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Abstract. A concrete geometrisation scheme is proposed for the Green–Schwarz cocycles in the
supersymmetric de Rham cohomology of the super-minkowskian spacetime, which determine standard
super-σ-model dynamics of super-p-branes. The scheme yields higher-supergeometric structures with
supersymmetry akin to those known from the un-graded setting – distinguished (Murray-type) p-
gerbe objects in the category of Lie supergroups. These are shown to carry a canonical equivariant
structure for the action of the discrete Kostelecký–Rabin subgroup of the target supersymmetry group
on the target, and thus to resolve the ‘topology’ of the corresponding Rabin–Crane soul superorbifold
of the super-minkowskian spacetime. The equivariant structure is seen to effectively define a novel σ-
model of super-p-brane dynamics in the super-orbifold through the construction of the corresponding
(gauge-)symmetry defect.
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1. Introduction

The enduring relevance, in physics and mathematics alike, of σ-models with topological Wess–
Zumino (WZ) terms rests safely on the great variety of contexts in which they appear naturally and
constructively: From – at the physical end – an effective description of nuclear interactions [GML60],
through the critical field theory of collective excitations of the quantum spin chain [Hal83, AH87], to
classical string [CZ84, Fri85, CFMP85] and superstring [GS84a] theory and beyond, and – at the math-
ematical end – from the theory of infinite dimensional Lie algebras [BPZ84, Wit84], through topological
quantum field theory [Wit89] and the theory of quantum groups [Gaw91], to noncommutative [FG94]
and higher geometry [CMM00] and cohomology [Gaw88], to name only few .

The naturality and adequacy of the language of gerbe theory [Gir71, Gaw88, Mur96] in a rigor-
ous formulation and canonical description [Gaw88, Sus11a], symmetry and duality analysis [GSW08,
GSW11, GSW10, Sus11a, GSW13, Sus12] and constructive geometric quantisation [Gaw88, Gaw00,
GR02, GR03, Gaw05, Sus11a] of field theories from this distinguished class, has, by now, attained the
status of a well-documented fact. Introduced, in the pioneering works of Alvarez [Alv85] and Gawędzki
[Gaw88], in the disguise of the Beilinson–Deligne hypercohomology which built the Cheeger–Simons
differential characters [CS85] into the lagrangean formulation, the language has found ample structural
applications in this domain upon its geometrisation by Murray et al. [Mur96, MS00], and in particular
in a cohomological classification of quantum-mechanically consistent models, in a concrete formulation
of a universal gauge principle and in the resulting classification of gauge anomalies and of inequivalent
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gaugings [GSW10, Sus11b, GSW13, Sus12, Sus13], and – finally – in a straightforward geometric de-
scription of defects and their fusion in the said theories in terms of bicategories of gerbes over stratified
target spaces [FSW08, RS09, Sus11a].

The σ-models in which the ideas and methods of gerbe theory have proven particularly robust and
constructive are those with a rich configurational symmetry induced from isometries of the target space,
to wit, the Wess–Zumino–Witten (WZW) σ-models of loop dynamics on compact Lie groups [Wit84,
Gaw91, Gaw00, GTTNB04] and their gauged Gawędzki–Kupiainen variants [GKO85, GK89b, GK89a,
KPSY89, Hor96, Gaw02], defining that dynamics on homogeneous spaces. Here, the key results of the
Diracesque programme of a (higher-)geometric study of the two-dimensional lagrangean field theories,
authored and developed, jointly with his collaborators, by Gawędzki [Gaw88, GR02] and stimulated by
Murray’s findings [Mur96, MS00], are: an explicit equivariant geometric quantisation [Gaw88, Gaw00,
GR02, GR03, Gaw05] in the spirit of Segal’s functorial quantisation [Seg04, Gaw00]; a systematic
reconstruction of σ-models for mappings of worldsheets (also unoriented ones) into orbispaces of group
actions in terms of gerbes with an (twisted) equivariant structure [GR03, Gaw05, SSW07, GSW08,
GSW10, GSW13], the latter determining the data of the gauge-symmetry defect of [Sus11b, Sus12,
Sus13] (cp. also [RS09]); a construction of the maximally symmetric WZW defects [FSW08, RS11] and
their in-depth study [RS11, Sus22], revealing intricate novel relations to the Moore–Seiberg data of the
WZW model [MS89] and to the ubiquitous Chern–Simons topological gauge field theory [Wit89, AM95];
an elucidation of the peculiar structure of the emergent spectral noncommutative geometry of the
maximally symmetric D-branes on the target Lie group [RS08].

The advent of supersymmetry [Miy66, GS71, GL71, VA72, VA73, AV74, WZ74a, WZ74b] and su-
pergeometry [BL75, Kos77, Gaw77, Bat79, Rog80, DeW84, Sch84, Vor84] marks the beginning of a new
chapter in the study of the distinguished field theories under consideration, in which the main protag-
onists are the Green–Schwarz (GS) super -σ-models [GS84a, GS84b, AETW87, MT98, AF08, GSW09,
FG12, DFGT09, BLNPST97, dWPPS98, Cla99, BST86, BST87] of inner-Hom ‘mappings’ [Fre99] into
a target supermanifold, the latter replacing smooth mappings into the target manifold of the original
non-graded formulation. The underlying physics requires the existence of an additional structure on the
supergeometric targets of these models, to wit, an action of a Lie supergroup [Kos77, FLV07, CCF11]
of supersymmetries, playing the rôle of the rigid symmetries of the superfield theory. Finally, the prag-
matic criterion of irreducibility fixes the choice of the target in the form of a homogeneous space of
the supersymmetry group. With the action ‘functional’ composed of a tensorial (metric) ‘kinetic’ term
and an intrinsically cohomological WZ term, just as in the non-graded setting, the super-σ-models
beg for an application of the higher-algebraic and -geometric methods along the lines of the successful
treatment of their non-graded counterparts. This is the immediate (super)geometric context
and the ultimate goal, motivated amply in the previous paragraphs, of the approach ad-
vocated in the present work. The state of the art in this field of mathematical and physical research
prompts a careful explanation of the last declaration, to be followed by its concretisation.

The super-σ-model on a homogeneous space G/H ≡ T of the supersymmetry Lie supergroup G
comes with an obvious choice of cohomology in which to place the usual analysis of its WZ term:
The theory is founded on the assumption of a quantum-mechanically consistent realisation of super-
symmetry, and so the relevant cohomology is the G-invariant de Rham cohomology of T. Whenever
the latter supermanifold itself is a Lie supergroup, we arrive at the Cartan–Eilenberg cohomology
CaE●(T) ≡H●dR(T)T of T, which can be mapped to the Leïtes super-variant [Lei75] of the Chevalley–
Eilenberg cohomology CE●(t) of the tangent Lie superalgebra t of T, and otherwise the tools of the
theory of non-linear realisations of (super)symmetry [Sch67, Wei68, CWZ69, CCWZ69, SS69a, SS69b,
ISS71, VA72, VA73, IK78, LR79, UZ82, IK82, SW83, FMW83, BW84] can be employed to ‘embed’
it in the same cohomology of the full supersymmetry Lie superalgebra g = sLieG with a reductive
decomposition g = t ⊕ LieH . The problem with this purely algebraic presentation of the (p + 2)-form
backgrounds of the GS super-σ-models of super-p-branes is twofold:

● The higher-algebraic structure encoded by cohomology groups CEp+2(t) with p > 0, relevant
to the (p+1)-dimensional GS super-σ-models, does not admit a simple interpretation in terms
of central extensions of t, conditionally amenable to straightforward integration to the Lie-
(super)group level as is the case for CE2(t) [CE48, TW87]. An interpretation of classes in
the higher cohomology groups in terms of Lie-(p + 1)-(super)algebras based on t was given
by Baez et al. in [BC04, BH11], whereupon the Getzler–Henriques scheme of L∞-integration
[Get09, Hen08] was adapted to the setting of interest [FSS12, Hue12]. This led to a formal
definition of higher geometric objects (the so-called Lie (p + 1)-supergroups) over T which
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were then proposed to provide a ‘realisation’ of the GS classes in CEp+2(t) [FSS14]. The
formal nature of the definition may, at times, effectively obstruct investigation of a number of
physically fundamental issues (cp. below).
● The existing formal definition does not resolve, in any obvious manner, the topology of the

target supermanifold of the super-σ-model, as probed by the embedded worldvolume of the
charged fundamental object (the super-p-brane), in the same (or similar) manner as an abelian
p-gerbe gives a resolution of the homology class (of the σ-model target) dual to the cohomology
class of the curvature of that p-gerbe [Gaj97]. The said target supermanifold is simply assumed
to be T, which is the topologically featureless super-Minkowski space in the simplest case under
consideration1, and so there seems to be no topology to speak of. Here, the word ‘seems’ is
crucial.

The former aspect could well be igonored, were it not for the significance of the following mutually
entangled questions that one ought to be able to ask and then answer in any attempt at explaining the
physics of the super-σ-model:

(1) How does the κ-symmetry of the super-σ-model manifest itself in the higher-supergeometric
formulation? The gauged supersymmetry of the superfield theory is responsible for restoring
equibalance between Graßmann-odd and -even degrees of freedom in the vacuum [dAL82, Sie83,
Sie84, Sus20], and so it is central to the consistency of the physical model – it fixes the WZ
term, and with it, the structure of the superfield theory. As any gauge symmetry, it reflects
an intrinsic redundancy of the latter, and furnishes a consistent description of the underlying
dynamics on the symmetry orbispace of the target. The gauging scheme in the presence of
higher-geometric structures was worked out and elucidated in [GSW10, GSW13, Sus12, Sus13].
The problem here is that the symmetry does not preserve the metric and topological terms
in the GS action functional separately, so a direct application of the standard techniques is
precluded, but some manifestation is nevertheless to be found if the higher supergeometry is
to determine a (pre)quantisation of the superfield theory.

(2) What is the higher-supergeometric representation of supersymmetric defects of the super-σ-
model compatible with the bulk κ-symmetry? The fundamental rôle of these defects in the
implementation – along the lines of [FSW08, RS09, Sus11a] – of the generating loop-group
symmetries, and so also in an in-depth understanding of the the non-graded counterparts of
the super-minkowskian super-σ-model of the superstring, i.e., of the bosonic WZW σ-models,
was demonstrated in [RS09, RS11, Sus22]. These results do more than justify the question, and
furnish a ready-to-use methodology of work towards an answer.

(3) What are the higher-supergeometric mechanisms which lift the asymptotic correspondences be-
tween the known curved super-σ-model backgrounds and the flat ones? The correspondences are
a constitutive element (cp. [MT98, Sec. 3]) of the Metsaev–Tseytlin construction of the super-
σ-models for the super-cosets with curved bodies of the general form AdSp ×Sq [MT98, PR99,
Zho99], and as such they promise to shed light on any future higher-geometric attempt at elu-
cidating the celebrated AdS/CFT holography. Rooted firmly in the purely Lie-(super)algebraic
mechanism of the İnönü–Wigner contraction, they are known to admit a rather subtle tran-
scription into the corresponding Cartan–Eilnberg cohomology [HS02], which clearly indicates
that an essential refinement of a naïve approach to ‘gerbification’ is requisite [HS03].

It is not even clear how to formulate these questions without concrete and tractable models of the
higher-supergeometric realisations of the GS classes in the supersymmetric de Rham cohomology of
the physically relevant supertargets. These we construct explicitly in the present work for the
super-minkowskian GS p-cocycles with p ∈ {0,1,2} in what can be regarded as a Lie-integrated variant
of a method, originally devised by de Azcárraga et al. [CdAIPB00] and amenable to straightforward
generalisation for p ≥ 3, of a stepwise trivialisation of the GS cocycles on H2-runged ladders of (su-
per)central extensions of superspaces. For a given p, the method essentially yields a p-gerbe object
in the category of Lie supergroups, which we call the Cartan–Eilenberg p-supergerbe. The
latter is manifestly T-invariant. In the case of the supermembrane (i.e., p = 2), the super-2-gerbe arises
naturally over the fully extended 11d superpoint of Def. 11 rather than over the 11d super-Minkowski
space. The construction of the Cartan–Eilenberg p-supergerbes paves the way for an equally con-
crete and tractable treatment of questions (1)–(3), which shall be reported in upcoming publications

1It is altogether unclear what the formal approach tells us about the non-flat supergeometries of physical relevance,
such as, e.g., the homogeneous superspaces of [MT98, PR99, Zho99].
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[Sus18a, Sus18b, Sus19, Sus20, Sus21, Sus22]. Prior to discussing its details, though, let us address the
second aspect, revealing its deeper meaning along the way.

In its most basic form, a p-gerbe – a principal C×-bundle (p = 0), a bundle gerbe (p = 1), a 2-gerbe
etc. – is a geometric structure surjectively submersed onto the support X of an integral de Rham
(p + 2)-cocycle χ in which the class of homology cycles in X dual to [χ] is resolved. The associated
Cheeger–Simons differential character determines, à la Dirac [Dir33], quantum-mechanical amplitudes
for the elementary dynamical object – a material point, a tense loop, a membrane etc. – charged under
χ, modelling, i.a., Aharonov–Bohm-type interferences between Feynman histories of the physical object
which wrap noncontractible cycles in X in an interplay between its dynamics and intrinsic topology.
Thus, a p-gerbe encodes information on the topology of X and translates that information into the
lagrangean dynamics of the p-loop. The algebraic nature of the (CE) cohomology relevant to our
considerations obscures or even suggests inadequacy of this line of thought in the present context,
and our pragmatic choice of the Lie supergeometry to be considered in what follows – that of the
topologically trivial super-Minkowski space – appears to seal its fate. In our work, we demonstrate
the fallacy of the latter reasoning by identifying the purely topological content of our
definition of the supergerbe. The idea underlying our demonstration, and hence the inspiration and
conceptual foundation of the present work, comes from an old and largely overlooked series of articles
[RC85, Rab87] by Rabin and Crane. Without going into the technical details, which shall be provided
in Sec. 5, we can summarise the idea as a consistent interpretation of the supersymmetric refinement of
the de Rham cohomology on the super-minkowskian target sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) of the GS super-σ-models
as (a model of) the de Rham cohomology of an orbifold sMink(d,1∣Dd,1)//ΓKR [RC85], to be referred
to as the Rabin–Crane (RC) orbifold, of sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) with respect to a natural action of the
Kostelecký–Rabin discrete supersymmetry group ΓKR ⊂ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) [KR84]. The identification
is attained in the direct limit over nested skeletal Rogers–DeWitt presentations [Rog80, DeW84] (or,
more formally, over a nested family of superpoints in sMink(d,1∣Dd,1)) – anticipated by and coherent
with the Freed functorial interpretation [Fre99] of the superfield theory on Graßmann-even spacetimes
– of the target supermanifold of the super-σ-model. What makes the identification possible is the
polynomial dependence of the super-vielbeins on the global supercoordinates on sMink(d,1∣Dd,1). The
orbifold, which does not seem2 to fit into Rothstein’s axiomatics for supermanifolds given in [Rot86], is a
soul fibration over the body Mink(d,1) of the target with a topologically nontrivial fibre. In particular,
it has compact Graßmann-odd fibres. We demonstrate that the CaE super-p-gerbe ensures a
quantum-mechanically consistent descent of the superfield theory to the RC orbifold. The
goal is attained, in conformity with [GSW10, GSW13], through identification of a suitable ΓKR(L)-
equivariant structure on the p-gerbe, and – equivalently [RS09, Sus12, Sus13] – through construction of
the corresponding gauge-symmetry defect, and the upshot seems to be the first concrete definition of
a superfield theory with a nontrivial (non-Rothstein) superorbifold as a model for its internal degrees
of freedom. After this, necessarily general, introduction, we are ready to enter the formal discourse of
the work.
A chronological note: The present work is a revised, conceptually elaborated and extended version of
the Author’s original (unpublished) arXiv report [Sus17], in which some later findings of [Sus19, Sus18a,
Sus20] have been integrated, and in which the fully fledged interpretation of the main construction in
terms of the super-orbifold superfield theory has been provided.

Acknowledgements: This work is a humble tribute to the memory of a Friend and Teacher, Professor
Krzysztof Gawędzki (∗ 1947 – † 2022), whose rigorous yet imaginative approach to the higher algebra
and geometry of field theory has always been and remains an inexhaustible source of intuition and a
guidepost in the Author’s research. Many of the ideas underlying the work reported herein stem from
the Author’s fruitful collaboration and discussions with Professor Gawędzki in the years 2005–19.

2. The gerbe theory behind the bosonic σ-model & its symmetries

Realisation of the goals set up in the Introduction requires, on the one hand, a working knowledge of
the structure and properties of the σ-model, with special emphasis on its configurational symmetries,
and, on the other hand, a sound understanding of the general idea behind and some technicalities of the
scheme of geometrisation of integral classes in the de Rham cohomology of a manifold M proposed in
and inspired by the works of Murray et al., alongside the corresponding higher-geometric rendering of

2To the best of the Author’s knowledge, no attempt has been made to date to analyse the Rabin–Crane construction
within the Jadczyk–Pilch framework of [JP81], which is not excluded by Rothstein’s axioms.
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the symmetries of M . In this section, we review those aspects of the two classes of problems which are
central to the supergeometric adaptation of the constructions from the non-graded category advanced in
the supergeometric setting, to be undertaken in Sec. 4, and in its conceptual elucidation in the spirit of
superfield theory on (super)orbifolds, given in Sec. 5. In so doing, we leave, wherever possible, technical
details aside for the sake of conciseness, refering the Reader to the rich literature on the subject.

The (mono-phase) two-dimensional non-linear σ-model with the topological WZ term is a lagrangean
theory of smooth mappings x ∈ [Σ,M] of a closed connected oriented two-dimensional manifold Σ
(the worldsheet) into a metric manifold (M,g) (the target space) endowed with a 1-gerbe with con-
nection G of curvature χ ≡ curv(G) ∈ Z3

dR(M) with periods Per(χ) ⊂ 2πZ. The theory is determined
by the principle of least action for the Dirac–Feynman amplitude

AΣ
DF ∶ [Σ,M] Ð→ U(1) ∶ xz→ exp(i∫

Σ
Vol(Σ, x∗g)) ⋅HolG(x(Σ)) ,(2.1)

in which the WZ factor returns the value attained by the Cheeger–Simons differential character HolG ∈
HomAbGrp(Z2(M),U(1)), known as the surface holonomy of G, on the 2-cycle x(Σ) ∈ Z2(M). The
holonomy can be understood abstractly as the image of the class [x∗G] of the pullback 1-gerbe in the
group W3(Σ;0) of isoclasses of flat 1-gerbes over Σ under the composite isomorphism W3(Σ;0) ≅
Ȟ2(Σ,U(1)) ≅ U(1), but it also admits an explicit presentation in terms of the sheaf-theoretic data of
G, the latter composing a 2-cocycle in the 2nd (real) Beilinson–Deligne cohomology group H2(M,D(2)●)
of M for the Deligne complex of sheaves D(2)● ∶ U(1)M

−i d logÐÐÐÐ→ Ω1(M) dÐ→ Ω2(M) [Gaw88, Mur96,
MS00]. Before we recall the essential implications of the above definition of the field theory of interest,
let us outline the structural underpinnings of Murray’s geometrisation scheme which yields the higher-
geometric object G upon application to χ.

The inherently hierarchical nature of the geometrisation scheme [Joh02] is most succinctly repre-
sented by the ‘Murray diagram’ of a (p + 1)-gerbe G(p+1):

∆(p+3)Φ
(p)
p+1 = id

����

Φ
(p)
p+1 ∶∆

(p+2)Φ(p)p ≅ id

����

⋯ Φ
(p)
2 ∶∆(3)Φ(p)1 ≅ id

����

Φ
(p)
1 ∶∆(2)G(p) ≅ I(p)0

����

G(p)

����

I(p+1)
β

Y[p+4]M

d(p+3)
⋅ //////// Y[p+3]M

d(p+2)
⋅ // //// ⋯

d(4)
⋅ // //////// Y[4]M

d(3)
⋅ //////// Y[3]M

d(2)
⋅ ////// (Y[2]M,∆(1)β)

d(1)
⋅ //// (YM,β)

πYM

����
(M,χ)

,

(2.2)

which defines G(p+1) in terms of a 0-cell G(p) and a collection of k-cells Φ
(p)
k (the so-called k-

isomorphisms) of the weak (p+2)-category Grb
(p)
∇ (M) (with a tensor product and duality) of p-gerbes

with connective structure over a given base M [MS00, Ste04, Wal07b] (cp. also [Ste00, Wal07a] for an
introduction into the subject). The diagram is to be read according to the following key:

(i) the diagram is written in the category Man of smooth manifolds;
(ii) all its arrows are epimorphism in that category, i.e., surjective submersions;
(iii) the root of the diagram is an object M ∈ ObMan together with a (p+3)-cocycle χ ∈ Zp+3dR (M)

in the differential complex naturally associated with the underlying category, i.e., in the de
Rham complex;

(iv) over the root, there is an object YM ∈ ObMan together with a (p+2)-cochain β ∈ Ωp+2(YM)
of the same complex (for YM), which jointly resolve (M,χ), as expressed by π∗YMχ = dβ –
this is the so-called trivial (p + 1)-gerbe I(p+1)β ;

(v) objects Y[n]M ∈ ObMan, n ∈ 1, p + 4 in the middle row are components of the nerve N●PairM(YM) ≡

Y(●+1)M of the M -fibred pair groupoid PairM(YM) ∶ Y[2]M
t≡d(1)0 =pr1 //
s≡d(1)1 =pr2

// YM ≡ Y[1]M with

the arrow object Y[2]M = YMπYM
×πYM

YM = { (y1, y2) ∈ YM×2 ∣ πYM(y1) = πYM(y2) } and
the face morphisms d

(n)
i ∶ Y[n+1]M Ð→ Y[n]M, i ∈ 0, n given by the canonical projections

according to the (semi-)simplicial scheme laid out in [Seg68];
(vi) the face maps induce coboundary operators ∆(n) = ∑nk=0 (−1)k−1 d

(n)∗
k [Dup76];

(vii) over the arrow object, there is a p-gerbe G(p) of curvature ∆(1)β;

5



(viii) the action of the ∆(n) on higher-geometric objects is to be understood in terms of the monoidal
structure and duality on Grb

(p)
∇ (M), e.g., ∆(2)G(p) ≡ pr∗2,3G(p) ⊗ pr∗1,3G(p)∗ ⊗ pr∗1,2G(p) (and

further ⊗-augmented with suitable identity cells for n > 2);
(ix) at the penultimate stage of the (hierarchical) definition of each (k-)isomorphism, there appears

an isomorphism in the (1-)category of 0-gerbes, with which the hierarchy starts3 – this is the
groupoid Bun∇C×(M) of principal C×-bundles with compatible connection over a given base M ;

(x) over Y[p+4]M , there is an equality of the composition of face-map pullbacks of the isomorphism
Φ
(p)
p+1 with the identity morphism in Bun∇C×(M).

Upon application of the key at p = 1, we recover a 1-gerbe G ≡ G(1) over M of curvature χ ∈
Z3
dR(M), defined by a quintuple (YM,πYM , β,G(0),Φ(0)1 ) in which G(0) = (L,πL,AL) is a principal

C×-bundle over Y[2]M with a principal connection 1-form AL ∈ Ω1(L), and in which µL ≡ Φ
(0)
1 ∶

pr∗1,2L⊗pr∗2,3L
≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1,3L is a connection-preserving isomorphism of principal C×-bundles over Y[3]M ,

satisfying the identity pr∗1,2,4µL ○(id⊗pr∗2,3,4µL) = pr∗1,3,4µL ○(pr∗1,2,3µL⊗ id) over Y[3]M , whence also
its name: the grupoid structure of G(1).

In the canonical description of the loop dynamics described by the two-dimensional σ-model, we en-
counter the single-loop configuration space LM ≡ [S1,M] and the corresponding space T∗LM

πT∗LMÐÐÐÐ→
LM of Cauchy data of a critical embedding, localised on a Cauchy contour (≅)S1 ⊂ Σ. The latter
single-loop space of states is endowed with a (pre)symplectic form [Gaw72, Gaw91, Sus11a]

Ωσ = δϑT∗LM + π∗T∗LM ∫S1 ev∗χ ,

in which ϑT∗LM is the canonical (action) 1-form on T∗LM , and ev ∶ LM × S1 Ð→ M ∶ (x,φ) z→
x(φ) is the standard evaluation map. In the first-order formalism of [Gaw72], the 2-form is used to
compute Poisson brackets of function(al)s hX on T∗LM associated with hamiltonian vector fields
X ∈ Γ(TT∗LM) in the usual manner, δhX = −X ⌟Ωσ. We have

{hX1 , hX2}Ωσ =X2⌟X1⌟Ωσ .
The above is the point of departure for the prequantisation of the σ-model, in which one erects,

after [Gaw88], a line bundle Lσ with connection over T∗LM with curvature Ω. The reconstruction
proceeds along the lines of the classic clutching theorem for fibre bundles, with the local data of Lσ
induced from those of G via transgression τ ∶ H2(M,D(2)●) Ð→ H1(LM,D(1)●). In this framework,
quantum states of the theory are identified with (suitably polarised) sections of Lσ, and properties of
the thus obtained Hilbert space Hσ = Γpol(Lσ) of the σ-model (the spectrum, correlators, realisation
of symmetries, anomalies etc.) are read off directly from the behaviour of the disc DF amplitudes
AΣ

DF, Σ ≅ D2 at the boundary ∂Σ ≅ S1 [Gaw00, Sec. 4.1]. The existence of the transgression map
τ decides the central rôle of the higher-geometric object G in a quantum-mechanically consistent
description of the loop dynamics of the σ-model.

The canonical and geometrically-(pre)quantum descriptions are particularly well-adapted to the
analysis of configurational symmetries of the σ-model. Here, we restrict our attention to symmetries
induced by isometries of the metric target space (M,g). Let Gσ be a Lie group of those of them which
preserve the DF amplitude (2.1), with the action λ ∶ Gσ ×M Ð→ M , and let gσ be its tangent Lie
algebra. The latter is mapped homomorphically to the (commutator) Lie algebra (Γ(TM), [⋅, ⋅]Γ(TM))
by the fundamental vector field K⋅ ∶ g Ð→ Γ(TM). Preservation of AΣ

DF implies the existence of a
comomentum 1-form κ⋅ ∶ g Ð→ Ω1(M) with the defining property dκX = −KX⌟χ, X ∈ g. These
determine the noetherian currents ȷX[ψ] = KµX(x)pµ+(x∗t̂)µκXµ(x) (written in terms of the standard
loop/momentum (local) coordinates ψ ≡ (xµ,pν) on T∗LM , and of the normalised tangent vector field
t̂ on S1) with the anomalous equal-time (t) Poisson brackets

{ȷX1[ψ](t, φ1), ȷX2[ψ](t, φ2)}Ωσ = ȷ[X1,X2]g[ψ](t, φ1) δ(φ2 − φ1)

+αX1,X2[x](t, φ1) δ(φ1 − φ2) − 2ΛX1,X2[x](t, 12 (φ1 + φ2)) δ′(φ1 − φ2)
in which there appears the wrapping-charge 1-cocycle α⋅,⋅ ∶ g∧gÐ→ Z1

dR(M) given by the formula
αX1,X2 = 1

2
(−L KX1

κX2 − −L KX2
κX1) − κ[X1,X2]g , alongside the Leibniz-anomaly 1-cochain Λ⋅,⋅ ∶

g⊗sym gÐ→ C∞(M,R) defined as ΛX1,X2 = KX1⌟κX2 +KX2⌟κX1 , cp. [AS05, GSW13, Sus12] where the
algebroidal structure over the target space underlying the Poisson bracket was elucidated. Whenever

3With a little imagination, one may also regard functions as (−1)-gerbes, cp. [Joh02].
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there exist non-contractible loops in M , the corresponding winding states x(S1) ∈ Z1(M) contribute
to the wrapping charge. These give rise to central extensions of gσ which reflect an interplay between
the nontrivial topology of the target space and that of the spacetime Σ of the σ-model. The Leibniz
anomaly, on the other hand, can occur even in the absence of such topological ‘defects’ in the target
space – a classic example is the central term in the chiral current algebra of the WZW model for a
compact 1-connected target Lie group [Gaw91, FG93].

Physical considerations distinguish the Gσ-invariant refinement H●dR(M)Gσ of the standard de
Rham cohomology H●dR(M) as the classifying algebraic structure in the discussion of the topological
properties of the field theory. As noted in [dA92] and analysed at length in [dAI95], this rôle of the
refinement becomes particularly pronounced when χ only has global (de Rham) primitives, χ = dβ,
which are quasi-gσ-invariant, i.e., whenever there exists a non-zero g-indexed family of 1-forms
J⋅ ∶ g Ð→ Ω1(M) with the property −L KX

β = dJX , so that we may take κX = KX⌟β − JX , cp.
[dA92, dAI95]. In the light of the classic result: H●dR(M)Gσ ≅H●dR(M) for Gσ compact [CE48], such
quasi-gσ-invariance manifests itself only in the case of non-compact symmetry groups. Supersymmetry,
built into superfield theory in its form investigated in the present paper as its constitutive element,
is modelled on an intrinsically non-compact supermanifold structure. Hence, the discrepancy between
the two cohomologies is bound to and does, indeed, become relevant in the study of super-σ-models.

The above symmetry analysis, which is readily integrated to the group level by examining the
behaviour of the disc amplitudes under symmetry transformations of the global primitive β (whenever
it exists), was carried out on the field-theory side. There is, however, a possibility to work directly with
the higher-geometric object G over the target space, taking (2.1) as the point of departure. Here, the
obvious question is: What is a structural (bicategorial) manifestation of a configurational symmetry
of the σ-model in Grb

(1)
∇ (M)? A very general answer to this question was worked out by the Author

et al. in a series of papers [RS09, GSW10, Sus11a, Sus12, GSW13]. In its simplest and most direct
form, proven in [GSW10, Sec. 2.2], the answer is: The action λ of Gσ ⊂ Isom(M,g) preserves the
DF amplitude iff there exists a comomentum 1-form κ⋅ as above and a Gσ-indexed family of gerbe
1-isomorphisms

Φg ∶ G
≅ÐÐ→ ℘∗gG , ℘⋅ ∶ M ×Gσ Ð→M ∶ (m,g) z→ λg−1(m) .(2.3)

These transgress to automorphisms of the prequantum bundle [Sus11a, Sus12].
In fact, there is an important alternative way in which the above Φg can be employed to implement

the symmetry, as discovered and elaborated in [FSW08, RS09, Sus11a, Sus12]. Indeed, Φg is a particular
example of a G-bi-module, i.e., of a gerbe 1-isomorphism Φ ∶ ι∗1G

≅ÐÐ→ ι∗2G ⊗I
(1)
ω , defined in terms of

a smooth 2-form ω ∈ Ω2(Q), termed the bi-brane curvature, on a correspondence space (a.k.a.
the bi-brane worldvolume) Q which comes with a pair of smooth maps ιA ∶ Q Ð→ M, A ∈
{1,2}. Just as a gerbe G defines a σ-model for the mapping space [Σ,M], a G-bi-module renders
meaningful its counterpart for patchwise smooth mappings into M , with the patches separated by
a line defect ℓ ⊂ Σ, to which the (sheaf-theoretic) data of Φ are to be pulled back along x↾ℓ ∶
ℓ Ð→ Q. The patches, which may, in general, be mapped to disjoint components of a stratified (bulk)
target space M , are to be thought of as inhabited by phases of the ensuing poly-phase σ-model.
It was demonstrated in [Sus11a] that the Defect Gluing Condition [RS09] satisfied by the limiting
values of the bulk embedding field x↾Σ∖ℓ and its normal derivatives at the defect line determines
an isotropic subspace, and hence a symplectic relation, in the two-phase space of states (equipped
with the (pre)symplectic form given by the weighted sum of the (pre)symplectic forms of the adjacent
phases), and Φ transgresses to a local isomorphism between the two mono-phase prequantum bundles.
It is in this beautifully structured manner that a gerbe bi-module is seen to implement a local state
correspondence across a defect (between the limiting Cauchy data on either side of the defect line),
as illustrated in Fig. 2. Circumstances under which the latter acquires the status of a (quantum-
mechanically consistent) hamiltonian automorphism were studied at length in [RS09, Sus11a, Sus12],
where it was established that a sufficient condition is the so-called topologicality of the worldsheet
defect decorated by the data of the bi-brane B = (Q, ι1, ι2, ω,Φ), cp. the original papers for details. The
important lesson from that study is the manifest topologicality of a distinguished class of Gσ-jump
defects for the σ-model with symmetry Gσ, with data (℘g ≡ λg−1 , as above)

BGσ = ⊔g∈Gσ
Bg , Bg = (Qg ≡M × {g}, ι⋅,0,Φg) ,

ι1 = pr1 , ι2 = ℘ .
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Figure 1. A correspondence between states (x1,p1) and (x2,p2) across a defect line
ℓ1,2 separating the two phases of the σ-model, inhabiting the spacetime patches Σ1

and Σ2, respectively.

A bulk field configuration ‘jumps’ across a defect line mapped to the component Bg uniformly by the
action of the corresponding symmetry-group element g.

The peculiarity of the Gσ-jump defect for Gσ discrete lies in the fact that whenever there exists a
choice of gerbe 2-isomorphisms

φg1,g2 ∶ ℘∗g1Φg2 ○Φg1
≅Ô⇒ Φg1⋅g2 ,(2.4)

making up (the 2→ 1-component of) a (G,BGσ)-inter-bi-brane

J 2→1
Gσ
= ⊔g1,g2∈Gσ

Jg1,g2 , Jg1,g2 = (T
(3)
g1,g2 ≡M × {g1} × {g2}, π(3)⋅,⋅ ,Φg) ,

π
(3)
1,2 = pr1,2 , π

(3)
2,3 = ℘ × idGσ , π

(3)
1,3 = idM ×m ,

for which the cohomology class of the associated U(1)-valued associator 3-cocycle on Gσ, derived
in [RS09, Sec. 2.8.1], vanishes, the defect defines a Gσ-orbifold of the original σ-model, i.e., a σ-
model with the target given by the orbispace M//Gσ, descended canonically from its precursor on
M through a specialisation of the universal gauge principle established in [GSW10, GSW13]. Indeed,
the collection (Φg, φg1,g2)g,g1,g2∈Gσ then determines a (discrete, and hence automatically descendable)
Gσ-equivariant structure on G.

Equivalently, the data of the 1- and 2-isomorphisms can be pulled back to an arbitrary (oriented)
defect graph, or defect quiver Γ embedded in Σ, whereby the Gσ-twisted sector of the orbifold
σ-model is recovered, as discussed in [RS09] and generalised in [Sus12]: The σ-model field maps edges
of the graph Γ to the connected components of the stratified bi-brane worldvolume Q = ⊔g∈Gσ

Qg,
and its vertices of valence n + 1 – to the corresponding components T (n+1) of the stratified inter-bi-
brane worldvolume, whose definition extends that of T (3) = ⊔g1,g2∈Gσ

T
(3)
g1,g2 in a self-evident manner,

and whose higher-geometric data are induced from those of the fusion 2-isomorphisms φg1,g2 in a
limiting procedure for binary-tree ‘resolutions’ of the (n + 1)-valent vertices detailed ibidem (cp. also
[Sus22, Sus23] for a recent study). Thus, the Gσ-twisted sector consists of the patchwise continuous
field configurations with discontinuities at intersections with a worldsheet defect described earlier and
so vanishing in the passage M →M//Gσ, cp. [DHVW85, RS09, FFRS09, Sus11a, Sus12], as depicted
in Fig. 2. This is none other than a (Cartan–Borel) field-theoretic pullback of the universal homotopy-
quotient model of the space of orbits M//Gσ, cp. [Car50, Tu20]. We shall encounter this manifestation
of the orbifold structure in the supergeometric setting discussed in the remainder of the present work.

3. The super-minkowskian background

In the present section, we set the stage for a constructive adaptation of the ideas gathered in the previ-
ous section to a class of (p+1)-dimensional superfield theories modelling propagation of extended distri-
butions of supercharge in an ambient (super)geometry permeated by background fields, known as super-
p-branes [GS84a, GS84b, AETW87, MT98, AF08, GSW09, FG12, DFGT09, BLNPST97, dWPPS98,
Cla99, BST86, BST87]. The superfield theories of interest are the so-called super-σ-models, whose
structure resembles closely that of the two-dimensional σ-model with the WZ term, given in (2.1). In
these theories, the mapping space [Σ,M] for the closed (oriented two-dimensional) manifold Σ and a
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Figure 2. A Gσ-twisted field configuration x near a 2 → 1 junction υ of (ori-
ented) edges ℓi,j , (i, j) ∈ {(1,2), (2,3), (1,3)} of a Gσ-jump defect. The edges separate
patches ΣA, A ∈ {1,2,3} of the worldsheet, embedded by x in connected components
of the metric bulk target space M and defined by the respective restrictions of the
metric g and of the gerbe G. The field x maps the ℓi,j to the bi-brane worldvolume
Q, from which it pulls back the respective restrictions of the gerbe bimodule Φ. Simi-
larly, the junction υ is mapped to the component T (3) of the stratified inter-bi-brane
worldvolume T , from which the 2-isomorphism φ is pulled back.

smooth manifold M is replaced by the inner-Hom functor [Σp,M] ≡ HomsMan(Σp,M) for a closed
(oriented) (p+1)-dimensional (non-graded) manifold Σp, termed the (super-p-brane) worldvolume,
and a supermanifold M. Whenever mentioned without a qualifier, the latter is to be understood as
a ringed space in the sense of Berezin, Leïtes and Kostant [BL75, Kos77]. The functors are to be
evaluated on the nested N-indexed family of superpoints R0∣N , N ∈ N, cp. [Fre99]. The supertarget
M comes with an action λ ∶ G ×M Ð→M of a Lie supergroup G [Kos77, CCF11], interpreted as
the supersymmetry group of the superfield theory, and with a number of even G-invariant tensor
fields: a (pseudo-)metric field4 g ∈ Γ(T ∗M⊗̂sym

M,RT ∗M)0 and superdifferential-form fields coupling to
the supercurrents determined by the propagation of the super-p-brane.

An important special class of super-σ-models consists of those with supertargets given by homo-
geneous spaces M = G/H of the supersymmetry group [Kos77, CCF11] relative to even subgroups
H ⊂ ∣G∣ associated with reductive decompositions g = t⊕ h of the tangent Lie superalgebra g = sLieG
into the tangent Lie algebra h = LieH and its Z/2Z-graded ad-module direct-sum complement t. In this
class, background fields are customarily modelled on pullbacks of H-basic tensors on G along sections
of the principal H-bundle G Ð→ G/H. The existence of the latter supermanifold morphisms can, with
a little effort, be read off [Sus20] from Kostant’s seminal work [Kos77], very lucidly deciphered in this
context by Fioresi et al. in [FLV07, CCF11]. The tensors of interest are linear combinations of the
t-components θ

a
L, a ∈ 1,dim t of the left-invariant (LI) Maurer–Cartan 1-form θL ∈ Ω1(G) ⊗R g with

TeAdH-invariant tensors as (constant) coefficients. In this approach, supersymmetry is automatically
ensured by the left-invariance of θL, which in the supergeometric setting is encoded by the condi-
tions ∣ℓ∣∗gθL = θL and −L RX

θL = 0 written, for arbitrary (g,X) ∈ ∣G∣ × g, in terms of the left action
∣ℓ∣g = m ○ (ĝ × idG) of the body Lie group induced from the left regular action ℓ ≡ m of G on itself
with the help of the topological points ĝ ∶ R0∣0 Ð→ G, and in terms of the right-invariant (RI) vector
fields RX = (X ⊗ idOG

)○m∗ on G. This class of super-σ-models comprises the original super-σ-models

4Here, T (∗)M is the (co)tangent sheaf of M, and ⊗̂ denotes the Z/2Z-graded tensor product.
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with the super-minkowskian supertargets [GS84a, GS84b, AETW87], as well as those with the super-
AdSp×Sq supertargets [MT98, PR99, Zho99]. In all these models, the relevant even p-cocycle χ admits
a de Rham primitive, so that the symmetry analysis developed in the previous section can be adapted
directly.

In what follows, we restrict our attention to the topologically trivial super-minkowskian backgrounds,
which allows us to identify the novel features and establish a higher -supergeometric interpretation of
the supersymmetric refinement of the de Rham cohomology. An additional simplification comes from
the fact that Rd,1∣Dd,1 ≡ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) = sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)/Spin(d,1) is itself a Lie supergroup with
global generators of the structure sheaf (super-coordinates), to be denoted as xa, a ∈ 0, d (even)
and θα, α ∈ 1,Dd,1 (odd). The odd generators carry indices of a Majorana–Weyl representation of
(the group Spin(d,1) in) the Clifford algebra Cliff(Rd,1) of the body Lie group Rd,1 ≡ Mink(d,1)
described at length in App.C, with generators Γa assumed to satisfy the Fierz identities (C.1), which
imposes constraints on the admissible values of p and d (these compose the so-called ‘brane scan’ of
[AETW87]). The latter identity ensures de Rham closedness of the distinguished Green–Schwarz
(GS) super-(p + 2)-cocycle

χ(p+2) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

σα ∧ (Γa1a2...ap)αβ σ
β ∧ ea1a2...ap if p ∈ 1,10

σα ∧ (Γ11)αβ σ
β if p = 0 ,(3.1)

which determines the Green–Schwarz super-σ-model together with the (pseudo-)metric field

g = ηab ea ⊗ eb ,
both having been expressed in terms of the basis (Rd,1∣Dd,1-)LI 1-forms σα and ea, explicited in
App. C. In the presence of the global generators of the structure sheaf of Rd,1∣Dd,1 , it is customary
(and convenient) to pass to the so-called S-point picture [CCF11] in the description of left-invariance
(i.e., supersymmetry), whereby the former conditions – separate for the body Lie group and for the
tangent Lie superalgebra (adapted to Kostant’s formulation of Lie-supergroup theory in terms of the
super-Harish–Chandra pairs) – are replaced by the familar ones:

ℓ∗(ε,t)χ(p+2) = χ(p+2) , ℓ∗(ε,t)g = g .
Here, ε resp. t represents the Graßmann-odd resp. -even generators of the structure sheaf of the acting
supersymmetry group T, and it is with this understanding that we write (ε, t) ∈ T. For the sake of
notational economy, we employ the notation T ≡ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) and t ≡ smink(d,1∣Dd,1), and stick
to the S-point picture (with S implicit) in the remainder of the present paper.

It is not hard to convince oneself that the GS super-(p + 2)-cocycles define nontrivial classes in
CEp+2(t) – an assumption to the contrary readily leads to a contradiction, an example of such a
reasoning can be found in [dAT89]. The standard de Rham cohomology of T, on the other hand, is
trivial by Kostant’s Theorem [Kos77, Thm. 4.7], and so we have

Proposition 1. The GS super-(p+ 2)-cocycle χ(p+2) of Eq. (3.1) admits a manifestly ∣T∣-invariant de
Rham primitive given by the coordinate expression

β(p+1)(θ, x) = {
1
p+1 ∑

p
k=0 Ba1a2...ap(θ) ∧ dxa1a2...ak ∧ eak+1ak+2...ap(θ, x) if p ∈ 1,10

θΓ11 σ(θ) if p = 0
(3.2)

in which Ba1a2...ap(θ) = θΓa1a2...ap σ(θ), and dxa1a2...ak ≡ dxa1 ∧ dxa2 ∧⋯∧ dxak for k > 0 (and is set
equal to 1 for k = 0).

Proof. The case p = 0 is trivial. Hence, assume p > 0 to obtain

χ(p+2)(θ, x) = dS0(θ, x) + p
2
(Ba1a2...ap ∧ σ ∧ Γa1 σ)(θ) ∧ ea2a3...ap(θ, x) ,

with S0(θ, x) = Ba1a2...ap(θ) ∧ ea1a2...ap(θ, x). We may next use the Fierz identity (C.1) in the form
(Γa1a2...ap)α(β Γa1γδ) = −Γ

a1
α(β (Γa1a2...ap)γδ) to rewrite the last equality as

χ(p+2)(θ, x) = dS0(θ, x) + pdBa1a2...ap(θ) ∧ dxa1 ∧ ea2a3...ap(θ, x) − pχ(p+2)(θ, x) ,
whence

χ(p+2)(θ, x) = 1
p+1 dS0(θ, x) + p

p+1 dx
a1 ∧∆1

a1(θ, x)
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with ∆1
a1(θ, x) = dBa1a2...ap(θ) ∧ e

a2a3...ap(θ, x). Reasoning as in the previous step, we find

∆1
a1(θ, x) =

1
p
dS1(θ, x) + p−1

p
dxa2 ∧∆2

a1a2(θ, x)

with S1(θ, x) = Ba1a2...ap(θ) ∧ ea2a3...ap(θ, x) and ∆2
a1a2(θ, x) = dBa1a2...ap(θ) ∧ ea3a4...ap(θ, x). Re-

peating the above reduction procedure p times, we eventually arrive at the equality ∆1
a1 = dβa1 with

βa1(θ, x) = 1
p ∑

p
k=1 Ba1a2...ap(θ) ∧ dxa2 ∧ ⋯ ∧ dxak ∧ eak+1ak+2...ap(θ, x), from which the claim of the

proposition follows. □

The above yields the following explicit form of the GS super-σ-model (inner-Hom) action functional
for the super-minkowskian super-p-brane:

SGS[ξ] = ∫
Σp

Vol(Σp)
√
∣det (ηab ξ∗ea ξ∗eb)∣ + qp ∫

Σp

ξ∗β(p+1) ,

with ξ ≡ (θ, x) from [Σp,T] and with the charge qp fixed [McA00] by the mechanism of restoration of
supersymmetry in the vacuum of the theory, discovered in [dAL82, Sie83] and known under the name
of κ-symmetry, cp. [Sus20] for a supergeometric elucidation in the dual topological Hughes–Polchinsky
model of [HP86, GIT90]. The super-σ-model thus defined is supersymmetric: The metric term of the
lagrangean ‘density’ is manifestly invariant under ℓ, whereas the topological term is properly quasi -
invariant. Indeed, the primitive β(p+1) is non-LI, but its exterior derivative is, whence d(ℓ∗(ε,t)β(p+1) −
β(p+1)) = ℓ∗(ε,t)χ(p+2) −χ(p+2) = 0, and so invoking Kostant’s Theorem once more, we infer the existence
of p-forms ȷ(p) (ε,t) such that

ℓ∗(ε,t)β(p+1) − β(p+1) = dȷ(p) (ε,t) .(3.3)

The latter determine an action of the supersymmetry group T on the states of the quantised theory in
the geometric approach, which is readily demonstrated for5 p = 1: The behaviour of the relevant disc
DF amplitude under a supersymmetry transformation, AD2

DF[ℓ(ε,t) ○ ξ] = AD2

DF[ξ] ⋅ ei ∫S1 ξ
∗ȷ(1) (ε,t) , gives

rise to a ‘phase’ correction

(R(ε, t)Ψ)[ξ] ∶= c(ε,t)[ξ] ⋅Ψ[ℓ(ε,t)−1 ○ ξ] , c(ε,t)[ξ] ∶= ei ∫S1 (λ(ε,t)−1○ξ)
∗ȷ(1) (ε,t)

of the standard (pullback) realisation of T on (disc) states in the position polarisation (ξ ∈ [S1,T]). Ac-
cordingly, we find, for arbitrary (ε1, t1), (ε2, t2) ∈ T, the identity R(ε1, t1)○R(ε2, t2) = (δTc)(ε1,t1),(ε2,t2)[⋅]⋅
R((ε1, t1) ⋅ (ε2, t2)) with the homomorphicity 2-cocycle (δTc)(ε1,t1),(ε2,t2) on T given by the exponen-
tiated integral over S1 of the pullback of the current 2-cocycle (δGσ ȷ)(ε1,t1),(ε2,t2) ∶= λ∗(ε2,t2)ȷ(ε1,t1) −
ȷ(ε1,t1)⋅(ε2,t2) + ȷ(ε2,t2) along ξ. The latter is de Rham closed by (3.3), and hence exact, which implies
strict homomorphicity of R. Thus, up to now, there seems to be no nontrivial field-theoretic effect of
the non-exactness of the class of the GS super-(p + 2)-cocycle in the relevant cohomology CaEp+2(T).
In the next section, we refine our cohomological analysis of the GS background, and discover thereby a
higher-geometric structure over T naturally associated with χ(p+2). The structure shall subsequently
be demonstrated to effectively encode the topology of the soul of a generalised supermanifold ‘under-
lying’ the target superspace T of the GS super-σ-model.

4. Supergerbes from H2-ladder Lie-superalgebra extensions

In the present section, we delineate and carry out in detail the central higher-geometric con-
struction of the paper, to wit, a manifestly supersymmetric geometrisation of the distinguished GS
super-(p + 2)-cocycles in the Cartan–Eilenberg cohomology CaE●(T) of the super-Minkowski space
T ≡ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1). These super-(p + 2)-cocycles can be mapped to the Chevalley–Eilenberg coho-
mology CE●(t) of the corresponding Lie superalgebra t = smink(d,1∣Dd,1), which enables us to per-
form their sequential trivialisation through recursive application, to cohomologically nontrivial rank-2
∧-subfactors of the super-(p+ 2)-cocycles, of the classic 1-1 correspondence between – on the one hand
– classes in the cohomology group H2(g,a) of a Lie superalgebra g with values in its trivial super-
commutative module a, and – on the other hand – equivalence classes of supercentral extensions of
g through a, cp. Thm. 25. The ensuing trivialising extension of t, generically no longer supercentral,
may next, under propitious circumstances, be integrated to a Lie-supergroup extension YTÐ→ T, i.e.,
an epimorphism in the category sLieGrp of Lie supergroups suggested by our physically motivated
choice of the Cartan–Eilenberg cohomology in which we work. The total space of the epimorphism

5For p > 1, we should simply replace D2 by a (p + 1)-dimensional ‘cap’ Dp+1 with the boundary ∂Dp+1 = Cp given
by a single-p-brane Cauchy hypersurface Cp ⊂ Σp.
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then becomes the carrier of a primitive of the pullback of the original GS super-(p+ 2)-cocycle in that
cohomology, (the binary operation of) the Lie-supergroup structure on YT being essentially fixed by
the assumed left-invariance of that primitive. To the thus derived trivial CaE super-p-gerbe (over
YT) we may subsequently apply the standard reconstruction algorithm over N●PairT(YT) in which
appropriate cells of the p-category of CaE super-(p − 1)-gerbes are to be built successively, once again
with the help of the recursive application of Thm. 25 and integration to the Lie-supergroup level. Prior
to delving into the technicalities of the geometrisation scheme, let us summarise its very general descrip-
tion presented hereabove by stating that its end product – the Cartan–Eilenberg super-p-gerbe –
is, morally, a p-gerbe object in sLieGrp, represented by a Murray diagram with

● all nodes given by Lie supergroups;
● all arrows representing Lie-supergroup epimorphisms;
● all tensorial components of the connective structure (super-k-forms, with k ∈ 1, p + 2, the top-

rank one being the initial GS super-(p + 2)-cocycle) LI with respect to the regular action of
their Lie-supergroup support on itself,

cp. the key to the original Murray diagram given on p. 5.
Just like their non-graded prototypes (in the standard de Rham cohomology), CaE super-p-gerbes

form a hierarchy (relative to the rank of the underlying curvature super-p-cocycle), which starts with ge-
ometrisations of super-2-cocycles. Putting together the above considerations and the results of [TW87],
we arrive at

Definition 2. Let G be a Lie supergroup and let g be its tangent Lie superalgebra (of left-invariant
vector fields). Assume given a de Rham super-2-cocycle χ(2) on G representing a class in CaE2(G).
A Cartan–Eilenberg super-0-gerbe over G of curvature χ(2) is a triple

G(0)CaE ∶= (YG, πYG, β(1))
composed of

● a principal C×-bundle6 πYG ∶ YGÐ→ G;
● a principal connection 1-form β(1) on it, trivialising the pullback of the curvature super-2-form
χ(2) along the projection to the base, π∗YGχ(2) = dβ(1),

in which the total space YG of the bundle carries the structure of a Lie supergroup (with the binary
operation Ym) that extends that on G, as captured by the short exact sequence of Lie supergroups

1Ð→ C×
YȷÐÐ→ YG

πYGÐÐÐ→ GÐ→ 1

which integrates the short exact sequence of Lie superalgebras

1Ð→ RÐ→ YgÐ→ gÐ→ 1

determined by χ(2) along the lines of Thm. 25, and such that the connection 1-form β(1) is invariant
under the left regular action of the extended Lie supergroup YG upon itself, Yℓ ≡ Ym ∶ YG×YGÐ→
YG.

Given CaE super-0-gerbes G(0)ACaE = (YAG, πYAG, β
A
(1)), A ∈ {1,2} over a common base G, an iso-

morphism between them is an isomorphism of the principal C×-bundles φ ∶ Y1G
≅ÐÐ→ Y2G which

preserves the connection, φ∗a2
(1)

= a1
(1)

, and is, at the same time, an isomorphism of the respective Lie

supergroups which defines an equivalence between the two extensions, as described by the commutative
diagram in sLieGrp:

Y1G

φ≅

��

πY1G

!!
1 // C×

Y1ȷ

==

Y2ȷ !!

G // 1

Y2G

πY2G

== .

◇

On the next rung of the hierarchy, we find

6For principal bundles in sMan, cp. [Keß19, BBHR12].

12



Definition 3. Adopt the notation of Def. 2. Assume given a super-3-cocycle χ(3) on G representing
a class in CaE3(G). A Cartan–Eilenberg super-1-gerbe over G of curvature χ(3) is a septuple

G(1)CaE ∶= (YG, πYG, β(2),L, πL,AL (1), µL)
composed of

● a surjective submersion πYG ∶ YGÐ→ G with a structure of a Lie supergroup on its total space
(with the binary operation Ym) mapped onto that on G by the Lie-supergroup epimorphism
πYG integrating a Lie-superalgebra epimorphism TπYG ∶ YgÐ→ g;
● a global primitive β(2) of the pullback of χ(3) to it, π∗YGχ(3) = dβ(2), which is LI with respect

to the induced left regular action of YG on itself Yℓ ≡ Ym ∶ YG ×YGÐ→ YG;
● a CaE super-0-gerbe (L, πL,AL (1)) over the fibred square Y[2]G ≡ YG ×G YG (endowed with

the Lie-supergroup structure induced from the product one on YG×2), with a principal con-
nection 1-form AL (1) of curvature (pr∗2 − pr∗1)β(2);
● an isomorphism of CaE super-0-gerbes7 µL ∶ pr∗1,2L⊗ pr∗2,3L

≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1,3L over the fibred cube
Y[3]G ≡ YG ×G YG ×G YG which satisfies the coherence (associativity) condition pr∗1,2,4µL ○
(idpr∗1,2L⊗pr

∗
2,3,4µL) = pr∗1,3,4µL○(pr∗1,2,3µL⊗idpr∗3,4L) over the quadruple fibred product Y[4]G ≡

YG ×G YG ×G YG ×G YG.
Given CaE super-1-gerbes G(1)ACaE = (YAG, πYAG, β

A
(2),LA, πLA

,ALA (1), µLA
), A ∈ {1,2} over a com-

mon base G, a 1-isomorphism between them is a sextuple

Φ
(1)
CaE ∶= (YY1,2G, πYY1,2G,E, πE,AE (1), αE) ∶ G(1)1CaE

≅ÐÐ→ G(1)2CaE

composed of
● a surjective submersion πYY1,2G ∶ YY1,2G Ð→ Y1G ×G Y2G ≡ Y1,2G with a structure of a Lie

supergroup on its total space which lifts the product Lie-supergroup structure on the fibred
product Y1,2G along the Lie-supergroup epimorphism πYY1,2G;
● a CaE super-0-gerbe (E, πE,AE (1)) over YY1,2G, with a principal C×-connection super-1-form
AE (1) of curvature π∗YY1,2G

(pr∗2β2
(2) − pr∗1β1

(2));
● an isomorphism of CaE super-0-gerbes αE ∶ π×2∗YY1,2G

pr∗1,3L1 ⊗ pr∗2E
≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1E⊗ π×2∗YY1,2G

pr∗2,4L2

over the fibred product Y[2]Y1,2G = YY1,2G ×G YY1,2G, subject to the coherence constraint
expressed by Axiom (1M2) in [Wal07b, Def. 1.4], regarded as a relation between isomorphisms
of CaE super-0-gerbes over the fibred product Y[3]Y1,2G ≡ YY1,2G ×G YY1,2G ×G YY1,2G.

Given a pair of 1-isomorphisms Φ
(1)B
CaE = (YBY1,2G, πYBY1,2G,EB , πEB

,AEB (1),

αEB
), B ∈ {1,2} between CaE super-1-gerbes G(1)ACaE = (YAG, πYAG, β

A
(2),LA, πLA

, ALA (1), µLA
), A ∈

{1,2}, a 2-isomorphism between the latter is a triple

φ
(1)
CaE = (YY

1,2Y1,2G, πYY1,2Y1,2G, β) ∶ Φ
(1)1
CaE

≅Ô⇒ Φ
(1)2
CaE

composed of
● a surjective submersion πYY1,2Y1,2G ∶ YY1,2Y1,2G Ð→ Y1Y1,2G ×Y1,2G Y2Y1,2G ≡ Y1,2Y1,2G

with a structure of a Lie supergroup which lifts the product Lie-supergroup structure on the
fibred product Y1,2Y1,2G along the Lie-supergroup epimorphism πYY1,2Y1,2G;
● an isomorphism of CaE super-0-gerbes β ∶ (pr1 ○ πYY1,2Y1,2G)∗E1

≅ÐÐ→ (pr2 ○ πYY1,2Y1,2G)∗E2

subject to the coherence constraint expressed by Axiom (2M) in [Wal07b, Def. 3], regarded as
a relation between isomorphisms of CaE super-0-gerbes over Y[2]Y1,2Y1,2G.

◇

The above concrete definitions shall serve as a reference in our subsequent analysis, which is why we
write them out in all their glory. Having done so, we pass to examine the details of the geometrisations
of the physically distinguished GS super-(p + 2)-cocycles χ(p+2) of (3.1) on G = T, a task that we
undertake for p ∈ {0,1,2} in order to illustrate the general construction. The latter has an essentially
non-algorithmic component, studied at great length by de Azcárraga et al. in [CdAIPB00, dAI01, dA05]
(cp. also [BS95]), which consists in extracting from a given non-exact CaE super-(k + 2)-cocycle (with
k > 0) the aforementioned cohomologically nontrivial rank-2 ∧-subfactors, marking (H2-)stages of its

7Note that pullback along a canonical projection is consistent with the definition of a super-0-gerbe due to its
equivariance.
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sequential trivialisation. Its non-algorithmic nature makes it necessary to meticulously trace a particular
path chosen in the space of admissible trivialisations, which becomes rather lengthy and relatively
(technically) complex already for p = 2, so much so that we restrict our construction to the three cases
indicated. It stands to reason, though, that the construction works for all cases covered by the ‘brane
scan’, and thus gives rise to a complete physical hierarchy of Green–Schwarz CaE super-p-gerbes.

As an instructive prelude to the three higher-supergeometric constructions of immediate physical
interest, we briefly review – after [AdA85, CdAIPB00] – the construction of the super-Minkowski
target T itself as a central extension of the abelian Lie supergroup R0∣Dd,1 , a.k.a. the superpoint,
with global Graßmann-odd coordinates {θα}α∈1,Dd,1 . On the latter, we find a family of manifestly LI
super-2-cocycles

χa(2) ∶= 1
2
ϑαR0∣Dd,1

∧ Γaαβ ϑβR0∣Dd,1
, a ∈ 0, d ,

written in terms of the canonical LI 1-forms ϑα
R0∣Dd,1

(θ) = dθα. These do not admit primitives on
R0∣Dd,1 ≡ T0 invariant with respect to the action ℓ(0)⋅ ≡ m0 ∶ T×20 Ð→ T0 ∶ (εα, θα) z→ θα + εα.
Equivalently, the 2-cocycles ωa(2) =

1
2
Γaαβ q

α ∧ qβ , a ∈ 0, d on the supercommutative Lie superalgebra

t0 =
Dd,1

⊕
α=1
⟨Qα⟩ ≡ R×Dd,1[1] , {Qα,Qβ} = 0 ,

with qα(Qβ) = δαβ , do not trivialise in the relevant cohomology CE2(t0), and so we are led to consider
the central extension (cp. (B.3))

0Ð→ R×d+1 Ð→ Yt0
πYt0ÐÐÐ→ t0 Ð→ 0 ,

Yt0 = ⊕Dd,1

α=1 ⟨Qα⟩ ⊕⊕da=0 ⟨Pa⟩ ≡ t0 ⊕R×d+1 , πYt0 = pr1 ,

{Qα,Qβ}Yt0 = {Qα,Qβ}t0 + (ωa(2) ⊗ Pa)(Qα,Qβ) = Γaαβ Pa ,

[Qα, Pa]Yt0 = 0 , [Pa, Pb]Yt0 = 0 ,
with π∗Yt0ω

a
(2) = −δ

(1)
Yt0
pa for the dual pa of Pa. The Lie-superalgebra extension integrates to the central

Lie-supergroup extension

1Ð→ R×d+1 Ð→ YT0

πYT0ÐÐÐÐ→ T0 Ð→ 1 ,

given by the rank-(d + 1) (real) vector bundle

πYT0
= pr1 ∶ YT0 ≡ T0 ×R×d+1 Ð→ T0 ∶ (θα, xa) z→ θα

with fibre coordinates {xa}a∈0,d. The Lie-supergroup structure on the total space YT0 of this surjective
submersion is fixed by the demand that the CaE counterparts ea ∈ Ω1(YT0) of the CE 1-cochains
pa ∈ Yt∗0 be LI with respect to the left regular action of YT0 on itself. Upon expressing the ea in
terms of the component LI 1-forms ϑaR×d+1 ≡ dx

a on the abelian fibre R×d+1 and the non-LI primitives
Ba(1)(θ) =

1
2
θΓa dθ of the χa(2) as

ea = pr∗2ϑaR×d+1 + pr
∗
1B

a
(1) , dea = π∗YT0

χa(2) ,

we thus retrieve the familiar group law for YT0:

m ≡ Ym0 ∶ YT0 ×YT0 Ð→ YT0

∶ ((θα1 , xa1), (θβ2 , xb2)) z→ (θα1 + θα2 , xa1 + xa2 − 1
2
θ1 Γ

a θ2) ,(4.1)

which renders the anticipated identity YT0 ≡ T manifest, and therewith demonstrates the ‘hidden’
nature of the super-Minkowski space: sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) is, in fact, a central extension of the superpoint
R0∣Dd,1 associated with the family {χa(2)}a∈0,d of its non-trivial CaE super-2-cocycles.

In the case in hand, we do know (and can readily check) that the supermanifold YT0 obtained
through the integration of the Lie-superalgebra extension Yt0 detailed above is a Lie supergroup.
In general, though, we ought to verify the associativity of the binary operation derived from the
requirement of left-invariance of the 1-form determined by a quasi-invariant primitive of a CaE 2-
cocycle (such as the ea for the respective χa(2)). We close the present section by abstracting from the
above simple illustration of the universal extension algorithm a simple criterion of associativity, which
shall be applied throughout our subsequent considerations. Thus, assume given a CaE 2-cocycle χ on
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a Lie supergroup G (with a binary operation to be denoted by ’⋅’, and with the neutral element 1)
with a trivial de Rham cohomology in degrees 0, 1 and 2. Accordingly, the 2-cocycle has a de Rham
primitive b ∈ Ω1(G) which is quasi-G-invariant, and so defines a G-indexed family of 0-forms {∆ε}ε∈G,
to be referred to as the quasi-invariance 1-cochain, such that ℓ∗εb − b = d∆ε. We have, for arbitrary
ε1, ε2 ∈ G, the identity

dℓ∗ε2∆ε1 = ℓ∗ε2(ℓ
∗
ε1b − b) = (ℓ

∗
ε1⋅ε2b − b) − (ℓ

∗
ε2b − b) = d∆ε1⋅ε2 − d∆ε2 ,

and so we infer constancy of maps from the the G×2-indexed family

fε1,ε2 ∶=∆ε1⋅ε2 −∆ε2 − ℓ∗ε2∆ε1 ,

whence

fε1,ε2 =∆ε1⋅ε2(1) −∆ε2(1) −∆ε1(ε2) .

In virtue of Thm. 25, the 2-cocycle defines a (rank-1) supercentral extension 0 Ð→ a Ð→ Yg
πYgÐÐÐ→

g Ð→ 0 of the tangent Lie superalgebra g of G, which we integrate to the Lie-supergroup level by
equipping the cartesian product G ×A ≡ YG of G and the 1-(super)dimensional supermanifold A of
the supercommutative Lie group (modelled on R (of appropriate parity) or C×, and with the tangent
Lie superalgebra a) with the binary operation fixed by the requirement of left-invariance of the 1-form

e = pr∗2ϑA + pr∗1b ,
written in terms of the canonical a-valued LI 1-form on A, which we write as ϑA(ξ) = dξ for ξ a global
(additive) coordinate on A. The ensuing group law reads

YG ×YGÐ→ YG ∶ ((X1, ξ1), (X2, ξ2)) z→ (X1 ⋅X2, ξ1 + ξ2 −∆X1(X2)) ,

and so its associativity is ensured by the identity ∆X1⋅X2(X3)−∆X2(X3)−∆X1(X2 ⋅X3) = −∆X1(X2),
valid for all X1,X2,X3 ∈ G. In its left-hand side, we recognise the constant fX1,X2 , and so we are led
to demand that ∆X1(X2) = −∆X1⋅X2(1) +∆X2(1) +∆X1(X2), or, equivalently, that

∀X,Y ∈G ∶ ∆X(1) =∆Y (1) .
Besides associativity, we need the existence of a (two-sided) unit (1, ξe), which leads to further con-
straints:

ξe =∆1(X) =∆X(1) .
Finally, the existence of a two-sided inverse (X−1, ξ−1) for any (X,ξ) (written in terms of the inverse
X−1 on G) requires

∆X−1(X) =∆X(X−1) ,
and then

ξ−1 = −ξ +∆X−1(X) +∆X(1) .
The simplest way to satisfy the above requirements is stated in

Proposition 4. Adopt the hitherto notation. The product supermanifold G × A equipped with the
above binary operation is a Lie supergroup with the neutral element (1, ξe) = (1,0) and the inverse
(X,ξ) z→ (X−1,−ξ +∆X−1(X)) if the quasi-invariance 1-cochain satisfies the conditions

∆X(1) = 0 =∆1(X) , ∆X−1(X) =∆X(X−1)
for all X ∈ G.

Remark: A word is well due at this point regarding the notation used for structural Lie-supergroup
operations (the binary operation, the inverse etc.) throughout the paper. All Lie supergroups that we
shall encounter admit global generators of the respective structure sheaves, and so the operations shall
be presented on the generators. Furthermore, the S-point picture shall be adopted implicitly through-
out, resulting in presentations of the familiar type (4.1) instead of their sheaf-theoretic counterparts

m∗θα = θα ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ θα , m∗xa = xa ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ xa − 1
2
Γaαβ θ

α ⊗ θβ ,

describing the evaluation of the sheaf component m∗ ∶ OT Ð→ OT×T ≅ OT⊗̂OT on the generators of
the structure sheaf OT of T, cp. [CCF11, Ex. 7.2.4].
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4.1. The super-0-gerbe for the super-0-brane. We begin our case-by-case investigation of ge-
ometrisations of the GS super-(p+ 2)-cocycles with the distinguished super-2-cocycle χ(2) coupling to
the superparticle current in sMink(9,1∣32). The corresponding nontrivial CE 2-cocycle (written in the
previously introduced notation)

ω(2) = Γ11αβ q
α ∧ qβ

gives rise – via Thm. 25 – to a rank-1 central extension

0Ð→ RÐ→ Y0t
πY0tÐÐÐ→ tÐ→ 0 ,(4.2)

Y0t = t⊕ ⟨S⟩ , πY0t = pr1 ,

[Pa, Pb]Y0t = 0 , [Qα, Pa]Y0t = 0 ,

{Qα,Qβ}Y0t = {Qα,Qβ}t + (ω(2) ⊗ S)(Qα,Qβ) = Γaαβ Pa + 2Γ11αβ S ,

[Qα, S]Y0t = 0 = [Pa, S]Y0t , [S,S]Y0t = 0 .

with π∗Y0t
ω(2) = −δ(1)Y0t

s for the dual s of S. Its integration to the Lie-supergroup level yields

Theorem 5. The GS super-2-cocycle χ(2) determines a CaE super-0-gerbe

G(0)GS = (Y0T, πY0T, β(1))
in the sense of Def. 2, composed of

● the Lie supergroup Y0T = T × C× ∋ (θ, x, z) which is mapped epimorphically onto T along
πY0T = pr1 and has the binary operation

m
(1)
0 ((θ1, x1, z1), (θ2, x2, z2)) = (m((θ1, x1), (θ2, x2)), ei θ1 Γ11 θ2 ⋅ z1 ⋅ z2) ;

● the LI primitive

β(1) = pr∗2ϑC× + π∗Y0TB(1) ∈ Ω
1(Y0T)Y0T

of π∗Y0T
χ(2), expressed in terms of the canonical LI 1-form ϑC×(z) = i dz

z
on C×, and a non-LI

primitive B(1)(θ, x) = θΓ11 σ(θ, x) of χ(2) – its left-invariance fixes m
(1)
0 .

The short exact sequence of Lie supergroups 1Ð→ C×
(0,⋅)ÐÐ→ Y0T

πY0TÐÐÐ→ TÐ→ 1 integrates (4.2).

Proof. With the above choice of the primitive for χ(2), we obtain the quasi-invariance 1-cochain
∆(θ1,x1)(θ2, x2) = θ1 Γ11 θ2, and so the statement follows from Prop. 4. □

The above super-0-gerbe, the first from a hierarchy of higher-supergeometric structures associated
with the GS super-(p+ 2)-cocycles, shall be referred to as the Green–Schwarz super-0-gerbe over
sMink(9,1∣32) in future work. Its supersymmetry shall be discussed in Sec. 4.4.

4.2. The super-1-gerbe for the Green–Schwarz superstring. On the next level of the hierar-
chy, we have the super-3-cocycle χ(3), which determines the WZ term in the DF amplitude for the
superstring in sMink(d,1∣Dd,1). Here, the point of departure of the cohomological resolution is the
CE 3-cocycle ω(3) = Γaαβ qα ∧ qβ ∧ pa, from which we extract a family of nontrivial LI sub-2-cocycles
ϖ(2)α = −Γaαβ qβ ∧ pa , α ∈ 1,Dd,1, whose closedness is ensured by the Fierz identity (C.1) for p = 1,

Γaα(β (Γa)γδ) = 0 .(4.3)

The 2-cocycles induce a rank-Dd,1 supercentral Lie-superalgebra extension

0Ð→ R×Dd,1[1] Ð→ Y1t
πY1tÐÐÐ→ tÐ→ 0 ,(4.4)

Y1t = t⊕⊕Dd,1

α=1 ⟨Zα⟩ , πY1t = pr1 ,
with a single ‘corrected’ bracket of the generators of t,

[Qα, Pa]Y1t = [Qα, Pa]t + (ϖ(2)β ⊗Zβ)(Qα, Pa) = −Γaαβ Zβ ,
and the remaining new brackets trivial due to the supercentrality of the Zα. This is the Green super-
algebra of [Gre89]. On it, we obtain the identity π∗Y1t

ϖ(2)α = −δ(1)Y1t
zα for the dual zα of Zα, and so
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the 3-cocycle π∗Y1t
ω(3) ≡ qα ∧ δ(1)Y1t

zα trivialises owing to the closedness of the qα. Upon integration, we
arrive at

Proposition 6. The GS super-3-cocycle χ(3) determines a supercentral extension 1 Ð→ R0∣Dd,1
(0,⋅)ÐÐ→

Y1T
πY1TÐÐÐ→ T Ð→ 1 which integrates (4.4). Its total space Y1T = T × R0∣Dd,1 ∋ (θα, xa, ξβ) is mapped

epimorphically onto T along πY1T = pr1 and has the binary operation

m
(1)
1 ((θ1, x1, ξ1), (θ2, x2, ξ2)) = (m((θ1, x1), (θ2, x2)), ξ1α + ξ2α −∆(θ1,x1)α(θ2, x2))

∆(θ1,x1)α(θ2, x2) = Γaαβ θ
β
1 x

a
2 − 1

6
Γaαβ (2θβ1 + θ

β
2 ) θ1 Γa θ2 .

Furthermore, it supports the LI primitive

β(2) = π∗Y1Tσ
α ∧ φα , φα = pr∗2ϑR0∣Dd,1 α

+ pr∗1b(1)α ∈ Ω1(Y1T)Y1T

of π∗Y1T
χ(3), in which the LI primitive φα of the pullback of the LI super-2-cocycle h(2)α = −Γaαβ σβ ∧

ea (the CaE counterpart of ϖ(2)α) to Y1T is expressed in terms of the component LI 1-forms
ϑR0∣Dd,1 α

(ξ) = dξα on R0∣Dd,1 and the non-LI primitives b(1)α(θ, x) = −Γaαβ θβ (dxa + 1
6
θΓa σ(θ, x))

of the h(2)α – its left-invariance fixes m
(1)
1 .

Proof. The explicit form of b(1)α follows directly from the identity 3Γaαβ σ(θ)β ∧ θΓa σ(θ)
= d(Γaαβ θβ θΓa σ(θ)) implied by the Fierz identity (4.3). The group law is subsequently determined
by the supersymmetry variation

(ℓ∗(ε,t)b(1)α − b(1)α)(θ, x) = d(−xa Γaαβ εβ + 1
6
Γaαβ (2εβ + θβ) εΓa θ) ,

which is inferred from Eq. (4.3). The latter also ensures associativity of the binary operation m
(1)
1 ,

which follows immediately from Prop. 4. □

With the candidate surjective submersion of the super-1-gerbe firmly established, we may, next,
consider the T-fibred square thereof, which can be presented as the Lie supergroup Y

[2]
1 T ≡ T ×

R0∣Dd,1 ×R0∣Dd,1 ∋ (θ, x, ξ1, ξ2) ≡ (θ, x, ξA) with the binary operation induced from m
(1)
1 as

m
(1) [2]
1 ((θ1, x1, ξA1 ), (θ2, x2, ξA2 )) = (m((θ1, x1), (θ2, x2)), ξA1α + ξA2α + Γaαβ θα1 xa2

− 1
6
Γaαβ (2θβ1 + θ

β
2 ) θ1 Γa θ2) .(4.5)

On it, we find the nontrivial CaE super-2-cocycle (written in the above presentation)

F1
(2) = (pr∗1,3 − pr∗1,2)β(2) ≡ pr∗1σα ∧ (pr∗1,3 − pr∗1,2)φα = pr∗1σα ∧ (pr∗3 − pr∗2)ϑR0∣Dd,1 α

.

Equivalently, we may pass to the fibred-sum Lie superalgebra Y
[2]
1 t ∶= Y1t ⊕t Y1t with the convenient

presentation Y
[2]
1 t ≡ t ⊕⊕Dd,1

α=1 ⟨Zα(1)⟩ ⊕ ⊕
Dd,1

β=1 ⟨Z
β
(2)⟩ and the bracket of the pair (Qα, Pa) replaced by

[Qα, Pa]Y[2]1 t
= −Γaαβ (Zβ(1) +Z

β
(2)), on which we find the CE counterpart of F1

(2) in the form

ϖ
[2]
(2) = q

α ∧ (z(2)α − z(1)α )

Its nontriviality, readily established by evaluating it on Qα and the supercentral Zα(2), ensures the
existence of a central extension

0Ð→ RÐ→ l
πlÐÐ→ Y

[2]
1 tÐ→ 0 ,(4.6)

l = Y[2]1 t⊕ ⟨S⟩ , πl = pr1
with the ‘corrected’ brackets (A ∈ {1,2})

{Qα, Zβ(A)}l = {Qα, Z
β
(A)}Y[2]1 t

+ (ϖ[2](2) ⊗ S)(Qα, Z
β
(A)) = (−1)

A δ βα S .

The extension can be integrated, whereupon it gives us

Proposition 7. The super-2-cocycle F1
(2) determines a CaE super-0-gerbe

(L, πL,AL (1))
composed of
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● the Lie supergroup L = Y[2]1 T×C× ∋ (θ, x, ξA, z) ≡ (y12, z) which is mapped epimorphically onto
Y
[2]
1 T along πL = pr1 and has the binary operation

m
(2)
1 ((y121 , z1), (y122 , z2)) = (m

(1) [2]
1 (y121 , y122 ), ei θ

α
1 ξ

21
2α ⋅ z1 ⋅ z2) , ξ212 = ξ22 − ξ12 ;

● the LI primitive

AL (1) = pr∗2ϑC× + pr∗1A(1) ∈ Ω1(L)L

of π∗LF1
(2), expressed in terms of a non-LI primitive A(1)(y12) = θα dξ21α of F1

(2) – its left-

invariance fixes m
(2)
1 .

The short exact sequence of Lie supergroups 1Ð→ C×
(0,⋅)ÐÐ→ L

πLÐ→ Y
[2]
1 TÐ→ 1 integrates (4.6).

Proof. We have dA(1)(y12) = dθα ∧dξ21α ≡ σα(θ, x)∧(pr∗2 −pr∗1)ϑR0∣Dd,1 (ξ1, ξ2), and (Y[2]1 ℓ∗(ε,t,ζA)A(1) −
A(1))(y) = εα dξ21α for Y

[2]
1 ℓ(ε,t,ζA) ≡m(1) [2]1 ((ε, t, ζA), ⋅). The rest is a straightforward check (in which

we may employ Prop. 4 for the quasi-invariance 1-cochain ∆y121
(y122 ) = θα1 ξ212α). □

The last step in the reconstruction procedure consists in establishing a groupoid structure on the
fibres of L. This we attain in

Proposition 8. The principal C×-bundle pr∗1,2L⊗ pr∗2,3L over Y
[3]
1 T carries a natural structure of a

Lie supergroup. The latter is mapped to the Lie supergroup pr∗1,3L by the super-0-gerbe isomorphism

µL ∶ pr∗1,2L⊗ pr∗2,3L
≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1,3L ,

∶ (θ, x, ξ1, ξ2,1) ⊗ (θ, x, ξ2, ξ3, z) z→ (θ, x, ξ1, ξ3, z) .

Proof. The tensor-product bundle pr∗1,2L⊗pr∗2,3L is a bundle associated8 to pr∗1,2L through the defining
action of the structure Lie supergroup C× on pr∗2,3L – this is the so-called contracted product of
principal C×-bundles, described in [Bry93, Sec. 2.1]. As such, the bundle comes with the Lie-supergroup
structure determined by the binary operation with the coordinate presentation

((θ1, x1, ξ11 , ξ21 ,1) ⊗ (θ1, x1, ξ21 , ξ31 , z1), (θ2, x2, ξ12 , ξ22 ,1) ⊗ (θ2, x2, ξ22 , ξ32 , z2))

z→ m
(2)
1 ((θ1, x1, ξ11 , ξ21 ,1), (θ2, x2, ξ12 , ξ22 ,1)) ⊗m

(2)
1 ((θ1, x1, ξ21 , ξ31 , z1), (θ2, x2, ξ22 , ξ32 , z2)) ,

which covers the obvious Lie-supergroup structure on Y
[3]
1 T. The isomorphic character of µL now fol-

lows from the identity ei θ
α
1 ξ

21
2α ei θ

α
1 ξ

32
2α = ei θα1 ξ312α , written for ξBA2 = ξB2 −ξA2 , (A,B) ∈ {(1,2), (2,3), (1,3)}.

That this mapping preserves connections can be read off from the identity

A(1)(θ, x, ξ1, ξ2) +A(1)(θ, x, ξ2, ξ3) = A(1)(θ, x, ξ1, ξ3) .

□

Remark 9. A super-0-gerbe isomorphism φ ∶ G(0)1

≅Ð→ G(0)2 between super-0-gerbes G(0)A , A ∈ {1,2} of
the above (trivial) form shall be referred to as unital and denoted as φ ≡ 1 in what follows.

The foregoing considerations are summarised in

Theorem 10. The GS super-3-cocycle χ(3) determines a CaE super-1-gerbe

G(1)GS = (Y1T, πY1T, β(2),L, πL,AL (1), µL)

in the sense of Def. 3, with components defined in Props. 6, 7 and 8.

8Bundles of this type in the category sMan were considered in [Keß19].
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4.3. The super-2-gerbe for the M-theory supermembrane. The last example of a cocycle in
the CaE cohomology whose geometrisation shall be explicited in this paper is the super-4-cocycle χ(4),
coupling to the super-membrane current in sMink(10,1∣32) ≡ T(M), cp. [CdAIPB00]. In what follows,
we give the main points of the construction, in which we adhere to the description of 2-gerbes given
in [Ste04]. The construction develops in conformity with the general logic delineated above, and so its
details can readily be reproduced by the interested Reader.

Anticipating subsequent developments, we begin with an auxiliary

Definition 11. Adopt the hitherto notation, and in particular that of App. C. The fully extended
11d superpoint superalgebra is the central extension

0Ð→ R×528 Ð→ Et0
πEt0ÐÐÐ→ t0 Ð→ 0 ,

Et0 = ⊕32
α=1 ⟨Qα⟩ ⊕⊕32

β≤γ=1 ⟨Zβγ ≡ Z(βγ)⟩ ≡ t0 ⊕R×528 , πEt0 = pr1 ,
of the supercommutative Lie superalgebra t0 for d = 10 (and Dd,1 = 32), induced, in the sense of
Thm. 25, by the family of CE 2-cocycles

ϖαβ
(2) =

1
2
qα ∧ qβ

on t0, i.e.,

{Qα,Qβ}Et0 = {Qα,Qβ}t0 + (ϖ
γδ
(2) ⊗Zγδ)(Qα,Qβ) = Zαβ ,

[Qα, Zβγ]Et0 = 0 , [Zαβ , Zγδ]Et0 = 0 .
Upon employing the Clifford decomposition (C.2) with its completeness relations (C.3), and denoting

Pa = 1
64

Lαβa Zαβ , Mab = 1
64

Lαβ[ab]Zαβ , Sabcde = 1
64

Lαβ[abcde]Zαβ ,

the Lie superalgebra Et0 is seen to be a central extension

0Ð→ R×55 ×R×462 Ð→ Et0
p2;5≡pr1ÐÐÐÐÐ→ smink(10,1∣32) Ð→ 0 ,

Et0 = smink(10,1∣32) ⊕⊕10
a<b=0 ⟨Mab ≡M[ab]⟩ ⊕⊕10

c<d<e<f<g=0 ⟨Scdefg ≡ S[cdefg]⟩ ,

{Qα,Qβ}Et0 = Γaαβ Pa + 1
2!
ΓbcαβMbc + 1

5!
Γdefghαβ Sdefgh

of the super-minkowskian Lie superalgebra. The central Lie-supergroup extension

1Ð→ R×528 Ð→ ET0

πET0ÐÐÐÐ→ T0 Ð→ 1 ,

πET0 ≡ pr1 ∶ ET0 ≡ T0 ×R×528 Ð→ T0 ∶ (θα,X(βγ)) z→ θα

to which Et0 integrates is equipped with the binary operation

Em0 ∶ ET0 × ET0 Ð→ ET0

∶ ((θα1 ,Xβγ
1 ), (θδ2,X

λµ
2 )) z→ (θα1 + θα2 ,X

βγ
1 +X

βγ
2 − 1

4
(θβ1 θ

γ
2 + θ

γ
1 θ

β
2 )) ,

determined by the left-invariance of the 1-forms

Eαβ = pr∗2ϑαβR×528 + pr
∗
1b
αβ ,

written in terms of the canonical LI 1-forms ϑαβR×528(X) = dX
αβ on R×528 and the non-LI primitives

bαβ(θ) = 1
4
(θα dθβ + θβ dθα) of the CaE super-2-cocycles ωαβ(2)(θ) =

1
2
dθα ∧ dθβ . The extension shall

be referred to as the fully extended 11d superpoint, and presented equivalently as the central
extension

1Ð→ R×55 ×R×462 Ð→ ET0

π2;5ÐÐÐ→ sMink(10,1∣32) Ð→ 1 ,

π2;5 ≡ pr1 ∶ ET0 ≡ sMink(10,1∣32) ×R×55 ×R×462 Ð→ sMink(10,1∣32)

∶ (θα, xa, φbc ≡ φ[bc], ςdefgh ≡ ς[defgh]) z→ (θα, xa) ,

Xαβ =∶ 1
32
(xa Lαβa + 1

2
φbc Lαβbc +

1
5!
ςdefgh Lαβdefgh)
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with

Em0((θα1

1 , xa11 , φ
b1c1
1 , ςd1e1f1g1h1

1 ), (θα2

2 , xa22 , φ
b2c2
2 , ςd2e2f2g2h2

2 ))

= (θα1 + θα2 , xa1 + xa2 − 1
2
θ1 Γ

a θ2, φ
bc
1 + φbc2 − 1

2
θ1 Γ

bc θ2, ς
defgh
1 + ςdefgh2 − 1

2
θ1 Γ

defgh θ2) .
Accordingly, the Eαβ decompose as

Eαβ = 1
32
(ẽa Lαβa + 1

2
ẽbc Lαβbc +

1
5!
ẽdefgh Lαβdefgh)

into LI components

ẽa(θ,X) = dxa + 1
2
θΓa dθ ≡ ea(θ, x) ,

ẽbc(θ,X) = dφbc + 1
2
θΓbc dθ =∶ ebc(θ,φ) ,

ẽdefgh(θ,X) = dςdefgh + 1
2
θΓdefgh dθ ≡ edefgh(θ, ς) .

These correspond, in an obvious manner, to a hierarchy of (central) extensions

ET0 ≡ (sMink(10,1∣32) ×R×55) ×R×462
π5≡pr1ÐÐÐÐÐ→ sMink(10,1∣32) ×R×55

π2≡pr1ÐÐÐÐÐ→ sMink(10,1∣32) ≡ R0∣32 ×R×11
pr1ÐÐÐ→ R0∣32 .

◇

The above structures were considered very early on in the supergravity literature, cp. [vHVP82, Wes99].
They are an indispensable constitutive element of the construction of the super-2-gerbe presented below.
In it, one may follow two qualitatively different paths: The standard one would have as its point of
departure essentially the extended superspace of [CdAIPB00, Sec. 5.2] with the LI primitive given in
Eq. (73) ibidem – this would be the first level of a higher-supergeometric resolution of the former, i.e., the
surjective submersion over the super-minkowskian support of χ(4) and the curving of the 2-gerbe-to-be
over it. The associated stepwise extension of sMink(10,1∣32) effectively goes through the full extension
of the 11d superpoint described above, but leads, seemingly inevitably, to an algebraic anomaly at a late
stage of the construction9, and the anomaly can be traced back to the ‘late’ completion of the extension
ET0. The alternative, based on this observation, is to start with the fully extended 11d superpoint and
promote χ(4) to the rank of a non-trivial CaE super-4-cocycle on this larger Lie supergroup, in which
sMink(10,1∣32) can be recovered as, say, the zero section of π2;5. A geometrisation organised thus
proceeds without anomalies, and so we give its details in what follows.

We begin by rewriting, with hindsight, the super-4-cocycle χ(4) on ET0 in the form

χ(4) = d(2λ1 eab ∧ ea ∧ eb) + λ3 σ ∧ Γab σ ∧ ea ∧ eb + 2λ12 eab ∧ σ ∧ Γa σ ∧ eb

+[(2λ11 eba Γbαβ + λ2 eb Γabαβ) ∧ σβ] ∧ σα ∧ ea

in terms of the LI super-1-forms eab ≡ ηac ηbd e
cd, and subsequently arrange the real parameters

λ1, λ2, λ3 = 1 − λ1 − λ2, λ11 and λ12 = λ1 − λ11 in such a way that the ∧-factor in the square bracket
in the above expression be closed and hence give rise to a Lie-superalgebra extension of Et0, and that
the super-4-form ensuing from their partial trivialisation of the pullback of χ(4) to the corresponding
Lie-supergroup extension of ET0 (whose existence shall be verified below) combines with the terms
with the parameters λ3 and λ12 to another (nontrivial) super-4-cocycle. It turns out that this problem
is not only well-posed but admits a unique solution:

(λ1, λ2, λ3, λ11, λ12) = ( 13 ,
3
5
, 1
15
, 3
10
, 1
30
) ,

for which

χ(4) = d( 2
3
eab ∧ ea ∧ eb) + 1

15
(σ ∧ Γab σ ∧ ea ∧ eb + eab ∧ σ ∧ Γa σ ∧ eb)

9The anomaly occurs in the reconstruction of the groupoid structure on the 1-gerbe of the 2-gerbe, and consists in the
absence of a two-sided inverse for the associative binary operation on the principal C×-bundle of the 1-gerbe 1-isomorphism
(a property rarely checked, which is also why it was overlooked in the original analysis of [Sus17]). This fact is quite
intriguing per se, and certainly merits further investigation. In the light of our findings from Sec. 5, it might be related
to the phenomenon of de-abelianisation of 1-gerbe modules accompanying descent to the non-1-connected orbifolds of
the target Lie group SO(4n) with respect to the action of its non-cyclic centre Z2 × Z2, discovered in [Gaw05]. We are
planning to pursue this intuition in a future work.
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+ 3
5
[(Γbαβ eba + Γbaαβ eb) ∧ σβ] ∧ σα ∧ ea

We justify our choice of the presentation of χ(4) and study its consequences at length in

Proposition 12. The GS super-4-cocycle χ(4) on ET0 determines supercentral extensions:

● 1 Ð→ R0∣352 (0,⋅)ÐÐ→ T̂1
π̂1Ð→ ET0 Ð→ 1 whose total space T̂1 = ET0 × R0∣352 ∋ (θα,Xβγ , ψaδ) is

mapped epimorphically onto ET0 along π̂1 = pr1 and has the binary operation

Em
(1)
0 ((θ1,X1, ψ

1), (θ2,X2, ψ
2)) = (Em0((θ1,X1), (θ2,X2)),

ψ1
aα + ψ2

aα + (Γbαβ φ2
ba + xb2 Γbaαβ) θβ1 − 1

6
G+a;αβ,γδ (2θβ1 + θ

β
2 ) θ

γ
1 θ

δ
2) ,

written in terms of G+a;αβ,γδ = Γbαβ Γbaγδ + Γbγδ Γbaαβ;

● 1 Ð→ R×528
(0,⋅)ÐÐ→ T̂2

π̂2Ð→ T̂1 Ð→ 1 whose total space T̂2 = T̂1 × R×528 ∋ (θα,Xβγ , ψaδ, υλµ ≡
υ(λµ)) is mapped epimorphically onto T̂1 along π̂2 = pr1 and has the binary operation

Em
(2)
0 ((θ1,X1, ψ

1, υ1), (θ2,X2, ψ
2, υ2)) = (Em(1)0 ((θ1,X1, ψ

1), (θ2,X2, ψ
2)),

υ1αβ + υ2αβ − 1
16

Γaαβ θ1 Γ
b θ2 ⋅ θ1 Γab θ2

+ 1
24
θγ2 (θδ2 (2Dαβ;γδϵη θ

ϵ
2 + 3(Dαβ;ϵγδη −Dαβ;γϵδη) θϵ1) + 6Dαβ;ϵδγη θ

ϵ
1 θ

δ
1) θη1

+ 1
4
xa1 (Γabαβ (2xb2 − θ1 Γb θ2) + Γbαβ (2φ2

ab − θ1 Γab θ2)) + 1
4
xb2G

+
b;αβ,γδ θ

γ
1 θ

δ
2

+(φ2
ab Γ

a
αγ Γ

b
βδ + 1

2
xa2G

−
a;αγ,βδ) θγ1 θδ1 + ( 14 Γ

a
αβ ψ

2
aγ + Γaαγ ψ2

aβ + Γaβγ ψ2
aα) θγ1 ,

written in terms of G−a;αβ,γδ = Γbαβ Γbaγδ−Γbγδ Γbaαβ and 2Dαβ;γδεη = ΓaαδG+a;βγ,ϵη+ΓaβδG+a;αγ,ϵη,
altogether composing a Lie-supergroup epimorphism

π̂1,2 ≡ π̂1 ○ π̂2 ∶ T̂2 Ð→ ET0

The extensions provide the following CaE resolutions:

● the LI primitives

σ1
aα = pr∗2ϑR0∣352 aα + pr∗1b1aα , dσ1

aα = π̂∗1h1aα
for the super-2-cocycles h1aα = (Γbαβ eba + Γba eb) ∧ σβ, written in terms of the canonical LI 1-
forms ϑR0∣352 aα(ψ) = dψaα on R0∣352 and the non-LI primitives b1aα(θ,X) = (Γbαβ (eab(θ,φ) −
1
3
θΓab σ(θ, x)) + Γabαβ (eb(θ, x) − 1

3
θΓb σ(θ, x))) θβ of the h1aα on ET0;

● the LI primitives

σ2
αβ = pr∗2ϑR×528 αβ + pr∗1b2αβ , dσ2

αβ = π̂∗2h2αβ

for the super-2-cocycles h2αβ = ( 14 Γ
a
αβ σ

1
aγ+Γaαγ σ1

aβ+Γaβγ σ1
aα)∧π̂∗1σγ − 1

2
π̂∗1((Γaαβ eab+Γabαβ ea)∧

eb), written in terms of the canonical LI 1-forms ϑR×528 αβ(υ) = dυαβ on R×528 and the non-
LI primitives b2αβ(θ,X,ψ) = −( 14 Γ

a
αβ σ

1
aγ + Γaαγ σ1

aβ + Γaβγ σ1
aα)(θ,X,ψ) θγ + 1

2
Γaαβ eab(θ,φ)xb −

(Γaαγ Γbβδ eab(θ,φ)+ 1
2
G−a;αγ,βδ e

a(θ, x)) θγ θδ+ 1
4
Dαβ;γδεη θ

γ θδ θε ση(θ, x)− 1
4
xa (2Γabαβ eb(θ, x)+

G+a;αβ,γδ θ
γ σδ(θ, x)) of the h2αβ on T̂1 ,

which fix the respective binary operations (in the previous sense).
Consequently, the Lie supergroup T̂2 supports the LI primitive

β̃(3) = 2
3
π̂∗1,2(eab ∧ ea ∧ eb) − 3

5
π̂∗2(σ1

aα ∧ π̂∗1(ea ∧ σα)) − 2
15
σ2
αβ ∧ π̂∗1,2(σα ∧ σβ)

of the pullback π̂∗1,2χ(4).

Proof. The closedness of the h1aα is ensured by the Fierz identity (C.1) for p = 2, which also yields the
primitives b1aα. A supersymmetry variation of the latter quickly yields the expression b1aα(Em0((ε, Y ), (θ,X)))−
b1aα(θ,X) = d[εβ (Γbαβ φab + xb Γabαβ − 1

3
G+a;αβ,γδ) εγ θδ] − 1

6
η
(ε)
aα (θ), in which the last term η

(ε)
aα (θ) =
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(G+a;αβ,γδ + 2G+a;αγ,βδ) εβ θγ dθδ is closed (by construction), and hence exact. Its primitive is estab-
lished through application of the standard homotopy formula, which gives us η

(ε)
aα = dF

(ε)
aα with

F
(ε)
aα (θ) = G+a;αγ,βδ εβ θγ θδ. From this, we read off the complete quasi-invariance 1-cochains

∆aα (θ1,X1)(θ2,X2) = (Γbαβ φ2
ab + xb2 Γabαβ − 1

3
G+a;αβ,γδ θ

γ
1 θ

δ
2) θβ1 − 1

6
G+a;αγ,βδ θ

β
1 θ

γ
2 θ

δ
2 ,

and thus infer the first part of the thesis upon invoking Prop. 4. We attain partial trivialisation:

π̂∗1χ(4) = d[ 2
3
π̂∗1(eab ∧ ea ∧ eb) − 3

5
σ1
aα ∧ π̂∗1(ea ∧ σα)] − 2

15
h2αβ ∧ π̂∗1(σα ∧ σβ) ,

with the h2αβ as in the statement of the proposition.
In the second extension, simple manipulations, involving the Fierz identity (C.1) for p = 2, lead to the

expression for the (partially trivialised) h2αβ(θ,X,ψ) = d[−( 14 Γ
a
αβ σ

1
aγ +Γaαγ σ1

aβ +Γaβγ σ1
aα)(θ,X,ψ) θγ +

1
2
Γaαβ eab(θ,φ)xb−(Γaαδ Γbβγ eab(θ,φ)+ 1

2
G−a;αδ,βγ e

a(θ, x)) θδ θγ− 1
2
Γabαβ x

a eb(θ, x) − 1
4
G+a;αβ,γδ x

a θγ σδ(θ, x)]+
ηαβ(θ), with the closed (by construction) and hence exact remainder 8ηαβ(θ) = 2(2Γaαδ Γbβγ Γab ϵζ +
G−a;αδ,βγ Γ

a
ϵζ) θδ θγ dθϵ ∧ dθζ + (Γaαβ θΓab dθ + Γabαβ θΓa dθ) ∧ θΓb dθ, whose further trivialisation with

the help of the homotopy formula brings the result stated in the proposition. Analogous calculations for
the supersymmetry variation of the thus obtained primitives b2αβ of the h2αβ yield the binary operation
with the quasi-invariance 1-cochains

∆αβ (θ1,X1,ψ1)(θ2,X2, ψ2) = 1
16

Γaαβ θ1 Γ
b θ2 ⋅ θ1 Γab θ2

− 1
4
xa1 (Γabαβ (2xb2 − θ1 Γb θ2) + Γbαβ (2φ2

ab − θ1 Γab θ2)) − 1
4
xb2G

+
b;αβ,γδ θ

γ
1 θ

δ
2

−(φ2
ab Γ

a
αγ Γ

b
βδ + 1

2
xa2G

−
a;αγ,βδ) θγ1 θδ1 − ( 14 Γ

a
αβ ψ

2
aγ + Γaαγ ψ2

aβ + Γaβγ ψ2
aα) θγ1

− 1
24
θγ2 (θδ2 (2Dαβ;γδϵη θ

ϵ
2 + 3(Dαβ;ϵγδη −Dαβ;γϵδη) θϵ1) + 6Dαβ;ϵδγη θ

ϵ
1 θ

δ
1) θη1

which satisfy the conditions of Prop. 4. □

The two-tier extension discussed above is sufficient for the trivialisation of the GS super-4-cocycle
χ(4), and so could well serve as the point of departure of the essentially algorithmic realisation of the
Murray scheme of Diag. (2.2), to wit, as the source of the definition of the surjective submersion of
the super-2-gerbe. With hindsight, and using the intrinsic freedom of the choice of the latter inscribed
in the definition of the higher-geometric object, we propose to move one step farther, which yields a
convenient surjective submersion of ET0 to be employed in the next stage of geometrisation of the
super-4-cocycle along the lines of Sec. 4.2.

Proposition 13. The family of CaE super-2-cocycles haα3 = π̂∗1,2(8(δαγ ea − Γaβγ Eαβ) ∧ σγ) on T̂2

determines a central extension

1Ð→ R0∣352 (0,⋅)ÐÐÐ→ T̂3
π̂3ÐÐ→ T̂2 Ð→ 1

whose total space T̂3 ≡ T̂2 ×R0∣352 ∋ (θα,Xβγ , ψaδ, υλµ, ζ
bν) is mapped epimorphically onto T̂2 along

π̂3 ≡ pr1 and has the binary operation

Em
(3)
0 ((θ1,X1, ψ

1, υ1, ζ1), (θ2,X2, ψ
2, υ2, ζ2))

= (Em(2)0 ((θ1,X1, ψ
1, υ1), (θ2,X2, ψ

2, υ2)), ζaα1 + ζaα2 −∆(θ1,X1,ψ1,υ1)(θ2,X2, ψ2, υ2)) ,
where

∆(θ1,X1,ψ1,υ1)(θ2,X2, ψ2, υ2) = −8θα1 xa2 + 2(2θα1 + θα2 ) θ1 Γa θ2 + 8θβ1 ΓaβγX
αγ
2 .

It supports the LI primitives

σaα3 = pr∗2ϑR0∣352 + pr∗1baα3 , dσaα3 = π̂∗3haα3
for the super-2-cocycles , written in terms of the canonical LI 1-forms ϑaαR0∣352(ζ) = dζaα on R0∣352 and
the non-LI primitives baα3 (θ,X,ψ, υ) = −8θγ (δαγ dxa − Γaβγ Eαβ) ≡ baα3 (θ,X) of the haα3 on T̂2.

Proof. Closedness of the haα3 is straightforward to check, as is to derive the form of their quasi-
invariant primitives baα3 . A supersymmetry variation of the latter produces the quasi-invariance 1-
cochains ∆(θ1,X1,ψ1,υ1), whose properties imply the statement of the proposition in virtue of Prop. 4. □
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Altogether, then, we obtain the surjective submersion

πYET0 ≡ π̂1,2 ○ π̂3 ∶ YET0 ≡ T̂3 Ð→ ET0(4.7)

such that

π∗YET0
χ(4) = dβ(3) , β(3) = π̂∗3β̃(3) ,(4.8)

which defines the trivial super-2-gerbe over YET0, i.e., the surjective submersion and the curving of
the supermembrane super-2-gerbe, respectively.

On the Lie supergroup Y[2]ET0 ≡ YET0 ×ET0 YET0, we find

∆(1)β(3) ≡ (pr∗2 − pr∗1)β(3) = d( 4
15

Zαβ ∧ pr∗1π∗YET0
Eαβ) − 1

15
Yaα ∧ pr∗1π∗YET0

haα3

where we have used the shorthand notation for the LI 1-forms

Yaα =∆(1)π̂∗3π̂∗2σ1
aα , Zαβ =∆(1)π̂∗3σ2

αβ .

Taking into account the defining property of the judicious extension of Prop. 13 and the closedness of
the Yaα, we may cast the above in the form

∆(1)β(3) = d( 4
15

Zαβ ∧ pr∗1π∗YET0
Eαβ + 1

15
Yaα ∧ pr∗1σaα3 ) .

Triviality of the latter in the CaE cohomology of the Lie supergroup Y[2]ET0 has a straightforward
higher-(super)geometric implication:

Proposition 14. The super-3-cocycle χ̂(3) =∆(1)β(3) defines a trivial CaE super-1-gerbe

Ĝ(1) = (Y[2]ET0, idY[2]ET0
, β̂(2), L̂ ≡ Y[2]ET0 ×C×,pr1, ÂL̂ (1) = pr

∗
2ϑC× , µL̂ ≡ 1)

of the curvature χ̂(3), with the LI curving

β̂(2) = 4
15

Zαβ ∧ pr∗1π∗YET0
Eαβ + 1

15
Yaα ∧ pr∗1σaα3 .

Its (trivial) principal C×-bundle L̂ ∋ (y1, y2, z) carries the product Lie-supergroup structure, with the
binary operation

Em
(4)
0 ((y11 , y21 , z1), (y12 , y22 , z2)) = (Em

(3)
0 (y11 , y12),Em

(3)
0 (y21 , y22), z1 ⋅ z2) .

Proof. Obvious. □

Next, we identify the groupoid structure MĜ(1) ∶ pr∗1,2Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗2,3Ĝ(1) ≅ pr∗1,3Ĝ(1) on Ĝ(1) over the
fibred-product Lie supergroup Y[3]ET0, using the canonical projections pri,j ∶ Y[3]ET0 Ð→ Y[2]ET0, (i, j) ∈
{(1,2), (2,3), (1,3)} on the latter. In view of the triviality of Ĝ(1), the identification boils down to the
comparison of the two pullbacks: (pr∗1,2 + pr∗2,3)β̂(2) and pr∗1,3β̂(2) of the curving of the super-1-gerbe
to Y[3]ET0, whose result is given in

Proposition 15. The super-2-cocycle F(2) = (pr∗1,3 −pr∗1,2 −pr∗2,3)β̂(2) on Y[3]ET0 determines a CaE
super-0-gerbe

(Ê , πÊ ,AÊ (1))

composed of
● a Lie supergroup Ê ≡ Y[3]ET0 × C× ∋ (y1, y2, y3, z), yA = (θ,X,ψA, υA, ζA) which is mapped

epimorphically onto Y[3]ET0 along πÊ ≡ pr1 and has the binary operation

Em
(5)
0 ((y11 , y21 , y31 , z1), (y12 , y22 , y32 , z2))

= (Em(3)0 (y11 , y12),Em
(3)
0 (y21 , y22),Em

(3)
0 (y31 , y32), e

i
15 ζ

aα
121 ψ

32
2αα ⋅ z1 ⋅ z2) ,

where we have used the usual shorthand notation: ζaα121 ≡ ζaα12 − ζaα11 and ψ32
2αα ≡ ψ3

2αα − ψ2
2αα;

● the LI primitive

AÊ (1) = pr
∗
2ϑC× + pr∗1 â(1) ∈ Ω1(Ê)Ê

of π∗ÊF
2
(2), expressed in terms of the non-LI primitive â(1)(y1, y2, y3) = 1

15
ζaα21 dψ32

αα – its left-

invariance fixes Em
(5)
0 .
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Over the product Lie supergroup Y[3]ET0 ×Y[3]ET0
Y[3]ET0 ≅ Y[3]ET0, with its canonical projections

prA ∶ Y[3]ET0 ×Y[3]ET0
Y[3]ET0 Ð→ Y[3]ET0, A ∈ {1,2} and pr

[2]
i,j ≡ (pri,j × pri,j) ∶ Y[3]ET0 ×Y[3]ET0

Y[3]ET0 Ð→ Y[2]ET0 , there exists a super-0-gerbe isomorphism

αÊ ≡ 1 ∶ pr
[2] ∗
1,2 L̂⊗ pr

[2] ∗
2,3 L̂⊗ pr∗2 Ê

≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1 Ê ⊗ pr
[2] ∗
1,3 L̂ .

Proof. The proof bases on the identity β̂(2)(y1, y2) = 1
15

dζaα1 ∧ dψ21
aα +Ξ(y2) −Ξ(y1), written in terms

of the super-2-form 15Ξ(θ,X,ψ, υ) = 4σ2
aα(θ,X,ψ, υ) ∧Eαβ(θ,X) + dψaα ∧ baα3 (θ,X), with the baα3 as

in Prop. 13. From it, the expression for â(1) follows readily. A supersymmetry variation of the latter
yields the quasi-invariance 1-cochain ∆(y11 ,y21 ,y31)(y

1
2 , y

2
2 , y

3
2) = 1

15
ζaα121 ψ

32
2αα, and so the first part of the

statement follows from Prop. 4. The second part is now a simple consequence of the triviality of L̂. □

Putting the above results together, we arrive at the anticipated

Proposition 16. The super-0-gerbe of Prop. 15 determines a super-1-gerbe 1-isomorphism

MĜ(1) ∶ pr
∗
1,2Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗2,3Ĝ(1)

≅ÐÐ→ pr∗1,3Ĝ(1)

over Y[3]ET0, in the sense of Def. 3, as

MĜ(1) = (Y
[3]ET0, idY[3]ET0

, Ê , πÊ ,AÊ (1), αÊ) .

Proof. Follows readily from Props. 14 and 15. □

The above 1-isomorphism are readily shown to satisfy

Proposition 17. There exists a super-1-gerbe 2-isomorphism, in the sense of Def. 3,

pr∗1,2Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗2,3Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗3,4Ĝ(1)
pr∗1,2,3MĜ

(1)⊗idpr∗
3,4
Ĝ
(1)

//

id
pr∗

1,2
Ĝ
(1)⊗pr∗2,3,4MĜ

(1)

��

pr∗1,3Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗3,4Ĝ(1)

pr∗1,3,4MĜ
(1)

��

µ
Ĝ
(1)

px
pr∗1,2Ĝ(1) ⊗ pr∗2,4Ĝ(1)

pr∗1,2,4MĜ
(1)

// pr∗1,4Ĝ(1)

over Y[4]ET0, the latter coming with the (obvious) canonical projections pri,j ∶ Y[4]ET0 Ð→ Y[2]ET0, i <
j ∈ {1,2,3,4} and pra,b,c ∶ Y[4]ET0 Ð→ Y[3]ET0, a < b < c ∈ {1,2,3,4}), with data

µĜ(1) = (Y[4]ET0, idY[4]ET0
,1) .

Proof. Upon taking into account Prop. 14 and recalling the structure of the identity 1-isomorphism
idĜ(1) of the (super-)1-gerbe Ĝ(1) (cp. [Wal07b, Sec. 1.1]), the statement of the proposition follows
straightforwardly from the identity â(1)(y1, y2, y3) + â(1)(y1, y3, y4) = â(1)(y2, y3, y4) + â(1)(y1, y2, y4)
satisfied by the base component of the principal C×-connection AÊ (1) of Ê (unitality of µĜ(1)), and an
analogous identity ∆(y11 ,y21 ,y31)(y

1
2 , y

2
2 , y

3
2)+∆(y11 ,y31 ,y41)(y

1
2 , y

3
2 , y

4
2) =∆(y21 ,y31 ,y41)(y

2
2 , y

3
2 , y

4
2)+∆(y11 ,y21 ,y41)(y

1
2 , y

2
2 , y

4
2)

obeyed by the quasi-invariance 1-cochain of the Lie supergroup Ê (homomorphicity of µĜ(1)). □

The crowning of our efforts comes in the form of

Theorem 18. The GS super-4-cocycle χ(4) on ET0 determines a CaE super-2-gerbe

G(2)GS = (YET0, πYET0 , β(3), Ĝ(1),MĜ(1) , µĜ(1)) ,

with components defined in Eqs. (4.7) and (4.8), and in Props. 14, 16 and 17.
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4.4. Supersymmetry categorified. Geometrisation of the GS p-brane super-(p + 2)-cocycles, while
certainly interesting in its own right as a purely mathematical phenomenon, serves the important phys-
ical purpose delineated in the Introduction: It paves the way to prequantisation of the corresponding
GS super-σ-models and, i.a., to a rigorous study of their prequantisable symmetries. Having completed
a systematic reconstruction of the CaE super-p-gerbes for the cases: p ∈ {0,1,2} in the previous section,
we may now make the first structural step on that way which consists in identifying a gerbe-theoretic
manifestation of the constitutive symmetry of the GS super-σ-model, i.e., its rigid supersymmetry
induced from the supergeometric action ℓ ≡m of Eq. (4.1) of the supersymmetry Lie supergroup T on
the target supermanifold T, and in examining special consequences of our choice of the geometrisation
scheme in the present work for the ensuing higher-geometric realisation of supersymmetry. In what
follows, we carry out at length the analysis for the GS superstring super-1-gerbe G(1)GS of Thm. 10 for
the sake of concreteness, with the understanding that the general conclusions derived from that analysis
extend straightforwardly to the other cases of interest.

Given that the existence of a comomentum (1-)form for the action ℓ is ensured by the quasi-t-
invariance of the global primitive β(2) of the curvature χ(3) of G(1)GS , we may begin our supersymmetry
analysis of the GS super-σ-model for the superstring in T directly on the higher-geometric level. Thus,
following the logic recapitulated on p. 7, we look for a T-indexed (invariably in the S-point picture)
family of (1-)gerbe 1-isomorphisms of the type (2.3),

Φ(ε,t) ∶ ℓ∗(ε,t)G
(1)
GS

≅ÐÐ→ G(1)GS , (ε, t) ∈ T .

The point of departure for its identification is the reconstruction of the pullback gerbe ℓ∗(ε,t)G
(1)
GS over

T. Taking into account the existence of the extension Y1ℓ ≡ m(1)1 defined in Prop. 6, we may – in the
light of Prop. 20 – choose the surjective submersion of the latter gerbe judiciously in the form

ℓ∗(ε,t)Y1T ∶= Y1T , πℓ∗
(ε,t)

Y1T ∶= πY1T

by picking up the invertible covering map ℓ̂(ε,t) ∶= Y1ℓ(ε,t,0) for ℓ(ε,t). We then obtain the attendant
curving

ℓ̂∗(ε,t)β(2) ≡ Y1ℓ
∗
(ε,t,0)β(2) = β(2) ,

owing to the left-invariance of β(2). Over the base-fibred square ℓ∗(ε,t)Y1T ×T ℓ∗(ε,t)Y1T ≡ Y[2]1 T of this
distinguished surjective submersion, we may subsequently choose, once more invoking Prop. 20, the
pullback bundle in the form

ℓ̂
[2] ∗
(ε,t)L ∶= L , π

ℓ̂
[2] ∗

(ε,t)
L
∶= πL

by picking up the covering map ̂̂
ℓ
[2]
(ε,t) ∶= Lℓ((ε,t,0),(ε,t,0),1) ≡ m

(2)
1 (((ε, t,0),

(ε, t,0),1), ⋅) for ℓ̂[2](ε,t), whereby we get the connection 1-form

̂̂
ℓ
[2] ∗
(ε,t)AL (1) ≡ Lℓ∗((ε,t,0),(ε,t,0),1)AL (1) = AL (1) .

It is now readily seen that the groupoid structure of the pullback 1-gerbe is identical with the (unital)
one of G(1)GS . Altogether, then, we arrive at the identity

ℓ∗(ε,t)G
(1)
GS = G

(1)
GS ,(4.9)

which yields

Φ(ε,t) ≡ idG(1)
GS

.(4.10)

We may summarise our analysis by stating

Proposition 19. The CaE super-1-gerbe G(1)GS of Thm. 10 admits a trivial realisation of supersymmetry
through the identity 1-isomorphisms {Φ(ε,t) ≡ idG(1)

GS

}(ε,t)∈T.

The last proposition captures the key structural meaning of the chosen geometrisation scheme of
the GS super-(p+2)-cocycles, of direct relevance to the underlying physics in the quantum régime and
in conformity with our expectations.
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5. Equivariance and descent to the Rabin–Crane superorbifold

The foregoing analysis yields the sought-after geometrisation, in the sense of Murray et al., of the
physically relevant Cartan–Eilenberg super-(p + 2)-cocycles on T, and promotes the supersymmetry
ℓ of the super-target to a fully fledged quantomorphism of the superfield theory through consistent
categorification: The supersymmetry is now implemented by 1-isomorphisms of the higher-geometric
objects and as such it is sure to transgress to the prequantised theory in the form of its automorphisms.
Being a result of algebraic relations in the tangent of a target supermanifold with a completely trivial
topology, admitting only ex post integration to the Lie-supergroup level, the geometrisation seems to
merely formally imitate the topological mechanisms known from the un-graded geometric category in
which the Murray diagram (2.2) can be understood as a presentation of a coherent resolution10 of a
homology class in M with the dual [χ]. In the light of the long-known interplay between the nontrivial
topology (for p > 0) of the elementary objects of the (super)field theory of interest (loops, membranes
etc.) and the topology of the target in the un-graded setting, manifesting itself, e.g., through induction
of (winding-)charge extensions of symmetry algebras, this situation may leave a physicist and a geometer
with a feeling of unsatisfaction. In this closing section of the present work, we intend to disperse this
feeling by elaborating and ‘categorifying’ – with the help of the concept of a gauge-symmetry defect
worked out in [Sus12, Sus13] – a beautiful and beautifully simple idea, conceived by Rabin and Crane
in [RC85, Rab87] on the basis of the previous superfield-theoretical findings due to Kostelecký and
Rabin reported in [KR84], which enables us to regard the geometrisation as a resolution of a nontrivial
topology. A natural point of departure here is the identification of the ‘supergeometric/topological
content’ of the supersymmetric refinement of the de Rham cohomology of T – an outwardly ill-posed
problem, first taken up in [Rab87], which admits an astonishingly well-defined and straightforward
solution.

Returning to the question originally asked by Rabin and Crane almost forty years after the works of
Rothstein [Rot86], which introduced a rather strict axiomatic framework for the differential geometry
of supermanifolds and scrupulously pointed out pathologies (as seen from the thus established vantage
point) inherent in a number of supergeometric constructions considered at that time, calls for a careful
statement of the meaning that shall be attached to the concept of a ‘supergeometric content’ in what
follows. The stage for it is set by the folllowing useful analogy: When considering group actions λ ∶
Γ ×M Ð→ M on smooth manifolds M , we encounter situations in which the set of orbits M//Γ
does not carry the structure of a smooth manifold, and so dividing out the action takes us out of the
original geometric category. Indeed, unless the action is free and proper, there is no natural choice of
such a structure on M//Γ, and various pathologies are known to arise. These do not prevent us from
contemplating ‘descent’ of differential-geometric objects (including higher ones, such as p-gerbes) and
even field theories along the projection π∼ ∶ M Ð→ M//Γ – this is the fundamental idea behind the
gauging of rigid configurational symmetries in the lagrangean field theory, which gives rise to effective
models of dynamics with spaces of internal degrees of freedom modelled on orbifolds, orientifiolds and
more general Lie-group orbispaces (cp. [GSW13]). In the former case, the general idea is to distinguish
a class of objects on M which would be given by (or, more generally, isomorphic to) pullbacks along π∼
of objects of the same kind on M//Γ if the space of orbits were smooth – in this manner, we arrive at
Γ-equivariant objects over M , further coupled to principal Γ-connections in the standard model of the
differential geometry of M//Γ, cp. [Mei06] and [GSW10, GSW13]. In the latter case, such distinguished
structures on the typical fibre M of the covariant configuration bundle of the field theory are used
to extend the class of admissible field configurations to include those piecewise continuous ones (in
M) which would project along π∼ to smooth ones in M//Γ, their discontinuities being determined
by λ – this is the so-called Γ-twisted sector of [DHVW85, RS09, FFRS09, Sus12, Sus13], represented
– via pullback along local reference gauges σi ∈ Γ(PG↾Oi

) over some (PG-)trivialising cover {Oi}i∈I
of the spacetime of the field theory – by global sections Γ(PG ×λ M) ≅ HomG(PG,M) of bundles
associated (through λ) with non-trivial principal Γ-bundles PG over that spacetime. In any event, the
idea of modelling structures on M//Γ by those on M , suitably constrained resp. enhanced, becomes
particularly attractive in the absence of a smooth structure on M//Γ as we then have no direct means
of making sense of the differential calculus resp. physics on the space of orbits. As mentioned before,
this is a field-theoretic avatar of the homotopy quotient, first contemplated by Cartan in [Car50]. We
shall have more to say on the Γ-twisted sector of the ensuing field theory when we come to discuss a

10The meaning of the term ‘resolution’ is best exemplified by the pullback from the base S2 of the Hopf fibration
S3 Ð→ S2 to its total space, which maps the dual of the generator of H2(S2) to a trivial de Rham 2-cocycle, dual to a
2-surface in S3 that bounds.

26



categorification of the Rabin–Crane construction. Meanwhile, we employ the elementary principle of
‘would-be descent’ for tensors to specify what we mean by a ‘supergeometric content’ of Ω●(T)T.

Thus, following Rabin and Crane, we look for a discrete subgroup Γ ⊂ T whose action λ ≡ ℓ↾Γ×T
on T has the property Ω●(T)Γ ≡ Ω●(T)T, which would permit us to regard the Cartan–Eilenberg
cohomology CaE●(T) as a (‘would-be’) model of the de Rham cohomology of the space T//Γ of Γ-orbits
in T, the latter space not being required to carry a supermanifold structure in the sense of Rothstein,
but instead being described in terms of (the nerve of) the action groupoid Γ⋉λT. The rationale behind
looking for discrete subgroups Γ is twofold: For these, Γ-invariant forms are automatically basic Γ-
equivariant and T//Γ has a tame local structure, identical with that of T. As argued before, all this is
fairly standard conceptually, and so the actual challenge consists in finding Γ ⊂ T with the properties
specified – as it happens, this calls for a fundamental change of the paradigm in which we place our
supergeometric constructions. . .

The language of our hitherto supergeometric considerations has been, implicitly, the one of the sheaf-
theoretic Berezin–Leïtes–Kostant approach to supermanifolds in general [BL75, Kos77] and the Kostant
approach to Lie supergroups in particular [Kos77, CCF11], of which, however, no subtle aspects have
ever entered the explicit constructions – indeed, the latter have been phrased mostly in terms of global
generators of the relevant structure sheaves, and – more generally – in the fairly concrete and tractable
S-point picture. Therefore, it is now perfectly legitimate to switch, with hindsight, to the concrete
Rogers–DeWitt language of [Rog80, DeW84, Rog07], bearing in mind its intrinsic limitations expounded
in [Rot86]. Thus, from now onwards, we shall realise the target supermanifold T ≡ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) as
a supermanifold11

TL ≡ B×d+1L,0 ×B
×Dd,1

L,1 ≡ Bd+1,Dd,1

L

modelled on a Graßmann algebra BL = BL,0 ⊕BL,1 with L(≥Dd,1) generators βi, i ∈ 1, L, belonging
to a nested family {BL}L∈N× of Graßmann algebras (with BL1 ↪ BL2 ∶ βi z→ βi, i ∈ 1, L1 for L1 < L2)
over which a direct limit is to be taken in the end for any construction of relevance that we consider (and
similarly for the extensions of T). (While this is not going to play any practical rôle in our discussion,
we assume TL to be endowed with a topology induced from the norm topology on BL which makes
it a Banach algebra, cp. [Rog80], and we think of the direct limit as approximating the Jadczyk–Pilch
supermanifold B

d+1,Dd,1
∞ of [JP81], based on the countably infinitely generated Banach–Graßmann

algebra B∞ and known to satisfy the Rothstein axioms, cp. [Rot86, Sec. 1].) Accordingly, the (global)
coordinates {θα}α∈1,Dd,1 and {xa}a∈0,d on TL admit basis expansions

θα =
E(L−12 )
∑
k=0

θαi1i2...i2k+1 β
i1i2...i2k+1 , xa = xa0 1 +

E(L2 )
∑
k=1

xai1i2...i2k β
i1i2...i2k

in the Graßmann basis {1} ∪ {βi1i2...ik ≡ βi1βi2⋯βik}1≤i1<i2<...<ik≤L, k∈1,L, and smooth differential 1-
forms (of interest) are functional-linear combinations

ω(θ, x) = ωα(θ, x)dθα + ωa(θ, x)dxa

with the coordinate differentials dθα and dxa inheriting expansions from the respective coordinates,
and with the ωα and the ωa having (terminating) expansions in the odd coordinates with (body-
smooth) functional coefficients admitting a further Taylor expansion in the soul components s(xa) ≡
xa − xa0 1 of the even coordinates:

ωα(θ, x) =
E(Dd,1

2 )
∑
k=0

ςα,α1α2...α2k
(x) θα1 θα2 ⋯ θα2k ,

ςα,α1α2...α2k
(x) =

E(L2 )
∑
l=0

s(xa1) s(xa2)⋯s(xal)∂la1a2...alςα,α1α2...α2k
(x0)

and

ωa(θ, x) =
E(Dd,1−1

2 )
∑
k=0

ςa,α1α2...α2k+1
(x) θα1 θα2 ⋯ θα2k+1 ,

11Note that TL can be thought of as the (structured) set of BL-points in the Berezin–Leïtes–Kostant supermanifold
T, cp. [Rot86, Sac08]. These are the ones naturally probed by the super-σ-model superfields in Freed’s approach of [Fre99]
adopted in this work.
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ςa,α1α2...α2k+1
(x) =

E(L2 )
∑
l=0

s(xa1) s(xa2)⋯s(xal)∂la1a2...alςa,α1α2...α2k+1
(x0)

for ω odd, and

ωα(θ, x) =
E(Dd,1−1

2 )
∑
k=0

ϖα,α1α2...α2k+1
(x) θα1 θα2 ⋯ θα2k+1 ,

ϖα,α1α2...α2k+1
(x) =

E(L2 )
∑
l=0

s(xa1) s(xa2)⋯s(xal)∂la1a2...alϖα,α1α2...α2k+1
(x0)

and

ωa(θ, x) =
E(Dd,1

2 )
∑
k=0

ϖa,α1α2...α2k
(x) θα1 θα2 ⋯ θα2k ,

ϖa,α1α2...α2k
(x) =

E(L2 )
∑
l=0

s(xa1) s(xa2)⋯s(xal)∂la1a2...alϖa,α1α2...α2k
(x0)

for ω even. Under the above decomposition, the binary operation m of T gives rise to a family
of bilinear mappings on the components θαi1i2...i2k+1 and xa0 , x

a
i1i2...i2k

, and we readily identify – for
each L – the distinguished discrete subgroup12 ΓKR(L) ⊂ TL generated (m-)multiplicatively by the
Z-linear span of the basis βi1i2...ik of the soul of TL. These subgroups, which are readily seen to nest
(ΓKR(L1) ⊂ ΓKR(L2) for L1 < L2) and hence survive in the direct limit, were first encountered in the
study of the supersymmetric lattice field theory reported by Kostelecký and Rabin [KR84], and so we
shall refer to ΓKR(L) as the Kostelecký–Rabin (KR) (discrete supersymmetry) group (of rank
L). They have the simple yet remarkable property:

Ω1(TL)TL ≡ Ω1(TL)ΓKR(L) ,

first noted in [Rab87]. We now present a direct proof of this fact, in which we readily recognise a
consequence of the polynomial dependence of the 1-forms on the soul components of the coordinates.
Let us begin with the analysis of an odd 1-form, imposing the requirement of invariance at a topological
point (θα, xa) = (0, xa0) under a shift (0, xa0) z→ (0, xa0 + naij βij) with naij ∈ Z non-zero only for a

fixed pair (i, j) ∈ 1, L×2. Due to the nilpotency of βij , we then obtain ω(0, x0 + nij βij) − ω(0, x0) =
∂aςα(x0)naij βij dθα, and so conclude (for L ≥ 3, which we assume henceforth) that ςα ∈ R (are neces-
sarily constant). In the next step, we carry out the invariance analysis for (0, xa0) z→ (ναi βi, xa0) with
ναi ∈ Z non-zero only for a fixed i ∈ 1, L. Reasoning as before, we establish ω(νi βi, x0) − ω(0, x0) =
ςa,α(x0) ναi βi dxa, and so demand ςa,α ≡ 0. Repeating the analysis for (0, xa0) z→ (ναi1 β

i1 + ναi2 β
i2 , xa0)

with ναi1 , ν
α
i2
∈ Z non-zero only for a fixed pair (i1, i2) ∈ 1, L

×2
, we readily nullify ςα,β1β2 ≡ 0. It is by now

clear that a stepwise increase of the number of (rank-1) components of the odd translation (invariably
at a topological point) leads to the removal of all θ-dependent components of ω, and so at the end,
we get the desired result ω(θ, x) ≡ ςα σα(θ, x), ςα ∈ R. An essentially identical analysis can be carried
out for an even 1-form, with a minor departure from the previously observed scenario: For (0, xa0) z→
(0, xa0 +naij βij) as before, we obtain ω(0, x0+nij βij)−ω(0, x0) = ∂bϖa(x0)nbij βij dxα, whence ϖa ∈ R,

and so (0, xa0) z→ (ναi βi, xa0) yields ω(νi βi, x0)−ω(0, x0) = (ϖα,β(x0)− 1
2
ϖa Γ

a
αβ)ν

β
i β

i dθα, implying
ϖα,β = 1

2
ϖa Γ

a
αβ ; upon subtracting from ω the thus obtained TL-invariant (and hence, in particular,

ΓKR(L)-invariant) component ϖa e
a, we readily nullify the remaining θ-dependent terms in the same

manner as in the previous case – thus, altogether, ω(θ, x) ≡ ϖa e
a(θ, x), ϖa ∈ R, as desired. In this

manner, the LI 1-forms on T furnish a model of the de Rham calculus on the Rabin–Crane (RC)
superorbifold

T//ΓKR ≡ limÐ→
L

TL//ΓKR(L) ,

as first put forward in [Rab87]. In the remainder of this section, we lift Rabin’s idea to the fully fledged
geometrisations of the distinguished Green–Schwarz classes in the supersymmetric refinement of the de
Rham cohomology given in Sec. 4. Thereby, we arrive at a deeper interpretation of the geometrisation
itself in terms of descent to the RC superorbifold, and – as a byproduct – at an effective definition of a

12This requires an appropriate choice of the Majorana representation of Cliff(Rd,1), cp. [KR84].
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superorbifold super-σ-model. As we proceed, we keep the rank label L implicit in all our constructions,
with the understanding that they are to be carried out for a fixed (finite) L, whereupon the direct
limit over the nested family of constructions is to be taken.

The logic of our subsequent considerations, which we restrict to the case p = 1 for the sake of
concreteness and an easy reference to extensive literature, is organised largely by the content of Theorem
5.3 of [GSW10] (cp. also [GSW13, Sec. 8.2]) which states the existence of an equivalence between the
bicategory of gerbes over the base M/Γ of a principal Γ-bundle M Ð→ M/Γ and the bicategory
of those gerbes over its total space M which are equipped with a distinguished (flat) Γ-equivariant
structure, a particular simplicial gerbe over Segal’s nerve of the action groupoid Γ⋉λM (described
at length13 ibid.) that lifts the action λ ∶ Γ ×M Ð→ M coherently to the gerbe G over M . While
fundamental, the theorem is also quite restrictive in its raw form in that it presupposes a high degree of
regularity of the action λ, ensuring the existence of a smooth structure on the space M/G of its orbits,
and a rather rigid behaviour of the gerbe G (and so, in particular, of its curvature) under symmetry
transformations, reflected in the existence of a flat G-bi-module Υ ∶ λ∗G ≅ pr∗2G ⊗I

(1)
ρ=0 (an element of

the said Γ-equivariant structure) over the arrow manifold Γ ×M of Γ⋉λM . A universal construction
which serves to circumnavigate these restrictions is that of the homotopy quotient of the Γ-space M ,
whose Cartan–Borel pullbacks PΓ ×λM to the spacetime of a field theory (from the classifying space
BΓ) were mentioned before as a natural source of the Γ-twisted sector in the worldheet-orbifold field
theory. As we want to understand both: the descent of the super-gerbes to T //ΓKR and the emergence
of the superorbifold σ-model, we place our discussion directly in the image of that pullback. Here,
the pullback from over M to PΓ ×M of a gerbe G with a not necessarily flat (ρ /≡ 0) Γ-equivariant
structure receives a trivial tensor correction (with a global curving, determined by ρ) dependent on the
principal Γ-connection on PΓ, whereupon it descends, in conformity with the Theorem, to the total
space of the associated bundle PΓ ×λ M and, in so doing, defines a σ-model with the symmetry Γ
gauged according to the universal gauge principle elaborated in [GSW10, GSW13]. In [Sus12, Sus13],
the latter principle was translated into a hands-on construction of a gauge-symmetry defect in the
σ-model with the target space M , at whose edges (defect lines) the field of the σ-model was allowed to
have discontinuities given by a (point-dependent) action of the symmetry group Γ, the ensuing defect
field theory being rendered well-defined, in keeping with the general principles worked out in [RS09], by
the placement of the data of the Γ-equivariant structure on G at edges (1-cells of the simplicial gerbe)
and vertices (its 2-cells) of the gauge-symmetry defect. In this construction, the universal ideas of the
homotopy quotient as a model of the space of orbits and of equivariantisation of a differential structure
as a prerequisite of the descent of the latter to the former were brought together in a coherent (and
intuitive) manner. In the setting of immediate interest, which is that of the KR group acting on (BL-
modelled) super-minkowskian space, a tremendous simplification takes place: The (super)symmetry
group ΓKR is discrete, and so the ΓKR-equivariance boils down to ΓKR-invariance with the additional
structure described on p. 8. This observation sets the stage for the analysis that follows below.

After the above conceptual preparations, we may finally investigate the super-1-gerbe of Sec. 4.2 in
the context of descent T ↘ T//ΓKR. We begin by noting the existence of the relevant ΓKR-indexed
family of gerbe 1-isomorphisms

Φν ≡ idG(1)
GS

∶ G(1)GS

≅ÐÐ→ ℓ∗ν−1G
(1)
GS , ν ∈ ΓKR ,

a discrete subfamily of the T-indexed family (4.10) of 1-isomorphisms reconstructed in Sec. 4.4. On the
next level, we look for a Γ×2KR-indexed family of gerbe 2-isomorphisms of the type (2.4),

φν1,ν2 ∶ ℓ∗ν−11
Φν2 ○Φν1

≅Ô⇒ Φν1⋅ν2 .

Invoking (strict 2-)functoriality of the pullback (cp. [Wal07b, Sec. 1.4]) and taking into account identity
(4.9), we readily rewrite the above as φν1,ν2 ∶ idG(1)

GS

○ idG(1)
GS

≅Ô⇒ idG(1)
GS

, whereupon it becomes clear
that the sought-after 2-isomorphisms coincide with the (left, say) unit 2-isomorphism φν1,ν2 ≡ λid

G
(1)
GS

from the definition of the bicategory of gerbes given in [Wal07b, Sec. 1]. From a suitable specialisation
of the construction of the unit 2-isomorphisms explicited in [Wal07b, Sec. 1.2], we infer that the data
of the principal C×-bundle isomorphism of λid

G
(1)
GS

can be expressed entirely in terms of those of the

13In what follows, we shall be dealing with a simpler structure relevant for Γ discrete, and so we dispense with the
detailed definitions, referring the Reader to the original papers instead.
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groupoid structure of the 1-gerbe G(1)GS , and so

φν1,ν2 ≡ 1
in virtue of Prop. 8 (cp. Rem. 9). Clearly, the corresponding associator 2-cocycle14 of [RS09, Eq. (2.102)]
is unital, and hence cohomologically trivial. The triple

(G(1)GS ,{Φν}ν∈ΓKR
,{φν1,ν2}(ν1,ν2)∈Γ×2KR

)(5.1)

defines a flat and hence descendable ΓKR-structure on the GS super-1-gerbe G(1)GS .
Given the ΓKR-structure (5.1), we may close the present section with a word on the superorbifold

σ-model, first contempleted by Rabin in his insightful article [Rab87]. Thus, following the prototypical
construction of the Z(G)-orbifold WZW σ-model (given for the centre Z(G) of the target Lie group G)
delineated in [RS09] (to which we refer the Reader for the technical details), we define the superorbifold
σ-model to be a superfield theory with topological defects (in the sense of [RS09, Sus22, Sus23]),
forming an arbitrarily fine mesh, to whose edges we pull back, in the manner discussed in detail in
[RS09, Secs. 2.3.1 & 2.4.1], the data of the 1-isomorphisms Φν (i.e., essentially those of the bundle L of
the GS super-1-gerbe from Prop. 7 (cp. [Wal07b, Sec. 1.1])), and to whose vertices we pull back, in the
manner discussed in detail in [RS09, Secs. 2.5.1 & 2.8.1], the (trivial) data of 2-isomorphisms induced
from the elementary ones φν1,ν2 along the lines of [RS09, Sec. 2.8]. The thus constructed σ-model is
to be thought of as a superfield theory with the supertarget given by the RC superorbifold T //ΓKR.

6. Conclusions and outlook

The present study puts forward a complete proposal of a concrete geometrisation scheme for a family
of classes in the supersymmetry-invariant de Rham cohomology of the super-minkowskian spacetime
sMink(d,1∣Dd,1), of direct relevance to the supersymmetric dynamics of super-p-branes captured by the
Green–Schwarz super-σ-models. The geometrisation yields distinguished (p-)gerbe objects, in the sense
of Murray et al., in the category of Lie supergroups, which have been dubbed Cartan–Eilenberg
super-p-gerbes by the Author. In the case of the M -theory supermembrane, the geometrisation
appears to favour as its base the fully extended 11d superpoint over sMink(d,1∣Dd,1). The study
also provides an interpretation of the particular scheme of geometrisation proposed in terms of a
canonical categorification of the supersymmetries present in the form of identity p-gerbe isomorphisms,
and of the resultant descent of the super-p-gerbes to an orbifold of (the set of superpoints in) their
super-minkowskian base with respect to the action of a discrete subgroup ΓKR of the supersymmetry
group, effectively ‘topologising’ the supersymmetric refinement of the trivial de Rham cohomology. The
descent is effected by an extension of the aforementioned p-gerbe isomorphisms to a fully fledged ΓKR-
equivariant structure on the super-p-gerbes. As such, it affords a novel definition of a (super-)σ-model
with the super-orbifold as the supertarget, based on the construction of a ΓKR-jump defect carrying
the data of the ΓKR-equivariant structure.

The geometrisation scheme hinges on the classic 1-1 correspondence between classes in the sec-
ond cohomology group in the Chevalley–Eilenberg cohomology of the tangent Lie superalgebra of the
supersymmetry group and equivalence classes of supercentral extensions of that Lie superalgebra. It
uses amply a hands-on technique of a (H2-)stepwise resolution of physically distinguished CE super-
(p + 2)-cocycles and of integration of the ensuing Lie-superalgebra extensions to the Lie-supergroup
level, originally considered by de Azcárraga et al. The extended Lie supergroups which it produces
are subsequently taken as elementary ingredients in a construction of the super-p-gerbes (carried out
explicitly for p ∈ {0,1,2}) along the lines of the standard un-graded geometrisation scheme for de
Rham cocycles, due to Murray and Stevenson. The interpretation, on the other hand, builds on the
original ideas of Rabin and Crane and employs the discrete Kostelecký–Rabin supersymmetry group,
known from early studies of lattice supersymmetric field theory. The descent is realised in what is to
be viewed as an adaptation of the Cartan–Borel model of a homotopy quotient associated with a (not
necessarily free and proper) group action on a (super)manifold, worked out in full generality in the
un-graded geometric setting of the (gauged) two-dimensional σ-model with the WZ term by Gawędzki,
Waldorf and the Author. Its transcription into an effective definition of a super-orbifold σ-model draws
upon former studies of worldsheet orbifolds (including continuous gauge-symmetry orbifolds) by Dixon
et al., Fröhlich et al., Runkel and the Author.

14Strictly speaking, the associator 2-cocycle was defined for an abelian group, and so one ought to specialise the
coherence identity (5.1) of [GSW10] for the 2-cell of a Γ-equivariant structure instead in our situation. Be as it may, the
conclusion holds for the exact same reason as the one given above.
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Being concrete and tractable, the higher-supergeometric constructions advanced in the present work
pave the way to a variety of applications and extensions, in particular those listed in the Introduction,
i.e., to a higher-supergeometric study of κ-symmetry, to a systematic reconstruction of full (weak)
(p+ 1)-categories for super-σ-models with defects (in particular, the maximally supersymmetric ones),
and to an in-depth investigation of the higher geometry behind the İnönü–Wigner-type asymptotic
relations between super-σ-models with curved supertargets and the flat super-minkowskian ones con-
sidered herein. The latter line of research promises to shed some light on (the higher geometry of)
the celebrated AdS/CFT correspondence, largely successful physically but still elusive mathematically.
Last but not least, the intricate supergeometry of Rabin–Crane super-orbifolds and the associated
superstring dynamics certainly deserves a separate study. In this latter context, the rôle of the fully
extended 11d superpoint in the geometrisation of the super-4-cocycle for the M -theory supermembrane
awaits an elucidation. We shall return to these topics in a future work.

Appendices

Appendix A. Mappings and pullbacks

Let M and NA, A ∈ {1,2} be supermanifolds, and let fA ∶ M Ð→ NA be supermanifold mappings
(morphisms). We then define a supermanifold mapping

(f1, f2) ∶ M Ð→ N1 ×N2

as the unique one fixed by the conditions prA ○ (f1, f2) = fA, A ∈ {1,2}, written in terms of the
canonical projections prA ∶ N1 ×N2 Ð→NA.

Similarly, given supermanifolds MA, A ∈ {1,2} and NB , B ∈ {1,2} alongside supermanifold map-
pings FC ∶ MC Ð→NC , C ∈ {1,2}, we define a supermanifold mapping

F1 × F2 ∶ M1 ×M2 Ð→N1 ×N2

as the unique one fixed by the conditions prA ○ (F1 × F2) = FA ○ prA, A ∈ {1,2}.
Let, next, MA, A ∈ {1,2} and N be supermanifolds, and let fA ∶ MA Ð→ N be supermanifold

mappings. The pullback of (M2,N , f2) along f1 (or the pullback of M2 along f1, for short)
is a triple (f∗1M2, p1, p2) composed of a supermanifold f∗1M2 and supermanifold mappings pA ∶
f∗1M2 Ð→MA which close the cospan of (f1, f2) to a commutative diagram

f∗1M2

p1

}}

p2

!!
M1

f1
!!

M2

f2
}}

N
and are universal for this property in the following sense: Given any triple (S, σ1, σ2) closing the cospan
of (f1, f2) to a commutative diagram analogous to the one above, there exists a unique supermanifold
mapping F ∶ S Ð→ f∗1M2 which renders the following diagram commutative

S

F

��σ1

��

σ2

��

f∗1M2

p1

}}

p2

!!
M1

f1
!!

M2

f2
}}

N
Whenever f2 is a surjective submersion, the corresponding pullback f∗1M2 exists and has a natural
model given by the (N -)fibred product of the MA (cp. [Keß19, Prop. 3.2.11] and [Vor14, Sec. 2.4.9]),
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given by the triple

(f∗1M2, p1, p2) = (M1f1 ×f2M2,pr1↾M1×M2
,pr2↾M1×M2

)

in which M1f1 ×f2M2 is a sub-supermanifold of the cartesian product M1 × M2 on which (the
restrictions of) the canonical projections prA ∶ M1 ×M2 Ð→MA (which we shall write without the
restriction symbol henceforth) satisfy the desired identity f1 ○ pr1↾M1f1

×f2M2
= f2 ○ pr2↾M1f1

×f2M2
.

Clearly, the previously discussed map F takes the form F = (σ1, σ2) here. This is the model which
shall implicitly be employed most of the time in the present work. An important alternative model,
which we encounter in our considerations in Sec. 4.4, is described in

Proposition 20. Let N and (MA, fA), A ∈ {1,2} be as above. Assume that N =M1 and f1 is an
automorphism of M1 in sMan. If there exists an automorphism f̂1 of M2 covering f1 in the sense
of the identity: f2 ○ f̂1 = f1 ○ f2, then (M2, f2, f̂1) is a pullback of M2 along f1.

Proof. The mapping µ ∶= f̂−11 ○ pr2 ∶ M1f1 ×f2M2 Ð→M2 satisfies the identities

(f2, f̂1) ○ µ = (f−11 ○ f2 ○ pr2,pr2) = (pr1,pr2) ≡ idM1f1
×f2M2 ,

µ ○ (f2, f̂1) = idM2 ,

and so it inverts the (unique) mapping (f2, f̂1) ∶ M2 Ð→ M1f1 ×f2M2 into the terminal object
M1f1×f2M2 considered previously. Hence, for any triple (S, σ1, σ2) as above, we see that the mapping
FS ∶= µ ○ (σ1, σ2) is – in virtue of the invertibility of f̂1 – the unique one with the properties

f̂1 ○ FS = σ2 , f2 ○ FS = f−11 ○ f2 ○ σ2 = σ1 .
□

Given a supermanifold M and two surjective submersions πYAM ∶ YAMÐ→M, A ∈ {1,2} with
M as the common base, we shall write the standard pullback of one of them along the other one as

Y1M×MY2M≡ Y1MπY1M
×πY2M

Y2M .

When fibring a given surjective submersion with itself, we shall use the by now standard notation

Y[n]M≡ YM×M YM×M ⋯×M YM
´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶

n times

.

Appendix B. Rudiments of the Lie-superalgebra cohomology

In this appendix, we collect basic facts concerning the Lie-superalgebra cohomology which prove
useful in an algebraic description of supertargets and of their differential geometry. In our exposition
and discussion, we adopt the conventions of the original articles: [BK70] by Berezin and Kač, and
[Lei75] by Leïtes.

We begin with the basic

Definition 21. A Lie superalgebra (LSA) over field K is a pair (g, [⋅, ⋅}g) composed of a K-linear
space g endowed with a Z/2Z-grading ∣ ⋅ ∣g which induces a decomposition g = g(0)⊕ g(1) into a direct
sum of homogeneous components, ∣ ⋅ ∣g↾g(n) = n, and of a Lie superbracket [⋅, ⋅]g ∶ g × g Ð→ g, which
preserves the grading, ∣[X1,X2]g∣g ≡ ∣X1∣g + ∣X2∣g mod 2 and has the symmetry property [X1,X2]g =
−(−1)∣X1∣g⋅∣X2∣g[X2,X1]g (both written for arbitrary homogeneous X1,X2 ∈ g). The bracket has a
vanishing super-Jacobiator (evaluated on arbitrary homogeneous elements X1,X2,X3 ∈ g)

sJacg(X1,X2,X3) ∶= (−1)∣X1∣g⋅∣X3∣g [[X1,X2]g,X3]g + (−1)∣X3∣g⋅∣X2∣g [[X3,X1]g,X2]g

+ (−1)∣X2∣g⋅∣X1∣g [[X2,X3]g,X1]g = 0 .(B.1)

Given two LSAs (gA, [⋅, ⋅]gA
) , A ∈ {1,2}, an LSA morphism between them is a K-linear map χ ∶

g1 Ð→ g2 which preserves the Z/2Z-grading, ∣ ⋅ ∣g2 ○ χ = ∣ ⋅ ∣g1 , and the Lie superbracket, χ ○ [⋅, ⋅]g1 =
[⋅, ⋅]g2 ○ (χ × χ).

◇

Next, we have
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Definition 22. A (left) g-module is a pair (V, ℓ⋅) composed of a K-linear superspace with a de-
composition V = V (0) ⊕ V (1) into homogeneous components induced by the Z/2Z-grading ∣ ⋅ ∣V , and
endowed with a left g-action ℓ⋅ ∶ g × V Ð→ V ∶ (X,v) z→ X ⊳ v consistent with the Z/2Z-gradings,
∣X ⊳ v∣V ≡ ∣X ∣g + ∣v∣V mod 2, and such that for any two homogeneous elements X1,X2 ∈ g and v ∈ V ,

[X1,X2}g ⊳ v =X1 ⊳ (X2 ⊳ v) − (−1)∣X1∣g⋅∣X2∣g X2 ⊳ (X1 ⊳ v) .
◇

The object of our main interest is introduced in

Definition 23. Let (g, [⋅, ⋅]g) and (a, [⋅, ⋅]a) be two LSAs over a base field K. A supercentral
extension of g by a is an LSA (g̃, [⋅, ⋅]g̃) over K described by the short exact sequence of LSAs

0Ð→ a
ȷaÐÐ→ g̃

πgÐÐ→ gÐ→ 0 ,(B.2)

written in terms of an LSA monomorphism ȷa and of an LSA epimorphism πg, and such that ȷa(a) ⊂
z(g̃) (the (super)centre of g̃). Hence, in particular, a is necessarily supercommutative, that is [⋅, ⋅]a ≡ 0.

Whenever πg admits a section that is an LSA homomorphism, i.e., there exists σ ∈ HomsLie(g, g̃)
such that πg ○ σ = idg, the central extension is said to split.

An equivalence of central extensions g̃A,A ∈ {1,2} of g by a is represented by a commutative
diagram

g̃1

≅

��

""
0 // a

<<

""

g // 0

g̃2

<< ,

in which the vertical arrow is an LSA isomorphism.
◇

In close analogy with the purely Graßmann-even case, equivalence classes of central extensions of LSAs
are neatly captured by the cohomology of the latter. The relevant cohomology is specified in

Definition 24. Let (g, [⋅, ⋅}g) be an LSA over field K and let (V, ℓ⋅) be a g-module. A p-cochain on
g with values in V (also termed a p-form on g with values in V ) is a p-linear map φ

(p)

∶ g×p Ð→ V

that is totally super-skewsymmetric, i.e., for any homogeneous elements Xi ∈ g, i ∈ 1, p and for
j ∈ 1, p − 1, it satisfies

φ
(p)

(X1,X2, . . . ,Xj−1,Xj+1,Xj ,Xj+2, . . . ,Xp) = (−1)∣Xj ∣g⋅∣Xj+1∣g+1 φ
(p)

(X1,X2, . . . ,Xp) .

Such maps form a Z/2Z-graded group of p-cochains on g with values in V , Cp(g, V ) = Cp0 (g, V )⊕
Cp1 (g, V ), with the respective gradations ∣ ⋅ ∣p such that φ

(p)

(X1,X2, . . . ,Xp) ∈ V∑p
i=1 ∣Xi∣g+∣ φ

(p)
∣p mod 2.

The family of these groups indexed by p ∈ N forms a semi-bounded complex

C●(g, V ) ∶ C0(g, V )
δ(0)gÐÐÐ→ C1(g, V )

δ(1)gÐÐÐ→ ⋯
δ(p−1)gÐÐÐÐ→ Cp(g, V )

δ(p)gÐÐÐ→ ⋯

with the coboundary operators δ
(p)
g ∶ Cpn(g, V ) Ð→ Cp+1n (g, V ), written for homogeneous elements

X,Xi ∈ g, i ∈ 1, p + 1 and φ
(p)

∈ Cp(g, V ):

(δ(0)g φ
(0)

)(X) ∶= (−1)
∣X ∣g⋅∣ φ

(0)
∣0
X ⊳ φ

(0)

,

(δ(p)g φ
(p)

)(X1,X2, . . . ,Xp+1) ∶= ∑p+1i=1 (−1)
∣Xi∣g ∣ φ

(p)
∣p+S(∣Xi∣g)

Xi ⊳ φ
(p)

(X1,X2, . . .
î
,Xp+1)

+∑1≤i<j≤p+1 (−1)S(∣Xi∣g)+S(∣Xj ∣g)+∣Xi∣g⋅∣Xj ∣g φ
(p)

([Xi,Xj},X1,X2, . . .
î,j
,Xp+1) ,

where S(∣Xi∣g) ∶= ∣Xi∣g ⋅∑i−1j=1 ∣Xj ∣g+i−1. We distinguish the group of p-cocycles Zp(g, V ) ∶= ker δ(p)g ,
and the group of p-coboundaries Bp(g, V ) ∶= im δ

(p−1)
g . The Z/2Z-graded homology groups of the
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complex (C●(g, V ), δ(●)g ) are called the cohomology groups of g with values in V and denoted
by

Hp(g, V ) ∶=Hp
0 (g, V ) ⊕H

p
1 (g, V ) , Hp

n(g, V ) ∶=
ker δ

(p)
g ↾Cp

n(g,V )

im δ
(p−1)
g ↾Cp−1

n (g,V )
.

◇

The classic correspondence between elements of H2(g,a) and equivalence classes of supercentral
extensions of g by a trivial supercommutative g-module LSA a is made precise in

Theorem 25. Let (g, [⋅, ⋅}g) be an LSA, and let a be a supercommutative LSA. An equivalence
class of supercentral extensions (g̃, [⋅, ⋅}g̃) of g by a canonically determines a class in H2

0(g,a), which
vanishes iff the short exact sequence determined by the extensions splits. Conversely, a class in H2

0(g,a)
canonically induces an equivalence class of supercentral extensions (g̃, [⋅, ⋅}g̃) of g by a. The extensions
split iff the former class vanishes.

Let us conclude the purely algebraic part of our exposition with the following simple reinterpretation
which translates beautifully into differential (super)geometry via the standard correspondence between
the CE and CaE cohomologies. The extension g̃ of g by a determined by an arbitrary even 2-
cocycle Θ ∈ Z2

0(g,a) can be modelled on the K-linear space a ⊕ g with the canonical projection
πg ∶ a⊕gÐ→ g ∶ (A,X) z→X, and with a Z/2Z-grading induced from that of its direct summands. On
it, we have the manifestly super-skewsymmetric 2-linear map

[⋅, ⋅]Θ ∶ g̃×2 Ð→ g̃ ∶ ((A1,X1), (A2,X2)) z→ (Θ(X1,X2), [X1,X2]g)(B.3)

which is readily verified to satisfy the Jacobi identity. Its existence ensures the trivialisation of the
pullback 2-cocycle Θ̃ ∶= π∗gΘ ∶ g̃×2 Ð→ a ∶ ((A1,X1), (A2,X2)) z→ Θ(X1,X2), given by

Θ̃ = δ(1)g̃ µ̃ , µ̃ ∶= −πa ∶ g̃Ð→ a ∶ (A,X) z→ −A.(B.4)

In the main text, we use the less cumbersome notation

[A1 +X1,A2 +X2]Θ = [X1,X2]g +Θ(X1,X2) .

Appendix C. Conventions for Cliff(R×d+1) and sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)

The point of departure of our discussion is the (d+1)-dimensional Minkowski space Rd,1 ≡ (R×d+1, η)
with the translationally invariant metric η = ηabEa ⊗Eb, (ηab) = diag(−1,1,1, . . . ,1

´¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¸¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¹¶
d times

), the latter being

written in terms of the components of the left-invariant (LI) Maurer–Cartan 1-form E = Ea ⊗ Pa on
the Lie group Mink(d,1) with values in its abelian Lie algebra mink(d,1) = ⊕da=0 ⟨Pa⟩. The Clifford
algebra Cliff(Rd,1) = ⟨ Γa ≡ ηab Γb ∣ a ∈ 0, d ⟩ of Rd,1 contains the spin group Spin(d,1), the universal
cover of the connected component SO0(d,1) of the identity of the Lorentz group SO(d,1) ≡ SO(Rd,1),

1Ð→ Z/2ZÐ→ Spin(d,1)
πSpinÐÐÐÐ→ SO0(d,1) Ð→ 1 ,

and we pick up a vector space Sd,1 which carries a Majorana-spinor representation S ∶ Spin(d,1) Ð→
End(Sd,1) such that the charge-conjugation matrix C and the C-contracted generators Γa1a2...ak ≡
CΓa1a2...ak ∶= CΓ[a1Γa2⋯Γak] have symmetry properties15

CT = −C , ΓT
a = Γa

and – for a given p ∈ 1,10 –

ΓT
a1a2...ap = Γa1a2...ap ,

as well as the Fierz identities

Γa1(αβ(Γa1a2...ap)γδ) = 0 .(C.1)

In the special case (d, p) = (10,2), we span the endomorphism algebra of the Majorana-spinor repre-
sentation on the above elements of the basis of Cliff(R10,1) as

C(32) = ⟨Γa⟩ ⊕ ⊕
b1<b2∈0,10

⟨Γb1b2⟩ ⊕ ⊕
c1<c2<c3<c4<c5∈0,10

⟨Γc1c2c3c4c5⟩

15The assumptions made constrain the admissible values of (d, p), placing them within the so-called ‘brane scan’ of
[AETW87].
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⊕⟨C⟩ ⊕ ⊕
d1<d2<d3∈0,10

⟨Γd1d2d3⟩ ⊕ ⊕
e1<e2<e3<e4∈0,10

⟨Γe1e2e3e4⟩ ,

with the first three summands giving a convenient decomposition of the subalgebra of symmetric
matrices,

C(32)sym = ⟨Γa⟩ ⊕ ⊕
b1<b2∈0,10

⟨Γb1b2⟩ ⊕ ⊕
c1<c2<c3<c4<c5∈0,10

⟨Γc1c2c3c4c5⟩ ,(C.2)

cp. [vHVP82]. Upon denoting elements of the Clifford basis jointly as ΓI , I ∈ {a, [b1, b2], [c1, c2, c3, c4, c5]}
and their inverses as ΓI −1αβ ≡ L

αβ
I , we may write out the completeness relations

ΓIαβ L
γδ
I = 32 δ

(γ
α δ

δ)
β , ΓIαβ L

αβ
J = 32 δ

I
J ,(C.3)

cp. [KS03]. Finally, for (d, p) = (9,0), we consider the anticentral volume element Γ11 = Γ0Γ1⋯Γ9 with
the properties

(CΓ11)
T = Γ11 ≡ CΓ11 , Γ2

11 = idSDd,1
.

Given these, we consider the associated super-Poincaré (super)group

sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) = (ĨSO(d,1) ≡ R×d+1 ⋊L Spin(d,1),OsISO(d,1∣Dd,1)) ,

OsISO(d,1∣Dd,1) = C∞(⋅,R) ○ pr1 ⊗C∞(⋅,R) ○ pr2 ⊗⋀● Sd,1 ,

with the crossed product in the definition of its body ĨSO(d,1) determined by the vector realisation

L ∶ Spin(d,1) //

πSpin ((

End(Rd,1)

SO0(d,1)
( �
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of the spin group, and the structure sheaf OsISO(d,1∣Dd,1) written in terms of the structure sheaf
C∞(⋅,R) ○ pr1 ⊗C∞(⋅,R) ○ pr2 ≡ OĨSO(d,1) of the body. The binary operation

m̂ ∶ sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) × sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) Ð→ sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)
of the Lie-supergroup structure on sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) is customarily described, in the S-point picture,
in terms of the anticommuting generators θα, α ∈ 1,Dd,1 of ⋀● Sd,1, the global (cartesian-coordinate)
generators xa, a ∈ 0, d of the structure sheaf of R×d+1, and local (Lie-algebra) coordinates ϕab ≡ ϕ[ab]
on Spin(d,1) as

m̂((θα1 , xa1 , ϕbc1 ), (θα2 , xa2 , ϕbc2 ))
= (θα1 + S(ϕ1)αβ θβ2 , xa1 +L(ϕ1)ab xb2 − 1

2
θ1 Γ

a S(ϕ1) θ2, (ϕ1 ⋆ ϕ2)
ab) ,(C.4)

where ⋆ represents the standard binary operation on the spin group. In these coordinates, the basis
LI vector fields on sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) take the form

Qα(θ, x, ϕ) = S(ϕ)βα ( ∂⃗∂θβ +
1
2
θγ Cγδ Γ

aδ
β

∂
∂xa ) =∶ S(ϕ)βαQβ(θ, x) ,

Pa(θ, x, ϕ) = L(ϕ)ba ∂
∂xb =∶ L(ϕ)ba P b(θ, x) ,

Jab(θ, x, ϕ) = d
dt
↾t=0ϕ ⋆ tϕab , (ϕab)

cd = δ ca δ db − δ da δ cb .

These obey the superalgebra

{Qα,Qβ} = Γaαβ Pa , [Pa, Pb] = 0 , [Qα, Pa] = 0 ,

[Jab,Qα] = 1
2
(QΓab)α = 1

2
Γab

β
αQβ , [Jab, Pc] = ηbc Pa − ηac Pb ,

[Jab, Jcd] = ηad Jbc − ηac Jbd + ηbc Jad − ηbd Jac ,
called the super-Poincaré (super)algebra and decomposing reductively as

siso(d,1∣Dd,1) =
Dd,1

⊕
α=1
⟨Qα⟩ ⊕

d

⊕
a=0
⟨Pa⟩ ⊕

d

⊕
a<b=0

⟨Jab = −Jba⟩

= smink(d,1∣Dd,1) ⊕ spin(d,1)
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into spin(d,1) = Lie(Spin(d,1)) and the super-minkowskian Lie superalgebra

smink(d,1∣Dd,1) =
Dd,1

⊕
α=1
⟨Qα⟩ ⊕

d

⊕
a=0
⟨Pa⟩ .

The cotangent sheaf T ∗sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) of sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) is globally generated by the LI 1-forms dual
to the Qα, Pa and Jbc, with the coordinate presentation

θαL(θ, x, ϕ) = S(ϕ)−1αβ dθβ =∶ S(ϕ)−1αβ σβ(θ, x) ,

θaL(θ, x, ϕ) = L(ϕ)−1ab (dxb + 1
2
θΓb dθ) =∶ L(ϕ)−1ab eb(θ, x) ,

θabL (θ, x, ϕ) = L(ϕ)−1ac dL(ϕ)cd η−1db .

Through the ensuing (super-)Maurer–Cartan equations

dqα = − 1
4
jab ∧ (Γab q)

α
, dpa = 1

2
q ∧ Γa q − ηbc jab ∧ pc ,

djab = −ηcd jac ∧ jbd ,(C.5)

they generate the Cartan–Eilenberg cochain complex of sISO(d,1∣Dd,1). Its cohomology,

H●dR(sISO(d,1∣Dd,1),R)
sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) ≡ CaE●(sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)) ,

the supersymmetric refinement of the de Rham cohomology of sISO(d,1∣Dd,1), is termed the Cartan–
Eilenberg cohomology of sISO(d,1∣Dd,1). By the Z/2Z-graded version of the classic Lie-algebraic result,
it is isomorphic with the Chevalley–Eilenberg cohomology of the Lie superalgebra siso(d,1∣Dd,1) with
values in the trivial siso(d,1∣Dd,1)-module R,

CaE●(sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)) ≅H●(siso(d,1∣Dd,1),R) .

Among nontrivial classes in CaE●(sISO(d,1∣Dd,1)), we find that of the GS (p + 2)-cocycle

χ̂(p+2) = θαL ∧ (Γa1a2...ap)αβ θ
β
L ∧ θ

a1
L ∧ θ

a2
L ∧⋯ ∧ θ

ap
L(C.6)

for p > 0, and that of the GS 2-cocycle

χ̂(2) = θαL ∧ (Γ11)αβ θ
β
L(C.7)

for (d, p) = (10,0). The closedness of the former follows directly from (C.1). Besides them, there exists
on sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) a manifestly LI lift of the minkowskian metric

ĝ = ηab θaL ⊗ θbL .

The GS (p+2)-cocycles are spin(d,1)-horizontal and Spin(d,1)-invariant, and hence Spin(d,1)-basic.
Therefore, they descend to the super-Minkowski space (ea1a2...ap ≡ ea1 ∧ ea2 ∧⋯ ∧ eap)

χ̂(p+2) = π∗χ(p+2) , χ(p+2) =
⎧⎪⎪⎨⎪⎪⎩

σα ∧ (Γa1a2...ap)αβ σ
β ∧ ea1a2...ap if p ∈ 1,10

σα ∧ (Γ11)αβ σ
β if p = 0 ,

engendering the nontrivial (GS) (p + 2)-cocycles in the Cartan–Eilenberg cohomology of the super-
minkowskian Lie supergroup

sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) = (Mink(d,1) ≡ R×d+1,OsMink(d,1∣Dd,1) = C
∞(⋅,R) ⊗⋀● Sd,1) ,

with the binary operation induced from m̂ as

m((θα1 , xa1), (θα2 , xa2)) = π ○ m̂((θα1 , xa1 ,0), (θα2 , xa2 ,0)) = (θα1 + θα2 , xa1 + xa2 − 1
2
θ1 Γ

a θ2) ,

where π ∶ sISO(d,1∣Dd,1) Ð→ sMink(d,1∣Dd,1) is the quotient map. For the same reason, the pseudo-
metric ĝ descends as

ĝ = π∗g , g = ηab ea ⊗ eb .
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Appendix D. A proof of Prop. 12

The first extension forms part of the full one discussed in Def. 11 and yields the partially trivialised
super-4-cocycle

π∗T1
(M)

χ(4) = 2
3
(Γaαβ e1ab + Γabαβ π∗T1

(M)

ea) ∧ π∗T1
(M)

(eb ∧ σα ∧ σβ)

+d( 2
3
e1ab ∧ π∗T1

(M)

(ea ∧ eb)) .

In the case of the second one, the closedness of the h2aα is ensured by the Fierz identity (C.1) for
p = 2, which also yields the primitives b2aα. A supersymmetry variation of the latter quickly yields the
expression

b2aα(m
(1)
2 ((ε, y, ϕ), (θ, x,φ))) − b2aα(θ, x,φ)

= d[(Γbαβ φab + xb Γabαβ − 1
3
(Γbαβ εΓab θ + Γabαβ εΓb θ)) εβ] + η(ε)aα (θ)

in which the last term

η(ε)aα (θ) = 1
6
(Γbαβ Γabγδ + Γbγδ Γabαβ + 2Γbαγ Γabβδ + 2Γbβδ Γabαγ) εβ θγ dθδ

is closed (by construction), and hence exact. Its primitive is established through application of the
standard homotopy formula, which gives us

η(ε)aα = dF (ε)aα , F (ε)aα (θ) = 1
6
(Γbαγ Γabβδ + Γbβδ Γabαγ) εβ θγ θδ .

From this, we read off the complete quasi-invariance 1-cochain(s)

∆(θ1,x1,φ1)aα(θ2, x2, φ2) = −(Γbαβ φ2
ab + xb2 Γabαβ − 1

3
(Γbαβ θ1 Γab θ2 + Γabαβ θ1 Γb θ2)) θβ1

− 1
6
(Γbαγ Γabβδ + Γbβδ Γabαγ) θβ1 θ

γ
2 θ

δ
2 ,

and thus infer associativity of m
(2)
2 upon invoking Prop. 4. We attain further trivialisation

π∗T2
(M)

π∗T1
(M)

χ(4) = − 2
15
h3αβ ∧ π∗T2

(M)

π∗T1
(M)

(σα ∧ σβ)

+d[π∗T2
(M)

( 2
3
e1ab ∧ π∗T1

(M)

(ea ∧ eb)) − 3
5
σ2
aα ∧ π∗T2

(M)

π∗T1
(M)

(ea ∧ σα)] ,

with the h3αβ as in the statement of the proposition.
In the third extension, simple manipulations, involving the Fierz identity (C.1) for p = 2, lead to

the expression for the (partially trivialised) h3αβ :

h3αβ(θ, x,φ,ψ) = d[−( 1
4
Γaαβ σ

2
aγ + Γaαγ σ2

aβ + Γaβγ σ2
aα)(θ, x,φ,ψ) θγ + 1

2
Γaαβ e

1
ab(θ, x,φ)xb

−(Γaαδ Γbβγ e1ab(θ, x,φ) + 1
2
(Γaαδ Γabβγ + Γaβδ Γabαγ) eb(θ, x)) θδ θγ

− 1
2
Γabαβ x

a eb(θ, x) − 1
4
(Γaαβ Γabγδ + Γaγδ Γabαβ)xb θγ σδ(θ, x)] + ηαβ(θ) ,

with the closed (by construction) and hence exact remainder

8ηαβ(θ) = 2(2Γaαδ Γbβγ Γab ϵζ + (Γaαδ Γabβγ + Γaβδ Γabαγ)Γbϵζ) θδ θγ dθϵ ∧ dθζ

+(Γaαβ θΓab dθ + Γabαβ θΓa dθ) ∧ θΓb dθ
whose further trivialisation with the help of the homotopy formula brings the result stated in the
proposition. Analogous calculation for the supersymmetry variation of the thus obtained primitives
b3αβ of the h3αβ yields the binary operation with the quasi-invariance 1-cochain(s)

∆(θ1,x1,φ1,ψ1)αβ(θ2, x2, φ2, ψ2)

= − 1
4
xa1 (Γabαβ (2xb2 − θ1 Γb θ2) + Γbαβ (2φ2

ab − θ1 Γab θ2)) − 1
4
xb2 (Γaαβ Γabγδ + Γaγδ Γabαβ) θγ1 θδ2

−(φ2
ab Γ

a
αγ Γ

b
βδ + 1

2
xb2 (Γaαγ Γabβδ + Γaβγ Γabαδ)) θγ1 θδ1 − ( 14 Γ

a
αβ ψ

2
aγ + Γaαγ ψ2

aβ + Γaβγ ψ2
aα) θγ1

+ 1
24
θγ2 (θδ2 (2∆αβ;γδϵη θ

ϵ
2 + 3(∆αβ;ϵγδη −∆αβ;γϵδη) θϵ1) + 6∆αβ;ϵδγη θ

ϵ
1 θ

δ
1) θη1

+ 1
16

Γaαβ θ1 Γ
b θ2 ⋅ θ1 Γab θ2 ,
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which satisfy ∆(θ1,x1,φ1,ψ1)αβ(0,0,0,0) = 0, whence associativity of the operation follows by Prop. 4.
Verification of the identity π∗Y2T(M)

χ(4) = dβ̃(4) is now a matter of a simple calculation using the
previously established structural (Maurer–Cartan) equations and the Fierz identity.
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