arXiv:2206.14680v2 [math-ph] 20 Dec 2024

Boundary structure of gauge and matter fields coupled to gravity

Giovanni Canepa^1, Alberto S. Cattaneo^2, and Filippo Fila-Robattino^{2,3}

1Section de Mathématiques, Université de Genève,

giovanni.canepa.math@gmail.com 2Institut für Mathematik, Universität Zürich, cattaneo@math.uzh.ch 3Scuola Internazionale Superiore di Studi Avanzati, Trieste, ffilarob@sissa.it

Abstract

The boundary structure of 3 + 1-dimensional gravity (in the Palatini–Cartan formalism) coupled to to gauge (Yang–Mills) and matter (scalar and spinorial) fields is described through the use of the Kijowski–Tulczijew construction. In particular, the reduced phase space is obtained as the reduction of a symplectic space by some first class constraints and a cohomological description (BFV) of it is presented.

Contents

1 Introduction 2

2 Preliminaries 4 2.1 The KT construction and the reduced phase space . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 2.2 Some notes about the BFV formalism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.3 The Palatini–Cartan formalism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 2.3.1 Classical space of fields . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.3.2 Classical action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 2.3.3 The reduced phase space of Palatini–Cartan gravity . . . . . . . . . . . . 8

3 Real scalar field theory coupled to gravity 11 3.1 Real scalar field in the first order formalism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11 3.2 Classical Boundary Structure in N = 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 3.2.1 The Reduced Phase Space . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 3.2.2 Choice of Representatives via Constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14 3.2.3 Poisson Brackets of the Constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 3.3 BFV Formalism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21

A. S. C. acknowledges partial support of SNF Grant No. 200020 192080 and of the Simons Collaboration on Global Categorical Symmetries. G. C. acknowledges partial support of SNF Grant No P500PT 203085. This research was (partly) supported by the NCCR SwissMAP, funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation.

4 Yang–Mills coupled to gravity 22 4.1 Boundary Structure in N = 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23 4.1.1 Choice of representative via constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 4.1.2 Poisson brackets of the constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 4.2 The BFV Formalism in the YMPC Theory . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30

5 Spinor field coupled to gravity 32 5.1 Spin frames and spinor fields . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 33 5.2 Coupling of the spinor field and the Dirac Lagrangian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35 5.2.1 Equations of motion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 5.3 Boundary structure in N = 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37 5.3.1 Choice of representative of [ω] . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 38 5.3.2 Poisson brackets of the constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39 5.4 The BFV formalism of the theory of gravity coupled to the spinor field . . . . . . 45

A Clifford algebras and spin groups 46 A.1 Clifford algebras . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 46 A.2 Pin and spin groups . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 A.3 The covering of spin groups . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 47 A.4 Spinor representations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48 A.5 Lie Algebra of Spin group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49

B Technical results and lenghty proofs 49 B.1 Technical results . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49 B.2 In the bulk . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 50 B.3 On the boundary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 52 B.4 Proofs of Lemmas 14 and 24 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53 B.5 Proof of gamma matrices identities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 54 B.6 Lenghty proofs of Section 4.2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55

1 Introduction

In this paper we will study the boundary structure of general relativity (in 3+1 dimensions in the Palatini–Cartan formalism) coupled to different types of fields, such as a scalar field, a Yang–Mills field, and a spinor field. Our goal is to describe the reduced phase space of the aforementioned theories coupled to gravity in two ways: (i) through a symplectic space and constraints on it and (ii) using a cohomological description, the BFV formalism.

The reduced phase space can be considered as the fundamental building block of the analysis of field theories on manifolds with boundary. If the boundary is a Cauchy surface, we can define it to be the space of possible initial conditions. Often in the literature, the reduced phase space is obtained through Dirac’s algorithm, while in this paper we follow and expand the description given for the gravity field alone in [CCS21] using the Kijowski and Tulczijew (KT) construction [KT79]. This construction roughly goes as follows: a space of boundary fields together with a closed two-form and some constraint functions are derived from the variation of the action and the Euler–Lagrange equations in the bulk. Then, if the two-form is degenerate (as will be more precisely explained in Section 2.1) and its kernel is regular, we perform a quotient and obtain a symplectic space, which we call the geometric phase space. On it we define the constraints of the theory deriving them in a suitable way from the Euler–Lagrange equations. This last step might present some technical difficulties as the constraints defined as the restriction to the boundary of the Euler–Lagrange equations might not be basic with respect to the reduction of the two form. This is precisely the case at hand where both gravity alone and each of the composite theories have such problem. We overcome it by fixing convenient representatives of the equivalence classes of the quotient and express the constraints in terms of them.

One of the reason of the choice of the KT construction is that it is automatically compatible with the cohomological description of the reduced phase space given by the BFV formalism (after Batalin–Fradkin–Vilkovisky [BV77; BV81; BF83]). Indeed, if the constraints form a first class system (meaning that the Poisson brackets between them are proportional to the constraints themselves), it is possible to describe the space of functions over the reduced phase space as the zeroth cohomology of a cohomological (i.e., odd and squaring to zero) vector field on a graded manifold constructed out of the geometric phase space and the constraints.

The BFV formalism was born as the hamiltonian version of the BV formalism, which was developed to overcome the degeneracy problems that one encounters when defining the partition function of gauge theories. It is a generalization of the constructions of Faddeev and Popov and of the BRST procedure [FP67; Tyu75; BRS76] to encompass more general type of symmetries. The BV and BFV formalisms are related and it is possible to construct BV-BFV theories in which additional conditions are added to guarantee compatibility between bulk and boundary data [CMR14]. A quantization scheme has also been developed for such theories [CMR14; CMR18].

Furthermore, given a BV theory on the bulk, under some regularity assumptions, it is possible to induce a BFV theory on the boundary. Crucially, for both gravity in the coframe formalism and the composite theories object of this article, in dimension N ≥ 4,^1 these regularity conditions of the BV theory are not satisfied (in the standard formulation, see [CS19]) and we have hence to resort to the alternative method described above to obtain a BFV theory. It is worth noting that from a BFV theory is then possible to obtain a full BV-BFV theory on cylindrical manifolds through the AKSZ construction [Ale+97]. Because of the mentioned quantization scheme, one of the key point of this article is that it constitutes the first step towards the quantization of gravity together with matter fields.

The formulation of general relativity used in this article will be the Palatini–Cartan (PC) or coframe one, which is classically equivalent to the standard Einstein–Hilbert theory formulated in terms of the metric.The PC theory has several advantages when considering manifolds with boundaries, since it is expressed in terms of forms and connections which have a better behaviour when restricted to submanifolds. For the same reason, in the case of the scalar and Yang–Mills fields we will use the first order formulation of these theories.

The main condition that we assume in the derivation of the boundary structure is the nondegeneracy of the induced metric on the boundary. In other words, we require the boundary to be time-like or space-like but not light-like. This last case will be object of future studies.

The article is structured as follows. We introduce the relevant constructions, KT and BFV, in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 respectively. Then we give an overview of the Palatini–Cartan formalism of gravity and its reduced phase space in Section 2.3. In particular we recall the results of [CCS21] where this theory has been analyzed with the two methods mentioned above. In Sections 3, 4 and 5 we then consider the coupled theories of gravity with a scalar field, a Yang–Mills field and a spinor field respectively. For each theory we describe the bulk theory, apply the KT construction and present the reduced phase space in terms of a symplectic space and some constraints on them with the corresponding structure of the Poisson brackets. Then we give the fully detailed description of the corresponding BFV theories.

Some of the results in this paper first appeared in [Fil21].

1In dimension N = 3 gravity is topological and it is possible to induce a BFV theory from the BV one [CS22]. However, this is no longer true if we add matter fields. We postpone the study of this particular case to future work and consider in this article only the case N = 4.

Remark 1. In this article we focus on the case of field theories defined on a four-dimensional manifold, this being the most interesting physical case. Some of the technical lemmata however are formulated and proven for a generic N. The generalization to N > 4 does not bring to a different structure of the boundary theories, as was shown in [CCS21] for gravity alone, but only little modifications have to be taken into account. In particular we expect Theorems 18, 28 to hold verbatim in the generic N ≥ 4 case. The case N = 3 is different, since it is possible to induce directly a BFV theory from a BV on the bulk for pure gravity [CS22]. However, adding a scalar field spoils this possibility, leading to a non regular kernel of the preboundary BFV form. The same happens when coupling 3d gravity with a Yang–Mills field in the first order formalism. In these cases we can proceed as described in Sections 3 and 4, keeping in mind that for N = 3 we do not have a kernel in the direction of ω and hence we do not have to fix the additional vector field e_n.

Acknowledgments. The authors would like to thank Valentino Huang for the useful remarks and comments.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we describe some of the mathematical background required in the rest of the paper. In particular, Section 2.1 is devoted to the Kijowski–Tulczijew (KT) construction, Section 2.2 to the BFV formalism and Section 2.3 to the Palatini–Cartan gravity theory.

2.1 The KT construction and the reduced phase space

We describe here the Kijowski–Tulczijew [KT79] construction that we will use in the main part of the paper to describe the reduced phase space of the field theories considered. Remark 2. In order to keep the description simple, we describe the construction without details which are collected in the footonotes.

Let M be an an N–dimensional manifold with boundary ∂M =: Σ and let F be a vector bundle on M. For a large variety of theories—and in particular the ones at hand—the space of fields F_M is in general defined as the space of smooth local sections ϕ on F , i.e. F_M := Γ(M, F ), which is in general an infinite–dimensional manifold (inheriting the structure of a Fréchet space) on which we assume that Cartan calculus is defined. A field theory on M is then specified by an action functional S_M , obtained by integrating a Lagrangian density L(ϕ).^2

2To define precisely such objects, one first needs to define the local calculus on M × F_M . Let us consider the infinite jet bundle J^∞F . The smooth local sections of the infinite jet bundle Γ(M, J^∞F ), can also be obtained by the jet prolongation j^∞ : Γ(M, F ) → Γ(M, J^∞F ). We can define a map e_∞ by precomposing j^∞ with the evaluation map ev : M × F_M → F : (x, ϕ) → ϕ(x), i.e. e_∞ : M × F_M^{(id,j∞)} −−−−−→ M × Γ(M, J^∞F )^{ev}−→ J^∞F It is a well known fact [And] that differential forms on J^∞F carry a double degree, defining a bicomplex with respect to a veritcal differential d_V and a horizontal differential d_H , such that d = d_V + d_H is the usual de Rham differential. In particular, this implies that d^2_V = 0, d^2_H = 0 and d_V d_H + d_H d_V = 0. It is then possible to define local forms on M × F_M by pulling back forms on J^∞F along e_∞. This produces a double complex of local forms defined by Ω^{(p,q)}_{loc} (M × F_M ) := e^∗_∞Ω^{(p,q)}(J^∞F ), (1) where p is the vertical degree and q the horizontal one. The differentials are defined by d := e^∗_∞d_H and δ := e^∗_∞d_V , representing respectively the de Rham differential on differential forms on M and the “variational differential” on forms on F . In particular, d measures variations of fields at the space–time level, while δ measures variations of

The integral over M of the Lagrangian density defines the action functional

S_M := ∫ M L(ϕ) = ∫ M L(ϕ, ∂ϕ, ∂^2ϕ, · · · , ∂^kϕ)dx^1 ∧ · · · ∧ dx^N . (2) When we act with δ on the Lagrangian, we obtain the variational formula [Zuc] δL = E(L) − dα, (3) where E(L) contains the Euler–Lagrange equations, and α is defined up to d-exact terms.^3 If we integrate (3) on M, due to Stokes’ theorem, dα gives rise to a boundary term. It was first noted by Kijowski and Tulczijew [KT79] that this boundary term defines a one form on the space of boundary fields over Σ which is analogous to the Liouville form in symplectic geometry.

In particular, defining the space of preboundary fields F̃_Σ as the space of germs of fields at Σ × {0} on Σ × [0, ϵ], the variation of the action S_M yelds

δS_M = E(L)_M − π̃^∗_Σ(α̃_Σ), (4)

where E(L)_M arises after the integration of E(L) , π̃_Σ : F_M → F̃_Σ is the natural surjective submersion to the space of preboundary fields and α̃_Σ is a one form on F̃_Σ found after integrating α.^4 Now ϖ̃_Σ := δα̃_Σ is by definition a δ-closed local two-form and, assuming that its kernel Ker(ϖ̃) := {X ∈ T F̃_∂ | ι_X ϖ̃ = 0} defines a regular distribution, it is a presymplectic form on F̃_Σ. By Frobenius’ theorem, ker(ϖ̃_Σ) is an involutive distribution on the space of preboundary fields, hence we are able to consider the symplectic reduction F_Σ := F̃_Σ/ ∼ defined as the leaf space of the foliation, which we assume to be smooth. F_Σ is called the geometric phase space of the theory and it is by definition a symplectic manifold with symplectic form ϖ_Σ induced by ϖ̃_Σ.

Considering the induced surjective submersion π_Σ : F_M → F_Σ and assuming that α_Σ on F_Σ is well defined, we obtain δS = E(L)_M − π^∗_Σ(α_Σ).

We can now define EL_M := {ϕ ∈ F_M | E(L)(ϕ) = 0} as the zero locus of the Euler–Lagrange equations, i.e. the space of physically relevant fields. When restricted to the boundary, the EL equations split into equations containing the derivatives of the fields in a transversal direction and the remaining equations. They are respectively called evolution equations and constraints. In order to consider the physical space of fields of the theory on the boundary, one needs to impose the constraints on the space of boundary fields. In principle this could be done on the space of preboundary fields, taking into account the fact that the kernel of the presymplectic form might be enlarged; however, it is better for our purposes to impose them on the geometric phase space. Since this last space is a quotient, before proceeding we have to make sure that the restriction of the constraints is basic with respect to the reduction of the kernel of the pre-symplectic form. As we will see, this is not always the case and we might have to reformulate the constraints in order to have a basic expression.

In more mathematical terms, following [CMR11], we define L_Σ := π_Σ(EL_M ) as the projection to geometric space of the solutions to the EL equations. In general L_Σ is isotropic with respect to ϖ_Σ, and sometimes also coisotropic, hence Lagrangian. This is the case of good field theory.

the field configuration at a given space–time point. A Lagrangian L is defined to be an (N, 0) local form which, when evaluated at a field configuration ϕ, is called Lagrangian density L(ϕ).

3E(L) is a (N, 1) local form and has the further property that it only depends on the 0-jet part of the field ϕ, and it is independent of variations of L by d-exact terms, i.e. E(L + dK) = E(L). Such forms are also known as local source forms. Furthermore α ∈ Ω^{(N−1,1)}_{loc} .

4More precisely, E(L)_M is a (0, 1) local form on M and α̃_Σ is (0, 1) local form on Σ.

Hoewever, we are interested in the space C_Σ of Cauchy data, i.e. the submanifold of the geometric phase space that can be completed to an element belonging to L_{Σ×[0,ϵ]} for ϵ small enough (more appropriately, one should work on jets in ϵ). The evolution equations will then contain derivatives along the direction of [0, ϵ], while the zero locus of the constraints defines C_Σ. Note that, if L_Σ is Lagrangian for ϵ small, then C_Σ is coisotropic.. In our example this fact will be clear, since the constraints are found to be first class, i.e. local functions on the geometric phase space which are in involution with respect to the canonical Poisson structure on F_Σ induced by the symplectic one. Finally, the physical space of the theory on the boundary is the symplectic reduction C_Σ of C_Σ, called the reduced phase space. The result in principle might not be smooth. Hence to describe it we resort to its cohomological resolution known as the BFV formalism.

2.2 Some notes about the BFV formalism

Because of the technical difficulties and the smoothness issues of a direct description of the reduced phase space, the BFV formalism offers a useful alternative.

The starting point is the symplectic manifold (F_Σ, ϖ_Σ) (the geometric phase space) and the set of constraints ψ_i, i.e. the restrictions of the EL equations to the boundary which are not evolutionary equations. The fundamental assumption is that these constraints form a first class set, i.e. {ψ_i, ψ_j } = f^k_{ij} ψ_k for some functions f^k_{ij} on F_Σ.

Given this setting the BFV formalism describes the functions on the reduced phase space as the cohomology of a suitable operator on a graded manifold which is a given extension of the geometric phase space. Let λ_i ∈ W_i be some odd Lagrange multiplyiers of degree +1 such that we can express the constraints in the integral form

Ψ_i = ∫ Σ λ_iψ_i. We consider the space F_{BF V} = F_Σ × Π_iT^∗W_i and denote by λ^†_i the coordinates on the fibers of T^∗W_i. This space has a natural symplectic structure given by

ϖ_{BF V} = ϖ_Σ + ∫ Σ ( ∑ i δλ_iδλ^†_i ) . On this symplectic space we define the function S_{BF V} = ∫ Σ ( λ_iψ_i + f^k_{ij} λ^†_kλ_iλ_j + R )

where R is a term of higher order in the λ^†’s chosen so that {S_{BF V} , S_{BF V} } = 0 (Classical Master Equation). The function S_{BF V} is called BFV action and it has been proven that it is always possible to find R such that the classical master equation is satisfied[BF83; Sta97; Sch08]. We call Q_{BF V} its Hamiltonian vector field. The key result is then given by the fact that Q acts as a differential on functions on the space of fields and its cohomology in degree zero is isomorphic to C^∞(C_Σ) as a Poisson algebra when C_Σ is smooth. Hence (F_{BF V} , Q_{BF V} ) is a cohomological resolution of C^∞(C_Σ).

2.3 The Palatini–Cartan formalism

In this article we consider the first-order formulation of gravity in which the classical fields are a coframe and a connection. This formulation is classically equivalent to the original one in terms of the metric. In this section we describe the setting of this theory, the classical action in the bulk and its reduced phase space through the KT construction as first described in [CCS21].

2.3.1 Classical space of fields

Let M be an N-dimensional manifold and let P be an SO(N − 1, 1)-principal bundle on it. We consider an N-dimensional vector space (V, η) with a Minkowski product, on which we can let the Lie group SO(N − 1, 1) act via the fundamental representation ρ: SO(N − 1, 1) → End(V ). Next we consider the adjoint vector bundle V := P ×_ρ V . Finally, we require that there is an isomorphism e: T M → V. The first field of the theory is then an explicit choice of isomorphism e: T M → V, a.k.a. a vielbein (the Lorentzian metric in the classically equivalent Einstein–Hilbert formalism will be recovered by pull back: g = η(e, e))^5.

The other field that we consider is a connection on P . Let ω ∈ Ω^1(P, so(N − 1, 1)) be the associated connection 1-form. We want to consider the gauge field as a dynamical field of the theory. The following proposition gives a useful way to include it in this setting. Proposition 3. The space of principal connections on P over M is an affine space modeled on A(M) = Ω^1(M, ∧^2V).

Proof. It is well known that it is possible to identify the affine space of principal connections as the space of one forms with values in the corresponding Lie algebra so(N − 1, 1). Furthermore, it is possible to identify so(N − 1, 1) with ∧^2V by means of η.

We define the space of (i, j)-forms to be the differential i-forms with values in the j-th exterior power of V , namely

Ω^{(i,j)}(M) := Ω^i(M, ∧^j V).

The space of fields of our theory is then defined to be

F_{P C} := Ω^{(1,1)}_{nd} × A(M),

where Ω^{(1,1)}_{nd} is the space of vielbeins as nondegenerate one-forms with values in V . This formalism has the further advantage that all the fields are expressed as differential forms and hence can easily be restricted to a suitable submanifold of M (e.g. its boundary, if it has one).

2.3.2 Classical action

We are looking for an action functional that gives the same Euler–Lagrange locus modulo symmetries as Einstein–Hilbert theory. The Palatini–Cartan action is

S_{P C} := ∫ M 1 (N − 2)!

e^{N−2} ∧ F_ω + Λ N! e^N , (5) where e^k := e ∧ e ∧ · · · ∧ e k times

and F_ω := dω +^1_2 [ω, ω] is the curvature associated to ω which we

regard as a (2, 2) form. We can find equations of motion by varying the action

δS_{P C} = ∫ M 1 (N − 3)! e^{N−3}δeF_ω − 1 (N − 2)! e^{N−2}d_ω(δω) + Λ (N − 1)! e^{N−1}δe (6) = ∫ M [ 1 (N − 3)!

e^{N−3}F_ω + Λ (N − 1)! e^{N−1} ] δe + 1 (N − 2)! d_ω (e^{N−2})δω − 1 (N − 2)! d(e^{N−2}δω), 5Note that we can pull back the fiber metric eta and this defines a Lorentzian metric on M, so the setting described above assumes that M admits a Lorentzian structure.

where we used integration by parts and the fact that δ_ωF_ω = −d_ω(δω).^6 The last term in (6) will produce a boundary term if ∂M ≠ ∅, due to Stokes theorem.

Then we find equations of motion

e^{N−3}d_ωe = 0; (7) 1 (N − 3)!

e^{N−3}F_ω + Λ (N − 1)!

e^{N−1} = 0. (8)

Equation (7) is equivalent to d_ωe = 0 because of the non-degeneracy condition (and because e^{N−3} is injective in this case [CCS21]). Furthermore, it fixes ω to be torsionless, and since it is compatible with η, then d_ω e = 0 implies the metricity condition d_e∗_{(ω)}g = 0, which is uniquely solved by the Levi-Civita metric connection.

After imposing (7), we find that (8) is equivalent to Einstein’s field equation, with the addition of a cosmological constant Λ.

Remark 4. It is important to notice that, even if e is an isomorphism, e ∧ · might not be, indeed e^{N−3} ∧ F_ω = 0 is not equivalent to the flatness condition F_ω = 0 Remark 5. There are two ways of showing that the PC and EH theories are equivalent. The first one is to rewrite equation (8) after imposing (7) and see that it actually yelds Einstein’s field equation. The other way is to use (7) and rewrite the action S_{P C} in terms of the metric tensor, to see that it is equivalent to the Einstein–Hilbert action. This is seen very easily by noticing that e^N N! = √ − det(g)d^N x = Vol_g, e^{N−2} (N − 2)!

F_ω = RVol_g , (9)

where R is the Ricci scalar.

2.3.3 The reduced phase space of Palatini–Cartan gravity

We present here the results of [CCS21] concerning the structure of the reduced phase space of Palatini–Cartan gravity. The results of this section have been obtained through the Kijowski– Tulcjiev (KT) construction (described in Section 2.1) and are the background construction that we will adapt when adding matter and gauge fields in the following sections.

The starting point of the KT analysis is the boundary term that we get when varying the action (6): ~α = 1 (N − 2)! ∫ Σ e^{N−2}δω. Assumption 6. We further assume that the bulk vielbein satisfies the extra nondegeneracy condition that the induced boundary metric g^∂ , defined by g^∂ := ι^∗_Σe^∗(η), is nondegenerate.^7 This is an open condition on the space of bulk field that ensures that the constrained submanifold C_Σ is coisotropic.

The classical fields on the boundary will again be indicated by (e, ω). The inclusion ι : Σ → M of Σ in M induces the bundles P |_Σ := ι^∗(P ) and V|_Σ := ι^∗(V). The fields are respectively defined as 6δωF_ω = δ_ω (dω +^1_2 [ω, ω]) = −dδω +^1_2 [δω, ω] −^1_2 [ω, δω] = −d(δω) − [ω, δω] = −d_ω (δω). 7One might also consider the stronger condition that the induced boundary metric is space-like, but this is not needed for the following considerations.

• e is a nondegenerate section of T^∗Σ ⊗ V|_Σ, meaning that (i) at each point the three components are linearly independent and (ii) the underlying metric g, defined by g := e^∗(η), is nondegenerate (because of Assumption 6;

• ω is an element of the space of connections A_Σ, locally modeled by Γ(T^∗Σ ⊗

⋀_2 V|_Σ).

We denote the space of preboundary fields as F̃_∂ = Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} × A_Σ.

We note that α̃ is the integral of a local (top, 1) form on F̃_∂ ×Σ as defined in (1) and therefore a 1-form on F̃_∂ . By taking its variation (the variational vertical differential), we obtain a two-form on F̃_∂ ϖ̃ := δα = 1 (N − 3)! ∫ Σ e^{N−3}δeδω. (10) By construction, ϖ̃ is closed on F̃_∂ and satisfies the first requirement to be a symplectic form on F̃_∂ . However, it is degenerate, namely ker(ϖ̃) := {X ∈ T F̃_∂ | ι_X ϖ̃ = 0} ≠ {0}. In [CCS21] it was proven that ther kernel is regular. Hence, in order to get rid of this degeneracy, we can perform a symplectic reduction.^8 The quotient space F_∂ will be called the geometric phase space of the theory

F_∂ := F̃_∂ ker(ϖ̃)

, (11)

with the canonical projection π_∂ : F̃_∂ → F_∂ . Hence the space of boundary fields is a bundle F^∂ → Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V) with local trivialization on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V)

F^∂ ≃ U_Σ × A^{red}(Σ),

where A^{red}(Σ) is the space of equivalence classes of connections ω ∈ A(Σ) under the equivalence relation ω ∼ ω + v for every v ∈ Ω^{1,2}(Σ) such that e^{N−3}v = 0. The corresponding symplectic form is ϖ = 1 (N − 3)! ∫ Σ e^{N−3}δeδ[ω]. (12) In order to define the constraints on this quotient space, and to give an explicit description of the reduced phase space, it is better to fix a representative of the equivalence relation described above, since the restriction of the EL equations to the boundary are not invariant under the equivalence relation. A convenient choice is given by the following construction. We choose a section e_n of V|_Σ and we restrict the space of fields by the conditions that e_1, e_2, e_3, e_n form a basis, where e_a := e(∂_a).^9 We denote by F_{en} the space of preboundary fields F̃_∂ together with e_n ∈ V completing the basis. On this space we have the following theorem:

Theorem 7 ([CCS21]). Suppose that g^∂ , the metric induced on the boundary, is nondegenerate. Given any ~ω ∈ Ω^{1,2}, there is a unique decomposition

~ω = ω + v (13)

with ω and v satisfying

e^{N−3}v = 0 and e_ne^{N−4}d_ωe ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}_1 . (14)

8The vector fields in the kernel of the presymplectic form span a smooth involutive distribution. The quotient space F̃_∂ /ker(ϖ̃) is the set of leaves in the foliation induced by ker(ϖ̃). In our case, the vector fields in the kernel only act, at fixed e, as translations of the connection ω, therefore it is easy to see that the quotient space is still a smooth manifold.

9there is actually no restriction in the space-like case; otherwise, one has to work on charts of the space of fields and pick an e_n for each chart

Let we denote by F^′_{en} the subspace of F_{en} of the fields satisfying (14).

Corollary 8 ([CCS21]). F^′_{en} is symplectomorphic to F_∂ .

Hence from now on we will require (14) and work on F^′_{en} . The space of coframes and connections satisfying this last equation is the geometric phase space of the PC gravity theory. We can now analyse the restriction of the Euler–Lagrange equations on the boundary to see which further constraints they impose on the geometric phase space. In order to simplify the computation of their Hamiltonian vector fields, it is convenient to rewrite the constraints on F^′_{en} as discussed in [CCS21]:

L_c = ∫ Σ ce^{N−3}d_ω e, P_ξ = ∫ Σ ι_ξ ee^{N−3}F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)e^{N−3}d_ωe, H_λ = ∫ Σ λe_n ( 1 (N − 3)!

e^{N−3}F_ω + 1 (N − 1)! Λe^{N−1} ) , where ω_0 is a reference connection and c ∈ Ω^{0,2}_∂ , ξ ∈ X(Σ) and λ ∈ Ω^{0,0}_∂ are Lagrange multipliers.

From now on we are going to consider the fields c, ξ and λ to be odd fields (shifted by 1 in a suitable supermanifold). This will be useful later for the BFV formalism. For more details we refer to [CCS21].

The constraints above are of first class, hence defining a coisotropic submanifold of the geometric phase space. The structure is specified by the following

Theorem 9 ([CCS21]). Under Assumption 6, the functions L_c, P_ξ, H_λ are well defined on F^∂_{P C} and define a coisotropic submanifold with respect to the symplectic structure ϖ_{P C} . In particular they satisfy the following relations {L_c, L_c} = − 1 2 L_{[c,c]} {P_ξ, P_ξ } =^1_2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} −^1_2 L_{ιξιξFω0} (15a) {L_c, P_ξ } = L_L^ω0_{ξ c} {L_c, H_λ} = −P_X (a) + L_X (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_X (n) (15b) {H_λ, H_λ} = 0 {P_ξ, H_λ} = P_Y (a) − L_Y (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} + H_Y (n) (15c)

where X = [c, λe_n], Y = L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) and Z^{(a)}, Z^{(n)} are the components of Z ∈ {X, Y } with respect to the frame (e_a, e_n).^{10}

The data of this theorem can be translated into the BFV formalism as explained in Section 2.2. The result is the following theorem.

Theorem 10 ([CCS21]). Under Assumption 6, let F_{P C} be the bundle

F_{P C} −→ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V), (16) with local trivialisation on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V)

F_{P C} ≃ U_Σ × A(Σ) ⊕ T^∗ ( Ω^{0,2}_∂ [1] ⊕ X[1](Σ) ⊕ C^∞[1](Σ) ) =: U_Σ × T_{P C} , (17)

10The notation L^ω_ξ denotes the covariant Lie derivative along the odd vector field ξ with respect to a connection ω: L^ω_ξ A = ι_ξ d_ω A − d_ω ι_ξ A A ∈ Ω^{i,j}_∂ .

and fields denoted by e ∈ U_Σ and ω ∈ A(Σ) in degree zero such that they satisfy the structural constraint e_ne^{N−4}d_ω e ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}_1 , ghost fields c ∈ Ω^{0,2}_∂ [1], ξ ∈ X[1](Σ) and λ ∈ Ω^{0,0}[1] in degree one, c^† ∈ Ω^{N−1,N−2}

∂ [−1], λ^† ∈ Ω^{N−1,N}_∂ [−1] and ξ^† ∈ Ω^{1,0}_∂ [−1] ⊗ Ω^{N−1,N}_∂ in degree minus one, together with a fixed e_n ∈ Γ(V), completing the image of elements e ∈ U_Σ to a basis of V; define a symplectic form and an action functional on F respectively by

ϖ_{P C} = ∫ Σ 1 (N − 3)! e^{N−3}δeδω + δcδc^† + δλδλ^† + ι_{δξ} δξ^†, (18) S_{P C} = ∫ Σ 1 (N − 3)! ce^{N−3}d_ωe + 1 (N − 3)! ι_ξee^{N−3}F_ω + 1 (N − 3)!

ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)e^{N−3}d_ωe + λe_n ( 1 (N − 3)!

e^{N−3}F_ω + 1 (N − 1)! Λe^{N−1} ) + 1 2 [c, c]c^† − L^{ω0}_ξ cc^† + 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} c^† + [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(ξ^†_a − (ω − ω_0)_ac^†) + [c, λe_n]^{(n)}λ^†

− L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(ξ^†_a − (ω − ω_0)_ac^†) − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}λ^† − 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}ξ^†. (19)

Then the triple (F_{P C} , ϖ_{P C} , S_{P C} ) defines a BFV structure on Σ.

3 Real scalar field theory coupled to gravity

In this section we explore the boundary structure for the field theory generated by the coupling of gravity and a real scalar field theory. As we will see, the structure of the constraints of gravity is not directly affected by this coupling. Nonetheless, the kernel of the two-form induced from the bulk on the boundary changes in a non-trivial way, resulting in an additional structural constraint that fixes some components of the momentum of the scalar field on the boundary. Remark 11. In this section we analyse only the case of a real scalar field. However the results presented here can be extended without big effort to the case of multiplets, or to the case of multiple scalar fields.

3.1 Real scalar field in the first order formalism

We now consider a scalar field ϕ ∈ C^∞(M) as a smooth function on space–time. In order to couple the scalar field to gravity in the Palatini-Cartan formalism, it is useful to consider the first-order formulation introducing a new field Π ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}(M), i.e. a section of the “Poincaré” bundle V. The idea behind the introduction of this new field is to avoid to consider the term 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ, (20) which usually appears in the Klein–Gordon Lagrangian on an arbitrary background, because it involves the inverse g^{μν} of the metric tensor, which is hard to deal with in calculations in terms of the vielbein.

The new field Π is a priori independent of ϕ, but after the equations of motion are found, it will assume the role of the momentum associated to the scalar field.

The minimal coupling (in the massless case) is described by the action

S = S_{P C} + S_{scal} with

S_{P C} = ∫ M 1 (N − 2)!

e^{N−2} ∧ F_ω + Λ N! e^N S_{scal} = ∫ M 1 (N − 1)! e^{(N−1)} ∧ Π ∧ dϕ + 1 2N! e^N (Π, Π),

(21)

where (·, ·) is a shorthand notation for the pairing η in V. In an orthonormal (with respect to the Minkowski metric) basis {v_a} of V, ∀A = A^av_a, B = B^bv_b ∈ V it reads:

(A, B) := A^aB^bη_{ab}. (22)

The variation of the action yields δS = ∫ M [ 1 (N − 3)!

e^{N−3}F_ω + Λ (N − 1)!

e^{N−1} + 1 (N − 2)! e^{N−2}Πdϕ + 1 2(N − 1)!

e^{N−1}(Π, Π) ] δe+ + 1 (N − 2)! d_ω(e^{N−2})δω + 1 (N − 1)! e^{N−1}dϕδΠ + 1 N! e^d(Π, δΠ)+ 1 (N − 1)! d(e^{N−1}Π)δϕ + −d ( 1 (N − 2)! e^{N−2}δω + 1 (N − 1)! e^{N−1}Πδϕ ) . (23)

We notice that the variation of the action produces a boundary term which, applying Stokes’ theorem, is given by

α̃ := ∫ ∂M 1 (N − 2)! e^{N−2}δω + 1 (N − 1)!

e^{N−1}Πδϕ (24)

This is the term corresponding to the local 1-form on the space of preboundary fields defined in Section 2.1. Its variation will produce the pre-symplectic form which will be essential to construct the reduced phase space in the next section.

From the variation of the action we also find the equations of motion, which are given by

d_ωe = 0; (25) 1 (N−3)! e N−3F_ω +^Λ_{(N−1)!} e^{N−1} +^1_{(N−2)!} e^{N−2}Πdϕ +^1_{2(N−1)!} e^{N−1}(Π, Π) = 0; (26) d(e^{N−1}Π) = 0; (27) e^{N−1}(dϕ − (e, Π)) = 0, (28)

where, to find the equation of motion corresponding to δΠ, we used the following identity,^{11} which holds for every A, B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}: 1 N e^N (A, B) = (−1)^{|A|+|B|}e^{N−1}(e, A)B. (29) We can further simplify equation (27), in fact, using d(e^{N−1}Π) = d_ω(e^{N−1}Π) because top forms transform trivially under the action of the Lie algebra, then d(e^{N−1}Π) = d_ω(e^{N−1})Π+e^{N−1}d_ωΠ, but d_ω e = 0, therefore we find that (27) is equivalent to

e^{N−1}d_ωΠ = 0. (30)

11proved in Lemma 53.(1) in Appendix B

Furthermore, we can also simplify (28), since W^{(1,0)}_{N−1} : Ω^{(1,0)}(M) → Ω^{(N,N−1)}(M) : A → e^{N−1}A is injective.^{12} Therefore we obtain dϕ + (e, Π) = 0. (31) This equation fixes Π in terms of the derivatives of ϕ, while (30) is then just the usual Klein– Gordon equation for a massless scalar field on an arbitrary background. To see this, we compute the scalar field part of the Lagrangian after having imposed the constraint and plug it into the action, showing that we recover the usual Klein–Gordon Lagrangian on a curved background.

First of all, we have e^N N! = 1 N! ϵ_{a1···aN} e^{a1}_{μ1} · · · e^{aN}_{μN} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN} = ϵ_{a1···aN} e^{a1}_1 · · · e^{aN}_N d^N x = det(e)d^N x.

(32)

Then, since det(g) = − det(e)^2, we obtain e^N /N! = √ − det(g)d^N x = Vol_g as the canonical volume form. In coordinates (with respect to the local basis {e_μ} of V ), assuming that the metric is nondegenerate, eq. (31) reads

Π^μ = −g^{μν} ∂_ν ϕ. (33)

Finally we can compute the term in the scalar part of the action, using the previous identity

S_{scal} = ∫ M 1 (N − 1)! e^{N−1}Πdϕ + 1 2N! e^N (Π, Π) = − ∫ M 1 2 (Vol_g )g^{μν} ∂_μϕ∂_ν ϕ, (34)

which is exactly the Klein–Gordon Lagrangian, once we notice that ∇_μϕ = ∂_μϕ.

3.2 Classical Boundary Structure in N = 4

We now assume our space–time manifold M to be a 4-dimensional manifold with boundary Σ := ∂M and we study the boundary structure of the theory using the KT construction (see Section 2.1). In particular we show that the constraints defining the reduced phase space are first class, thus defining a coisotropic submanifold as their zero locus. We also show that the scalar field coupling does not modify the boundary structure of pure gravity.

3.2.1 The Reduced Phase Space

Many of the results which we present in this section are an extension of what have been shown in [CCS21] and recalled in Section 2.3.3. We start by considering the boundary term (24) that is found after the variation of the action; for N = 4 it reads

α̃ := ∫ Σ 1 2 e^2δω + 1 3! e^3Πδϕ. (35)

We again indicate the classical fields on the boundary by (e, ω, ϕ, Π). The fields are defined as in Section 2.3.3 and additionally we have:

• ϕ ∈ C^∞(Σ) is a smooth function on Σ;

• Π is an element of Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ := Ω^{(0,1)}(Σ), where we define Ω^{(i,j)}(Σ) := Γ( ⋀_i T^∗Σ ⊗ ⋀_j V|_Σ).

12see Lemma 56.(1) in Appendix B

Hence we denote the space of preboundary fields as F̃_∂ = Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} × A_Σ × C^∞(Σ) × Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ . The next step is to take the variation of α̃ and obtain a closed two-form on F̃_∂ :

ϖ̃ := δα = ∫ Σ eδeδω + 1 3! δ(e^3Π)δϕ. (36)

As before, this two-form is degenerate. Considering a generic vector field X = X_e^δ_{δe} + X_ω^δ_{δω} + X_ϕ^δ_{δϕ} + X_Π^δ_{δΠ} ,^{13} we explicitly find the kernel of ϖ̃ as those vector fields satisfying ι_Xϖ̃ = 0, which is equivalent to the following system of equations:

eX_e = 0; (37)

eX_ω + 1 2 e^2ΠX_ϕ = 0; (38) 1 2 e^2ΠX_e + 1 3! e^3X_Π = 0; (39)

e^3X_ϕ = 0. (40)

Defining W^{∂(i,j)}_k := e^k∧ : Ω^{(i,j)}_∂ → Ω^{(i+k,j+k)}_∂ , by Lemmas 58.(2) and 58.(4) W^{∂(1,1)}_1 and W^{∂(0,0)}

3 are both injective, therefore (37) and (40) are solved respectively by X_e = 0 and X_ϕ = 0. (38) and (39) reduce to eX_ω = 0 and e^3X_Π = 0. The geometric phase space is then found to be a bundle over Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} with local trivialization on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V)

F_∂ ≃ U_Σ × A^{red}(Σ) × C^∞(Σ) × (Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ / ∼),

where

Π ∼ Π̃ ⇔ Π − Π̃ = γ with e^3γ = 0 (41)

and A^{red}(Σ) was defined in Section 2.3.3. From now on, We denote Ω^{∂(0,1)}_{red} := Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ / ∼. F_∂ is thus a symplectic manifold with symplectic form ϖ = ∫ Σ eδeδ[ω] + 1 3! δ(e^3[Π])δϕ. (42)

Remark 12. Instead of Π, we might define a new boundary field p :=^1_{3!} e^3Π. In this way the prefactor e^3 automatically selects the physical part in Π without the need of a further symplectic reduction. Furthermore, we obtain a sympletic 2-form whose “scalar field part” is written in Darboux coordinates: ϖ = ∫ Σ eδeδ[ω] + δpδϕ. Remark 13. As for the case without matter, notice that the constraints (as the restrictions of the EL equations from the bulk to the boundary) are not necessarily invariant under v-translations and γ-translations, therefore we fix a convenient set of representatives of the equivalence classes [ω] and [Π]. The next subsection deals with choosing such representatives in the ideal way. In order to do so, as in the pure gravity case described in Section 2.3.3, we choose a section e_n of V|_Σ and we restrict the space of fields by the conditions that e_1, e_2, e_3, e_n form a basis.

3.2.2 Choice of Representatives via Constraints As mentioned, we need to fix convenient representatives of the classes [ω] ∈ A^{red}_Σ and [Π] ∈ Ω^{∂(0,1)} red . The idea is to take advantage of the constraints to fix the representatives, in particular

13the components of the vector fields are such that X_e ∈ Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂n.d} , X_ω ∈ A_Σ, X_ϕ ∈ C^∞(Σ) and X_Π ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}_∂

we will use parts of the dynamical constraints. The constraints to be imposed on the space of preboundary fields are

d_ω e = 0; (43) eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + 1 2 e^2Πdϕ + 1 2 · 3!

e^3(Π, Π) = 0; (44) dϕ + (e, Π) = 0. (45)

We do not impose e^{d−1}d_ω Π = 0 because it is an evolution equation. Furthermore, it is a top form on M, therefore it cannot be restricted to Σ. The choice of representative of [ω] uses (43) and it follows verbatim the choice done in the gravity theory without additional matter fields. Hence, following the construction described in Section 2.3.3 we fix the representative of [ω] by choosing the connection ω satisfying

e_nd_ωe ∈ Im W^{∂(1,1)}_1 .

Existence and uniqueness of such connection are proved in Theorem 7.

Let us now consider the equivalence class [Π]. We replicate the procedure used for the connection and use a constraint to fix the representative of it. The constraint will be based on (45). In particular, we exploit the property of the following Lemma which will be proved in Appendix B.

Lemma 14. Suppose that g^∂ is nondegenerate, then the map A_e : Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ) → Ω^{1,0}_∂ , A_e(p) = (e, p) is bijective.

Remark 15. In analogy to what happens in gravity alone, the non-degeneracy condition is here fundamental to use this constraint to fix the representative. If the boundary metric is degenerate, the structure of the theory might be different as was shown for gravity alone in [CCT21].

Using this lemma, the following theorem shows that (45) fixes uniquely the representative of the equivalence class in an appropriate way.

Theorem 16. Let g^∂ be nondegenerate. Given any ~Π ∈ Ω^{0,1}_∂ , there is a unique decomposition ~Π = Π + p such that p ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ) and (e, Π) = −dϕ. (46) Proof. If ~Π satisfies (46) there is nothing to prove. Suppose that (e, ~Π) − dϕ = K, then since A_e is bijective, there exists a p ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ) such that K = (e, p). Then Π = ~Π − p satisfies (46).

For uniqueness, suppose that there are two such decompositions ~Π = Π_1 +p_1 = Π_2 +p_2. Then we would have (e, Π_1) = (e, Π_2) and consequently (e, p_1) = (e, p_2) with p_1, p_2 ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ). Since A_e is bijective, this implies p_1 = p_2.

Hence from now on we will work on the space of fields given by e ∈ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V), ω ∈ A(Σ), ϕ ∈ C^∞(Σ), Π ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ such that e_nd_ωe ∈ Im W^{∂(1,1)}_1 and (e, Π) = −dϕ, which is symplectomorphic to F_∂ .

3.2.3 Poisson Brackets of the Constraints

We still have to impose the constraints on the space of pre-boundary fields. In order to do so, we recast them into local forms by means of Lagrangian multipliers: furthermore, if we split μ̃ = ι_ξ e + λe_n, from J_{μ̃} we obtain two functions:

L_c := ∫ Σ ced_ωe. P_ξ = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ (e^2)F_ω + 1 3! ι_ξ(e^3Π)dϕ + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe;

H_λ = ∫ Σ λe_n ( eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + 1 2 e^2Πdϕ + 1 2 · 3!

e^3(Π, Π) ) . Remark 17. It is important to notice that the Lagrange multiplier have the role of the generators of the symmetry. In particular, c ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ generates the internal gauge symmetry,^{14} ξ ∈ X(Σ) represents the vector field parametrizing the local diffeomorphisms in the direction tangential to the boundary, while λ ∈ C^∞(Σ) is the generator of the local diffeomorphism normal to the boundary.

For future advantage we added a term in P_ξ proportional to ed_ωe, depending also on a reference connection. The addition of this term does not change the constrained set. It is also important to notice that the terms in J_{μ̃} containing e^3 disappear in P_ξ because ι_ξ(e^4) = 0.

Furthermore, we assume the Lagrange multipliers to be odd, namely we consider c ∈ Ω^{0,2}_∂ [1], ξ ∈ X[1](Σ) and λ ∈ Ω^{0,0}_∂ [1], and we denote with L^ω_ξ the covariant Lie derivative along the odd vector field ξ with respect to a connection ω:

L^ω_ξ A = ι_ξ d_ωA − d_ωι_ξ A A ∈ Ω^{i,j}_∂ . (47)

Theorem 18. With the usual hypothesis that g^∂ is nondegenerate, the functions L_c, P_ξ , H_λ define a coisotropic submanifold with respect to the symplectic structure ϖ_{P C} . Their Poisson brackets read {L_c, L_c} = − 1 2 L_{[c,c]} {P_ξ, P_ξ } =^1_2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} −^1_2 L_{ιξιξFω0} (48a)

{L_c, P_ξ } = L_L^ω0_{ξ c} {L_c, H_λ} = −P_X (a) + L_X (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_X (n) (48b) {H_λ, H_λ} = 0 {P_ξ , H_λ} = P_Y (a) − L_Y (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} + H_Y (n) , (48c)

where X = [c, λe_n], Y = L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) and Z^{(a)}, Z^{(n)} are the components of Z ∈ {X, Y } with respect to the frame (e_a, e_n).

Remark 19. As said before, this theorem has the same structure as in [CCS21], where the Palatini-Cartan theory without the scalar coupling is analyzed.

Proof. Theorem 7 allows to have well defined constraint, because of the uniqueness of the representative ω of [ω].

In order to compute the brackets of the constraints, we first compute the Hamiltonian vector fields associated to the constraints, defined for a function f on the space of boundary fields as X_f such that ι_{Xf} ϖ = δf.

Before explicitly computing the vector fields, we recall Remark 12 and notice that P_ξ can also be written as P_ξ = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ (e^2)F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe + ι_ξ (p)dϕ. (49)

14Recall that we identify so(3, 1) ≃ ∧^2V

Then the variations of the constraints are δL_c = ∫ Σ − 1 2 c[δω, ee] + 1 2 cd_ωδ(ee) = ∫ Σ [c, e]eδω + d_ωceδe;

δP_ξ = ∫ Σ ι_ξ(eδe)F_ω − 1 2 ι_ξ(ee)d_ωδω + ι_ξδωed_ωe − 1 2 ι_ξ(ω − ω_0)[δω, ee] + 1 2 ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)d_ω δ(ee) + ι_ξ (δp)dϕ + ι_ξpd(δϕ) ♦= ∫ Σ −eδeι_ξF_ω + 1 2 d_ωι_ξ (ee)δω − 1 2 δωι_ξd_ω (ee) + 1 2 δω[ι_ξ(ω − ω_0), ee] + 1 2 d_ω ι_ξ(ω − ω_0)δ(ee) + δpι_ξ (dϕ) + d(ι_ξ p)δϕ = ∫ Σ −eδeι_ξF_ω − (L^ω_ξ e)eδω + eδω[ι_ξ(ω − ω_0), e] + d_ωι_ξ (ω − ω_0)eδe − ξ(ϕ)δp − L^{ω0}_ξ (p)δϕ = ∫ Σ −eδe(L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξ F_{ω0} ) − (L^{ω0}_ξ e)eδω − ξ(ϕ)δp − L^{ω0}_ξ (p)δϕ. In the last computation the symbol (♦) indicates that we used integration by parts.

δH_λ = ∫ Σ λe_nδeF_ω + 1 2 Λλe_ne^2δe − λe_ned_ωδω + δ [ 1 2 · 3!

λe_ne^3(Π, Π) + 1 2 λe_ne^2Πdϕ ]

= ∫ Σ λe_n [ ( F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ ) δe + e^3 3! (Π, δΠ) + e^2 2 dϕδΠ + e^2 2 Πdδϕ ]

+ d_ω (λe_ne)δω ⋆♦ = ∫ Σ λe_n [ ( F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ ) δe + 1 2 d_ω(λe_ne^2Π)δϕ + λe_n 2 e^2 [dϕ + (e, Π)] δΠ − λ e^3 3! (e_n, Π)δΠ + d_ω (λe_ne)δω = ∫ Σ [ λe_n ( F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ ) − λ 2 e^2(e_n, Π)Π ] δe − λ(e_n, Π)δp + 1 2 d_ω(λe_ne^2Π)δϕ + d_ω (λe_ne)δω, where we used ∀A, B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ the following identity^{15}: e_n e^{N−1} (N − 1)! (A, B) = (−1)^{|A|+|B|} [ 1 (N − 2)! e_ne^{N−2}(e, A)B + e^{N−1} (N − 1)! (e_n, A)B ] (⋆) The components of the Hamiltonian vector fields of L_c and P_ξ are

L_e = [c, e] L_p = 0 L_ω = d_ωc + V_L L_ϕ = 0 P_e = −L^{ω0}_ξ e P_p = −L^{ω0}_ξ (p) P_ω = −L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) − ι_ξ F_{ω0} + V_P P_ϕ = −ξ(ϕ),

15a proof can be found in Lemma 57

where, e.g., L_e ≡ L(e), with ι_Lϖ_{P C} = δL_c, and V_L, V_P ∈ ker(W^{∂,(1,2)}_1 ).

The components of the Hamiltonian vector field of H_λ are described by

H_e = d_ω(λe_n) + λσ eH_ω = λe_n ( F_ω + 1 2 Λe^2 + eΠdϕ + 1 4 e^2(Π, Π) ) − λ 2 e^2Π(Π, e_n)

H_p = d_ω ( λe_n 2 e^2Π )

H_ϕ = −λ(Π, e_n).

(50)

As one may see, we did not fully compute H_ω from the variation of H_λ, but we do not need an explicit expression for it, since in the computations we will only need eH_ω. A similar argument holds for L_ω and P_ω , which are defined up to an element in ker(W^{∂,(1,2)}_1 ) that will be irrelevant in the following arguments.

Remark 20. We argued that λ is the parameter generating the local diffeomorphisms normal to the boundary. We now also see in (50) that H_ϕ depends on (Π, e_n). In the cylider Σ × [0, ϵ] we can apply the equation of motion (Π, e_n) = ∂_nϕ, hence showing that the (infinitesimal) gauge transformation generated by H on ϕ depends on the transversal component of ϕ, as predictable.

We now proceed to compute the Poisson brackets of the constraints. In the following computations we use integration by parts (♦) and the following identities (for a proof of the second see [CCS21]): 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}A = − 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξ d_{ω0} A + ι_ξ d_{ω0} ι_ξ A − 1 2 d_{ω0} ι_ξ ι_ξA ∀A ∈ Ω^{i,j}_∂ (♠) L^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ B = 1 2 L^{ω0}_{[ξ,ξ]}B + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , B] ∀B ∈ Ω^{i,j}_∂ (♣) d_{ω0} (ω_0 − ω) = F_{ω0} − F_ω + 1 2 [ω_0 − ω, ω_0 − ω]; (♥)

{L_c, H_λ} = ∫ Σ [c, e]λe_nF_ω + λe_n 4 e^2(Π, Π)[c, e] + λe_neΠdϕ[c, e] − λ 2 e^2Π(Π, e_n)[c, e] + 1 2 [c, e]Λλe_ne^2 + d_ω ce(d_ω(λe_n) + λσ) = ∫ Σ λe_n ( [c, e]F_ω + 1 3! [c, e^3]Λ + 1 2 · 3!

[c, e^3](Π, Π) + 1 2 [c, e^2]Πdϕ )

+ d_ωcd_ω(λe_ne) − λ 3! [c, e^3]Π(Π, e_n) ♦= ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n] ( eF_ω − Λ 3! e^3 − 1 2 · 3!

e^3(Π, Π) − 1 2 e^2Πdϕ )

− λe_n 2 e^2[c, Π]dϕ − λ 3! e^3[c, Π](Π, e_n) = ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n]^{(a)}e_aeF_ω − [c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_neF_ω − 1 3! Λ[c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_ne^3

+ [c, λe_n]^{(a)}e_a e^2 2 Πdϕ + [c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n e^2 2 Πdϕ + [c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n e^3 2 · 3!

(Π, Π) = −P_{[c,λen]}(a) + L_{[c,λen]}(a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_{[c,λen]}(n) ;

In the missing step we used that − λe_n 2 e^2[c, Π]dϕ − λ 3! e^3[c, Π](Π, e_n) = λe_n 3! e^3 ( [c, Π]^{(a)}(Π, e_a) + [c, Π]^{(n)}(Π, e_n) )

= λe_n 3! e^3([c, Π], Π) = λe_n 2 · 3!

e^3[c, (Π, Π)] = 0.

{P_ξ, P_ξ} = ∫ Σ 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)ι_ξF_{ω0} + ξ(ϕ)L^{ω0}_ξ (p) ♦♣= ∫ Σ 1 4 L^{ω0}_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , ee](ω − ω_0) + 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)ι_ξF_{ω0} + d_{ω0} (ι_ξ (p))ι_ξ (dϕ) = ∫ Σ 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{ω0} (ee)(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 d_{ω0} ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , ee](ω − ω_0) + 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)ι_ξF_{ω0} + ι_ξ(d_{ω0} ι_ξ (p))dϕ ♦♠= ∫ Σ 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_ω(ee)(ω − ω_0) − 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}[ω − ω_0, ee](ω − ω_0) + 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)d_{ω0} (ω − ω_0) + 1 4 [ι_ξι_ξ F_{ω0} , ee](ω − ω_0) + 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)ι_ξ F_{ω0} + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(p)dϕ ♥= ∫ Σ 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ω − ω_0) − 1 4 [ω − ω_0, ee]ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ω − ω_0) − 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)F_{ω0} + 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)F_ω − 1 8 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)[ω_0 − ω, ω_0 − ω] + 1 4 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , ee](ω − ω_0) + 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)ι_ξF_{ω0} + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(p)dϕ ♠= ∫ Σ 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)F_ω + 1 4 d_{ω0} (ee)ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} + 1 2 d_{ω0} ι_ξ (ee)ι_ξF_{ω0} − 1 4 ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} [ω − ω_0, ee] + 1 2 (ι_ξd_{ω0} (ee) − d_{ω0} ι_ξ (ee)) ι_ξF_{ω0} + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(p)dϕ = ∫ Σ 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)F_ω + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(p)dϕ − 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} = 1 2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} − 1 2 L_{ιξιξFω0} ;

{L_c, L_c} = ∫ Σ [c, e]ed_ωc = ∫ Σ 1 2 [c, ee]d_ωc = ∫ Σ 1 4 d_ω [c, c]ee = ∫ Σ − 1 2 [c, c]ed_ωe = − 1 2 L_{[c,c]};

{L_c, P_ξ } = ∫ Σ −[c, e]e(L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξF_{ω0} ) − d_ωceL^{ω0}_ξ e = ∫ Σ 1 2 ( L^{ω0}_ξ c[ω − ω_0, ee] + c[ω − ω_0, L^{ω0}_ξ (ee)] − c[ee, ι_ξF_{ω0} ] − d_ωL^{ω0}_ξ (ee)c )

= ∫ Σ 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ c[ω, ee] − 1 2 dcι_ξ d(ee) + 1 2 [ι_ξ ω_0, d(ee)]c = ∫ Σ 1 2 L^{ω0}_ξ cd_ω (ee) = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ ced_ωe = L_L^ω0_{ξ c};

{P_ξ, H_λ} = ∫ Σ −L^{ω0}_ξ eλe_nF_ω − 1 2 ΛL^{ω0}_ξ eλe_ne^2 − λe_n 2 · 3!

(Π, Π)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3) − λe_n 2 ΠdϕL^{ω0}_ξ (e^2) + λ 3! Π(Π, e_n)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3) − ( L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξ F_{ω0} ) e(d_ω(λe_n) + λσ) + λL^{ω0}_ξ (p)(Π, e_n) − 1 2 d_ω ( λe_ne^2Π ) ι_ξdϕ = ∫ Σ −L^{ω0}_ξ eλe_nF_ω − 1 3! ΛL^{ω0}_ξ e^3λe_n − ( L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξ F_{ω0} ) d_ω(eλe_n) + L^{ω0}_ξ ( λe_n 2 · 3! ) e^3(Π, Π) + λe_n 2 · 3!

e^3L^{ω0}_ξ (Π, Π) − λe_n 2 ΠdϕL^{ω0}_ξ (e^2) + λ 3! Π(Π, e_n)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3) + λ 3! L^{ω0}_ξ (π^ne_n)e^3(Π, e_n) − λe_n 3! L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3)π^n

+ L^{ω0}_ξ ( λe_n 2 ) e^2Πdϕ + λe_n 2 L^{ω0}_ξ (e^2)Πdϕ + λe_n 2 e^2L^{ω0}_ξ (Π)dϕ = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( eF_ω + e^2 2 Λ + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ )

+ eλe_nL^{ω0}_ξ F_ω + (d_ωι_ξ (ω − ω_0) − ι_ξ F_ω) d_ω (eλe_n) + λe_n [ e^3 3! (Π, L^{ω0}_ξ (Π)) + e^3 2 (e, Π)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) ] + λ 3! e^3(Π, e_n)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) ⋆ = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( eF_ω + e^2 2 Λ + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ )

+ eλe_nL^{ω0}_ξ F_ω + (d_ωι_ξ (ω − ω_0) − ι_ξ F_ω) d_ω (eλe_n) − λe_n 2 e^3(e, Π)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) − λ 3! e^3(Π, e_n)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) + λe_n 2 e^3(e, Π)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) + λ 3! e^3(Π, e_n)L^{ω0}_ξ (Π) = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( eF_ω + e^2 2 Λ + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ )

= P_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(a) + H_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(n) − L_L^ω0_{ξ (λen)}(a)_{(ω−ω0)a} ,

where we used that (e, Π) = dϕ

Finally, {H_λ, H_λ} = ∫ Σ [ λe_n ( F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + e^2 4 (Π, Π) + eΠdϕ ) − λ 2 e^2(e_n, Π)Π ] (d_ω (λe_n) + λσ) − λ(e_n, Π)d_ω ( λe_n 2 e^2Π )

= ∫ Σ λ 2 dλe_ne^2(e_n, Π)Π − λ 2 dλe_ne^2(e_n, Π)Π = 0,

since most of the terms vanish because e^2_n = 0 and λ^2 = 0.

3.3 BFV Formalism

In this section we apply the content of Section 2.2. In particular, we embed F_∂ as the body of a supermanifold F, whose odd coordinates are given by taking the Lagrange multipliers as fields (the ghosts) and adding their momenta (ghost momenta). The result is presented in the following theorem, where we use the notation and quantities of the analogous Theorem 10 in which the BFV theory of gravity without matter is described. Theorem 21. Let F_S be the bundle F_S −→ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V), with local trivialisation on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V)

F_S ≃ T_{P C} × Ω^{(0,1)}_{∂,red} × C^∞(Σ)

where T_{P C} was defined in (17) and the additional fields are denoted by Π ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}_{∂,red} and ϕ ∈ C^∞(Σ) and such that they satisfy the structural constraints (e, Π) = dϕ. The symplectic form and the action functional on F_S are respectively defined by

ϖ_S = ϖ_{P C} + ∫ Σ 1 3! δ(e^3Π)δϕ, S_S = S_{P C} + ∫ Σ 1 3! ι_ξ (e^3Π)dϕ + λe_n ( 1 2 · 3!

e^3(Π, Π) + 1 2 e^2Πdϕ ) . Then the triple (F_S , ϖ_S , S_S ) defines a BFV structure on Σ.

Proof. We follow the same strategy of [CCS21], from which we also borrow the notation. The only bit that we need to prove, is that the new BFV action S_S still satisfies the classical master equation {S_S , S_S } = ι_{QS} ι_{QS} ϖ_S = 0, (51) where Q_S is the Hamiltonian vector field of S_S , defined by ι_{QS} ϖ_S = δS_S . In order to do so, we can exploit the results of [CCS21] and by linearity we get {S_S, S_S } = {S_{P C} , S_{P C} } + 2{S_{P C} , S_{add}} + {S_{add}, S_{add}} where we denoted by S_{add} the part of S_S containing the scalar field and its momentum. We have that {S_{P C} , S_{P C} } = 0 from Theorem 10. The remaining part 2{S_{P C} , S_{add}} + {S_{add}, S_{add}} = 0 is instead a consequence of Theorem 18. Indeed, the explicit computation of the second bracket follows verbatim the computation of the brackets between the constraints in the proof of the aforementioned theorem by just considering only the terms containing Π or ϕ. Nonetheless, the first bracket produces in a trivial way exactly the results of these brackets, since S_{add} does not depend on ghost momenta.

Remark 22. The BFV structure of Theorem 21 depends on a reference connection ω_0. However, performing a change of variables it is possible to obtain a BFV theory not depending on it that still represents a cohomological resolution of the reduced phase space. The precise expression of the change of variables is given in [CCS21] for the PC theory without matter and does not change in presence of a scalar field.

4 Yang–Mills coupled to gravity

We now move our attention to the more complicated (but also more physically interesting) case of the coupling of Yang–Mills field to gravity. Also in this case it is useful to work in the first order formalism.

We start by considering a principal bundle (R, G, π, M) over the N-dimensional space–time manifold M. We assume G to be a compact Lie group with Lie algebra g.^{16}

The gauge field is defined to be the connection 1-form A. Let {T_I } be a basis for g, then we express locally A as^{17} A = A^I (x)T_I = A^I_μT_I dx^μ. (52)

In particular, the gauge fields are in a space locally modeled on Γ(T^∗M ⊗g), which we will denote by A_{YM}. The curvature two-form is as usual defined to be F_A := dA +^1_2 [A, A]. In coordinates, it reads F_A = ( dA^I + 1 2 f^I_{JK} A^J A^K ) T_I = F^I T_I , (53)

where F^I =^1_2 F^I_{μν} dx^μ ∧ dx^ν .

The gauge invariant quantity that we can construct starting from A is Tr(F_A ∧ ⋆F_A), where ⋆ denotes the Hodge dual. However, in order to define it, we need to use the metric tensor, which as we know is not the fundamental object of our field theoretical description and is found in terms of the vielbein. As in the case of the scalar field, we then need to find a way to encode the dynamics of the Yang–Mills field in an action functional containing the vielbein. To do so, we introduce an independent field B ∈ Γ(∧^2V ⊗ g), which is a g-valued section of the second exterior power of the Minkwoski bundle V. In coordinates, it reads B = B^{μν|I} e_μe_ν T_I , where we used {e_μ} as a local basis for V .

The Yang–Mills action in the first order formalism is

S_{YM} := ∫ M 1 (N − 2)!

e^{N−2}Tr(BF_A) + 1 2N! e^N Tr(B, B), (54)

where (·, ·) is the canonical pairing in ∧^2V defined in coordinates for all C, D ∈ ∧^2V by (C, D) := C^{ab}D^{cd}η_{ac}η_{bd} with respect to an orthonormal basis {u_a} of V .

We compute the variation of the action S = S_{P C} + S_{YM} and find δS = ∫ M [ e^{N−3} (N − 3)!

(F_ω + Tr(BF_A)) + e^{N−1} (N − 1)! ( Λ + 1 2 Tr(B, B) )] δe + 1 (N − 2)! d_ω(e^{N−2})δω + e^{N−2} (N − 2)! Tr [( F_A + 1 2 (e^2, B) ) δB ]

+ Tr [ d_A ( e^{N−2} (N − 2)! B ) δA ] − d { e^{N−2} (N − 2)! [δω + Tr (BδA)] } , (55)

16All the following considerations actually work for any Lie algebra g.

17Note that we use uppercase latin letters to denote the indices of this Lie algebra in order to distinguish them from the indices of the vector bundle V which are denoted with lowercase latin letters.

where to extract δB out of the bracket we used the following identity,^{18} holding for all C ∈ Ω^{(0,2)} and D ∈ Ω^{0,2}[1] (the fact that they might also have values in g is here irrelevant): e^N N! (C, D) = e^{N−2} 2(N − 2)!

(e^2, C)D. (56)

First of all, we notice that the variation of the action produces a boundary term, which will be the local 1-form on the space of preboundary fields whose vertical differential will give rise to the presymplectic two-form on the boundary. It is given by

α̃_{YM} = ∫ ∂M e^{N−2} (N − 2)! δω + e^{N−2} (N − 2)!

Tr (BδA) . (57)

The equations of motion are found to be

d_ωe = 0; (58) e^{N −3} (N−3)! (Fω + Tr(BFA)) + e^{N −1} (N−1)! ( Λ +^1_2 Tr(B, B) ) ; (59) e^{N−2} ( F_A +^1_2 (e^2, B) ) = 0; (60) d_A(e^{N−2}B) = 0. (61)

Equation (60) can be further simplified by noticing that W^{(2,0)}_{N−2} is injective.^{19} Therefore we obtain F_A + 1 2 (e^2, B) = 0, (62)

which in coordinates gives B^{μν} = (−1)^N g^{μρ}g^{νσ}F_{ρσ} (omitting the Lie algebra indices). With this definition, using Corollary 55 we then find e^{N−2} (N − 2)! BF_A + e^N 2N! (B, B) = − 1 2 Vol_g F_{μν} F^{μν} , (63)

giving (up to factors) the standard Yang–Mills term in the action.

In the next section we will analyze the boundary structure.

4.1 Boundary Structure in N = 4

We assume the manifold M to be 4-dimensional with boundary Σ := ∂M. Unlike the case of the scalar field, we will see that the equations of motion produce an additional constraint, hence modifying the boundary structure (but still preserving the first class condition) and the BFV description.

The boundary term in (57) reads

α̃_{YM} = 1 2 ∫ Σ e^2δω + Tr(e^2BδA).

Here B and A are the fields restricted to the boundary, while e and ω are as in the previous section, in particular

• B is an element of Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,g} = Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ ⊗ g;

18See Lemma 53 in Appendix B. 19See Lemma 56.(2) in Appendix B.

• A is an element of A^{YM}_∂ , locally represented by Ω^{(1,0)}_∂ ⊗ g.

The space of preboundary fields is denoted by F̃^{YM}_∂ = Ω^{(1,1)}_{n.d.} × A_∂ × A^{YM}_∂ × Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,g} . The presymplectic form on F̃^{YM}_∂ is defined as the variation of α̃_{YM} ϖ̃_{YM} := ∫ Σ eδeδω + Tr(eBδeδA) + 1 2 Tr(e^2δBδA). (64) We are interested in computing the kernel of ϖ̃_{YM} defined as Ker(ϖ̃_{YM}) := {X ∈ T F̃^{YM}_∂ | ι_X ϖ̃_{YM} = 0}.

Considering a generic vector field X = X_e^δ_{δe} + X_ω^δ_{δω} + X_A^δ_{δA} + X_B^δ_{δB} , we find ker(ϖ̃_{YM}) as the vector fields satisfying eX_e = 0; (65) eX_ω + eBX_A = 0; (66) eBX_e + 1 2 e^2X_B = 0; (67) e^2X_A = 0. (68) We now see by the previous section that (65) is solved by X_e = 0, while (68) is solved by X_A = 0 by Lemma (7), therefore we are left with eX_ω = 0 and e^2X_B = 0.

As usual, we define the geometric space F^{YM}_∂ to be the symplectic reduction of F̃^{YM}_∂ , namely it is a bundle over Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} with local trivialization on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V) F^{YM}_∂ ≃ U_Σ × A^{red}_∂ × A^{YM}_∂ × Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,red}, where A^{red}_∂ was defined in Section 2.3.3 and Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,red} := Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,g} / ∼ with B ∼ B̃ ⇔ B − B̃ = C with e^2C = 0. (69) F^{YM}_∂ is thus a symplectic manifold with symplectic form ϖ̃_{YM} = ∫ Σ eδeδ[ω] + 1 2 Tr(δ(e^2[B])δA). (70) Remark 23. As one can easily notice, we can rewrite the part of ϖ_{YM} depending on A and B in Darboux form, by defining ρ :=^1_2 e^2B, since in this way the components of B which are in the kernel of e^2 are automatically suppressed. Therefore we obtain the symplectic form as ϖ̃_{YM} = ∫ Σ eδeδ[ω] + Tr(δρδA). (71) We can as well consider a generic vector field X = X_e^δ_{δe} + X_ω^δ_{δω} + X_ρ^δ_{δρ} + X_A^δ_{δA} , then it will be useful to consider ι_Xϖ_{YM} ι_Xϖ_{YM} = ∫ Σ eX_eδω + eδeX_ω + Tr(X_ρδA) + Tr(δρX_A). (72) As we saw in the previous section, to obtain the physical space of fields on the boundary (i.e.

the reduced phase space) we need to impose constraints on F^{YM}_∂ . Recall that the equations of motion split into evolution equations (containing the derivatives of the fields in the transversal direction with respect to the boundary) and in the constraints, which contain only derivatives tangential to the boundary. The latter are readily obtained as the restriction of the equations of motion to the boundary.

4.1.1 Choice of representative via constraints We now fix the representatives of the fields in the geometric phase space. In order to do so, we make use of the constraints, which in N = 4 are

d_ω e = 0; (73) eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + Tr [ eBF_A + 1 2 · 3!

e^3(B, B) = 0 ] ; (74)

d_A(e^2B) = 0; (75)

F_A + 1 2 (e^2, B) = 0. (76)

The choice of the representative of [ω] is performed exactly as in Section 3.2.2.

To fix the representative of [B] we use (76) in an analogous way. In particular, we exploit the property of the following Lemma which will be proved in Appendix B.

Lemma 24. If g^∂ is nondegenerate, then the map ϕ_e : Ker(W^∂_2 (0, 2)) → Ω^{1,0}_∂ , ϕ_e(b) =^1_2 (e^2, B) is bijective.

Analogously to the case of the scalar field, this lemma provides the tools to prove that (76) fixes uniquely the representative of the equivalence class of [B] in an appropriate way:

Theorem 25. Let g^∂ be nondegenerate. Given any ~B ∈ Ω^{0,2}_∂ ⊗g, there is a unique decomposition ~B = B + b such that b ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,2)}_2 ) ⊗ g and

F_A + 1 2 (e^2, B) = 0 (77)

Proof. If ~B satisfies (77) we can just choose b = 0. On the contrary, suppose that (e, ~B)+F_A = K, then since ϕ_e is bijective, there exists a b ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ) ⊗ g such that K = −^1_2 (e^2, b). Then B = ~B − b satisfies (77).

Uniqueness goes exactly as in the case of the scalar field.

4.1.2 Poisson brackets of the constraints Having defined a symplectic manifold, it is of course possible to define the induced Poisson structure. In this section we will show that also in the case of a Yang–Mills field coupled to gravity the boundary structure is such that it produces first-class constraints, namely a set of functions on the space of fields on the boundary which is algebraically closed with respect to the Poisson bracket.

As in the case of the scalar field, we use Lagrange multipliers, and we split the constraint (74) (the projection of Einstein’s equations to the boundary) into two independent ones. We are left with four constraints:

L_c := ∫ Σ ced_ωe; (78) M_μ := ∫ Σ 1 2 Tr(μd_A(e^2B)); (79)

P_ξ := ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + 1 2 ι_ξ e^2Tr(BF_A) + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe (80) + 1 2 Tr{ι_ξ(A − A_0)d_A(e^2B)}; (81)

H_λ := ∫ Σ λe_n ( eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + eTr(BF_A) + 1 2 · 3!

e^3Tr(B, B) ) . (82)

(83)

Remark 26. Notice that the constraint M_μ can be rewritten in terms of the fields in Darboux form simply as M_μ = ∫ Σ T r(μd_Aρ). (84) Concerning P_ξ , we added the term^1_2 Tr{ι_ξ (A−A_0)d_A(e^2B)} with respect to a reference connection A_0. Again, this addition does not change the properties of the boundary structure (we are simply adding a term that vanishes on the submanifold defined as the zero-locus of the constraints), but it largely simplifies the calculations, since it allows to find a more explicit form of the Hamiltonian vector field. We might as well rewrite P_ξ in terms of ρ as

P_ξ = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξe^2F_ω + 1 2 Tr(ι_ξ ρF_A) + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ω e + Tr{ι_ξ (A − A_0)d_Aρ}. (85)

The Lagrange multipliers are again chosen to be odd, in particular we have λ ∈ C^∞[1](Σ), μ ∈ Γ(g)[1], ξ ∈ X[1](Σ) and c ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ [1].

Remark 27. The new constraint M_μ is associated with the G gauge symmetry of the Yang–Mills field. In particular, we will see in the proof of Theorem 28 that the Hamiltonian vector field associated to M_μ exactly generates the infinitesimal G gauge transformations. Furthermore, we notice an analogy between M and L, which is not surprising since they both encode the gauge symmetry of the fields, respectively given by a compact Lie group G and by SO(3, 1). . Theorem 28. The constraints L_c, M_μ, P_ξ , H_λ define a coisotropic submanifold with respect to the symplectic structure ϖ_{YM}. Their Poisson brackets^{20} read

{P_ξ, P_ξ} = 1 2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} − 1 2 L_{ιξιξFω0} − 1 2 M_{ιξιξFA0} {H_λ, H_λ} = 0 {M_μ, M_μ} = − 1 2 M_{[μ,μ]} {M_μ, L_c} = 0 {M_μ, H_λ} = 0 {M_μ, P_ξ} = M_LA_{0ξ μ} {L_c, P_ξ } = L_L^ω0_{ξ c} {L_c, L_c} = − 1 2 L_{[c,c]}; 20We point out that one should not confuse L with L, which respectively indicate the constraint and the Lie derivative

{L_c, H_λ} = −P_X (a) + L_X (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_X (n) + M_X (a)_{(A−A0)(a)} {P_ξ, H_λ} = P_Y (a) − L_Y (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} + H_Y (n) − M_Y (a)_{(A−A0)(a)} ,

where X = [c, λe_n], Y = L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) and Z^{(a)}, Z^{(n)} are the components of Z ∈ {X, Y } with respect to the frame (e_a, e_n).

Proof. We start by computing the Hamiltonian vector fields associated to the constraints. Many of the calculations will be exactly the same as in the previous section, therefore we refer to Section 3.2.3 for the parts that we leave out. δL_c = ∫ Σ [c, e]eδω + d_ωceδe;

δP_ξ = ∫ Σ −eδe(L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξ F_{ω0} ) − (L^{ω0}_ξ e)eδω + Tr [δ(ι_ξ ρF_A) + δ(ι_ξ (A − A_0)d_Aρ)] = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − Tr {ι_ξ δρF_A − ι_ξρd_AδA − ι_ξ (δA)d_Aρ − ι_ξ(A − A_0)[δA, ρ] + ι_ξ (A − A_0)d_Aδρ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − Tr {δρ(ι_ξ F_A − d_Aι_ξ (A − A_0)) + (−ι_ξd_Aρ + d_Aι_ξ ρ + [ι_ξ (A − A_0), ρ])δA} = ∫ Σ −eδe(L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξ F_{ω0} ) − (L^{ω0}_ξ e)eδω − Tr { δρ(L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0) + ι_ξ F_{A0} ) + L^{A0}_ξ ρδA } ;

δM_μ = ∫ Σ Tr [μδ(d_Aρ)] = ∫ Σ Tr [−μ([δA, ρ] + d_A(δρ))] = ∫ Σ Tr(δA[μ, ρ] + d_Aμδρ);

δH_λ = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + δTr [ λe_nBF_A + λe_n 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) ]

= ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr { λe_n [ BF_A + e^2 4 (B, B) ] δe + λe_neδBF_A − λe_nebd_A(δA) + λe_n 3! e^3(B, δB) }

⋆ = (· · · ) + ∫ Σ Tr { λe_n [ BF_A + e^2 4 (B, B) ] δe + λe_neδBF_A + d_A(λe_neb)δA }

+ Tr { λe_n 2 e(e^2, B)δB + λ 2 (B, e_ne)e^2δB }

= ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr {[ λe_n(BF_A + e^2 4 (B, B)) − λeB(B, e_ne) ] δe }

+ Tr {d_A(λe_neB)δA + λ(B, e_ne)δρ} , where we used a generalization of (56) to the boundary in N = 4. Assuming C ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ and D ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ , we find the following useful identity^{21} λe_n 3! e^3(C, D) = λ 2 (C, e_ne)e^2D + λe_n 2 e(e^2, C)D. (⋆) 21See Lemma 57 for N = 4 in Appendix B

The components of the Hamiltonian vector fields therefore are

eH_ω = λe_n ( F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + 1 4 e^2Tr(B, B) + Tr(BF_A) ) − λeTr(B(B, e_ne)) H_e = d_ω(λe_n) + λσ H_ρ = d_A(λe_neB) H_A = λ(B, ee_n)

L_e = [c, e] L_A = 0 L_ω = d_ω c + V_L e^2L_B = e^2[c, B] M_e = 0 M_A = d_Aμ M_ω = 0 M_ρ = [μ, ρ] P_e = −L^{ω0}_ξ (e) P_ω = −L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) − ι_ξ (F_{ω0} ) + V_P P_ρ = −L^{A0}_ξ (ρ) P_A = −L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0) − ι_ξ (F_{A0} ).

We can now start computing the Poisson brackets of the constraints. We notice that since L_c(ρ) = 0 and L_c(A) = 0, the brackets {L_c, L_c} and {L_c, P_ξ} will be computed exactly as in Section 3.2.3. Also {M_μ, L_c} = 0 is seen very easily without the need of any calculation. {M_μ, M_μ} = ∫ Σ Tr (d_Aμ[μ, ρ]) = ∫ Σ −Tr ([μ, d_Aμ]ρ) = 1 2 ∫ Σ Tr (d_A[μ, μ]ρ) = − 1 2 ∫ Σ Tr ([μ, μ]d_Aρ) = − 1 2 M_{[μ,μ]};

{M_μ, P_ξ } = ∫ Σ −Tr { [μ, ρ] ( L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0) + ι_ξF_{A0} ) + L^{A0}_ξ ρd_Aμ }

= ∫ Σ Tr { L^{A0}_ξ μ[A − A_0, ρ] + μ[A − A_0, L^{A0}_ξ (ρ)] − μ[ρ, ι_ξF_{A0} ] − d_AL^{A0}_ξ (ρ)μ }

= ∫ Σ Tr { L^{A0}_ξ μ[A, ρ] − dμι_ξ dρ + [ι_ξA_0, dρ]μ }

= ∫ Σ Tr { L^{A0}_ξ (μ)d_Aρ } = M_LA_{0ξ μ};

{M_μ, H_λ} = Tr ∫ Σ [μ, ρ]λ(B, ee_n) + d_A(λe_neB)d_Aμ = Tr ∫ Σ d(λe_neB)[A, μ] + [A, λe_neB]d_μ + [A, λe_neB][A, μ] + λ 2 e^2(ee_n, B)[μ, B] ⋆ = Tr ∫ Σ −λe_neB[dA, μ] + λe_neB[A, dμ − λe_neB[A, dμ] + λe_n 2 eB[μ, [A, A]] λe_n 3! e^3(B, [μ, B]) − λe_n 2 e(B, e^2)[μ, B] = Tr ∫ Σ λe_neB ( [μ, F_A] + 1 2 [μ, (e^2, B)] ) + λe_n 2 · 3!

e^3[μ, (B, B)] = 0, where in the last passage we used that^{(B,e2)}_2 + F_A = 0 and that Tr[μ, (B, B)] = 0 The computation of the YM part of {P_ξ, P_ξ} depending only on ρ and A is exactly equivalent to the computation of the free part of {P_ξ , P_ξ} (i.e. the one depending only on e and ω), as one can notice by substituting^1_2 e^2 → ρ and ω_{(0)} → A_{(0)}, then we obtain

{P_ξ, P_ξ } = ∫ Σ 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ω − ω_0) + 1 4 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ee)F_ω − 1 4 d_ω(ee)ι_ξι_ξ F_{ω0} + Tr { 1 2 d_A(ρ)ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(A − A_0) + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}(ρ)F_A − 1 2 d_A(ρ)ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} }

= 1 2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} − 1 2 L_{ιξιξFω0} − 1 2 M_{ιξιξFA0} ;

{H_λ, H_λ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − λeB(B, e_ne)d_ω(λe_n) + λ(B, e_ne)d_A(λe_neB) = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − λeB(B, e_ne)dλe_n + λeB(B, e_ne)dλe_n = 0;

{P_ξ, H_λ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ − λe_n 4 e^2(B, B)L^{ω0}_ξ (e) − λe_nBF_AL^{ω0}_ξ (e) + λeB(B, e_ne)L^{ω0}_ξ (e)

− λ(B, e_ne)L^{A0}_ξ (ρ) + d_A(λe_neB)(−ι_ξ F_A + d_Aι_ξ (A − A_0)) = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ − λe_n 2 · 3!

(B, B)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3) − λe_nBF_AL^{ω0}_ξ (e) + λ 2 B(B, e_ne)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^2) − λ 2 B(B, e_ne)L^{ω0}_ξ (e^2) − λ 2 e^2(B, e_ne)L^{ω0+A0}_ξ (B) − λe_neBd_A(−ι_ξ F_A + d_Aι_ξ (A − A_0)) ▲= ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) e^3 2 · 3! (B, B) + λe_n 2 · 3!

e^3L^{ω0+A0} ξ (B, B) + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)eBF_A + λe_neL^{ω0+A0}_ξ (BF_A) − λ 2 (B, e_ne)e^2L^{ω0+A0}_ξ (B) − λe_neB {−d_Aι_ξ F_A + [F_A, ι_ξ (A − A_0)]} ⋆ = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ +L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A ) + λe_n 3! e^3(B, L^{ω0+A0} ξ B) + λe_neL^{ω0+A0}_ξ (B)F_A + λe_neBL^{A0}_ξ F_A − λe_n 3! e^3(B, L^{ω0 +A0} ξ B) + λe_n 2 e(e^2, B)L^{ω0 +A0}_ξ B − λe_neB {−d_{A0} ι_ξ F_A + ι_ξ [A − A_0, F_A]} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ +L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A ) + λe_neBL^{A0}_ξ (F_A)

− λe_neB (ι_ξ d_{A0} F_A − d_{A0} ι_ξ F_A) = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + Tr [ 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A ])

= P_L^ω0_{ξ (λen)}(a) + H_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(n) − L_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(a)_{(ω−ω0)(a)} − M_L^ω0_{ξ (λen)}(a)_{(ω−ω0)(a)} ,

where we also used the Bianchi identities

d^2_Aα = [F_A, α] d_AF_A = 0. (▲)

{L_c, H_λ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ λe_n ( 1 4 e^2(B, B)[c, e] + BF_A[c, e] ) + λeB(B, e_ne)[c, e] = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n] ( 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A ) − λe_ne[c, B]F_A + λ 2 e^2(B, e_ne)[c, B] ⋆ = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + Tr ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n] ( 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A ) − λe_neF_A[c, B] + λe_n 2 · 3! e^3[c, (B, B)] − λe_n 2 e(e^2, B)[c, B] = ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n] ( eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 + Tr { 1 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) + eBF_A })

= −P_{[c,λen]}(a) + L_{[c,λen]}(a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_{λe}(n)_n + M_{[c,λen]}(a)_{(A−A0)(a)} .

4.2 The BFV Formalism in the YMPC Theory

As we did for the case of the scalar field, we replicate the discussion about the BFV formalism applied to the space of boundary fields, which is now promoted to a graded symplectic manifold by considering the Lagrange multipliers as ghost fields and adding ghost momenta. We express the BFV quantities in the following theorem starting from the quantities of gravity alone described in Theorem 10.

Theorem 29. Let F^{YM} be the bundle F_{Y M} −→ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V), with local trivialisation on an open U_Σ ⊂ Ω^1_{nd}(Σ, V)

F_{YM} ≃ T_{P C} × A^{YM}_∂ × Ω^{(0,2)}_{∂,red} ⊕ T^∗ (Γ[1](g)) , (86)

where where T_{P C} was defined in (17) and the additional fields in degree zero are denoted by A ∈ A^{YM}_∂ and B ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ and they satisfy the structural constraint 1/2(e^2, B) + F_A = 0. The additional ghost field is denoted by μ ∈ Γ[1](g) and its antifield by μ^† ∈ Γ[−1](∧^3T^∗Σ ⊗ ∧^4V ⊗ g).

We define an action functional and a symplectic form on F_{YM} by

S_{YM} = S_{P C} + ∫ Σ Tr{ι_ξ(A − A_0)d_Aρ} + Tr(ι_ξ ρF_A) + λe_n ( eTr(BF_A) + 1 2 · 3!

e^3Tr(B, B) )

+ Tr(μd_Aρ) + Tr { 1 2 [μ, μ]μ^† − L^{A0}_ξ (μ)μ^† + 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} μ^† }

+ Tr {[ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)} ] (A − A_0)_aμ^† } . (87)

ϖ_{YM} = ϖ_{P C} + ∫ Σ Tr(δρδA) + Tr(δμδμ^†) (88)

Then the triple (F_{YM}, ϖ_{YM}, S_{YM}) defines a BFV structure on Σ.

Proof. We need to prove that {S_{YM}, S_{YM}} = 0. We split the symplectic form into the classical part and the ghost part ϖ_{YM,f} = ∫ Σ eδeδω + Tr(δρδA); (89) ϖ_{YM,g} = ∫ Σ δcδc^† + δλδλ^† + ι_{δξ} δξ^† + Tr(δμδμ^†). (90) Furthermore it is useful to employ the already known results and split S_{YM} = S^{YM}_0 + S^{YM}_1 , with S^{YM}_0 = S^0_0 + S^1_0 and S^{YM}_1 = S^0_1 + S^1_1 defined such that

S^0_0 = ∫ Σ ced_ωe + 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe + λe_n ( eF_ω + Λ 3! e^3 ) ; (91)

S^1_0 = Tr ∫ Σ ι_ξρF_A + ι_ξ (A − A_0)d_Aρ + λe_n ( eBF_A + e^3 2 · 3! e^3(B, B) ) + μd_Aρ; (92)

S^1_1 = ∫ Σ 1 2 [c, c]c^† − L^{ω0}_ξ cc^† + 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} c^† + [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(ξ^†_a − (ω − ω_0)_ac^†)

+ [c, λe_n]^{(n)}λ^† − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(ξ^†_a − (ω − ω_0)_ac^†) − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}λ^† − 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}ξ^†; (93)

S^1_1 = Tr ∫ Σ 1 2 [μ, μ]μ^† − L^{A0}_ξ (μ)μ^† + 1 2 ι_ξι_ξ F_{A0} μ^† + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†

− [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†. (94) The cohomological vector field Q splits into Q = Q^0 + Q^1_0 + Q^0_1 + Q^1, such that ι_Qi_j ϖ_{YM} = δS^i_j .

The classical master equation reads

{S, S} = {S_0, S_0}_f + 2{S_0, S_1}_f + 2{S_0, S_1}_g + {S_1, S_1}_f + {S_1, S_1}_g.

Of course we have {S_0, S_0}_f + 2{S_0, S_1}_g = 0 by “definition” and {S_0, S_0}_g = 0 since S_0 has no antighost part. Again we should prove separately that 2{S_0, S_1}_f + {S_1, S_1}_g = 0 and {S_1, S_1}_f = 0. This means

{S^1_0 , S^0_1 }_f + {S^0_0 , S^1_1 }_f + {S^1_0 , S^1_1 }_f + {S^0_1 , S^1_1 }_g + 1 2 {S^1_1 , S^1_1 }_g = 0; (95)

{S^0_1 , S^1_1 }_f + 1 2 {S^1_1 , S^1_1 }_f = 0. (96)

We compute them explicitly. In order to do so, we first need to find Q^1

δS^1_1 =Tr ∫ Σ ι_{δξ} ι_ξ F_{A0} μ^† + 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξF_{A0} δμ† − δμ[μ, μ^†] − ι_{δξ} d_{A0} μμ^† − δμL^{A0}_ξ (μ^†) − L^{A0}_ξ (μ)δμ^† + {(ι_{δξ}d_{ω0} (λe_n))^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (δλe_n)^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}δe^{(a)}_b − [δc, λe_n]^{(a)} + [c, δλe_n]^{(a)} + [c, λe_n]^{(b)}δe^{(a)}_b }(A − A_0)_aμ^†+ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)})δA_aμ^† + (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)})(A − A_0)_aδμ^†.

From this variation we find that Q^1_A, Q^1_e, Q^1_λ, Q^1_c, Q^1_ξ vanish. In particular, we are also able to explicitly compute Q^1_μ and Q^1_{μ†}

Q^1_μ = 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξF_{A0} μ^† + 1 2 [μ, μ] − L^{A0}_ξ (μ) + (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)})(A − A_0)_a

Q^1_μ† = −[μ, μ^†] − L^{A0}_ξ (μ^†).

The components of Q^0 and Q^1_0 are recovered from the Hamiltonian vector fields in the previous sections, while Q^0_1 is the same as in [CCS21].

We now prove (96) and we leave the other identity for the appendix. First, we notice that {S^1_1 , S^1_1 }_f = 0 because Q^1_A = 0 and Q^1_e = 0. Furthermore

{S^0_1 , S^1_1 }_f = ι_Q0_1 ι_Q1 ∫ Σ eδeδω + Tr(δρδA) = ι_Q0_1 ∫ Σ ([c, λe_n]^{(b)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)})δ^{(a)}_b (A − A_0)_aμ^† = ∫ Σ ([c, λe_n]^{(b)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}) ∝λ (Q^0_{1e})^{(a)}_b ∝λ (A − A_0)_aμ^† ∝ ∫ Σ λ^2 = 0.

Remark 30. As in the case of the scalar field the BFV structure of Theorem 29 depends on reference connections ω_0 and A_0. In this case the change of variables that brings to a BFV theory not depending on them, is slightly different, having to account also for A_0:

c^′ = c + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0) ξ^{′ †}_a = ξ^†_a − (ω − ω_0)_ac^† − Tr [ (A − A_0)_aμ^† ] μ^′ = μ + ι_ξ (A − A_0).

5 Spinor field coupled to gravity

We now want to describe the interaction of gravity with fermionic spin 1/2 matter, i.e. with those particles that obey the Fermi–Dirac statistics: fermions. The standard discussion about fermions in Quantum Field Theory is developed on a flat 4-dimensional space–time with a Minkowskian signature by means of an algebraic construction involving Clifford algebras (see appendix A for the definitions and properties). In Minkowski space–time, fermions are described by spinors, which are sections of a vector bundle with fibers carrying a linear representation of the Clifford algebra and therefore with an induced action of the universal covering of the group of rotations. In particular, a rotation of 2π will not act as the identity, but a rotation of 4π will. This property is expressed mathematically by asking that they transform under the spin 1/2 representation of the double cover of the Lorentz group: the spin group.

The traditional approach in the construction of spinor fields on a curved background involves the definition of spin structures. A spin structure is defined as a principal bundle morphisms Λ: Σ → SO(M, g), where Σ is a principal fiber bundle having Spin(N − 1, 1) as its structure group and SO(M, g) is the space of orthonormal frames on the N-dimensional pseudoriemannian manifold M with respect to a metric g of signature (N − 1, 1).

Σ is usually called spin bundle and such a structure exists only if M meets certain topological requirements (see [LM90]). If this is the case, one takes a (complex) N-dimensional vector space V and defines the bundle E_λ := Σ ×_λ V associated to the spin bundle via a representation λ (with half-integer spin). E_λ is called a spinor bundle and spinor fields are defined to be sections of it.

Spin structures are useful since they allow to overcome technical difficulties in the definition of the Dirac equation on the manifold M, in the sense that they resolve possible glueing issues, and are in general used when describing spinors on a fixed (curved) background.

However, the dependence of the spin structure on a reference metric does not allow for a coherent description in which gravity interacts with the matter field as a dynamical field.

Furthermore, once a metric has been fixed, there might be more inequivalent choices of spin bundles on M.

Therefore we need to move our attention to a more general construction allowing to consider the metric as a a dynamical field while preserving the possibility of introducing spinors. This is done in terms of spin frames.

This section is largely based on [Fat18], [NF22], [Fat+98], [RMC21] and [LM90].

5.1 Spin frames and spinor fields

As usual, before moving to the 4-dimensional case, we will be looking at the general construction on an N-dimensional pseudoriemannian manifold M. As we explain in Appendix A, there exists a group homomorphism l : Spin(N − 1, 1) → SO(N − 1, 1) which is a double covering. The spin group is defined within a Clifford algebra C(N − 1, 1) whose basis is given in terms of gamma matrices (in the gamma representation) that satisfy {γ_a, γ_b} = −2η_{ab}1. (97) We can also define γ^†_a (the adjoint gamma matrix) by

γ_0γ^†_aγ_0 = γ_a. (98)

The covering map l : Spin(N − 1, 1) → SO(N − 1, 1), S → l(S) is defined via

Sγ_aS^{−1} = γ_bl^b_a(S). (99)

Now let us consider a principal fiber bundle P̂ whose structure group is Spin(N − 1, 1). We find that P̂ is a double covering of a principal orthogonal bundle P such that the following diagram commutes P̂ P

M M p̂l̂pid (100)

where l̂ : P̂ → P : [x, S] → [x, l(S)] (one can prove that it is global and independent of the trivialization).

In analogy with the vielbein map, we define a spin frame to be an equivariant principal morphism ê: P̂ → LM, namely such that the following diagram commutes

R_{i∘l(S)} ∘ ê = ê ∘ R_S

P̂ LM

P̂ LM R_SêR_{i∘l(S)} ê (equivariance)

where LM is the frame bundle (a principal-GL(N, R) bundle).

As in the case of the vielbein, thanks to equivariance, we can uniquely determine a spin frame ê once we know it on a local section.

As usual, a family of local sections σ̂_{(α)} : U_{(α)} → P̂ induces a local trivialization on P . For any spin frame ê, this defines a local moving frame ê(σ̂_{(α)}) = (x, e^{(α)}_a ), where e^{(α)}_a = (e^{(α)})^μ_a ∂_μ. On the overlap of two local trivializations the moving frames change by an orthogonal transformation defined by e_{(β)} = e_{(α)} · S^{(αβ)} ⇒ e^{(β)}_a = e^{(α)}_b l^b_a(S^{(αβ)}). (101)

Also in this case we can define spin coframes as duals of spin frames, then for each frame we obtain a unique metric g induced by

g_{μν} = e^a_μη_{ab}e^b_ν . (102)

Remark 31. The image ê(P̂ ) ⊂ LM coincides with the orthonormal frames defined by means of the induced metric g, namely ê(P̂ ) = SO(M, g).

The trivialization on P̂ induces a trivialization on P by post-composition with l̂ : P̂ → P . For each family of local sections σ̂_{(α)} we obtain σ_{(α)} := l̂ ∘ σ̂_{(α)} : U_{(α)} → P , which is equivalent to having the following diagram commute P̂ LM

P

M p̂ ê̂l πpe (103)

Remark 32. Notice that we do not need a metric to define spin frames, indeed one is induced by spin coframes. However, when dealing with spin geometry, one usually considers spin structures, which are defined in terms of a (pseudo–Riemannian) metric g on M. In particular, a spin structure is an equivariant morphism Λ: P̂ → SO(M, g), where P̂ is a spin bundle. An important result (chap. 2 [LM90]) states that a spin structure exists if and only if the second Stiefel–Whitney class of M vanishes. Then the following question arises naturally: when do spin frames exist? An answer is given by the following result [NF22]: A spin frame ê on M exists if and only if there exists a spin structure Λ: P̂ → SO(M, g) for a suitable metric g on M.

Now we can as usual define the Minkowski bundle V̂ := P̂ ×_{ρ̂} V , where V is an N-dimensional (real) vector space and ρ̂ := ρ ∘ l is the vector (i.e. spin 1) representation of Spin(N − 1, 1) on V corresponding to the fundamental representation of SO(N − 1, 1).

A spin coframe can then be seen as an isomorphism T M → V̂ which produces the same dynamics of the vielbein. Indeed diagram (103) exactly tells us that the dynamics of the spin frame factorizes through the dynamics of the vielbein. This is also true for any matter field coupled to spin frames transforming under a tensor representation λ̂ (i.e. with integer spin) of the spin group, since in this case we also have the factorization λ̂(S) = λ(l(S)), (104)

where λ is the corresponding representation of SO(N − 1, 1).

This is not the case for spinors and that is precisely why we needed to introduce spin frames (indeed spinors are defined to be those matter fields which couple to spin frames “nontensorially”)

Definition 33 (Spinor bundle and spinor fields). Let W be an N-dimensional complex vector space and let λ: Spin(N − 1, 1) × W → W be a non-tensorial representation of the spin group on W . The spinor bundle E_λ is defined to be the associated bundle to P̂

E_λ := P̂ ×_λ W. (105)

When considering 2m–dimensional manifolds, thanks to the gamma representation, we can define the bundle of Dirac spinors as

S := P̂ ×_γ C^{2m} . (106)

Sections of S are called Dirac spinors, indicated as ψ ∈ S(M) := Γ(M, S).

Remark 34. In our case, given that Dirac spinors obey the so-called Fermi-Dirac statistics, it is appropriate to consider ψ ∈ Γ(M, ΠS), where Π indicates the parity-reversal operation. In other words, the components of Dirac spinors are now defined to take values in Grassmann numbers, hence the parity of ψ is set to be 1.

5.2 Coupling of the spinor field and the Dirac Lagrangian

In the coupling of the spinor field, we start by considering an orthogonal principal connection ω on the principal bundle P with structure group SO(N − 1, 1). Since the map l̂ : P̂ → P is a local diffeomorphism, we can pull back connections from P onto P̂ . Locally we have

ω = ω^{ab}_μ v_a ∧ v_bdx^μ. (107)

When we pull it back to P̂ , in the gamma representation, we obtain ω̂ = − 1 4 ω^{ab}_μ γ_aγ_bdx^μ. (108)

Indeed this is a spin(N − 1, 1)-valued 1-form, since spin(N − 1, 1) = so(N − 1, 1) and since −^1_4 [γ_a, γ_b] provides a basis for it.

At this point it is easy to define the covariant derivative of a Dirac spinor field ψ: d_ω ψ := dψ + [ω, ψ] = dψ − 1 4 ω^{ab}γ_aγ_bψ. (109) We briefly check that it transforms well under a gauge transformation ψ → ψ^′ = S(x)ψ, where for each x, S(x) ∈ Spin(N − 1, 1)

d_ω′ ψ^′ = d_ω′ (Sψ) = (d_ω′ S)ψ + Sd_ω′ ψ = (dS)ψ + [ω^′, S]ψ + Sdψ + S[ω^′, ψ] = (dS)ψ + ω^′(Sψ) − Sω^′(ψ) + Sdψ + Sω^′(ψ) = (dS)ψ + Sω(ψ) − (dSψ) + Sdψ = S{dψ + ω(ψ)} = S{dψ + [ω, ψ]} = Sd_ωψ = (d_ωψ)^′, where we used ω^′ = SωS^{−1} − (dS)S^{−1}.

We now need to construct a invariant Lagrangian. In order to do so, we proceed in the standard way and introduce the hermitian conjugate ψ of the field ψ.^{22} To define it properly, we consider the hermitian conjugate W of the complex vector space W . Of course the representation λ of Spin(N − 1, 1) on W will induce a representation λ on W . We can then define the adjoint spinor bundle to be E_λ := P̂ ×_λ W . Hence we take ψ ∈ Γ(E_λ) =: S(M).

The relation between ψ and its hermitian conjugate in our setting reads ψ := ψ^†γ_0. As we will see later, this relation gives the right equations of motion.

We denote the canonical (hermitian) pairing between sections of E_λ and E_λ by ψψ :=< ψ, ψ >= ψ_Aψ^A, (110) where A = 1, · · · , N are the spinor indices.

22In this case we consider the parity of ψ to be 1, meaning that it anticommutes with other odd quantities.

We define the covariant derivative of the hermitian conjugate of ψ such that d_ωψ = d_ωψ, hence obtaining d_ωψ = dψ + [ω, ψ] = dψ − 1 4 ω^{ab}ψγ_aγ_b. (111) The definition of covariant derivative extends also to the gamma matrices and we get the following result

Lemma 35. Let γ := γ^av_a ∈ V ⊗ C(N − 1, 1) be an element of the vector space V with values in the Clifford algebra (seen as endomorphisms of the spin bundle E_λ). Then

d_ω γ = 0.

Proof. γ is a section of V and an endomorphism of the spin bundle E_λ. Hence its covariant derivative reads (d_ω γ)^b = (dγ)^b + ω^{bc}γ_c − 1 4 ω^{ac}(γ_aγ_cγ^b − γ^bγ_aγ_c). Note that this formula implies the correct Leibniz rule for d_ω(γψ). Using the anti-commutation relation (97) we can show that ω^{bc}γ_c −^1_4 ω^{ac}η^{bd}(γ_aγ_cγ_d − γ_dγ_aγ_c) = 0 and conclude the proof by choosing γ constant.

At this point the action functional containing the spinor field is written as

S_{Dirac} := ∫ M i e^{(N−1)} 2(N − 1)! [ ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ] , (112)

Alternatively, we can write the action as

S_{Dirac} = ∫ M e^N 2N! { iψγ^a∇_aψ − i∇_aψγ^aψ } , (113)

with ∇_aψ := e^μ_a ( ∂_μψ −^1_4 ω^{ab}_μ γ_aγ_bψ ) . 5.2.1 Equations of motion

We now consider the full action S := S_{PC} + S_{Dirac} and take its variation: δS =δ_ωS + ∫ M [ e^{N−3} (N − 3)!

F_ω + i e^{N−2} 2(N − 2)! ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) ] δe + iδψ [ e^{N−1} (N − 1)! γd_ωψ − d_ω ( e^{N−1} 2(N − 1)! ) γψ ]

+ i [ e^{N−1} (N − 1)! d_ωψγ + d_ω ( e^{N−1} 2(N − 1)! ) ψγ ] δψ, (114)

where we used that d_ωγ = 0.

To compute δ_ωS, first we define the internal contraction on V. In particular, for any X ∈ V and for all α ∈ ∧^kV , we define for all α =^1_{k!} α^{i1 ···ik} v_{i1} ∧ · · · ∧ v_{ik}

j_X α := η_{ab} (k − 1)! X^aα^{bi2 ···ik} v_{i2} ∧ · · · ∧ v_{ik} . (115) With this definition, we obtain [α, ψ] = 1 4 j_γ j_γ αψ, and [α, ψ] = − (−1)^{|α||ψ|} 4 ψj_γ j_γ α. (116)

We know δ_ωS = δ_ωS_{P C} + δ_ωS_{Dirac}, with

δ_ωS_{P C} = ∫ M e^{N−3} (N − 3)! d_ωeδω + ∫ ∂M e^{N−2} (N − 2)! δω, (117) while

δ_ωS_{Dirac} = ∫ M ie^{N−1} 2 · (N − 1)! [¯ ψγ[δω.ψ] − [δω.ψ̄]γψ ]

= ∫ M ie^{N−1} 8 · (N − 1)! ψ̄ [γj_γ j_γ δω + j_γ j_γ δωγ] ψ = ∫ M i 8 · (N − 1)! ψ̄ [γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} + j_γ j_γ e^{N−1}γ] ψδω, (118)

where in the last step we used the following result e^{N−1} [γj_γ j_γ δω + j_γ j_γ δωγ] = δω [ γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} + j_γ j_γ e^{N−1}γ ] , (119) Now, before looking at the equations of motion, we notice that we obtain a boundary term after imposing Stokes’ theorem:

α̃ = ∫ ∂M e^{N−2} (N − 2)! δω + i e^{N−1} 2(N − 1)! ( ψγδψ − δψγψ ) . (120)

The equations of motion become e^{N−3} (N − 3)!

F_ω + i e^{N−2} 2(N − 2)! ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ω ψγψ ) = 0, (121) e^{N−3} (N − 3)! d_ωe + i 8(N − 1)! ψ ( j_γ j_γ e^{N−1}γ + γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} ) ψ = 0, (122) e^{N−1} (N − 1)! γd_ωψ − d_ω ( e^{N−1} 2(N − 1)! ) γψ = 0, (123) e^{N−1} (N − 1)! d_ωψγ + d_ω ( e^{N−1} 2(N − 1)! ) ψγ = 0. (124)

Notice that, once we impose ψ = ψ^†γ_0, then equations (123) and (124) are one the Hermitian conjugate of the other, representing Dirac equation on a curved background.

5.3 Boundary structure in N = 4

We now look at the boundary structure of the fields in the theory. As usual, we restrict the space of fields to the boundary, obtaining F̃^s_∂ = A_Σ × Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} × S(Σ) × S(Σ), where S(Σ) := Γ(Σ, E_λ|_Σ).

The presymplectic form on the space of preboundary fields is given as usual by the variation of the boundary 1-form resulting from the variation of the action. We obtain

ϖ̃_s = ∫ Σ eδeδω + i e^2 4 ( ψγδψ − δψγψ ) δe + i e^3 3! δψγδψ, (125) while

ι_Xϖ̃_s = ∫ Σ eX_eδω + [ eX_ω + i 4 e^2(ψγX_ψ − X_ψγψ) ] δe + iδψ ( − e^2 4 γψX_e + e^3 3! γX_γ ) + i ( e^2 4 ψγX_e + e^3 3! X_ψγ ) δψ

The kernel of the presymplectic form is hence given by the following system of equations:

eX_e = 0 eX_ω + i e^2 4 ( ψγX_ψ + −X_ψγψ ) = 0 − e^2 4 γψX_e + e^3 3! γX_ψ = 0 e^2 4 ψγX_e + e^3 3! X_ψ γ = 0.

We can first solve the last two equations, using that γ is invertible and that W^{∂,(0,0)}_3 is injective (see Lemma 58.4 in Appendix B). We then find X_e = X_ψ = X_ψ = 0 and eX_ω = 0. The geometric phase space is a bundle over Ω^{(1,1)}_{∂,n.d.} with local trivialization F^∂_s ≃ F^∂ × S(Σ) × S(Σ).

5.3.1 Choice of representative of [ω] First of all, we point out that in N = 4 we can further simplify eq. (122) in the bulk by noticing that j_γ j_γ e^3 = 6ej_γ ej_γ e = 3ej_γ j_γ e, hence obtaining e [ d_ω e + i 4 (ψ̄γ[e^2, ψ] − [e^2, ψ̄]γψ) ] = 0 (126)

We will provide a generalization of Theorem 7 which allows to consider the newly found constraint (126). We notice that, when restricted to the boundary, it splits into two equations e [ d_ωe + i 4 (ψ̄γ[e^2, ψ] − [e^2, ψ̄]γψ) ] , e_n [ d_ωe + i 4 (ψ̄γ[e^2, ψ] − [e^2, ψ̄]γψ) ] = e(d_ωe)_n. We will take the second one as an inspiration for the structural constraint (which enables us to fix the representative of [ω]), while the first one is the invariant one. Following [CCS21], we reformulate the theorem fixing the representative of ω in the new setting. Theorem 36. Suppose that g^∂ , the metric induced on the boundary, is nondegenerate. Given any ~ω ∈ Ω^{1,2}, there is a unique decomposition

~ω = ω + v, (127)

with ω and v satisfying

ev = 0 and e_n [ d_ω e + i 4 (ψ̄γ[e^2, ψ] − [e^2, ψ̄]γψ) ] ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}

1 . (128)

Proof. Let ~ω ∈ Ω^{1,2}_∂ . From Lemma 60 we deduce that there exist unique σ ∈ Ω^{1,1}_∂ and v ∈ KerW^{∂,(1,2)}

1 such that e_n [ d_ωe + i 4 (ψ̄γ[e^2, ψ] − [e^2, ψ̄]γψ) ] = eσ + e_n[v, e]. We define ω := ~ω − v. Then ω and v satisfy (127) and (128).

For uniqueness, suppose that ~ω = ω_1 + v_1 = ω_2 + v_2 with ev_i = 0 and e_nd_{ωi} e ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}_1 for i = 1, 2. Hence e_nd_{ω1} e − e_nd_{ω2} e = e_n[v_2 − v_1, e] ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}_1 .

Hence from Lemma 59 and Lemma 60 (for which we need nondegeneracy of g^∂ ), we deduce v_2 − v_1 = 0, since v_2 − v_1 ∈ KerW^{∂,(1,2)}_1 .

5.3.2 Poisson brackets of the constraints

We now project the equations of motion to the boundary, casting them into constraints, which will define the physical space of boundary fields as the coisotropic submanifold of the geometric phase space given by the zero-locus of the constraints. Dirac equation (123) does not project to the boundary because it is a top form, hence we only obtain the constraints

L_c = ∫ Σ c ( ed_ωe + i (8 · 3!) ψ ( j_γ j_γ e^3γ + γj_γ j_γ e^3 ) ψ ) , P_ξ = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0) ( ed_ωe − i 8 · 3! ψ ( j_γ j_γ e^3γ + γj_γ j_γ e^3 ) ψ )

+ i 2 · 3! ι_ξ e^3(ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ), H_λ = ∫ Σ λe_n [ eF_ω + e^3 3! Λ + i e^2 4 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ω ψγψ ) ] . Remark 37. As it turns out, using (157), we can rewrite L_c to make the action of the internal symmetry group on the fields more evident. In particular we obtain

L_c = ∫ Σ ced_ωe − i e^3 2 · 3! ( [c, ψ]γψ − ψγ[c, ψ] ) , (129)

while P_ξ becomes

P_ξ = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe − i 8 · 3!

ι_ξ e^3ψ ( −[ω − ω_0, ψγψ + ψγ[ω − ω_0, ψ] ) ψ + i 2 · 3! ι_ξ e^3(ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ) = ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe − i e^3 2 · 3! ( ψγι_ξd_{ω0} (ψ) − ι_ξ d_{ω0} (ψ)γψ )

= ∫ Σ 1 2 ι_ξ e^2F_ω + ι_ξ (ω − ω_0)ed_ωe − i e^3 2 · 3! ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) − L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ)γψ ) .

(130)

Theorem 38. The constraints L_c, P_ξ , H_λ define a coisotropic submanifold with respect to the symplectic structure ϖ_s. Their Poisson brackets^{23} read

{P_ξ, P_ξ} = 1 2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} − 1 2 L_{ιξιξFω0} {H_λ, H_λ} = 0 {L_c, P_ξ} = L_L^ω0_{ξ c} {L_c, L_c} = − 1 2 L_{[c,c]};

{L_c, H_λ} = −P_X (a) + L_X (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} − H_X (n) {P_ξ, H_λ} = P_Y (a) − L_Y (a)_{(ω−ω0)a} + H_Y (n) ,

where X = [c, λe_n], Y = L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) and Z^{(a)}, Z^{(n)} are the components of Z ∈ {X, Y } with respect to the frame (e_a, e_n).

23We point out that one should not confuse L with L, which respectively indicate the constraint and the Lie derivative

Proof. We first compute the Hamiltonian vector fields of the constraints:

δL_c = ∫ Σ [c, e]eδω + ( ed_ωc + i 4 e^2 ( ψγ[c, ψ] − [c, ψ]γψ ) ) δe + i 2 · 3!

e^3 [ δψ̄γ[c, ψ] − ψ̄γ[c, δψ] + [c, δψ̄]γψ + [c, ψ̄]γδψ ]

▼= ∫ Σ [c, e]eδω + ( ed_ωc + i 4 e^2 ( ψγ[c, ψ] − [c, ψ]γψ ) ) δe + ie^3 3! [ [c, ψ̄]γδψ + δψ̄γ[c, ψ] ] − ie^3 2 · 3! [ δψ̄[c, γ]ψ + ψ̄[c, γ]δψ ]

= ∫ Σ [c, e]eδω + ( ed_ωc + i 4 e^2 ( [c, ψ]γψ + ψγ[c, ψ] ) ) δe + i 3! e^3 [ δψ ( 1 2 [c, γ]ψ + γ[c, ψ] ) + ( [c, ψ]γ − 1 2 ψ̄[c, γ] ) δψ ] , where in the last passage we used that ψ̄γ[c, δψ] = ψ̄[c, γ]δψ − [c, ψ̄]γδψ (131) [c, δψ̄]γψ = δψ̄γ[c, ψ] − δψ̄[c, γ]ψ (132) which can easily be proved using the following identity^{24} j_γ j_γ cγ = −γj_γ j_γ c − 4j_γ c = −γj_γ j_γ c + 4[c, γ]. (▼) We also get δP_ξ = ∫ Σ −eδe ( L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξF_{ω0} − i 4 e ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) − L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ)γψ ))

− L^{ω0}_ξ (e)eδω + iδψ ( − e^3 2 · 3!

γL^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) ) + ie^3 2 · 3! ψγL^{ω0}_ξ (δψ) − ie^3 2 · 3! L^{ω0}_ξ (δψ)γψ − i 2 · 3!

e^3L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ)γδψ = ∫ Σ −eδe ( L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) + ι_ξF_{ω0} − i 4 e ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) − L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ)γψ ))

− L^{ω0}_ξ (e)eδω − iδψ ( e^3 3! γL^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) − 1 2 · 3!

L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3)γψ )

− i ( e^3 3! L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ)γ + 1 2 · 3!

L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3)ψγ ) δψ, 24A proof of this identity can be found in appendix B.5

δH_λ = ∫ Σ λe_n [ F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + i e 2 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ )] δe + d_ω (λe_ne)δω + i 4 λe_ne^2 [ δψγd_ωψ − ψγd_ωδψ + d_ωδψγψ + d_ωψγδψ + ψγ[δω, ψ] − [δω, ψ]γψ ]

= ∫ Σ λe_n [ F_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + i e 2 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) ] δe + d_ω (λe_ne)δω + iδψ [ λe_n e^2 4 γd_ωψ − d_ω ( λe_n e^2 4 γψ )]

+ i [ λe_n e^2 4 d_ωψγ + d_ω ( λe_n e^2 4 ψγ )] δψ + i 16 λψ ( j_γ j_γ (e_ne^2)γ − γj_γ j_γ (e_ne^2) ) ψδω. We are then left with

L_e = [c, e] L_ψ = [c, ψ] L_ω = d_ωc + V_L L_ψ = [c, ψ] P_e = −L^{ω0}_ξ e P_ψ = −L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ) P_ω = −L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0) − ι_ξ F_{ω0} + V_P P_ψ = −L^{ω0}_ξ (ψ).

H_e = d_ω (λe_n) + λσ + i 4 λψ (j_γ e_nj_γ eγ − γj_γ e_nj_γ e) ψ eH_ω = λe_n ( F_ω + λ 2 e^2 ) − i λe_n 4 e(ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ) e^3 3! γH_ψ = λe_n 2 e^2γd_ωψ − λe_n 4 ed_ωeγψ + i 64 λe [ ψ ( j_γ j_γ (e_ne^2)γ − γj_γ j_γ (e_ne^2) ) ψ ] γψ e^3 3! H_ψγ = λe_n 2 e^2d_ω ψγ + λe_n 4 ed_ωeψγ − i 64 λeψγ [ ψ ( j_γ j_γ (e_ne^2)γ − γj_γ j_γ (e_ne^2) ) ψ ]

The Poisson brackets of the constraints are:

{L_c, L_c} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 4 e^2 ( − 1 4 ψj_γ j_γ cγψ + 1 4 ψγj_γ j_γ cψ ) [c, e] + i 3! e^3[c, ψ]γ[c, ψ] = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + i 8 · 3! ψ(j_γ j_γ cγ − γj_γ j_γ c)ψ[c, e^3] + i 16 · 3! e^3ψj_γ j_γ cγj_γ j_γ cψ ▼= ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3! ( [c, ψ]γψ − ψγ[c, ψ] ) [c, e^3] + i 32 e^3 3! ψ (−γj_γ j_γ cj_γ j_γ c + 4[c, γ]j_γ j_γ c − j_γ j_γ cj_γ j_γ cγ + 4j_γ j_γ c[c, γ]) ψ = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( ψγ[c, [c, ψ]] − [c, [c, ψ]]γψ )

= ∫ Σ − 1 2 [c, c]ed_ωe + i 4 · 3!

e^3 ( [[c, c], ψ]γψ − ψγ[[c, c], ψ] )

= − 1 2 L_{[c,c]}, where in last few steps we used the graded Jacobi identity to prove [c, [c, ψ] = − 1 2 [[c, c], ψ] and the fact that γj_γ j_γ cj_γ j_γ c = j_γ j_γ cj_γ j_γ cγ + 4j_γ j_γ cj_γ c + 4j_γ cj_γ j_γ c.

{L_c, P_ξ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( [c, ψ]γL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ([c, ψ]) + L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, ψ])γψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψγ[c, ψ] )

− i 2 · 3!

[c, e^3] ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ )

= ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( [c, ψ]γL^{ω0}_ξ ψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψγ[c, ψ] − ψγ[L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ] + ψγ[c, L^{ω0}_ξ ψ] − [L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ]γψ − [c, L^{ω0}_ξ ψ]γψ ) − i 2 · 3!

[c, e^3](ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ) = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3! ( [c, ψ]γL^{ω0}_ξ ψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψγ[c, ψ] − ψγ[L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ] + [L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ]γψ − [c, ψ]γL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − ψ[c, γ]L^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψ[c, γ]ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγ[c, ψ] + ψ[c, γ]L^{ω0}_ξ ψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψ[c, γ]ψ ) = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ ced_ωe − i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( [L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ]γψ − ψγ[L^{ω0}_ξ c, ψ] ) = L_L^ω0_{ξ c},

where in the second to last passage we used that ψγ[c, L^{ω0}_ξ ψ] = −[c, ψ]γL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − ψ[c, γ]L^{ω0}_ξ ψ, [c, L^{ω0}_ξ ψ]γψ = L^{ω0}_ξ ψ[c, γ]ψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψγ[c, ψ].

{L_c, H_λ} = L_c(H_λ) = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + λe_n { i 4 [c, e^2] ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ω ψγψ ) + i 4 e^2 ( [c, ψ]γd_ωψ − ψγd_ω[c, ψ] + d_ω ([c, ψ])γψ + d_ω ψγ[c, ψ] + ψγ[d_ωc, ψ] − [d_ω c, ψ]γψ ) }

▽= ∫ Σ (· · · ) − [c, λe_n] i 4 e^2 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) − i λe_n 4 e^2 { − ψ[c, γ]d_ωψ − d_ωψ[c, γ]ψ + ψ[c, γd_ωψ − ψγ[c, d_ωψ] + [d_ωc, ψ]γψ − [c, d_ωψ]γψ + [c, d_ωψ]γψ + d_ωψ[c, γ]ψ + ψγ[d_ωc, ψ] − [d_ωc, ψ]γψ − ψγ[d_ωc, ψ] + ψγ[c, d_ωψ] }

= ∫ Σ −[c, λe_n] ( eF_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + i 4 e^2(ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ) ) = −P_{[c,λen]}(a) − H_{[c,λen]}(a) + L_{[c,λen]}(a)_{(ω−ω0)(a)} having used the following identities, which can be easily found d_ωψγ[c, ψ] = [c, d_ω ψ]γψ + d_ωψ[c, γ]ψ, [c, ψ]γd_ωψ = ψ[c, γ]d_ωψ − ψγ[c, d_ωψ]. (▽)

{P_ξ , P_ξ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + i 2 · 3!

L^{ω0}_ξ (e^3) ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ ) − i 2 · 3!

e^3 { − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ

+ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ } = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3!

e^3 { L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ + ψγL^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ + L^{ω0}_ξ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ

− L^{ω0}_ξ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ + ψγL^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ } = ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 3! e^3 ( ψγL^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ L^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ )

♣= ∫ Σ (· · · ) − i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( ψγL^{ω0}_{[ξ,ξ]}ψ − L^{ω0}_{[ξ,ξ]}ψγψ )

+ i 2 · 3!

e^3 ( [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , ψ]γψ − ψγ[ι_ξι_ξ F_{ω0} , ψ] )

= 1 2 P_{[ξ,ξ]} − 1 2 Lι_ξι_ξ F_{ω0} ;

{P_ξ , H_λ} = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + λe_n { − i 4 L^{ω0}_ξ (e^2)(ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ + i 4 e^2 [ − L^{ω0}_ξ ψγd_ωψ + ψγd_ωL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − d_ωL^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ − d_ωψγL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − ψγ[ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ] + [ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ]γψ ] }

= ∫ Σ (· · · ) + iL^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) e^2 4 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) + i λe_n 4 e^2 { ψγL^{ω0}_ξ d_ω ψ − L^{ω0}_ξ d_ω ψγψ + ψγd_ωL^{ω0}_ξ ψ − d_ωL^{ω0}_ξ ψγψ − ψγ[ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ] + [ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ]γψ } ♦= ∫ Σ (· · · ) + iL^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) e^2 4 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) + i λe_n 4 e^2 { ψγ[L^{ω0}_ξ ω, ψ] − [L^{ω0}_ξ ω, ψ]γψ − ψγ[ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ] + [ι_ξ F_{ω0} + L^{ω0}_ξ (ω − ω_0), ψ]γψ } = ∫ Σ (· · · ) + iL^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) e^2 4 ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ωψγψ ) + i λe_n 4 e^2 { ψγ[L^{ω0}_ξ ω_0 − ι_ξF_{ω0} , ψ]

− [L^{ω0}_ξ ω_0 − ι_ξ F_{ω0} , ψ]γψ } = ∫ Σ L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n) ( eF_ω + Λ 2 e^2 + i 4 e^2 ( ψγd_ωψ − dωψγψ ) )

= P_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(a) + H_L^ω0_{ξ (λen)}(a) − L_L^ω0_{ξ (λen )}(a)_{(ω−ω0)},

where we used that L^{ω0}_ξ ω_0 − ι_ξF_{ω0} = −dι_ξω_0 and the following identity:

L^{ω0}_ξ d_ωψ = −d_ωL^{ω0}_ξ ψ + [L^{ω0}_ξ ω, ψ]. (♦)

Furthermore, recalling that d_{ω0} γ = 0, it is quite easy to see that ψγ[dι_ξ ω_0, ψ] − [dι_ξ ω_0, ψ]γψ = −[dι_ξω_0, ψγψ] = 0. Now, before computing {H_λ, H_λ}, we first notice that the Hamiltonian vector field associated to H_λ can be rewritten as eγH_ψ = 3λe_nγd_ωψ − 3 2 λσγψ + 3i 8 λβ eH_ψγ = 3λe_nd_ω ψγ + 3 2 ψγλσ − 3 8 iλβ, with β := ψ ( j_γ e_nj_γ eγ − γj_γ e_nj_γ e ) γψ, hence {H_λ, H_λ} = ∫ Σ i [ λe_n 2 H_ψe^2γd_ωψ − 1 4 d_ω(λe_n)e^2H_ψγψ − λe_n 2 d_ωeeH_ψγψ ]

+ i [( λe_n 2 d_ω ψ + 1 4 d_ω (λe_n)ψ ) e^2γH_ψ + λe_n 2 d_ωeψeγH_ψ ]

= ∫ Σ 3 4 · 32 d_ω(λe_n)λψγψ [ ψ ( j_γ j_γ (e_ne^2)γ − γj_γ j_γ (e_ne^2) ) ψ ]

− 3 4 · 32 d_ω(λe_n)λψγψ [ ψ ( j_γ j_γ (e_ne^2)γ − γj_γ j_γ (e_ne^2) ) ψ ] = 0,

where all the remaining terms vanish because they are either proportional to λ^2 = 0 or e^2_n = 0.

5.4 The BFV formalism of the theory of gravity coupled to the spinor field

Since there are no additional constraints, the BFV discussion of the spinor field coupled to gravity is very similar to the case of the scalar field.

Theorem 39. Let F_s be the bundle

F_s = F_{P C} × S(Σ) × S(Σ),

where the additional fields are denoted by ψ ∈ S(Σ) and ψ ∈ S(Σ). The symplectic form and the action functional on F_s are respectively defined by

ϖ_s = ϖ_{P C} + ∫ Σ i e^3 3! δψγδψ − i 4 e^2δe ( δψγψ − ψγδψ ) , S_s = S_{P C} + ∫ Σ i e^3 2 · 3! ( ψγd_ωψ − d_ω ψγψ ) . Then the triple (F_s, ϖ_s, S_s) defines a BFV structure on Σ.

Proof. The proof can be copied mutatis mutandis from the one of Theorem 21

A Clifford algebras and spin groups

This first appendix is useful when defining exactly what spinor fields appear in the context of field theory. We will mainly follow [Fat18], [LM90] and [KS87].

A.1 Clifford algebras

Let V be a real vector space of dimension N with an inner product of signature (r, s). Let η_{ab} be the matrix diag(−1, · · · , −1, 1, · · · , 1) with r plus 1 and s minus 1, giving the inner product on V with respect to an orthonormal basis {v_a}.

We define the Clifford algebra on V by means of its universal property. In particular

Definition 40 (Clifford map). A Clifford map is a pair consisting of an associative algebra A with unity and a linear map ϕ: V → A satisfying ∀u, v ∈ V

ϕ(u)ϕ(u) = −η(u, u)1_A (133)

The Clifford algebra of V is the solution corresponding to the universal problem, that is

Definition 41 (Clifford algebra). The Clifford algebra C(V ) is an associative algebra with unit together with a Clifford map i: V → C(V ) such that any Clifford map factors through a unique algebra homomorphism from C(V ). In other words, given any Clifford map (A, ϕ) there is a unique algebra homomorphism Φ: C(V ) → A such that ϕ = Φ ∘ i V A

C(V ) ϕi Φ (134)

The Clifford algebra of V is unique up to isomorphisms.

We give a model for such an algebra. Consider the tensor algebra T (V ) := R ⊕ V ⊕ V ⊕ · · · and quotient it out by the two-sided ideal I(V ) generated by v ⊗ v + η(v, v)1, i.e.

C(V ) := T (V ) I(V ) . (135)

Notice that T (V ) is a Z-graded algebra. The ideal I(V ) is spanned by elements that are not necessarily homogeneous, therefore the Z–grading is lost in the Clifford algebra. However, the generators of I(V ) are even, therefore C(V ) will be Z_2-graded. In particular, it splits into

C(V ) = C_0(V ) ⊕ C_1(V ) (136)

Another important property, for any two vectors v, w ∈ V , is the following

(v + w)^2 = v^2 + vw + wv + w^2 = −η(v, v)1 − η(w, w)1 + {v, w} = −η(v + w, v + w)1 = −η(v, v)1 − η(w, w)1 − 2η(v, w)1 ⇒ {v, w} := vw + wv = −2η(v, w)1 (137)

Now, considering an orthonormal basis {v_a} of V , setting the first s elements {v_A} such that η(v_A, v_A) = −1 and the second r elements {v_i} such that η(v_i, v_i) = 1, we obtain {v_a, v_b} = −2η_{ab}1. This means that when a ≠ b, v_av_b = −v_bv_a and that v_av_a = ±1.

At this point, since every element in the tensor algebra T (V ) is a finite linear combination of the product of finite elements in the basis of V , then to obtain elements in C(V ) we simply apply the constraint {v_a, v_b} = −2η_{ab}1. In other words, a basis of Clifford algebra is in the form

1 v_a v_{ab} := v_av_b v_{abc} := v_av_bv_{ca<b<c} · · · v := v_0v_1 · · · v_{N−1} (138)

The Z_2-grading is now clearer, as we can interpret even (odd) elements of C(V ) to be finite linear combinations of products of an even (odd) number of elements of the basis V . In particular, the even part C_0(V ) is a sub-algebra of C(V ), while the odd part C_1(V ) is not (it does not contain the unity). They are both 2^{N−1}-dimensional, making C(V ) 2^N -dimensional.

A.2 Pin and spin groups

Definition 42 (grading map). Consider the Clifford map i: V → C(V ). By abuse of notation, this map sends v to v inside C(V ). Defining a := −i: v → C(V ) : v → −v, it has the property that a(v)a(v) = −η(v, v)1. We can extend it to the whole C(V ) as α : C(V ) → C(V ) by restricting it to the identity on even elements, to minus the identity on odd elements. This map is called grading since it essentially defines the Z_2-grading on C(V ).

Clearly we have that α ∘ α = 1, therefore α is invertible and equal to its inverse.

Definition 43 (transpose). Let S = v_1v_2 · · · v_k ∈ C(V ). We define the transpose of S to be

t(S) =^t(v_1v_2 · · · v_k) := v_k · · · v_2v_1 =: S (139)

It is well defined since the generators of the Clifford ideal are invariant under the transposition.

Furthermore, the transpose preserves the grading, namely^t(α(S)) = α(^t(S)).

Definition 44 (Pin and Spin groups). It is a well known fact that not all elements in C(V ) are invertible. Let us define the multiplicative subgroup C(V ) ⊂ C(V ) of invertible elements and the further subgroup S(V ) ⊂ C(V ) ⊂ C(V ) of invertible elements S whose inverse is proportional to their transpose, namely such that SS ∝ 1.

We define the Pin group Pin(V ) to be the subgroup of S(V ) generated by unit vectors (i.e. such that v^2 = η(v, v) = ±1). The Spin group Spin(V ) is defined to be the intersection of Pin(V ) with the even Clifford subalgebra C(V ).

Elements in Spin(V ) are products of an even number of unit vectors, S = v_1v_2 · · · v_{2k}. In this case it is easy to find the inverse of S, as

S^{−1} =

(−1)^n |v_1|^2 · · · |v_n|^2 v_n · · · v_2v_1 = ±^tS (140)

A.3 The covering of spin groups

Consider an element S in Pin(V ), namely S = v_1v_2 · · · v_k and a vector w ∈ V . By abuse of notation, we denote w := i(w) ∈ C(V ). We also denote w^‖ :=^{η(v,w)}_{η(v,v)} v to be the component of w parallel to v ∈ V , assuming v to be a unit vector. The perpendicular component is defined as w^⊥ := w − w^‖ We define a linear map on V depending on the unit vector v as l(v): V → V : w → α(v)wv^{−1}

Lemma 45. The map l(v) is a reflection of w about the plane orthogonal to the unit vector v Proof. Recalling that uu = −η(v, v)1 = −|v|^21, we have α(v)wv^{−1} = −vwv^{−1} = |v|^{−2}vwv = |v|^{−2} ( uw^⊥v + vw^‖v ) = |v|^{−2}(−vvw^⊥ − η(v, w^⊥)v − |v|^2w^‖) = w^⊥ − w^‖ (141)

Furthermore, being l(v) a reflection, it is an element of O(V ), the group of orthogonal transformations on V .

Definition 46 (covering). For any S in Pin(V ), we can extend the definition of l as l(S): V → V and l(S) ∈ O(V ), l(S)(w) := α(S)wS^{−1} = (l(v_1) ∘ l(v_2) ∘ · · · ∘ l(v_k))(w) (142) In particular, l : Pin(V ) → O(V ) is called covering of the Pin group.

Since reflections are transformations with determinant -1, the composition of an even number of reflections will have determinant +1, therefore when we restrict to Spin(V ), we have the covering of the Spin group l : Spin(V ) → SO(V ).

It can be checked that the map l : Pin(V ) → O(V ) is a group homomorphism, and so is l when restricted to Spin(V ).

Proposition 47. The covering map is not injective but is surjective. Furthermore, there is a short exact sequence 0 Z_2 Spin SO 0.

l (143)

A.4 Spinor representations

Let S be a (complex) vector space. A complex representation of the Clifford algebra C(V ) is an algebra homomorphism C(V ) → End(S). (144) S is called spinor space.

We now are interested in the case where N = dim V = 2m is even.

Definition 48 (Dirac spinor and gamma representation). Let S := C^{2m} . A Dirac Spinor is any element of S, on which C(V ) acts as the full algebra of 2^m × 2^m complex matrices.

In particular, considering V := C^N , it acts on S via the gamma representation

γ : C(V ) → End(S) v_i → γ_i := γ(v_i), (145)

where γ_i is the i–th Dirac gamma matrix in N dimensions. In general, for 1 ≤ j ≤ m γ_j := 1 ⊗ 1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_1 j–th elem. ⊗σ_3 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_3 ; γ_{j+m} := 1 ⊗ 1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_2 j-th elem. ⊗σ_3 ⊗ · · · ⊗ σ_3. Here σ_i are the usual Pauli matrices.

Remark 49. Considering the “volume element” v_1 · · · v_N on C(V ), its image under the gamma representation defines

γ_{2m+1} := (−i)^mγ_1 · · · γ_{2m} = (−i)^mγ(v_1 · · · v_{2m}) (146)

In particular it can be proven that γ_{2m+1} has eigenvalues ±1, hence there is a splitting into eigenspaces S = S^+ ⊕ S^−. S^± are called spaces of Weyl spinors of positive/negative chirality.

A.5 Lie Algebra of Spin group

It is quite easy to see that Lie(C(V )) = C(V ). We are interested in the Lie algebra of Spin(V ) ⊂ C(V ). Proposition 50. Let V be an N–dimensional real vector space. Lie(Spin(V )) is a Lie subalgebra of C(V ), given by Lie(Spin(V )) = ∧^2V (147)

This can be seen by noticing that the double cover l : Spin(V ) → SO(V ) reduces to an isomorphism of Lie algebras (locally their tangent space at the identity is the same)

l̇ : spin(V ) → so(V ) a −→ l̇(a) = [a, ·], (148)

where, for all u ∈ V , the [a, u] ∈ SO(V ) is given by [a, u] := ∂ ∂t | t=0(e^{−ta}ue^{ta}). (149) Now, knowing that {v_a ∧ v_a} is a basis for so(V ), we compute a basis for spin(V ). Define v_{ab} :=^1_4 [v_a, v_b], then, for all u = u^cv_c ∈ V

l̇(v_{ab})u = 1 4 [[v_a, v_b], u] = 1 2 [v_av_b, u] = 1 2 (v_av_bu − uv_av_b) = 1 2 (v_av_bu − uv_av_b + v_auv_b − v_auv_b) = η(u, v_a)v_b − η(v_b, u)v_a = u^c(δ^d_b η_{ac} − δ^d_aη_{bc})v_d,

hence l̇(v_{ab})^d_c = δ^d_b η_{ac} − δ^d_aη_{bc} = −(M_{ab})^d_c (150)

where M_{ab} are the generators of the Lorentz group SO(V ) in the fundamental representation. This implies that −^1_4 [v_a, v_b] defines a basis for spin(V ).

B Technical results and lenghty proofs

B.1 Technical results

In this appendix we present a collection of results that are useful throughout the paper, especially in the constraint analysis of the theories and in some calculations. We refer to [CCS21] for the proofs that we leave out.

First we present a precise definition of the brackets (·, ·) we employed in the previous chapters.

Definition 51 (internal product). Let A, B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)} and C, D ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}. Expanding them in the bases {e_μ} and {e_μe_ν }, we obtain (A, B) = g_{μν} A^μB^ν , (C, D) = g_{μρ}g_{νσ}C^{μν} B^{ρσ} , which is a simple consequence of the fact that (e_μ, e_ν ) = g_{μν} by definition of the vielbein.

We also notice that (e, A) = (e_μdx^μ, A) = −dx^μg_{μν} A^ν ; (e^2, C) = −dx^μdx^ν g_{μρ}g_{νσ} C^{ρσ} . Lemma 52. For all N > 0, define [ N 2 ] := {_N 2 if N even N−1 2 if N odd

. (151)

Then e^n = (−1)[^{n2} ]e_{μ1} · · · e_{μn} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μn} . Proof. We proceed by induction. In the case n = 1 we have e^n = e_μdx^μ = (−1)^{| n2 |}e_μdx^μ.

Assuming that the identity holds for n, we prove that it is true also for n + 1, in fact e^{n+1} = e^ne_μdx^μ = (−1)[^{n2} ]e_{μ1} · · · e_{μn} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μn} e_μdx^μ = (−1)[^{n2} ]^{+n}e_{μ1} · · · e_{μn+1} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μn+1} = (−1)[^{n+12} ]e_{μ1} · · · e_{μn+1} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μn+1} .

In fact (−1)[^{n+12} ] = (−1)[^{n2} ]^{+n}:

• if n = even, then (−1)[^{n+12} ] = (−1)[^{n2} ] = (−1)[^{n2} ]^{+n}; • if n = odd, then (−1)[^{n+12} ] = (−1)[^{n2} ]^{+1} = (−1)[^{n2} ]^{+n}.

B.2 In the bulk

Lemma 53. Let C, D ∈ Ω^{(0,2)} and A, B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}. Then the following identities hold 1.^{eN}_N (A, B) = (−1)^{|A|+|B|}e^{N−1}(e, A)B ; 2.^{eN −2}

2(N−2)! (e

2, C)D =^{eN}_{N!} (C, D) .

Proof. 1. We use e_μ as a basis for Ω^{(0,1)}. Then e^{N−1}(e, A)B = (−1)[^{N −12} ]^{+1}e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −1} dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −1} dx^μg_{μν} A^ν B^ρe_ρ = (−1)[^{N −12} ]^{+|A|+|B|+N+1}e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −1} e_ρdx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −1} dx^μg_{μν} A^ν B^ρ = (−1)[^{N −12} ]^{+|A|+|B|+N+1}(N − 1)!e_1 · · · e_N d^N xg_{μν} A^μB^ν = (−1)[^{N −12} ]^{+|A|+|B|+N+1+}[^{N2} ] e^N N (A, B) = (−1)^{|A|+|B|} e^N N (A, B);

2. We now use e_μe_ν as a basis for Ω^{(0,2)}. Then e^{N−2}(e^2, C)D = (−1)[^{N −22} ]^{+1}e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −2} e_ρe_σ dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −2} dx^μdx^ν g_{μα}g_{νβ} C^{αβ} D^{ρσ} = (−1)[^{N −22} ]^{+1}2(N − 2)!e_1 · · · e_N dx^1 · · · dx^N g_{μα}g_{νβ}C^{αβ} D^{μν} = (−1)[^{N −22} ]^+[^{N2} ]^{+1}

2(N − 2)! N! e^N (C, D) = (−1)^2[^{N2} ]

2(N − 2)! N! e^N (C, D) = 2(N − 2)! N! e^N (C, D).

Lemma 54. Let ϱ_n := (e^n, ·): Ω^{(0,n)} → Ω^{(n,0)} and let e be nondegenerate. Then for N ≥ 2 we have that ϱ_n is bijective for n = 1, 2.

Proof. It is a simple consequence of the fact that the metric g_{μν} is invertible. Corollary 55. We then have a corollary of the two previous lemmas. Let α ∈ Ω^{(1,0)}, π ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}, ω ∈ Ω^{(2,0)} and C ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}, then

1. e^{N−1}αB = (−1)^{|B|+1 eN}_N α_μB^μ; 2. e^{N−2}ωD = −^{2(N−2)!}_{N!} e^N ω_{μν} D^{μν} .

Proof. By Lemma 54 there have to exist B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)} and D ∈ Ω^{(0,2)} such that α = (e, A) and ω = (e^2, C)^{25}. In particular, this means C^{ρσ} = −g^{ρμ}g^{σν} ω_{μν} , A^ν = (−1)^{1+|α|}g^{νμ}α_μ. We then simply apply Lemma 53

Lemma 56. Let W^{(i,j)}_k be such that W^{(i,j)}_k : Ω^{(i,j)} → Ω^{(i+k,j+k)} : α → e^k ∧α. Then the following propositions are true

1. W^{(1,0)}_{N−1} is injective; 2. W^{(2,0)}_{N−2} is injective.

Proof. We prove the statements locally. Choosing as usual a local basis {e_μ} of V, we have that 1. Ker(W^{(1,0)}_{N−1} ) := {α ∈ Ω^{(1,0)} | e^{N−1}α = 0}. In particular, this means e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −1} α_ν dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −1} dx^ν ∝ e_{[1} · · · e_{N−1}α_{N]}d^N x = 0 ⇔ α_μ = 0, (152) hence proving that Ker(W^{(1,0)}_{N−1} ) = {0};

2. Ker(W^{(2,0)}_{N−2} ) := {ω ∈ Ω^{(2,0)} | e^{N−2}ω = 0}. Similarly as before, we find: e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −2} ω_{νρ}dx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −2} dx^ν dx^ρ ∝ e_{[1} · · · e_{N−2}ω_{N1,N]}d^N x = 0 ⇔ ω_{μν} = 0, (153) hence proving that Ker(W^{(2,0)}_{N−2} ) = {0}. 25Of course |α| = |A| and |ω| = |C|

B.3 On the boundary

We now generalize Lemma 53 to the boundary. We can simply do this by setting e_N dx^N ⇝ e_n. Then it is easy to see that e^N ⇝ Ne_ne^{(N−1)}. (154) Hence we have

Lemma 57. Let C, D ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}_∂ and A, B ∈ Ω^{(0,1)}_∂ . Then the follwing identities hold 1. e_n^{eN −1}_{(N−1)!} (A, B) = (−1)^{|A|+|B|} [_1 (N−2)! ene N−2(e, A)B +^{eN −1}_{(N−1)!} (e_n, A)B ] ; 2. e_n^{eN −1}_{(N−1)!} (C, D) = [ e_n^{eN −3} 2(N−3)! (e 2, C)D +^{eN −2}_{(N−2)!} (e_ne, C) ] . Proof. We simply impose the substitution defined in equation (154), noticing also that (A, B) −→ (A, B) and (C, D) → (C, D). 1. e^N N! (A, B) ⇝ e_n e^{N−1} (N − 1)! (A, B);

e^{N−1} (N − 1)! (e, A)B ⇝ N (N − 1)! { N − 1 N e_ne^{N−2}(e, A)B + e^{N−1} N (e_n, A)B }

⇝ 1 (N − 2)! e_ne^{N−2}(e, A)B + 1 (N − 1)! e^{N−1}(e_n, A)B; 2. e^N N! (C, D) ⇝ e_n e^{N−1} (N − 1)! (C, D);

e^{N−2} 2(N − 2)! (e^2, C)D ⇝ N { N − 2 N e_ne^{N−3}(e^2, C)D + 2 N e^{N−2}(e_ne, C)D }

⇝ 1 2(N − 3)!

e_ne^{N−3}(e^2, C)D + 1 (N − 2)! e^{N−2}(e_ne, C)D.

We recall W^{∂(i,j)} k : Ω^{(i,j)}_∂ −→ Ω^{(i+k,j+k)} ∂ : α −→ e^k ∧ α. (155)

Then we have

Lemma 58. The maps W^{∂,(i,j)}_k have the following properties for N ≥ 4:

1. W^{∂,(2,1)}

N−3 is surjective;

2. W^{∂,(1,1)}

N−3 is injective;

3. W^{∂,(1,2)}

N−3 is surjective; 4. W^{∂(0,0)}_k is injective;

5. dim KerW^{∂,(1,2)}_{N−3} = dim KerW^{∂,(2,1)}_{N−3} ; 6. W^{∂,(2,1)}

N−4 is injective. (N ≥ 5) ; 7. W^{∂,(1,0)}

N−2 is injective.

Proof. The proofs of the statements (1) − (6) can be found in [CCS21] and [CCS21], with the exception of (4), which is easily seen since any ϕ ∈ Ω^{(0,0)} is a function, hence e^k just acts as a multiplication. We just need to prove 7. Considering A ∈ Ω^{(1,0)}_∂ , then e^{N−2}A = e_{μ1} · · · e_{μN −2} A_ρdx^{μ1} · · · dx^{μN −2} dx^ρ = 0 is satisfied if and only if A_ρ = 0 for all ρ = 1, · · · , N, hence showing that A = 0. Lemma 59. Let α ∈ Ω^{2,1}_∂ . Then α = 0 ⇐⇒ { e^{N−3}α = 0 e_ne^{N−4}α ∈ Im W^{∂,(1,1)}_{N−3} . (156)

Lemma 60. Let β ∈ Ω^{N−2,N−2}_∂ . If g^∂ is nondegenerate, there exist a unique v ∈ KerW^{∂,(1,2)}_{N−3} and a unique γ ∈ Ω^{1,1}_∂ such that β = e^{N−3}γ + e_ne^{N−4}[v, e]. Proof. The proofs of the previous two lemmas are found in [CCS21]

B.4 Proofs of Lemmas 14 and 24

Proof of Lemma 14. Let N = 4. In this proof we fix as a basis of V the set ϵ_n, e_μ, μ = 1, 2, 3 where ϵ_n is a vector completing the basis.

With this choice, consider the kernel of the map W^{∂(0,1)}_3 . It is defined by the equation X^ae_ae_{μ1} e_{μ2} e_{μ3} dx^{μ1} dx^{μ2} dx^{μ3} = 0 which implies X^n = 0. Hence we get that the components in the kernel are X^1, X^2 and X^3.

Let us now consider the map A_e. Let p ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_3 ) be generated by p = p^1e_1 +p^2e_2 +p^3e_3. Then we have (e, p)_μ = e^a_μp^bη_{ab} = e^a_μe^b_ν p^ν η_{ab} = g^∂_{μν} p^ν where we used that e^b_ν = δ^b_ν in our basis. Now, if g^∂ is nondegenerate, using normal geodesic coordinates, we obtain (e, p)_μ = ±p^μ depending on the sign of the elements in the diagonal of the diagonalized boundary metric. This shows that the map A_e is injective and surjective.

Proof of Lemma 24. Let N = 4. In this proof we fix as a basis of V the set ϵ_n, e_μ, μ = 1, 2, 3 where ϵ_n is a vector completing the basis.

With this choice, consider the kernel of the map W^{∂(0,1)}_2 . It is defined by the equationa

X^{ab}e_ae_be_{μ1} e_{μ2} dx^{μ1} dx^{μ2} = 0.

which imply X^{na} = 0 for a = 1, 2, 3. Hence we get that the components in the kernel are X^{ab} for a, b = 1, 2, 3.

Let us now consider the map ϕ_e. Let b ∈ Ker(W^{∂(0,1)}_2 ) ⊗ g be generated by b = b^{ab}e_ae_b for a, b = 1, 2, 3. Then we have 1 2 (e^2, b)_{μν} = e^a_μe^b_ν b^{cd}η_{ac}η_{bd} = e^a_μe^b_ν e^c_ρe^d_σb^{ρσ} η_{ac}η_{bd} = g^∂_{μρ}g^∂_{νσ}b^{ρσ} where we used that e^b_ν = δ^b_ν in our basis. Now, if g^∂ is nondegenerate, using normal geodesic coordinates, we obtain 1 2 (e^2, b)_{μν} = ±b^{μν} depending on the sign of the elements in the diagonal of the diagonalized boundary metric. This shows that the map ϕ_e is injective and surjective.

B.5 Proof of gamma matrices identities

• (▼):

Recall c ∈ Ω^{(0,2)}[1]. In general if we let c be any section of ∧^2V, then j_γ j_γ cγ = γ^aγ^bγ^cι_{va} ι_{vb} cv_c = (−1)^{|c|}γ^aγ^bγ^cv_cι_{va} ι_{vb} c = (−1)^{|c|} [ −γ^aγ^cγ^b − 2γ^aη^{bc} ] v_cι_{va} ι_{vb} c = (−1)^{|c|} [ γ^cγ^aγ^b + 2γ^bη^{ac} − 2γ^aη^{bc} ] v_cι_{va} ι_{vb} c = (−1)^{|c|}γj_γ j_γ c + 2(−1)^|c|v_c [ γ^bη^{ac} − γ^aη^{bc} ] η_{ad}η_{bf} c^{df} = (−1)^{|c|}γj_γ j_γ c + 2(−1)^|c|v_c [ γ^bδ^c_dη_{bf} − γ^aδ^c_f η_{ad} ] c^{df} = (−1)^{|c|}γj_γ j_γ c − 2γ_d(c^{dc} − c^{cd})v_c = (−1)^{|c|}γj_γ j_γ c − 4j_γ c, hence, in general [j_γ j_γ c, γ] = 4[c, γ] :

• eq. (119): Consider any α ∈ Ω^{(i,2)} of arbitrary parity. We rely on the fact that e^{N−1}γj_γ j_γ α is a top form in V and that j_{va} respects the (graded) Leibniz rule for all v_a’s forming a basis of V e^{N−1}γj_γ j_γ α = γ^aγ^bγ^ce^{N−1}v_aj_{vb} j_{vc} α = γ^aγ^bγ^c [ j_{vb} (e^{N−1})v_a + e^{N−1}η_{ab} ] j_{vc} δα = −γ^aγ^bγ^c [ v_aj_{vc} j_{vb} e^{N−1} − j_{vb} e^{N−1}η_{ac} + j_{vc} e^{N−1}η_{ab} ] α = [ γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} − 2η_{ab}γ^aγ^bγ^cj_{vc} e^{N−1} ] α = [ γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} + 2Nj_γ e^{N−1} ] α, analogously we find e^{N−1}j_γ j_γ αγ = (−1)^{|α|}γ^bγ^cγ^ae^{N−1}v_aj_{vb} j_{vc} α = (−1)^{|α|} [ γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} − 2Nj_γ e^{N−1} ] α, hence e^{N−1} [ γj_γ j_γ α + (−1)^{|α|}j_γ j_γ αγ ] = [ γj_γ j_γ e^{N−1} + j_γ j_γ e^{N−1}γ ] α, e^{N−1} [¯ ψγ[α, ψ] − [α, ψ̄]γψ ] = [¯ ψγ[e^{N−1}, ψ] − [e^{N−1}, ψ̄]γψ ] α (157)

B.6 Lenghty proofs of Section 4.2

In this section we show explicitly equation {S^1_0 , S^0_1 }_f + {S^0_0 , S^1_1 }_f + {S^1_0 , S^1_1 }_f + {S^0_1 , S^1_1 }_g + 1 2 {S^1_1 , S^1_1 }_g = 0. (158) {S^1_0 , S^0_1 }_f = ι_Q1_0 ι_Q0_1 ϖ_f = ι_Q1_0 ∫ Σ ι_Q0_1 (eδeδω) + Trι_Q0_1 (δρδA) = ∫ Σ eQ^0_{1e}Q^1_{0ω} ∝ ∫ Σ λ^2 = 0,

(159)

because Q^0_{1ρ} = 0, Q^0_{1A} = 0 and both Q^0_{1e} and eQ^1_{0ω} are proportional to λ.

{S^0_0 , S^1_1 }_f = = Tr ∫ Σ [c, [c, λe_n]^{(b)}e_b]^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†_1 − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†_2 − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}∂_bξ^ce^{(a)}_c (A − A_0)_aμ^†_3 − [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}e_b]^a(A − A_0)_aμ^†_4 + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†_5 + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}∂_bξ^ce^{(a)}_c (A − A_0)_aμ^†_6,

(160)

where we used L^{ω0}_ξ (e)_b = L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b) + ∂_bξ^ce_c. {S^1_0 , S^1_1 }_f = = Tr ∫ Σ [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(L^{ω0}_ξ (A − A_0))_aμ^†_1 − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(L^{ω0}_ξ (A − A_0))_aμ^†_2 + [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(ι_ξ F_{A0} )_aμ^†_3 − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(ι_ξ F_{A0} )_aμ^†_4 − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(d_Aμ)_aμ^†_5 + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(d_Aμ)_aμ^†_6;

(161)

{S^0_1 , S^1_1 }_g = = Tr ∫ Σ { − L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n)^{(a)}_1 + L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}e_n)^{(a)}_2 + [L^{ω0}_ξ (c), λe_n]^{(a)}_3 − 1 2 [[c, c], λe_n]^{(a)}_4 − [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}e_n]^{(a)}_5 + [c, [c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n]^{(a)}_6 − 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{ω0} , λe_n]^{(a)}_7 } (A − A_0)_aμ^† − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(ι_ξ F_{A0} )_aμ^†_8 + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}(ι_ξ F_{A0} )_aμ^†_9 + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}ι_ξF_{A0} μ^†_{10} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}d_{A0a} μμ^†_{11} + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}d_{A0a} μμ^†_{12} + 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{A0} μμ^†_{13} − 1 2 (ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{ω0} (λe_n))^{(a)}(A − A_0)_aμ^†_{14} + { ([c, λe_n]^{(b)}(d_{ω0} (λe_n))_b)^{(a)}_{15} − (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}(d_{ω0} (λe_n))_b)^{(a)}_{16} } (A − A_0)_{(a)}μ^†; (162)

1 2 {S^1_1 , S^1_1 }_g =

= Tr ∫ Σ 1 2 L^{A0}_ξ (ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} )μ^†_1 + [μ, L^{A0}_ξ (μ)]μ^†_2 − L^{A0}_ξ L^{A0}_ξ μμ^†_3 L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)})(A − A_0)_aμ^†_4 − L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n]^{(a)})(A − A_0)_aμ^†_5 + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}L^{A0}_ξ ((A − A_0)_a)μ^†_6 − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}L^{A0}_ξ ((A − A_0)_a)μ^†_7 + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξF_{A0} , μ]μ^†_8 + 1 2 [[μ, μ], μ]μ^†_9 − [μ, L^{A0}_ξ (μ)]μ^†_{10} L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}[(A − A_0)_a, μ]μ^†_{11} − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}[(A − A_0)_a, μ]μ^†_{12}.

(163)

Now we check term by term that the sum is zero • (160.1), (162.6) and (162.4) give

[c, [c, λe_n]^{(b)}e_b]^{(a)} + [c, [c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n]^{(a)} − 1 2 [[c, c]λe_n]^{(a)} = [c, [c, λe_n]]^{(a)} − 1 2 [[c, c]λe_n]^{(a)} = 0,

because of graded Jacobi identity • (160.2), (160.4), (162.1),(162.3), (162.5) and (163.5) sum to zero, in fact −L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n])^{(a)} = −L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n + [c, λe_n]^{(b)}e_b)^{(a)} = −L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n)^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n])^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)} = −[L^{ω0}_ξ (c), λe_n]^{(a)} + [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}e_b]^{(a)} + [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}e_n]^{(a)} ⇒ − L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n]^{(n)}e_n)^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ ([c, λe_n])^{(a)} − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)} − [L^{ω0}_ξ (c), λe_n]^{(a)} + [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}e_b]^{(a)} + [c, L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}e_n]^{(a)} = 0;

• (160.5), (162.2), (162.7), (162.14), (163.4) sum to zero, in fact

L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n))^{(a)} = L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}e_b + L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}e_n)^{(a)} = L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}) − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_n)^{(a)} = 1 2 L^{ω0}_{[ξ,ξ]}(λe_n)^{(a)} + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} , λe_n]^{(a)} = 1 2 (ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{ω0} λe_n)^{(a)} + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} , λe_n]^{(a)}

⇒ L^{ω0}_ξ (L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(a)}) − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_b)^{(a)} − L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(n)}L^{ω0}_ξ (e_n)^{(a)} − 1 2 (ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{ω0} λe_n)^{(a)} − 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξF_{ω0} , λe_n]^{(a)} = 0;

• Now consider the following identity: (L^{(A0 )}_ξ (A − A_0))_a = L^{(A0)}_ξ (A − A_0)_a + ∂_aξ^b(A − A_0)_b.

Then, considering the terms (160.3), (161.1) and (163.7) we find

− [c, λe_n]^{(b)}∂_bξ^a + [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(L^{(A0)}_ξ (A − A_0))_a − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0)_a = = − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}∂_bξ^a + [c, λe_n]^{(a)}L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0)_a − [c, λe_n]^{(b)}∂_bξ^a − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}L^{A0}_ξ (A − A_0)_a = 0;

• the same can be done with the terms (160.6), (161.2) and (163.6); • the following pairs of terms simply cancel each other out

– (161.3) and (162.8); – (161.4) and (162.9); – (163.2) and (163.10);

• the terms (162.15) and (162.16) vanish because they are proportional to λ^2. They are separately zero because both L^{ω0}_ξ (λe_n)^{(b)} and [c, λe_n]^{(b)} are proportional to λ, and (d_{ω0} (λe_n)_{(b)})^{(a)} = ∂_bλe^{(a)}_n − λ(d_{ω0} e_n)^{(a)}_{(b)} = −λ(d_{ω0} e_n)^{(a)}_{(b)} ;

• (163.9) vanishes because of the graded Jacobi identity; • Considering (162.11) and (163.12) we find − [[c, λe_n]^{(a)}(A − A_0)_a, μ]μ^† − [c, λe_n]^{(a)}d_{A0a} μμ^† = = −[c, λe_n]^{(a)}d_{(A−A0)a} μμ^† = [c, λe_n]^{(a)}(d_Aμ)_aμ^† , which cancels out (161.5);

• the same holds also for (161.5) (162.12) and (163.11);

• the terms (162.10) and (163.1) sum to a boundary term, in fact 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}ι_ξ F_{A0} μ^† + 1 2 L^{A0}_ξ (ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} )μ^† = = 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}ι_ξ F_{A0} μ^† − 1 2 ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} + L^{A0}_ξ (μ^†) = 1 2 d_{A0} (ι_ξ ι_ξF_{A0} ι_ξ μ^†) ; • Finally, we are left with (162.13), (163.3) and (163.8), they sum up to zero, in fact

L^{A0}_ξ L^{A0}_ξ μ = 1 2 L^{A0}_{[ξ,ξ]}(μ) + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξ F_{A0} , μ] = 1 2 ι_{[ξ,ξ]}d_{A0} μ + 1 2 [ι_ξ ι_ξF_{A0} , μ], which proves equation (158).

References

[Ale+97] M. Aleksandrov, M. Kontsevich, A. Schwarz, and O. Zaboronsky. “The geometry of

the master equation and topological quantum field theory”. Int. J. Mod. Phys. A (12 1997), pp. 1405–1430. doi: 10.1142/S0217751X97001031.

[And] I. M. Anderson. The Variational Bicomplex. url: https://ncatlab.org/nlab/files/AndersonVariationalBicomplex.pdf. [BF83] I. A. Batalin and E. S. Fradkin. “A generalized canonical formalism and quantization

of reducible gauge theories”. Physics Letters B 122.2 (Mar. 1983), pp. 157–164. doi:

10.1016/0370-2693(83)90784-0.

[BV81] I. A. Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky. “Gauge algebra and quantization”. Physics Letters

B 102.1 (June 1981), pp. 27–31. doi: 10.1016/0370-2693(81)90205-7. [BV77] I. A. Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky. “Relativistic S-matrix of dynamical systems with

boson and fermion constraints”. Physics Letters B 69.3 (Aug. 1977), pp. 309–312. doi: 10.1016/0370-2693(77)90553-6.

[BRS76] C. Becchi, A. Rouet, and R. Stora. “Renormalization of gauge theories”. Annals of

Physics 98.2 (1976), pp. 287–321. issn: 0003-4916. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(76)90156-1. [CCS21] G. Canepa, A. S. Cattaneo, and M. Schiavina. “Boundary structure of general relativity in tetrad variables”. Advances in Theoretical and Mathematical Physics 25.2 (2021), pp. 327–377. doi: 10.4310/atmp.2021.v25.n2.a3.

[CS22] G. Canepa and M. Schiavina. “Fully extended BV-BFV description of General Relativity in three dimensions”. Advances in Theoretical and Mathematical Physics 26.3 (2022), pp. 595–642. doi: 10.4310/atmp.2022.v26.n3.a2.

[CCT21] G. Canepa, A. S. Cattaneo, and M. Tecchiolli. “Gravitational Constraints on a Lightlike boundary”. Annales Henri Poincaré (Mar. 2021). doi: 10.1007/s00023-021-01038-z.

[CMR11] A. S. Cattaneo, P. Mnev, and N. Reshetikhin. “Classical and quantum Lagrangian

field theories with boundary”. PoS CORFU2011 (2011), p. 044. doi: 10.22323/1.155.0044.

[CMR14] A. S. Cattaneo, P. Mnev, and N. Reshetikhin. “Classical BV Theories on Manifolds with Boundary”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 332.2 (2014), pp. 535– 603. issn: 1432-0916. doi: 10.1007/s00220-014-2145-3.

[CMR18] A. S. Cattaneo, P. Mnev, and N. Reshetikhin. “Perturbative Quantum Gauge Theories on Manifolds with Boundary”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 357.2 (Jan. 2018), pp. 631–730. doi: 10.1007/s00220-017-3031-6.

[CS19] A. S. Cattaneo and M. Schiavina. “BV-BFV approach to General Relativity: Palatini– Cartan–Holst action”. Advances in Theoretical and Mathematical Physics 23 (8 Dec. 2019), pp. 2025–2059. doi: 10.4310/ATMP.2019.v23.n8.a3.

[FP67] L. Faddeev and V. Popov. “Feynman diagrams for the Yang-Mills field”. Physics Letters B 25.1 (1967), pp. 29–30. issn: 0370-2693. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(67)90067-6.

[Fat18] L. Fatibene. Relativistic Theories, Gravitational Theories and General Relativity.

2018. url: http://www.fatibene.org/book.html.

[Fat+98] L. Fatibene, M. Ferraris, M. Francaviglia, and M. Godina. “Gauge Formalism for General Relativity and Fermionic Matter”. General Relativity and Gravitation 30.9 (Sept. 1998), pp. 1371–1389. doi: 10.1023/a:1018852524599.

[Fil21] F. Fila-Robattino. “Boundary structure of General Relativity with external fields”.

Master thesis. Sept. 2021. url: http://user.math.uzh.ch/cattaneo/Fila-Robattino.pdf. [KT79] J. Kijowski and W. M. Tulczyjew. “A Symplectic Framework for Field Theories”.

Lect. Notes Phys. 107 (1979).

[KS87] B. Kostant and S. Sternberg. “Symplectic reduction, BRS cohomology, and infinitedimensional Clifford algebras”. Annals of Physics 176.1 (1987), pp. 49–113. issn: 0003-4916. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(87)90178-3.

[LM90] H. B. Lawson and M.-L. Michelsohn. Spin Geometry. Princeton University Press, 1990. isbn: 9780691085425. doi: doi:10.1515/9781400883912.

[NF22] R. Noris and L. Fatibene. “Spin frame transformations and Dirac equations”. International Journal of Geometric Methods in Modern Physics 19.01 (2022), p. 2250004. doi: 10.1142/S0219887822500049.

[RMC21] J. Romero, M. Montesinos, and M. Celada. “Hamiltonian analysis of fermions coupled to the Holst action”. Phys. Rev. D 103 (12 June 2021), p. 124030. doi:

10.1103/PhysRevD.103.124030.

[Sch08] F. Schätz. “BFV-Complex and Higher Homotopy Structures”. Communications in Mathematical Physics 286.2 (Dec. 2008), p. 399. issn: 1432-0916.

[Sta97] J. Stasheff. “Homological reduction of constrained Poisson algebras”. J. Differential Geom. 45.1 (1997), pp. 221–240. doi: 10.4310/jdg/1214459757.

[Tyu75] I. V. Tyutin. Gauge Invariance in Field Theory and Statistical Physics in Operator Formalism. 1975. arXiv: 0812.0580 [hep-th].

[Zuc] G. J. Zuckerman. “Action Principles and Global Geometry”. Mathematical Aspects of String Theory, pp. 259–284. doi: 10.1142/9789812798411_0013.