c0 = c1 = · · · = cs ≡ c,
and the combination of terms is actually c times the equation of motion, as desired.

Proposition D.2. If Ψa1···as
γ is a (Lorentz-symmetric) spin-(s+ 1/2) fermion, then(

γE
)
η
γ∂aΨE\{a}

η = 0, (D.0.3)

where E is a set of indices, a ∈ E, and |E| = s+ 1.

Proof. If s = 0, then E \ {a} = ∅ and (D.0.3) is simply the Dirac equation (1.2.4). If s = 1, then
the Rarita-Schwinger equation (2.4.7) shows that

0 = (γa)η
ρ∂[aΨb]

η. (D.0.4)

Multiplying by
(
γb
)
ρ
γ gives

0 =
(
γaγb

)
η
γ∂[aΨb]

η =
(
γ[aγb]

)
η
γ∂aΨb

η = 2
(
γab
)
η
γ∂aΨb

η, (D.0.5)

so that (
γab
)
η
γ∂aΨb

η = 0, (D.0.6)

which is (D.0.3) for s = 1.136 Finally, if s > 1, then let a′, a′′ ∈ E \ {a} and E ′ = E \ {a′, a′′}.
Clearly,(

γE
)
η
γ∂aΨE\{a}

η ∝
(
γa
′a′′E′

)
η

γ∂aΨa′a′′(E′\{a})
η A negative may be introduced.

=
(
γa
′a′′E′

)
η

γ∂aΨa′′a′(E′\{a})
η Ψ is symmetric.

= −
(
γa
′′a′E′

)
η

γ∂aΨa′′a′(E′\{a})
η γ is antisymmetric.

= −
(
γa
′a′′E′

)
η

γ∂aΨa′a′′(E′\{a})
η We can rename dummy-index pairs.

136 This proof for s = 1 comes from the discussion following (5.4) in [13].
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A quantity equal to negative itself is zero, so that(
γE
)
η
γ∂aΨE\{a}

η = 0, (D.0.7)

proving (D.0.3) for s > 1.

Corollary D.3. The left-hand side of (D.0.3) is a Clifford-algebra multiple of the equation of
motion for ΨE\{a}

γ.

Proof. This is really more a corollary of the proof of proposition D.2 than of the proposition itself.
It was shown in that proof that if s = 0, the left-hand side of (D.0.3) is precisely the left-hand side
of the Dirac equation (1.2.4); that if s = 1, the left-hand side of (D.0.3) is obtained by multiplying
the Rarita-Schwinger equation (2.4.7) by a 1-gamma matrix and a number; and if s > 1, then
the left-hand side of (D.0.3) is zero by index considerations irrespective of the equation of motion,
making it a trivial multiple of the equation of motion.

E Indexbracket Hexadecimals

The spinor-index calculus constructed in §5 depends on Cadabra’s indexbrackets as crutches,
in the sense that the distinction between vector and spinor indices is rendered by SusyPy as the
distinction between indices within and indices outside indexbrackets. While the operations which
must be applied to the indices outside indexbrackets are primarily original constructions in SusyPy,
it is still necessary that Cadabra’s ordinary functions apply to the contents of an indexbracket, which
form a tensor without spinor indices which should, in theory, be completely suitable for treatment
by Cadabra. Paramount among these ordinary functions is Cadabra’s canonicalise() . However,
canonicalise() does not pass into the contents of an indexbracket to canonicalize ordinary Lorentz
indices within the indexbracket. For example, consider the expression γabΘba + γabΘab, where Θab

is an arbitrary rank-2 tensor. It is easy to see that this expression is zero if one canonicalizes the
Lorentz indices of the first term by exploiting the antisymmetry of the gamma matrix, for

γabΘba + γabΘab = γbaΘab + γabΘab = −γabΘab + γabΘab = 0. (E.0.1)

Indeed, running the code below yields the value zero for this expression.

>>> ex = Ex(r'\Gamma^{a b} \Theta_{b a} + \Gamma^{a b} \Theta_{a b}')
>>> canonicalise(ex)
>>> collect_terms(ex)

Now introduce indexbrackets, say by making the expression
(
γab
)
αβ

(Θba)γη +
(
γab
)
αβ

(Θab)γη. The
situation is precisely the same: regardless of the added spinor indices, vector-index canonicalization
should show that the expression is zero. However, running the code below shows that canonicaliza-
tion fails to pass into the indexbrackets to achieve this simplification.

>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Theta_{b a})_{\gamma \eta} + (\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Theta_{a b})_{\gamma \eta}')↪→

>>> canonicalise(ex)
>>> collect_terms(ex)
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The output after canonicalise() is simply the original expression, unchanged. Hence, Cadabra is
unable to handle the necessary Lorentz canonicalization within indexbrackets, ostensibly circum-
scribing its utility for arithmetic on tensors with both vector and spinor indices.137

However, a direct solution is to convert the indexbrackets into pure Lorentz tensors in a reversible
way and canonicalize them in that form. This is the scheme which is implemented in the algorithm
“IndexBracketHex." Let E be an expression inputted into “IndexBracketHex." The algorithm first
loops through all occurrences of indexbrackets in E . For each indexbracket, the multiplier (i.e., the
constant coefficient) of the indexbracket is recorded. If the contents of the indexbracket include
operators (e.g., partial derivatives or Fourier transforms) or sums, then nothing is done, as the
expression must undergo, e.g., “SpinorExpand" and “FourierExpand" in “Evaluate" to draw the
operators out of the indexbrackets and distribute indexbrackets among the terms of the sums. If,
on the other hand, the indexbracket’s contents include no operators or sums, then the algorithm
loops through the factors inside the indexbracket.138 For each factor, a string is created including the
name of the factor, the number of Lorentz indices, and the set of spinor indices of the indexbracket,
with these three pieces of data separated by pipes “|". This string is converted to a hexadecimal with
the prefix “ibh" (for indexbracket hexadecimal),139 and a tensor with this hexadecimal as its name
and the Lorentz indices of the factor as its Lorentz indices is defined. This tensor is made self-non-
commuting via Cadabra to obviate reordering that would prevent reconstruction of the ordering
of factors within the indexbracket.140 In addition, the tensor is imparted all relevant properties
from the factor, including antisymmetry or symmetry,141 Notice the necessity of the elements of the
hexadecimal. The set of spinor indices uniquely identifies the indexbracket from which the tensor
originated, while the name enables reconstruction of the factor with the Lorentz indices attached to
the tensor. The sole purpose of the inclusion of the number of Lorentz indices is to help distinguish
the tensors which arise from gamma matrices with different numbers of indices, and to do so in more
fundamental a manner than recording the number of indices on the tensor itself. Any multiplier
of the individual factor is consigned to the total multiplier of the indexbracket. After the program
loops through all of the factors, the indexbracket is replaced by this total multiplier multiplied by
the symbolic product of the transformed factors to give a reversibly pure Lorentz expression. After
looping through all indexbrackets in E , the program applies Cadabra’s canonicalise() to E , which
functions as expected in the absence of indexbrackets.

To reconstruct the now-canonicalized expression involving indexbrackets, the program loops
through the union of the set of products in E and the set of isolated (i.e., not in a product)
137 It is easy to see the reason Cadabra has this difficulty. As described in [47], Cadabra utilizes a tree-based

ExNode structure. In this framework, it seems that canonicalise() functions when the relevant vector
indices are on the same “branch." If vector indices lie within distinct indexbrackets, then they are positioned
on distinct branches, and canonicalise() is unable to jump between branches to canonicalize the indices
of Θba using the antisymmetry of γab.

138 We treat the contents of the indexbracket uniformly as a product, since even if the contents are a single
Lorentz tensor, this tensor can obviously be viewed as a product with one factor.

139 For this reason, “ibh" is a reserved symbol in SusyPy.
140 N.B. By default, distinct Lorentz tensors are non-commuting, so no reordering of distinct terms will occur

either.
141 “IndexBracketHex" is not built to handle multi-term symmetries or partial monoterm symmetries, so an

ordinary canonicalise() call is still necessary in “Evaluate" to handle such symmetries where possible.
This limitation has not posed issues in any of the supermultiplet calculations appearing in this paper.
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occurrences of a tensor (more formally, a Cadabra ExNode) beginning with the key “ibh." In the
following discussion, an element in this union is assumed to be a product, since the isolated element
case can be treated as a product with one factor. Suppose that one round of the loop treats a product
p. An empty hash table is established to compile the factors which belong to an indexbracket
identified by its spinor indices. Looping through the factors of p, if the name of the factor begins
with “ibh," then it clearly belongs to an indexbracket. In this case, the hexadecimal following “ibh"
in the factor’s name is inverted. The factor is reconstructed using the name which appears before
the first pipe “|" in the inverted string and the Lorentz indices associated to the hexadecimal tensor.
The spinor indices are found after the second pipe, and if no entry corresponding to these spinor
indices has yet been created in the hash table, then such an entry is created and populated with
the recovered factor. If such an entry has already been created, then the recovered factor is merely
appended to that entry. The algorithm reassigns the coefficient of the hexadecimal tensor to p as
a whole before deleting the hexadecimal tensor factor. After looping through all of the factors, the
program creates an indexbracket for each entry in the hash table and inserts these indexbrackets
as factors of p to replace the deleted hexadecimal tensors. After looping through all products (and
isolated hexadecimal tensors), the program uses Cadabra’s sort_product() to sort the products p,
since hash tables are unsorted, and then returns the recovered and canonicalized expression E . See
Algorithm E.0.1 for detailed pseudo-code.142

To see that it works, consider the motivating example of this section. The code below applies
“IndexBracketHex" to canonicalize the expression

(
γab
)
αβ

(Θba)γη +
(
γab
)
αβ

(Θab)γη.

>>> ex = Ex(r'(\Gamma^{a b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Theta_{b a})_{\gamma \eta} + (\Gamma^{a
b})_{\alpha \beta} (\Theta_{a b})_{\gamma \eta}')↪→

>>> indexbracket_hex(ex)
>>> collect_terms(ex)

The result is zero, just as expected.
142 Note that “SelfNonCommuting," “AntiSymmetric," “Symmetric," “KroneckerDelta", “EpsilonTensor," “Imag-

inaryI" are the names of Cadabra properties.
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Algorithm E.0.1 Allow Cadabra to Canonicalize Lorentz Indices within Indexbrackets
1: function IndexBracketHex(E)
2: for indexbracket in E do
3: c← multiplier of indexbracket
4: ibhds ← [ ]
5: if indexbracket contains no operators or sums then
6: for factor in factors inside indexbracket do
7: spinor_ind ← spinor indices of indexbracket
8: lorentz_ind ← lorentz indices of indexbracket
9: obj_str ← “name of factor | number of lorentz_ind | spinor_ind"

10: H ← “ibh" + hex(obj_str) . e.g., for (γab)αβ , H = “ibh" + hex(“\gamma | 2 | αβ")
11: ibhd ← Hlorentz_ind . Hlorentz_ind is the tensor named H with indices lorentz_ind
12: make ibhd SelfNonCommuting
13: make ibhd inherit AntiSymmetric, Symmetric, KroneckerDelta, EpsilonTensor, & ImaginaryI from factor if present
14: c← c · multiplier of factor
15: append ibhd to ibhds
16: end for
17: replace indexbracket in E with c · prod(ibhds)
18: end if
19: end for
20: E ← canonicalise(E)
21: for p in Cadabra products of E plus “pure" single “Exnode"s with names beginning with “ibh" do
22: c← 1

23: objects ← empty hash table
24: for factor in p do:
25: if name of factor begins with “ibh" then
26: obj_data ← inverse_hex(name of factor after “ibh")
27: A ← obj_data before 1st “|"
28: spinor_ind ← obj_data after 2nd “|"
29: lorentz_ind ← lorentz indices of factor
30: obj ← Alorentz_ind
31: if spinor_ind not in objects then
32: objects[spinor_ind ] ← [obj ]
33: else
34: append obj to objects[spinor_ind ]
35: end if
36: c← c · multiplier of factor
37: erase factor
38: end if
39: end for
40: p← p · c
41: for spinor_ind in objects do
42: inner_obj ← prod(objects[spinor_ind ])
43: insert (inner_obj)spinor_ind as factor to p . (inner_obj)spinor_ind is the indexbracket with indices spinor_ind
44: end for
45: end for
46: E ← sort_product(E)
47: return E
48: end function
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