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THE DYNKIN-SPECHT-WEVER LEMMA AND SOME ASSOCIATED
CONSTRUCTIONS

GYULA LAKOS

ABSTRACT. In the first part of the paper, some extensions of the classical Dynkin—Specht—
Wever lemma are developed. In the second part, we extend Burgunder’s splitting con-
struction, and relate back to the Kashiwara—Vergne problem.

INTRODUCTION

The setup of the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma. Free Lie K-algebras FLie[X P
A € A] can be considered over any coefficient ring K. The free associate algebra F[X) :
A € Al is also Lie K-algebra with respect to associative commutators, thus there is natural
commutator evaluation map ¢ : FEe[X) : A € A] = Fg[X,): A € A]. In a more abstract
viewpoint, Fx[X) : A € A] naturally isomorphic to universal enveloping algebra L{Flf(ie [X)y :
A € A], and then ¢ is the natural evaluation map into the universal enveloping algebra.
It is the Magnus—Witt theorem (see Magnus [24], Witt [38]) that ¢ is injective. This can
be thought as the weak (filtration level 1) version of the Poincaré-Birkhoff-Witt theorem
(cf. Birkhoff [7], Witt [38]) applied to the free Lie K-algebra FH¢[X) : A € A] (except the
applicability of the PBW theorem is not completely trivial unless K is a field); otherwise
it is also a simple consequence of the eliminiation technique of Magnus (see Magnus [24] or
Magnus, Karrass, Solitar [26]) or the one of Shirshov and Lazard (see Sirsov [33], Lazard
[23], Bourbaki [9]). The Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma of Dynkin [I5], Specht [35], Wever
[37], helps to reconstruct PH¢ € FH¢[X) : A € A] (imagined as a linear combination of Lie
monomials) from P*%°¢ = ;(PY€) € Fr[X) : A € A] (imagined as a linear combination of
associative monomials) using simple iterated commutators. This tool works most properly
if @ C K (and, in particular, it yields the Magnus-Witt theorem). Otherwise, it might
yield only partial information, and more sophisticated techniques involving free Lie algebra
bases might be needed (cf. Reutenauer [29]). If we assume Q C K, then the Dynkin—
Specht—Wever lemma can also be thought as giving a projection in Flf(ie[X A A EA]to
FrX, 0 A € Al = (FE[X), : A € A]), i. e. a “Lie idempotent”, and concretely the
“Dynkin idempotent” (but there are ‘left’ and ‘right’ versions). Considering the kernel
of the projection, it is not quite as nice as the first canonical projection or the “Eulerian
idempotent” (cf. Solomon [34], Reutenauer [29]). However, what makes the Dynkin method
successful is its simplicity. Therefore it might be interesting to discuss variants of the lemma
or some associated constructions which retain that (or close) practical level of explicitness.

In the first part of this paper, we investigate some extensions of the classical Dynkin—
Specht—Wever lemma. We start with the weighted DSW presentation. Multigrade-wise,
this can be thought as the (infinite) linear combination of principal DSW presentations.
Then a centrally bracketed version of the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma is exhibited. Next
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a (naturally weak) generalization to the universal enveloping algebra is considered. In this
first part, the Lie algebraic and associative commutator algebraic levels are kept carefully
separated, and in the beginning Q C K is not assumed.

In the second part of this paper, the character of the discussion changes. We assume
that Q C K and the natural identifications between free Lie algebras and the associative
commutator algebras will be taken granted. Here we discuss the Dynkin—-Burgunder split-
ting maps. We give a description of their behaviour on Lie monomials and we comment on
their relationship to the Kashiwara—Vergne conjecture of Kashiwara, Vergne [19], which is
by now the Alexeev—Meinrenken—Torossian theorem, see Alexeev, Meinrenken [4], Alexeev,
Torossian [6]; which was the original movation for Burgunder’s construction.

The setup of the Dynkin—Burgunder splitting maps. Let us consider the free Lie
algebra F1¢[Xy : A € A] (over a coefficient ring K O Q, therefore omitted). We identify
FUe[X, : A € A] with the commutator Lie subalgebra of F[X) : A € A] generated by the
X,. The algebras F¥¢[X : A € A] and F[X}, : A € A] are naturally and compatibly graded.
Let FMe[X) 1 A € A] (n) denote the n-homogeneous part of FUe[Xy : A € A]. If n > 2, then
Flie (X A €A] (n) 1S @ sum a commutators, which can expanded to a sum of commutators
X, and elements from FUe[Xy : A € A] (n—1)- In certain situations it may be beneficial to
consider a natural map

(1) St FU[X 1 X € Ay — FHO[X\ A € Ay @ FY°[X : A € A1

such that

(2) [ )1y 0 0 = idpLic[x, AeA] ()

where [-, -](1,,1_1) is just the restriction of the commutator map to the corresponding sub-

space. Using the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma, such a map can be constructed easily. This
was done by Burgunder [10].

As we have mentioned, the original motivation for that was the Kashiwara—Vergne con-
jecture. Let us recall this. As it is well-known, BCH(X,Y") = log((exp X)(expY)) is a
formal Lie series in X, Y which can also be generated relatively explicitly, and which is an-
alytic for X,Y ~ 0 in appropriate sense. This is the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff theorem,
see Bonfiglioli, Fulci [§], Achilles, Bonfiglioli [I]. The Kashiwara—Vergne conjecture, in a
universal version, postulates the existence of analytic Lie series F'(X,Y) and G(X,Y") such
that

(a) X+Y —BCH(Y,X) = [X,a(—ad X)F(X,Y)] + [Y,a(ad Y)G(X,Y)],

(b) Tr (EXF(X,Y) + ERG(X,Y)) = 3 Tr (B(X) + B(Y) — B(BCH(X,Y)) - 1),
where a(u) = L and B(u) = &% are formal power series; ad S : W+ [S, W] is the
well-know adjoint action; Tr is the formal trace sending associative monomials to cycli-
cally symmetrized monomials; EE{( and E{; select the X-ending and Y-ending associative
monomials, respectively.

Burgunder’s construction was devised to treat (a) systematically. Ultimately, it is not
a particularly effective way to deal with the Kashiwara—Vergne problem, as it is not par-
ticularly specific to that question. However, we will argue that it is yet specific in some
partial ways: Similarly to the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma, Burgunder’s construction al-
lows principal versions, which solve the easier (odd) part of the Kashiwara—Vergne problem.

Acknowledgements. The author is thankful for the hospitality of the Alfréd Rényi
Isntitute of Mathematics. The author is grateful to Christophe Reutenauer.
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1. THE WEIGHTED DYNKIN-SPECHT-WEVER LEMMA

On free Lie algebras. Free Lie K-algebras (or any other kinds of free algebras) do
not require particularly specific constructions. But, it is useful to have theorems pro-
viding control over them. The most basic and important observation about the free Lie
K-algebra FHe[X) : A € A] is that it is multigraded by multiplicity of variables X). The
corresponding statement is trivial for the free nonassociative K-algebra (magma, brace
algebra) F2*[X : X € A], and also for the free associative K-algebra Fr[Xy : A € A].
Now, the free Lie K-algebra FXe[X, : A € A] can be thought F%2[X, : XA € A] fac-
torized further by the ideal IH°[X, : A € A] generated by all elements [Y7,Y:] and
[[Y1,Ya], Y5] + [[Ya2, Y3], Y1] + [[Y3, Y1], Ya] such that Y3, Y5, Y3 € FR2 (X, : A € A]. At first
sight the homogeneity properties might not be clear, however, the generators expanded,
we see that IHe[X) : A € A is generated by all elements [Z1, Z1] and [Z1, Z2] + [Z2, Z1]
and [[Zl,ZQ],Zg] + [[ZQ,Z3],Zl] + [[Zg,Zl],ZQ] where 71,25, Z3 € Frlléa[X)\ A E A] are
monomonials. Thus I%e [X : A € A] is a homogeneously generated and therefore homoge-
neous ideal (with respect to the multigrading), making FH[X : A € A] multigraded.

The Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma. This statement is a consequence of the multi-
gradedness of the free Lie K-algebras. We present the weighted version. Suppose that
we assign a weight wy € Z or wy, € K to every variable X,. Let w : Flf(ie[X)\ A E
Al — Flf(ie[X)\ : A € A] be the map which multiplies by mjwy, + ... + msw,, in multi-
grade X;Zl e X;ZS. Also note that commutator evaluation into the free associative algebra
Fr[X) : A € A] is compatible to multigrading. For practical reasons we will use left-iterated
higher commutators [X1,...,X,];, = [X1, [X2, ..., [Xn-1, X0] .. ]].

Theorem 1.1. (Weighted Dynkin—Specht-Wever lemma.) Suppose that PY¢(Xy,...,X,) €
FUe[Xy, ..., X,] expands in the commutator-evaluation to the noncommutative polynomial

PaSSOC(Xl, . ’Xn) e Z aSXiS’l . o X’is,ps .
S

Then
wPY(X1,.. ., X0) =) aslXiy, o Xi o w(X, )L
S

Proof using derivations. Consider FIf(ie [X1,...,X,] ® Ku, and extend the Lie bracket such
that [u,u] = 0, and [Q,u] = w(Q), [u,Q] = —w(Q). This yields a Lie K-algebra; it is
sufficient to check [z,z] = 0, [z,y] + [y,z] = 0, [[z,y], 2] + [[y, 2], ] + [[z,],y] = O when
x,y, z are Lie-monomials or u. (This is taking the semidirect product with respect to the
grade derivation.) Then

w(PYe(Xy,..., X)) = [PH(X1,..., Xp), u]
= (adPLie(Xla---’Xn))u
_ PaSSOC(ad Xq,...,ad Xn)ll

= z a’S [X'is,l M 7Xis,psfl7X'is,ps ) u]L
S

= a[X, o Xy, w(Xa,, )] O
S

Proof using noncommutative polynomials. First we prove the statement when PM¢ is ho-
mogeneous in the multigrading such that every variable has multiplicity at most 1. We can
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actually assume that every variable X1,...,X,, is used exactly once. Then we can write
(3) PYC(Xy, LX) = Y aeXoq) - a6 X o)
Uezn

Let us fix an arbitrary element k € {1,...,n}. Now, P¥¢(Xy,..., X,,) is a Lie-polynomial,
thus, using standard commutator rules, we can write it as linear combination of terms
(X, X1, Xklp, where {i1,...,ip—1} = {1,...,n} \ {k}. However, evaluated in the
noncommutative polynomial algebra, such a commutator expression gives only one mono-
mial contribution X;, ...X;, Xy such that the last term is Xj. Thus, the coefficient of
(X, s X Xk];, can be read off from (B]). We find that

in—17

(4) PLie(Xl"",Xn) = Z aU[Xo(l)a---aXo(nfl)’Xk]L‘
0E€EX,0(n)=k

(This is the noncommutative comparison technique of Dynkin.) Multiplying (@) by the
weight wy, and adding these for all k € {1,...,n}, we obtain the statement.

In the general case, PY€ is a linear combination of monomials of X,..., X,. In those
monomials we can change the variables X; by some other ones from X 1,..., X; y, erratically
such that in the resulted PY¢ every variable has multiplicity at most 1. For the new
variables X; ; we define the weight w; ; as w;. Now we can apply statement for PUe and
then we can simply forget the second indices in the variables X; ;. (This is the technique
of non-deterministic polarization.) 0

Similar statements hold with respect to the right-iterated Lie-commutators [ X, ..., X,]g
=[...[X1,X2],..., Xn-1], X»]. The “unweighted” Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma is when
every weight w; is 1, and the weight map is w = 0eg, multiplcation by the joint degree of
variables. If Q C K, then, in the unweighted case, w™! = deg™' can be applied, showing
that P25%°¢ determines PY€, which is the statement of the Magnus-Witt theorem. After
the unweighted case, the most important case is when only one variable has nonzero weight.
We spell out: If PM€ (which is as earlier) is hj-homogeneous in the variable X}, then

hi - PYe(Xq, .., X)) = Z s Xisy s Xiy s Xi . 1
o po=k
Note that the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma retains interest even in the associative set-
ting. Abstractly this is when P*%°¢ ¢ F@[Xy,...,X,] is given and we look for P™?* ¢
F%21Xq,...,X,] such that P™® commutator evaluates to P2%5°°,

Example 1.2. The following example illustrates the weighted Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma
in the original setting of Dynkin [15].

As the components of log(exp(X)exp(Y')) are commutator polynomials (which can also
be shown in several ways), we can apply the Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma to (the homo-
geneous parts) of the power series expansion

XPYy4
(5) log((exp X)(log Y)) =log [ 1+ Y ——
p,q=>0 P
ptq=>1
e (_1)k—1 Z XP1yd | XPrY
- I P [
k=1 K P1--+Pk>q1-+,qx >0 N

P1+q1,.-Prtqp>1
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In this standard manner, commas in [J;, omitted, we obtain the formula of Dynkin [15],

(6) log((exp X)(expY)) =
_N (D 3 [XP1y® . XPy e,

k Loopela! gl
1 DL DD >0 (prt...+peta+...+a)m! . pla!. gk

P1+q1,.-prtqp>1

Some works, e. g. Kolaf, Michor, Slovak [21], or Duistermaat, Kolk [14] present

(7)  log((exp X)(expY)) =

> k
~1 XPLY D XPRY X
s (=1) ) [ L

k+1 D! opelar! ... gr!
k=0 + P1-Pk>q1-,qx >0 (p1+ TPt )pl Pr 41 ak

p1+qi;--Prtqr>1

as the BCH formula/ “Dynkin’s formula”, which they prove by differential equational/
geometric means, but essentially just by using the old Schur(—Poincaré) formula

dlog(exp(tX)exp(Y))
dt

i. e. by very classical methods. (Cf. Schur [31], [32], Poincaré [28], Duistermaat [13],
Achilles, Bonfigioli [I], Bonfiglioli, Fulci [§].)

Now, ([7) can also be realized algebraically from (&) but by applying the weighted Dynkin—
Specht—Wever lemma with weight prescription degy X = 1, degxy Y = 0: The part when
the total weight is 0 can be seen to be Y easily. (We cannot apply (degy)~! on that part,
therefore it is dealt separately.) Then relabel k to j + 1, and notice that only the ¢; 1 =0,
pj+1 = 1 part survives weighting and commutatoring, respectively.

One can also apply the weight prescription degy X = 0,degy Y = 1. Another possibility
is to apply log((exp X)(logY)) = —log((exp—Y)(exp —X)), which also corresponds to
the rewriting of the [Jg-version to [|;-terminology. Thus we have a couple of formulas of
Dynkin type. (The argument also works in the other direction: As the degy and degy
weightings can be obtained by classical methods, taking appropriate convex combinations
multigradewise, we obtain Dynkin’s actual formula (@).) O

= fB(—(expadtX)(expadY))X;

Regarding the proof of Theorem [L.T] this is a situation where an abstract approach using
derivations and a more classical approach using non-commutative polynomials are equally
available. Both approaches have their advantages:

In terms of derivations, we might have the situation that

S,ps 7

aSSOC aSSOC asSSOC
PO0(X0, LX) = Y ag PP
S

where P2%°¢ is the commutator evaluation of P}}e. Then the method of derivations quickly
tells that

w(PY(X1,..., Xn)) =Y as[PHe...,PHe | w(Phe)], .
S
In terms of the polynomial method, it is used to obtain further information by Dzhu-
madil’daev [I7], where the weighted Dynkin—Specht—Wever lemma is considered in the
multilinear (multiplicity-free) case. Another example for its application is the following
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2. CENTRALLY BRACKETED DYNKIN-SPECHT-WEVER LEMMA

For the sake of simplicity, we present an unweighted version.

Theorem 2.1. Suppose that PY¢(X1, ..., X,) € F¥[Xy,..., X,,] is of homogeneity degree
h (in its variables jointly), and it expands in the commutator evaluation to the noncommu-
tative polynomial

PaSSOC(Xl, o ,Xn) = Z ains,1 - Xis,h.
s

Then

n—1
h(h—=1)- PH(X0, 0 X)) =D ael[Xiw s Xis I Xy - X IR )

s p=1

Proof. Again, first we prove the statement when PM€ is homogeneous in the multigrading
such that every variable has multiplicity at most 1. We actually assume that every variable
X1,..., X, is used exactly once. Then

(8) PaSSOC(Xl,...,Xn) = Z a(,XU(l) ...a(,XU(n).
Uezn

Let us fix £ # 1 € {1,...,n}. Using standard commutator rules, P*¢(Xy,..., X,,), can
be written as a linear combination of terms [[X;,..., X;,, Xi]y, [ X1, Xip 1,0 Xy o]R]5
where {i1,...,in—2} = {1,...,n} \ {k,l}. However, evaluated in the noncommutative
polynomial algebra, such a commutator expression gives only one monomial contribution
Xiy oo X, Xp X0 X5, -+ X, _, such that Xy is immediately followed by X;. Compared this
to (&), we find that

(9) PLie(Xl,--"Xn) = Z aU[[Xo'(l)7"'7Xo'(p—1)’Xk?]L’ [Xl’Xa(p-l—Q)a""Xa(n)]R]'
oEY,
o(p)=k,
(1)1

Summing this for all possible pairs k, [, we obtain

(10) 7’L(7’L — 1) : Py%ie(le cee 7Xn) = Z aU[[XU(1)7 s 7Xa(p)]L7 [XO'(p+1)7 s 7Xa(n)]R]'

oEY,
1<p<n

This proves the statement in the special case. The general case follows from considering a
nondeterministic polarization as before. O

Weighted versions are also possible, but they require a sort of quadrating grading. There-
fore we formulate only special cases. Suppose that PY¢(Xy,..., X,,) € FMe[Xy, ..., X,]
expands in the commutator evaluation to the noncommutative polynomial

PaSSOC(Xl, o ,Xn) = Z ains’l e X@'s,ps .
s

Assume that k # 1 € {1,...,n} and P"€ is hy-homogeneous in X}, and h;-homogeneous
in X;. Then
b PY(X0 X)) =D Y sl X X T X5 Xy IR
s 1<r<ps

'is,r:k'y is,r+1:l
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Assume that k € {1,...,n} and P"€ is hj-homogeneous in X}, . Then

hi(he = 1) -PY(X0, 0 Xn) =Y > aslXigy o X o X X, IR
s 1<r<ps
iS,T:iS,T+1:k

These latter statements, in general, show that commutators are mixing the variables well.

3. THE DYNKIN-SPECHT-WEVER LEMMA IN THE UNIVERSAL ENVELOPING ALGEBRA

Originally, the DSW lemma is to be applied in the free setting. It can be applied in
the universal enveloping algebra Ug if that contains a large part of the noncommutative
polynomial algebra. This strong requirement can be relaxed a little bit if Q C K.

Reminder: the symmetric Poincaré—Birkhoff-Witt theorem. Recall that if
Q C K, then the canonical homomorphism m : Q) g — Ug is such that its restriction

my : @y 9 — Ug

to symmetrized tensor products (generated by a1 ®y...®xa, = % Zoezn 9o(1) @ - .®g0(n))
is an isomorphism. This the symmetric version of the Poincaré—Birkhoff-Witt theorem, see
Cohn [11]. Thus we can assume that g C Ug. The map us, = (myx) ! om can be described
quite explicitly: There are multlinear rational Lie polynomials pki®(Xy,..., X,,) (n > 1)
such that uy : Q@ g = Q5 g is given by

1 .. .
NE(CCI ®...0 xn) = Z g :u};ie(“ril,u cee ’xil,pl) ®...0 Mz%le(xis,u e a$is,ps)
LU.UL={1,..,n}
Te={ik, 1,50k py, } 70
ik,1<"'<ik,pk

(and it acts trivially in the Oth order). Due to its role, uk¢(Xy,...,X,) is the so-called

n

first canonical projection. pl°(X7y,..., X, ) expands in the commutator algebra as
(1) X X)) = S 0 X o) - Xogm-
o€,

where the coefficients p, can be given explicitly, see Solomon [34], Reutenauer [29]. (cf.
also Dynkin [I6], Magnus [25], Mielnik, Plebaniski [27]). In terms of UFMe[Xy : A € A] ~
F[X) : A € A] the expression p2%°¢ yields a “Lie idempotent” (in grade n), which, due to
the actual shape of the coefficients is also called as the Eulerian idempotent.

DSW lemma in the universal enveloping algebra. By the (simplest layer of the)

unweighted DSW lemma,
(12) n - M%ie(le R 7Xn) = Z /’LO'[XO'(I)7 R 7Xo(n71)7Xo(n)]L'
oEY

Proposition 3.1. (Q C K) Suppose that the K -submodule W C @"g is closed for actions
of ¥y, inducing permutations in the order of tensor product. Also assume that m|y : W —
Ug is injective. Now, if

P:Zal)\@---@an,)\
A
such that P € W and m(P) € g, then

n-m(P)=> laix ..., anp.
A
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Proof. m(P) € g means that in Ug
(13) Zau\...an,)\:m(P):Zun(aL)\...,anA Z ,uOZaO(l an)A
A A o€Xn

(By the PBW theorem, in Ug, we are allowed to confuse p:® and p2%5°¢.) Due to the
injectivity of m|y, we ﬁnd

Zam@ -®@apy = ZMUZG o @ Ag(p) A
A gEY,

(both sides are in W, because W is permutation-invariant). Then, applying the multilinear

[,],, using (I2), and, finally, ([I3]), we find

D larn sl = Y “"Z[a ol =

A o€Xn
:Zn-,un(al,)\,...,an,)\):n-m(P). O

The discussion extends to the weighted case. If we assign the weight w; € K to the
variables X; (for accounting purposes), then one has

(14) (’U)l + ...+ wn) Lle(Xla s aXn) = Z IU’O'[XO'(l)? s aXa(n—l)’wa(n)Xa(n)]L'
oEY

Assume that g is K-graded as a Lie K-algebra. Then ) g is also K-graded naturally.
Let w: @g — Qg be the map which acts as multiplication by k on the component of
grade k € K.

Proposition 3.2. (Q C K ) Suppose W C Qg is closed for actions of all o, € ¥, inducing
permutations in the rth tensor order, and it is also closed for selecting homogeneous com-
ponents from Q) g position-wise in the tensor products. Also assume that m|w : W — Ug
1s injective. Now, if

P:ZaLA@"'@an,)\

such that P € W and m(P) € g, then
P)) - Z [al)n oo 7an71,)\7 w(an,)\)]L-
A

Proof. We can assume that a; » is of homogeneous grade w; x. Then the previous proof
works but using (I4) instead of (I2J). O

The application of the centrally bracketed DSW lemma tells

(15) ’I’L(’I’L—l) Lle(Xl,... Xn) = Z IU’U[[XU(I)7"'7X0(p)]L?[XU(p+1)?"'?XU(n)]R]'
Teptn

Proposition 3.3. (Q C K) Suppose that the K -submodule W C @"g is closed for actions
of ¥y, inducing permutations in the order of tensor product. Also assume that m|y : W —
Ug is injective. Now, if

P:Za17>\®...®an,)\
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such that P € W and m(P) € g, then

n—1
n(n—1)-m(P)=>_> [lax-- apalL: [aps1 - - anplg]

A p=1

Proof. We can argue as in Proposition [3.1] but with respect to (I3]). O

4. ON BURGUNDER’S SPLITTING

Now we will give a very particular construction to ([)-(2). Assume P € F[X) : X € A]);
expanded,
P - Z c()\lvan)XAl et X)\n.
(Alvv)\n)eAn
By the Dynkin-Specht-Wever lemma, if P is a commutator polynomial, i. e. P € FMe[X) :
A E A] (n)> then

1
(16) P = n Z C(Al,---,)\n)[XAN D SVITR [X)\n—l s X -]
(A1, An)EAT

For this reason, it is natural to define

1
(17) 5,1;(13):E > X @ Xy, X X))

(AlsesAn)EAM
This is well-defined and behaves naturally with respect to substitution of variables, etc.; it
satisfies ([2]). [At first sight, the construction here looks like “heavily tilted to the left”, but
this is not so. If we do the similar construction 6% with right-iterated commutators, then
we find that 6% (P) and 6% (P) are related to each other by the simple switch map generated
by x ® y — —y ® x. This follows from either from direct combinatorial arguments, or from
the natural symmetries of the Dynkin—-Magnus commutators / Eulerian idempotents (cf.
Solomon [34], Reutenauer [29], Dynkin [16], Magnus [25], Mielnik, Plebaiiski [27]); but it
will also be clear from our arguments later.]
More generally, for n > 2, we can define the extended map

S,I; : F[X)\ A E A](n) — FLie[X)\ TAE A](l) ® FLie[X)\ A E A](n—l)

by the same formula as in (I7)) but with extended domain. Then, of course, (2)) does not
extend. [Also, after constructing 6% in analogous manner, there is no simple relationship
between 0%(P) and 6% (P).] Using a more compact notation, we may write, for P € F[X) :
A E A](>2),

5L (P) =deg™! (Z Xy ® @L(B)L(A(P))> =Y X\ ® (deg+1d)" (DM(0%, (P))) -
AEA AEA

Here 8}6 selects the terms standing multiplicatively after Xy, ® prepares the left-iterated

commutators Xy, ... Xy, — [X1,...[X),_,, X\, ]...], 0eg multiplies the component of de-

gree n by n. (8%6 can be thought as the composition O“EY ,» Where (9LEI)‘(A selects associa-

tive monomials starting with X, and " removes the starting variable.)

In Burgunder’s version [I0], 0% (P) is used, where the first canonical projection / Eulerian
idempotent is applies to P, then 6" is used. [That makes 3;; closely related to 35 again.]
For us, however, 6~ is perfectly sufficient. Computing 6% (P), in general, may be somewhat
cumbersome due to the expansion to be taken. It would be better if we would have a
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clear picture of §% acting on commutator monomials. For us, a commutator monomial
will be just a commutator expression of the variables, possibly multiplied by —1; e. g.
—[[X1, X3], [X2, [X5, X4]]]- This possible multiplication by —1 makes true difference only
in homogeneity degree 1, where —X, will also be considered as a commutator monomial
(otherwise, the sign change can be realized by a switch in a commutator). And indeed, a
simple description of % on commutator monomials is possible. As 6~ behaves naturally
with respect to substitution variables, it is sufficient to consider commutator monomials
where every variable has multiplicity 1. If M = £[M;, M>] is such a commutator monomial,

and X is one of variables, then we define the co-weight of X is M as
{deg M, if X, is a variable of M,

CWX>\ (M) = . . .

deg My if X, is a variable of Ms.

Note that this is well-defined, as any such monomial M can be written in a unique way,
apart from switches in the commutators and the corresponding sign changes. (This is not
true if there are multiplicities in the variables). Under the same multiplicity assumption
(uniformly 1) we can define 1reml)‘(]C (M), the commutator monomial where X}, is removed
from M to the left, as follows: Taking switches in the commutator monomial M, we can

write it as
(18) M = (=D'[...[[Xg, N1], No], ..., Ns_1], N,
where the N; are other commutator monomials. Then

rem, (M) = (—1)'[Ny, [Na, ... [No—1, Ng] .. ).

(In this setting cwx, (M) = deg Ny .) [The removal to right rem)R(k(M ) can be defined

analogously, but it is not hard to see that it yields only rem%k(M ) =— rem%(k(M )]
Now we can state

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that M is a commutator monomial of the variables X1,..., Xy,
each with multiplicity 1, then

n

1

SE(M) = - ZCWXk(M) X ® reml)‘(k(M).
k=1
Proof. 1t is sufficient to prove
(19) DH(9%, M) = cwx, (M) rem, (M)

for any variable Xj. If M is as in (I8]), then
0% M = (—1)'N1Ny...N,_1N,.
From the properties of the adjoint representation we obtain
(20) DY(9%, M) =D ((~1)'NiNp ... Nyo1Ny) = (=1)! [Ny, [Na, ... [Noo1, DU (N)] - )

Now the Dynkin-Specht-Wever lemma says D%(N;) = (deg Ns) - Ns = (cwx, (M)) - Ns.
Plugging this (20)), we obtain (I9) immediately. O
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Example 4.2.

o7 ([ X1, [X2, [Xs, X4]]], [ X5, Xe], X7]]) = %(3 - X1 @ [[Xo, [X3, X4]], [ X5, Xe], X7]]
=3+ Xo @ [[X3, Xul, [X1, [ X5, X6], X7]]]
+3 - X5 ® [ Xy, [ X2, [X1, [[X5, Xe], X7]]]]
=3 Xy ® [ X3, [Xo, [X1, [ X5, Xe], X7]]]]
—4- X5 ® [Xe, [X7, [ X1, [X2, [ X5, X4]]]]]
+4 - X6 ® [ X5, [ X7, [X1, [Xo, [X3, X4]]]]]

]I}

4 X7 © [[X5, X, [X1, [X, [X5, Xa]J]). O

As 6% is invariant for substitution of variables, this provides information for monomials
even if some variables have multiplicities more than 1. Then 6%(P) can be recovered by
linear extension.

Theorem 4.3. Ifn > 2, then
SE([X1, [ X2, o[ X1, Xa] - ]]) =

_ %(m —1)X1 @ [Xovo o, [Xnots X+

+2Xk X Xl Xy Xk, [(Xnm1, Xn] -]

- X, ® [ [X17X2]7... 7Xn—1]>-

Proof. This is immediate from Theorem [£.11 O
Example 4.4.
07 ([X1, [Xo, [Xs, [ X4, [X5, [Xe, X7 = 7<6 X1 @ [Xo, [ X3, [ X4, [Xs5, [ X6, X7]]]]]
+ Xo ® [X1, [ X3, [Xa, [ X5, [Xe, X7]]]]]
+ X3 ® [[ X1, Xo], [X4, [X5, [X6, X7]]]]
+ X4 ® [[[X1, Xal, X3], [X5, [ X6, X7]]]
+ X5 @ [[[[ X1, Xo], X5], X4], [X6, X7]]
+ X6 ® [[[ ]
[ ]

[
[[X1, Xa], X5], Xa], Xs5], X7
— X7 @ [[[[[X1, Xa], X3], X4, X5], X6 > &
In what follows, instead of 5~ we might just write 6"
Corollary 4.5. If P is a Lie polynomial, then
S ([X, [Xa, PI)) = X5 @ [Xy, P] = 6" (Xx X\ P).

Proof. P can be assumed to be of left-iterated commutator form, then in Theorem 3] only
the first two commutators survive. O
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5. SPLITTINGS OF DYNKIN-BURGUNDER TYPE MORE GENERALLY

From the weighted DSW lemma it is clear how to generalize (7). Assume that P €
F[X : A € A]; expanded,

P= Z Z c()\h---,)\n)X)\l X,
n2>2 (A1,...,An)EA"

Assume that a weighting w is given such that to any variable X, the weight w) is
assigned. Similarly to (I7), we let

(21) 51%)(P) = Z Z wAIJ:U%w)\n c(>\1,...,)\n)X)\1 ® [X>\27 L) [XAn—l’XAn] o ']’
n22 (A1,...,An)EAT

as long as wy, +...+wy, # 0 for ¢y, . x,) # 0. This definition is invariant for permutation
or substitution of variables as long as the weights are the same. Suppose that M is a commu-
tator monomial of the variables X7, ..., X,,, each with multiplicity 1; M = £[M;, Ms]. Let
war, war, , and wyy, be sums of the weights in the respective monomials (wy; = way, +war, ).
We define the co-weight of Xy in M as

CW}/\(M) _ o, %f X %s a Var%able of My,
wy, it X is a variable of Ms.
The proof and the corollary of the following theorem are like in case of Theorem [£.1}

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that M is a commutator monomial of the variables X1,..., X,
each with multiplicity 1, then

1 n
SL(M) = > »  ew, (M) Xy, @ rem, (M),
k=1

as long as was # 0. O
The notation 6% will be used for w = degy.

Corollary 5.2. If P is a Lie polynomial and 8% applies, then
O ([Xx, [Xx, Pl]) = X5 ® [Xy, P] = 05, (Xx X)P). O
6. RELATION TO THE KASHIWARA—VERGNE PROBLEM

Before proceeding, let us make the following

Remark 6.1. One can notice that in the formulation of the Kashiwara—Vergne prob-
lem in the Introduction, in point (b), we have apparently deviated from the custom-
ary formulation, cf. Kashiwara—Vergne [19], etc. Nevertheless, it is an equivalent for-
mulation in the universal setting. The formal trace abstracts the original trace by the
formula “tr (Z — (adY7)...(adY,,)Z)’= Tr(Y7...Y,). Taking the commutator expan-
sion of (adY7)...(adY,)Z, we see that the result is determined by the Z-ending asso-
ciative monomials. If P(Yy,...,Y,,Z) is a commutator polynomial where the multiplic-
ity of Z is 1, then “tr (Z +— P(Y1,...,Yn,Z))"= TrO%P(Y1,...,Y,, Z). Considering the
commutator polynomial Q(Y1,...,Y,,X) where the multiplicity of X is 1, we see that
“tr (Z = (ad X) $QM1, ..., Yo, X +12Z)|,_,)"= “r(Z v (ad X)Q(Y1,..., Yy, Z2)) =
Tr XO2Q(Y1,..., Yy, Z2)=Tr 03Q(Y1,...,Yn, Z)X = Tt ERQ(Y1, ..., Yy, X). Actually,

“r(Z e (ad X iQ Yi,.. Yo, X +tZ
dt

>” = TrERQ(Y1,...,Y,, X)
t=0
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remains valid even if the multiplicity of X is not necessarily 1: All one has to do is to
non-deterministically polarize X in ) to variables X, take the formula above for all X},
and add them up, then forget the indices in the X. A

Let us rephrase the KV problem: It postulates the existence of analytic Lie series A(X,Y")
and B(X,Y) such that

(a) X +Y —BCH(Y, X) = [X,A(X,Y)]+ [Y,B(X,Y)],

(b) Tr (E} (8(— ad X)A(X,Y)) + E} (3(ad Y)B(X,Y))) =

= 1 Tr (B(X) + B(Y) — B(BCH(X,Y)) — 1),

where f(u) = %7 is a formal power series; ad S : W — [S, W] is the well-know adjoint
action; Tr is the formal trace sending associative monomials to cyclically symmetrized
monomials; E)R( and E%’} select the X-ending and Y-ending associative monomials, respec-
tively.

One can rewrite part (b) using the following observations: In general, ERC(X,Y) +
ERC(X,Y) = O(X,Y), Thus, if C(X,Y) is a Lie series, then

(22) Tr (E}C(X,Y) + E}C(X,Y)) = Tr C(X,Y) = 0.
Note that B(u) = n(u) — su, where n(u) = 1+ 5u®+ ... is a function w®. Then

Tr (EX (B(— ad X)A(X,Y))) = Tr (E¥ (n(ad X)A(X,Y))) + Tr (%E)R( (X, A(X, Y)]) .
Similarly,
Tr (E¥ (B(adY)B(X,Y))) = Tr (E¥ (n(ad Y)B(X,Y))) — Tr (%E%}[Y,B(X,Y)]) .

Now,
Tr (E}[Y, B(X,Y)]) = - Tr (ER [V, B(X,Y)]) .

Therefore,
Tr (%E)R( (X, A(X, Y)]) —Tr (%E%}[Y, B(X, Y)]) = % Tr (B [X, A(X,Y)] + ER [V, B(X,Y))])

TrERX (X +Y — BCH(Y, X))

N |

Consequently, condition KV(b) can be written as
(b) Tr (ER (n(ad X)A(X,Y))) + Tr (E} (n(ad Y)B(X,Y))) =
=1Tr(B(X)+B8(Y) - B(BCH(X,Y)) — 1) — : TTE} (X + Y — BCH(Y, X)).
As 7 is an even function, one can see form (a),(b)’ that the KV condition is decoupled in
even and odd orders. (Cf. Rouviere [30].) I. e. the Kashiwara—Vergne problem is sufficient
to solve separately for the pairs (A(X,Y )even, B(X,Y )even) and (A(X,Y)odd, B(X,Y )oda)-

Theorem 6.2. Let u set Ax(X,Y)oqq and Bx(X,Y )odqqa such that

X ® Ax(X,Y)oad + Y © Bx(X,Y)oaa = % (X +Y — BCH(Y, X))
and let us set Ay (X,Y )oqaqa and By (X,Y )oqq such that

X ® Ay (X,Y )oad +Y @ By (X, Y )oad = 0y (X +Y — BCH(Y, X))

Then we, claim, for either choice V = X,Y,
((],) (X +Y — BCH(K X))even = [X’ AV(X’ Y)odd] + [Y’ BV(X’ Y)odd]y
(b 7) Tr (E)R( (W(adX)Av (X7 Y)odd)) +Tr (E%} (n(ad Y)BV(X7 Y)odd)) =
— LTr (B(X) + B(Y) — BBCH(X, Y)) — 1) gq—4 TrER (X + Y — BCH(Y, X)oga)

—
— T

even ) ?

even ) :

holds.
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Proof. In order to prove Theorem it is sufficient to prove the identities in

Lemma 6.3.

(23) n(ad X)Ax (X, Y )oda = 0;

(24) N Y) By (X, Y Joaa = 5(¥ ~ BCH(Y, X)Joaa
(25) (ad X) Ay (X, ¥ )oga = ~5 (X ~ BCH(Y, X))oua;
(26) n(adY)By (X,Y )oda = 0;

27) T (B(X) + B(Y) = BBCH(X,Y)) = 1)gqq = 0.

Then (a) follows from the construction of the pairs (Ay (X, Y )oad, Bv (X, Y )oda), and (b’)
follows from the vanishing of most terms and from ([22]) (available for Lie series). Therefore
we are left to prove Lemma This will be done in the next section, using the resolvent
formalism.

7. ON THE (DISCRETE) RESOLVENT METHOD

If A is sufficiently close to A, then for A € [0, 1], we may define the resolvent expression
A—1

TAF(I-NA

Note that if A is a formal perturbation of 1, then this works out, and R (A) is a formal

perturbation of 0, cf. (30]). It is useful to know that, if A invertible, then

(28) RY (A~ = —RUV(4)

hold if either side makes sense. But this is again so if A is a formal perturbation of 1. In
whatever way we define log around 1, we find

d A
RN (4) = o <1og m) .

1
(29) log A = RN (A) dA.
A=0
Here we will be interested merely in the case when A is a formal perturbation of 1. For
A =exp X, we find

R (A)

Thus, for A near 1,

1
(30) RM(exp X) = X + <)\—§> X%+

Here (29) yields
1

X = RN (exp X) dA.
For the Baker—Campbell-Hausdorff exi\;gssion, [29)) yields
(31) BCH(X,Y) = / 1 RN ((exp X)(exp Y)) dA.
Using (28)), or simply just the propertie:?E log, we see that BCH(—X, —Y) = — BCH(Y, X).
In particular, $ BCH(X,Y) + 3 BCH(Y, X) = BCH(X,Y)oqq-
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Let us recall the formal series

T 1 1 1
= =1- Sy p— T
Bl = o TR Tt T
Using elementary calculus, it is easy to see that
1
(32) B(X) =1 +/ (A= 1) RN (exp X) dA.
A=0

Lemma 7.1. It holds that

5(BCH(X’ Y))odd = % (_ BCH(X’ Y)odd + W(X’ Y)) s
where
1 1
WOEY) = [ (= 3) RO (exp X)exp V) dr- [ (= §) RO (exp ) (exp X)) dn

W(X,Y) is traceless. Furthermore, and consequently,
(B(X) +B(Y) = BBCH(X,Y)) ~ 1)gqq = —3(X +Y = BCH(X,Y))oaa — W(X,Y)
is traceless, proving (21).

Proof. By (82), and by (28], then changing A to 1 — A, we obtain
1

BBCH(-X,-Y)) =1+ /)\O(A — 1) RW((exp —X)(exp —Y)) dX

=1+ /1 (1= A) RN ((exp Y)(exp X)) dA
A=0
1
=1+ ARW ((expY)(exp X)) dA.
A=0

Therefore,

/8( BCH(X7 Y))odd

_ ! (B(BCH(X,Y)) — B(BCH(—X, -Y)))

< / 1 A =1 RN ((exp X)(expY))d\ — 1 AR(’\)((epr)(epr))dA>
A=0 A=0

2
1
2
1{ 1 1

=~ == BCH(X,Y) — = BCH(Y, X)+

2\ 2 2

1

+/: (A—13) R()‘)((epr)(epr))d)\—/

(A=13) RN ((exp Y)(exp X)) d)\> .
=0 A=0

This simplifies as indicated. W(X,Y') is traceless because on term is conjugated to the
other by an exponential. (X +Y —BCH(X,Y"))_ 4q is traceless because it is a commutator
expression; this proves the statement. O

Lemma 7.2.
EXR™ ((exp X)(expY)) = (exp(X) — 1) exp(Y)(A + (1 — A)(exp X)(exp V) ~;
EYRM ((exp X)(expY)) = (exp(Y) — 1)(A+ (1 — A)(exp X)(exp V).
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Proof. The LHS in the first equation starts with X, the LHS the second equation starts
with Y, yet their sum is obviously R ((exp X)(expY)). This proves the statement. [

Lemma 7.3.

EX R ((exp X)(exp Y)) = R (exp X) + ARW (exp X)ELRM ((exp X)(exp Y));
ELRWM ((exp X)(exp V) = RN (expY) + (A — )R (exp V)EX R ((exp X) (exp Y)).

Proof. Regarding the first equation: After multiplying by (A + (1 — A)(exp X)) on the left,
and by (A + (1 — A)(exp X)(expY')) on the right, the equation checks out according to
Lemma The second equation can be proven similarly. O
Lemma 7.4. (Resolvent decomposition, formal.) If XY are formal variables, then
(33)  RW((exp X)(expY)) = ()\k()\ — 1)*RM (exp V) (RW (exp X)RM (exp Y))*
k=0
A = DFRM (exp X)(RW (exp Y)RW (exp X))F

+ AR+ (N — l)k(R()‘) (exp X)R()‘) (exp Y))k+1

—|—)\k()\ - 1)k+1(7?,()‘) (exp Y)’R,O‘) (exp X))kle >

In other terms, on the left, we have the sum of non-empty interlaced products of R™) (exp X)
and RW (exp Y') with an extra multiplier X for any consecutive term ‘R™ (exp X)RW (exp V)’
and with an extra multiplier X — 1 for any consecutive term R (exp Y )YR™ (exp X) .

Note. One can replace exp X and exp Y by other formal perturbations of 1. (Indeed, this
follows from a simple of change variables.) O

Proof. This follows from applying Lemma [7.3] recursively. g

If we plug (33)) into (B1]), and expand R(exp X, \) and R(exp Y, A) as power series in X
and Y, respectively, then we obtain the formula of Goldberg [18]. (This is explained in
greater detail in [22].)

Proof of 23) and ([24). (a) We start with the proof of (23]).
(Oegx + Id)Ax(X, Y)odd =

= (OX¥ER (X +Y = BCH(Y, X)) 4y =

o[ (X PIRNCE ’“Rwepr)(RW(expm(><epr>>k> ax
odd
1

+ -k / | (i i N = PR (exp = X) (R (exp —Y)RW (exp —X ))k> "
A

! i A= DFRM (exp X) (R (exp YIRW (exp X))’“) dA
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' QL/ ( ZAk DR exp X) (RO (exp V)R (exp X>>k> ax
=— 52 FA = FRO ™ ™ K
29 / <X Z)\ R (exp X)(R"W(expY)R'W (exp X)) )d)\

+ %QL/A 0 <% i(l = M=) R (exp X) (R (exp V)R (exp X))k> v
= k=1
=0.

As degy +1d is invertible, this proves the Ax(X,Y )oqq = 0, and thus the statement.
(b) Next, we prove (24)).

0egx Bx(X,Y )oaa =

= (OyER (X +Y — BCH(Y, X)), 44

=-oF / < Z)\k“ F(RM (exp V)RV >(epr))k+1> dA
odd
Z PLARION RN (exp YIYRW (exp X))]“H'l) dA

1 DA = DR (R (exp Y )R (exp —X))’““) dA

1 Z AL\ — 1)k(R(>‘) (exp Y)R()‘) (exp X))kJrl) dX

. S A = DFRM (exp Y)RW (exp X))’““) dA

i(l — V=N RWY (exp VIR (exp X))k+1> dA

= =
NE
>~

+ %@L A 1 (iy i ML= )P (RO (exp V)R (exp X))k“) dA
( RO = DFRM (exp YIYRW (exp X))"““) dA

! > (A= DFFIRRNY (exp V)R (exp X))k“) dA

=— 1©L /1 (i Z )\k()\ — 1)k(R(>‘) (exp Y)R()‘) (exp X))kJrl) d).
2> L \V

As degy commutes with ad Y, we find

Oegxn(adY)Bx (X, Y )odd =
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— it /1 <"(Y) i N = DFRW (exp Y)R™ (exp X))k+1> dA
A

2 =\ ¥ i3
1 L
= §®L/A O <2 223 Z)\’“ (RO (exp Y )R >(epr))k+1> dA.

This, however, must be compared to another expression. From

BCH(X,Y )oqq = %BCH(X,Y) - %BCH(—X, ~Y) = %BCH(X,Y) + %BCH(Y,X),

we obtain
(Y = BCH(X,Y))odqd = Z <)\’“ DFRM (exp V) (R (exp X)R™ (exp Y))k>
A=0 g1
+ Z <)\k DFR (exp X)(RW (exp YIRW (exp X))*

+ )‘k()‘ —1FO - %)(R(A) (exp X)RW (exp Y))FH!
AR = 1R = 1)(RW (exp VIR (exp X))ml)M

Using the weighted DSW lemma, we obtain
degy (¥ — BCH(X, Y))oaa =

AL EOr — 1)FR) (ex M) (ox M (ox k
9( WZO(A RO (exp X)(RX (exp VYRV pX>>)

+ Z (Ak(A — DA = HRM (exp V)RM (exp X))k+1> dA)

oM e () L ke ok M) (o () (o k1
) A (2 7GXP(Y)—1,€Z:0MA DFRM (exp V)R (exp X)) dA.

Therefore we see that
1
degy n(adY)Bx (X, Y )odd = 3 degx (Y — BCH(X,Y))odda-
As degy is sufficiently informative in this situation, we obtain the statement. O

Identities (28] and (26) can be treated in analogous manner. This finishes the proof of
Lemma [6.3] and therefore of Theorem O
Then
Ax (X’ Y)odd + Ay (X’ Y)odd
2

Asymm (X, Y)odd =
and
Bx(X,Y)odd + By (X, Y )odd
2
provide a nice symmetric solution for the odd part of the Kashiwara—Vergne problem.
This symmetric solution, however, does not come from Burgunder’s splitting of X +Y —
BCH(Y, X). (In general, $"C(X,Y) # 36%C(X,Y) + 364 C(X,Y), but we have only just

some convex combinations bidegree-wise.)

Bsymm (X7 Y)odd -
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In the even part of the KV problem, such simplistic constructions do not seem to work.
At the present, all solutions use advanced methods. Alexeev, Meinrenken [4] uses the
star product of Kontsevich, see Kontsevich [20], Torossian [36]; and Alexeev, Torossian [6]
uses Drinfeld’s Knizhnik—Zamolodchikov associator, see Drinfeld [12], Alexeev, Enriquez,
Torossian [6]. Actually, the situation is quite nice in low orders n < 10, but it is dominated
by ambiguities in higher orders, see Alexeev, Torossian [6], Albert, Harinck, Torossian [2],
and one has troubles in picking up easily presentable solutions (in even orders). Some
partial information is known regarding the solutions if X or Y have very low degrees, see
Alexeev, Petracci [5].
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