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Abstract: We revisit the calculation of anomalies for global and gauge symmetries
in the framework of the Covariant Derivative Expansion (CDE). Due to the presence
of UV divergences, the result is an ambiguous quantity that depends on the regular-
ization procedure and the renormalization scheme. We introduce a class of regulators
that facilitate a straightforward evaluation of the anomaly exclusively in d = 4 space-
time dimensions using the CDE methodology. We derive a master formula for the
anomaly that integrates various known results into a unified framework.
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1 Introduction

It is well known that symmetries of the classical action can be broken by quantum
effects. This so-called anomaly has far-reaching consequences, from explaining the
neutral pion decay to providing critical consistency checks on gauge theories with chi-
ral fermions. Well-established techniques exist for computing anomalies both using
Feynman diagrams, and also directly from the path integral. They can be com-
puted for global and gauged symmetries, Abelian and non-Abelian groups, and take
‘consistent’ and/or ‘covariant’ forms. The results generally depend on the choice of
regulator, and consist of a relevant piece that reflects the IR properties of the theory,
and an irrelevant piece that can be absorbed by varying the renormalization scheme.1

In this paper, we revisit the calculation of anomalies from the path integral us-
ing an approach known as the Covariant Derivative Expansion (CDE). This allows
us to derive a unified framework that incorporates various types of anomalies into
one master formula. The CDE was originally invented in the mid-1980s [15–17] to
facilitate one-loop calculations of correlation functions purely in terms of functional
traces, avoiding the introduction of Feynman diagrams. In recent years, the method
has been applied in a variety of new settings, which has led to significant theoretical
developments. These include the discovery of a variation on the framework, ‘sim-
plified CDE’ [18, 19], the incorporation of the method of regions [20], organizing
schemes using diagrammatic frameworks [21, 22], as well as techniques that yield
effective actions that include all orders in the fields [23]. With these developments,
the power and efficiency of CDE has been demonstrated for connecting the UV with
the IR, i.e., computing low-energy Effective Field Theories (EFTs) from integrating
out heavy states in a perturbative UV model; see e.g. Ref. [24] for a review. We
now know how to use CDE to perform matching calculations across a mass thresh-
old, as well as to extract the renormalization group evolution equations for the EFT
couplings. The CDE has become such a well-developed tool that there now exist
packages which automate these calculations [25–27].

The practical success of CDE in connecting UV and IR descriptions of quantum
field theories motivates applying it to compute the anomaly. The approach taken
here will be to work exclusively in d = 4 spacetime dimensions, which allows us to
avoid any of the complications that arise when attempting to define Weyl fermions
in dimensional regularization.2 In this paper, we generalize the classic Fujikawa ap-

1There is of course a vast literature on the anomaly, including the excellent reviews Refs. [1, 2].
The story began with its discovery in 1969 by Adler [3] and by Bell and Jackiw [4]. It was soon
after understood to be one-loop exact [5]. The connection between the anomaly and the topological
winding number of the gauge field was discovered in Refs. [6–9]. Of great importance to the
approach taken here is Fujikawa’s derivation of the anomaly from the non-invariance of the path
integral measure [10–14].

2It is well known that handling the γ5 matrix in d 6= 4 spacetime dimensions is a nontrivial task
[28–31]. See Refs. [32, 33] for recent CDE calculations of anomalies with dimensional regularization.
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proach by expressing the anomaly as a functional trace, which must be regularized to
be well-defined. We introduce a novel regularization prescription, with a set of reg-
ulators parameterized by a set of numbers collectively denoted by β, which one can
choose based on which symmetries one wishes to preserve. We emphasize that our
regularization yields unambiguous evaluation results once the values of β are speci-
fied. We derive a master formula for the anomaly using CDE, whose explicit forms
are given by Eqs. (4.15) and (4.17). This master formula encodes a variety of known
results for anomaly calculations. In particular, we examine all possible combinations
of continuous symmetry groups, and show in each case how our master formula re-
produces the known (relevant) anomaly results, as well as the anomaly cancellation
conditions. This establishes that the CDE can accommodate this important effect
in perturbative quantum field theory, and sets the stage for its applications to EFT
matching across anomalous thresholds.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. We first review the functional
formalism in Sec. 2, with an emphasis on the definition of the anomaly and its con-
nections to the fermionic path integral measure and the anomalous Ward identities.
In Sec. 3, we isolate the functional trace that encodes the anomalies and introduce
our novel regularization prescription to make it well-defined. We discuss the relation
between our regulator and some similar approaches in the literature, and also a suf-
ficient condition for it to be consistent with the Wess-Zumino condition. In Sec. 4,
we carry out the CDE evaluation to obtain our master formula for the anomaly. We
then demonstrate in Sec. 5 that this master formula reproduces various known results
regarding anomalies by examining all possible combinations of continuous symme-
try groups. Some future directions are discussed in Sec. 6. A technical clarification
regarding CDE manipulations is provided in App. A.

2 Anomalies in the Functional Formalism

In this section, we briefly review the well-known functional formalism for anomalies,
which also serves the purpose of introducing our notation. Much of this section is
drawn from the review article by Bilal [2]. Our discussion here crucially relies on the
famous connection between anomalies and the path integral measure first discovered
by Fujikawa [10].

2.1 Defining the Anomaly

We begin with the definition of the anomaly. Consider a general gauge theory coupled
to a set of left-handed Weyl fermions collectively denoted by χ:

L = − 1

4g2
F a
µνF

aµν + χ†σ̄µPµχ , (2.1)
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where we have defined the Hermitian covariant derivative

Pµ ≡ iDµ = i∂µ +Gµ = i∂µ +Ga
µt
a , (2.2)

where ta are the (Hermitian) gauge group generators. The gauge field strength is
given by

Fµν = F a
µν t

a = −i [Pµ, Pν ] = (∂µGν)− (∂νGµ)− i [Gµ, Gν ] . (2.3)

The kinetic term for the gauge fields in Eq. (2.1) should be read as a sum over terms
normalized with different gauge couplings in the case of a product gauge group.

A gauge transformation can be parameterized by the matrix

Uα = eiα = eiα
ata , (2.4)

where the transformation parameters αa = αa(x) are functions of spacetime. Under
Eq. (2.4), the building blocks of our theory transform as

χ → χα = Uαχ , (2.5a)

χ† → χ†α = χ†U †α , (2.5b)

P µ → P µ
α = UαP

µU †α , (2.5c)

Gµ → Gµ
α = UαG

µU †α + Uα
(
i∂µU †α

)
. (2.5d)

We will use δα to denote the first-order (in α) gauge variation; for example,

δαG
µ ≡ (Gµ

α −Gµ)
∣∣
O(α)

= Dµα = ∂µα− i
[
Gµ, α

]
. (2.6)

The Lagrangian in Eq. (2.1) defines an action that is gauge invariant at the
classical level. However, quantum effects can spoil gauge invariance. If this happens,
we say that the theory has an anomaly.

To define the anomaly, we consider the bosonic effective action W [G], computed
from the path integral by integrating out the fermions, while treating the gauge field
as a classical background:

eiW [G] ≡
∫
DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,G] , (2.7)

where Sf ≡
∫

d4xχ†σ̄µPµχ is the fermion bilinear part of the classical action. If
we would also like to treat the gauge field Gµ as a dynamical quantum field by
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performing its path integral,∫
DGDχDχ† ei

∫
d4xL =

∫
DGe i

(
− 1

4g2

∫
d4xFaµνF

aµν+W [G]
)
, (2.8)

we need W [G] to be gauge invariant (upon regularization and renormalization).
Gauge invariance of the classical action Sf does not guarantee that of W [G], since
quantum effects (due to the fermionic path integral measure) can break gauge in-
variance.

The anomaly functional A[α], which we also simply refer to as the anomaly, can
be defined by taking the gauge variation of the bosonic effective action W [G]:3

A[α] ≡
∫

d4xαa(x)Aa(x) ≡ δαW [G] . (2.9)

IfA[α] = 0, the theory is anomaly-free and the path integral in Eq. (2.8) yields a well-
behaved quantum theory. If A[α] 6= 0 but is equal to the gauge variation of a local
action, A[α] = δα(−

∫
d4xLct), it is called an irrelevant anomaly and can be removed

by renormalization, i.e., by adding local counterterms Lct to the Lagrangian (see e.g.
Ref. [34] for a systematic study of such counterterms); in this case the (renormalized)
quantum theory is also well-behaved. On the other hand, a nonzero A[α] that cannot
be written as the gauge variation of a local action, called a relevant anomaly, implies
that the gauge theory is not well-defined at the quantum level; in this case, the
anomaly is an IR effect and cannot be removed by renormalization.

The definition Eq. (2.9) we adopt here is known as the consistent anomaly, in the
sense that it should – if properly regularized – satisfy the Wess-Zumino consistency
condition [35]:

δα1A[α2]− δα2A[α1] = A
[
−i[α1, α2]

]
, (2.10)

which is a direct consequence of the Lie algebra:

(δα1δα2 − δα2δα1)W [G] = δ−i[α1,α2]W [G] . (2.11)

The Wess-Zumino consistency condition is also equivalent to the statement that the
anomaly is BRST-closed when α is replaced by the ghost field ω = ωata:

A[ω] = δBRSTW [G] =⇒ δBRSTA[ω] = 0 , (2.12)

which follows from the nil-potency of the BRST transformation, δ2
BRST = 0. However,

since the bosonic effective action W [G] is not a local functional of the gauge field
Gµ, the fact that A[ω] = δBRSTW [G] does not mean that the anomaly is BRST-exact

3Note that in such variations, we restrict to the set of α(x) that fall off fast enough at infinity
such that one can always use integration by parts (see e.g. Eq. (2.17) below). In particular, a
constant α(x) does not belong to this set.
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on the space of local functionals. Anomalies that are BRST-exact on this space can
be absorbed by local counterterms, A[ω] = δBRST(−

∫
d4xLct), and are the irrelevant

anomalies, while the relevant anomalies are given by nontrivial BRST cohomology
classes (closed but not exact) on this space.

Finally, we note that while we have focused on gauge symmetries in the discussion
above, anomalies of global symmetries can be treated in the same framework by
artificially gauging all the (classical) global symmetries of interest. Concretely, we
introduce auxiliary gauge fields for all the global symmetries as part of Gµ, and
take Uα to also include local transformations associated with the global symmetry
generators. Then A[α] as defined above will also contain anomalies of the global
symmetries, and a nonzero value of A[α] implies that the classical global symmetry
cannot be gauged in the quantum theory. In what follows, we will assume this
artificial gauging has been done for all the classical global symmetries of interest,
and will not distinguish between global and gauge symmetries.

2.2 Connection to the Path Integral Measure

As explained above, the classical action Sf in Eq. (2.7) is gauge invariant, so the only
possible source of the anomaly is the path integral measure over the fermionic fields.
Specifically, performing the transformation in Eq. (2.5) changes the measure by a
Jacobian factor:

DχαDχ†α = J −1
α DχDχ† . (2.13)

Therefore, we have

eiW [Gα] =

∫
DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,Gα] =

∫
DχαDχ†α eiSf[χα,χ

†
α,Gα]

=

∫
J −1
α DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,G]

= eiW [G]

∫
J −1
α DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,G]∫
DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ†,G]

= eiW [G]
〈
J −1
α

〉
G
. (2.14)

In the first line, we just relabeled the dummy integration variables, χ → χα; in
the second line, we used Eq. (2.13) and the gauge invariance of the classical ac-
tion Sf; in the last line, we multiplied and divided the expression by eiW [G] =∫
DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,G]. Taking the logarithm of Eq. (2.14), we arrive at a relation
between the Jacobian factor4 and the anomaly:

− i log
〈
J −1
α

〉
G

= W [Gα]−W [G] = A[α] +O(α2) . (2.15)

4We note that sometimes in the literature,
〈
J−1
α

〉
G

is simply written as J−1
α (G) or just J−1

α .
This might give an impression that it does not depend on the details of the action Sf. Throughout
this paper, we manifestly write it as an expectation value

〈
J−1
α

〉
G
to emphasize that it is a quantum

expectation value and a priori may depend on what interactions are included in the action.
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We see that when the quantum expectation value of the Jacobian factor is trivial,
there is no anomaly 〈

J −1
α

〉
G

= 1 =⇒ A[α] = 0 , (2.16)

while anomalies are associated with the quantum breaking of classical symmetries.

2.3 Connection to Ward Identities

The connection between the anomaly and the Ward identities can be made by noting

δαW [G] =

∫
d4x

[
δαG

a
µ(x)

] δW

δGa
µ(x)

=

∫
d4x (Dµα)a

δW

δGa
µ(x)

= −
∫

d4xαa(x)

[
Dµ

δW

δGµ(x)

]a
. (2.17)

Comparing this to Eq. (2.9), we get[
Dµ

δW

δGµ(x)

]a
= −Aa(x) . (2.18)

Meanwhile, since Ga
µ acts as a source for the fermion current Jaµ = χ†σ̄µtaχ, we have

δW

δGa
µ(x)

= 〈Jaµ〉G . (2.19)

Together, these imply
(Dµ 〈Jµ〉G)a = −Aa(x) , (2.20)

i.e. the fermion current is covariant up to the anomaly. The BRST symmetry that is
critical to the quantization of gauge theory requires (Dµ 〈Jµ〉G)a = 0. This makes the
connection between anomaly cancellation and consistency of gauge theory precise.

We can use Eq. (2.20), or equivalently Eq. (2.18), as a generating functional for
the Ward identities. First, let us explicitly write out the left-hand side of Eq. (2.18):

∂µ

(
δW

δGa
µ

)
+ fabcGb

µ

δW

δGc
µ

= −Aa(x) . (2.21)

Now taking the kth functional derivative, we get

∂µ

(
δk+1W

δGa
µδG

b1
µ1 · · · δGbk

µk

)∣∣∣∣∣
G=0

+
k∑
i=1

fabic
δkW

δGb1
µ1 · · · δGc

µi
· · · δGbk

µk

∣∣∣∣∣
G=0

= − δkAa(x)

δGb1
µ1 · · · δGbk

µk

∣∣∣∣∣
G=0

. (2.22)
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These are the anomalous Ward identities, and are often written in terms of the
connected correlation functions of the fermion currents:

∂µ〈Jµ,aJµ1,b1 · · · Jµk,bk〉conn +
k∑
i=1

fabic〈Jµ1,b1 · · · Jµi,c · · · Jµkbk〉conn

= − δkAa(x)

δGb1
µ1 · · · δGbk

µk

∣∣∣∣∣
G=0

. (2.23)

We see that a Gk term in Aa(x) corresponds to a mismatch between the (k+1)-point
and k-point correlation functions of the fermion currents. Eq. (2.23) is sometimes
taken as a definition of the anomaly in renormalized perturbation theory. In the
case of an irrelevant anomaly, one can add local counterterms which give additional
contributions to the left-hand side of Eq. (2.22) and correspond to choosing a different
renormalization scheme for the current correlators in Eq. (2.23). A relevant anomaly,
on the other hand, constitutes a genuine violation of the classical Ward identities that
cannot be remedied by renormalization. It is also worth noting that Eq. (2.23) can
be used to prove that Aa(x) truncates at a finite power of the gauge field Gµ.

3 Regularizing the Anomaly

The definition in Eq. (2.9) does not fully specify the value of the anomaly, because
(the gauge variation of) the bosonic effective action W [G] is not well-defined in the
absence of a regulator. In this section, we introduce our regularization prescription.
Then the CDE evaluation of the regularized anomaly will be presented in Sec. 4.

Before discussing the case of anomalies, we first review the basic idea of reg-
ularization and illustrate the role of regularization prescriptions in Sec. 3.1 using
some simple toy series. (Experts can safely skip this subsection.) Then in Sec. 3.2,
we introduce our regularization prescription for the anomaly, motivated by its conve-
nience for evaluating the functional trace using CDE. Specifically, we will be working
in strictly d = 4 spacetime dimensions, i.e., we will not be using dimensional reg-
ularization. Instead, we will insert a damping factor into the functional trace, in a
similar spirit to heat kernel regularization. In fact, we will introduce a class of such
damping factors parameterized by a set of numbers β; different choices of these β
parameters correspond to different regularization schemes and will lead to different
results. In Sec. 3.3, we comment on the connection between our regularization pre-
scription and some familiar approaches in the literature. In particular, we will see
that both the heat kernel and Pauli-Villars regulators can be viewed as specific in-
carnations of our approach. Finally, we check our regularization prescription against
the Wess-Zumino consistency condition in Sec. 3.4, and show how it may be satisfied
or violated depending on the choice of β values.
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3.1 What is Regularization?

In this subsection, we illustrate the role of regularization with some simple toy series.
In particular, we demonstrate how different regularization prescriptions correspond to
different definitions for a non-converging series and hence generically lead to different
results upon evaluation. We will also clarify the allowed manipulations for a non-
converging series.

When we encounter a series that is not convergent, its sum does not have a
well-defined value. However, it is often useful to promote such a series into a ‘func-
tion series,’ where the summands are functions; these functions must reproduce the
original series term by term when their argument takes a particular value (or limit).
Then we can define the sum through analytic continuation: we first sum the func-
tion series inside its convergence region to obtain an analytic function, and then take
the limit corresponding to the original series to define the value of the latter. This
regularization procedure leads to a regulated (finite) series.

Let us explain how this works using a simple example. Consider the series

s1 =
∞∑
k=0

2k = 1 + 2 + 4 + 8 + · · · . (3.1)

Clearly, this is a non-converging series. However, we could associate it with the
function series

s1 ⇐⇒

(
∞∑
k=0

xk

)∣∣∣∣∣
x=2

regularization−−−−−−−−→ 1

1− x

∣∣∣∣
x=2

= −1 . (3.2)

This function series converges to f1(x) = 1
1−x within the disk |x| < 1, but not

at x = 2. But we can take f1(x = 2) as the definition for the sum s1. This is
what we mean by a regulated series. Another example is the famous zeta function
regularization originally used by Euler: the diverging series

s2 =
∞∑
k=1

k = 1 + 2 + 3 + 4 + · · · (3.3)

can be regularized as

s2 ⇐⇒

(
∞∑
k=1

1

ks

)∣∣∣∣∣
s=−1

regularization−−−−−−−−→ ζ(s)
∣∣
s=−1

= − 1

12
. (3.4)

As mentioned above, when we promote a non-converging series into a function
series, we require that the function series reproduces the original series term by term
when evaluated at a certain point. Clearly, this does not uniquely specify the choice:
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given a non-converging series, one can usually promote it into many different function
series. These correspond to different regularization schemes and serve as different
definitions of the sum of the original series. To see this concretely, let us consider
the following toy series

s0 =
∞∑
k=0

(−1)k = 1− 1 + 1− 1 + 1− 1 + · · · . (3.5)

To regularize this series, we could choose to promote it to any of the following set of
function series parameterized by a number β:

fβ(τ) = τ 0 − τ 1+β + τ 2 − τ 3+β + τ 4 − τ 5+β + · · · . (3.6)

Then we have

s0 ⇐⇒ fβ(τ)
∣∣
τ→1

regularization−−−−−−−−→ 1− τ 1+β

1− τ 2

∣∣∣∣∣
τ→1

=
1 + β

2
. (3.7)

We see that with different values for β, the original non-converging series s0 can be
defined/regularized to take different values.

If we are going to regularize a non-converging series with a function series that is
absolutely convergent (in its convergence region), then one can shuffle and/or group
terms in the latter without changing its analytic continuation. Alternatively, one
could shuffle and/or group terms first in the original non-converging series, and then
regularize the new expression with an absolutely convergent function series. This
second way will lead to the same result upon evaluation, and it is sometimes more
convenient because the series is easier to massage before promoting it into a function
series. However, when we shuffle and/or group terms in the original non-converging
series to go from one expression to another, we have to remember that none of these
expressions is well-defined yet, so it is not appropriate to say that they are equal
(‘=’). Instead, they are just ‘equivalent’ in the sense that they would be equal if one
were to regularize them with the same absolutely convergent function series (with
the same shuffling and/or grouping of terms). In this paper, we use the symbol ‘'’ to
denote this equivalence relation between non-converging series (see equations below
starting from Eq. (3.14)).

Let us take the same toy series example s0 to illustrate this point, as well as the
use of the ‘'’ notation. Since the function series Eq. (3.6) is absolutely convergent
within the disk |τ | < 1, we can group its terms to get another series:

fβ(τ)
group terms−−−−−−−→ f̃β(τ) ≡

∞∑
k=0

(
τ 2k − τ 2k+1+β

) analytic continuation−−−−−−−−−−−−→ 1− τ 1+β

1− τ 2
, (3.8)
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which has the same analytic continuation. Alternatively, one could first group terms
in the original non-converging series:

s0 ' s̃0 ≡
∞∑
k=0

(1− 1) = 0 + 0 + 0 + · · · . (3.9)

Note that we have used the ‘'’ sign here between s0 and s̃0. The new series s̃0 is a
converging series and does have a default definition, so a regularization for s̃0 is not
mandatory. However, one could still use the function series f̃β(τ) to regularize it,
because (

τ 2k − τ 2k+1+β
)∣∣∣
τ=1

= 0 (3.10)

would also reproduce the series s̃0 term by term. With this regularization, one would
then get the same evaluation result 1+β

2
as in Eq. (3.7). Our use of the ‘'’ sign here

is emphasizing this: s0 and s̃0 are equal only when we use the same regularization
prescription for them (although one of them has a different default definition in the
absence of regularization).

We note in particular that performing cyclic permutations inside a trace is a
typical type of shuffling and/or grouping of terms:

tr (AB) =
∑
i

(∑
a

AiaBai

)
, (3.11a)

tr (BA) =
∑
a

(∑
i

BaiAia

)
=
∑
a

(∑
i

AiaBai

)
. (3.11b)

The two traces are related by a change of summation order. When the matrices A
and B are infinite dimensional, such as in the case of functional traces, each trace is
a sum over a (double) series. If the series is not convergent and needs regularization
to be well-defined, then it is not appropriate to claim that the two traces are equal,
as we have just explained. Instead, we should use the ‘'’ sign:

tr (AB) ' tr (BA) , (3.12)

to emphasize that they would be equal when we use the same absolutely convergent
function series to regulate them.

3.2 Anomaly as a Regulated Functional Trace

Let us now turn to the case of interest in this paper, the anomaly functional A[α]

defined in Eq. (2.9). First, we would like to isolate the functional trace that encodes
the anomalies. We start with the definition of W [Gα], Eq. (2.7) with Gµ replaced by
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Gµ
α according to Eq. (2.5d). It can be formally written as a functional determinant:

eiW [Gα] =

∫
DχDχ† eiSf[χ,χ

†,Gα] = det
(
Uα σ̄

µPµ U
†
α

)
. (3.13)

Taking the logarithm and expanding in α, we get

W [Gα] = −i log det
(
Uα σ̄

µPµ U
†
α

)
' −i log det (σ̄µPµ + iα σ̄µPµ − σ̄µPµ iα) +O(α2)

' −i log det (σ̄µPµ)− i log det

[
1 +

1

σ̄νPν
(iα σ̄µPµ − σ̄µPµ iα)

]
+O(α2)

' W [G]− iTr log

[
1 +

1

σ̄νPν
(iα σ̄µPµ − σ̄µPµ iα)

]
+O(α2)

' W [G] + Tr

[
1

σ̄νPν
(α σ̄µPµ − σ̄µPµ α)

]
+O(α2) . (3.14)

According to the definition in Eq. (2.9), the leading order contribution to the differ-
ence W [Gα]−W [G] gives the anomaly. Therefore, we obtain

A[α] ' Tr

[
1

σ̄νPν

(
α σ̄µPµ − σ̄µPµ α

)]
. (3.15)

At this point, we have formally written the anomaly as a functional trace. How-
ever, we emphasize that the functional trace in Eq. (3.15) is the sum of a series that
is not convergent, so it does not have a definite value and requires regularization to
become well-defined. As elaborated in Sec. 3.1, different regularization prescriptions
can yield different results upon evaluation. In fact, the same is true for the expression
in each line of Eq. (3.14). Therefore, we have used the notation ‘'’ to emphasize
that these expressions are not exactly equal ‘=’ unless they are regularized in the
same way.

One may also attempt to perform a cyclic permutation within the functional
trace in Eq. (3.15), so the two terms appear to cancel. However, as explained in
Sec. 3.1, such a cyclic permutation amounts to shuffling and/or grouping terms in
the original non-converging series to obtain a new series:

A[α] ' Tr[0] = 0 + 0 + 0 + · · · . (3.16)

Although this new series is zero term by term, which is convergent and hence has
a default definition without a regulator, this does not contradict the statement that
regularization prescriptions exist that yield a nonzero value for this series. As em-
phasized by the ‘'’ sign, the two expressions above would only be equal under the
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same regularization prescription. The default definition of the right-hand side (which
gives zero) corresponds to one particular choice of regularization (a trivial one), so
its evaluation result would not be equal to that of the left-hand side if a different
regularization prescription is chosen for the latter.

To motivate our regulator, let us first check what would happen if we go ahead
and evaluate the functional trace in Eq. (3.15) with CDE. Focusing on the first term,
we have

Tr

(
1

σ̄νPν
α σ̄µPµ

)
'
∫

d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

[
1

σ̄ν(qν + Pν)
α σ̄µ(qµ + Pµ)

]

'
∫

d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

[
∞∑
k=0

(
−σ

λqλ
q2

σ̄τPτ

)k
σνqν
q2

α σ̄µ(qµ + Pµ)

]

'
∫

d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

[
∞∑
k=0

(
− /q

q2
/P

)k
/q

q2
α (/q + /P )

1− γ5

2

]

'
∫

d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

[
∞∑
k=0

(
− /q

q2
P̂β

)k
/q

q2
α (/q + P̂β)

1− γ5

2

]

'
∫

d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

[
1

/q + P̂β
α (/q + P̂β)

1− γ5

2

]

' Tr

(
1

P̂β
α P̂β

1− γ5

2

)
. (3.17)

The first line above simply follows from the definition of the functional trace.5 To
obtain the second line, we have performed a Taylor expansion in terms of the Hermi-
tian covariant derivative Pµ, an operation called the Covariant Derivative Expansion
(CDE) in the literature.6 To get the third line, we used the following identity between
Pauli matrices and the Dirac gamma matrices:

tr
[

(σµ1σ̄ν1) · · · (σµk σ̄νk)
]

= tr

[
(γµ1γν1) · · · (γµkγνk) 1− γ5

2

]
. (3.18)

5See Eq. (A.12) for a more detailed explanation of the shift Pµ → qµ + Pµ. We note that the
internal traces ‘tr’ from here on in the main text are actually what we denote by ‘trx’ in App. A. See
App. A.1, especially the discussion around Eq. (A.18) for a careful clarification on this notation.

6More precisely, the operation here is called ‘simplified CDE’ [18], in which one makes a Taylor
expansion directly in terms of the ‘open’ covariant derivatives. This is different from the ‘original
CDE’ [15–17] where one inserts additional factors to ‘close’ the covariant derivatives (i.e. put them
into commutators) before performing the Taylor expansion. See the discussion around Eq. (A.28)
for an elaboration on open vs. closed derivatives in functional operators, and App. B of Ref. [19]
for a detailed discussion on simplified vs. original CDE.

– 14 –



Starting from the fourth line of (3.17), we have introduced the β-modified covariant
derivative:7

P̂β ≡ i/∂ + /G

(
1− γ5

2
+ β

1 + γ5

2

)

≡ i/∂ +
∑
a

/G
a
ta
(

1− γ5

2
+ βa

1 + γ5

2

)
. (3.19)

Finally, in the last line of Eq. (3.17), we rewrote the result as a functional trace.
Note that we take the βa parameters to be degenerate within each simple gauge
group sector so that βata (no sum over a) satisfy the same Lie algebra as ta. Here
and in what follows, we explicitly write out the summation over adjoint indices when
the presence of βa results in more than two identical adjoint indices in an expression.

The identity in Eq. (3.18) has allowed us to convert the two-component ex-
pression (left-hand side of Eq. (3.17)) into a four-component expression (last line in
Eq. (3.17)) with an insertion of the projector operator 1−γ5

2
. The same procedure

goes through when both terms in Eq. (3.15) are present, so we have

A[α] ' Tr

[
1

P̂β

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
. (3.20)

At this stage, it seems that the β parameters could take arbitrary values without
affecting the value of the expression, because it comes with the factor 1+γ5

2
which

will get annihilated by the projector 1−γ5
2

at the end of the expression. However, we
stress that this β-parameterized functional trace is still the sum of a non-converging
series, so we need to introduce a regulator to make it well-defined. As we will see
below, once we regulate this expression, different β’s will define different values for
the functional trace.

Motivated by the form of the expression in Eq. (3.20), we choose to insert a
damping factor to define the regularized anomaly:

AΛ
β [α] ≡ Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β

Λ2

)
1

P̂β

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
, (3.21)

where the function f(u) satisfies the following conditions:

f(0) = 1 , f(+∞) = 0 ,

∫ ∞
0

duf(u) well-defined , (3.22a)

7Note that when β 6= 1, the operator P̂β is not gauge covariant. This is the reason why we will
not always get a covariant anomaly; see discussion in Sec. 3.4 for more details.
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un
dnf

dun

∣∣∣∣
u=0

= un
dnf

dun

∣∣∣∣
u→+∞

= 0 for n ≥ 1 . (3.22b)

Typical examples of such functions are

f(u) = e−u , and f(u) =
2

(1 + u)(2 + u)
. (3.23)

The renormalized anomaly is then given by

Aβ[α] ≡ lim
Λ→∞

(
AΛ
β [α] + δα

∫
d4xLΛ

ct

)
, (3.24)

where LΛ
ct is the local counterterm Lagrangian. Note in particular that the regularized

anomaly AΛ
β [α] generically contains an O(Λ2) piece that is irrelevant for β values

satisfying the Wess-Zumino consistency condition, in which case we should include
operators with appropriate O(Λ2) coefficients in LΛ

ct to obtain a finite result for the
renormalized anomaly Aβ[α]. LΛ

ct can also contain O(Λ0) counterterms, and their
coefficients specify the renormalization scheme.

Having included the damping factor f
(
− P̂ 2

β/Λ
2
)
, the functional trace AΛ

β [α]

is now the sum of an absolutely convergent series. So at this point one is free to
manipulate this expression, e.g. perform cyclic permutations while maintaining a
genuine ‘=’ sign. Our regularization prescription Eq. (3.21) is designed to facilitate
the evaluation with CDE. In particular, the damping factor inserted commutes with
the β-modified covariant derivative:[

f

(
−
P̂ 2
β

Λ2

)
, P̂β

]
= 0 . (3.25)

Also note from the definition of P̂β in Eq. (3.19) that it anticommutes with γ5:

P̂βγ
5 = −γ5P̂β . (3.26)

Making use of these identities, we can simplify Eq. (3.21) to

AΛ
β [α] = Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β

Λ2

)
α γ5

]
, (3.27)

from which it is clear that the evaluation result will depend on the parameters β.
One interpretation of this regulator is that the β parameters determine the com-

bination of background fields that are turned on when computing the anomaly. This
effectively forces the path integral measure DχDχ† to be organized according to the
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eigenmodes of the operator P̂β.8

We will proceed with the evaluation of AΛ
β [α] in Sec. 4, after the next two sub-

sections which discuss how our prescription connects to other familiar regularization
approaches, and how the Wess-Zumino consistency condition is satisfied or violated
by different choices of β.

3.3 Connection to Other Regularization Prescriptions

Let us make a few comments on the connection between our regularization prescrip-
tion Eq. (3.21) and some approaches that often appear in the literature, in particular,
heat kernel regularization and Pauli-Villars regularization.

Regularizing Eq. (3.20) with a heat kernel regulator, one obtains

AHK
β ≡ Tr

[
eP̂

2
β/Λ

2 1

P̂β

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
. (3.28)

Comparing with Eq. (3.21), we see that the heat kernel regularization amounts to
choosing the damping function to be

Heat kernel : f(u) = e−u . (3.29)

Alternatively, regularizing Eq. (3.20) with one Pauli-Villars field, one obtains

APV,1
β ≡ Tr

[(
1

P̂β
− 1

P̂β − Λ

)(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]

= Tr

[
−Λ

P̂β(P̂β − Λ)

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
= Tr

[
−Λ

P̂β − Λ
α γ5

]

= Tr

[
−Λ2

P̂ 2
β − Λ2

α γ5

]
= Tr

[
−Λ2

P̂ 2
β − Λ2

1

P̂β

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
. (3.30)

Comparing with Eq. (3.21), we see that this amounts to choosing the damping func-
tion to be

Pauli-Villars with one regulator field : f(u) =
1

1 + u
. (3.31)

Note that this damping factor does not satisfy all the conditions listed in Eq. (3.22),
and hence would not regulate all the divergences. This motivates considering Pauli-
Villars regularization with three regulator fields, for which one obtains the regularized

8We leave implicit possible analytic continuations needed to make P̂β a Hermitian operator that
has a well-defined eigenvalue problem.

– 17 –



anomaly as

APV,3
β ≡ Tr

[(
1

P̂β
− 1

P̂β −M1

+
1

P̂β −M2

− 1

P̂β −M3

)(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]

= Tr

[
−(M1 −M2 +M3)P̂ 2

β + 2M1M3P̂β −M1M2M3

(P̂β −M1)(P̂β −M2)(P̂β −M3)
α γ5

]

= Tr

[
M2

1M
2
3 (2P̂ 2

β −M2
2 )

(P̂ 2
β −M2

1 )(P̂ 2
β −M2

2 )(P̂ 2
β −M2

3 )
α γ5

]
, (3.32)

where we have assumed the relation M2
1 −M2

2 +M2
3 = 0. If we now take

M2
1 = M2

3 = Λ2 , and M2
2 = 2Λ2 , (3.33)

this simplifies to

APV,3
β = Tr

[
2Λ4

(P̂ 2
β − Λ2)(P̂ 2

β − 2Λ2)

1

P̂β

(
α P̂β − P̂β α

) 1− γ5

2

]
. (3.34)

Comparing with Eq. (3.21), we see that this amounts to choosing the damping func-
tion to be

Pauli-Villars with three regulator fields : f(u) =
2

(1 + u)(2 + u)
. (3.35)

This damping function does satisfy all the conditions listed in Eq. (3.22), and will
successfully regularize all the divergences.

3.4 Consistency With the Wess-Zumino Condition

Since we have adopted the definition of anomaly as the gauge variation of the bosonic
effective action:

A[α] ≡ δαW [G] = (W [Gα]−W [G])|O(α) , (3.36)

we expect it to satisfy the Wess-Zumino consistency condition, as reviewed in Sec. 2.1.
However, an implicit assumption behind this expectation is that there is a well-
defined W [G]. Importantly, our regularization prescription presented in Sec. 3.2 is
directly applied to δαW [G], instead of W [G]. In this case, the Wess-Zumino consis-
tency condition may not be satisfied, because generic β values may not correspond to
applying the same (or ‘consistent’) regularization prescription to W [Gα] and W [G].
In this subsection, we check the Wess-Zumino consistency condition for the regular-
ized anomaly AΛ

β [α] at the level of Eq. (3.27), and give a partial but general answer
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to the question of what β values lead to a Wess-Zumino consistent anomaly:

δα1AΛ
β [α2]− δα2AΛ

β [α1]
?
= AΛ

β

[
−i[α1, α2]

]
. (3.37)

We will revisit this question in Sec. 5 after evaluating Eq. (3.27) in Sec. 4.
Using the expression of AΛ

β [α] in Eq. (3.27), we can write the first term in
Eq. (3.37) as (it is understood that we will be dropping terms of order O(α2

1, α
2
2)

throughout this subsection):

δα1AΛ
β [α2] = Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β [α1]

Λ2

)
γ5α2

]
− Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β

Λ2

)
γ5α2

]
, (3.38)

where P̂β[α1] denotes the gauge transformation of P̂β:

P̂β[α1] ≡ i/∂ + /Gα1

(
1− γ5

2
+ β

1 + γ5

2

)
= i/∂ +

[
Uα1

/GU †α1
+ Uα1

(
i/∂U †α1

) ](1− γ5

2
+ β

1 + γ5

2

)
. (3.39)

We note that when β = 1, Eq. (3.38) is quite easy to calculate because P̂β=1 = /P

transforms covariantly and so does the damping factor:

P̂β=1[α1] = Uα1P̂β=1U
†
α1

=⇒ f

(
−
P̂ 2
β=1[α1]

Λ2

)
= Uα1f

(
−
P̂ 2
β=1

Λ2

)
U †α1

. (3.40)

This leads us to the so-called covariant anomaly that satisfies

δα1AΛ
β=1[α2] = Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β=1

Λ2

)
γ5
(
U †α1

α2 Uα1 − α2

)]
= AΛ

β=1

[
−i[α1, α2]

]
. (3.41)

We see that this covariant anomaly generically would not satisfy the Wess-Zumino
consistency condition; it is off by a factor of two compared to Eq. (3.37):

δα1AΛ
β=1[α2]− δα2AΛ

β=1[α1] = 2AΛ
β=1

[
−i[α1, α2]

]
6= AΛ

β=1

[
−i[α1, α2]

]
. (3.42)

The only exceptions are when the anomaly itself vanishes AΛ
β=1[α] = 0 (once summed

over fermion species) or when the two gauge transformations under consideration
commute, [α1, α2] = 0. In these cases, the Wess-Zumino consistency condition itself
is trivial, and the covariant anomaly is also a consistent anomaly.

For general β values, P̂β does not transform covariantly, and calculating Eq. (3.38)
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is more tedious. It is useful to write P̂β in terms of its chirality components:

P̂β = /P
1− γ5

2
+ /P β

1 + γ5

2
, (3.43)

with

/P = i/∂ + /G = i/∂ +
∑
a

/G
a
ta , (3.44a)

/P β ≡ i/∂ + β /G = i/∂ +
∑
a

βa /G
a
ta . (3.44b)

The left-handed component is gauge covariant, but the right-handed component
transforms in a complicated manner for general β values. To proceed, let us rewrite
Eq. (3.39) also in terms of its chirality components:

P̂β −→ P̂β[α1] = /Lα1

1− γ5

2
+ /Rα1

1 + γ5

2
, (3.45)

with

/P −→ /Lα1
≡ Uα1

/PU †α1
, (3.46a)

/P β −→ /Rα1
≡ i/∂ + β

[
Uα1

/GU †α1
+ Uα1

(
i/∂U †α1

) ]
. (3.46b)

To check the Wess-Zumino consistency condition Eq. (3.37), we can Taylor expand
the damping factors in Eq. (3.38) and examine a general kth power term therein. We
have

Tr

[(
P̂ 2
β [α1]

)k
γ5α2

]
= Tr

{[ (
/Rα1

/Lα1

)k 1−γ5
2

+
(
/Lα1

/Rα1

)k 1+γ5

2

]
γ5α2

}
= Tr

{
1+γ5

2

(
/PU †α1

/Rα1
Uα1

)k−1
/P U †α1

[
/Rα1

, α2

]
Uα1

}
, (3.47a)

Tr

[(
P̂ 2
β

)k
γ5α2

]
= Tr

{
1+γ5

2

(
/P /P β

)k−1 /P
[
/P β, α2

]}
. (3.47b)

The difference between Eqs. (3.47a) and (3.47b) comes from two sources:

U †α1
/Rα1

Uα1 = /P β + (/Rα1
− /P β) + i

[
/P β, α1

]
, (3.48a)

U †α1

[
/Rα1

, α2

]
Uα1 =

[
/P β, α2

]
+
[
/Rα1
− /P β, α2

]
− i
[
α1,
[
/P β, α2

]]
. (3.48b)

One could go ahead with the calculation keeping track of all these terms for general
β values, but the result is not very illuminating. Instead, let us examine the special
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case β = 0 here. In this case, the right-handed component does not transform:

/Rα1
= /P β=0 = i/∂ . (3.49)

The middle term of each equation in Eqs. (3.48) is therefore absent, and we have

δα1AΛ
β=0[α2]− δα2AΛ

β=0[α1] ⊃ Tr

[(
P̂ 2
β [α1]

)k
γ5α2

]
− Tr

[(
P̂ 2
β

)k
γ5α2

]
− (α1 ↔ α2)

= Tr

{
1+γ5

2

[ (
/PU †α1

/Rα1
Uα1

)k−1 −
(
/P /P β

)k−1
]
/P
[
/P β, α2

]
+ 1+γ5

2

(
/P /P β

)k−1 /P
[
−iα1,

[
/P β, α2

]]}
− (α1 ↔ α2)

= Tr

{
1+γ5

2

(
/P /P β

)k−1 /P
[
/P β,−i [α1, α2]

]}
= Tr

[(
P̂ 2
β

)k
γ5 [−iα1, α2]

]
. (3.50)

In the step leading to the second to last line, the first term in the curly brackets gets
canceled upon adding the expression with α1 ↔ α2, while the second term combines
with the latter and we have used the Jacobi identity. Clearly, summing over all
the kth power relations like in Eq. (3.50) will give us the Wess-Zumino consistency
condition in Eq. (3.37):

δα1AΛ
β=0[α2]− δα2AΛ

β=0[α1] = AΛ
β=0

[
−i[α1, α2]

]
. (3.51)

Therefore, we see that in our regularization prescription, β = 0 (meaning βa = 0,
∀a) is always one possible choice to ensure the Wess-Zumino consistency condition
for any symmetry group. However, from the present analysis it is difficult to tell
whether there are other Wess-Zumino consistent choices. We will revisit this issue
in Sec. 5 using the BRST version of the Wess-Zumino condition once we have the
evaluation result for AΛ

β [α].

4 Master Formula for the Anomaly From CDE

Now we proceed with the evaluation of the regularized anomaly, starting with Eq. (3.27):

AΛ
β [α] = Tr

[
f

(
−
P̂ 2
β

Λ2

)
α γ5

]
=

∫
d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
tr

{
f

[
−
(
/q + P̂β

)2

Λ2

]
α γ5

}

=

∫
d4x

∫
d4k

(2π)4
tr

{
Λ4f

[
−
(
/k +

P̂β
Λ

)2
]
α γ5

}
. (4.1)
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Here we have rescaled the integration variable kµ ≡ qµ/Λ, so that it is easier to keep
track of the 1/Λ powers. Eventually, we are interested in the Λ → ∞ limit, so in
what follows we will be dropping the O(1/Λ) terms that vanish in this limit. This
can be achieved by applying the simplified CDE, while expanding and truncating the
integrand accordingly:

Λ4f

−(/k +
P̂β
Λ

)2
 = Λ4f

[
−k2 − 1

Λ

(
/kP̂β + P̂β/k

)
− 1

Λ2
P̂ 2
β

]

= Λ4

(
fu + f ′u z +

1

2
f ′′u z

2 +
1

6
f ′′′u z

3 +
1

24
f ′′′′u z4

)
, (4.2)

where we have introduced the following notation for convenience

u ≡ −k2 , and z ≡ − 1

Λ

(
/kP̂β + P̂β/k

)
− 1

Λ2
P̂ 2
β . (4.3)

Plugging this back into Eq. (4.1) and simplifying the expression, we get

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

∫
d4k

(2π)4
tr

{[
− Λ2f ′u P̂

2
β +

1

2
f ′′u P̂

4
β

+
u

24
f ′′′u

(
P̂ 2
βγµP̂βγ

µP̂β + P̂βγµP̂βγ
µP̂ 2

β

+ P̂βγµP̂
2
βγ

µP̂β + 4P̂ 4
β

)]
α γ5

}
. (4.4)

Note that the terms proportional to f ′′′′u can be grouped in pairs that take the form
tr
[
γµ(· · · )γ5 + (· · · )γµγ5

]
= 0, so they all cancel out; the same is true for a subset of

the f ′′u and f ′′′u terms, which significantly reduces the number of terms in the result.
Performing the loop momentum integral (after a Wick rotation as usual), we obtain

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

i

16π2

{
− Λ2

[
(ufu)

∣∣∞
0
−
∫ ∞

0

dufu

]
tr0

+
1

2

[
(uf ′u − fu)

∣∣∞
0

]
tr1

+
1

12

[ (
u2f ′′u − 2uf ′u + 2fu

)∣∣∞
0

]
(2 tr1− tr2− tr3)

}
. (4.5)
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We see that for a general damping function f(u) that satisfies the conditions in
Eqs. (3.22), the calculation yields the result:

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

i

16π2

{[
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

]
tr0 +

1

6

(
tr1 + tr2 + tr3

)}
, (4.6)

where

tr0 ≡ tr
[
P̂ 2
βγ

5α
]
, (4.7a)

tr1 ≡ tr
[
P̂ 4
βγ

5α
]
, (4.7b)

tr2 ≡ −
1

2
tr
[(
P̂ 2
βγµP̂βγ

µP̂β + P̂βγµP̂βγ
µP̂ 2

β

)
γ5α

]
, (4.7c)

tr3 ≡ −
1

2
tr
[
P̂βγµP̂

2
βγ

µP̂βγ
5α
]
. (4.7d)

Eq. (4.6) is our master formula for the regularized anomaly before evaluation of the
Dirac traces.

4.1 Evaluating the Dirac Traces

In order to evaluate the Dirac traces in Eq. (4.7), it is convenient to use the chirality
decomposition of P̂β in Eq. (3.43):

P̂β = /P
1− γ5

2
+ /P β

1 + γ5

2
, (4.8)

where

/P ≡ i/∂ + /G = i/∂ +
∑
a

/G
a
ta , (4.9a)

/P β ≡ i/∂ + β /G = i/∂ +
∑
a

βa /G
a
ta . (4.9b)

We also introduce the notation

Gµ
− ≡ P µ − P µ

β = (1− β)Gµ =
∑
a

(1− βa)Gaµ ta . (4.10)

The evaluation of tr0 is straightforward:

tr0 = 2 tr
([
Pµ, P

µ
β

]
α
)

= −2i(1− β) tr
[
(∂µGµ)α

]
IBP
= 2i(1− β) tr

[
Gµ(∂µα)

]
= 2i

∑
a

tr
(
tatb
)
(1− βa)Ga

µ (∂µαb) . (4.11)

– 23 –



Turning to tr1, tr2, tr3, we first note that they can be written in the following form:9

tr1 =
1

2
tr
[
/P /P β /P

[
/P β, α

]
(1 + γ5)

]
, (4.12a)

tr2 =
1

2
tr
[(
/P /P

2
β + /P

2
β
/P + /P

3)[/P β, α
]
(1 + γ5) + /P β /P /P β

[
/P β, α

]
(1− γ5)

]
, (4.12b)

tr3 = −4 tr
[(
PνPµP

µ
β + P µ

β PµPν
)[
P ν
β , α

]]
, (4.12c)

where we have used γµγνγµ = −2γν , γµγνγργµ = 4ηνρ to simplify the products of
gamma matrices. Upon evaluating the Dirac traces we can combine terms in the
sum of all three traces such that all P µ

β factors appear in commutators:

3∑
i=1

tri = tr

{
−2

([
3
[
P µ
β , P

ν
β

]
+ 2
[
P µ
β , G

ν
−
]
−
[
P ν
β , G

µ
−
]

+
[
Gµ
−, G

ν
−
]
, G−µ

]
−
[
Pβ,µ ,

[
P µ
β , G

ν
−
]
−
[
Gµ
−, G

ν
−
]]
−Gµ

−G
ν
−G−µ

)
[Pβ,ν , α]

− iεµνρσ
[(

2Gµ
−G

ν
−G

ρ
− +

{
3
[
P µ
β , P

ν
β

]
+ 2
[
P µ
β , G

ν
−
]
, Gρ

−

})[
P σ
β , α

]
+ 3
[
P µ
β , P

ν
β

][
P ρ
β , P

σ
β

]
α

]}
. (4.13)

Having P µ
β in commutators is important because it contains the derivative ∂µ, which

as a functional operator is understood to act on everything to its right. But when it
appears in a commutator, its action is local (or ‘closed’) on the object appearing in
the commutator; for example:10

[
∂µ, Gµ(x)

]
φ(x) = ∂µGµ(x)φ(x)−Gµ(x) ∂µφ(x) =

(
∂µGµ(x)

)
φ(x) . (4.14)

4.2 The Evaluated Master Formula

Gathering the results in Eqs. (4.11) and (4.13) and substituting in Eqs. (4.9b)
and (4.10) for P µ

β and Gµ
−, we obtain our evaluated master formula for the regu-

9To arrive at these expressions, we have used cyclic permutation to move Pµβ to the right in half
of the terms. Generally this is illegal since ‘tr’ is only over the internal space while Pµβ contains ∂µ
which is a spacetime operator. However, such cyclic permutations are innocuous in CDE calculations
of functional traces that arise from evaluating the path integral at one loop. In fact, they have been
used in many previous functional matching calculations. We clarify this subtle point in App. A.

10The local nature of all derivative operators in the CDE is also the reason why the otherwise
illegal cyclic permutation in the internal trace ‘tr’ in intermediate steps actually leads to the correct
result; see App. A for a detailed discussion.
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larized anomaly expressed in the matrix notation:

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

1

16π2
tr

{
− 2(1− β)

[
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

]
Gµ (∂µα)

+
1

3
(1− β)

(
i
[
(1 + 4β) (∂µGν)− (1 + 2β) (∂νGµ)− i(1 + 3β2)

[
Gµ, Gν

]
, Gµ

]
+
(
∂2Gν

)
+ i(1− 2β)

[
(∂µGµ) , Gν

]
−Gµ(1− β)Gν(1− β)Gµ

)(
Dν
βα
)

− 1

2
εµνρσ

(
1

3

{
(1− β)Gρ , 2(1 + 2β) (∂µGν)− i(1 + 2β + 3β2)GµGν

}(
Dσ
βα
)

+ 4
[
β (∂µGν)− iβ2GµGν

][
β (∂ρGσ)− iβ2GρGσ

]
α

)}
, (4.15)

where (
Dµ
βα
)
≡ (∂µα)− iβ[Gµ, α] . (4.16)

In Eq. (4.15) we have carefully kept the β factors in appropriate places such that
each of them is associated with the gauge field that immediately follows it.

Depending on the application, it is sometimes more convenient to write out the
adjoint components of the master formula in Eq. (4.15), which gives

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

1

16π2

{
−
∑
a,b

tr
(
tatb
)

(1− βa)
[

2

(
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

)
Ga
µ

(
∂µαb

)
+

1

3

{
faef

[
(1 + 4βa) (∂µG

e
ν)− (1 + 2βa)

(
∂νG

e
µ

)
+
(
1 + 3β2

a

)
f eghGg

µG
h
ν

]
Gfµ

−
(
∂2Ga

ν

)
+ (1− 2βa)f

aef
(
∂µGe

µ

)
Gf
ν

}(
∂να

b + βbf
bcdGc

να
d
)]

−
∑
a,b,c,d

tr
(
tatbtctd

) 1

3
(1− βa)(1− βb)(1− βc)Ga

µG
b
νG

cµ
(
∂να

d + βdf
defGe

να
f
)

−
∑
a,b,c

tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

) 1

4
εµνρσ

[
βaβb

(
F aµν

lin + βaf
adeGdµGeν

)(
F bρσ

lin + βbf
bfgGfρGgσ

)
αc

+
1

3
(1− βb)

(
2(1 + 2βa)F

aµν
lin + (1 + 2βa + 3β2

a)f
adeGdµGeν

)
Gbρ

×
(
∂σαc + βcf

cfgGfσαg
)]}

, (4.17)

where F µν
lin ≡ (∂µGν) − (∂νGµ) is the part of F µν linear in the gauge fields, and we

have used the fact that β takes the same value within a simple group (only for which
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fabc may be nonzero).
In the next section, we will apply the evaluated master formula, written in matrix

and component forms in Eqs. (4.15) and (4.17), respectively, to obtain explicit results
for various gauge group sectors. Before delving into the details, let us first quickly
note two special β choices which directly relate to the discussion in Sec. 3.4.

• If βa = 1 (∀a), all but the last line in Eq. (4.15) vanishes, and the result takes
a gauge-covariant form:

AΛ
β=1[α] =

∫
d4x

(
− 1

32π2

)
εµνρσ tr (F µνF ρσα)

=

∫
d4x

(
− 1

64π2

)
tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
εµνρσ F

aµνF bρσαc . (4.18)

As discussed in Sec. 3.4, the covariant anomaly generically would not satisfy
the Wess-Zumino consistency condition. However, we also mentioned some
exceptions to this, such as when the anomaly itself is zero. From the equation
above, we see that this can be achieved by the standard anomaly cancellation
condition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0, where we recall that the internal trace ‘tr’ also

sums over the fermion species.

• If βa = 0 (∀a), we learned from Sec. 3.4 that the Wess-Zumino consistency
condition should be satisfied. In this case, Eq. (4.15) indeed reproduces the
familiar result for the consistent anomaly:

AΛ
β=0[α] =

∫
d4x

1

16π2
tr

{
− 2

[
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

]
Gµ (∂µα)

+
1

3

[ (
∂2Gν

)
+ i[(∂µGµ) , Gν ] + i[Fµν , G

µ]−GµGνG
µ
]

(∂να)

− 1

6
εµνρσ

{
Gρ , 2 (∂µGν)− iGµGν

}
(∂σα)

}

=

∫
d4x

{
1

48π2
εµνρσ tr

[
(∂µα) (GνFρσ + iGνGρGσ)

]
− δαLΛ

ct,0

}

=

∫
d4x

{
1

48π2
tr
({
ta, tb

}
, tc
)
εµνρσ (∂µα

a)

[(
∂νG

b
ρ

)
+

1

4
f bdeGd

νG
e
ρ

]
Gc
σ

− δαLΛ
ct,0

}
, (4.19)

up to an irrelevant anomaly given by the gauge variation of the following local
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counterterm:

LΛ
ct,0 =

1

16π2

[
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

]
tr
(
GµGµ

)
+

1

96π2
tr

[(
∂µGµ

)2 − 2iF µνGµGν +
1

2
GµGνGµGν

]
. (4.20)

The relevant anomaly in Eq. (4.19) is proportional to tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
, which

depends on the fermion content of the theory. The symmetries under consid-
eration can be gauged when there is no relevant anomaly, that is, when the
standard anomaly cancellation condition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0 is satisfied.

5 Implications of the Master Formula

In this section, we apply Eqs. (4.15) and (4.17) derived in the previous section, which
are evaluation results of our master formula Eq. (4.6), to obtain explicit results for the
anomaly in all possible combinations of the continuous group sectors. We consider
in turn a simple non-Abelian group, semi-simple product of non-Abelian sectors,
product of Abelian sectors, and finally the general case of product of non-Abelian
and Abelian sectors. In each case, we aim to answer the following questions:

• What values of the regularization parameters β are consistent with the Wess-
Zumino condition?

• For these Wess-Zumino consistent β choices, what is the relevant anomaly, and
what are the counterterms associated with the irrelevant anomaly?

• What are the conditions for the relevant anomaly to vanish (in which case the
symmetries under consideration can be gauged in the quantum theory)?

To investigate the first question, we use the BRST form of the Wess-Zumino
consistency condition, which states that (recall the discussion around Eq. (2.12))
when the gauge variation parameter α is replaced by the ghost field ω, the anomaly
is BRST-closed:

δBRSTAβ[ω] = 0 , (5.1)

where Aβ[ω] is understood as the renormalized anomaly defined in Eq. (3.24). Since
the gauge variation of local counterterms is always BRST-closed due to the nil-
potency of the BRST transformation, this requires the regularized anomaly is also
BRST-closed:

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω] = 0 . (5.2)
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We will check this condition up to O(1/Λ) terms. To do so, it is useful to recall that
under the BRST transformation:

δBRSTGµ = Dµω = ∂µω − i
[
Gµ, ω

]
, (5.3a)

δBRSTFµν = −i
[
Fµν , ω

]
, (5.3b)

δBRSTω = iω2 , (5.3c)

δBRST

(
∂µω − iβ

[
Gµ, ω

])
= i(1− β)

{
ω, ∂µω

}
. (5.3d)

In answering the second and third questions, we will see how the well-known
results for anomalies are recovered in our formalism with specific (Wess-Zumino con-
sistent) β choices. We will also see that for all the Wess-Zumino consistent anomalies,
the standard anomaly cancellation condition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0 will guarantee that

the relevant anomaly vanishes (which means the symmetries can be gauged).

5.1 Simple Non-Abelian Group

For a simple non-Abelian group, all the β factors are degenerate, so we omit their
adjoint indices and simply write all of them as β. We can first verify that the O(Λ2)

term in Eq. (4.15) is BRST-closed:

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
O(Λ2)

= − 1

8π2

∫
d4x

[
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

]
(1− β)

× tr
[
(∂µω)(∂µω) + i

{
ω , Gµ(∂µω)

}]
= 0 . (5.4)

Note that cyclic permutation of a Grassmann odd matrix in the trace is accompanied
by a minus sign if it passes through an odd number of Grassmann odd matrices, e.g.
tr
[
ωGµ(∂µω)

]
= − tr

[
Gµ(∂µω)ω

]
.

To derive constraints on β from the Wess-Zumino consistency condition, we
need to consider the O(Λ0) terms. The BRST transformation of these terms is quite
tedious. However, as we will show, it turns out sufficient to work out just a subset
of terms. Let us first note that AΛ

β [ω]|O(Λ0) contains terms of the form:

ωG∂3 , ωG2∂2 , ωG3∂ , ωG4 , (5.5)

whose BRST transformation contains terms of the form:11

ω2G∂3 , ω2G2∂2 , ω2G3∂ , ω2G4 . (5.6)

We will see that the ω2G4 and ω2G∂3 terms are sufficient to constrain β.
The ω2G4 terms can only come from BRST transforming the ωG4 terms in

11Note that the ω2∂4 term from BRST transforming the sole ωG∂3 term in Eq. (4.15) vanishes.
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AΛ
β [ω]. Those ωG4 terms that do not involve εµνρσ are easily seen to vanish upon

cyclic permutation, and we are left with

AΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
G4ω

=

∫
d4x

1

24π2
β (1 + β + β2) εµνρσ tr

(
GµGνGρGσω

)
=

∫
d4x

(
− 1

192π2

)
β (1 + β + β2) tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
× εµνρσfadef bfgGdµGeνGfρGgσωc . (5.7)

Since δBRSTAΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
G4ω2 = 0 requires AΛ

β [ω]
∣∣
G4ω

= 0, while (1 + β + β2) is positive-
definite, we see that

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
G4ω2 = 0 =⇒ β = 0 or tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0 . (5.8)

As discussed around Eq. (4.19), β = 0 reproduces the standard consistent anomaly,
plus an irrelevant piece that is obviously BRST-closed. The other option is the
standard anomaly cancellation condition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0; when this is true, the

terms in AΛ
β that are proportional to εµνρσ all vanish. In this case, it remains to

check whether there are additional constraints on the value of β from the terms not
involving εµνρσ. To do so, we focus on the ω2G∂3 terms in δBRSTAΛ

β [ω], for which we
find, after some simplification using cyclic permutation and integration by parts:

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
ω2G∂3

=

∫
d4x

i

48π2
β (1− β) tr

{(
∂2
[
Gν , ω

]
−
[
(∂2Gν), ω

])
(∂νω)

}
=

∫
d4x

1

48π2
β (1− β) tr

(
tatb
)

× facd
[(
∂2Gcν

)
ωd − ∂2

(
Gcνωd

)]
(∂νω

b) . (5.9)

Here the group theory factor tr
(
tatb
)
∝ δab is always non-vanishing, so we see the

only other option (besides β = 0) that makes δBRSTAΛ
β [ω]

∣∣
ω2G∂3

vanish is β = 1, in
which case the εµνρσ-independent part of AΛ

β simply vanishes.
In summary, we conclude that consistency with the Wess-Zumino condition re-

quires either of the following to be true:

• β = 0, in which case the result is given by Eq. (4.19). This reproduces the
standard consistent anomaly plus an irrelevant piece that is equal to the gauge
variation of the local counterterm given by Eq. (4.20). As discussed below
Eq. (4.19), for the relevant anomaly to vanish in this case, one needs the stan-
dard anomaly cancellation condition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0.

• tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0 and β = 1, in which case anomaly cancellation happens and

the regularized anomaly vanishes altogether, AΛ
β [α] = 0.
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5.2 Product of Non-Abelian Sectors

For a semi-simple product of non-Abelian sectors, the only additional term in AΛ
β [α]

to consider is the tr
(
tatbtctd

)
term in Eq. (4.17). Both tr

(
tatb
)
and tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
vanish when the generators belonging to more than one simple sectors are involved,
while tr

(
tatbtctd

)
can be nonzero when two of the four generators belong to one simple

sector and the other two belong to another simple sector.
Upon imposing the conditions derived in the previous subsection on each sim-

ple non-Abelian sector, we see that there are only two scenarios. If β = 1 (and
tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0) for either sector, the aforementioned cross term in AΛ

β [α] vanishes
because of the (1 − βa)(1 − βb)(1 − βc) factor. If β = 0 for both sectors, the cross
term is contained in the general result Eq. (4.19), specifically the gauge variation
of the O(G4) counterterm in Eq. (4.20). Therefore, no additional constraints arise
from the Wess-Zumino consistency condition beyond those already derived for each
simple sector. The same is true for the relevant anomaly cancellation condition.

5.3 Product of Abelian Sectors

For an Abelian gauge group, we can set fabc = 0 and F µν
lin = F µν in Eq. (4.17) to

obtain

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

1

16π2

{
−
∑
a,b

tr(QaQb) · (1− βa)
[
2

(
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

)
Ga
µ −

1

3

(
∂2Ga

µ

)](
∂µαb

)
−
∑
a,b,c,d

tr(QaQbQcQd) ·
1

3
(1− βa)(1− βb)(1− βc)GaµGbνGc

µ

(
∂να

d
)

−
∑
a,b,c

tr(QaQbQc) ·
1

8

[
(1 + βa)(1 + βb) +

1

3
(1− βa)(1− βb)

]
εµνρσF a

µνF
b
ρσα

c

}
,

(5.10)

where we have written the group generators ta as Qa since they are just charges under
the U(1)’s, and ‘tr’ means summing over all chiral fermions. In the tr(QaQbQc) term,
we have integrated by parts and symmetrized the coefficient between a and b:

βaβb +
1

3
(1 + 2βa)(1− βb)→

1

4

[
(1 + βa)(1 + βb) +

1

3
(1− βa)(1− βb)

]
. (5.11)

Under the BRST transformation, only the gauge fields Ga
µ transform nontrivially
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while F a
µν and ωa stay invariant, and we obtain

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω] =

∫
d4x

1

16π2

{∑
a,b

tr(QaQb) · (βa − βb)

×
[(

Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

)
(∂µω

a)− 1

6

(
∂2∂µω

a
)]

(∂µωb)

+
∑
a,b,c,d

tr(QaQbQcQd) ·
1

6
(1− βa)(1− βb)(βc − βd)

×
[
GaµGb

µ

(
∂νωc

)(
∂νω

d
)

+ 2Ga
µG

b
ν

(
∂µωc

)(
∂νωd

)]}
, (5.12)

where we have used the (anti-)symmetry between the adjoint indices to simplify the
expression. From Eq. (5.12) we see that the Wess-Zumino consistency condition
δBRSTAΛ

β [ω] = 0 requires the following:

• βa = βb for any two Abelian sectors a, b for which tr(QaQb) 6= 0.

• Either βa = βb = βc = βd or at least two of them are equal to 1 for any group
of Abelian sectors for which tr(QaQbQcQd) 6= 0.12

When these conditions are satisfied, symmetrizing the indices allows one to show
that the tr(QaQb) and tr(QaQbQcQd) terms in Eq. (5.10), if nonzero, are equal to
the gauge variation of local counterterms, and we have:

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

{
−δαL(β)

ct −
1

128π2

∑
a,b,c

tr(QaQbQc)

×
[
(1 + βa)(1 + βb) +

1

3
(1− βa)(1− βb)

]
εµνρσF a

µνF
b
ρσα

c

}
, (5.13)

where

L(β)
ct =

1

16π2

{∑
a,b

tr(QaQb)(1− βa)
[(

Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

)
Ga
µG

bµ − 1

6

(
∂2Ga

µ

)
Gbµ

]

+
∑
a,b,c,d

tr(QaQbQcQd) ·
1

12
(1− βa)(1− βb)(1− βc)GaµGbνGc

µG
d
ν

}
. (5.14)

Therefore, as in the non-Abelian case, a relevant anomaly may only come from terms
with three gauge group generators. But unlike the non-Abelian case, β values other

12This applies to groups of two, three and four Abelian sectors since a, b, c, d do not have to be
distinct.
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than 0 and 1 are allowed. Again, we see that the standard anomaly cancellation con-
dition tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0 (i.e. tr(QaQbQc) = 0 in the Abelian case) would guarantee

that the relevant anomaly vanishes.13

U(1)V × U(1)A Example

Let us apply the results above to the classic example of two Abelian sectors U(1)V ×
U(1)A. The matter content is assumed to consist of pairs of Weyl fermions with
opposite (identical) charges under U(1)V (U(1)A); the minimal case is that of two
Weyl fermions with (QV , QA) = (1, 1) and (−1, 1), respectively. So the potentially
nonzero traces are:

tr
(
Q2
V

)
, tr

(
Q2
A

)
, (5.15a)

tr
(
Q2
VQA

)
, tr

(
Q3
A

)
, (5.15b)

tr
(
Q4
V

)
, tr

(
Q2
VQ

2
A

)
, tr

(
Q4
A

)
. (5.15c)

The fact that tr(Q2
VQ

2
A) 6= 0 implies that to satisfy the Wess-Zumino consistency

condition we must choose

βV = βA or βV = 1 or βA = 1 . (5.16)

Assuming one of these is true, we can readily obtain the anomaly result from Eq. (5.13):

AΛ
β [α] =

∫
d4x

{
−δαL

(βV ,βA)
ct

− 1

64π2
tr
(
Q2
VQA

)[
(1 + βV )(1 + βA) +

1

3
(1− βV )(1− βA)

]
εµνρσF

µν
V F ρσ

A αV

− 1

128π2
tr
(
Q2
VQA

)[
(1 + βV )2 +

1

3
(1− βV )2

]
εµνρσF

µν
V F ρσ

V αA

− 1

128π2
tr
(
Q3
A

)[
(1 + βA)2 +

1

3
(1− βA)2

]
εµνρσF

µν
A F ρσ

A αA

}
. (5.17)

As discussed in footnote 13, there is in fact an additional possible counterterm,
εµνρσF

µν
V V ρAσ (where V and A denote gauge fields), whose gauge variation pro-

duces a linear combination of εµνρσF µν
V F ρσ

A αV and εµνρσF µν
V F ρσ

V αA upon integration
by parts. We will come back to this point shortly.

13One may further ask whether the tr(QaQbQc) terms in Eq. (5.13) may also be irrelevant. Indeed,
there are local counterterms of the form εµνρσF aµνG

b
ρG

c
σ one can write down. However, there may

not be enough such counterterms to absorb all the anomalies; in particular, if tr
(
Q3
a

)
6= 0 for some

Abelian sector a there must be a relevant anomaly, since the counterterm above vanishes when
a = b = c.
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Eq. (5.17) reproduces the standard result if we further demand that U(1)V is not
anomalous and is preserved by renormalization. This means that we should pick the
βV = 1 option in Eq. (5.16) so that L(βV ,βA)

ct does not involve U(1)V -breaking opera-
tors (see Eq. (5.14)). This also rules out the additional counterterm εµνρσF

µν
V V ρAσ

discussed above. For U(1)V to be non-anomalous, the coefficient of the αV term in
Eq. (5.17) must vanish, which requires βA = −1 for βV = 1. We conclude that the
standard result corresponds to the specific scheme choice in our formalism:

(βV , βA) = (1 , −1) , (5.18)

in which case Eq. (5.17) becomes:

AΛ
(1,−1)[α] =

∫
d4x

{
−δαL(1,−1)

ct

− 1

32π2
εµνρσ

[
tr
(
Q2
VQA

)
F µν
V F ρσ

V + tr
(
Q3
A

)
· 1

3
F µν
A F ρσ

A

]
αA

}
, (5.19)

with the following U(1)V -preserving counterterm:

L(1,−1)
ct =

1

16π2

{
tr
(
Q2
A

)[
2

(
Λ2

∫ ∞
0

duf(u)

)
AµAµ −

1

3

(
∂2Aµ

)
Aµ

]

+ tr
(
Q4
A

)
· 2

3
(AµAµ)2

}
. (5.20)

It is interesting to note that if we instead choose

(βV , βA) = (0 , 0) , (5.21)

which is also Wess-Zumino consistent but does not manifestly preserve U(1)V , we
would obtain:

AΛ
(0,0)[α] =

∫
d4x

{
−δαL(0,0)

ct − 1

48π2
εµνρσ tr

(
Q2
VQA

)
F µν
V F ρσ

A αV

− 1

96π2
εµνρσ

[
tr
(
Q2
VQA

)
F µν
V F ρσ

V + tr
(
Q3
A

)
F µν
A F ρσ

A

]
αA

}
. (5.22)

This is in fact related to the standard result Eq. (5.19) by a counterterm:

AΛ
(0,0)[α] = AΛ

(1,−1)[α] + δα

∫
d4x

(
L(1,1)

ct − L(0,0)
ct + ∆Lct

)
, (5.23)
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where
∆Lct =

1

24π2
εµνρσ tr

(
Q2
VQA

)
F µν
V V ρAσ . (5.24)

Therefore, (βV , βA) = (0, 0) actually gives the same relevant anomaly as the standard
result, although at the cost of U(1)V -breaking counterterms. Note that it is impos-
sible to remove both εµνρσF µν

V F ρσ
A αV and εµνρσF µν

V F ρσ
V αA using the counterterm, in

agreement with the familiar result that U(1)V and U(1)A cannot be simultaneously
conserved in the V V A triangle diagram. Also, as discussed in footnote 13, there is
always a relevant U(1)3

A anomaly which cannot be removed by counterterms.

5.4 Product of Abelian and Non-Abelian Sectors

Finally, we consider the cross terms in AΛ
β [α] between Abelian and non-Abelian

sectors. These include the tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
terms in Eq. (4.17) with two of the adjoint

indices in the same non-Abelian sector and the third index in an U(1) sector, and
the tr

(
tatbtctd

)
terms with two of the adjoint indices in the same non-Abelian sector

and the other two in either one or two U(1) sectors. So in what follows we focus on
a theory with one simple non-Abelian sector and up to two U(1) sectors, which we
call U(1)A and U(1)B. To ease the presentation we reserve the notation Gµ, F µν , α,
ta that we have been using in the general calculation for the non-Abelian sector here,
while denoting the corresponding objects in the U(1) sectors by Aµ, F µν

A , αA, QA

and Bµ, F µν
B , αB, QB. We use βNA to represent the common β parameter associated

with all the non-Abelian generators, and use βA, βB for the β parameters of the U(1)

sectors.
From the discussion in Sec. 5.1 we know that the only values of βNA consistent

with the Wess-Zumino condition in the non-Abelian sector are 1 and 0. Let us first
consider the simpler βNA = 1 case. Here the tr

(
tatbQAQB

)
terms are all multiplied

by (1−βNA) and vanish, while for the tr
(
tatbQA

)
terms we have (switching to matrix

notation and following Eq. (4.15)):

AΛ
β [α] ⊃

∫
d4x

(
− 1

32π2

)
εµνρσ tr

[
F µνF ρσαA

+ 2βAF
µνF ρσ

A α + 2(1− βA)F µνAρ(Dσα)
]

=

∫
d4x

(
− 1

32π2

)
εµνρσ tr

[
F µνF ρσαA + (1 + βA)F µνF ρσ

A α
]
. (5.25)

To arrive at the last equation we have integrated by parts and used the Bianchi
identity εµνρσ(DσFµν) = 0. Performing the BRST transformation, we find

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω] ⊃

∫
d4x

i

32π2
(1 + βA) εµνρσ tr

(
F µνF ρσ

A ω2
)
. (5.26)

So for these cross terms in the anomaly to be consistent with the Wess-Zumino
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condition, we must have

βA = −1 or tr
(
tatbQA

)
= 0 (βNA = 1 case) . (5.27)

As a result, Eq. (5.25) either vanishes due to tr
(
tatbQA

)
= 0, in which case there is no

crossed anomaly, or only the F µνF ρσαA term survives; the latter cannot be obtained
as a local counterterm variation and is therefore a relevant anomaly. In fact, we
have just recovered the non-Abelian generalization of the U(1)V × U(1)A example
in the previous subsection (cf. Eq. (5.19)): swapping U(1)V for a non-anomalous
non-Abelian sector (recall that βNA = 1 requires tr

(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0) leads to the same

crossed anomaly with a chiral U(1).
Next we consider the other option, βNA = 0, for the non-Abelian sector. In

this case, both the tr
(
tatbQA

)
and tr

(
tatbQAQB

)
terms can be nonzero. After some

algebra we can organize the tr
(
tatbQA

)
terms into the following form:

AΛ
β [α] ⊃

∫
d4x

(
− 1

96π2

)
εµνρσ tr

[
F µνF ρσαA + iGµGνF ρσαA + 2GµGνGρGσαA

+
3

2
(1 + βA)F µν

lin F
ρσ
A α− (1− βA)F µνAρ(∂σα)

]
. (5.28)

Among the five terms, three (first, third and fourth) are actually BRST-invariant.
Overall, we find Eq. (5.28) has the following BRST transformation:

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω] ⊃

∫
d4x

(
− 1

96π2

)
βA εµνρσ tr

[
F µν(∂ρω)(∂σωA)

]
. (5.29)

For this to vanish, we need

βA = 0 or tr
(
tatbQA

)
= 0 (βNA = 0 case) . (5.30)

So the crossed anomaly in Eq. (5.28) either vanishes due to tr
(
tatbQA

)
= 0 or is

contained in the general β = 0 formula Eq. (4.19) as a relevant anomaly.
Meanwhile, for the tr

(
tatbQAQB

)
terms, we find:

AΛ
β [α] ⊃

∫
d4x

(
− 1

48π2

)
tr

{
(1− βA)

(
{Gµ, Gν}Aµ +GµGµA

ν
)

(∂ναB)

+ (1− βB)
(
{Gµ, Gν}Bµ +GµGµB

ν
)

(∂ναA)

+ 2(1− βA)(1− βB)
[

(AµBν + AνBµ)Gµ + AµBµG
ν
]
(∂να)

}
, (5.31)
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which transforms under BRST as:

δBRSTAΛ
β [ω] ⊃

∫
d4x

1

48π2
tr

{
(βA − βB)

[
2GµGν(∂µωA) +GµGµ(∂νωA)

]
(∂νωB)

− 2(1− βA)βB

[
Gµ(∂νω)Aµ +Gν(∂µω)Aµ +Gµ(∂µω)Aν

]
(∂νωB)

− 2(1− βB)βA

[
Gµ(∂νω)Bµ +Gν(∂µω)Bµ +Gµ(∂µω)Bν

]
(∂νωA)

}
. (5.32)

For this to vanish, we need

βA = βB = (0 or 1) or tr
(
tatbQAQB

)
= 0 (βNA = 0 case) . (5.33)

So the crossed anomaly in Eq. (5.31) either vanishes due to tr
(
tatbQAQB

)
= 0 or

βA = βB = 1, or is contained in the general β = 0 formula Eq. (4.19) as an irrelevant
anomaly.

For both cases discussed above, βNA = 1 and βNA = 0, the relevant part of the
crossed anomaly is proportional to tr

(
tatbQA

)
, so the anomaly cancellation condition

is contained in the standard one, tr
(
{ta, tb} tc

)
= 0.

6 Discussion and Future Directions

In this paper, we introduced a novel regularization prescription to calculate anoma-
lies for global and gauge symmetries using CDE. The calculation was performed in
d = 4 spacetime dimensions, thereby avoiding any of the subtleties that arise when
computing anomalies using dimensional regularization. The master formula obtained
in this framework integrates various known results regarding anomalies.

In a companion paper [36], we will extend the formalism developed here to
incorporate the effects of higher dimensional operators into the anomaly calculation.
This has an immediate application to the Standard Model Effective Field Theory
(SMEFT). Recently, arguments that the SMEFT is not anomalous were provided in
Refs. [37, 38]. In Ref. [36], we will give an explicit proof using CDE that SMEFT
is non-anomalous when including operators with general scalar, vector, and tensor
couplings to fermion bilinears.

In future work, we would like to apply this formalism to compute the EFTs that
emerge when integrating out fermions with chiral couplings (for example, integrat-
ing out the top quark in the Standard Model). This is well-known to produce an
EFT with a Wess-Zumino-Witten term [35, 39, 40]. It should be possible to extend
the calculations presented here to reproduce this result in a new way. This will
require understanding the interplay of the method presented here and the results
for other functional traces that are evaluated using dimensional regularization, since
the functional EFT matching framework relies on the method of regions, which is
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implemented in dimensional regularization. At least for one loop calculations, the
use of different regulators may not cause any particular difficulties. Once this is
understood, functional methods for one-loop matching will be a complete framework
for integrating out any heavy particles with spins 0, 1/2, and 1.
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Appendix

A Comments on Cyclic Permutation

In this appendix, we clarify a subtle point in performing CDE calculations, i.e.,
when (and why) we are allowed to perform cyclic permutations on the argument of
a functional trace ‘Tr (· · · ) ’, and a lowercase trace ‘ tr (· · · ) ’ which is only over the
internal indices.

We begin by recalling that a functional operator O is a matrix that acts on both
the functional vector space |x〉 and some internal vector space. The latter is typically
finite dimensional, which we can label by a discrete index i. We can then write out
the concrete relation between the functional trace ‘Tr ’ and the internal trace ‘ tr ’:

Tr (O) =

∫
d4x 〈x| tr (O) |x〉 =

∫
d4x 〈x| Oii |x〉 . (A.1)

Clearly, the functional trace ‘Tr’ sums over all the indices of the matrix O, and
therefore it is always safe to perform a cyclic permutation:

Tr
(
OAOB

)
=

∫
d4x d4y 〈x| OAij |y〉 〈y| OBji |x〉

=

∫
d4y d4x 〈y| OBji |x〉 〈x| OAij |y〉 = Tr

(
OBOA

)
. (A.2)

On the other hand, the internal trace ‘tr’ only sums over a subset of indices for the
matrix O, and therefore it is generically illegal to make cyclic permutations inside
‘tr’ alone:

tr
(
OAOB

)
6= tr

(
OBOA

)
⇐⇒ 〈x| tr

(
OAOB

)
|y〉 6= 〈x| tr

(
OBOA

)
|y〉 . (A.3)
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Note that after taking the internal trace, the object tr
(
OAOB

)
is still a matrix

acting on the functional space spanned by |x〉. So when we check whether the two
objects tr

(
OAOB

)
and tr

(
OBOA

)
are equal, it is a comparison of two matrices where

one needs to compare entry by entry, as indicated by the right-hand expression of
Eq. (A.3). Generically, they are not equal and making cyclic permutations inside ‘tr’
alone is not allowed.

However, in many practical calculations of functional traces, the evaluation re-
sults (after carrying out the loop integrals) are local action-like expressions that
generically have the form (see e.g. Eqs. (4.6) and (4.7))

Tr (· · · ) =

∫
d4x trx

(
OAOBOC · · ·

)
, (A.4)

where the reason for using a slightly different notation ‘ trx (· · · ) ’ will become clear
shortly. When handling expressions like Eq. (A.4), we do sometimes make cyclic
permutations to simplify the calculation:

Sometimes we take :

∫
d4x trx

(
OAOB

)
=

∫
d4x trx

(
OBOA

)
. (A.5)

This has been used extensively in Sec. 4, as well as for many functional matching
calculations with CDE in the literature. The purpose of this appendix is to clarify
when and why Eq. (A.5) could hold. The explanation has two important aspects:

• There is a slight abuse of notation ‘ tr ’ in expressions like Eqs. (4.6) and (4.7).
As emphasized by using a different notation ‘ trx ’ above, the traces in Eqs. (A.4)
and (A.5) are not precisely the same objects as the traces in Eq. (A.3) – the
latter are matrices acting on the functional space |x〉, while the former are
actually elements of those matrices.

• Eq. (A.5) does not hold for generic operators OA, OB. However, if both OAOB
and OBOA are diagonal functional operators in the position basis |x〉, namely
if they satisfy

tr
(
OAOB

)
|x〉 = tAB(x) |x〉 , (A.6a)

tr
(
OBOA

)
|x〉 = tBA(x) |x〉 . (A.6b)

for some ordinary functions tAB(x) and tBA(x), then Eq. (A.5) holds.

In what follows, we elaborate on these two aspects in turn.

A.1 Internal Trace Notation

First, it is clear from Eq. (A.4) that trx (O) must be an ordinary function of the
variable x (similar to a Lagrangian), such that the integral in Eq. (A.4) would yield
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a local action-like result. So trx (O) cannot be a matrix on the functional space |x〉.
Instead, it should be interpreted as an element of that matrix.

Second, we emphasize that trx (O) is not the following matrix element that one
might naively expect:

trx (O) 6= 〈x| tr (O) |x〉 . (A.7)

If the above were true, then performing the integral in Eq. (A.5) would give us the
functional trace ∫

d4x 〈x| tr
(
OAOB

)
|x〉 = Tr

(
OAOB

)
, (A.8)

in which cyclic permutation would not be a problem at all, as explained around
Eq. (A.2). But it is clear that Eq. (A.5) is not supposed to yield Tr

(
OAOB

)
. The

correct matrix element is

trx (O) =

∫
d4y 〈x| tr (O) |y〉 . (A.9)

To understand this subtle point, we need to remind ourselves how we usually obtain
expressions like Eq. (A.4) and hence terms like trx (O) from the CDE evaluation.
Usually, we start with a functional trace like Eq. (4.1) and calculate it using momen-
tum eigenstates:

Tr
[
f
(
i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]
=

∫
d4q

(2π)4

〈
q
∣∣∣ tr [f (i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]∣∣∣q〉 . (A.10)

Using the fact

|q〉 =

∫
d4x |x〉 〈x|q〉 =

∫
d4x e−iqx |x〉 =

∫
d4x e−iqx̂ |x〉 , (A.11)

we can rewrite Eq. (A.10) as

Tr
[
f
(
i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]
=

∫
d4x d4y

∫
d4q

(2π)4

〈
x
∣∣∣eiqx̂ tr

[
f
(
i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]
e−iqx̂

∣∣∣y〉
=

∫
d4x d4y

∫
d4q

(2π)4

〈
x
∣∣∣ tr [f (qµ + i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]∣∣∣y〉
=

∫
d4x

{∫
d4y

〈
x

∣∣∣∣∫ d4q

(2π)4
tr
[
f
(
qµ + i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]∣∣∣∣y〉}
=

∫
d4x

{∫
d4y 〈x| tr (Of )|y〉

}
, (A.12)

where Of is defined implicitly by the last equation. As indicated in the last line, one
way of understanding the ‘simplified CDE’ is that one Taylor expands the function
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‘ f ’ above and performs the momentum loop integral over qµ to obtain a set of
functional operators of the form tr (Of ). This is precisely what we did in deriving
Eqs. (4.6) and (4.7) from Eq. (4.1). Now comparing Eq. (A.12) with Eq. (A.4), we
see that the notation ‘ trx ’ is actually denoting the quantity inside the curly brackets
in Eq. (A.12). Therefore, we have carefully derived the relation in Eq. (A.9).

Let us recall that the definition of the ‘functional vector space’ is the collection
of all the functions φ(x) (usually satisfying certain constraints, such as ‖φ‖2 < ∞
(under box normalization)), where each function corresponds to a vector |φ〉:

φ(x) = 〈x|φ〉 . (A.13)

It thus provides us with a linear algebra language for the differential operations.
Specifically, the process of a differential operator f̂ acting on a function φ(x) to yield
a new function

(
f̂φ
)
(x) can be written as the action of a matrix in this linear space:

(
f̂φ
)
(x) =

〈
x
∣∣f̂φ〉 =

〈
x
∣∣f̂ ∣∣φ〉 =

∫
d4y

〈
x
∣∣f̂ ∣∣y〉 〈y|φ〉 . (A.14)

The key to this dictionary are the matrix elements
〈
x
∣∣f̂ ∣∣y〉 for various differential

operators. When f̂ is an ordinary function such as f̂ = Gµ(x), its matrix is diagonal
in the |x〉 basis:

〈x|Gµ|y〉 = Gµ(x) δ4(x− y) , (A.15a)

Gµ(x)φ(x) =

∫
d4y 〈x|Gµ|y〉 〈y|φ〉 =

∫
d4y

[
Gµ(x) δ4(x− y)

]
φ(y) . (A.15b)

When f̂ = ∂µ is a derivative, we have

〈x|∂µ|y〉 =
∂

∂xµ
δ4(x− y) , (A.16a)

∂µφ(x) =

∫
d4y 〈x|∂µ|y〉 〈y|φ〉 =

∂

∂xµ

∫
d4y δ4(x− y)φ(y) . (A.16b)

General differential operators, like f̂
(
i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)
in Eq. (A.12), are built from the two

kinds of operators discussed above.
We note in particular that the constant unity function ‘1’ corresponds to a vector

|1〉 that satisfies
|1〉 =

∫
d4y |y〉 〈y|1〉 =

∫
d4y |y〉 . (A.17)

Therefore, the relation in Eq. (A.9) can be rewritten as

trx (O) = 〈x| tr (O) |1〉 =
(

tr (O) 1
)

(x) , (A.18)
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where the last expression follows from the differential operation language in Eq. (A.14)
– we are simply taking the differential operator tr (O), acting it on the constant unity
function 1, and then evaluating the resulting function at point x.14 When the func-
tion being acted on is the constant unity function 1, we often suppress it. We also
often suppress the explicit ‘(x)’ when talking about a function. Doing both for the
last expression in Eq. (A.18) leads to our abuse of the notation ‘tr’ in the main text.

From Eq. (A.18), it is immediately clear that

trx (AB · · ·C∂µ) = 0 , (A.19a)

trx (∂µAB · · ·C) is a total derivative. (A.19b)

With these, we can see a quick counterexample to Eq. (A.5):

trx (A∂µB
µ) = trx

[
A (∂µB

µ) + ABµ∂µ
]

= trx
[
A (∂µB

µ)
]
, (A.20a)

trx (BµA∂µ) = 0 . (A.20b)

Clearly, the two lines are related by a cyclic permutation of Bµ, but they are gener-
ically not equal.

A.2 Conditions for Cyclic Permutations in Internal Traces

After clarifying the meaning of ‘ trx (· · · ) ’, namely the relation in Eq. (A.9), we see
that Eq. (A.5) does not always hold. However, if both expressions inside the trace
before and after the cyclic permutation are diagonal operators in the position basis
|x〉, i.e., if Eq. (A.6) is true, then Eq. (A.5) would hold.

To see this, we first note that if

tr
(
OAOB

)
|x〉 = tAB(x) |x〉 , (A.21)

then we simply have

trx
(
OAOB

)
=

∫
d4y

〈
x
∣∣ tr (OAOB)∣∣y〉 =

∫
d4y tAB(y) δ4(x−y) = tAB(x) . (A.22)

Therefore, it is linked with the functional trace as

Tr
(
OAOB

)
=

∫
d4x

∫
d4q

(2π)4
〈x|q〉

〈
q
∣∣ tr (OAOB)∣∣x〉

=

∫
d4x tAB(x)

∫
d4q

(2π)4
〈x|q〉 〈q|x〉 =

∫
d4x trx

(
OAOB

) ∫ d4q

(2π)4
.

(A.23)

14See e.g. Sec. 2.2 of Ref. [41] and App. B.2.2 of Ref. [19] for clarifications of this point.
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where
∫

d4q
(2π)4

= 〈x|x〉 is just a normalization factor. Making use of this relation
between trx(· · · ) and Tr(· · ·), one could take advantage of Eq. (A.2) to perform a
cyclic permutation:∫

d4x trx
(
OAOB

) ∫ d4q

(2π)4
= Tr

(
OAOB

)
= Tr

(
OBOA

)
=

∫
d4x trx

(
OBOA

) ∫ d4q

(2π)4
. (A.24)

Canceling the normalization factor gives us Eq. (A.5).
Note that one can generalize Eq. (A.5) to the sum of multiple terms:

OAOB −→ OA1 OB1 + · · ·+OAnOBn . (A.25)

In this case, for the steps in Eq. (A.24) to be valid, one only needs the sum to be
diagonal in the position basis |x〉, namely we have∫

d4x trx
(
OA1 OB1 + · · ·+OAnOBn

)
=

∫
d4x trx

(
OB1 OA1 + · · ·+OBnOAn

)
, (A.26)

provided that

tr
(
OA1 OB1 + · · ·+OAnOBn

)
|x〉 = tAB(x) |x〉 , (A.27a)

tr
(
OB1 OA1 + · · ·+OBnOAn

)
|x〉 = tBA(x) |x〉 . (A.27b)

An operator O being diagonal in the position basis |x〉 is equivalent to the state-
ment that all the derivatives in O are closed. For example, consider the following
differential operator:

O = A∂µBC = A
(
∂µB

)
C + AB∂µC

= A
(
∂µB

)
C + AB

(
∂µC

)
+ ABC∂µ , (A.28)

where A,B,C are diagonal in the |x〉 basis. The decomposition in the first line follows
from the product rule of the derivative, where the parentheses in the first term has
the usual interpretation – it indicates that ∂µ only acts on B but not anything to
the right of B. (In fact, this notation was already used in Eq. (A.20a).) In this case,
we say that the derivative is closed on B. In contrast, the second term in the first
line has an open derivative that acts on everything to its right. One can further use
the product rule to obtain the decomposition in the second line, where a term with
the derivative closed on C appears, and there is an additional term with an open
derivative. Clearly, terms with closed derivatives, such as A

(
∂µB

)
C and AB

(
∂µC

)
are diagonal operators in the |x〉 basis, while terms with open derivatives such as
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ABC∂µ are not; see e.g. Eq. (A.16a).
When evaluating a functional trace with simplified CDE, the initial set of op-

erators in the trace trx(· · · ) emerge from evaluating an expression of the form (see
Eq. (A.12)): ∫

d4q

(2π)4
tr
[
f
(
qµ + i∂̂µ, U(x̂)

)]
= tr (Of ) . (A.29)

The operator tr (Of ) derived from such an expression, i.e., upon expanding ‘ f ’ and
carrying out the loop momentum integral, is guaranteed to be diagonal in the position
basis |x〉, because it is known that one could use the trick of ‘original CDE’ to close
all of the derivatives in it (see e.g. App. B.2.3 of Ref. [19]). However, since Of is a
sum of terms, if we perform an arbitrary cyclic permutation on each term:

tr (Of ) = tr
(
OA1 OB1 + · · ·+OAnOBn

)
−→ tr

(
OB1 OA1 + · · ·+OBnOAn

)
, (A.30)

it is not guaranteed that the operator is still diagonal in the |x〉 basis, thus invalidat-
ing the operation. Only a subset of cyclic permutations that satisfy the condition in
Eq. (A.27) are ‘legal.’

Nonetheless, in practical calculations, a very efficient prescription to ensure that
we are only performing legal cyclic permutations is to stipulate that terms with open
derivatives should not be evaluated – one must keep track of all such terms, and
make sure that they get canceled upon summing the terms obtained after the cyclic
permutations. If they do not get fully canceled, then it is a sign that an illegal
cyclic permutation had been carried out. In this case, one needs to make further
cyclic permutations until the derivatives are all closed. In summary, insisting that
all derivatives must be closed in the end is an efficient way to make sure that we are
carrying out legal cyclic permutations. The calculations in Sec. 4 of the main text (as
well as in many other functional matching calculations with CDE in the literature)
are done in such a manner.

Let us look at a quick example of this:

trx
[

(∂µA)Bµ
]

= trx
[
∂µAB

µ − A∂µBµ
]

−→ trx
[
∂µAB

µ −BµA∂µ
]

= trx
[
(∂µAB

µ) + ABµ∂µ −BµA∂µ
]

−→ trx
[
Bµ∂µA−BµA∂µ

]
= trx

[
Bµ (∂µA)

]
. (A.31)

In the first line, we started with an operator (∂µA)Bµ in which the derivative is
closed. We made a cyclic permutation of the second term to arrive at the second
line, where the derivatives are not fully closed, because the last two terms in the
second expression both have open derivatives and they do not cancel each other. If
we were to stop here and evaluate the second line, then following Eq. (A.19) these
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terms are zero and total derivatives that would not feed into the final result:∫
d4x trx

[
(∂µAB

µ) + ABµ∂µ −BµA∂µ
]

= 0 . (A.32)

This clearly would not agree with the evaluation of the left-hand side of the first line.
The reason is that the second line was obtained by an illegal cyclic permutation.
Now, if we insist that the second line of Eq. (A.31) should not be evaluated since it
has open derivatives, then we are forced to make further cyclic permutations such
that all the derivatives can be closed upon summing the terms. The third line is
an example of such a further cyclic permutation. As soon as the derivatives are all
closed, we can carry out the evaluation. This prescription guarantees that only legal
cyclic permutations would be performed, and we can see that the result obtained in
the third line does agree with the expression we started with in the first line.
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