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ABSTRACT: The space of 6D supergravities with minimal supersymmetry is greatly con-
strained by anomaly cancellation. Nevertheless, a large number of models satisfy all low-
energy consistency conditions and in this work we make progress towards exhaustively
enumerating all anomaly-free models with at most one tensor multiplet. Generalizing pre-
vious techniques, we describe a general algorithm using multi-hypergraphs and simplicial
complexes to systematically enumerate anomaly-free models with gauge groups of any num-
ber of simple factors and with hypermultiplets falling into any representations. Using these
new ideas, we obtain a complete list of anomaly-free models for T' < 1, the only simplifying
assumption being that the gauge group contains no U(1), SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2) factors.
We also study how many/which models in this ensemble satisfy several UV and swampland
bounds which have been proposed and previously utilized to great effect, finding that none
are ruled out for T'= 0 and ~50% are inconsistent with quantum gravity for 7' = 1.
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1 Introduction

In the past few years there has been a renewed interest in the use of anomalies to under-

stand the string (and more generally, quantum gravity) landscape. As a general consis-

tency requirement, anomalies have proven to be very useful in constraining the landscape

of consistent theories, especially in dimension D > 7 and in conjunction with supersym-

metry [1-6]. For example, it has been shown that the gauge group rank is restricted to
be one of 1, 9 or 17 for D = 9 and one of 2, 10 or 18 for D = 8 [3], matching exactly
those values arising in string theory. With fewer supercharges the strength of anomaly-

cancellation is somewhat reduced. The largest D which allows for only 8 supercharges is

D = 6, and there one finds infinite families containing models with unbounded rank. There



is, therefore, a quite striking difference between the supergravity landscape and the quan-
tum gravity landscape, which is generally expected to be finite (e.g. see [7-12]). However,
by bringing in additional UV conditions many of these infinite families have been shown to
be inconsistent with quantum gravity [2, 13], although recently some infinite families have
been constructed in [14] which evade these constraints.

Even putting these infinite families aside, the landscape of 6D, N = 1 supergravity
models is quite large. There have been several studies which tabulate anomaly-free models
in various settings where the non-abelian gauge group, hypermultiplet representations or
number of tensor multiplets are restricted [15-18]. Recently in [19], we showed how the task
of identifying anomaly-free models with hypermultiplets charged under at most two gauge
factors can be reinterpreted as finding cliques in a certain multigraph. With this perspective
we provided a specialized so-called branch-and-prune algorithm to systematically construct
anomaly-free models in a T-agnostic way.

In order to allow for hypermultiplets charged under any number of gauge factors and
extend our previous methods, we are lead quite naturally to consider multi-hypergraphs
and simplicial complexes in place of multigraphs and cliques. Although the structures
involved are more general, the algorithms previously described carry over with very little
change. We then bring these techniques to bear on the special cases of T =0 and T =1,
presenting a complete enumeration of anomaly-free models compatible with all low-energy
consistency conditions, the only simplifying assumption being that the gauge group con-
tains no U(1), SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2) factors. In appendix B we argue that comprehensively
incorporating any of the three omitted non-abelian simple groups would require a huge in-
crease in computational power. We emphasize that our analysis encompasses models with
any number of gauge factors and hypermultiplets in any representation of the gauge group.
With a complete list of anomaly-free models (modulo only the omitted simple factors) at
our disposal, we then turn to understanding which models survive the bounds from several
UV and swampland bounds. Following tradition, we often refer to semi-simple Lie groups
when we really mean the corresponding Lie algebra; the global structure of the gauge group
could be studied on a case-by-case basis, but this is not our focus.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we briefly review
the low-energy consistency conditions. In section 3 we discuss their reinterpretation in
terms of a multi-hypergraphs and simplicial complexes, naturally generalizing our previous
work [19]. Some special features for 7' < 1 are leveraged in section 4 to obtain a tailored
pruning condition which allows for a comprehensive enumeration of anomaly-free models.
Section 5 is devoted to exploring various gross features and highlighting some notable ex-
amples from the ensembles of anomaly-free models which result from applying the discussed
methods to T'= 0 and T' = 1. There, we also explore additional bounds which can rule out
a significant fraction of models as inconsistent with quantum gravity. Finally, we conclude
in section 6. Some details, including technical information regarding the construction of
the multi-hypergraphs and enumeration of anomaly-free models, as well as some tables of
models, has been relegated to the appendices.



G| A4 B, C, D, E¢ By Eg Fy G

AG 1 2 1 2 6 12 60 6 2
hG | n+1 2n—1 n+1 2n—2 12 18 30 9 4

Table 1. Normalization constants and dual Coxeter numbers for simple gauge factors.

2 Consistency conditions

In this section we briefly review the low-energy consistency conditions required of 6D super-
gravities with eight supercharges and non-abelian gauge group. Gauge and gravitational
anomalies arising at 1-loop are captured by an 8-form anomaly polynomial containing
contributions from fermions in the single gravity multiplet, T' tensor multiplets, V' vector
multiplets in the adjoint of G and H hypermultiplets in the representations # of G [20].
Leveraging the Green-Schwarz-Sagnotti mechanism [21-23], local anomalies can be can-
celled by the tree-level exchange of the (anti-)self-dual 2-forms in the gravity and tensor

multiplets. This requires the anomaly polynomial to factorize as'

- 1 1 b
IR F) = S Qs X{ A Xy, Xg= —obR R 2y S (2.1)

where i € {1,2,...,k} runs over the simple groups in G = [[;_; G;, the anomaly vectors
br (I =0,i) live in R»T and the normalization constants ); are given in table 1. Matching
terms, the irreducible terms impose the following constraints:

trr?: H -V =273 29T, (2.2)

tr F : > nkBi = Bl (2.3)
R

It will be useful to introduce both % which consists of only the charged hypermultiplets
and A := H" — V in terms of which equation (2.2) amounts to A < 273 — 297. The
remaining, reducible terms determine all inner products of the by amongst themselves,

bo - bo = 8, bo-bizé(zniRAiR— Z’Adj),
R
D o (2.4)
bi'@Zg(ZnﬁCﬁ—CZdj)? bz“bjzzn(’fg,g) rAG, (i#7]),
R R,S

where we have introduced the short-hand u - v := Qaguo‘vﬂ. The positive numbers n% give
the number of hypermultiplets transforming in each irreducible representation R of G;, and
the corresponding indices A%, Bl and Cl are defined by

Nitrp %2 = A tr F2 . M trp % = BhtrF + Oh(tr F2)2. (2.5)

With this normalization we have AiAdj = 2h), where h) is the dual Coxeter number of Gj,
and A%, BY, Ch are nearly always integers: the only exceptions are for Ay, A2, B3 and

LFor uniformity in notation we have introduced bg := —a.



Dy which have C%, € %Z. Vectors by € R with inner products determined by (2.4) exist
exactly when the matrix of inner products by - by has at most one positive and at most
T negative eigenvalues. When this is the case, the vectors by are unique up to O(1,7;R)
transformations.?

A careful analysis for the groups SU(2), SU(3) and G2 reveals that these are subject to
an additional condition modulo 12, 6 and 3, respectively, which ensures b; - b; € Z [24-26].
Given that all local anomalies are cancelled, the lattice A = @, brZ is integral [27], i.e. all
br-by in equation (2.4) are integers. In addition, it was shown in [28] that the string charge
lattice I' must be unimodular. Therefore it is not enough for A to be an integral lattice:
it must embed into a unimodular lattice of signature (1,7) and the eigenvalue bounds on
by - by are no longer sufficient to ensure anomalies may be cancelled when T' > 1. There are
two possibilities for 7' = 1: either I' is the odd unimodular lattice I'y ; with = diag(1, —1)
and by = (3,1) or I is the even unimodular lattice U with @ = (9 }) and by = (2,2). See
appendix A for further discussion, including the determination of b; € I' from b; - b; and
by - b; alone and the dismissal of cases where I' = U with by = (1,4), which a priori is a
distinct possibility.

Finally, the moduli space is parametrized by a vector j, which we require satisfies both
j-3>0and j-b; > 0. The former ensures the positivity of the moduli space metric and
the latter ensure that all of the gauge kinetic terms, which take the form —j - b; tr 87«22, have
the correct sign. For T = 0 one can always simply take j = 1 since b; > 0. In fact, we will
see in section 4 that for 7' = 1 the existence of such a vector is also guaranteed: it follows
from anomaly cancellation and unimodularity.

In summary, the low-energy consistency conditions discussed above are all satisfied
provided the constraints of equations (2.2) and (2.3) are met and integer vectors b; € T
realizing the inner products of equation (2.4) can be found, with I' = Z, by = 3 for T =0
and either I' = T'1 1, bp = (3,1) or I' = U, by = (2,2) for T = 1. We will refer to
models which meet all of the consistency conditions except perhaps for (2.2) as admissible,
and we refer to admissible models which additionally satisfy (2.2) as anomaly-free. That
is, admissible models comprise the (supersymmetric) field theory landscape and anomaly-
free models comprise the supergravity landscape. The strategy we adopt in the following
sections is to enumerate all anomaly-free models and then impose additional quantum
gravitational conditions to see how the supergravity landscape compares to the quantum
gravity landscape of consistent models.

3 Multi-hypergraphs and simplicial complexes

In [19] it was explained how considering anomaly-free models with hypermultiplets charged
under at most two gauge factors naturally leads to a certain multi-graph structure. Vertices
of the multi-graph encoded choices of simple gauge factor and corresponding hypermulti-
plets satisfying the constraint of equation (2.3). Meanwhile edges described bi-charged

2We caution that for T > 9 the vectors b; are not always unique up to O(1,T;R) transformations when
the matrix by - by is negative semi-definite with rank < T'.



hypermultiplets which when formed from the two incident vertices yield an admissible
model with exactly two simple gauge factors. A standard “branch-and-prune” algorithm
for generating cliques was then adapted to systematically construct all anomaly-free mod-
els. In this section we generalize these ideas to account for hypermultiplets charged under
any number of gauge factors. Following our noses, we are lead naturally to consider multi-
hypergraphs® and simplicial complexes in place of multi-graphs and cliques. These will have
some additional structure appropriate for encoding the physics of anomaly-cancellation. At
this point we keep the discussion general; these methods can be used for any simple groups
and any T'; although in later sections we will specialize to T' < 1.

The multi-hypergraph € consists of a set of labelled vertices VU and hyperedges €.
Each vertex v € U corresponds to a choice of simple group and charged hypermultiplets
which both satisfy the constraint of equation (2.3) and admit at least one choice for lattice
I' (and corresponding by) and integer vector b € I' realizing the required norm b - b and
inner-product by - b. That is, to each vertex is associated a simple gauge group, G(v),
charged hypermultiplets

%Ch @nR nr(v) >0, dmR > 1, (3.1)

and set of possible anomaly vectors and corresponding lattice, {(b(®), T'(®))},, realizing the
inner products implied by #"(v) through equation (2.4). Quantltles such as H%(v) and
A(v) are defined in the obvious way. A complete list of vertices for each simple group
may be generated up to some maximum value of A(v) using the methods described in
appendix C.1 of [19].

Each (r > 2)-edge (") € € is incident to r vertices,

ey = (v1(eM),. . op(e™) €V X x V. (3.2)
T
By far the most common are 2-edges, which we will refer to simply as edges. These encode

bi-charged hypermultiplets

Fh () @nRS @Y(R,S), nps(e?)>0, dmR>1, dimS>1 (3.3)

for which the inner-product b; - b; determined via (2.4) is achieved by some choice of
(a)

lattice and vectors b;” for the two vertices of ¢(¢(?)). R and S run over representations of
G(v1(e?)) and G(va(e?)), respectively. We require that

nR v(e (2) ZnRS dlmS (3.4)

and similarly for vo(e(®)) so that merging the hypermultiplets of v1(e®) and vy(e?) to
form the bi-charged hypermultiplets required by %Ch(e@)) does not leave behind a negative

3The “hyper” in multi-hypergraph refers to their having hyperedges which join two or more vertices and
is completely unrelated to the “hyper” in hypermultiplet. This coincidence of nomenclature should not
cause any confusion in what follows.



Vg G(UZ) %Ch(vi) A(UZ) bi . bi bo . bi bi € F171 bi ceU

b1 SUM) 56 x4 @15 @20 244 18 12 - (3,3)
vy Sp(3) 28x6®4x14 @21 224 8 8 (3,1)  (2,2)
vy Gy 24 xT®14 168 8 8 (3,1)  (2,2)
o) e #h(e”)
P (v, 09) 7(4,6) @ (4,14')
e (v, 03) 6(4,7)
e (v, 03) 4(6,7)
P (vy03)  36,7)@114.7)
e (v,v2)  36.6)6 3(6.14) ¢ H(14.0)
€é2) (U?n 1}3) 2 Z?Z)
P (01,09, 03) (4,6,7)
Lo e (02,09, 00) 1(6,6,6)

Figure 1. A small multi-hypergraph within 6 induced by the three vertices v1, vo and v3. Each
2-edge gives, via equation (2.4), a value for b; - b; which is compatible with the possible vectors
associated to the two vertices it joins (e.g. the edge between v1 and vy gives b; - b; = 12 and both
edges between vo and vg give b; - b; = 8).

multiplicity of hypermultiplets charged under only a single gauge factor. Edges for which
H (e(2)) = 0 imply that b; - b; = 0 and we refer to as trivial.
Higher hyperedges with r > 2 are introduced similarly, with

#" ()= P nrr () B, R, ng.g (€7) >0, dimR; > 1,
Ri,....R,
(3.5)

but must be non-trivial, i.e. at least one ng, . &, (¢")) must be non-zero. Again we require
that merging hypermultiplets to form r-charged hypermultiplets does not leave behind a

negative multiplicity anywhere. That is, for each j € {1,2,...,r} there must exist an
(r — 1)-edge e‘gwl) satisfying

o

") = (v1(eM), .. vi(e), L v (),
an,...,}/%;,...,RT.( -

g
"

<

where as usual hats indicate omission.

The hierarchical structure of hyperedges which is required to avoid negative multiplic-
ities is reminiscent of a simplicial complex, and indeed we can identify each admissible
model with an embedding of a simplicial complex into 6. A simplicial complex X consists
of a set of simplices (i.e. points, lines, triangles, tetrahedra, etc.) with the restriction that



for each o € K the faces of o are also in K, and any non-trivial intersection of two simplices
is a face of each. For our purposes we will impose an additional property, namely that for
a simplicial complex K with x points there are exactly (g) lines, one connected each pair of
points. An embedding of a simplicial complex ¥ into 6 maps the points (i.e. 0-simplices)
of K to vertices in 6 and (r — 1)-simplices of K to r-edges of € for r > 2. This must
be structure-preserving, namely must maintain face/incidence relations. In particular, for
each (r > 2)-simplex its image together with each of the images of its (r — 1)-simplex faces
must satisfy equation (3.6).

Let us close this section with a small example for 7' = 1. Figure 1 shows a multi-
hypergraph induced by three carefully chosen vertices of §. Consider the following three
models with three simple factors, which we can view as ways to label a simplicial complex
as just described:*

3 G = Sp(3) x Ga x Go
" o H"=7(6,1,1)®(-3)(14,1,1) ® (21, 1,1) & (-6)(L,7,1)
N \ ®(1,14,1) ® (~6)(1,1,7)  (1,1,14) ® 3(6,7,1)
U3 oo G 3(14,7,1)®3(6,1,7) @ $(14',1,7) 9 2(1,7,7)
€g

Notice that the first example includes repeated vertices and edges, meaning that its em-
bedding in € is degenerate. We encourage the enthusiastic reader to work through the
calculation of P for the last of these examples, going vertex-by-vertex and edge-by-edge:
the process is reminiscent of the inclusion-exclusion principle. The first two would be ad-
missible if not for their negative hypermultiplet multiplicities, but as it is they should be
discarded as unphysical. The third, however, is admissible; in fact, it has A = 244 exactly
and so is anomaly-free without having to add neutral hypermultiplets. This is one of the
rare examples of an anomaly-free model with hypermultiplets charged under three or more
gauge factors, in this case with a single tri-fundamental of SU(4) x Sp(3) x Gs.

4SU(4) has several irreducible representations of dimension 20, which we will denote by 20 = Bj,
20 = Hﬂ and 20" =TT



4 Classification

In this section we describe the natural generalization of the ideas presented in [19] to
systematically enumerate anomaly-free models. We will not dwell on those details which
carry over essentially unchanged, instead focusing on the special properties that are present
and additional improvements that can be made for T < 1.

It is helpful to categorize vertices based on b; being (S)pace-like, (N)ull or (T)ime-like:

Type-S: b;-b; <0, Type-N: b;-b; =0, Type-T: b;-b; >0. (4.1)

Of course for T' = 0 there are only type-1 vertices. For T' = 1, vertices of types S and N
are quite limited: see table 2 for a complete list. There are only ten possible (b; - b;, by - b;)
pairs for type-S vertices and all type-N vertices have (b; - b;, bo - b;) = (0,2). In table 3 we
record all vectors which realize these norms and inner products for the two lattices.

In specializing to T" < 1 the consistency conditions on the lattice A = @; byZ become
much more stringent and the multi-hypergraph 6 gains some additional structure which
we can leverage to great effect. In particular, we show in section 4.1 that there are no
edges whatsoever between type-S vertices and that trivial edges are especially rare and
constraining. With this knowledge, we describe the general structure of anomaly-free
models for T" < 1 which then motivates the “branch-and-prune” algorithm outlined in
section 4.2 to systematically generate all anomaly-free models.

4.1 Edge restrictions and the structure of anomaly-free models

From the structure of R%! it is clear that any edge between type-S vertices must be non-
trivial. In fact, using b; - b; >0 (i # j) and j - b7 > 0, we claim that there are no edges
between type-S vertices in 6§ whatsoever. This can be established in several steps.

1. Due to their small hypermultiplet multiplicities, no vertices with b;-b; < —4 can form
a non-trivial edge to any other type-S vertices. The only candidates with b; - b; < —4
for merging are E7 with 56 and %@ which could potentially merge to give %(2, 56)
or 3(3,56) of SU(2) x E7 or 3(3,56) of SU(3) x E, but no type-S vertex for SU(2)
or SU(3) has the necessary ng > 28 or ng > 28. Therefore we conclude that any
potential non-trivial edge must be between type-S vertices with b; - b; > —4.

2. Merging ngp x R and ng x S into a bi-charged hyper (R, S) for a non-trivial edge
requires at least one of np > Hpr or ng > Hg. From table 2 we can read off
that the only “hypermultiplet-rich” type-S vertices are those with b; - b = —2 or
b; - b = —bg - by = —1, so any non-trivial edge between type-S vertices must involve
at least one of these.

3. From table 3, we see that if b; - b, = —by - b = —1 then b; is anti-parallel to or
has negative inner-product with all b; which have —4 < b; - b; < —1, thereby either
violating j - b; > 0 or b; - b; > 0.

4. From table 3 we see that if b; - b = —2 the only potential edges are to other vertices
with b;-b; = —2 or to vertices with b;-b; = —4. The first case is quickly ruled out since



bi-bi bo-bi  G(v)  HM(v) A(v) Notes

-12 -10 Es 0 —248 Fi2 NHC
-8 —6 E. 0 —-133 Fs NHC
-7 -5 E; 156 -105 Fr NHC
6 4 Es 0 —78 Fs NHC
E; 56 -7
Es 27 —51
-5 -3 E; 256 —49
Fy 0 —52 Fs NHC
SO(N) (N -8)xN (W=TIN=8) _ 98 N >8,F NHC for N =8
. L FEs 2% 27 —24
E:  2x56 —21
Fy 26 —26
SU@3) 0 -8 F; NHC
SO(N) (V-7 xNe @5 ]) x 2l 55) W-OWN-T) _ g 7T<N<I2
-3 -1 Es 3x27 3
E; 556 7
Fy 2 x 26 0
Ga 7 -7
SU(N) (2N)xN N2 +1 N >2
SON) (N-o)xN@ (22175 ) xglizt)  W=OWN=0) 4 q7 T<N<13
Es  4x27 30
-2 0 E:  3x56 35
Fy 3% 26 26
G  4xT 14
SUN) (N+8) xN®N(N-1)/2 (WHT)(NV48) _ 97 N>3
SU2) 10x2 17
SU6) 15x 6 @ 320 65
1 1 SO(N) (N75)XE®(3-2L¥J)X2L¥J w+38 7T<N<I12
Sp(N) (2N +8) x 2N N(2N + 15) N >2
Es 5% 27 57
E; 156 63
Fy 4% 26 52
G2 7 X z 35
-1 -1 SUN) (N—-8)xN&N(N+1)/2 WNN=8) _ 97
SUN) 16xN®2xNN-1)/2 15N + 1 >
SU2) 16x2 29
SU(3) 18x3 46
SU(6) 17x6®15® 120 92
SU6) 18x6 @20 93
0 9 SO(N) (N-a)xNw@ 275 ) x2l 5" W+58 T<N<14
Sp(N) 16 x 2N @ (N —1)(2N + 1) 30N —1 N >2
Sp(3) 6@ 114 91
Es 6 x 27 84
E:  4x56 91
Fy 5 %X 26 78
Go 10x7 56

Table 2. All type-S (b; - b; < 0) and type-N (b; - b; = 0) vertices for T' = 1.



Type b;-b; bo - b; b; € F171 b, eU

—12 10 (-2, 4) (1,-6) or (=6,1)
-8 —6 (=1, 3) (1,—4) or (—4,1)
-7 -5 (=3,-4) -
—6 —4 - (1,-3) or (—3,1)
. -5 -3 (-2,-3) -
‘ —4 -2 (0, 2) (1,-2) or (2,1
-3 -1 (-1,-2) -
—2 0 - (1,-1) or (—1,1)
~1 1 (0,-1) -
—1 -1 (0, 1) -
N 0 2 (1, 1) (1, 0)or ( 0,1)

Table 3. All possible Gram matrix elements for type-S and type-N vertices when 7' = 1 and the
possible choices for the vector b;.

either b; = b;, violating b; - b; > 0, or b; = —b;, violating j - b; > 0. The second case
can also be ruled out since b; -b; > 0 only allows for b;-b; = Q((1,-1),(-2,1)) = +3
odd, but this is impossible to achieve since the b; - b; = —4 vertices either have N of

SO(N) or 156 of E7 available to merge and both Ax = 2 and A1, = 6 are even.

356
We conclude that there are no 5—-S edges in 6 and that admissible models can contain at
most one type-S vertex.® It is also easy to see that trivial edges are only possible between
type-T" and type-S vertices or between two type-N vertices. When two type-N vertices are
joined by a trivial edge in an admissible model, this forces b; = b; and all of their inner
products with all of the by must be identical. Similarly, when two type-T vertices both
have trivial edge to the type-S vertex in an admissible model then they must have b;, b;
parallel and all of their inner products to all by must be proportional. That is, a general
admissible model therefore has a structure for by - by like the following example:

EiS

++ 422222
00 ++++++
+HH+++++
[+
male s ke e e ol (4.2)
+ 4+

+ 4+
+++
+ 4+
+++

br-by =

O NN NN+ 4 4 [T

T+t ++ 4+ |+ 2ol

= = 0O O O
o= 0 O O
= = 0 O O

1
1
1
0
0

O O R = =

From the off-diagonal zero entries alone we would know that by||bs, b5 = bg = by and
bg = bg, so that the corresponding rows and columns must be proportional or equal.

5This is consistent with what is known in F-theory: for T = 1 two non-Higgsable clusters cannot
coexist [29].

~10 -



If we write kg, ky and k1 for the number of vertices of each type in an anomaly-free
model, it is not too difficult to show that

KN > 1 — Ks+l€']'§9,
i b by =1 = kg+rr+[5]<09, (43)
Iﬁs:1 === 4 KN§18,
HS:/@T:b?'-b}“:o = kN < 8.

In fact, the first three lines hold even for admissible models. The first two bounds fol-
low easily from the fact that type-N vertices can form at most 9 non-trivial edges since
nr(vN) < 18. Similarly, the third bound follows from the fact that nr(v°) < 36 whenever
Hpr < 18. For the fourth bound, since all edges are trivial A is just given by the sum
A =Y A(v") > 29ky and imposing A < 244 limits ky < 8.5 In later sections when we
forbid SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2), all non-trivial representations which remain have Hr > 3
(set by 16 of Sp(3)) and by an identical argument we have

Ky > 1 - ks +rT <6,
i, b by =1 =  kg+rr+[5]<6,

(4.4)
kg =1 — kN < 12,

ﬁszmzb}-b?:o = Ky < 8.

since now type-N vertices can form at most 6 non-trivial edges.

From the strong constraints on A C R%! we can also show that the existence of a vector
j € RY! satisfying both j -5 = 1 and j - b; > 0 for all ¢ is guaranteed. Since all type-T
vectors are future-directed and all type-N vectors lie on the future light-cone, j - b'ir >0
and j - b? > 0 are satisfied iff j is a future-directed, time-like vector. If there is a type-S
vector present then the allowed js are restricted but never eliminated entirely since j - b;
is positive for some cone of future-directed, time-like vectors j. In anomaly-free models
consisting of only a single type-S vertex the moduli space has two components, one with j
future-directed and j - by > 0 and the other with j past-directed and j - by < 0. In all other
cases, the conditions j - b; > 0 require j to be future-directed and thus force j - by > 0 as
well. Therefore we do not impose j - by > 0 as an independent condition, since it always
follows from (or is allowed by) the other consistency conditions.

4.2 Branch and prune

After having built the multi-hypergraph 6, admissible models can be constructed recur-
sively using the ideas discussed in section 4.5 of [19]. Here we only point out some im-
provements that can be made for 7" < 1 in particular (leveraging the structure discussed
in section 4.1). First of all, since trivial edges are so rare it is unnecessary to distinguish
models which are irreducible, as described in section 4.4 of [19]. Second, because there can

ks = Kkt = 0 and Ky = 8 with b; -b; all zero is achieved by exactly one anomaly-free model: G = SU(2)®
with % = 12(1%) @ [16(2,17) @ (7 others)].
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be at most one type-S vertex in an admissible model it is useful for this to the be first
vertex as admissible models of ever-larger size are built iteratively, if at all.

We first present some useful ideas which can be used to bound the values of A for
admissible models. These will serve two purposes: (i) they can be used during the pruning
step to abandon models for which no future branching will bring A down in accordance with
the bound A < 273—297, and (ii) they can be used to limit the size of the multi-hypergraph
6 by providing bounds on A of vertices which can ever appear in an anomaly-free model.
In contrast to [18] where universal bounds were derived in the more limited setting where
the hypermultiplet representations are restricted to a small handful of options, here the
bounds are determined empirically.

Given an admissible model, represented by a labelled simplicial complex K, for which
the charged hypermultiplets are #(K) = @ ng(K) x R where ng(¥K) > 0 and R runs
over representations of G(X), we define

HY(K; R) = > nr(H)Hg, AFH;z,R):=AFH) - 2 HNHR),  (4.5)
R: (HR,HR(S{))EQQL

where ® C R? is a region in the (H,n)-plane. Clearly H"(¥;0)) = 0 and A(¥) =
A(FK; 2,0) = A(K;0,R). These two quantities satisfy some obvious monotonicity proper-
ties:
R CcR = HYNHK,R)<HYNHK;R),
<z = AFH;Z,R)>AHK; 2, R), (4.6)
220, RCcR = AH;2,R)>AFK;2z,R).

It will useful to define the following semi-infinite rectangular regions:
Rla,b] :=[0,a] x [b,00), R[00, b] :=[0,00) x [b,0). (4.7)

Then we have H®(K) = H(K; R[oo,0]). The motivation for defining these regions in
particular is that hypermultiplets ng x R can potentially merge with ng x S only when
(Hg,ng) € R[ng, Hgl, i.e. when Hr < ng and np > Hg.

We will write K C K’ when there exists some subset of vertices of K’ such that the
simplicial subcomplex induced by these vertices is K (and similarly K C K’ for proper
simplicial subcomplexes). We then write X' \ K for the “complement” simplicial subcom-
plex, i.e. the simplicial subcomplex induced by the other vertices. Physically, decomposing
a simplicial complex K’ representing an admissible model into K C K’ and K’ \ K corre-
sponds to restricting the gauge group G(K') = [[;c;» Gi to the subgroups [[;.;c; Gi and
Hi¢ ; G and restricting the hypermultiplets appropriately.

The utility of the quantities H®(¥;%R) and A(K;z,R) comes from the following
inequality which relates a simplicial complex to its simplicial subcomplexes. For every
F1 C K, if we write Ko = K \ K; then

A > ATy 2, RWY) + ATy 1 — 2, P, Vzelo,1], (4.8)
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where the pair (9{5}), 9{9)) is the fixed point of the following iteration:

R = R = R0, 0],

R, = U ®lne(), Hgl,
R: (Hpng(Ha))eh?) (4.9)
TYSE U @Rna(%), Hr).

R: (Hpng(¥1))eRrtt

Notice that 91@21 C 9{?) and there are only a finite number of possible values for Qléi), SO

9{?) are eventually constant and Q{Sj) exist. We have the following inclusions which are
often sufficient in practice:

3 CRP) = JRInp(F1), Hr) C Rlmax (K1), H, (K1)]
R (4.10)
Nmax(K) := sup nr(K) HSN () = inf  Hp

min

R R:ng(X)>1

We will use this bound on 9{5?), which importantly only depends on K;, momentarily.

During the pruning step one needs to discard all admissible models with A > 273—29T
for which no amount of future branching will produce an anomaly-free model. Let K1 be
the simplicial complex under consideration with A(K;) > 273 — 297", and let K denote
some (larger, yet-to-be-constructed) model such that K; C K. Then, using equations (4.8)
and (4.10) along with Hr > 3, we have the following:

A(K) > max {A(i’}cl; 1 — 2, %[00, 0]) + ;{I\lf; A(%gf;Z,Q{[nmax(ﬂil),?)])} .

~ ze[0,1] (4.11)

2
admissible

Models for which the right-hand side above is larger than 273 — 297" should be pruned. The
superscript in K5 = K \ K; emphasizes that ¥ will not contain any additional type-S
vertices other than those in ¥y, based on the choice made above to have type-S vertices
included first, if at all. The admissible models which minimize A(KN"; 2, R[a, 3]) for fixed
a turn out to be very simple and the infimum above is piece-wise linear in z, allowing for
a straightforward maximization over z. For example, for a = 5 we find

. 13
min{56, 61 — 64z, 91 — 105z} =z € [01, =] (4.12)

3

inf A2, R[5,3)) = ’
N1 —00 S (T57 1] y

admissible

In appendix C we discuss the determination of this function for all a¢ in more detail. In
doing so we provide strong empirical evidence that the claimed bounds are correct and that
the above argument is not subject to any logical inconsistencies; at face value we are using
properties of the full ensemble of admissible models in order to prune models, meaning
that some of the larger admissible models are never constructed.
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Figure 2. Vertices of € organized by A(v) and G(v) for T = 1. For each simple group, vertices
are generated up to the grey regions at large A but only those which pass the initial pruning as
described in appendix B are kept/shown. Colors indicate in what ways a vertex appears in anomaly-
free models: red for vertices which do not appear in any anomaly-free model, blue for vertices which
appear in an anomaly-free model containing one of the eight type-S vertices with A(v) < —29, and
green for vertices which appear in one or more anomaly-free models but never along with a vertex
which has A(v) < —29. The two vertical dotted lines indicate natural thresholds, one being A = 244
and the other A = 244 4 248 = 492 (related to the Es NHC).
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5 Results

Our previous analysis for 7' = 0 (see section 5.1 of [19]) covers cases where hypermultiplets
are charged under at most two gauge factors. Applying the present, upgraded methods to
constructing anomaly-free models for T' = 0 allows for the possibility of hypermultiplets
charged under three or more gauge factors. We find that, given U(1), SU(2), SU(3) and
Sp(2) factors are absent, there are no anomaly-free models with hypermultiplets charged
under four or more factors and exactly 20 with hypermultiplets charged under three factors:
see appendix E for the complete list. Nearly all of these models make use of the type-T
vertex which has G(v) = SU(4) and #"(v) = 64 x 4 © 20'. In fact, in this context this
vertex is better viewed as having gauge group SO(6) with 4 as the spinor representation.
The reason is that many of the 20 models listed in appendix E can be viewed as arising from
Higgsing very simple, but anomalous, SO(/N) models and making use of maximal subgroups
of the form SO(N) xSO(M) C SO(N + M) under which the spinor representation branches
to either one or two bi-spinors. For example,

SO(13) x SO(7)

(-1)(1,1)® (90,1)

O(L,27)® L(64,8) [ SO(7)? x SO(6)
1,27

(27,1,1)® (1,27,1)

/ ®(1,1,20") @ (8,8,4)

80(20) SO(14) X SO(G)
(=1)(1,1) & (104,1)

®(1,20") @ (64,4)
B SO(8) x SO(6)?

SO(12) x SO(8) | ) (85,,1,1)8(1,20",1)8(1,1,20')
(-1)(@, D& (77,1) & (1,35,) 56206 B2 4)
®3(32,8,) @ 1(382,8,)

(—2)x10209@ 3512

relates two of the models with tri-spinors to a common, anomalous SO(20) model with
very simple hypermultiplet spectrum.

The remainder of this section we devote to exploring various aspects of the T = 1
anomaly-free models. Implementing the techniques of [19] and ideas discussed in section 4
produces an exhaustive list of 608,355 anomaly-free models containing no U(1), SU(2),
SU(3) or Sp(2) gauge factors. Of these, 396,472 require I' = I'y 1, 184,347 require I' = U
and 27,536 allow for I' either even or odd. Figure 2 shows the distribution of vertices of
the multi-hypergraph € according to whether they appear in an anomaly-free model. As
might be expected, the number of vertices which participate in one or more anomaly-free
models tapers quickly for A(v) > 244, although for the low-rank groups SU(4), SO(7),
SO(8) and G2 there are some outliers with A(v) > 600 which do appear in anomaly-free
models. We will see later when discussing some examples that these are in fact all related
to one another.

5.1 Distributions and gauge group correlations

Before turning to examples in the following section, let us discuss several gross features of
the ensemble of ~ 600,000 anomaly-free models for 7' = 1. First of all, the frequency of
models by total number of vertices, «, is as follows:
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SU(4 — 32) SO(7 — 35) Sp(3 —24) G/FJE

Figure 3. (Top) Frequency of individual gauge factors across anomaly-free models of any size.
For the classical series the largest gauge factors which appear are SU(32), SO(35) and Sp(24) (see
equations (5.1), (5.5) and (5.4)). (Bottom) Frequency of pairs of gauge factors appearing together
across anomaly-free models with at least two simple factors. For example, a model with gauge
group SU(4)% x SO(7) would count once towards the tally for SU(4) x SU(4) and twice towards the
tally for SU(4) x SO(7).
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Figure 4. The frequency of anomaly-free models by kg, xn, &K1, the numbers of vertices of each
type (cf. equation (4.1)). The hatched regions are ruled out by the bounds of equation (4.4) (gray
hatched regions are ruled out only with additional assumptions on b." - b?', but nevertheless we see
that they hold universally).

#(models) K
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

w/ ks =0 1 1,042 15957 46495 37,795 12,719 1613 95 2 0 O
w/ks=1 0 118 26,933 144,987 202,122 100,861 15,687 1,718 195 14 1
total 1 1,160 42,890 101,482 239,917 113,580 17,300 1,813 197 14 1

The model with kK = 0 vertices is simply the case where V = 0 and H = 244; we will
see the model at the other extreme with ten simple factors below in equation (5.5). In
figure 4 is presented a refinement of this data, the frequency of models by number of
vertices of each type, ks, kn and kr. In the discussion around equation (4.4) we saw
how kg, kn and k7 can sometimes be bounded using very simple observations about the
maximum number of edges that type-N vertices can have. The bounds of (4.4) are depicted
as forbidden regions with hatching, and while the forbidden regions in gray were derived
using additional assumptions on bi-\l . bf we see that the ensemble adheres to the bounds
universally regardless.

We can also easily extract information about the gauge groups which appear in the
ensemble. In figure 3 shows the frequency of each gauge factor across all gauge groups
of the ensemble, as well as the number of times that each pair of gauge factors appears
together. The sharp transitions between SU(16)/SU(17) and Sp(8)/Sp(9) are due to the
dimension of the fundamental representation passing 16, which abruptly disallows having
edges to the SU(NN) and Sp(V) type-N vertices for which np = 16 is fixed for any N.
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5.2 Higgsing and examples

Most of the anomaly-free models are related via Higgsing. Checking that the generated
list of anomaly-free models for 7" = 1 without U(1), SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) factors is
closed under Higgsing provides a nontrivial check both on our code and on the bounds
for pruning discussed in appendix C for which we have strong empirical evidence but no
mathematical proof. See appendix D for some details on how this check was automated.
There are several well-known models which cannot be Higgsed:”

G | SU@B)® SO(8) F, Eg B E: Fs
|- R

These so-called non-Higgsable clusters (NHCs) have a well-understood geometric descrip-
tion in F-theory. All anomaly-free models can either be completely Higgsed to the model
with V = 0, H = 244 or eventually filter down to one of the NHCs listed above. In the re-
verse direction, we find that 6(10%) of models do not come from the Higgsing of any other
anomaly-free model. This figure should be taken with a grain of salt since it may change
significantly if the omitted gauge factors are reinstated, but nevertheless these “maximal”
models may be identified as being the most interesting.

Figure 5 shows the distribution of anomaly-free models by gauge group, separated by
which model they Higgs down to. Let us now highlight some of the notable outliers in each
class. Amongst models which can Higgs down to nothing, the model with gauge group of
largest dimension (dim G = 1278) is

G = SU(16) x SU(32),

% =18(1,1) & (16, 32) & 2(1,496), (5.1)
br-by = @%i) e T=U:by=(22), b1 =(1,-1), by = (0,1),

and the model with gauge group of largest rank (rank G = 47, the clear outlier in the first
panel of figure 5) is”

G = SU(18) x SU(6)°,

% = 9(1;1°) @ [(18;6,1°) @ (5 others)] @ [(1;20,1°) @ (5 others)] (5.2)

26 16 Osx6

8 0 2
bl'bJ:<o—2 12) e T=U:by=(22), by =(1,-1), bysr = (0,1).

For models which Higgs down to the SU(3) NHC (via G + 7), the model with largest
gauge group dimension (dim G = 301) is

G = FE; X SU(13) 5

% =2(1,1)® 3(56,1) ® (1,13) ¢ 5(1,78), (5.3)
8 —15
by by = (31 53§> e =Ty by=(3,1), by = (~1,-2), by = (2,1).

"There are a few more NHCs which appear for 7' > 1, e.g. G = G2 x SU(2) with %" = 1(1,2)® 5(7,2).

8Note that because of our omission of SU(3) factors, in practice successive Higgsings terminate at Go +7
rather than SU(3) + ().

9This model Higgses down to the G = SU(18) x SU(3)'? model found in [16] (see section 4.2 there).
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Figure 5. Anomaly-free models for T = 1 by gauge group dimension and rank, grouped by the

NHC to which they Higgs down. Colors indicate the lattice I': blue for odd, green for even and red
if both odd and even are possible.
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For models which Higgs down to the SO(8) NHC, the model with largest gauge group
dimension (dim G = 1672) is
G =S0(32) x Sp(24),
% =21(1,1) ® 5(32,48) ® (1,1127), (5.4)
by by = (Szilii) = T=U:by=(22), by =(1,-2), by = (0,1).
and the model with largest gauge group rank (rank G' = 44, the clear outlier in the second
panel of figure 5) is

G = S0(35) x Sp(3)?,

% = 20(1;1°) & [5(35;6,1%) & (8 others)] & [5(1;14',1°%) & (8 others)] (5.5)

8 —2 29
b]'bJ:<—2—4 19 ) — I'=U: 60:(2,2),171:(1,—2), 62%10:(0,1).

29 1lg Ogxo9

Note the unique roles played by the quaternionic irreducible representation 14’ of Sp(3) and
the exceptional Sp(3) type-N vertex: see table 2. Also notable is the spike of models out to
(dim G, rank G) = (981, 33) which admit an odd lattice. In fact, these models incorporate
the vertices with abnormally large A(v) noted above, namely

G(v) =S0(8),  HM(v)=32x8, ®32x8,®32x8,, A(v)="140,

= S0(7), =31x7T®64x8, = 708,

(5.6)
= SU(4), =30x6®128x 4, = 677,
=Gy, =94 x7, = 644.

In this context the above SU(4) vertex is better though of as having gauge group SO(6) with
many fundamental and spinor hypermultiplets. It is also clear that the pattern continues
to include a vertex with Sp(2) ~ SO(5) and 29 x 5 @ 128 x 4, for which A(v) = 647.
See figure 6 for a complete list of anomaly-free models in which the above four large-A
vertices appear. We see that there are two anomaly-free models among this collection
which Higgs down to the others, one with gauge group SU(31) x SO(7) and the other with
SO(32) x SO(8).

Continuing, models of the following shape,
G =E?,
% =62(1,1) ® 555 (56,1) @ £45(1, 56),

20 (5.7)
8 2—k 24k
by -by = (2—k —k 0 ),
24k 0 k
for which the lattices are
k=5 : '=TI4,, b0:(3,1), blz(—2,—3), 62:(3,2),
k=6 : =0, bO:(2,2), 61:(1,—3), bg*(l,S),
k = 7 : F = F171 y bo = (3, 1) y bl = (—3, —4) s bg = (4,3) 5 (58)
k=28 : '=TI4., bO:(3,1), b1:(—1,3), b2:(3,—1),
or F:U, b0:(2,2), bl—(l,—4), b2:(1,4),
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SU(31) x SO(7)
2(1,8) @ (496,1)
@ (31,7) ¢ 2(31,8)

SO(32) x SO(8)

(32,8,,)9(32,8,)®(32,8.)

/
\

SU(31) x G2

2(1,1)®2(31,1)$(496,1)

& @1,7)®3(31,7)

SU(30) x Ga

4(1,1)®(30,1)5(465,1)

$4(1,7) $3(30,7)

SU(29) x G2
5(1,1) ® (485,1)
S7(1,7)93(29,7)

SO(31) x Ga
3(1,1) ©2(31,1)
©1,7)®3(3L,7)

SO(31) x SO(7)

(1,1)®2(1,8)
@ (81,7) $2(31,8)

SO(30) x G2

5(1,1) & (30,1)
®4(1,7) $3(30,7)

SO(30) x SU(4)

2(1,1) ®8(1,4)
® (30,6) ® 4(30,4)

SO(29) x G2
6(1,1)®7(1,7)
®3(29,7)

Figure 6. All anomaly-free models incorporating individual vertices with A(v) > 600 (see (5.6)).
These are all related via Higgsing (discarding U(1) factors), as shown. Those with an SU(N > 29)

by = ¥ ) and thus T = Ty y with by = (3,1), by = (0,1) and by = (8, ~6).
As we will discuss later, these E;nodels are excluded by the brane string constraints. All others have
by by = O) and either I' = T'y; with by = (3,1), by = (0,2) and by = (8, —6) or I' = U
with by = (2 2) by = (1,—2) and by = (1,14).

factor have by -

are those with largest gauge group dimension which Higgs down to the Fy, Fg, F7 + %@
and F7 NHCs for k =5, k = 6, k = 7 and k = 8, respectively. In these sectors we find
that the maximum gauge group ranks are 17 for the Fy NHC (occuring 11 times), 17 for
the Eg NHC (occuring twice), 16 for the E7 + 156 NHC (occuring 11 times), and 18 for
the E7 NHC (occuring once).
or Sp(3) factors and so we expect these figures to change if SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) are

Many of these maximal-rank gauge groups involve SU(4)

reincorporated.
Finally, for models which Higgs down to the Fs NHC the model with largest gauge
group dimension (dim G = 396) is

G = Eg x SO(8) x SO(16) (5.9)
#=(1,8,,16) ® (1,8,,16) & (1,8.,16) ®2(1,1,128),
- '=T11: bo=(3,1), by =(-2,4), bas=(4,-2
bI-bJ:<810%(2) 10422> — 110 bo=(3,1), b1 =(-2,4), baz = (4,-2)
143 02 122x2 I'=U . bo = (2,2), b1 = (1, —6), b273 = (1,6) .

In Appendix F, we show that this model has an asymmetric orbifold realization in string
theory. This also happens to have the largest rank (rank G = 20), but there are others
which match it such as

G = Es x SO(8)?,
#*=(1;8,,8,,1)®
@ (1;1,8,,8,)

(1;84,85,1) &
)& (1;8,,1,8,)

{r INREE

— 21 —

—10 144

8
br-b;= | —10-12 03
e 143 03 123X3



as well as 17 additional models like this using the same vertices but with various pairings
of 8, 8, and 8, into bi-charged hypermultiplets. Most can be reached by applying triality
transformations (v — s — ¢ — v) repeatedly to individual SO(8) factors and from Higgsing
SO(16) — SO(8) x SO(8) in the previous example.

Also of note are anomaly-free models which have hypermultiplets charged under Eg.
We find that there are exactly three such models:

G =50(8) x Eg, ¥ = (8y,1) @ (8,1) ® (8, 1) D 2(L,248),
G =Ga x E, % =3(1,1) ® (7,1) ©2(1,248), (5.11)
8 —110
by by = <I§ 3 102> = T=Tyq: by=(3,1), by = (=1,-2), by = (4,2).

The largest of these, with gauge group SO(8) x Eg, is realized in string theory via an
asymmetric orbifold (model 4 in [30]) and Higgses down to the others.

Much like the case for T' = 0, we find that there are only a handful of models which
make use of hypermultiplets charged under three gauge factors (see appendix E) and no
instances of hypermultiplets charged under four or more gauge factors. That is, for T =1
if a hypermultiplet is charged under four or more non-abelian gauge factors then at least
one of them must be SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2). We can, however, concoct many examples of
such hypermultiplets by Higgsing anomaly-free models with these small-rank factors absent
and making use of the branching rules for special'® maximal subalgebras, e.g. SO(NM) —
SO(N) x SO(M) under which NM — (N,M) or SO(4NM) — Sp(N) x Sp(M) under
which 4NM — (2N, 2M). For example, starting from

G = SO(8) x SO(16)?, (5.12)
% =(1;16,16) ® (1;128,1) © (1;1,128),

b b (822 82) — F:FLl:60:(3,1),b1:(0,2),5273:(2, ),
R S B <
2762 02 40 T=U :bo=(22), b =(1,-2), bos=(1,2),

(which is realized in string theory via an asymmetric orbifold: see appendix F') and breaking
each SO(16) to its Sp(2)? maximal subgroup results in a particularly simple anomaly-free
model with a quad-fundamental of Sp(2)*:

G = S0(8) x Sp(2)*, (5.13)

_— ( 8 -2 12 ) — F'=T11:00=(3,1), b1 =(0,2), bay5 = (4,0),
=206
T2 00 160 T=U :by=1(22), by =(1,-2), bass = (2,4).

10T contrast to regular maximal subgroups, which can be read off from the corresponding (extended)
Dynkin diagram.
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Similarly, starting with

G = SO(8) x Sp(4)?, (5.14)
#*=4(1;1,1)®4(1;8,8) ©(1;42,1) © (1;1,42),
8§ —2 6 I'="T41: 3,1 0,2), bz = (2,0
bf.bJ:<6220244g§2> — {F:UM: :E 2§ El _)2) 25273_(( ))
and Higgsing each Sp(4) — SU(2)?, under which 8 — (2,2, 2), results in
G =S0(8) x SU(2)¢, (5.15)

% = 4(1;1°) © 4(1;2% @ [(1;5,1°) @ (5 others)] ,

8 —2 246 I'= Fl,l : b() = (3, 1) s bl = (O, 2) y b2_>7 = (8, 0) y
by -by=1|( -2 -4 06 <
246 O 646x6 I'=U : bo = (2,2), b1 = (1, —2), b2%7 = (4, 8) .
Examples very much like this have appeared previously in the literature (e.g. see sec-
tion (3.4) of [17]). As a final example of this strategy, consider

G =S0(8) x SU(4)? x Go,
¥ =(1;1,20;1) b (1;1,1;27) B (1;4,4;1) (5.16)
®(1;6,6;1)® (1;1,15;7) ¢ (1;4,4,7),

8 —2 6 1812 , .
—-2—-40 00 F:F112b0:(371)7b (02) by = [73:74:(270)7
<~ ' 3 2
b['b]: 168 8 142'%%284 T U b 2.2 b 1 2 b b3 by 1.2
12 0 & 2416 =U =22, bh=(1,-2),b=%=3=(12).

Higgsing G2 — SU(2)2, under which 7 — (2,2) @ (3,1), results in
G = SO(8) x SU(4)% x SU(2)?2,
%* = (1;1%1%) @ (1;1,20' 12) (1;4%1%) @ (1;6%1%) (5.17)

32‘?;8108 i 102 P=Tia:bo=(31),b =02, b=%=4%=%=(20
S =111 00=01),00=1(0,2), 2 =73 =79 =75 =(30),
br-by = (168 0 1236 72 284> = {

36 0 24 72 144 48
12 0 8 24 48 16

Additionally Higgsing the second SU(4) factor to SU(2)?, under which 4 — (2,2), gives
G = S0(8) x SU(4) x SU(2)*,
% =2(1;1;1") @ (1;1;5,1%) @ (1;1;1,5,1%) & (1;1;1,5,1)

69(1'6'3 1°)®(1;6;1,3 12)@(1,Lf,g2) (5.18)

o (1;4;2%1% @ (;;4;22,3,1) ® (;;4;2 ),

5500 00 P=Ti1:bo=(3.1), b =(0,2), b= "% = = (2,0)
b[-bJ:(604 2453 8):)’{_171.0_771_’72_?)_2_ 17

31623 Uds 2g3 14£1§:3 4186% r=U :by=(2,2),b=(1,-2), by= 820 = 0 = (

which is anomaly-free thanks to a very delicate mixture of hypermultiplets charged under
up to five gauge factors.
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5.3 Bounding the quantum gravity landscape

So far we have focused on the supergravity landscape, only having imposed those consis-
tency conditions which can be understood from low-energy considerations alone. There
are, however, additional requirements that arise from the UV which demonstrate that the
string (or more generally, quantum gravity) landscape of consistent models is a strict subset
of the anomaly-free models we have enumerated. In this section we explore the extent to
which the following three criteria constrain the space of consistent models. First, assuming
completeness of the BPS spectrum, the string probe bound provided in [2, 13, 31-33] states
that

" k; dim G;
YR < (5.19)

must hold for all charges @Q € T' for which ¢, cg, ks, ki > 0, where hY are dual-Coxeter
numbers (see table 1) and

L=3Q°+9Q by+2, ki=3Q*—Q b+2),

) (5.20)
cr =3Q° +3Q - by, ki =@ -b;,

are central charges and levels for the current algebra hosted on the string. Additionally, [13]
proposed two new criteria,

Ca(R)

Api= 2 < 21
Bk +0Y) =7 (5:21)
> ayAm < ki, (5.22)

m=1

where Cy(R) is the quadratic Casimir of the representation R of G;, a" is the comark
(e.g. see figure 14.1 in [34]), and A is the Dynkin index. In table 4, we summarize Ag
and > a,) A, for some common, low-dimensional irreducible representations. It is clear
that (5.21) is stronger than (5.22) for low-dimensional representations. However, this is
not the case for representations of larger dimension: for example the 3-index antisymmetric
representation of SU(V) has

so that the bound (5.21) reads k; > 2N — 6 — % and is stronger than (5.22) for all N > 5.

Let us first consider the ensemble of T = 0 anomaly-free models. There, the brane
probe bound of equation (5.19) is particularly straightforward to check since I' = Z is
one-dimensional. All by are positive integers and it is easy to see that the brane probe
bound reduces to

Z Qé)bd;mhf/; <30 +270+2, vQe{0,1,2,...}. (5.24)
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27
N—-2)(N+1
SU(NV) NN-1)/2 (0,100 “mpewy> <1 1
2
NN+1/2 (20,0  Epee? ?
N2—-1 (1,0,---,0,1) oy <1 2
N
2N (1,0,---,0) vy < L
SO(2N) w (0,1,0,---,0) k+]2VN22 <1 2
(N>4) | @N-D)(N+1) (20, -,0) TaN=s 2
2N (0,,0,1) ENEL 1
2N+1 (1,0,---,0) g <1 1
(N >3) N(2N+3) (2,0,---,0) FaN—T 2
—_— N(2N+1)
2N (0,---,0,1) SE+2N=1) 1
N
2N (1,0,---,0) T <1 1
Sp(N) | (N—1)(2N+1) (0,1,0,---,0) v <1 !
N@N+1) (2,0, ,0) mNve S 2
27 (1,0, 70) siar <1 1
B 78 (0,---,0,1) e <1 2
351 (000100> TRrTS) 2
351" (0,0,0,0,2,0) D) 2
56 (0,---,0,1,0) ﬁ <1 1
5 133 (1,0,---,0) s <1 2
912 (0,---,0,1) 4(1£518) 2
1463 (07 T 707 27 0) kjroléi 2
E m (07 707170) k—?—OBO S 1 2
8 3875 (]-7 Oa ' 70) ki%() 2
26 (0,0,0,1) T <1 1
i 52 (1,0,0,0) e <1 2
1 273 (0,0,1,0) o 2
324 (0,0,0,2) o= 2
7 (1,0) o <1 1
o 14 (0,1) <1 2
2 27 (2,0 - 2
&l ( ; ) 3(k+4)
64 (1,1 o 3

Table 4. Some common, low-dimensional irreps and expressions for Ag and Y. _, a¥, Ay, in

equations (5.21) and (5.22). For some representations, the bound (5.22) is satisfied independent of
the value of the level k.
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An obvious consequence is that there is no constraint if ), dim G; < 32. For simple gauge
group (k = 1), a necessary and sufficient condition to satisfy (5.24) for all @) > 0 is simply

v
dim G; < 32 <1 + Zi) . (5.25)
It turns out that all of the anomaly-free models with x = 1 satisfy this condition. Curiously,
it is also easy to find examples of models which violate this condition but which are barely
anomalous: for example, the admissible model with G = SU(14) and %" = 105 @ 364
(“vtx-A13-274-9-9” in the database [35]) violates the above inequality (dim G; = 195,
hY = 14, by = 3) but has H—V =274 > 273 too large to be anomaly-free by only one! For
k > 1 it suffices to check (5.24) out to only ¢ = 10 since all anomaly-free models for 7' = 0
have ), dimG; < 575. Doing so, we find that no anomaly-free models are inconsistent
with the brane probe bound. Similarly, we find that equations (5.21) and (5.22) are met
by all T'= 0 anomaly-free models.

Turning to the T' = 1 anomaly-free models, let us consider some necessary conditions
which correspond to particular small choices of ). Recall that we have either I' = I'y ;
with by = (3,1) or I' = U with by = (2,2). Under the conditions cg > 0 and ky > 0, there
are several small choices for () € " which give relatively small c;, > 0. We consider the
effects of imposing the bounds for the following charges:

r=ry, : {Q:<07_1) cp, =8,
' Q=(1,1) ¢, =20, (5.26)

r=u : Q=(1,00 ¢ =20.
Note that these small values of ¢;, on the RHS of equation (5.19) are possible only if the

corresponding charge gives k; > 0 for all . Larger charges give ¢y, > 32 and thus we should
expect the above choices to be the most constraining.

o I' = ]_—‘171 and Q == (0, *1)1

For odd lattices and this choice of charge, k}' = 1 is always positive but k; and k°
can potentially have either sign. The number of the models excluded by the condition

above is
#(models excluded) K
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
w/ ks =0 0 28 1,168 5918 5419 432 6 0 0 0 O
w/ kg =1 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 0 O
total 0 28 1,168 5918 5419 432 6 0 0 0 O

All models with a type-S vertex (ks = 1) are free from this string probe bound
because we require also the string probe have non-negative tension, j - Q > 0.

e I'=T;and Q =(1,1):
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For odd lattices and this choice of charge, kl\l is always zero and kzl is always positive
since each b, lies within the future light-cone. However, the sign of k° is indefinite.
We therefore have the following bound,

k; dim G;
k; + h;/

< 90 for models with I' = I'1 ; and without
= b5 = (=2,4),(—1,3),(0,2), (0, 1), (5.27)

i:S,T Q=(1,1)

with the excluded type-S vectors ensuring that all k; are non-negative. Even though
this is a non-trivial condition to be satisfied, curiously we find that it excludes only
one anomaly-free model, namely,

G = Sp(6) x Sp(4) x SO(10)*,
% = (1,42;1%) & [1(12,1;10,1%) @ (3 others)] & [l(l,§;L6,l3) @ (3 others)] ,

8 1 6 2
1 bo = (3,1), by = (0,—1),
o [1-10 1 s T =Tyq,: 0 2
br- by (6 0 4 2 ) L1 by = (2,0), b3—>6—(1 1), (529

24 14 24 Ogxa

for which the LHS of (5.27) i

2x36
0+8 - 20+ 28

e '=Uand Q= (1,0):

For even lattices and this choice of charge, ki\ is either zero or one and kzl is positive.
In addition, for any type-S vector exactly one of @ = (1,0) and @ = (0,1) gives
kS > 0. Therefore we have the following bound,

delmG
ki + h)

with @ chosen appropriately if a type-S vertex is present. Again, despite this being

<20 for models with I' = U, (5.29)
Q=(1,0)

a non-trivial condition we find that it excludes only one anomaly-free model,

G = S0O(10) x SU(8) x SU(6),

%=(1,56,1)® (1,1,35) ® (10,8,1) ©(16,1,6) & (1,8,15), (5.30)

8 49 8
b['bJ:<‘JL822§L><2482> — I'=U": b0:(2,2),b172:(1,1),b3:(2,2),
2

for which the LHS of (5.29) is £X43 4 1x63 4 2x35 _ 901 3

We see that the models identified as inconsistent by the string probe bound nearly all

have odd charge lattice. Some models for which both even and odd lattice are allowed by

anomaly cancellation have the odd lattice forbidden by the above bounds. For example, the

Eg NHC violates the brane probe bound if one takes I' = I'; 1, despite being anomaly-free.

In contrast to what we find for the string probe bound, the conditions of equa-

tions (5.21) and (5.22) are quite strong. For example, equation (5.22) alone excludes

all models which contain a type-S vertex with b2 = by - b; = —1; by choosing @ = (Qo, —1)
with Qo > 0 sufficiently large we have k° = 1 and all £~, k" > 0, but this is incompatible
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with there being a symmetric representation of SU(N).!! This aligns nicely with section 6.3
of [27] where it was shown that these models have no F-theory realization. In this way we
exclude 81,484 models (~13.4%).

From equation (5.21) it is possible to rule out individual vertices and thus kill all
anomaly-free models which utilize them. For example, equation (5.21) excludes the b7 =
—1, by - bi = 1 type-S vertex with SU(6) gauge group and 15 x 6 @© %@ charged hyper-
multiplets. The existence of the 20 representation requires k° > 9 /2, but @ = (1,1) gives
k® = 1. This excludes 8,476 models (= 1.4%). Similarly, the type-N vertex with SU(6)
gauge group and 17 x 6 15 @ %@ charged hypermultiplets can sometimes be forbidden:
choosing = (2,1) (odd lattice) or @ = (1,1) (even lattice) leads to a violation of (5.21)
and is a valid choice for string charge in the absence of type-S vertices with b? < —4 or
b? = by - b; = —1.12 This condition excludes 70,707 models (~11.6%). All the other type-S
and type-N vertices have both Ap < 1 and > ;a2\, < 1. Consequently, there are
no further bounds from equations (5.21) and (5.22) for these vertices. By imposing these
two bounds on the representation of type-1' vertices, we exclude the following numbers of

models:
#(models excluded) K
0 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 8§ 9 10
w/ ks =0 0 152 3445 13,828 13,705 4,746 593 25 0 0 O
w/ ks =1 0 24 5412 35,008 58,268 33,223 4,976 416 26 0 O
total 0 176 8,857 48,836 71,973 37,969 5,569 441 26 0 O
All told, the number of models which survive the above bounds is as follows:
# (survived) K
#(models) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

ke =0 1/1 890/1,042 12,512/15,957 32,667/ 46,495 24,090/ 37,795 7,973/ 12,719 1,020/ 1,613 70/ 95 2/ 2 0/ 0 0/0
ks=1  0/0 94/ 118 21,521/26,933 109,979/144,987 143,854/202,122 67,638/100,861 10,712/15,687 1,302/1,718 169/195 14/14 1/1
total 1/1 984/1,160 34,033/42,890 142,646/191,482 167,944/239.917 75,611/113,580 11,732/17,300 1,372/1,813 171/197 14/14 1/1

6 Discussion

In this work we have performed an exhaustive enumeration of anomaly-free models for
6D, N = (1,0) supergravity with 7" < 1, the only simplifying assumption being that the
gauge group contains no U(1), SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2) factors. In particular, we saw how
a natural generalization of previous graph-theoretic techniques to multi-hypergraphs and
simplicial complexes allows for general hypermultiplet representations. Implementing these
ideas for T' = 0, we find exactly 20 models with hypermultiplets charged under three or
more gauge factors, most of which can be related via Higgsing. For T = 1 there are
608,355 anomaly-free models, with the number of simple gauge factors reaching as high
as ten. We have made the data for this ensemble available at [35], here highlighting some

"See also section 4 of [13] for the bounds with general T. This also agrees with Claim 4.1 in [36]. We
thank Hee-Cheol Kim for a comment.

12Tt turns out that all the anomaly-free models with this type-N vertex are free from type-S vertices with
b? < —4 or b? = by - b; = —1. Therefore, all the anomaly-free models with this type-N vertex are excluded.
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choices, extreme examples of models with large gauge groups (both dimension and rank),
large values of A(v) for individual vertices or notable hypermultiplet representations. As
for T' = 0, very few models in this ensemble make use of hypermultiplets charged under
three or more gauge factors, but we exemplify a general strategy which produces anomaly-
free models with hypermultiplets charged under four or more gauge factors, necessarily
including SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2).

Our findings suggest that extending this exhaustive enumeration of anomaly-free mod-
els to include SU(2), SU(3) or Sp(2) or to T" > 2 is currently infeasible. These three
low-rank groups lead to a multi-hypergraph of unwieldy size due to their large number
of low-dimension representations. Similarly, even for T' = 2 vertices are less constrained
because the lattice A = Z12 is so much larger, and (extrapolating from figure 2) we should
expect to have to go out to A(v) 2 900 in order to capture all relevant vertices.

We also considered the effects of imposing three additional UV bounds, one bound
which arises from the consistency of string probes and two proposed bounds which restrict
the allowed hypermultiplet representations. Somewhat curiously, we find that anomaly
cancellation is strong enough for 7" = 0 so that all models are consistent with the UV
bounds we impose, suggesting that the field theory and quantum gravity landscapes may
coincide for T' = 0. For T' = 1 they definitely do not coincide: all told we were able
to rule out ©(50%) of anomaly-free models as inconsistent, with the string probe bound
disproportionately killing models with odd charge lattice. Using the other two bounds,
we are also able to provide an independent argument why a certain family of anomaly-
free models with particular type-S vertices, which had previously been shown to have no
F-theory realization, is inconsistent with quantum gravity.

It is an interesting question to determine precisely how many/which of the models we
have not been able to rule out as inconsistent actually have a realization in string theory.
As mentioned above, some of the “maximal” examples of section 5.2 can be realized non-
geometrically in the heterotic string using asymmetric orbifolds. It has also been shown
that a large class of models have a geometric F-theory description [16]. Whether these two
construction methods encompass all consistent models remains to be seen.
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A Unimodular lattices of signature (1,1)

There are two unimodular lattices of signature (1, 1), both consisting of points Z? but with
different inner product €: the odd lattice I'i; has 2 = diag(1, —1) and the even lattice
U has @ = (9%). For I'11, by - bp = 8 uniquely determines by = (3,1) up to discrete

~ 99 —



symmetries of the lattice. For U, there are two inequivalent choices: by = (2,2) and
bp = (1,4). However, the latter is superfluous for the following reason: since by - b; = b; - b;
mod 2 for all b;, we know that each vector takes the form b; = (u;, 2v;), but the sub-lattice
of vectors of this shape in U is isomorphic to a different sub-lattice of index two for which
bo = (2,2) through ¢((u,2v)) = (2u,v). Therefore if a choice for the by € U has by = (1,4)
there is always a different choice for which by = (2, 2) is a characteristic vector of the lattice.
In [37, 38] it was shown that by = (1,4) can be ruled out from a bottom-up perspective by
requiring that the model be well-defined on any spin manifold. By the above argument we
see that this does not actually rule out any models since one can always pick by = (2,2)
instead.

For both of the two lattices we can determine each vector b; from b; - b; and bg - b;
alone. First of all, it must be that 8b; - b; — (b - b;)> = —d? for some d € Z since byZ © b;Z
is a sublattice of a unimodular lattice for each i. A straightforward calculation yields the
following conditions and solutions:

e I'11 with by = (3,1): b; exists iff by - b; = £3d mod 8, in which case
bp-bi=43d mod8 = b, = (%OTZH’W%

bo-b;=—3d mod8 = b; = (Swlitd bobiddd)

(A1)

There are cases where both conditions are met and b; is not uniquely determined.
For example, b; - b; = 24, by - b; = 16 gives either b; = (5, —1) or b; = (7,5).

o U with by = (2,2): b; exists iff b;-b; =0 mod 2 and bg-b; = d mod 4, in which case

bi — (bO'lZ'-i-d’ bo~lz;—d) or bz _ (bo-lz—d, bon-ﬁ-d) ) (A2)

These are clearly related by parity.

B Multi-hypergraph construction

In our analysis one of our goals is be comprehensive when it comes to the allowed hypermul-
tiplet representations. However, for small-rank simple groups this poses a computational
problem because the number of irreducible representations with dimension less than x
grows very quickly with z, leading to a proliferation of vertices even with only moderate
A(v) and a multi-hypergraph € of unwieldy size. In practice, we find that 6 can be con-
structed for 7' < 1 for the groups SU(N > 5), SO(N > 7), Sp(N > 4), En, Fy and Gs
without any special considerations, while SU(4) and Sp(3) come within reach with some
additional ideas which we discuss below. SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) appear to be well out
of reach without limiting the allowed hypermultiplet representations by hand. In addition
to contributing a large number of vertices, these groups allow for many more non-trivial
edges because of their low-dimension fundamental representations.

For SU(4) and Sp(3), generating all vertices up to A(v) < 700 for 7' < 1 is possible.
We find that together these contribute U = 6(1,000,000) vertices to 6, compared to
6(50,000) for all higher-rank groups combined. This would lead to € = 6(¥2) = 6(10'?)
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hyperedges since € is not sparse, which is well out of our reach to manage. Instead, the
approach we take is the following. After having generated vertices for € out to sufficiently
large A(v), we build all edges except for those between type-T vertices. Since the number
of type-S and type-N vertices is quite small, the number of such edges is only 6(NgVr)
where Ng is the number of simple groups being considered. Then for each type-T vertex
v we construct all 6(N¢g) models incorporating this vertex and a type-S vertex. The
vertex v is then removed from 6 if all of these should be pruned, i.e. have RHS of
equation (4.8) larger than 273. Having “pre-pruned” the vertices of % in this way, we are
left with U = 06(20,000) vertices and completing the construction of € by building the
€ = O(12) = 6(10%) hyperedges is within reach. In figure 2 only vertices which survive
this procedure are shown.

We can understand the huge number of vertices for SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) even with
reasonably small A(v) in the following way. There are always collections of hypermulti-
plets which can be interchanged without changing any of the data relevant to anomaly-
cancellation, i.e. the values of b; - b; and by - b;. These can be read off from the various
tensor product decompositions for conjugate representations (recall that R and R are in-
distinguishable when it comes to anomaly-cancellation). For example, the sums over all of
Hpg, Agr, Br and Cg are the same for both sides of

168 +— 336, (B.1)
for SU(3), which is clear from comparing 3®3 = 168 and 3®3 = 3®6. These small-rank

groups have many such replacement rules because they have many representations of small
dimension. For SU(3) the list includes

18 «+— 3@6,
3®15 <«+— 8®10,
198®27 +«+— 6615015, (B.2)
63524 «— 15415,
3042 +— 21924,

as well as any sums or differences of these (e.g. from the first two lines it is easy to see that
we also have the replacement rule 1 15 <— 6 @ 10). In contrast, such replacements for
larger groups are few and far between: for example the first two for SU(8) are

1963 «+— 28®36,

(B.3)
821 <— 56 P 168.

These replacements can be used repeatedly to transform one vertex into another as long as
the multiplicity of charged hypermultiplets remains non-negative. The changes are more
than just cosmetic, since they have a real effect on the possible edges a vertex can form.
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a 9a(2) z

0,1,2 56 1
3 min{56, 91 — 105z} 2 =0.8666...
4,5 min{56, 61 — 64z, 91 — 105z} 32 =0.8666...

6 min{56, 61 — 64z, 83 — 98z, 93 — 108z} 3L =0.86111...
7 56 — 70z 2 =038
8,...,15 min{56 — 70z, 68 — 962} i =0.708333...
16,...,25  min{56 — 70z, 94 — 160z} & =0.5875

26 min{56 — 70z, 78 — 130z, 94 — 160z} & = 0.5875

27 min{56 — 70z, 84 — 162z} 33 =0.518518...
28,...,189  min{56 — 70z, 91 — 224z} 3 =0.40625

190,...,209 min{56 — 70z, 91 — 2242, 251 — 6502} 1 =0.40625
210,...,230 min{56 — 70z, 91 — 224z, 253 — 693z} 13 = 0.40625
231,...,252 min{56 — 70z, 91 — 224z, 254 — 737z} 13 =0.40625
253,...,275 min{56 — 70z, 91 — 224z, 254 — 782z} 13 =0.40625
276,277,... min{56 — 70z, 91 — 224z, 253 — 828z} 13 = 0.40625

Table 5. Data for the bounds of equation (C.1).

For example, there following four SU(3) vertices v1, ve, v3 and vy,

H(v1) =58x3PB3x6,
H(ve) =57Tx3D2x6D8,
(v2) = = (B.4)
H(v3) =56x3D6D2 X8,
H(vg) =55x3D3x8,

all have b; -b; = 15 and by - b; = 11 and are related via the replacements of (B.2). However,
vy and vg each only have one self-edge (with bi-charged hypers 15(3,3)), whereas v
and v4 each have three self-edges (with bi-charged hypers 15(3,3), 10(3,3) @® (3,6) and
5(3,3)® (3,6) @ (6,3) for vy, and similarly for vy4).

C Bounds and pruning condition

In this appendix all statements only apply when 7" < 1 and U(1), SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2)
are omitted. Crucially, for the groups which remain all non-trivial representations have
Hp > 3 (saturated only by 26 of Sp(3)).

Using the notation introduced in section 4.2, we claim that, for each a € {0,1,2,...},

in A(S{N'f;z,@a[a,?,]):{ga(z) 2 €10zl (C.1)

admissible

for the concave, piece-wise linear functions g,(z) and corresponding constants 2 listed in
table 5. These bounds were determined empirically, as we describe further below. The
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models which set g, and 2} turn out to be quite simple:

G =Gy, Fh = (10 x 7)~, a>0,
= Sp(3)”, = (36 ©314)", € {3,4,5},
= SU(4)", =(16x43®2x6)", € {4,5,6},
= SU(6)", — (18 x 6 & 20)" =6,
= SU(4), —20x4®3x6 =6,
=S0(8)", =(4x8,H4x8,H4x8,)" €{8,...,15},
=S0(12)", =(8x 1242 x 32)", € {16,...,26},
=Fy, = (5x26)", =26, (C.2)
= Eg = (6 x 27)", =27,
= E7, = (4 x56)", > 28,
= SU(20), =4 %203 x 190 € {190, ...,209},
= SU(21), =3x21®3x210 € {210,...,230},
=SU(22), =2x22®3x231 € {231,...,253},
— SU(23), —23 @3 x 254 € {254,...,275},
=SU(24), — 3 x 276 > 276.

Many of the above models consist of taking x copies of a type-N vertex, and these are what
set the values of 2 since as soon z is large enough so that A(v";z,R[a,3]) is negative,
A(KNT; 2, R[a, 3]) can be made arbitrarily negative by taking x — oc.

The functions g,(z) and constants z} were determined in the following way. First,
a multi-hypergraph € was build using only type-N and type-T vertices with A(v) <
max{244,dim G(v)}, keeping € relatively small. Then, all admissible models with up
to three vertices were build using the usual branching procedure but with no pruning, i.e.
all admissible models were kept regardless of how large their value of A(X).

From this subset of all admissible models one may empirically determine the data of
table 5. Although this does not comprise a minimization over all admissible models as
required, the bounds are satisfied by a wider-and-wider margin as the number of type-
T vertices in the models increases. For example, figure 7 shows the bound in effect for
a = 5: only models with one or fewer type-1 vertices come anywhere close to saturating
the bound and it is easy to prove that the bounds hold for models with only type-N vertices.
With enough case-work we suspect that one may be able to prove that the bounds hold
unequivocally.

D Automated Higgsing

As a non-trivial check of our results (both the code and the bounds discussed in ap-
pendix C), we have checked that the ensembles of anomaly-free models for both 7" = 0
and T = 1 are closed under Higgsing. By this we just mean the group-theoretic process
of picking a maximal subgroup and computing the resulting hypermultiplet spectrum; we
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Figure 7. Values of A(X"";2,%[a,3]) for z = 12 and a = 5 for the 6(10°) admissible models

generated using vertices up to A(v) < max{244, dlm G( )} and without pruning. From these data
one may read off gs(z).

make no attempt at a detailed analysis of the scalar potential for any of the models. In
this section we outline some of the details of this procedure.

Given a set of hypermultiplets % falling into representations of the gauge group G, the
hypermultiplets #’ which result upon breaking to a subgroup G’ C G are determined by

¥ = o(%) © (—1)¢p(Adjg) © Adjer (D.1)

where ¢ gives the branching rules. For example, Sp(7) has a maximal subgroup Sp(3) x
Sp(4) for which the branching rules include

p(1)=(1,1),
14) = (6,1) ® (1,8),
p(14) = (6,1) & (1,8) (D2)
¢(90) =(1,1)® (14,1) & (1,27) © (6,8),
p(105) = (21,1) ® (1,36) © (6,8),
and using these on the T' = 1 anomaly-free model with
G=Sp(7), H=35x1®16x14®90, (D.3)

results in the anomaly-free model with G’ = Sp(3) x Sp(4) and hypermultiplets given by

%' = [35p(1) © 16p(14) @ ¢(90)] ® (—1)¢(105) ® [(21,1) @ (1,36)]
=35(1,1) ©16[(6,1) © (1,8)] ® [(1,1) ® (14,1) ® (1,27) © (6, 8)]
@ (-1)[(21,1) @ (1,36) @ (6,8)] @ [(21 )@ (1,36)
=36(1,1)® 16(6,1) ®16(1 27).

(D.4)

[—

,8)® (14,1) @ (1,
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Generically, anomaly-free models have gauge groups containing more than one simple
factor and the procedure is more involved than simply checking maximal subgroups of
each gauge factor independently. There are models for which more than one simple factor
must break to a maximal subgroup simultaneously, corresponding, e.g., to giving a bi-
fundamental hypermultiplet a VEV: see figure 6 for many such examples. For a model
with gauge group G = [[;; G; and hypermultiplets %, introduce the following notation.
First, let L = (Lq,..., L) denote a choice of subgroups for each G;, where L; is either G;
itself or one of its maximal subgroups, and let |L| be the number of L; for which L; # G; is
a proper subgroup. Write G, and ¥y, to denote the model which results upon Higgsing to
the maximal subgroup of G as specified by L and write G| and | for the restriction to
those gauge factors for which L; # G; (i.e. ignoring gauge factors G; which were unaltered).
Then we apply the following procedure:

1. Let L9 = {(G1,...,Gr)}. That is, Ly consists only of the trivial Higgsing which
leaves the model unaltered.

2. For each / =1,2,...,k in turn. ..

(a) Construct the set of candidates £ consisting of L with |L| = ¢ which have the
property that reverting any single L; # G; in L back to G; produces an element
of gg,l .

(b) For each L € £, apply the Higgsing described by L to the full model, removing
by hand all U(1), SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) factors other than any SU(3) NHCs.
If the resulting model is anomaly-free (i.e. all ng > 0 in %), check if it appears
in the ensemble. Otherwise, if #r,| has ng < 0 for any non-trivial R, remove L
from 2£,.

Following the above procedure finds all breaking patterns G — G’ which are minimal, in
the sense that if Higgsing G to the maximal subgroup G’ C G produces an anomaly-free
model then there is no intermediate subgroup G” satisfying G’ ¢ G” C G which also
produces an anomaly-free model.

E Models with 3-charged hypermultiplets

Here we provide a complete list of anomaly-free models for T' < 1 with hypermultiplets
charged under three gauge factors when the groups U(1), SU(2), SU(3) and Sp(2) are
forbidden. There are exactly 20 for both 7' = 0 and T' = 1. The T = 0 models are as

follows:

G F bieZ

SU(4)2 x SO(7) (1,20',1)® (1,1,35)®(6,6,1)® (1,15,7) & (4,4,8) 2,6,4
> (1,1,1)® (1,20,1) ® (1,1,27) 6 (4,4,1)

SUM)™ x G2 ©(6,6,1)® (1,15,7) ® (4,4,7) 2,6,4
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SU(4)2 x SO(8) (20,1,1)® (1,20',1) ® (1,1,35,) & (4,4,8,) ® (4,4,8,) 4,4,4
SU(4)? x SO(8) (20,1,1) & (1,20',1) & (1,1,35,) & (4,4,8,) & (4,4,8,) 4,4,4
SU(4) x SO(7)? (20,1,1)® (1,27,1)® (1,1,27) © (4,8,8) 4,4,4
SU(4)2 x SO(7) (1,1,1) 9 (20',1,1) & (1,20',1) & (1,1, 27)  2(4,4,8) 4,4,4
SU(4)? 2(1,1,1) 9 (20°,1,1) & (1,20°,1) & (1,1,20") $4(4,4,4) 4,4,4
SU(4)? x SU(8) (20',1,1) & (1,20',1) & (1,1,70) & 2(4, 4, 8) 4,4,2
SU(4) x SO(7) x Sp(4)  (20,1,1) 9 (1,27,1) ¢ (1,1,42) & (4,8,8) 4,4,2
SU(4)? x Sp(4) (1,1,1)®(20/,1,1) & (1,20',1) & (1,1,42) $2(4,4,8) 4,4,2
SU(4) x Sp(4)* (20,1,1) ® (1,42,1) ® (1,1,42) & (4,8,8 4,2,2
2(4,1,1)$2(6,1,1) $2(1,15,1) $2(1,20",1) & £(1,1,6)
SU(4)* x Sp(3) ®(1,1,14) 8 %(LLIA') ©3(4,4,1)® (4,6,1) ®(6,4,1) 2,51
©2(1,4,6)® £(1,6,6) ® 3(4,4,6)
(1,4,1)®(6,1,1)®(1,6,1) ® (15,1,1) & (1,15,1)
2 ®(1,207,1) % $(1,1,6)® (1,1,14) & 5(1,1,14")
SUM)" > Sp(3) ©3(4,4,1) 0 (4,6,1)2(6,4,1) @ (4,1,6) 34,1
®(1,4,6)® 5(1,6,6)D 1(4,4,6)
(1,4,1)®2(6,1,1)® (15,1,1) & (1,15,1) 6 (1,20",1)
SU(4)? x Sp(3) ®1(1,1,6)®(1,1,14)® 1(1,1,14') ©3(4,4,1) 3,4,1
©2(4,6,1)®(6,4,1) ©2(1,4,6) ® 1(6,1,6) & 1(4,4,6)
2 2 (20,1,1,1)® (1,20°,1,1)
SU)” < 80(7) ©(1,1.7.7)% (4,4,8,1) & (4,4,1,8) 44,2,2
4 (l7l7l7l) D (l?lyl’7l) ® (lal>l727l)
SU@) ©1(6.6,1,1)®2(4,1,4,4) 52(1,4,4,4) 2,2,4,4
3 (l7l7 20/7l) b (l7l7laﬂ) D (§7§7l7l)
SU(4)” x SO(T) ©(4,1,4,8) 0 (1,4,4,8) 2,2,4.4
3 (lvlaw/vl) @ (l7l7la 42) @ (§777l7l)
SU@)™ > Sp(4) ©(4,1,4,8) @ (1,4,4,8) %2,4,2
> (1,10,1,1)(10,6,1,1) & (5,1,14,1)
SU(5) x SU(4) x Sp(3) 5(5,1.1.14)6 (14,6 6) 2,3,2,2
5 (1,1,1,1,20)®(6,6,1,1,1)® (1,1,6,6,1) ® (4,1,4,1,4)
SUM) ©(4.1,1,4,4)5(1,4,4,1,4) @ (1,4,1,4,4) 22,224
The T = 1 models are as follows:
G F4 b el
2 (E,7lal)@(lyﬂl7l ®(éaéal)®(671071) . 2
SU(4)>x G2 ©(10.6.1) & (4.4,7) U: (4,4)%,(1,1)
3 (15,1,1)®(1,15,1) ¢ (1,1,15) & (20,1,1) . 2
SU) ©2(4,6,1) D 2(4,1,6) 5 2(4,4,4) U:(33),22
(&7l7l) @ (20/7l,l) @ (lai]-yl) @ (l7l,L) . 2
SU(4) xSp(3) x G2 & (4,14,1) @ (4,6,7) U:(3,3),(2,2)
2 (l7l7l) @4(157l,l) @4(lyﬁ7l)@3(l,1714) . 2
SU()"x5p(3) ©3(4,4,1)©2(6,1,6) & (4,4,6) v:3.3, 01
(6,1,1)®(10,1,1) ®3(15,1,1) ® 4(1,6,1)
SU(4)* xSp(3) ©3(1,1,14) ©3(4,4,1) ©2(6,1,6) U:(3,3),(1,1)
®1(4,4,6)
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F Orbifold Models

In this appendix, we provide asymmetric orbifold models [39-42] realizing the example

anomaly-free models of equations (5.9) and (5.12).

e A model for (5.9):

Starting from the Fg x Eg heterotic theory and taking I'*#(D,) lattice with

(F.1)

(1%,0%0%)

—

Vi =

3(L1),

R

¢L = (050)7

the invariant lattice and its dual are

(F.2)

{(pr, Pr;0) | pr € Ar(D4), P, € Ar(Es x Eg)},

I
I*

{(p}.PL;0) | p}, € Aw(Ds), P € Ar(Es x Eg)}.
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The spectrum of the model is

G = Spin(8) x Spin(16) x Eg,

% =(1,128,1) ® (8,,16,1) & (8,,16,1) & (8,16, 1). "
e A model for (5.12):
Starting from the Fg x Eg heterotic theory and taking I'*#(D,) lattice with
¢r=(0,0), or=3(1,1), Vy=1(1*0%1%0%), (F.4)
The lattices I and I* are the same as above. The spectrum of the model is
G = Spin(8) x Spi;(;(j)z, (F5)

#=(1,128,1)® (1,1,128)® (1,16,16),

where Z5 acts diagonally on Spin(16)? and acts non-trivially on the vector represen-
tation. Therefore, we get H = 512. After Higgsing, this model is dual to F-theory
on elliptic F4.
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