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BV ANALYSIS OF POLYAKOV AND NAMBU-GOTO THEORIES

ABSTRACT. The Batalin—Vilkovisky data for Polyakov string theory on a mani-
fold with (non-null) boundary is shown to induce compatible Batalin—Fradkin—
Vilkovisky data, thus allowing BV-quantisation on manifolds with boundary.
On the other hand, the analogous formulation of Nambu—-Goto string theory
fails to satisfy the needed regularity requirements.
cise description is given of the reduced phase spaces of both models and their
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relation, for any target d-dimensional Lorentzian manifold.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As a byproduct, a con-

EEEEERERERRREREEE smmmemme

Classical mechanics can be seen as a simple and instructive example of a La-
grangian field theory describing a particle moving in some reference manifold.
The theory can be formulated in such a way that the variational problem be-
comes reparametrisation invariant, and critical configurations are unparametrised
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geodesics in the target manifold. This version of classical mechanics is often called
Jacobi theory and it embodies Maupertuis’ principle |Jac66].

As it is known, it is possible to recover classical mechanics by means of a more
sophisticated coupling of a scalar with a one-dimensional gravitational theory (see
[CS17] for a recent account pertinent to this paper). This requires the introduction
of a dynamical metric on the source (the “worldline”), which will determine the
behaviour of the particle’s trajectory in the target. Both Jacobi theory and 1d
gravity with scalar matter are reparametrisation invariant, and in physics’ parlance
we say that they are classically equivalent, i.e. the two theories describe the same
moduli space of solutions modulo (local) symmetry.

This picture allows a straightforward generalisation to extended objects mov-
ing in a reference manifold. The field theory one obtains by directly generalising
minimal curves in a manifold is called Nambu—Goto string theory |Got71; Naml:
a Sigma model where the source manifold (the “worldsheet”) is a two-dimensional
differentiable manifold, and the target is some N-dimensional Lorentzian manifold.
It yields a variational problem for minimally-embedded 2d Lorentzian submani-
folds, which can be seen as the evolution of 1d extended objects — called strings.
The two-dimensional version of a gravitational field coupling with scalars is instead
known as Polyakov theory [BDHT76; [Pol81)}, which is also invariant under source dif-
feomorphisms, but exhibits an additional symmetry, corresponding to the rescalings
of the dynamical metric.

Similarly to the 1d scenario, Polyakov theory and Nambu—Goto theories are clas-
sically equivalent: one can solve the equations of motion for the dynamical metric
and, upon restricting the theory to that partial critical locus, one recovers Nambu—
Goto theory. It is important to observe, at this stage, that this equivalence onl
holds when one restricts all possible maps to embeddings into the target manifoldy.

In order to quantise a field theory that admits local symmetries, one can conve-
niently phrase the model within a cohomological setting, with the intent of describ-
ing its moduli space of solutions by means of the cohomology of an appropriate
complex. This is the philosophy of the Batalin—Vilkovisky (BV) formalism [BV77;
BV&l.

A number of recent applications, however, suggest that this picture might be
incomplete, and that a satisfactory description of a quantum field theory requires
a detailed treatment of certain cohomological data induced on codimension 1 (and
in principle higher) hypersurfaces. The main scenario here is given by boundaries:
although, instead of fixing a particular field configuration at the boundary, we
consider the induced data as structural information, essential for determining both
classical and quantum behaviour of the model.

It is clear that boundaries host crucial physical information for a field theory,
since that is where the Phase Space of the theory naturally residedd. Following the
geometric approach of Kijowski and Tulezyjew |[KT79], to a classical field theory
on a manifold with boundary (M,0M) we associate a symplectic manifold of clas-
sical boundary fields (F?,w?) and we look at a coisotropic submanifold C' c F?
describing boundary configurations that can be extended to a solution of the bulk
equations of motion for a small enough cylinder OM X [0, €). Usually, the submani-
fold C is the vanishing locus of a set of first class constraints, i.e. functions {¢;} in
involution. For example, in Yang—Mills theory this is given by (generalised) Gauss’

ISee the conditions required in [CS19a] in 1d, and the comment on singular configurations for
Nambu—Goto theory in |[BRZ14].

2Here we do not distinguish between Cauchy surfaces and time-like boundaries, because that
requires the specification of a background metric. The assignment of boundary data that we are
after, instead, is functorial and transcends the request that initial values can be actually extended
to solutions in the bulk.
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Law, while for General Relativity these are called “Hamiltonian and momentum
constraints” [DeW67; [FMT72] (see also |[CS16; ICS19b]). When this is the case, the
coisotropic submanifold C' = Zero{¢;} describes the Reduced Phase Space of the
system, which is defined as the (symplectic) reductiorf] C.

If the bulk theory is formulated in the BV formalism, one can apply a similar
procedure to induce, from the bulk data, a cochain complex associated to the
boundary submanifold. When this induction procedure is unobstructed, the end
result is a cohomological resolution of C, i.e. a complex whose cohomology in degree
0 is the space of functions on the reduced phase space |[CMR14]. We call this
the BFV data, after Batalin, Fradkin and Vilkovisky [BF83; ISch08; [Sta97]. The
collection of the BV and BFV data, together with the chain map linking the two,
is called a BV-BFYV pair and it is the starting point for cohomological quantisation
of field theories with local symmetries on manifolds with boundary, as proposed in
ICMR18&]. When a BV-theory admits a BV-BFV pair, it is called 1-extendable.

It has been recently shown that there are several important examples of classi-
cally equivalent theories where only one of the two equivalent models is 1-extendable
to a BV-BFV theory. For example, while 1d gravity with matter is 1-extendable,
Jacobi theory is not |[CS17]. Remarkably, this is the case also for certain formula-
tions of gravity in dimension 4 and higher |CS16; |CS194]; [Sch15]. The obstruction
for a BV theory to be 1-extendable is the regularity of the kernel of a natural closed
two-form on the space of restrictions of fields to the boundary.

In this article we compute the reduced phase spaces of both Polyakov and
Nambu—Goto theories and show how they are symplectomorphic to each other,
whenever the boundary of the worldsheet is non-null. This result holds for any
target Lorentzian manifold, and thus provides a general description of the phase
space of string theory.

Then, we move on to show that Polyakov theory is 1-extendable when phrased
in the BV formalism and explicitly derive its BV-BFV structure. On the other
hand, we show that the same natural procedure fails in the case of the Nambu—
Goto theory, which is thus not 1-extendable. This result strengthens the argument
in favour of a refined notion of equivalence of field theories on manifolds with
boundaries, in view of quantisation.

On a closed manifold without boundary, one can phrase equivalence of theories
in terms of quasi-isomorphisms of BV complexes. It is often argued that classically
equivalent theories such as Polyakov and Nambu—Goto (or their analogue 1d gravity
and Jacobi theory studied in [CCS21; |(CS19a]), which only differ by what is often
called auziliary fields content] have quasi-isomorphic BV complexes [Hen90]. This
comparison is extended “to the boundary” following [BBH95], in the sense that
one looks at the BV complex on local forms, where the BV differential is enriched
by the de Rham diﬂ“erentiauﬁ7 and the two theories have quasi-isomorphic BV de
Rham complexes. The crucial observation, however, is that the “extension to the
boundary” in the sense of [BBH95] might fail to grasp the regularity requirements
of a BV-BFV paiffl.

One can phrase the problem in the following sense. BV-deRham equivalence is
a statement about the existence of a quasi-isomorphism preserving the cohomology
classes of the relevant BV data (see [CCS21, Definitions 2.3.1 and 2.6.3], where this
relation is termed “lax equivalence”). However, said quasi isomorphism need not

3This is C reduced by its characteristic foliation. Observe that C' need not necessarily be the
zero of an equivariant moment map.

4Here the metric is seen as an auxiliary field.

5To be more precise, this is the Horizontal differential on local forms.

6For example, we require BFV data to be symplectic, while the naive boundary data obtained
by restriction is a priori only pre-symplectic.
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preserve the regularity condition required for a strict BV-BFV pair to exist. As a
consequence, a particular representative in a BV equivalence class might not admit
an extension to the boundary in the sense of [CMR14].

For example, in the 1d scenario, it was shown in |[CCS21|] that there exists an
explicit chain homotopy that yields an equivalence of the BV complexes of Ja-
cobi theory and 1d gravity with matter. This BV-chain homotopy extends “to the
boundary” as BV-de Rham equivalence in the sense of [BBH95] (or lax equiva-
lence following |CCS21]), meaning that it preserves the BV deRham class of the
defining BV data. However, it sends an extendable BV theory (1d gravity) to a
non extendable one (Jacobi theory), meaning that BV chain homotopies do not
to preserve the regularity requirements needed to have a BV-BFV pairE Hence,
this provides a “best case scenario” example of two theories that are classically
equivalent with quasi-isomorphic BV (-de Rham) complexes, but such that their
BV-BFV behaviour differs significantly. The way we interpret this fact, following
the observations in |[CCS21|], is that among BV-equivalent models one needs to find
a representative that is 1-extendable, i.e. such that it will induce a BV-BFV pair.

In this paper we show that the same discrepancy in BV-BFV extension arises
when comparing Polyakov and Nambu—-Goto theories. Even assuming that the
arguments of [BBH95] can be used, or some other argument is found, to show that
the respective BV complexes are quasi—isomorphicﬁ, when looked through the lens
of the BV-BFV formalism, the theories differ.

In order to clarify the bulk-to-boundary behaviour of the two models, we present
a detailed analysis of the reduced phase spaces for Polyakov and Nambu-Goto
theories, and prove that they are symplectomorphic. This shows that one can
consider a singular abstract reduced phase space for 2d string theory, which can
be represented by either Polyakov or Nambu—-Goto theories. However, similarly to
the 1d case, a discrepancy emerges when attempting to construct a BV-BFV pair,
meaning that different choices of a theory representing the moduli space might have
different properties.

We interpret this statement by saying that the abstract theory of bosonic strings
has one realisation — Polyakov theory — which admits a strict BV-BFV description
and lends itself to quantisation with boundary. On the contrary, Nambu-Goto
theory is not a good presentation of string theory for this purpose.

Let us stress that the bulk-boundary induction procedure we employ here is
natural, and that there is value in identifying those BV theories that are naturally
1-extendable. For theories that do not admit 1-extension (known so far are Palatini—
Cartan gravity in d > 4 |CS19a; |Sch15], Plebanski gravity [Schlf] and Jacobi
Theory |CS17]) the only known workarounds to the obstruction to extendability
involve restricting the available configurations. In the best case scenario, this means
choosing another representative of the theory in the same BV-equivalence class,
with better extendability properties.

It is not possible to exclude that one may construct a BV-BFV pair by means
other than the procedure described here. For example, imposing certain bound-
ary conditions might improve the extendability of a theory, although one is not
guaranteed to get the right BFV theory, as was shown in [CS19b, Section 5], for

7Compare this with the notion of “strictification” of a BV theory with boundary in [IMSW19,
Definition 12].

8We observe that according to IBRZ14] the (classical and quantum) BV cohomologies of
Polyakov and Nambu—Goto theory have been shown to differ already without considering bound-
aries. This result is in apparent contradiction with the general arguments of [BBH95; [Hen9(] and,
to the best of our knowledge, this issue has not been resolved.
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Palatini gravity. Another well-proven method for generating BV-BFV pairs em-
ploys the AKSZ constructionE however this is bound to fail for Nambu—Goto the-
ory, given that its BFV data vanished™. Asymptotic falloff conditions are another
valid guess (see [RS21)]), and ultimately one could even change the BV quantisation
prescription However, for a single given theory that is not 1-extendable with the
boundary-induction procedure we employ here, the obstruction to 1-extension we
discuss here is sufficient to void its eligibility as a candidate for quantisation in the
presence of boundaries, without taking further precautions into account.

At this stage, it is not clear whether a “boundary-compatible presentation” of
the moduli spaces of the theory can be found within the BV-equivalence class of
a given model, but since our focus here is on two theories that are known to be
classically-equivalent, the logic is reversed: we claim that Polyakov theory is indeed
a better presentation of the abstract theory of bosonic strings, due to its BV-BFV
behaviour.

Literature overview. The purpose of this paper is twofold. On the one hand we
analyse both Polyakov and Nambu-Goto strings within the symplectic approach
of Kijowski and Tulczyjew [KT79], to the effect of describing and relating their
reduced phase spaces. This is done in Theorems [I7] and The analysis of con-
straints of Polyakov theory we perform provides a clean symplectic description of
its reduced phase space, which had been analysed, e.g., in [Bri88, Ch 12.2] and
[BGP86G]. Moreover, we show that the usual practice of looking at Nambu-Goto
and Polyakov theories as the same constrained Hamiltonian system (see for example
[FIK90, Eq. 4.4] and [FKT91, Eq. 2]) is justified by the partial (pre-)symplectic
reduction presented in Theorem 22 which explicitly relates the boundary structure
of the two models.

Since the two theories have equivalent reduced phase spaces (for every target
Lorentzian manifold), they are interchangeable. However, a better point of view is
perhaps that there is an abstract reduced phase space for 2d bosonic string theory,
which can be represented either by Polyakov or Nambu—-Goto theories in the bulk.
The choice of one theory over another might yield differences, as highlighted in
the second part of this work, where we show that while Polyakov theory admits a
BV-BFV description, Nambu—Goto does not (Theorems [27] and BTl respectively).
This is also supported by the results of [BRZ14], which pointed at a discrepancy in
the observables admitted by the two modeld™.

To compare our results with previous attempts to describe the BFV structure for
Nambu—Goto theory, we point once again at Theorem Indeed, the BFV data
presented in [FKT91, Eq. 7] resolves (the zero locus defined by) a set of constraints
{pi} € C°(T*C*>°(OM,N)), defined in the cotangent bundle to maps from the
boundary of the worldsheet M to the target V. It is in fact equivalent to Equation
[BY) below, after a redefinition of fields. While constraints are natural in Polyakov
theory, they arise only after a partial reduction in Nambu-Goto theoryﬂ, as we
explain in Theorem

9After Alexandrov, Kontsevich, Schwarz and Zaboronski [Ale£97] and the extension by Grig-
oriev and Damgaard |[GDO(].

10Ty understand this statement we refer to the following section “literature overview”, and
Theorem The problem is that Nambu—-Goto theory does not truly admit a set of constraints.

Hone promising attempt would be that of changing the canonical BV symplectic form to
include boundary terms, although this has not been thoroughly studied yet.

2More precisely, their BV cohomologies have been shown to differ.

138ymplectic reduction of Polyakov’s constrained coisotropic submanifold with respect to its
characteristic foliation coincides with the residual presymplectic kernel reduction for Nambu—Goto
theory.
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Our results point out that such BFV data, associated to the reduced phase space
of a 2d bosonic string, can be induced from (and is compatible with) the bulk BV
data associated to Polyakov theory, but not from the bulk BV data associated to
Nambu—Goto theory (Theorem [31).

Summary of results. Polyakov theory is a field theory of maps X € C*°(M, N)
and of densitised Lorentzian metrics h € DM(M,9M) (see Definitions [0 and
). It can be formulated as a Batalin—Vilkovisky theory (Definition 25]) on the
(—1)-symplectic manifold™]

(Fp =T*[-1] (DPR(M,0M) x C*°(M,N) x X[1](M)),p) .

with action functional:
Sp =53+ [ (XLLcX)+ 3¢ 16, + (1, LR,
We prove that this BV theory admits an extension to a BV-BFV theory (Defi-
nition [§, Theorem 27), with BFV data:
F2 =T (C>®(0M,N) x X[1](0M) x C*[1](OM))
with graded (0)-symplectic structurd™

09 =60 = 5/ Ju o X! + ol o™ + L5060:g,
oM

(we denote ™ € C®[1](OM), 02 € X[1](0M), while fields with a dagger are fibre
coordinates) together with the BFV action (9; denotes the tangential derivative on
OM):

1 1
59 = / —(Lyo X)*J, — 50" [J#J“ + 8tX“8tXu] + 0l Lyoo™ + §L[aaﬁga]og.
oM

The BFV data thus found is a resolution of the reduced phase space for Polyakov
theory, described as the coisotropic submanifold ®s¢ C T* (C*°(0M, N)) seen as
the vanishing locus of

H¢ = /¢(atX#atX#+J#J#) Lqp =2 / ’L/}atX‘uJ#
oM oM
for ¢, € C>°(OM), which satisty:

{Hp, Hy} = Lig gy {Lys Ly} =Ly {He Ly} = Hygy

where [¢,¢] := (0;0)Y — ¢(0pt)).
In the context of Nambu-Goto theory, we show that the natural BV theory

associated to the model, described on the BV space of fields (Definitions [@ and B0)
Frg =T [=1](C(M,N) x X[1](M)) > (X, X"), (¢,¢")
endowed with the BV-Nambu-Goto action:

1
Swa =S8+ [ (XL + (56,0
M
does not induce a compatible BV-BFV structure when the worldsheet admits a

boundary OM (Theorem BIl).

MWe denote fields by (X, X1) € T*[=1]C° (M, N), (¢,¢T) € T*[-1X[1](M) and (b, hT) €
T*[—1DPR(M,dM). See Definitions [5l and [[3] for the definition of the cotangent bundles used
here.

15We denote by (X, J) € T*C*°(0M, N) a vector bundle morphism TOM — T*M covering a
smooth map X.
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On the other hand, we show that the reduced phase spaces of the two theories
coincide by means of the communting diagram (Theorem [22]):

(1) Fye onG Fp
NG frpl
Fne Fp
e Cp —— F3
[

9~ ed ¥ ed
NG = ®Ng —— ®p

where we denoted by Cp C F g the submanifold of constraints of Polyakov theory
defined above, with tc: Cp — F g the inclusion map, and the maps

19} 7 . .
7Tpartial'Z?]\TC?‘)C’PU ¢ng: Fng — Fp

are, respectively, a partial pre-symplectic reduction of the pre-symplectic manifold
F NG, and ¢y is the classical equivalence of the two theories (cf. Remark [I6]),
referring to the spaces Fng, Fng and Fp, defined respectively in Theorem 22
Definition @ and Definition [I0l

2. BACKGROUND

In this background chapter we introduce some basic concepts needed throughout
the paper. In SectionZIlwe will describe how to construct the Reduced Phase Space
for a field theory using a geometric construction due to Kijowski and Tulczyjew
IKT79]. In Section 2:2] we give a brief overview of the BV and BFV formalisms, as
well as how they are related to each other on a manifold with boundary. We refer
to [CMR14] for a more detailed discussion about these topics. In the Section 2.3
we will outline the basics about the Nambu-Goto and the Polyakov string theories,
and fix our conventions.

2.1. A geometric approach to the reduced phase space. A field theory on a
manifold M is specified by a space of fields F' — modeled around smooth sections
of a fibre bundld] E — M — as well as an action functional S : FF — R, a local
functional of the form

S = /L[fb, 9r¢],
M
with L a density valued functional of fields and a finite number of derivatives
(jets). The data of local symmetries for a field theory is specified by an involutive
distribution D C T'F. To construct the reduced phase space of the system, we use
a method developed originally by Kijowski and Tulczyjew [KT79].

Assume that the manifold M has a non-empty boundary 0M. The starting point
for the construction is the variation of the action functional, which splits into a bulk
one-form el, the vanishing locus of which is the Euler-Lagrange critical locus E'L
of the theory, and a boundary term:

0S =el + 7" a.
161 ater in this paper F will be a mapping space, seen as the space of sections of some trivial fibre

bundle on M. Since we will work with metrics, we will also need to allow (open) nondegeneracy
conditions on fields.
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If we denote by ' the space of pre-boundary fields, i.e. the space of restrictions of
fields and normal derivatives to the boundary, with the natural surjective submer-
sion 7: F' — F given by restriction, we can interpret ¢ as a one-form on F. Given
& we construct the two-form @ = §a.

The closed two-form @ is often degenerate, so (F,w) is at best pre-symplectic.
When this is the case, that is if the kernel of & : TEF — T*F is regularﬂ, we can
perform pre-symplectic reduction over the space of boundary fields:

7l B — F9 = F/ker(@f),

and, precomposing, we get 7 = 7 o 7: F — F? with symplectic structure

wazg.

Definition 1. We will call (F? := F/ker(*), w?) the geometric phase space of the
classical field theory (F, S, D).

Not all points in F? can be extended to a solution of the equations of motion in
the bulk. Typically, the set of such boundary values is specified by the common zero
locus C of a set of functions {¢;}i—1.. k. We can think of C' as a generalisation of
Cauchy data for the field theory, in that we require points on C' to extend (possibly
non-uniquely) to a solution of the equations of motion in a short enough cylinder
bounded by OM. If OM is a Cauchy surface, this translates into the usual Cauchy
problem for PDE’s, more generally C' encodes necessary conditions for existence
and uniqueness. However, in this approach we are not specifically interested in the
analytic nuances surrounding this question.

Typically, a naive choice for the ¢;-s is induced by restricting the equations of
motion of the theory to the boundary. This produces a set of functions ¢; € C®(F),
which we expect to be basic with respect to the reduction 7°d. This means that
there exist functions ¢; € F?, such that ¢; = 7" ¢;.

In what follows, we will assume that the set {¢;};=1.. k is in involution, i.e. all
Poisson brackets {¢;, ¢;} between constraints vanish when restricted to C. We will
then say that C' is coisotropid-]. In Dirac’s terminology [Dir58], the constraint set
{bi}iz1..k 18 first class. This is relevant because, in order for the field theory to
be well-defined, one requires 7(EL) C F? to be a Lagrangian submanifold, when
EL is associated to a small-enough cylinder bounding OM. A direct consequence
of this is that C' D 7(EL) must be coisotropic.

The restriction of the symplectic 2-form w? to C' is degenerate, and since C is
coisotropic, its kernel is given by the span of the Hamiltonian vector fields X; of
the functions ¢;, this is also called the characteristic distribution of C.

Definition 2. We define the Reduced Phase Space (RPS) of the field theory to be
the reduction of C by its characteristic distribution: ® 4 := C.

The reduced phase space is generally a singular spac@, we will describe it
alternatively by means of the constraint set {¢;};—1.. x. As we will see in the next
section, the BFV construction for a field theory provides a resolution of the Reduced
Phase Space, i.e. a complex whose cohomology in degree zero describes (or rather
replaces) the space of functions over the reduced phase space ®*d.

17Regular means that ker() is a subbundle of TF. A practical way to check this is whether
it has the same C'°° (F)-dimension over all of F.

1810 order for C to properly define a submanifold in an infinite-dimensional setting, certain
additional regularity conditions are required to hold. We will not be concerned with this issue, as
we will be more interested in the algebraic properties of C.

90ften C itself is singular, see e.g. [AMMS2], for the case of General Relativity.
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2.2. Batalin—Vilkovisky and Batalin—Fradkin—Vilkovisky formalisms. In
this section we present a brief overview of the Batalin—Vilkovisky and the Batalin—
Fradkin—Vilkovisky formalisms [BF83; BV77; [BV8&1].

Definition 3. A relaxed BV-theory on a manifold M is the data

(Faas Snr, Quas )

with (Far, Q) a Z-graded (—1)-symplectic manifold, Sy, a degree 0 function,
and Qs a degree 1 cohomological vector field, i.e. such that [Qar, Qar] = 0. If, in
addition, we have

LQMQM = (SSM,

i.e. Sy is the Hamiltonian function of Qyy, the data (Far, Sar, @ar, Q) defines a
BV theory.

Remark 4. Notice that, in a BV theory, the compatibility requirements above can
be rewritten in a more familiar way as the statement that Sj; satisfies the Classical
Master Equation (CME)

{Sm,Su} =0
where the Poisson brackets are derived from the graded symplectic structure. In
some circumstances it is useful to identify Q@ = {Su,-}, although, since the

Hamiltonian condition will be spoiled in the presence of a boundary, we prefer to
think of the two pieces of data as independent, and consider relaxzed BV theories.

We provide here a general definition of a cotangent bundle for space of fields we
will use to define BV fields throughout.

Definition 5 (Cotangent bundles). Let E — M be a (possibly graded) vector
bundle, £[p] its space of (p-shifted) smooth sections@, i.e. the space of sections of
E[p]. We define by T*[k]|€[p] the vector bundle whose fibres are given by (k — p)-
shifted sectiond®] of E* @ Dens(M) — M.

Let C>°(M, N) be the space of smooth maps between smooth manifolds M and
N. The tangent bundle TC*°(M, N) is given by pairs (X, V) of a smooth map
X € C®(M,N) and a section V € I'(X*TN). We define T*[k]C>°(M,N) to
be the vector bundle over C*°(M, N) whose fibres at X consist of sections X' €
D(X*T*[k]N ® Dens(M)).

Typically, one is given the data of a field theory as in Section 2] and wants to
extend it to a BV theory. A classical field theory is specified by the data (Fis, S$))
and by a distribution Dj; C TF); encoding the symmetries, i.e. vector fields X €
[(Dys) such that Lx(S$;) = 0. A relevant detail here is that, while the space
of (local) symmetries of S§; is fixed (and it is a Lie subalgebra of T'Fys), the
distribution Dj; encodes only the symmetries of the theory that are non-trivial,
i.e. vector fields that do not vanish on the critical locus of S§,. Hence, there is
a freedom in the choice of Dy, which is thus a datum we have to specify, and in
principle might only be involutive up to trivial symmetries (in this case one speaks
of on-shell symmetries, see [Hen9(] for more details on this classical issue). In this
paper we will mostly employ the classic result:

Theorem 6 ([BV77; BV81]). Let Dy be the image of a Lie algebra action p : g —
X(Fur), and let Qprst be the Chevalley-Eilenberyg diﬁerentiaé associated with p.

20\We assume to be working in some convenient setting, such as Fréchet manifolds, or more
generally diffeological spaces.

21Here Dens(M) denotes the density bundle of M.

22We consider C°°(Fyr) as a g-module.
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Consider the space of fields Fay = T*[—1](Das[1]), where ® is a multiplet of fields
in Dyr[1], @1 denotes the corresponding multiplet of conjugate (anti-)fields. Let us
define the functional

Su = Sir + (7, Qars1®),
and extend QQprst to Qu so that, up to boundary terms, tQ,,Qar = S . Then,

the data (Fpr,Qa, Sar, Qur) denotes a relazed BV theory. If OM = 0, the data
defines a BV theory.

In this article, we are interested in the case where M has a boundary OM. In
this case, the relation tg,, 2y = 053 does not hold anymore, i.e. the BV theory on
the manifold without boundary generalises to the case with boundary as a relaxed
BV theory, and the following holds instead:

(2) 1Qu S =05y + 7T

where 7 : Fpyy — fa M 18 a surjective submersion from the space of fields on M to the
phase space of pre-boundary fields, once again defined as the space of restrictions
of fields and normal jets to the boundary. The boundary term ¢ is interpreted as
a local 1-form on Fyyy.

To the boundary of the manifold we can associate the following structure.

Definition 7. A BFV-theory on a closed manifold N is the data (F§, 5%, Q%, Q%)
with (F$,0Q%,) a Z-graded 0-symplectic manifold, and Sy and Qx respectively a
degree 1 function and a degree 1 vector field on F& such that:

[@n,QN]=0
on S =90SN
i.e. @y is a cohomological vector field, and Sy its Hamiltonian function. This

implies that Sy satisfies the CME. If Qxn = day, we will say that the BFV theory
is exact.

The BFV data is related to the relaxed BV theory on the bulk (for more details
on the procedure, check [CMR14]). Indeed, through eq. (), the relaxed BV theory
induces some data on the boundary, which in good situations will yield a BFV
theory. In that case we have:

Definition 8. An exact BV-BFV theory on a manifold with boundary (M, 9M)
is the data

(]:MaSM’QMaQMa]:gM’SgMaQgM’QgM’Tr)
such that (Far, Sar, Qar, Qar) is a relaxed BV theory on the manifold with boundary
(M, OM), (Fdrrs S9rr> Qars 90 = 6a9,,) is an exact BFV theory on the boundary
OM, and 7 : Fpr — ]-'gM is a surjective @Q-submersion, such that

1w S = 6Sn + T ad .

A relaxed BV theory (Far, Sar, Qar, Qar) on a manifold with boundary (M, M)
is said to be 1-extendable to an exact BV-BFV theory if one can find an exact
BFV theory (Fius, S Q9nrs 29, = 6a3,,) on the boundary M and a map
7 Far — Fam such that one obtains an exact BV-BFV theory on (M, 9M).

Given a classical field theory on a manifold with boundary, we can always com-
pute its Reduced Phase space ®"?. Under the mild assumption that ®** be given
by a set C' of first class constraint, we can apply the BFV construction to it and

23This condition can be generalised to the more general request of having a coisotropic sub-
manifold |[Sch0g].



BV ANALYSIS OF POLYAKOV AND NAMBU-GOTO THEORIES WITH BOUNDARY 11

obtain a cochain complex whose cohomology in degree zero is a replacement for
the space of smooth functions on the reduced phase space C. The output of the
BFV construction [BF83], which was explained in detail in [Sta97] and then later
in [Sch08], is a BFV theory as in Definition [7l

On the other hand, given the same field theory, we can apply Theorem [6] and
compute its BV complex. When the two independently constructed complexes are
compatible, they yield a BV-BFV theory, which is the starting point of Perturbative
quantisation with boundary, as proposed by Cattaneo, Mnev and Reshetikhin in
ICMR18].

2.3. String action functionals. In String Theory the generalisation of the motion
of point particles is done by considering extended one-dimensional objects. Their
classical dynamics is dictated by the minimization of an action functional, which
can be obtained by generalizing that of relativistic free particles:

S14 ::/\/gdt
I

where I C R is an interval parametrized by = € I, gag := 0, X" X" G (X) is
metric induced (in components) on the line, with g := |det(gag)| its determinant
and X : I — N is the trajectory of the particl.

This action functional is the pseudo-length of the line in N with metric G (that in
local coordinates is G, (X)), and by minimizing it we find the equations governing
the motion of a particle in N. Since [ is one-dimensional, the induced metric
g = gudtdt has one component gy = 0 X" X"G (X)) =: X2, and the action of
the relativistic particle can be written in the more commonly known form (up to

factors):
S14 ::/|X|dt
I

Following the same philosophy, we write the action of the string as the sur-
face area spanned by a l-dimensional “string” moving in a background pseudo-
Riemannian geometry: the two dimensional generalization of the path length.

Definition 9. We call Nambu—Goto theory the assignment, to a 2-dimensional
source manifold M (possibly with boundary) that admits a Lorentzian structurd?]
and a d + 1 Lorentzian manifold (N, G), of the space of classical fields

Fng =C*(M,N)> X
and the Nambu—Goto action:

SYa ;:/ \/gd%:/ d2z\/|det(8aXﬂ8gX”GW(X))|
M M

In the context of strings, M is often referred to as “world sheet”.

To describe a string, we can alternatively use the following model [BDHTE;
Pol81]:

Definition 10. We call non-null Polyakov theory the assignment, to a 2-dimensional
manifold with boundary M that admits a Lorentzian structure and a d+1 Lorentzian
manifold (N, G), of the data

Fp=C>®(M,N) x PR(M,dM) > {X,h},

24X ¥ denotes the composition of a time-like curve X : I — N and a local chart o :UCN —
R+1, for a smooth manifold N.

254 compact manifold admits a Lorentzian structure if and only if it has vanishing Euler
characteristic. In two dimensions this is, for example, the case of a torus.
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where PR(M,0M) denotes the open set of Lorentzian metrics on (M, M) whose
restriction to OM is nondegenerate, together with the Polyakov action functional:

S = / (dX,xp,dX) = / dX* %, dXV Gy (X)
M M
3) _ / VR heB 8, XP 05 X" G (X )d2
M

where *, is the Hodge dual defined by h, vh denotes the square root of the (absolute
value of the) determinant of h and (-,-) the inner product defined by G.

Notice that non-null Polyakov theory enjoys a conformal symmetry, i.e. we can
rescale h — Ah with a positive function A. This alternatively means that we can
reduce the number of degrees of freedom from the start, without loss of generality.
We consider new variables given by equivalence classes of metrics h := [h] under

rescaling, which can be parametrised as h o= ﬁh, with h := det(h) and inverse

=t = Vhnt

Definition 11. We define the space of densitised Lorentzian metrics DPR(M, M),
given by equivalence classes of metrics, parametrised by h = ﬁh € for h €
PR(M,0M) a Lorentzian metric with nondegenerate restriction to M.

Indeed, Polyakov action depends explicitly only on combinations vhh®? (see
eq.(@)): this quantity has only two degrees of freedom instead of three (in fact heb
has unit determinant). As a consequence, S& descends to the space of equivalence
classes of metrics defined by rescalings.

In a local chart, the elementary field iNLag (and its inverse heb ) has matrix rep-
resentation:

= (T T T _
4 hag == | ~ ~ = ~ ~ =det(h) = h
(4) B < P hﬁ) S <hnt S ¢ := det(h) = sign(h)

and n and t are the indexes respectively of the normal and tangent directions to the
boundary@. In what follows we will be mainly interested in the case ¢ = —1, but
we will keep track of ¢ throughout most of the calculations, and it will be specified
when we will do otherwise. The main formulas we will need to tackle the variational
problem for densitised metrics are:

~ 1
has = ——ha
|det(hag)| = 1

1 Lpo

where P+ = id — %hTrh is a operator on I'(S?(T'M)) that in a local chart reads

(5&) 57La5 =

1
Pof” = 0005 = Shaph®

and that, pointwise, represents the projector to the subspace of traceless symmetric
tensors.

Remark 12. Equation (Bal) relates the variation of the constrained variables iNLag to

the variation of the free variables hog. Observe that 5l~zagK o = (0 does not imply
KB = 0, for K*8 a generic symmetric contravariant two-tensor. The condition

26This means, in a local chart adapted to a tubular neighborhood of the embedded boundary
submanifold.
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5l~zagK @ — (0 imposes only two independent relations on K“?. To tackle the issue,
we can use eq (Bal):

1
K% —— P 6hye = 0

vh

which implies:
KO‘BPJ-ﬁ (po) =0

and the symmetrization of the projector, denoted by round brackets around the
indices, is due to the symmetry of hog. With these considerations the action
functional for non-null Polyakov theory reads:

59 = / P9, X 05 XY G (X)d?a.
M

Definition 13. We define the pre-cotangent bundle TVDPR(M,dOM) to be the
vector bundle over DPR(M,0M) whose fibre over R is space of sections K of
S2?(TM) subject to the condition PEJ‘(K) = 0. Denoting the associated vector
bundle by S%, (I'M) — M, we define the cotangent bundle T*DPR(M, M) as

E ~
the vector bundle whose fibres at h are sections of S3,, (I'M) ® Dens(M) — M.
h
Remark 14. In principle, one could use the standard, nonreduced, version of
Polyakov theory, and account for conformal invariance within the BV formalism.
We found this path more convenient to deal with. The adoption of these reduced
fields appears in [BBS86, Eq 17] and is discussed, even if it is ultimately not em-

ployed, in [Lee88, Eq 3.8].

Remark 15. Throughout the paper we will assume that our metric fields are
defined in such a way that they restrict to nondegenerate metrics on the boundary.
In Appendix [A]l we show that this is equivalent to the condition h"™ # 0. Typically,
this is stated as the condition that the boundary is non-null, although clearly it is
an open condition in the space of fields, since the metric is dynamical and not a
background.

Remark 16 (Classical Equivalence). A known (and simple) fact about Polyakov
and Nambu—Goto string theories is that they are classically equivalent. Physically,
this means that they describe the same set of classical configurations: the solutions
of the respective Euler-Lagrange equations of motion (modulo symmetries). Geo-
metrically, we can phrase this as follows. Consider the equation of motion % =0,
given by the tensorial equatio

1
(6) AXH @ dX,, = ShTey[dX" © dX,),

where ® defines the symmetries tensor product, and denote by N C Fp the subset
of Polyakov fields that satisfy it. Then there is a diffeomorphism ¢nya: Fng —
N C Fp, such that
dneSP = Sa

since we can realise that the square root of the determinant of the two sides of (@)
are Nambu-Goto’s and Polyakov’s Lagrangians. This induces an equivalence of field
theories, since clearly the zero locus of S§, coincides with that of S&. We call this
relationship between theories “classical equivalence”. In general, though, classical
equivalence is not enough to show that the cohomology of the BV complexes asso-
ciated to two (classically equivalent) models are isomorphic, as it only statens that
the cohomologies in degree 0 coincide. However, the equivalence between Polyakov

27This is the vanishing of the stress-energy tensor.
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and Nambu—Goto theories fits within a general approach to the comparison of field
theories, which stems on the elimination of (generalised) auziliary fields. In this
case, the auxiliary field is the metric h, featuring in Polyakov theory. When two
theories differ only in auxiliary field content, their BV cohomologies are related
by the classic results of Barnich, Brandt and Henneaux [BBH95; Hen90]. In this
work we will show that regardless of the “nice” behaviour of the classical equiv-
alence map ¢ng, the BV-BFV behaviour of the two models differs. In particular
we will show that the BV data for Nambu—Goto string does not induce a BV-BFV
theory on a manifold with boundary. This result seems to be compatible with the
work of Bahns, Rejzner and Zahn [BRZ14], who found another discrepancy between
Polyakov’s and Nambu—Goto’s BV cohomologies, despite the general arguments of
[BBHOS; [Hen9q].

3. PoLyAKkOvV THEORY — REDUCED PHASE SPACE

In this section we will analyze the reduced phase space (RPS) of the Polyakov
action. We begin by recalling that the the natural restriction of fields to the bound-
ary yields a pre-symplectic manifold. Its reduction yields the space of boundary
fields Fg, within which we identify the coisotropic submanifold defining the RPS
as follows.

Theorem 17. The geometric phase space for Polyakov theory is the cotangent
bundle

F8 =T*C®(M,N) > {J, X},

with canonical symplectic form

wd = / 5X"5J,,.
oM

The Reduced Phase Space for Polyakov theory is represented by the common zero
locus of the functions

H¢ = /qﬁ(@tXu@tX“—cJMJ”)
oM

Ly =2 / bOXP T,
OM

where Oy denotes derivatives tangential to OM and ¢ = sign(h), which satisfy:

{Hp,Hyp} = Lig g1

{Lys Ly} = Ly y

{Hp, Ly} = Hig )
where [p,1)] := (019)Y — $(0p1)).

3.1. Proof of Theorem [I7l We will split this proof in four parts. First we will
show that the variation of Polyakov’s action functional induces a pre-symplectic
form on the boundary. Then we will compute the pre-symplectic reduction, and
finally we will analyse the structure of canonical constraints.

Proof. Part 1. Recall that d is the de Rham differential over the world sheet man-
ifold M, and thus acts over the k-forms over M (d : Q¥ (M) — QF+1(M)), while §
is interpreted as the vertical differential on local forms on Fp.



BV ANALYSIS OF POLYAKOV AND NAMBU-GOTO THEORIES WITH BOUNDARY 15

Let us compute the variation of Polyakov’s action functional and split it into a
boundary term, and the Euler-Lagrange term:

5SH = / §(dX " x5 dXVGu(X))
(9) = /M [d(Q(SX“ 55 dX"Gy(X)) — 26X d(+7dX" G (X))

FAXH§ (47 )dXY G (X ) +d X" 55 dXV5(G (X))
where we used:
6d=ds,  §(x;)dX” := S(Vhh*P)ep, 0, X" da?,

with 44 denoting the antysimmetric Levi-Civita symbol. We can split (@) into a
term FL, yielding the Euler-Lagrange equations of motion:

(10) EL := / { — 20 XHMd[*7d X" G ] + dXH5(x5)d XY Gy + dXP 55 dX”éGW}
M
and a boundary term, which we can interpret as a one-form ¢:
&= / 20X 1 35 dXV G (X) = /
oM 17}
over the space of pre-boundary fields Fp, defined as the restriction of fields and

normal jets (i.e. 9, X*) to the boundary. There is a natural surjective submersion
7: Fp — Fp, so that

SXH [i}"aaaXVGW(X)} dzt
M

0Sp =7+ EL.

Observe that 9, X* is henceforth considered to be an independent field. Let us
compute the pre-boundary two-form @ := d¢

o= / 5XH{—E"Pﬁaﬂ(aﬁpa)aﬂX"GW(XH
oM

0G 1 (X)

X*.
oxr 0

R (505 X") G (X) + W0 XY

We would like to compute the reduction Fp/ker(w) by the kernel of the pre-
boundary two-form. This is allowed when & is pre-symplectic, that is to say when
its kernel is a regular subbundle. To compute the kernel, we consider the general
vector:

) ) )

11 K= Ax W — X P K)o ——

() R R R
oM

and look at the equation tyw = 0:

LxW = / [ B (XX)M( — h"Ph7 (‘ﬁLPU)aBXVGW(X)"'
oM

0G ., (X)

Tnp v Tnp v
h (58ﬁX )G#U(X)Jrh 8gX DXP

m) T
SXH ( — PR (45) pr 05 XY G (X) + B (R, x )" G (X)) +

B0 G (X) + 1700, 2 e ) | <
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Reordering the terms and integrating by parts the term that containd 60, X" =
0:0 X", we obtain the conditions:

(12a) 69, X": ((xx)ﬂcw(xﬁi”") =0
(12b)  Shyo: ((xx)ﬂaﬂX"GW(X)E"PEUﬂ) =0
5 ( — BT (K5 )0 05 X G (X) + B (R, )" G (X)) +
RO, (Kx )" Gl (X) + ﬁ"ﬂaﬁwigT”(jQ(xx)u
(12¢) By (R G (X)) (Xx)Y) — E"ﬂaﬂXV%(xx)ﬂ) =0

From Equation ([Za), we see that if A" # 0 then (Xx)* = 0. Our Definition
[0 of non-null Polyakov theory only allows this possibility. In fact, as shown in
detail in Appendix [4] the condition h™ = (0 means that we are dealing with a
null/light-like boundary, i.e. it is equivalent to a degenerate induced metric on the
1-dimensional boundary. We are indeed considering the case where the boundary
is nowhere light-like.
Equation (I2h) is a coinsequence of (I2al), while (I2d) becomes:
(Ko, x )" = }L%Enﬂﬁdﬂ (%5) pr O X"

This implies that the kernel ker(*) is a regular subbundle in TFp, and it is de-
scribed by the following conditions:

1 ~n N(T
((Rx)"s (o, x)"s (Kg)ag) = (0, =2 h"h ?(%5) o 0p X", (X7 )ap),
with (X5 )ap free, so that a generic kernel vector reads:

1~ ~ 5
(13) X = %h ’h ﬁ(XE)pgaﬁXﬂm + (%)

af = -
h
oM ab

O

Remark 18. This first part of the proof shows that Fp — the space of pre-
boundary fields, composed of field restrictions to the boundary and normal jets —
is a pre-symplectic manifolc@, with pre-symplectic form given by @ = d¢&, with
& obtained by the integration by parts of the variation of the Polyakov action:
68’531 = EL+7*& with #: Fp — Fp the restriction map. The two form w is obviously
closed, and the first part of the proof serves to show that its kernel defines a regular
foliation, i.e. a subbundle of TFp. The next step is then to perform presymplectic
reduction and find an explicit coordinate chart for the quotient F9 = Fp /ker(w?).

Proof. Part 2. We now proceed to perform a reduction over the space of fields
that eliminates the degrees of freedom related to the kernel. This produces a map
79 . Fp — F3 onto a symplectic manifold (F9,w?) with 79*w? = &.

In order to find a chart for the reduced space Fg, we consider a transformation
of the fields in F'p along the flow of the vertical vector fields (i.e. the vector fields in
the kernel of @). To see this, let us begin by observing that a basis of vector fields
in the kernel ker(w*) is given by the vector X of Equation (I3):

28Recall that the index ¢ denotes directions that are tangent to the boundary.
29We require the kernel of a presymplectic form to be a subbundle.
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To compute the flow associated to this vector field we have to solve the set of
differential equations:

XM= (Rx)" =0
Orhap = (X3)ap
1 =0t 1 ~roTosa =
(14a) 0,0, X" = ﬁhnﬂhaﬁ(xﬁ)paaﬂ){# = %h”ph"ﬁ&hwaﬂX“

where 7 is the parameter of the flow, while n and t are the indexes respectively of

the normal and tangent direction to the boundary OM. From the first equation it

follows immediately that X* doesn’t change, and from the second it follows that

we have almost complete control on the flow of ﬁag. To find the transformation of

0, X*, we can manipulate the third equation to obtain:

0,0 X+ = ;E”P#ﬂajpgaﬁx# = f;aj"ﬂ%“ﬂﬁpgaﬁ)(# = f;ajnﬁaﬁ)(#
hnn hnn

hnn
= W00, X" = 0 h""9, X" — 9, k"9, X"
= 0, ("0, X") = —0, (K™ 9, X")

B ()00 X (1) = W™ (70)0n X ¥ (1) — B (1), X" (1) + h™ (70) 0 X" (7o)
where we used that 0, X* = 0 = 0,(9;X") = 0. The solution (reported in
the last line) is independent of the particular choice of 877@5, but depends only
on the final value of Ealg. We use the freedom of choice of (Xz)alg to set EQB to
a reference pseudo-Riemannian metric that we will choose to be Minkowski metric
up to a an overall sign. This follows from the fact that, along the flow of X, the
value of h™" () must not vanishPJ and its sign is therefore constant. We will then
set the final value of the metric EQB (1) to be Eaﬂ = —X7Nap, Where x = sign ﬁ””)
Observe that this prescription covers both scenarios: when M space-likd®] we
have x = —1 and —xn = n = diag(—1,1), and the opposite when OM is time-
like. Finally, this procedure works also when h is Riemannian, by choosing instead
Nap ~ 5a5 = diag(l, 1).

To achieve this, we can choose a (X;)aps constant in 7:

(15) (%3)ag (1) = (X7ap — hap(0))

In this way, hag(T) = hag(0) + 7(XNap — hap(0)). Setting the flow to end at 7 =1,
we get

(16) hap(1) = hap(0) + (xlap — has (0)) = Xilap.

We let Em: € R, Ett vary freely in Rt (resp. R™) and Enn be the function Enn =
%, so that the equations (I5]) and (I8) are meant only for the indices (o) =
(tt) and (aB) = (nt). This choice is due to the fact that we are already considering

the case hy = ¢h™ £ 0. We obtain:
X*H(1) = X*(0)
hag(1) = Xnag
JH = 0, X"(1) = x(A""(0)9, X" (0) + A" (0)8, X*(0))
(17) = JM = xR 0, X"
where we used that h""(1) = .

30When it vanishes we have a lightlike boundary point, as detailed in Appendix [Al
31Recall that her = ch™ so that h¢t = 1 corresponds to the case OM spacelike.
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We use the transformations found above to find a local chart in F2, so that the
map 70: Fp — F9 reads:

70 (Eaﬂ,X“,(’)nX“) — (XH JH = xﬁwaaxu)

and since the pre-boundary one-form is:
&= / SXPR 00 XV G (X)
oM

we can easily gather that & is basic: & = %% a?. We take as elementary the field
Jy = J"Gyy = h"*0, X"G,, (X)), such that

af = / JoX" W= / 5T 0XH,
oM oM
and the variation of the action becomes:

8Sp = FL + 7*a?

where 7 = 7% o #. Observe that the reduction maps for the two scenarios M

space/time-like are mapped into each other by J, — —J,,. O

Remark 19. In the second part of the proof we have found an explicit global
Darboux coordinate chart for F’ g, thus characterising the space of boundary fields as
the space of maps from the worldsheet into the cotangent bundle of the target: F'9 =
C>®(OM,T*N). Observe that the definition of the symplectic manifold (F3,w%)
is independent of coordinate choices. The apparent dependency on a choice of
adapted coordinates arises when one looks for an explicit chart description for the
map 7: Fp - F g.

In the following part of the proof we will show how the constraints, defined as
those equations of motion that can be solved algebraically in terms of boundary
fields, define a coisotropic submanifold in Fg. In fact, while one way to describe the
reduced phase space of a system is to perform a Dirac analysis of the constraints
in the bulk, one can express the constraints as the zero locus of functions over the
space of boundary fields F’ g (the geometric phase space). To do this, we need the
constraint functions induced from the bulk to be basic w.r.t. 7%: Fp — Fg.

Proof. Part 3. The Euler-Lagrange equations that result from imposing EL = 0

(see (I0O)), are:

Ta v 1~oz UaG a
(18a) 00 (h*P05 X" G, (2)) — 3h PO, XPs X a_XP# =0
- EAT
(18b) fap = [has =~ O3 X "0, X" = 0o X 05 X" |G = 0

While (I8al) is an evolution equation — a differential equation in Fp — (I8h)
is a constraint. The functions defining constraints on the space of bulk fields Fp
restrict to functions on the space of pre-boundary fields Fp. We claim that the
functions on F'p that define the constraints are basic with respect to 7 Fp — Fg

The fos(hag, X*, 0, X")’s are not manifestly functions of the reduced variables
{X*,J,}. However, we can look for a combination

(19) TC(R) fap(hy X7, J,) =: g(X*, J,)

and require that it be a function only of the reduced variables and that they span the
same vanishing locus (i.e. the set of points where the constraint functions vanish).
The correct choice for such 7% will be given in Appendix [Bl We expand:

(20) TP (R) fap(h, X1, J,) = 1T 5 4 2009, X1 T, + 110, X 0, X" Gy
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where the 1°%’s do not depend®] on Eag

As defined in (ARE), the fu.s’s are functions of (h, X*, 8, X*), while in () we
consider them as functions of (h, X*,J, [ XH,0,X"]). We do this in order to
remove the dependency on h through appropriate choices of 7,3, and be left with
functions defined on the space of boundary fields Fg. We can do it because the
map (EQB,X”, Ju) — (ﬁaﬂ,X“,anX“) is a diffeomorphism in Fp that preserves
ker(w).

With the appropriate algebraic manipulations (reported in Appendix [B]), the
constraints fog = 0 are equivalent to the following conditions, which only depend
on the reduced variables:

(0 XHO XY —cJN'T")Gp =0

0 X*J, =0
where J* := J,G"”. Notice that we are left with only two constraint functions
even if we started with three. This was expected, since f,g has only two degrees of
freedom, and the combination heb fap vanishes. The calculations in this section of

the prove are independent of the sign of l~ztt, and the sign of J, does not alter the
constraints.

O

Remark 20. Now that we have found a generating set of constraint functions on
F g we can compute their Poisson brackets. Recall that, on a symplectic manifold,
the Poisson bracket of two generic functions f and g is defined as: {f, g} = %L[FLGW?D,
where [ is the Hamiltonian field of f defined by the equation L[leag =0f, and the
same holds for G and g. We consider now the Lorentzian case ¢ = —1. The other
case is analogous.

Proof. Part 4. The Hamiltonian fields of the constraint functions are defined by
the equation: ty,w? = §He and v ,w% = 6Ly, hence:

stte = [ (= 200600 G) + 60X 0 + T G x4 ),

oOXH
oM
0Ly =2 / ( - Gt(z/JJM)) OXH + (z/JatX”) 0Jy
oM
leads to
OH, OH,
twp = /('Hg,x)“wu* (He,r)udX* | = / GXE SXH + af&]u
n

oM oM

L L
Mw%:/([LwX)”(SJM—([LwJ )0 XH /8 LD “—Fa 25,

OXH 0J,
oM oM
Thus:

L J v k v k v aGkV J

He = /2[@]#] X5 + [28,5(5(8,5X )Gul,)—f(@t XY+ J°T )QX# —#
oM

Ly := 2 (Yo, XH 0 210 (v J 0
¢ = (o 5xr 2 (P J).) 5,

oM

32Notice that we assumed T to be a function of h alone. More generally we could allow a
dependency also on the fields X* and J,, but it turns out that there is no need for that.
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We can calculate now the Poisson brackets of the constraints:
1
{He, Ly} = 5“}2("*5’ Ly) =
1
3 / —(He,x)"(Ly,s)p + (He,s)u(Ly x)" =
oM

/ —26 10, (10 J,) + 200, X0 (E(0: XV)G ) — O XME(9, X 0 XY + T TV )

oM

aleI

Using the Leibniz rule and integrating by parts the third line, we obtain:

/ (@(sw) - 2«5(6@)) Jud" ( — (€ + 2w<ats>) O X", X" G,

oM

= / ((at‘f)l/]—f(atl/]))(JMJ“+(9tX“8tX”G,“,)
oM

Thus, defining [£,%] := (0:§)Y — £(9¢), we conclude that {He, Ly} = Hie .
The other two Poisson brackets yield:

(He. Ho} = 5wb(Ve ) = [ —2670¢ OX")Gon) + 26 TOUEDX)Gon )+

oM
/5‘]“5 (X katX"+J’“J”)%§(k" — IO X0 XY + JkJ”)aa(;(k: _
oM
[ ~en@erpxr + a0t = [1@9¢ - €@€)50x"
M oM

Thus: {H&,Hgl} = L[g,g’]- And:

(Lo Ly = 36 (Lonllr) = [ =200, X10,(010,) + 200X 0u(61,) =

oM
/ 20X (D) + 200X (D) = / [(Bep) — (B )2, 0, X
oM oM
which means that: {Ly, Ly} = Ly 4] O

Remark 21. We have shown that the constraints that we have derived in Part 3

He = /5((315)(V)C*'/L11875XIL _g‘]l“ju)
oM
Lw =2 / ’lp(atXHJH),
oM

where ¢ and ¢ are smooth functions on the boundary, £, ¢ € C*°(OM), are closed
under the Poisson brackets. Another way of phrasing this, is that they are first
class constraints.

4. NAMBU-GOTO THEORY — REDUCED PHASE SPACE

In this section we will analyze the boundary structure of Nambu—Goto theory,
and describe its reduced phase space. Once again, we consider the field X €
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C®(M,N) =: Fyg. As seen in Section 23] the Nambu-Goto action is the surface
pseudo-area of the string:

S?\}G = \/Ed2$,
M

where g := |det(gag)| and gap := 0 X" 03 X"G . (X). In this case gop is not an
elementary field but just a function of X*, the map from the worldsheet to the
target space that defines the string.

Theorem 22. The geometric phase space of Nambu—-Goto theory
FI(?/G = FNg/ker(dJNG)

coincides with its reduced phase space q;}”\«‘;dG_ Moreover, denoting by Cp C Fg the
submanifold of constraints of Polyakov theory, with tc: Cp — Fg the inclusion
map, there exist maps

Wgartiaﬁ Fye — Cp; Pp: @f\?dc — @}ed
such that the following diagram commutes:
(22) Fyea one Fp
TNG ﬁ'pl
Fneg , Fp
" Cp —<—= F?

Ffig =~ ®jl —— o

4.1. Proof of Theorem We will divide the proof into two parts. First, we will
show that the kernel of the boundary pre-symplectic form & = —JEL is regular.
This in principle allows pre-symplectic reduction to the geometric phase space,
which however might be singular. In the second part of the proof, instead of
reducing with respect to the entirety of the kernel, we will perform partial reduction
with respect to only a subset of ker(w). The result of this partial reduction will
turn out to be (diffeomorphic to) the constraint space for Polyakov theory.

Proof. Part 1. Since M has a boundary, when varying the action we obtain:

1
5S]C\}G = /M 5\/§go‘ﬁégagd2:c

1 (X
= / VE G P00 XV 605X "Gy d*x + = \/EgaﬂaaX“ﬁgX”MéX’\dQ:c
M 2 M GX/\
1 (X
B _/ 05(\/8 9" G 0a X" )OX d*w + ‘/ VEg*70, 0, x7 250 5503
M 2 Ju ox*

+ / 05(v/8 9% Gy 0a XV 3 X M) d*
M
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where, as before, EF L is the term that provides the equations of motion:

EL:=— / 05(VE9°“G 1 0a X ) X d*x
M

1 0G ., (X)
- WBYy X s XV ) 5 XA g2
+ 3 /M V89 0. X"03 X T
while & is the boundary term:
(23) Q= VE "G 05 X 5 X dxt,

oM

interpreted as a one-form on Fyg = T(C™(OM, N)), the space of restrictions of
fields and normal jets to the boundary, and 7yag: Fng — Fng is the natural
surjective submersion onto it. The associated two-form @ := §¢ is:

o= / dat {@ PPN, (60,X")g " Du X+
oM
VB (G + 0770, X, (00A X )0 X, + @gmwaaxu)] oI
/ dZEt [@g)‘p@\){”/8PX”5Gl,fygnaaaXu+
oM

\/E n o TP DN v’ v no !
—T(g 9%’ + g7 g0, X" ONX"0G 1,00 X, + /89" 0 X 0G| 6 XH

where we used: J,/g = %\/Ego‘ﬂégalg = \/EgaﬁaaXu((S@BX”) and 6¢g*P = —g’\ﬂgo‘pégp)\.
The terms in the second integral contain variations of the metric as a function of
X*# and are relevant when dealing with a non-constant metric. Thus, rearranging
the terms:

o= / dz'\/g {(g”gm — " g% — g"" g NNONX O X, + ¢ G |60, X7 5X
oM

oG,

’ aGI»L/I»L
aXo' o

G+ 0" X 2| GX 70X

1 ’ ’ ’ ’
+ [ di'\g |:§(g’\p8"X“ — XN — g X)X 0,X"

Let us consider a general vector field X € C*®(Fyg,TFyg) in our space:

) )
(25) X = (XX)HM—,U« + (Xan,X)MW'

Let us enforce the condition tx@ = 0. First, we have:

(229" — 22" — g N Xy 00 Xy + 9" Gl | (Rx)¥ (60, XH) = 0
S GGy — 0aX,0°X,) (Xx)" (00, X") =0
& g”"P}ﬁ,(XX)” =0
& P (Xx)" =0
(26) & (Kx)H = an0n X* + a0 X*

where Plﬁ, = G — 0..X,0%X, is the projector to the subspace orthogonal to the
tangent space (the space spanned by 0;X,, and 9,,X,,), and we used that g™ # 0.
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Moreover:
(27)

SXH- {\/E |:(g)\tgna _ g)\ngat _ gtnga)\)aAXuaaXu + gntpr:| at(XX)V‘i‘
\/E |: - gnngaAaAXuaaXu + gnnGw/] (X(?nX)V‘i‘

at (\/g [(g/\tgnoz o g/\ngozt . gtngoz/\>a)\X#aaXV + gntGU#] (XX>I/> } _
XMV (Cuy — Cup)(Rx )

where C),,, groups together the terms inside the square bracket in the second line
of @) (recall that 9P XH := gPA 0y X*):

1 ’ ’ ’ ’ aGV/V ’ aG ’
Cop = 5(g0"XH = 0P XV — g P X )VNXY 9, XY T G+ "X

It is possible to solve equation (27)), and, at the end of a good deal of algebraic
manipulations, reported in Appendix [C], we obtain that

(28)
(Ko, x)" = ﬂnanX#ﬁLﬂtatXﬂJr(9"”)71131}’# (gttanQQHtQt)atathgnnatatanXV]

+ (gnn)flpuJ_”quwka |:(gtt04n _ gntat)ath + (gntan _ gnnat)anXk:| +

1 ’ vy ’ ’
— (g™~ P [a,,QapX” aPX”—aaG o xn G

X+ 0X°

(ananX‘T + OétatXU):| .
g

Remark 23. We have shown that the kernel of @ is regular and has (local) di-
mension 4, with degrees of freedom {ay,, oy, B, Bt}. This, in principle, allows us
to perform a pre-symplectic reduction over the space of fields (7 : Fyg — Fla),
which will be discussed in Part 2 of the Proof.

Proof. Part 2. First of all, let us observe that among the equations of motion for
Nambu—Goto theory there are no constraints: all are evolution equations for the
field X. This implies that any initial datum in the geometric phase space (i.e.
the space of boundary fields) F$. = Fne/ker(@) can be extended (formally) to
a solution of the evolution equations in a neighborhood of the boundary. As a
consequence, the reduced phase space coincides with the geometric phase space:
&5l = Pl

However, the pre-boundary two-form @ has a nontrivial kernel, and to obtain
F ]‘?,G, one needs to perform pre-symplectic reduction. Hence, we must solve the
following system of differential equations for four linearly independent choices of
{amn, ¢, B, B}, which corresponds to flowing along a basis of the kernel ker(w):

B, XH = (Xx )"
0,0, X" = (Lo, x )"

where 7 is once again the parameter of the flow.

We consider a two-step reduction. This corresponds to first reducing with respect
to the subspace of ker(@ng) given by a, = a; = 0. We will then see how the
residual reduction has been already taken care of in Theorem [I7]
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The first step of the reduction gives us a first order linear differential equation
and a trivial one:
;X" =0
87—(9nX'u - ﬂnanX“ +ﬂt8tX“

whose solutions are:
XH(r) = X*(70)
O XH(1) =€~ f:o(_B"'(T/)dT/{/ ef:o(_B"'(T//)dT//ﬂt(T')dT’atX“(To) +3nX“(To)}
To

where we used that 0, X" =0 = 0,0, X* = 0. If we take 3,, and 3; to be constant:

0 X () = eﬂ”“‘“”{ / e .7 0, X (70) + anX“<To>} -

0

1
eB"'(T_TU){ — —[e P _1]B,0, XH(10) + 8nX“(TO)}

n

Setting 7 =1, 7 = 0:

1
O XH(1) = eﬁn{ — ﬁ—[e*ﬁn —1]B,0:.X*"(0) + 6nX“(O)} =
(29) "
%[eﬁ" —1]9, X*(0) + €29, X*(0)
Notice that limg, .o ﬁ[eﬂ" — 1] = 1 hence the term ﬁ[eﬁn — 1] is always well

defined and positive. And if we choose 3, = 0,0,X*(1) is the same as the limit
for B, — 0 of the expression in ([29). For every choice of 3,, the term g—i[eﬁ" —1]
can take any possible real value through the right choice of ;. We can rewrite a
generic solution of (29) as:

(30) O X*(1) = A0 X*(0) + | B|0, XH(0),

where |B]| is positive due to the fact that e’ can have only positive values. We
will choose

(31) Bn = (log(x\/ég"”)) .

_ (log(x\/89"™") m)
(32) B ( BT —1 X849 .
where y = sign[g™"], and §,, and S, as defined in BI) and ([B2), are well-defined
and smooth for g"" € R*\{0}, ¢"* € R.

The reason for this particular choice of parameters is that it induces a transfor-
mation on 9, X* analogous to the one used in Theorem[I7for Polyakov theory. This
will lead to a description of the partially reduced space of boundary Nambu—Goto
fields that is manifestly related to the reduced phase space of Polyakov theory, as
we will see now.

The solution ([B0) for this choice of 8, B; is thus:
OnXH(1) = x/Bg" 0. X*(0),

Thus, we have constructed a partial reduction map Wgartial: Fng — Fr?amal -
T*(C*(OM, N))

(XH,0,XH) — (XH, J, = x/B8 9" 0aX"G (X))
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where F;?artial is parametrised by elementary fields (X*,J,) € T*(C*(0M, N))

which, by construction, must satisfy the constraints:

(33a) Ju0: XM = X/89""gar = X/80; =0
(33Db) JpJ# — 0 X, 0, X" = Z|det(g)|g™™ — cgst = 0

nn

since, again, g = det(g)g
Using (X*,J, := JYGy,) as elementary fields in T*(C>(0M, N)), we see that
the constraints defining Fp?amal C T*(C*°(0M, N)) coincide with the constraints

of Polyakov theory (Equation (). The partially-reduced boundary one- and two-
forms read:

< _O% o O . o _ m
Q= 7rpaurtiado‘/'paurtiad - 7Tpartial/ J#(SX ’ wpartial - / 5J#5X
oM oM

where X*,J,) satisfy (B3)), so that wg’amal coincides with the restriction of the
boundary form wlag of Polyakov theory to the zero locus C'p of Polyakov’s constraint
functions (7)), i.e.
b d
wpartial = wP|CP
Naturally, then, the residual kernel of wgartial is generated by the characteris-

tic distribution of the constraints ([@33a) and (B3L), and denoting by F2 .. the

p
reduction of Fgama] by ker(wgartial), we have
Oyg = F;?amal ~(C=op.
Hence we have that
Fne
NG
Fna
w‘
ﬂ-?’G F}:?artial = CP
-
Flg = ol —=— o

and we conclude that the diagram ([22) commutes by adding the inclusion tc: Cp —
Fg and the classical equivalence ¢ng: Fng — Fp defined in Remark [I6 O

Remark 24. In the second part of the proof we have reduced the space of pre-
boundary fields with respect to the kernel of @ in a two-step fashion. The inter-
mediate partial reduction turned out to coincide with the (presymplectic) manifold
given by the constraints for Polyakov theory. As a consequence, the reduced Phase
space of Nambu—Goto theory coincides with the reduced phase space of Polyakov
theory.

5. PoLyaAkov THEORY — BV-BFV ANALYSIS

We now perform an analysis of the boundary structure induced by the BV-
extension of Polyakov theory formally similar to the procedure outlined in Section
I As in the degree-0 scenario, variations of Sp induce a boundary term ¢,
a one-form on some appropriate graded space of pre-boundary fields, and as in
Section Bl we look for the kernel of & = d&. For the case of Polyakov theory, we
show that it is regular and perform the pre-symplectic reduction, which allows us
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to construct a chart of the symplectic space of BFV boundary fields, in terms of
which we will write the BFV data for Polyakov theory. By doing this, we prove that
the Polyakov model of bosonic strings admits a BV-BFV structure on worldsheets
with non-null boundary (M,9M). In [AWS&T] and |[CS05] the BV treatment of this
theory is inspected and the symmetries and BV transformations are outlined (the
latter adds an extra term to the action).

5.1. Symmetries of Polyakov theory. The knowledge of the symmetries of the
theory is fundamental to the construction of the BV structure. In this section we
are going to write the infinitesimal symmetry transformations of the fields, and
promote the infinitesimal parameters to fields. This requires enlarging the space of
fields to Fps. Since we are dealing with symmetries that can be described by local
Lie algebras, Theorem (1.1.2) provides us with a handy recipe for the BV extension
Sp.

In the following, we write the symmetries of the Polyakov action expressed as
a function of (X*, hqg): worldsheet diffeomorphisms act on the coordinates as
¢ :x — x(Z), and on the fields as: X — ¢* X, h — ¢*h . In a local chart, we write:

o o~ N x> oz’ N
x® = x%(Z) XH = XH(x(Z)) hag — thwﬂ/(x(x))

and infinitesimally, for a vector field ¢ € X(M):

0¢X =LcX: XH = XH 4 (%0, X+
5<h = Lch : hag — h,lg — (&CAh,\g + 8ﬁ§>‘h)\a + C)\a)\hag)
Local rescalings of the metric instead act as:
hag — ed)hag
and, infinitesimally,
dph = ¢dh.
It is convenient to use the constrained variables h®? = /hh®?. In this way

we get rid of the external rescaling invariance, and the only local symmetry left is
given by the action of worldsheet diffeomorphism. Since we are using constrained
variables, this reads

(0cX)" = (LeX)" = (" 0a X"
(34a) (5(71) us = (LCTL) o = — <8QC)‘]~1)\g + aﬂCATlAa + CA{)}\EQQ — (9,\@‘”13&)

Where we have picked up a new divergence term 0\(*, which effectively recovers
local rescalings of the metric.

Definition 25. We define (relaxed) non-null BV Polyakov theory on the two-
dimensional manifold with boundary (M,0M) to be the data (Fp,Qp, Sp,Qp),
where

(Fp = T*[—1] (DPR(M,0M) x C=(M, N) x X[1](M)),2p)

with T*DPR(M, 0M) the cotangent bundle of the space densitised Lorentzian met-
rics (Defintion [[3]), and using Definition [B] to understand the remaining cotangent
bundles, so that denoting the degrees of the various fields by

{ o 0 1 -1 -1 —2}
~a « ~T
D GG ¢) hlg ¢l
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the BV action reads
1 - -
se =53+ [ (XhLeX) + 501 16.0) + (B, L)
M

Qp is the canonical (—1)-symplectic structure on Fp, and Qp is the Hamiltonian
vector field of Sp (up to boundary terms).

Remark 26. The variables EQB,BTO"K; are constrained. The treatment of their
variations is thus more complicated than in an unconstrained case. One of the
constraints is hog = hg and hfef = ptBe and similarly for the variations. The
second constraint ig>:

(35) det(hag) = —1

trp (hTP) = Rt*Fh, = 0
We can express Eag and h®8 as functions of unconstrained fields hap and hted in
order to have control over their variations. We can write:

~ 1
hag = Whaﬁ

~ 1~ o~
hted = h(5565 — §haﬂhpg)hfﬂ<’

where

1~ ~
la « o
(36) PP =506 — 3P Bhpo

is the projector orthogonal to Bag that ensures condition ([B3]), and the determinant
h serves to make the terms in Sp densities. The variations are:

7 1 1po
Ohag = Wpaﬂ 0hpo
Sh = §har RAThPLOPRTP? 4 hG(PLeP)hire 4 hPLofshies =
7 « T 7 1 ~(1 T O'~ ~O¢ 7 T leg .
(37)  Shar(hT*PpA ) = hach (b PRIAT — h1P7hyo hOARPT) + GRTPTR PP
Observe that, in particular, the variations of h are traceless.

We can now state the main result in this section. As implicitly assumed in
Equation (3H)), in this section we will consider the case det(h) = —1. The case with
det(h) = 1 is analogous. We will also assume that dM is spacelike, i.e. hy € RY. In
the lightlike case the restriction, being 1-dimensional, is equivalent up to an overall

sign, and one can adapt the procedure outlined in the proof of Theorem [I7

Theorem 27. Let (M,0M) be a two dimensional manifold with boundary. The
relaxed, non-null BV Polyakov theory s 1-extendable to a BV-BFV theory, such
that

F2 =T (C>®(0M,N) x X[1](0M) x C*[1](OM))
= F8 x T* (X[1](0M) x C*[1](0M)).
In a local chart, where the fields of degree 1 are
o" e C*®[1](aM), o2 € X[1](0M),

33Notice that Eecause of the condition on the trace of %Jf, the rescaling term in the BV action
vanishes: 9y¢ Mr(hT) = 0 (cf. with Equation (3Zal)).



28 S. MARTINOLI AND M. SCHIAVINA

the fields of degree 0 are
(X,J)eT*C>*(0M,N),
defined as the space of smooth bundle morphism (X,J): TOM — T*N over
smooth base maps X : 0X — N, and the fields in degree —1 are
ol € Dens(OM), o}, € QM) @ Dens(dM),

we have

0 =602 =96 Ju0X" + 0260” + Léaﬁag,

oM
together with
(38)
1 1
59 = / ~(Loo X)"Jy = 50" [JMJ” + 8 XPO X G | + 0 Lyoo™ + QLWJJ@]U})
oM

Remark 28. The explicit expression of the surjective submersion 7: Fp — fg is
given, in a local chart adapted to a tubular neighborhood of the inclusion ¢: OM —
M, by
Ju = h"0. X Gy + %Xﬂ:(”
Xt =XH
n _ E—l n
(39) S ST
ot = hy (*ha
— _'ETnn _ %'ﬁnaClCn

5.2. Proof of Theorem We will split the proof in two parts. In the first part
we will show that the kernel of the two-form induced on the space of pre-boundary
fields is regular. This is sufficient to prove that the theory admits BV-BFV data,
following [CMR14]. In the second part of the proof we will explicitly construct such
data.

Proof. Part 1. The variation of Sp is:

§Sp =FEL +d +/ XJ¢roxr —¢henoce +
oM

/ ptes { —2076¢ hag + ("Ohap | =
oM
EL+ &+ apy

Where EL is a bulk term defining the Euler—Lagrange equations, while & and apy
are the boundary one-forms associated to the classical Polyakov action and the BV
extension respectively. The pre-symplectic form @ := & + dd gy reads:

O =0a+ / (6XI¢rexr — X[o¢moX ™) +
OM
- / (6¢LCna¢™ + CLocmac) +
oM

/ {—(ﬁimﬁ [2535@%[3 - gnaﬁag] + pies [2535@5%5 - 54‘”5%@4 } .
oM

340Observe that such space of bundle mophism can bee seen as a vector bundle over C™ (9M, N).
In this sense we write, with a slight abuse of notation, (X, J) € T*C> (M, N), see also Definition
Hence, J can be seen as a one-form on M with values in the pullback bundle J € T'(X*T*N).
Alternatively one can think of J as a “densitised” section of the pullback bundle.
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We want to describe the kernel of @ to then perform the reduction over the space
of pre-boundary fields. We define a general vector over the space of pre-boundary
fields as in ([IJ), but considering also the additional fields introduced in the previous
section. It turns out that the kernel is smooth (assuming as previously hnn #0)
and defined by the conditions:

Xx)* =0
(40a) (R)™ = (R™) 1™ (%)
(40D) (%) = AT RA (%) 5o + %ﬁmﬂ(xﬁ)aﬁﬁnu

—%Em ((XCT)QC" + CL(R)™ + an¢h(%)? )

(106000, 3" = =777 05,057 — 56200 (0" + XECK0" ) |

The kernel of & is then generated by the free parameters {(%;)ag, (X¢t)x, (Xxt)u}-
Indeed, we start by writing the condition txw = 0:

(41a) 5O, X" : {(XX)“GW(X)E”" =0

X5 [ 003X G (X) 4 (X, ) G (X)
0G,(X)
“oxe X
GG,W(X)
oxe

3 (Oteuen + Xl )| =0

FRM 0, (X x )Y G (X) + WP 5 XY
+0, (W™ G (X) (X x)¥) — WP X" (Xx)P

5X) {gn(xx)#] =0
(41b)
Shag : [(xX)MaAX”GW(X)ﬁTWW + 2R (Xe)P — (K 1eB ¢ — RieB (xo )

(41c) Shiod {253(XC)AEW + C”(xﬁ)aﬁ}
55 B0 - e - 0" — 0"
—2(%5) 1" gy — 2R (X5) 5 +7ﬂa5(xz)a5(sy] =0
J¢l {C”(Xc)“] =0

Notice that the variations leading to Equations ([@Id) and (4Ih) are constrained,
so more care will need to be taken in analysing them. We can simplify Equations
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(@) by using ([@Ia), and assuming h"" # 0:
(42a) 80, X" (Xx)* =0

(42b)  6X": [—E"Pﬁ“%xg)paaﬂX”GMX)+E"”<xanx>vcw<x>

#3 (0 + b ] <o

(42c) 5X) [g”(xx)ﬂ} =y dip.
(124) Thogs |20 = ()19 ~ o9 |
(42¢) shios {253(XC)AEW + C”(xﬁ)aﬁ}

(420) 50 [ e - o - st

—2(%5) " hgy — 21T (%5) 8 +7LTQB(XE)a65Q] =0

(42g) oct - [gn(xc)a} -0

where Equation ([@2d) (and ([@2g), as we will see) just follows from the others. We

obtain (0h) and @0d) from [@2f) and (@2L) respectively. Let us analyze now
Equations (42d) and (@2d) together. Using formula ([B7) to express constrained

variations in terms of unconstrained ones, we find:

(43) 0hag : %{P;—aaﬁ [Qﬁ’f"ﬂ(x()d _ (Xg)””g‘” _ ET"”(XC)”] +

~ ~ h ~ ~ o~y o~ J~

hTATha,@ 7Pf£&a5§(h)\7—h'rpa _ hT’yéh,Y(;h)\phTa):| {253\1(X<)>\ By + Cn (X)EM:| } =
— [ A —

A

o

(44) %) s hE 380K g + €0, | =0

We claim that ({@Qal) follows from (@4)), and that (@3] is identically satisfied,
provided that ([@0a)) and (QH) hold. To see this, let us consider first Equation (@4):

Pl [253(&%7“5 + C”(X)Ew} -0

where Pd;g‘)ﬂ = $(P*? 4+ P;P). Using the explicit form of P5;* (Equation (38))
we get (for o = p):

(45) 2(X<)Ahxp5,? + Cn(xﬁ)pp - hpp(xc)n =0

and if p # o:

() e + € (%5 nt — Bt ()™ = 0
Taking into account the cases p = 0 = t and p = 0 = n, we will now derive
eq. ([@0al). The case p # o follows then from eq. (@0al) itself. Let us begin with
p=o0=t. Eq. (#5) becomes:

(46) ()™ = (hae) "¢ (K5 )t
If p = 0 =n, Eq. @5) becomes:
Q(XC)tﬁnt = *Cn(xﬁ)nn - (Xé)nznn
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and, using (46)) together with the condition (X)ge(n) = 0, the RHS becomes:
—C" (hae) ™ That (R ) + (K3 )etTonn] = =2C" (hee) ™ Pt (K5, )

which means:
(47) (R)' = = (hue) ¢ (%)t
Using hy = —h  and A" = —£®h,,, Equations @6) and {T) can be expressed
as ([E0al):
(k)" = ()27 (k)
Going back to {@3), eq [@4) implies that the terms A and B vanish. In fact, if a

tensor K, is such that pLos Kqop =0, then also ETQBKQ[; = hhTP"PlaBKaﬂ =0
(po) po

and PJ,Q,(,aﬁ)EAPETUKm = 0. Furthermore:
vh
2

and Equation (@3] becomes:
1

vh

RAT R0 |:25;\I(XC)A,EA/T I C"(X)zh} — ETPU(X()"

{Pﬁﬁﬁ [2ET"P<><<>°' — ()¢ — 271'““(%4)"} +

nATRes [25§(XC)A’7WT + gn(x)gh] } =0.

Writing the projector explicitly:

1 ~ -
T2t - oxpytesen - e orgy

- 1~ .
7 | S 045767 = T ()7 +

B [QETnpﬁpa(XC)a + ETPUCH(X)HW] } =0.

The third line is equal to twice the second one, with inverted sign, as a consequence
of X(Trj;ht) = 0. Thus:

1 ~ -
T2t - oxpytesen - dhes orgy+

~ 1~ .~ o~
—he? khm(xﬁ)wgn — hfnﬂhpg(xc)ff] } =0

Now, inserting the expressions of (X¢)* and (X;)™# in (@3), it is possible to check
that it vanishes identically. Equations (40) then show that the kernel is regular and
allows pre-symplectic reduction. (I

Remark 29. In the first part of the proof we have shown that the kernel of the
boundary two-form & is regular. This means that it is possible to construct the
pre-symplectic reduction F§ = Fp/ker(f), and the rest of the BFV structure will
follow as a consequence of [CMR14]. In part 2 of the proof we perform said pre-
symplectic reduction over the space of fields, and construct an explicit chart for
]-'163. In order to do this, we will explicitly flow the fields in Fp along the vertical
vector fields in the kernel of w.

Proof. Part 2. To obtain the explicit expression of the projection given in (B9]), we
have to solve the set of differential equations related to the flow produced by the
kernel vectors defined by Equations [0). The free parameters in the kernel are
(%5)ap, (L), (Kxt)*. The system of differential equations is:
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O, XM =0
0-C* = (") 1M (%)™
BRI = —RIBRA (%), + %EW (%5)aph™+
—57 (0%0a6m + choen + iclonc?

1 |~ ~ 1
0:0, X" = — [h"”h"Wz)paaBX“ - 3G (X) ((xxwm + XZGTC")]

hnn
Orhas = (%5 )as
0-Cf = (X¢1)a

O X = (Rxi),

We will flow along three vector fields that span the kernel, each one related to one
of the aforementioned free parameters, and the order will be chosen in such a way
to simplify the differential equations. In the first part the parameter of the flow
7 will range from 0 to 1, while in the second part it will range from 1 to 2 and
in the third part from 2 to 3. An explicit chart-expression for the projection map
Fp — }“163 will be given by the value of the field at the end of the composite flow.

We start using (Xx+ )" and setting (X;)as and (X:+)* to zero. In this case there
are only two non-trivial differential equations:

DrOp XH = — ! G o, X ¢

2hnn
8TX): = (XXT )#
where A", G*(X) and ¢ do not depend on 7. We choose a value of (Xx+)* that
sets X (1 = 1) to zero (e.g. (Xxt)"(7) = —X(0)). We obtain:
1
(48) O XH(1) = <8nX“ + ~—GWX3<”)

2hnn

|T:U
T —
X\ (1)=0
while the other fields remain unaffected. In the second part of the flow, we take

a non-vanishing choice of (X¢+)*, and set (Xxi)* and (X;)ap to zero. The only
non-trivial differential equations are then:

~ 1~

a-,—thA — §hkaa’r<l<n
8T<L = (th)a

where h*® and ¢™ do not depend on 7. Similarly to the previous case, we choose a
value of (X1)™ that sets (f(7 = 2) to zero (e.g. (X¢1)* = —¢1(1), with ¢[(1) the
value of (T(7) at the start of this iteration of the flow, 7 € [1,2]). The solution is:

~ - 1~
(49) hinA(2) = <h* " ihmggw)

‘T:O

¢h2)=o0
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and again the other fields remain unmodified. The third part of the flow is charac-
terized by a non-vanishing choice of (X5 )as, while the other parameters are set to
be zero. The non-trivial differential equations are:

1 ~
a‘rca = ~_Cna7_ho¢n
hnn
~ o~ ~ 1~ ~ ~
(50) O h™A = —hT"BRA) g, + §WﬁaThaﬂh"A

1 ~ ~ ~
0: 0, X" = =—h"PhP D, b,y 05 X
hnn

Orhag = (R);

ap

where the absence of terms dependent on Xl and (! is due to the fact that we
set them to zero in the first two parts of the flow, and this makes calculations
easier. The first and third lines can be solved directly, while the second line must
be treated. We are thus going to inspect the expression in the second line. First,
we eliminate A" using the tracelessness condition A8 hag = 0:

(51) mw;(ﬁw%m+ﬁma@
htt

Then, Equation (B0) becomes:

- - - 'Bn/\ - En)\ Enn -
hpimm ( — M0, hgy + ——0r hay — —~—afhtt)+
2 2 hy

R S
pint ( — W0 hgy + h" 0 hyy — h"ATtaThtt) =
htt
- . . ’Bnk - ’]:L'n)\ ,Hnn .
_thn h)\taThtn + —a‘rhnn + —~—a7'htt +
2 2 hy

AN S
—hint (h”@htt + h”ATtaThtt) =
i
- 1 - - TLn)\ - ’}Vln/\,v -
*hhmh«— (h/\ta'rhtnhtt + Ta'rhnnhtt + Thnna'rhtt> +
tt
~ 1 ~
—hI™ =520, hyy.
tt

We now express, where needed, he8 in function of iNLag through the relation heB =
£ BB hyig (cf. with Equation (@), where e is the two-dimensional Levi-Civita
symbol). We then have:
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’En)\ . 1 -
m""h (hA O hinhys + —0r (hnnhtt)) — Bt 500 hyy =
tt

htt

1 ha
— Rt — < A B 50 By hyy 4 €25 "a (hnnhtt)) - hT"t—(sAa hy =
htt htt

- 1 Dt - -
7thn~ E)\a nt <hom8 htnhtt 8 (hnnhtt>> — tht~—5t)\a7-htt =
htt 2 tt
1 1
htt 2hnt

o~ o~~~ ~ Tnt 1 7
_pinn = gragnt (ar(hit)hanhtt - hathntar(hnnhtt)) — h™ =620 hy =

tt

Tnn (5’\0 hnt _ Tnt 5)\6 htt

tt tt

where the last equality follows from the fact that 0, (%%t)ﬁanﬁtt fﬁatﬁnt& (Ennﬁtt)
vanishes for a = t, since

87— (Eit>ﬁtnﬁtt - ﬁttﬁntaﬂ' (Enn,ﬁtt) = 7’;Ltt71ntaﬂ' (det(%)) = Oa
while for a = n:
87' (E%t)ﬁnnﬁtt - Ent’}vlnta (Enn’}vltt)
= (Ennﬁtt - Entﬁnt)aT (’Hit) 2hnta ( )
since hpnhyt — Eit = det(ﬁ) = —1, and it follows that:
TinA T inn 1 Ag 7, Tint 1 g 7 515)\ Tinaqg T
B R = RN 252 oy — BT 520, Ty = — o RO, R

hi it it
and the set of differential equations becomes:

1 ~
a’rCa = ~_cna7_han
hnn

A ~
—is—thTWaThat

htt

0-h™ =

1 ~ ~ ~
0-0, X" = =—h"Ph7P O, h,y 05 X"
hnn

Orhap = (X5,
Since the three differential equations in the system are decoupled, we are able to
solve them separately. We choose a path that sends hag to the Minkowski metrid®]
(again, we could choose (X5 )na = Mna — o). Tt is worth pointing out that there is
no differential equation for ET”, but it is not a problem: htef has only two degrees

of freedom and it is possible to express AT in function of the other elementary
fields through eq. (&I). We start from the differential equation for ¢*:

a‘rﬁtt

aT n_ _ - a hnn — (ot
"= o

0.¢! = = Cra R = e
htt

35In the Riemannian case, 1) denotes the 2d Euclidean metric.
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we solve the system before for ¢" and then for ¢*. The solution for (" is: ("(7) =
n htt .

¢™(2 )htt(2) Then:

htt(T)

het(2)

0 hnt( )
het(2)

whose solution is ' (1) = ¢*(2)—("(2) 5 "t(T) —I—C"( )TE}“"‘((;)). Evaluating the solutions
at 7 = 3 and expressing all the quantltles 1n function of fields evaluated at 7 = 0:

(@) = (<" hn)|,0

t3<t+ n~_nt>
¢@3)=(¢ Chtt -

(1) =¢"Q2)=— =

0-¢" = —¢"(2) =~

We solve now the differential equation for hinA,
d-him =0
~ 1 ~ ~
Orhi™ = —— R0, oy
hat

hinm g unaffected, and we have to solve only for hint, Manipulating the second
line we obtain:

Orhi™hyy + B0, hey = RO Ty
0 (A1 hy) = =0 (A" iy
the solution is then Ry (1) = Wi hy(2) — B hyy (1) + "R, (2). Isolating
hi™ and evaluating at 7 = 3, we obtain:
Rt (3) = hinn(2)
R (3) = T gy (2)
and to express L™ in function of fields evaluated at 7 = 0 we have to concatenate

this transformation with the transformation caused by the second part of the flow
(check eq. ([@T)). We then have:

ETnn(?)) — (%Tnn + %Enaclcn>

l7=0
@) = (1 3ol o)
r=0

At last, we have to solve for 9, X*, with the equation:

0-0, X" = h?h”’)h‘fﬁa Tpe @ X"
This is the same differential equation as in ([4al), and thus the solution is the same
as in (I7):

O X" (3) = h" 0, X"(2)
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and concatenating this transformation with eq ([48):
~ 1
anXH(?)) — <hnaaaX,u + 5CTV,LLV)(lCn)
|T:U
The reduction then sets (EQB, CI,X]:) — (NaB,0,0), and denoting coordinates

in F2 with (Jyu, XM, 0™, o, ULUI) we have the projection:

Ju = h"0, XV Gy + XTI
XH =XH
o — Ett—ICn
T R P
=hu ("hat_
O.jl —_ 7thn o %hnaglgn
of  =hha, + Lf¢n

where UL — pinA (3)9ra. Thus, we perform a reduction that fixes the metric EQB to

Nag Without changing the sign of hy.
The two-form @ = §(@+ dpy) is basic with respect to the exact symplectic form

(B € {n,t}):

0% =0 [ JOX'+oho0”
oM

ie. w=7"0% and the BFV action S% is computed to be (see Appendix [D]) :

1
S2 = / ~0'9 X", 0" [JHJ” + 0 X"9 X G | + 0l ot 00"
oM

We have thus defined a BV-BFV structure
(]:]\/fa SPa QM; Q]\Ja]:gMa S?Da Qa]\/fa QBMaTr)a

where (Far, Sp, Qur, Qar) is the BV part (in the bulk) , 7 := 707 is the composition
of the restriction to the boundary map 7 and of the reduction map # (defined in
B9) and (Fdys, S8, Qonr, Qonr) is the BFV part (on the boundary).

6. NAMBU-GOTO THEORY — BV-BFV ANALYSIS

The analysis of the BV-Nambu-Goto action is analogous to that of Polyakov
theory. In the first section we will identify the symmetries, in the second section
we will build the (broken) BV structure, and in the third section we will identify
the kernel. Here we will see a different behaviour than in the case of the Polyakov
action: the kernel is not regular.

6.1. Symmetries of the Nambu Goto action. Nambu—Goto string theory is
invariant under the action of worldsheet diffeomorphisms, which act on the coordi-
nates as ¢ : © — x(Z) and on the fields as: X — ¢*X. In a local chart:

= x¥(2) XH — XH(x(2))
and infinitesimally, the action on fields reads:
5<X = LcX: XH %X‘HLC)‘&XX“

Observe that the metric is not an independent field, and there is thus no rescaling
Symmetry.

We build now the BV structure following the same steps as in the previous
chapter. We promote to ghost fields the infinitesimal parameters of the infinitesimal
symmetry transformations. In this case, we have only the degree +1 ghost field (.
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We then add the degree —1 anti-fields Xl and the degree —2 anti-ghosts ¢{. We
have again an irreducible gauge group, and thus we do not have to introduce higher
order ghosts or anti-ghosts.

Definition 30. We define (relaxed) BV Nambu—Goto theory on the two-dimensional
manifold with boundary (M, 9M) to be the data (Fyg, Qna, SNa, @ne), where

Fna :=T[=1](C*(M,N) x X[1](M))
so that, in a local chart and denoting the degree of the various fields by
{ 0 1 -1 =2 }
D NG ID ¢ e
we have that the BV-Nambu-Goto action reads:
1
Sxe=Sa+ [ (XL + (¢ 56.0)
M
and @ is the Hamiltonian vector field of Sy; (up to boundary terms).

Theorem 31. Let (M,0M) be a two-dimensional manifold with boundary. Relazed
BV Nambu—Goto theory on M is not 1-extendable to a BV-BFV theory on (M,0M).

Proof. We begin by computing the variation:
6Sne = EL + dneg + / Xf¢rexr — ¢l
oM

EL+ ang + By

Where EL is the bulk term, and &yg and dapy the boundary terms due to the
degree-0 part of the Nambu—Goto action and its BV part respectively (cf. Equation
[@3)). The pre-symplectic form wpy = ddng + ddpy is:

wBY = 0ANG +/ 5XZLC”6X“ — XZ&C"(SX“—}—
oM
- [ adcnae + Guacrace
oM
In this case the kernel presents a singular behaviour, differently from the case of
Polyakov theory. Some equations are in fact not solvable in a general way, which

makes the kernel not regular. To see this, let us write the defining equations
txwpy = 0, where X is a generic vector field on Fyg:

(52a) 00, X" 9" (G — 00X, 0°X,)(Xx)! =0

SXH- {\/E |:(g)\tgna _ g)\ngat _ gtnga)\)aAXuaaXu + gntpr:| at(XX)V‘i‘
\/g [(WW gnnga)\)a/\XuaaX,u + gmGW} (XBRX)V+
at (\/g |:(g)\tgna o g/\ngat o gtnga/\>a)\X#aaXU + gntGU#] (XX)V> +

~(Cpu = OO0+ 2 (0 + xjexe ) | =0

(52b) 5X): C"(Ax)* =0
3 X (R ) — (Rer)aC™ — LX) — 08¢ (%) =0
(52¢) 8¢t ¢"(K)* = 0.

Comparing with Polyakov’s kernel Equations ([@0), here we can see that Equation
(B2al) no longer impose that (Xx)* vanishes, and there is no kernel equation to
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impose (X¢)* oc ¢". The equations (52h) and (E2d) are then not automatically
satisfied and are singular. Let us take, for instance, Equation (52D):

C"(Xx)* =0.
It can be satisfied, if:

(Rx) =0 or (Rx)#oc (", C"#0
(Xx ) = any, =0

These conditions are clearly not regular, meaning that the kernel is not a smooth
subbundle of T'Fn¢, thus obstructing the pre-symplectic reduction, and the defi-
nition of the smooth manifold of BFV fields Fyg/ ker(c&%v). This concludes the
proof. O

7. CONCLUSIONS

Both Nambu—Goto and Polyakov theories describe the motion of the bosonic
string with a given background metric. They are equivalent at classical level, since
they yield the same moduli space of Euler-Lagrange equations. On the other hand,
the results of [BRZ14] hint to the fact that the two theories may no longer be
related if we adopt a finer notion of equivalence.

In this paper we compared the two theories when defined on a spacetime manifold
(a worldsheet) with boundary. We first considered the classical models, comput-
ing and comparing their reduced phase spaces, following the approach introduced
by Kijowski and Tulczijew [KT79]. In Theorem [I7 we gave an explicit symplec-
tic presentation of the Reduced Phase Space of Polyakov theory for any target
Lorentzian manifold, and in Theorem 22] we showed how the reduced phase space
for Nambu—Goto theory coincides with that of Polyakov theory (after reduction).

We then analysed Polyakov and Nambu—Goto theories in the BV-BFV frame-
work. We found an obstruction in the construction of the BV-BFV structure of
the Nambu—Goto theory, which is then not 1-extendable (Theorem [1), while no
obstruction was found in the case of the Polyakov theory, for which the BV-BFV
structure was derived in Theorem

This result suggests that the two string theories we analysed, albeit classically
equivalent, differ when a more stringent notion of equivalence is employed. Since
the extendability of a BV theory to a BV-BFV theory on a manifold with boundary
is a necessary requirement for quantisation with boundary, we conclude that this
result suggests that Nambu—Goto theory is not a fully satisfactory description of
the bosonic string.

This result strengthens the observation of [BRZ14, Remark 7.3], where the clas-
sical and quantum BV cohomologies of Nambu—-Goto action have been computed,
and shown to differ from the calculations of [BTV96], which implies that the ob-
servable content of the two models might differ.

One can take this result as a two-dimensional extension of the observations
presented in [CS17], where the 1d analogues of Nambu—Goto theory (Jacobi theory)
and of Polyakov theory (scalars coupled to 1d gravity) have been shown to be
classically equivalent, and yet possess different extendability properties. Indeed,
precisely like its two-dimensional NG analogue, the BV-BFV induction procedure is
obstructed for Jacobi theory. Recently, the 1d case has been analysed further, to the
result that despite the cohomologies of the respective Batalin—Vilkovisky—de Rham
complexes are isomorphic (as predicted by [BBH95; Hen90]), the existence of a
BV-BFV pair is a stricter requirement that is not preserved by the BV-equivalence.
With those considerations, our result directly shows the incompatibility of the BV
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and BFV structures for Nambu-Goto theory, marking a difference with Polyakov
theory, regardless of the behaviour of their BV-cohomologies.

Another noteworthy scenario that presents a similar discrepancy is provided
by General Relativity in dimension d > 4, where the two classically-equivalent
metric and coframe formulations (Einstein—Hilbert and Eistein—Palatini-Cartan)
have different extendability properties |[CS16; [CS19a], despite having equivalent
reduced phase spaces [CS19b, Theorem 4.25].

This phenomenon appears to be linked to diffeomorphism symmetry, and suggest
that certain classically-equivalent formulations of a given physical theory might be
more suitable for quantisation with boundary. The next step in this program is then
to proceed with the BV-BFV quantisation of Polyakov theory, following |[CMR18&;
CS17]. We will address this question elsewhere.

APPENDIX A. NONDEGENERACY CONDITION

Throughout this paper we considered the case h™ # 0 without justifying the
choice. Now we want to show that if A" = 0, we are considering a case where
the boundary is light-like, in which case the treatment should be different from
the beginning. We will use the non-rescaled metric since caluclations are easier,
and rescaling does not change the arguments presented here. We look then for a
diffeomorphism #(z?) that transforms the metric in the following way:

hnn hnt ia(mﬁ) 0 S
(53) (hm 0) " s 0

where s is a function. The transformation can be written as:

o5 978" (0 s
hap = 7——F—=
dz> 9zP \s 0/ 4
which yields the set of equations:

03" 0F"

0at 9at

o3t 9i"  9Ft 9"

S(@ ox" + Ozm Ozt ) = fint
ozt 9"
Se—7— = hpy
ox™ Oz
From the first equation, either g—iz or % must vanish. Let us consider the case
where %”Z = 0, and the other case is analogous. We then have that
" =" (")
and:
h h 1
dit = 2Ldat + L da” = —w.
s 2sx™ s

For any one-form w’ in 2 dimensions, there always exists a function A such
that Aw’ is locally an exact form, thus locally it always exists a function s such
that dz' is an exact form, and there is always a diffeomorphism Z : (z",z%) —
(Z"(2™), 2t (2™, 2?)) that satisfies (53]) (locally). This is due to the Frobenius theo-
rem for foliations applied to the case of a 1-form in 2 dimensions.
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APPENDIX B. MANIPULATION OF CONSTRAINTS

In this section we want to find the explicit expression of the functions 77 (h),
introduced in Part 3 of the Proof of Theorem [, such that the resulting combination
roB fap is a basic function in F, ie. it only depends on the reduced variables
(X7, J,).

In order to do this, let us rewrite Eaﬁ(&lX”)GW(agX“) as a function of the
reduced variables

hOP (00 XV)G o (05X ") = B (0, XV) G (0 X 1) + 20" (0, X V)G (B™™) "L (J* — (8, X)B"™)
AR TR, — (0:X V)G ) (TP — (9, X )R

_ (8tX”)GW(8tX“) (%tt o 2(~hn—t)2 i (E"t>2>

Enn Enn
5 '}Vlnt Ent ~ 1
+ X(atX )G#VJ'LL 2;L.— — 2}2— + J#J’u(h )

= (h") (SO X )G (0 X7) + T

where we used: 9, X" = (h"")~1(yxJ" — h"(9,X")) and that (A — 2% +
B70%) — (Fmm)=tdet(R) = (h"™)~'s. Thus:

Ton
87 }L'/\p tt7 tT T 1
™ (3 X )Gl (0pX) = (7Bt 27 o 7 ) e (0K )G (D X) + )
h h h
= (pft gt 0 nn TRy (9, XV)G (O XY+ J, TP
(71 e 7 S ) (DX Gl (0 X) ")
tt1 nt hnt nn htt v
= (T 5 — T % + 7 QEnn)((atX )GW(atX“) +§JHJH)

Where we used the metric & to raise the indices two write the last equality, to the
effect of moving ¢ in front of J*J,. Now we compute the second term:

TP (00 X" )G (05 X1) = 7 (0, X7) G (0, X1) + 27" (0, X V) Gy (B™™) ™ (x J* — R (8, X 1))
+ Tnn(ﬁnn)—Q(XJ# B 'Bnt(atXu>G#V)(XJu N 'Bnt(atXu))

Tt Tnt\2
= (0: X")G L (0: X ) (Ttt — QT"tiL— + T""—(f ) )
hnn (hnn>2

1
+ x(0: X")G ,,J“(QT"t~—27”" = )
( ¢ ) ® hnn (hnn)Q

+ Sy I (R 7,
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Putting the pieces together:

~ 1~
7P fop = TthalgEh)‘T(a,\XV)GMV(aTX“) — 700 X")G 0 (05X 1) =

1 Rt Rt Rt (h"t)2
0. X"\G y 9, XH <Ttt_ 77_nt~ +Tnn _ o Ttt 727_nt~ +Tnn S >+
1 Ent
hXNG I — 27" = 4 27" )+
X( t ) i ( hnn (hnn)2
1 At hit _
gJ,uJM (Ttt§ _ Tnt};nn 4 2’};”” o ngn(hnn>—2) —

1 fbnt Tltt (%nt)?
0: XG0 (O X Ttt—+7”t~—+7"”<—~ - )]Jr
OX")Gyu (X" | = 715 + 7 o (S -

1 Ent
0 XV)G P | — 27— 4 27" ]—i—
X( ¢ ) B |: hnn (hnn>2

1 'Hnt }tht 1
§J#J“[7tt—T"t~—+T""< — — (= )]

This expresses 77 f,5 in function of (hag, X*, J,). We now compare it with Equa-
tion (20) for *?, which we report below for convenience:

TP (R) fap(hy X1, J) = 1T, J9 4+ 2700, X )T, + 110, X7 )G (0, X 1)

so that:

lnt _ X( _ Tnt; +7.nn ~hnt )
hnn (hnn)?

ltt — 77_tt1 + Tntfit + Fnn Ett o (ﬁnt)Q
glnnTtt%Tntg’_nt +7_nn<2%tt g(ﬁ1)2>
nn nn nn
The first two equations can be solved for 7™ and 7'*. At this point, the third one
yields a relation between I, and l;: "™ = —l*. The relations are:
7 7_nnfbﬁ
hnn
Tnt — Tnnf’it _ innlnt
hnn
Fit Tnni o QX%ntlnt _oJtt
hnn

The first term after the equal sign can be written as: %EQB x h®?. This term

gives no contribution when contracted with f,z, since hos fap=0.

The relation ™ = —cl* tells us that we can only obtain terms of this kind:
I ((0: XY) G (0L X ) — 6T JJ*) + 1"(0, X )G J#. The resulting new constraints
for Polyakov theory are given in Equation ().
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ApPPENDIX C. NAMBU—GOTO: LENGTHY ALGEBRAIC MANIPULATIONS

In this appendix, we are going to show how eq. (28] follows from eq. (24) and
(20). We rewrite here the second condition of the kernel ([27):

(54)
OXH- {\/E |:(g)\tgnoz _ g)\ngat _ gtngo&\)a)\XyaaXu + gntGuu] at(XX)V+

Ve [(W P g N O, X, D, X + g”ncw} (%o, x)"+

at (\/g |:(g/\tgna o g/\ngat o gtnga/\)a)\X#aaXy + gntGU#:| (XX)U>} —
0X" VB (Cpv = Cup) (Rx)"

where C),,, groups together the terms inside the square bracket in Equation (24)).

We will see that (B4]) has no component on the plane tangent to the surface
defined by X* and thus all conditions are on the orthogonal part. This is in agree-
ment with eq. (23]), where the tangent part is free (8,0, X* + 8:0;X*"), while the
orthogonal part is not. This will allow us to easily find a condition on P;#(Xps, x).
In fact this term is exactly the second line of (B4)):

g P (Ko, x ) = | — g9 X000 X, + 0G| (Ko, x)Y

The problem is thus reduced to writing the orthogonal projection of the re-
maining terms. Rearranging the second to last line of (54]) to have the p and v
indexes in the same order as the previous lines, using Plﬁ, =G —0°X,0,X, and
go‘ﬁagX# =: 0°X,,, and recalling that (Xx)" = a,, 0, X" + 0,0, X", the left hand
side of (B4) becomes:

(55)
LHS = {(atxyanxu —0"X,0'X,) — g"tpjy} O (Ax)"\E — 9" P (Ko, x)" VE+

—8t |:\/E (GtXl,G”XH — G"XVGtXH)(XX)”] — 8,5 |:gntPL X g:| =
VEPL [gmwxr n g""<xanx>”} ) [@ (0'X,0"X,, — Wuatxu)] (%)

We want to show now that the second term in (BI) has the component on the
tangent plane:

plerg, {\/g ("X, 0" X, — 8"XV8tXM)} (Rx)’ =
(56)
@(atanﬂ — a, 0" XP) (N X XYY (4G ),

where Pll-#t .= 92 X?9,X". The term on the right hand side of (58] vanishes in
the case of a constant metric. We will see later that in the general case it gets
canceled by the term on the right hand side of (B4)). This means that all tangent
terms vanish, as we wanted to prove. Rearranging indexes and since from (26]),
(Xx)* lies on the tangent plane, we can rewrite the left hand side of (B8] as:
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pllukg, {@ (0! Xp0" Xy — 6”Xk6tXw)] P (Rx)"

Let us then look at:

plaky, {\/g (0" X" Xy — 8”Xk8tXw)] P

Let us calculate the internal term:
O [\/E (8th8"Xw — anxkatxw)} =

) [\/g] (0" X10" Xy — 0" X0 X)) + (VE )0y [(atxkanxw - anxkatxw)] —

VB9 (0,X,,0,0, X" + %apX“a(,X”(atGw)) (0'Xp0" Xy — 0" X, 0" X )+

VE {(’)tath@"Xw + 0" X1 010" Xy — 0;0" X1,0" Xy — 6"Xk8t0tXw] x

1
(07 X, 010, X" + 507 X4 0, X" (9,Gyw)) (0" X10" X,y — 0" X0 X))+

(57) 010" X10" Xy + 0" X1,0,0" Xy — 0;0" X1,0" X, — 0" X,0;0" X,

where in the last step the expression was multiplied by (,/g)~'. The underlined
term gives the term on the right hand side of (&), while the projection of the rest
on the tangent plane vanishes. Removing the underlined part and applying the
projectors:

pluk Kat - %8"X“&,X”(8tGW)) <\/§(8th8an - Q"XkatXw))]P,l'*w =

0% X100, X* (9P XHO" X, — I"XHI'X,)+
+0° X 9, X 0,0' X, 0" X, + 0 XH0,0" X105 X 0P X, +
—0° X190 X*0,0" X1,0' X, — 0" X10,0' X105 X 0P X, =

0° X10,0, X" (' X1 X, — "XFI' X))+
X1, X*0,0t X,,0" X, +0* X "9, X 0,0 X1,0" X, +
A
+OXH9,0" X0, X 0" X, + O X190, 0" X0, X*0 X, +
B
—O"XH9,X*0,0" X,0' X, — Ot X 0, X*0,0" X, 0 X, +
B
— "X 0,0' X0, X "X, —0" X 0,0t X,,0, X ' X,
A
The terms marked A and B cancel each other. We thus remain with:
0° X10,0, X" (9! XHO" X, — "X I X))+
O' X109, X 0,0' X, 0" X, + 0" X' 0,0" X0, X 0" X,
—" X109, X*0,0" X0 X, — 0" X"0,0t X0, X 0t X,
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We can rearrange the terms in the second and third line and then use the Leibniz
rule:

0% X010, X" (' XFO" X, — 9" X"D' X))+
D' XHM(9,X%0,0° X},)0" X, — 0" XH(9,0° X0, X")0' X, =
0° X040, X" (' XHO" X, — O"X1D'X,)+
+0,0° X0, X* (9' X1 0" X, — O"X10'X,) =
O(0° X0y XF) (0" XHO"X, — O"XHD'X,) =
0:(62) (' XH9"X, — 0" X" 9" X,) =0
This means that the left hand side of (27)), which we rewrote in (B3 as:

LHS = ~VEPL [a"0,00) 9" (Xo,x)" | ~01 | VE(0/X,0" X, -0 X,0'X,)| 00
can be rewritten as:

LHS = —\/g P-" [gmat(XX)V + g”"(xanXV] +
_pLuky, [\/g (01X, 0" X, — a"Xuath)} (Xx)"+

(58) —@(atmxrﬂ ' XP) (02X P XY (0,Co)

From (B7]) we see that the second term simplifies considerably:
—pLiky, [\/g ("X, 0" X}, — anxyatxk)} (Xx)” =
JgpP+rk [atakaanxy - atanxkatxu} Xx)" =
VEPH [atatxkanxu - 8t6”Xk6tXu] (0 On XV 4 0,0, X") =
VgpPHE [anatatxk — @ 0,0" Xk} =
JEPLHE {anat(gtaaaxk) — (g0 Xw] _
VEpH {O‘ngmataan — atg”aataan] =
\/EPJ-,M [(gttan — " )0:0; X, + (g™ vy — g"”at)atanXk} =

VEP " {(gttan — 9™ X + (" ey, — g”"at)atanxk] +

VEP LGN G [(g”an — ") X  + (9" — gm0, X k]

We can also simplify the first part of the first term in (GS):
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—PHH9,(Ax) = =P g™ 0y (0n 0, XY + 0 0: XY) =
—Pj’“g"t(anatanX” + atatatX”)

Putting the pieces together (B8] becomes:

—B 9" P (Ko, x)” + B P [(gttan — 29" ) 0,0, X" — gnno‘tata”Xy} -
\/EPj"“G”wak {(gttan — g”tat)ath + (9", — g"”at)anXk] +
(59) —%(atG”X’J — and XP) (02X P XY (0,C o)

and if the metric is constant the right hand side of ([27)) vanishes (which means that
B = 0 and that its third row identically vanishes) and we can write the kernel
fields as:

(Xx)u = ananX” + atatX“

(Ko, x )1 = Br0p X" + 1Oy X" + (gnn)ilpj# {(gttan - 29mat)atatXU - gnnatatanXV]
+(gnn)—1Pl/L,uGVwka |:(gttan _ gntat)ath + (gntan _ gnnat)anXk:|

with {ap, at, Bn, St} free parameters. The presence of £, and f; is due to the fact
that there is no condition on the part of (X)g, x» annihilated by P,-*.

In the case of a general metric, C,,, doesn’t vanish, but we have (9) = /g (Cio —
Cop)(X)xo. If the right hand side of (54) had a component parallel to the tangent
plane that did not exactly cancel the third line of (59)), there would be conditions
over a,, and a;, which would mean that the kernel of w could have different dimen-
sions for different target metrics G,,,. We are going now to calculate the component
of (Cho — Cop)(X)x- parallel to the tangent plane. Let us observe that Cy, 03 X*
can be rewritten in a simplified way:

B (g)"’anX“/ - g/\"apX“/ - gpna/\X“/> 3AXV/8aXV%Gu’u
+onx 8;?;“} Ip X" =

% <8AX’/6AX”6’B’ - za"XV’aﬂX”) % + G”X“'aﬁX“% =
% (GAX”/GAX”) %C;”;”

The component of (Cys — Cop)(X)xo parallel to the tangent plane is:

1o (00— u) o0

condition that can be developed using Pll,l’” = O X, 0\ XM
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X, 0\ X" (c,w —~ c,w) (ananxa + at(')tX") =

[WXV@AX 7)etn — 0" Xy (0n0n X7 + oatatX")} % 0, X ”/8PX”% =
1. G,
{O‘"atXuatX 7 — 0" X, 0 X ] SO X X I

1 /
[anatxy - atG”Xl,] 30X 0P X (2:Gory)
This term cancels the third line of (59)). We thus see that all the terms in (27 have

no component parallel to the tangent plane. Let us now calculate the component
of (Cus — Cop)(X)xo orthogonal to the tangent plane:

P (Cor = Cop ) (000X + i) =

1, 9G., ew
1,0 v v v'v 1, n o o\ __
an P S0, X" 0P XYt = BP0 X S (000, X7 + a0, X7) =
1 ! VaGl//y n ), ’8G ’ lod o
Pj_”u |:Oén§ap‘( 8/)4( a— )ru - 8 a a XHUN‘ (O[nanX + OétatX ):|

We can finally write the expressions (28) and ([28) for (Xx)* and (Xa, x)* respec-
tively as:

(Xx)'u = ananX“ + atatX“

(Ra, x)* = BrOn X" + 10 XH + (gnn)flpj’# (9" an — 29" ) 0,0, XY — gnnatatanXV]

+(g") T PG Gl [(g”an — g™ ) X"+ (g™, — g”"at)c’?nX’“} +

1 ’ ’//l/ ’ aG ’
_(gnn)—lpylv“ |:an§apX” or XY aaG)(# o XH 87/?(&"6")(0 + OétatXU)]

APPENDIX D. THE BOUNDARY ACTION S9

We need the BFV action Slag to complete the data comprising the BFV structure
for Polyakov theory. We can calculate it using the fact that the modified classical
master equation can be recast in the form: %LQM Ly Q0 = TS, Qs acts on the
anti-ghosts and anti-fields as:

Qu X} = 95 ( ~2h° 8aX”GW> PR, xr0sx g, <X,1<ﬂ)

Quil = - X[\ X" + 0a (2%*@%13) — WP\ hag + CLONC* + 0o <c§ga)
Quht*7 = 211*°9,(7 — D (ﬁwga) — WP R7P 06 X s X" Gy — hTP7 0N
and on the fields and ghosts as:
QuXH = o XH

Qrrhap = 0aChag + 05 haa + CCOxhas — 03P hagp
QuC* = CPox¢
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The graded symplectic form Qpr is: Qp = [, 0X*6X | + 57L0‘ﬁ57L25 + ¢, Let

us now calculate (we drop the M subscript) tgio€2am and manipulate the result to
obtain a total derivative:

Lol = / NG {aﬂ ( - 27La58aX“Gm) +7La58aX”85X”% — 9 (X;gﬂ) }+
M N———

Ay
¢Pa, N [—XZ@AX“ 104 (QEWEW) — WP O\ hag + CLONC + D4 (g;ga) ] +
N———
Az

B

|:ap</\z/\a + 3(7@%@ + CAaAﬁpa - 3AC’\EW} X
{QETW(?QC“ — Oa (ET’”C”‘> - Epafz“ﬁaaX“[?gX”GW - iNLT’”"aAC)‘]
The terms marked as Ay, Ay and B are equivalent respectively to:
Ay + Ay = —0p [C’\a,\X“XZCﬁ]
B =0 {cpap@cicﬂ]
removing these terms and considering that:
[apC’\E,\a + GUC’\E,\,J + C’\a,\ﬁpa] (—htP7a,¢M)+
NPT [szapaago s (mwga) s Efﬂaakg*] 0
we are left with:
LoLo = / o X" {ag ( - 27La56aX“GW) +7La58aX“8BX”%] +
M
cr9,c> [ + 0 <2maﬁzw) - maﬁa@aﬁ] - 0Ny BB D X103 X Gt
|:apC)\7L)\a + GUCAEA,J + C’\a,\ﬁpa] X
[2%“’%%(" — 0Oa (ET”"CO‘) — EPQE‘TBGQX“E)BX”GW] .

We will consider separately the terms that have X* or its derivatives and the terms
that do not. The ones that do are:

Corx" {aﬂ ( — 209, X “Gm) + EaﬂaaX#aﬁxv_%fgg ] +
+akCAEpaﬁpaﬁgﬁaaX#aBXyGuu-|—

_ [ap@%m 0,V + @aﬁpg]ﬁﬂaﬁdﬂaaX#aﬁXVGW _

95 { — 2000\ X WP 9, X1 G ) + CBEQWQX“GAX”GW}
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the remaining terms are:
g“p@pg“’\ |: + Oy (QETQBE)\B) — ?LTQBG)\}VLQB] +
{ap@f?m 0, Tiap + @aﬁz,m] [ﬁmpaac” _a, (%*P"c“)] -
s [ — P ONhpeh17PCP + 20000 RPP R, — 23(7@,;@7;@1%} .

Putting all the pieces together we explicitly remain with the integral of a total
derivative (we assume integration against a volume form on M):

LoLor = /M s [ — QPOXIXTCP = 20000 X P 0 X Gy + Cﬁﬁa’\aaX“aAX”GW] +

/ 0 [cpapdcicﬁ — COhah1 767 + 20000 P, — 2&@%&”%‘*]
M
and using Stoke’s theorem:

1QLeQn = /6 Ny —CPXHX[C 2 NXY WO D0 X Gy + CThON 0 X POV XY G+

/8 0" = COrhgah1CT 4 2O ONCTRI iy = 20,CMhah 7"

we can express the first and second terms, and the third term as functions of the
reduced variables:

—CPoNX"XfCm - 2 NX VO D0 X Gy = —2 [at&gX“JH + U"JHJ“}

TR0 X O\ XV Gy = 0" [J#J“ - 8tX“8tX”GW]

while the second line can be expressed as:
_2anno_tat0,n + 2ant0,tato_t
and thus:

1oLy = / —QUthX“JH —o" [JHJ” + 8tX”6tX”GW} - 2pT"”at0tU" + 2pT”tUt8tat
oM
which is the BFV boundary action of Equation (38]).
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