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The relationship between the sources of physical fiefdbthe fields themselves is investigated
with regard to the coupling of topological informaticgtweeen them. A class of field theories that
we calltopological field theories is defined such that both the field andatsrce represent de
Rham cocycles in varying dimensions over complemergabgpaces and the coupling of one to
the other is by way of an isomorphism of the thodeoowlogy spaces, which we refer to as
field/source duality The deeper basis for such an isomorphism is igagstl and the process is
described for various elementary physical examplespalégical field theories.
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1 Introduction

One of the most fundamental issues in physical fieldriee is how the information
associated with the field sources is coupled to the nmdtion in the field itself. For
instance, in the inverse-square case that describes thighBeld of a static point charge
or the gravitational field of a static point mass, ie thewtonian approximation, this
coupling takes the form of associating a scalar — chargeass, resp. — with the source
point and a vector field or 1-form at every other pointhe space whose magnitude is
proportional to that scalar, along with purely geomatricformation that describes how
the field varies with distance from the source anditrextion that it points in.

A topologically significant issue regarding fields isether the points that represent
the field source are points at which the field itselactually defined or if the set of these
points should be properly the complement of the pointghach the field is defined. For
instance, this is necessarily the case with an inverseesfjald, which has a pole at the
source point.

To be sure, in physics, the source of a field does hetya have to represent a
singularity. For instance, one sometimes regardddcad®being “driven by its boundary
conditions,” such as when one solves for a potentiaitiom in a region by specifying its
value on the boundary of that region. Similarly,igtudbance in a medium that initiates
the propagation of a wave does not always have to lodotgipally distinct from the rest
of the medium, such as the motion of the hand tbatis a pulse down a bullwhip.
Contrast this with the case of a stone dropped intona,pwvhich momentarily creates a
hole in the surface, and the hole can be regardedhras an example of a non-trivial
homology class in dimension one that serves as dlecs of the wave field or a
boundary on which to define initial conditions (i.e., Caudhia).

Hence, we see that the scope of our present discudses not encompass all
possible field/source relationships, but simply an impdrtéass that presents itself at the
most elementary level. A further restriction in scapdue to the fact that the fields that
we will be considering often take the form of “externiald solutions, as opposed to the
“‘internal” field solutions, which are defined on the s@upwints; by this, we generally
mean the points of the support of the source distribution.

We then regard the space or spacetime mankblds being decomposed into two
types of points: a closed sub&:0bf “singular points” at which the source distribution is
defined and its open compleme@t of “generic points” at which the field is defined.
Furthermore, we shall assume tBatepresents the set of boundary point&of.e., limit
points that are not generic. This is simply to suggeat Hource points are not
topologically isolated from the fields that they gemeran order to justify the use of the
term “duality” in this situation as being indicative obnse sort of fundamental
isomorphism, we then concentrate on a class of fieldrig® in which one can find the
same essential information contained in the souraethe field itself.



We shall call a field theory ®pological field theory when the source points define
a homology class, in some choice of homology, andi¢le: points define a cohomology
class in dimensiokk, in perhaps some other sense. Furthermore, the spois are
associated with a source distribution, such as a charger@nt density, which we then
regard as a cohomology class o%em some dimensiom. Hence, we shall say that a
topological field theory exhibitéield/source dualitywhen there is an isomorphism of.
HYG; R) andH™(S; R).

Of course, to the pure mathematician this isomorphismldveuggest that there is
something redundant about describing both the cohomolo§yaafl that of5. They are
more inclined to simply regard the fact that the coblogy of G is non-vanishing in
dimensionk as the “source” of the field. The reason that &tif physically non-trivial
to discuss both cohomologies independently is that afléip the nature ofS is
somewhat enigmatic in the eyes of experimental physi¢gence, any attempt to
mathematically model the topology & is limited by the state of the art in
phenomenology.

The homologies that we shall use in this study aeehibmology of differentiable
singular cubic chains with real coefficients and thé&kdlam homology ok-vector fields
on an orientable manifold, which is given a divergence épethat is Poincaré-dual to
the exterior derivative. The corresponding cohomologyl be the de Rham
cohomology, which is defined by exterior differentiatrfs and the exterior derivative
operator.

Of course, the prototype for this sort of field theorglectromagnetism, in which the
field is a closed 2-forn and the source is a conserved — i.e., divergencelessterv
field J. When one is given a linear electromagnetic conititdaw «: A3(M) — Ax(M)
that associates an excitation bivector fibldo the field strength 2-fornfr the other
Maxwell equationch(F) = J then the operatadk : A% (M) — Ai(M) maps a de Rham
cohomology class in dimension two, nameBj,[to a de Rham homology class in
dimension one, namely].

Although one is taught to think of this association @siog from the various forms
of Stokes’s theorem, such as Gauss’s law in eleaticst and Ampére’s law in
magnetostatics, it is interesting that both of thiases are actuallynapplicablein the
most elementary cases of point charges and line cursemte the fields diverge at those
points. Hence, the fields are defined only on theptements of points iR® or lines in
R% and these complementary topological spaces havetrin@ cohomology in
dimensions two and one, respectively. Thus, one finatsalthough the total flux of the

electric field strengtlt through any sphei®f of radiusr and centered on a point charge
Q at the origin isQ, just one expects, nevertheless, the divergenc& efnishes
everywhere in the interior of the b8fl thatS? bounds, except at the origin, where it is
not defined. Hence, sin&is a 2-cycle, but the punctured dil {0} that it bounds is
not even a 3-chain iR*® — {0}, Gauss’s law is inapplicable to the situation, anddahly

! We should probably say topologicelassicalfield theories, to distinguish them from the topological
guantumfield theories of Witten, Atiyah, et al., but the aarttbelieves that if the scientists of antiquity
were not actually considering any such modern refinesresicohomology and fiber bundles then calling
such theories “classical” is unnecessarily pejoratagit suggests anachronism; perhaps “neo-classical”
would be a more appropriate descriptive.



way that one can associate the total fluiEdhrough S? with Q is to make that a basic

postulateof the field theory. This amounts to associating 8seetial information in the
homology class defined by the 0-cocy€lé with the cohomology class defined by the
2-cocycle #. (In this expression, the 0-cocya® 0 H(S; R) is a generator that takes
the O-cycle {0} to 1 and all other 0-cycles to 0 and\#M) — A’(M) is the Poincaré
duality isomorphism).

We point out that there is a subtle chain of asgeis in the above example between
the surface integral of the 2-fornE#verS?, the integral ofE over the volume®- {0}
(which is, a 3-chain iR?, but not inR® — {0}), and the integral of the charge density 3-
form #o0 = Q&e over the balB? in R® thatS?bounds, where is the volume element on

R®. Apparently, the weak link is in associating the voluintegral of & overB’- {0}

with the volume integral of g overB*when Gauss's law was already shown to be

inapplicable at the first step. We can express thase ihtegrals concisely in terms of
the basic pairing ok-cochains andk-chains by integration as E#z>, <#JE, c3>, and
<#p, c3>. Since we see that these three expressions areded by equalities only
when the 2-cycle, = dcs, we also see that such an association must bedutded as a
basic assumption.

Naturally, there is something both topologically and ptalsi unsatisfying about
anything that must be assumed rather than derived, so Wenskatigate the extent to
which the association of the information thatEs#,> represents with the information
that <#p, cs> represents can be derived from more fundamental assmsipt For
instance, one notes that sin€g is concentrated at a point, the 3-chain can be
homotopically contracted to a 0-chain {0}, the 3-cocyctet# a 0-cocycleQd and the
information in <#p, cs> is the same as i3, {0}>. More generally, one often applies
deformation retractions to reduced tubes to curves ahd staplanes. Furthermore, in
order to make actual homology classes out of the sooimtspone must often reduce the
curves and planes to points, at least when the cuna & loop. Hence, we shall discuss
the notion of field theories that are topologically eglent to topological field theories.

2 Topological preliminaries

Although the basic concepts of homology theory (4ed) are assumed, some attempt is
made to make the presentation more self-containedgese ttoncepts are also defined for
the sake of discussion below.

We begin by briefly summarizing the basic concepts ef tbal homology of
differentiable singular cubic chains.

2.1 Differentiable singular cubic homology

Although the basic building blocks of differentiable silagicubic homology aré-
dimensional cubes® in R", and are therefore not differentiable manifolds, dyrict
speaking, this is not a serious limitation since diffaegion is a local operator, so no
matter how one chooses to extend a functionl — M to a differentiable function on



an open neighborhood &f the restriction ofic to T(1) will remain the same. Hence,
this is the sense of the word “differentiable” we imoteloy defining adifferentiable
singular cubic k-simplexo be such a map. differentiable singular cubic k-chawith
coefficients in a ringR is then a finite formal surhof the form:

ck:iai(ak)i, alUR. (2.2)

The most natural choice of ring &5 the integers, since the multiplication by a irteg
evokes an intuitive picture of the repetition o$ieplex in the sum, but eventually we
shall be primarily concerned with the ring (fietdally) of real numberR. One can then
think of the coefficient of a simplex as essenyiall“total charge” that is associated with
the object.

The simplest non-trivial coefficient ring & = {0, 1}, which plays an important role
in the topology of orientability and the Stiefel-Wiey characteristic classes. In an
expression for &, k-chain of the form (2.1), a basic simplex wouldheitappear with a
+ sign for its coefficient or not at all. This te be distinguished frork-chains — in
particular,k-cycles, which we discuss below — that can haveiateger for a coefficient,
but some of them vanish when multiplied by somegetp; these are referred to ks
cycles withtorsion Fortunately, such complexities will be irrelevdo most of what
follows since we will be using real coefficientshiah allow for no torsion factors in
homology or cohomology.

For the sake of brevity, we shall henceforth gelherabbreviate the phrase
“differentiable singular cubic chain” to simply “am” when no confusion will arise.

It is important to point out that the inclusion thie word “singular” is not casual,
since the maps of thecubes intoM are not required to be embeddings. Hence, one
should keep in mind that the dimension of the imageald very well be less thak
indeed, a singulat-simplex can také to just one point. (This is useful to keep in ¢hin
when one is considering homotopies of chains.)

We shall call a chaihomogeneous all of the cells or simplexes)(are of the same
dimension. More generally, an inhomogeneous clam always be partitioned into
homogeneous subchains. Hence, if we denot&medule of all differentiable singular
cubic chains irM with coefficients inR by C«(M; R) then we see that thiR-module is
expressible as a direct sum of homogeneous sublesdu

C(M; R) =Co(M; R) 0 Cy(M; R) O ... 0 C/(M; R) . (2.2)

2 For those who find formal sums vague and non-rigorowshdtld suffice to say that one can actually
make this expression more rigorous, but it would distract the immediate argument to do so.

% The author’s justification for using this plural of tiwerd “simplex,” as opposed to “simplices” is that
“simplexes” is more consistent with the plural of “quex”; i.e., the plural of “sim(ple com)plex.” One
will note that this is the plural that was originaliged by Eilenberg, Steenrod, Hilton, Wylie, and others.
Sometime back in the Sixties, the researchers in hagied seemed to have had second thoughts and
switched to “simplices,” apparently by analogy witleftices.”



This R-module is a real vector space in the case where #@i##iaent ring isR, and is
generally infinite-dimensional, as long Msis not a finite point set.

Whenk > 0, we define thé" zero faceof I to be thek-1-cube defined by = (...,
0, ...), with a 0 in thé" coordinate, and th&' unit faceto beg = (..., 1, ...). We define
the boundaryof I to be the formal sum of its orientkel-faces:

alk:Z(Wl_Wo)- (2.3)

One then defines the boundary of-aimplex ¢k so that it equals thé-1)-chain that is
composed of the corresponding sum of the restnista the mapxk to each of the faces
@o, @ of I

aOR:Z[Uk(Wl)_Uk(Wo)] . (2.4)

One could say that we require the boundargidb be the image of the boundarylbf

One then extends the boundary operattw all of C«(M; R) by demanding that it be
linear and that it agree with the boundary of ampptex in the formal sum. By
convention, the boundary ¢% = {0} is zero, as well as the boundary of any Gysiex
and thus, any 0-chain. We put all of this togetihty a linear operator on tlegraded
R-moduleC+(M; R):

0. G(M; R) - G(M; R), (2.5)

that we call thdooundary operatar Since it take&-chains to K-1)-chains, one says that
it hasdegree-1 relative to the&Z-grading. It is a basic property of the boundapgrator
that its square is zero:

3°=0, (2.6)

i.e., the boundary of a boundary is always zero.

As a simple example of the foregoing, the bounadry 1-simplexgi: 1 - M —i.e., a
curve segment — is the oriented formal smfi) — 0i(0) of its endpoints.

Although it might seems that the simplexedirdefine basic building blocks for the
topology of M, at least to some extent, actually all of the togisal information is
contained in the particular definition af that pertains toM. It is an algebraic
generalization of the construction of compact ste$aby identifying boundary points. In
Fig. 1, we illustrate two simple examples of how tioundary operator defines the way
that the simplexes are connected into chailg:in
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Fig. 1. How the boundary operator defines the
way that simplexes are connected into chains.

When the boundary of lachain is zero one calls itlkacycle and we denote the-
module of allk-cycles byZy(M; R). For instance, if one decomposes a loopimto a
finite sum of curve segments then one can easily seeithilas a vanishing boundary,
since all pairs of endpoints appear twice, and with opps&ins.

Similarly, when ak-chain is the boundary of somé&+()-chain one calls it &-
boundaryand denotes the-module of allkk-boundaries b«(M; R). Clearly, from (2.6),
anyk-boundary is &-cycle; i.e.,.BiM; R) is a sub-module dy(M; R).

The topology oM enters the discussion when one asks wheth&ragitles inM are
k-boundaries, which bears heavily upon the idiosyncrasidheobperato® for M in
particular. The quotient modul(M; R) = Z(M; R) / B(M; R) is defined to the
homology R-modulef M in dimensionk. One can either think of its elements as the
translates oBy(M; R) by all non-boundind-cycles, or equivalence classeskefycles
under the equivalence relation ledmology In particular, twok-cyclescc andc” are
calledhomologousff they differ by the boundary of &{1)-chain:

Ck ~ C” Iff Ck — C’ = 0Cks1 for somecy:1 O Cir1(M: R). (2.7)

Whereas theR-modules Ci(M; R), Z(M; R), and B(M; R) will generally be
intractably high-dimensional, the homology modd|éM; R) has a generator for eadk “
dimensional hole” inM, loosely speaking. When the coefficient ring Rs(more
generally: a principal ideal domain) there are no tor&mmors inH(M; R) and it is a
vector space with a basis element for each of theeafentioned-holes. For example,
the punctured plan&* — {0} has any loop that encircles the origin — or rathes,
homology class as the generator éf;(M; R), which is then one-dimensional.

Since modern physics occasionally considers the watytdipologically inequivalent
manifolds can sometimes be interpolated by manifoldsnef higher dimension — i.e.,
cobordisms — it is illuminating to show that the comstions of cobordism merely
generalize the constructions of homology to the caseaemie objects that are being
interpolated are not necessarily all contained in tlmesgpace. Hence, in Fig. 2, we
illustrate the way that the widely discussed “trousenifoéd” that connects a single loop
to two disjoint loops by way of its boundary compones st as well represent a 2-
chain whose boundary is the difference between twoclegy In other words, twk-
cycles are homologous if there iskal-chain that interpolates them as boundary



components in essentially the same way that coboraiesito do with closed manifolds,
instead ofk-cycles. We leave it to the reader to elaborate erd#tails of labeling the
four vertices, eight edges, and four faces, and definingothumdary operator — i.e.,
defining the identifications of edges and vertices — thdientlais rigorous.

Fig. 2. The representation of the trouser manifold lasnaology
(.e., a 2-chairt,) between the 1-cycles andz + Z' .

Since we shall be making use of homotopies of chainsmale a few remarks
apropos of that objective. It is straightforward e shat when twdk-chains are
homotopic they will also be homologous. We note thatitomotopy of chains resolves
to a formal linear combination of homotopies of simpteaad examine the way that a
homotopy of a twdk-cycles produces a homology, namelk+a-chain whose boundary
is the difference of the twiocycles. One simply notes thatdf, o : 1X — M are twok-
simplexes then a homotopy from one to the other isngirmious maps..: | x 1 - M
such thata.1(0, X) = a(X) and a+1(1, X) = ogi(X). Hence,dck+1 is ak+l-simplex whose
boundary containgrk — ¢, plus all of the lateral faces. What you have emvince
yourself of (or simply look it up) is that when you putdthek-simplexes together into
two k-cycles the lateral faces of the connectird-simplexes cancel out.

The converse statement that homologddsycles must be homotopic is not
necessarily true, since homology is essentially aarser’ level of equivalence than
homotopy. In Fig. 3, we illustrate the manner by whidhaycle in the doubly punctured
plane— namely, the sum + z of two circles that enclose one point, but not therothe
can be homologous to the 1-cyelg without being homotopic. The reason that this does
not contradict the Hurewicz isomorphism theorem is thatfundamental groum(R? —
{a, b}) of the doubly punctured plane is the free group on two géoes*, which is non-
Abelian. One must then use the AbelianizatiomaR? — {a, b}), which is then a free
Abelian group on two generators to obtain the isomorphiitimH;(R? — {a, b}). As an
example of a product in the free group that does not coeymansider the figure eight
that is composed of two circles that intersect atiatp The order in which one describes
one circle and then the other will determine two non-ttojpic figure eights, but one can
see that they are still homologous to the gumz?.

* For a discussion of these matters, see Ma&gey |



In generalR? minus a finite set of points will have a fundamentalugrthat is a free
group with one generator for each point (i.e., some &opnd it and none of the others)
and the corresponding homology module in dimension ohdo&iree Abelian with one
generator for each point, as well. When one god¥'twith n > 2 the difference is that
removing a point creates a “hole” in dimension 1.

203

Fig. 3. How non-homotopic cycles can still be homologyo

The particular case of a homotopy of chains that lvedl e most concerned with is
that of adeformation retraction If A is a subspace of a topological spxcandi: A - X
is the inclusion map then a deformation retractioX od A is a mapr: X — A such that
the composition [1: X — X is homotopic to the identity od. The subspaca is then
called adeformation retracof X. If one prefers to think of homotopies as things that
take maps to maps then one must regard a deformatiocti@tras a homotopy from the
identity map ofX to the inclusion oA in X; this is more useful when the spaéeandA
are defined by the carriers of two simplexes, for irc#an

Although a deformation retraction is weaker than a lopyequivalence, for which
the other map i : A -~ A would also have to be homotopic to the identityAn
nevertheless, the induced map in homotopy — hence, inlbgyneis an isomorphism in
either case.

If A consists of a single point then the deformation céitra is acontractionof X
onto A. In such a case the homotopy groups are all triviehgawith the homology
groups, except for dimension 0, which is cyclic with oneegator.

A simple example of a deformation retraction thatshell use is the retraction Bf
onto thez-axis, which amounts to first factoriiRf’ into R? x R*, and then contracting the
R? factor to the origin by the radial contraction thaswiascribed above. Similarly, one
can retractR® onto thexy-plane by contracting the-axis to the origin. Although the
homology is trivial in any of these cases, we shalkegaly be more concerned with the
retraction of subspaces, anyway. For instance, onenonly retracts extended charge,
mass, or current distributions on balls, tubes, and sdaksnnuli, to distributions on
points, curves, and surfaces, respectively. Hencehalesse deformation retraction as
a tool for eliminating the “homologically superfluoushwnsions in our field models.



10

2.2 Singular and de Rham cohomology

SinceR is a field, we can simply characteritf(M; R) as the dual space to the
vector spaceél(M; R); for more general rings, suchAasone must take the direct sum of
this R-module with a torsion summand.

One can first define a differentiable singular cubanchainto be a linear functional
onk-chains. However, one must keep in mind that since théneditg of any basis for
C«M; R) equals the cardinality of the set &fsimplexes — i.e., it is potentially
uncountably infinite — defining an isomorphism@{M; R) andC*M; R) = Ci(M; R)"
will not always be canonical. However, one carleast define a useful linear injection
by means of the map that takes dagimplex ok to its correspondingharacteristic
functional &, which is defined by:

1 if o,=0,

) (2.8)
0 otherwise

Uk(a’k)={

Hence, ank-chainc = a dk; corresponds to thecochainc® =X a;d; .

We now introduce a common notation from homologytienamely the bracket
that pairs a linear functional, such @s and a vector, such @S with the scalar that
equals the value of the functional when applied to tiotove

<,>C{M;R)xC(M;R) - R, (cc) —<c ae=cc). (2.9)

One can define theoboundaryoperatord on cochains by a generalized “Stokes
theorem” construction:

<50k, Ck+1> = <0k, 0C+1> for allck1 0 Cus1(M; R) . (2.10)

Given this coboundary operator, one immediately defirmeyates, coboundaries,
cohomologous cocycles, and the cohomology vector sp#i¢es R) = Z(M; R) / BY(M;
R), in the obvious way.

In order to make the transition to de Rham cohomoldiggct, note that since the
spaceM that we are dealing with is a differentiable manifold,which we can integrate
k-forms overk-chains, we can associate a linear functionalCgiM; R) with everyk-
form a, namely:

<a,c>=| Q. (2.11)

G

Not every linear functional oG (M; R) can be so represented, and, in particular, the
evaluation functionals cannot. Of course, the nontemiiskernel of the evaluation
functional is what physics and mathematical analysssahaays defined to be tiigirac
delta function a fact that will clearly be useful to recall whes discuss charge and
charge densities.
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If /\k(M) represents the vector space of exterior differektfarms onM then we call
the vector spacg{(M) of closedk-forms the space afe Rham k-cocycleand the vector
spaceZ‘(M) of exactk-forms the space afe Rham k-coboundariesThe quotient vector
spaceH (M) = Z(M) / B(M) is then called thele Rham cohomologyector space in

dimensionk. Its elements are equivalence classes of closed tloait differ by an exact
form. The gist of de Rham’s theorem, at least in ghesent context of differential

singular cubic homology, is then tha}.(M)is isomorphic toH"M; R) — i.e., the

differentiable singular cubic cohomology with real cmédints— for each dimensiok.
The main steps in the proof come from Stokes’s theondran given the form:

<a, 0C1> = <da, C1> (2.12)

and the Poincaré lemma. This shows that the opertmdo are, in a sense, adjoint to
each other with respect to the given bilinear pairing.

For the sake of completeness, we point out thak-ttteinc.1 also defines a linear
functional on the vector spade{(M) of k-forms onM by way of the pairing (2.11).
These linear functionals oK‘(M) are what de Rhan@] referred to asurrents although
we shall not use this approach in the present studyffdct ethey represent elements of
C«(M; R) by elements of the dual spacettM), which is itself the dual space A(M).

In a later section, we shall see that on an or@atmanifold one can define a “de Rham
homology” overA«(M) more directly than by means of elements of the déi@ dual
space.

2.3 Poincaré duality

The introduction of a volume element &h into the field theory is very immediately
related to the homology of the source complex since camnot define a divergence
operator without one and the divergence plays a key irolthe context of source
currents. Since it is not universally acknowledged tha¢ can define a divergence
operator fork-vector fields on an orientable manifold without neediagintroduce a
metric or that the resulting operator allows one toingefa real homology that is
essentially dual to the de Rham cohomology — minusitigestructure — we shall briefly
summarize those constructions.

Let M be an orientable-dimensional differentiable manifold and lef1 A"(M) be a
unit-volume element of*(M); i.e., a non-zerm-form. In a local coordinate chart)(
x¥) the component expression fotakes the form:

g:dxlA...Adw:%a_,_jdw..wd%, (2.13)

in which &._; represents the completely anti-symmetric Levi-Civstgmbol with n
indices.

This unit-volume element of*(M) is associated with a corresponding unit-volume
elemente O Ay(M) onT(M), which is then a non-zemvector field onM that relates te&
by way of the defining property:
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£€) = 1. (2.14)

The local component form &fis then:
_ 1
€=0."...0n= Hél ai/\...aj. (2.15)

An immediate consequence of the existences @nd € is the existence of the
isomorphisms oPoincaré duality:

#: A(M) - A"¥(M), a > iag (2.16a)
#1AM) = Ansd(M), aiea. (2.16b)

(In these expressions, we intend that the combinatiomuwitivectors and differential
forms is by the interior product.) The local expressionshe components are:

1
(#a)u.v= E a“’ Ek.A..v s (2.17a)

#'a),., = % iy M (2.17b)

These isomorphisms are actually of projective geometrigin since one can use
decomposablek-vector fields and decomposabkeforms to represenk-dimensional
vector subspaces &", either directly or by way of their annihilating subsmacd his
sort of duality says essentially that the sawm@ane inR" can either be represented
directly by a decomposablevector or indirectly by the annihilating subspace ohak
form.

It is important to point out that although the # map Isear isomorphism of vector
spaces, it is not actually an isomorphism of exterigeladas since #(* b) is an ( —k
—1)-form, whereas &” #b is a (2 —k — |)-form.

2.4 De Rham homology

When one has an orientable, oriented maniiél&ith a chosen unit-volume element
£ one can use Poincaré duality and the exterior derevaperator on differential forms
to define a divergence operator on multivector fields giesieralizes both the divergence
operator on vector fields that one first encounters/ector calculus, as well as the
codifferential operator on differential forms that osefines by means of the Hodge
duality operator. In particular, the divergence operatdk-(M) - A«_1(M) is defined
by:

o= #d# . (2.18)

It is a linear operator with the property:
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F=0, (2.19)

and its local expression in terms of the componenectov fieldv = v 0, is the classical
one:

ov¥
=—. 2.20
ox" ( )

One defines &-vectora to be ade Rhank-cycleif it has zero divergence andda
Rhamk-boundaryif it is the divergence of somé& ¢ 1)-vector. If we denote the vector
space of de Rhark-cycles byZ(M) and the vector space of de Rh&fhoundaries by

B«(M) then we can define the quotient vector spE¢&(M) = Z(M) / Bi(M) to be thede

Rham homologyector space df1 in dimensiork. It follows from Poincaré duality and
de Rham’s theorem that this vector space is isomorphicetk” differentiable singular
cubic homology module when one uses the real numbeon®s coefficient ring. As an
aid to one’s intuition, one might consider that ifeoregards a differentiable singular
cubic k-chain o« as a restriction of &-dimensional submanifold iM then thek-
dimensional tangent space ta can be represented by an equivalence class of
decomposablé&-vector fields with compact support under multiplication dyscalar
function onM.

Unlike the exterior derivative operator, the divergermgeerator is not an anti-
derivation; i.e., one does not hadka * b) = & b + (-1’ a” b, since # is not an
isomorphism of exterior algebras. Hence, the extguioduct does not “descend to
homology” to define a ring structure bXf*(M), as one obtains for de Rham

cohomology.

However, one should keep in mind that the vector sgékf of vector fields oriv
has a Lie algebra defined over it, and the divergence topel@es have the property that
the Lie bracket of two 1-cycles is a 1-cycle; iie.gv = 0 anddw = 0 thendv, w] = 0.
Hence, the 1-cycles or conserved currents on M form a Lie subalgebra of(M).
Indeed, such vector fields are simply the infinitesimahayators of local volume-
preserving diffeomorphisms d¥l, and the global volume-preserving diffeomorphisms
form a Lie group. Although the Lie algebra X¥(M) can be extended to a non-trivial Lie
algebra onA«(M) °, whether this Lie algebra descends to homology toneledi Lie
algebra orH«(M; R) is not entirely clear to the author .

3 Topological field theories

3.1 Charge, flux, and current

Customarily, one associates charge with a region ofespéher by way of a charge
density function that is defined on the region or a tobalrge that is contained in the

® See the paper of Tulczyjew][ which draws upon the work of Schout@dnd Nijenhuis 9] on bilinear
concomitants.
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region. If we restrict ourselves to regions of spet can be described by the carrier of
a differentiable singulak-chaincy then if the association of total charQewith chains is
assumed to be linear, we can characte@zes a differentiable singular culdiecochain,
and write its value when applied t&-&hainc, as eitheiQ[c] or <Q, ¢>.

In order to resolve this linear functional kithains into an integral functional, one
must define &-form p that serves as theharge densityk-form for the functionalQ
because, by definition:

QAed=|. o (3.1)

When thek-form p is closed, the cochai@[] will be vanish on anyk-boundary, which
will make it a cocycle. Furthermore, gfis exact therQ[] will vanish on anyk-cycle,
which will make it a coboundary.

One can use the total charge functional to define d tbgek-chain Qx that
corresponds to any = X & ¢, by way of:

Q=2 a Q[ok,] ok, (3.2)

In other words, we are multiplying each comporiesimplex by the total charge that is
distributed over it.

One can even apply this construction in the case where¢otal charge functional
does not have a differential form as a kernel, such dsmear combination of
characteristic functions for a finite set lesimplexes. In particular, a set Bf point
charges€Q;, i =1, ...,Nwhose points are described Hycorresponding O-simplexes; ,

i =1, ...,N can be associated with either the total charge 0-chdo; , or the total
charge 0-cochai Q ¢?;, in whicho®; () = 4.

SupposéM is orientable, oriented, and given a choice of untiva element. If we
agree to call a vector field with vanishing divergence eonserved currenthen it is
natural to question the physical meaning of its PoincaréfuaSince it is am-1-form,
it can be integrated over a compact orientabie-dimensional submanifold &fl; more
to the point, it can be integrated over a differengiabhgular cubic—1-chainc,-1. In
physics, it is customary to identify the resulting number:

Dy[Cr1] = <V, Cr1> :L #v (3.3)

with the total flux of v throughc,-;1 . From the previous considerations, is natural to
identify then—1-form # with the flux densityof the vector fieldv. Hence, the linear
functional®,[] is ann—-1-cochain. Furthermore, if we assume thaas zero divergence,
then # is closed, and one has that the resulting lineartifuma ®,[] is a cocycle, since
it clearly vanishes wheaq,-1 is a boundary. Whew is the divergence of a bivectp,[]
will vanish whenevec,-; is a cycle, and,[] will be a coboundary.

One generally tends to think of a current, such asr&ettrrent, as something that is
represented by a divergenceless vector fielof the formpov on a spatial regio® of
compact support, whereis a density function (e.g., mass, charge, etc.y @mdv is a
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velocity vector field that describes the motion of thantity whose density is described
by p. Furthermore, although there is nothing to say thattineent is not flowing in an
inhomogeneous region where the conductance varies framh feopoint in such a way
thatJ is not spatially constant, nevertheless, the casecofrent whose magnitude does
not vary spatially is also very physically meaningfugnly as the ideal case of a perfect
conductor.

Furthermore, the suppo® of a current might takes the form of a network — often,
just a loop- with a finite number of branchés i = 1, ...,N and vertices;, j = 1, ....,M,
and an incidence law that associates them; i.ediménsional simplicial complek

If the currentl; in the branchb; is constant along the branch then one can give
physical meaning to the formal produds. Since stable currents flow only in loops, one
can also specify that this complex be closed. Hetieeset &, | = 1, ..., L} of all
elementary loops (i.e., not the sum of simpler loogsit can be formed from the
branches of the network define a set of generatorZ:{&; R). Moreover, since one
generally presumes that none of the loops bound anydimvensional region of space
that can still be described as belonging to the soui@e,—= 0 — one then also has that
the set &, 1 =1, ...,L} represents a set of generatorsHa(S; R). One must notice that,
from a physical standpoint, the assumption that theatashofG that are bounded by
loops inS do not contribute to the source current breaks down wihenre are time-
varying magnetic fields present.

Physically, charge and current are related concept® simcent is a time rate of flow
of charge. One associates a cha@@) — which we regard as a differentiable time-
varying function- with each vertex; by defining the total charge 0-cocy€gV, where

V is thej™ member of the reciprocal basis ©XS; R) that is defined by/(v;) =5, . One

associates a curremt — which need only be a constant real number, for theepres
purposes- with each branch; by forming the total current 1-cochain b', whereb' is
the reciprocal basis to, along with the total current 1-chain:

Itot:zljbj . (34)
i

One notes that the (singular) cobounddryof the vertex/ is:

o :Za;bi , (3.5)

where the “incidence matri>el*j is defined by:

+1 if db, =4V

. (3.6)
0 otherwise

a = V(ob) :{

® For an illuminating application of 1-dimensional homglag electric circuit theory, see Lefschetld]f
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With these notations, we see that Kirchhoff's lawcofrents, which is equivalent to the
conservation of charge, takes the purely cohomologicai:f

Cij_?: <, lo> = <V, Ao, (3.7)

which gives the signed sum of the currents from thendires that have/ as one
endpoint, and when the charge at any vertex is constaimne, the statement that the
sum of the currents at that vertex is zero take$otime:

0= <d/j, Itot> = <Vj, 6|t0t> . (38)

Hence, since this is true for alithe 1-chair: is a 1-cycle.

We note, in passing, that this methodology can be appliectly to a system of
masses coupled by forces. If linear momentum playsolbeof charge and force the role
of current then the analogue of Kirchhoff's law of catré3.7) is Newton’s second law
of motion, while (3.8) describes the equilibrium stdtéhe system.

For the sake of completeness, we point out thatefassociates a differentiable time-
varying potential functionvV(t) to each vertex and a potential different to each
branch in a similar way then Kirchhoff's law of vajes, which is equivalent to
conservation of energy, takes the form:

% = <AVior, 96> = <AVier, G (3.9)

in which — by abuse of notationc, is a 1-chain. When the total energy is conserved,
one sees that the sum of the potential differencasdrany loop is zero; i.&AVie is a 1-
cocycle.

3.2 Charge and flux quantization

So far, we have been concerned only with homology ahdroology with coefficients in

a field, namelyR. Since the electrical charge that is found in Natsirknown to be
reducible to a (generally very large) sum of elementheyges of magnitude e (unless
one includes quarks), one might prefer to regard any cl@m@e being of the forrde,
whereZ [0 Z . As we have been usify as a coefficient in various chains or cochains,
this suggests that at a fundamental level we should pyolpenlising coefficients in the
ring Z. This has advantages and disadvantages, since homuaitbgyteger coefficients

is richer in structure, because it can include torsiortofacthat disappear in real
homology, but such richness cannot usually be representedms of de Rham cycles or
cycles.

The fundamental question to both physics and topolog$inswhat sort of field
theory is a reduction frofR to Z canonical, in some sense?” One finds that generaly th
integrality of charges originates in homotopy considersti which then imply
corresponding consequences in homology or cohomology.
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Whenever one is evaluatingkecocycle over &-cycle that represents a simplicial
decomposition of a (diffeomorphic image of lasphere in a manifoldM, one must
always keep in mind that there might very well be moes thne homotopy class kf
spheres irM; i.e., one might haveg(M) # 0. In particular, one might havg(M) [0Z,
where one might think of the integer that gets assatiatdh each homotopy class as the
winding number of the map that takéso its image irM.

In such a situation — for instance, whdn= R® — {0}, which has the same homotopy
type asS — the chargd = <p, z> that is associated with the generam} ¢f 7z(M),
namely, the homotopy class that is associated withales on the character of a
fundamental charge, such that all of the other chargkdevinteger multiples of.
Since 7%(S) O Z for anyk > 0, this is the most common way of trying to introduce
integrality into modern field theories, such as gaugd fie¢ories.

One can even think in terms of quantized — i.e., discratarrents in some cases,
such as the current in a conducting loop that considistafns of a wire that carries a
currentl; i.e., aZ-cycle Nz would representN copies of a current loog and the
corresponding current cocycle would take the ft\im

3.3 Topological field theories

Ultimately, the objective of any field theory shouldtbeaccount for the coupling of the
information in a field source to the information in theld itself. When one examines
the motivating examples for the sort of field that shall a “topological field theory”,
such as electrostatics, one finds that the field eguédtr the field does not actually
involve the source distribution explicitly, and that tb& of the charge that is associated
with the field source is introduced only by way of theoaggtion of the total flux through
a surface with the total charge “contained” in the sexfaglthough this usually seems to
follow from Gauss’s law, one finds that on closepision of the Coulomb case, it does
not follow in this way because, for one thing, Gauss’s iawapplicable when the
surface does not bound, and for another, direct caéilenlahows that the divergence of
the field is zero. Hence, the step at which onetbetsolume integral of the divergence
equal to the total charge is incorrect. Since this isvagnt to the equatiodE = p, one
sees that this equation is itself misleading, even whensetsp = Q&. Hence, our
objective is to reconstruct the overall effect of thisapplication of Gauss’s law while
paying careful attention to the topological details.

For the time being, we simply assume that we haven-dimensional space or
spacetime manifolél, a closed subs& of M that we call the set ;ource pointsand
its open complemeri, which we call the set dield points This implies thaG will be
a submanifold oM of dimensiom. Furthermore, we assume ti@atis dense irM: i.e.,

M =G . This, and the fact th&=M - G, imply thatS represents all of the non-generic
limit points of the setG. Hence, every neighborhood of a source point willt@iona
field point.
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Along with the decomposition dfl into G andS, we associate two spacesa field
spacel (G) and a space ofource distributions$(S). What we will be defining as
topological field theorieare field theories in which:

a) The closed séb is the carrier of a differentiable singular cukicycle z.

b) The space of source distributiond§S; R).

c) The field space iBl"(G, R) for somem = k.

d) The coupling of one to the other takes the form af@ali isomorphism:

HYS; R) — H™(G, R). (3.10)

For the sake of physics, restricting oneself to socooeplexes that can be expressed
as homogeneous closed chains is not a severe restrisiime it at least includes the
common elementary examples. For instal&epay be as elementary as a finite set of
isolated points, which represents a zero-dimensiondg cgc perhaps a finite set of non-
intersecting closed curves, which then represents aliomeasional cycle. In the latter
case, we are including the possibility that the curvesecl‘at infinity,” so we are
assuming that the space in which the fields are defineithisr compact or compactified
by a point at infinity or a hyperplane at infinity. Thesgimply a different form of the
usual physical requirement that a physical field must vaatishfinity. Furthermore, one
might have two-dimensional source complexes, which eresent surface charge
distributions or wave discontinuity surfaces, and ewbree-dimensional source
complexes.

However, since finite chains can only describe compabspaces dfl, one must
either confine all of ones attention to compact retshms of non-compact global
constructions — such as infinitely-extended lines and planer use only compactified
M’s. In the case of line and plane sources, one musmber that regarding them as
infinitely extended was a simplifying assumption to begith since such things as real
world wires and capacitor plates are always finitehieir extent, so regarding them as
infinite is just a way of neglecting the inhomogeneiaésheir boundaries. We shall see
in a later section that generally the non-compact &sucan be treated as homologically
equivalent to corresponding compact sources.

In any event, by definition, a closed source comfabefines a homology clasS][J
Hi(S; R). Hence, the space of source distributions consfsédl possible total charge
functionals that can be applied to the point§Spi.e., to thek-simplexes that triangulate
it by way ofz. WhenS is more than zero-dimensional, these functionals eaatefined
by the restrictions of corresponding clodetbrms to'S, which then represent possible
charge densities.

It might seem that a topological field theory is dievof field equations in the usual
sense of systems of partial differential equations;eswe seem to be more concerned
with algebraic relationships between source cycles ayates and field cocycles.
However, one must remember that in order to find ld fieat represents a de Rhamn
cycle, one must find am-vector field whose divergence vanishes and to findld fieat

" At this point, we are being casual and heuristic in usage of the word “space” since what we are
thinking in terms of is a space of sections of sopera@priate fiber bundle, which might not be a vector
bundle, as in the case of some nonlinear field thedoigiswe will not use the spac#6S) andl'(G) any
further in the present study, anyway.
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represents a de Rhakacocycle, one must find &form whose exterior derivative
vanishes. Hence, the differential equations of oud tieéory might generally take either
the form:

=0 (3.11)
or the form:
de=0. (3.12)

3.4 Field/source duality

In this section, we deal with the fourth axiom that weoduced above, which has the
effect of coupling the total charge cocycle for a givenrse to associated total flux
cocycle for the field that it generates. This axiomegalizes the usual association that is
supposed to result from the misapplication of Gauss’sttasycles that do not bound.
Hence, we will have to reconstruct its basic effecof equating topological information
in the field to topological information in the soureéby hand,” so to speak.

One should observe that the association of cohomotdgsses with other such
classes is quite broad in its scope as far as physitabpretations is concerned. In
particular, one is not associating particular chargesitles with particular fields, at all,
but only large equivalence classes. For instance, ahalkediscuss later in more detail,
in the case of a single point sourceRhany total charge cocycle takes the foRfy],
whereQ O R and [35] is a generator for the one-dimensional vector sp8¢8; R), and
the total flux cocycle takes the for@{X], where® [0 R and [] is a generator for the
one-dimensional vector spaté(G; R). The field/source duality can then be defined by
the association o] with [Z].

Of course, there would be something unsatisfying and unconviraddogit our
substitute for the usual association of total flux andltoharge if it were merely aad
hoc prescription. Hence, we need to look into the possilitiat the field/source duality
isomorphism might have some deeper topological roots thanere coincidence of
generators.

First, we observe that something topologically ieséing can happen when one puts
fields and sources into complementary subspaces: thagsight have been elementary
when the two subspaces were together can become nah-tkikien the pieces are
separated. For instance, although is a contractible topological space, hence, its
homotopy and homology groups are trivial, the punctured pt@asea non-vanishing
fundamental group, as well as non-vanishing one-dimensidwanology and
cohomology, just as removing the origin froR gives it non-trivial homotopy and
homology in dimension zero. In general, removing thgimfromR" (n > 2) produces a
space that haS"™ as a deformation retract, which means that its fishb-trivial
homotopy group is in dimensiom-1, and by the Hurewicz isomorphism theorem (see
[1]), 77-2(S™) will be isomorphic toH"*(S"™). Moreover, they are both isomorphic to
Z, so they both have one generator. Note that sincpdiné that we removed has non-
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vanishing cohomology only in dimension zero, which is @&sonorphic toZ, we could
only expect to couple the generatoH3¢{0}; Z) to H"(R" — {0}; Z).

At an elementary level, one can always definecgcle that does not boundka1-
chain by starting with &+1-simplex and removing the interior. Similarly, whemeo
removes &+1-simplexdi.1 from R" one produces a topological space whose homology
module in dimensiork has a generating homology class that is representehyk-
sphere inR" that projects inward ontdd.; . Hence, although the generatorsHpM)
are often loosely referred to asdimensional holes in M” they are really more like th
boundaries of such things.

Furthermore, since any simplex is contractible toiatgbe space that is obtained by
removing g1 from R" is homologically equivalent (i.e., isomorphic) to thee that
obtained by removing the origin froR{'. Note that one could just as well have removed
the interior of am-simplex, since ultimately the effect on homologyswa introduce a
generator in dimensiom-1. We shall see that this is related to the factttheexternal
field of a spherically symmetric charge distributionhe tsame as the field of a point
charge.

In order relate the topological information in thans® complex to the topological
information in the field complex, what we need to fisca natural way of bridging the
gap that we create by separating the source points frerfield points. As a heuristic
motivation, consider that in the example of the punduylane the unit circle can be
represented by a 1-cycle eitheH(R?, R) or in H1(G, R), but sinceH1(R? R) = 0, it is
a boundary irR? namely, the boundary of the unit disc about the mrigiough it is not
a boundary iIrG, the punctured plane, since the region inside the unitesph@o longer
a 2-chain because it is not compact.

Supposes has non-vanishing homology in dimenslonWe then define k-cycle z
0 Z«(G; R) to be gpartial k-boundaryif it is a boundary irM, but it is not a boundary in
G. The partial boundaries define a vector subspa@e(Gf R) that we denote b¥i(G;
R). Our ongoing example of the unit circle in the punaykne would be an example
of a partial 1-boundary.

Let z be a partiak-boundary inG that bounds &+1-chainc:1 0 Z:1(M; R) that has
an mcycle z,, 0 Zy(S; R) as a deformation retract. If the deformation ctoa that
takescy+1 t0 zy, is denoted by then we can describe this scenario by the following&et
maps:

z <0 ¢, O z,

For examplez could be the unit sphere R®, c.1, the closed unit ball that it bounds,
andz,, the origin. We shall calllat1-chain such as.1 aconnecting k1-chain.

When such a connecting chain exists, one has aniasso of partiak-boundaries in
Z+(G; R) with m-cycles inZ«(S; R). Since that induces a corresponding homomorphism
of Hy(S; R) into H(G; R), the key issue to address next is when that homonsonpisi
an isomorphism. Clearly, this is the case only if evaoynology class iH(G; R)
contains a partial boundary. Moreover, there mush leennecting+1-chain between
every generator ofl(G; R) and some generator bf(S; R) in an invertible manner.
Since the general problem of finding connecting chains appeéesopen-ended at this
point, in this study, we shall content ourselves to deaisg them for specialized
situations.
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Given an isomorphism ¢f Hn(S; R) - H(G; R), in order to define an isomorphism
of H™(S; R) with H{G; R), one need only pull back the linear functionald(G; R) to
linear functionals ot™(S; R) by way off; i.e.,f*: HG; R) - H™(S; R) is the desired
isomorphism.

If we wish to take a direct route frolf(G; R) to H™(S; R), we need to first define a
partial coboundaryto be a reak-cocycleZ* in M such that it is a coboundary ki{(M;
R), but not inHYG; R). A connecting cochain for a partial bounddhy] HY(G; R) and
anm-cocycleZ" 0 H™(S; R) is ak-1-cochainc* 0O H*(M; R) such that* = &** and
there is a deformation retraction fraffi* to 2".

3.5 Equivalent field/source configurations

Since the fundamental level at which we are couplingcssuto fields is the level at
which we are coupling the total flux cocycle that isoassted with a field with the total
charge cocycle that is associated with its sources ireasonable to define two
sourceffield configurations as being equivalent when the tiual cocycle for an
analogous field is associated with the total charge ¢tedgc the analogous source. In
other words, ifg is a closed flux densit-form onG whose total fluxk-cocycle is®|.]
andpis a closed charge densityform onS whose total chargercocycle isQ/.] then
under an association giwith a closek-form ¢ onG' andp with a closedn-form g on
S', if ®y[.] is associated witlQ/[.] to begin with, one must have thé@l,[.] is associated
with Q,[.] as a consequence.

Some equivalences are automatic, as consequences ugehef cohomology. For
instance, two homeomorphic source cydgsnd z, — i.e., their carriers- will also be

homotopically and homologically equivalent. Hence, axe not really concerned with
the locations of the source pointsMh or the overall geometrical shape of the source
cycle.

Furthermore, since field/source duality only associaté®mology classes, and not
their representative cocycles, another automatic atgnee is that cohomologous field
k-forms will define the same cohomology class, andlariy for cohomologous charge
densities.

Physically, what we are introducing in the form of ludmgous source complexes
includes the freedom to translate and deform the sourcplernm a fairly general way
without altering anything fundamental in the definition of fleld theory. However, one
must keep in mind that, in reality, physical field thesreventually have to introduce
more rigid sort of geometrical considerations, and bnés that the solution of the
electrostatic potential for a spherical boundary esnputationally simpler than the
solution of the same problem for an ellipsoidal boundaven if the two boundaries are
homologous. However, looking at that same situatiotihénreverse order, one realizes
that homology classes of field theories might somesimcontain “canonical”
representatives that are more elementary, in somegalflysuseful sense, as with the
diagonalization of matrices or the representation ofngeof singularities by low degree
polynomials. This would seem to be a fundamental proloietapological field theory:
to find the canonical elementary field theory that espnts a class of more elaborate
ones.
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A form of topological equivalence that is less autaendihan those implied by
homology is when the result of a transformatiorpace is to produce a space of lower
dimension, such as a deformation retraction onto spsaude. Indeed, in some of the
elementary cases of field sources, it is necessgpgtiorm such a retraction — usually a
projection — in order for the source distribution to béngel by a cocycle. In such a
case, since the homotopy type of the space does not claamaghus, the homology type
remains the same, as well, one is essentially eltmoahomotopically and
homologically superfluous non-compact dimensions by sucdmaformation.

Some common examples of extended source distributltatsone encounters in
elementary field theory are lines, planes, solid tulssd balls, all of which are
contractible to a point. However, one should rementbealso perform the same
transformation on the rest of the spateas well. In particular, one needs to transform
G and its cocycles.

For instance, if the source is a lineRA (say, thez-axis) and the field it produces is a
radial vector field, so its total flux cocycle woube a 2-form, then the projection &f
onto thexy-plane is a deformation retraction (in a trivial wélyat takes the source line to
a point and all cylinders that are coaxial with the solineto concentric circles about
the origin. Note that it is essential that the digilroduced by the line source be
projectable onto they-plane, which is really a statement about its symyneimmely, its
radial projection on the-axis must vanish. Hence, a line source and cylindrically
symmetric field inR® are equivalent to a point source in the plane witragially
symmetric field. The advantage of the latter repradem is that by eliminating the
noncompact dimension, we have reduced our source tola (@ayaimension zero) and
our total flux functional to a cocycle (in dimensiorepn Indeed, before the reduction the
total charge on the line and total flux through a coaxishder diverged.

When one has a plane sourc&h(say,yzplane), one can contract it to the origin by
a projection onto thg-axis. As long as the vector field it produces is prajelet— i.e., it
is parallel to thex-axis at every point — this source/field configurationgsiealent to a
point source at the origin of the real line and awefi¢ld on it.

We illustrate the equivalent configurations for limelalane sources iR® in Figure

4, in which the field is denoted Iy
E() <~ / —
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Figure 4. Equivalent field/source configurations for line alade sources iR>,

4 Physical examples

4.1 Static electric fields



23

Of course, this class of fields includes the canonicaingia that motivated a lot of the
abstractions that were made above, namely, the cdotcal vector field oR®:

E(r, @ 6 :%Tga (4.1)

rz2- "’

in whichQ is a real number that we assume to represent aesoliacge or mass,is the
Euclidian distance of the chosen pointg ) from the origin [= ¥ + y* + )3, andd,
= d/0r is the radial unit vector field.

The first thing to observe is that the field is nofirge at the origin, so the carrier of
our singularity comple)s is simply {0} and our generic point s& is R® — {0}. Of
courseS has non-trivial de Rham cohomology only in dimensieroznamelyH%(S; R)
= R; we shall denote the 0-cocycle that generaf%S; R) by &, and the general element
of HY(S; R) then takes the for®&, whereQ O R. As a linear functional on 0-cycled,
takes the basic 0-cycl®, which takes 0 to {0}, to 1.

SinceG hasS as a deformation retract, it will have non-trivial @eam cohomology
in dimension two, namel4*(G; R) = R. We use the volume element on the unit sphere:

& =sing dp” dg, (4.2)

as a typical representative closed 2-form for the geimgr de Rham cohomology class in
H%G; R); i.e., a basis vector for the vector space. Theciatsal linear functional on 2-
cycles takes a 2-cycle to its volume when one gses

ﬁM:L%. (4.3)

In order to define the source/field duality isomorphistwkenH%(S; R) andH%(G;

R), we could simply associa# with & and extend by linearity, but we prefer to induce
the isomorphism by way of a connecting 3-chai€i(R? R).

Let B(R) be the closed ball of radil® about the origin. It can be represented as a
differentiable singular cubic 3-simplex R® whose boundary is a 2-cycle kf(G; R),
and which is contractible to the 0-cyadg Hence,B(R) will serve as a connecting 3-
chain between the sphere of radiRi€entered at {0} and {0} itself. Next, we need to
show how that will imply the association of the tdtak 2-cocyclede O H*(G; R) with
the total charge 0-cycl®d O H(S; R).

In order to compute the total flux & over d0B(R), we first specify the volume
element orR® — {0} in spherical coordinates (g 6):

&=r’sin@ dr”dg" df (4.4)
S0 we obtain, from Poincaré duality:

#E = Q sin 8 dp” dé, (4.5)
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and the total flux oE over the boundary sphere becomes:

P[AB(R)] = j HE=Q. (4.6)

0B(R)
Since we also have:

Q¥ (&) =Q, (4.7)

we clearly have the desired equality of total flux throdlgé 2-sphere with the total
charge at the source point.
When we take exterior derivative dE #we get zero:

O#E = Qcos@df "dp"dd =0. (4.8)

Hence, £ is a closed 2-form os; i.e., a de Rham 2-cocycle. One also has, as a
consequence:

E=0, (4.9)

which says thakE is a de Rham homology 1-cycle.

Actually, equation (4.9) is not sufficient to define thector E, since Helmholtz’s
theorem, which is really a corollary to the Hodge deomosition theorem, says that any
vector field on a Riemannian manifold can be decomposedaistdenoidal part, which
would satisfy (4.9), and an irrotational part. In ordemke this last condition precise,
one must assume that the spatial manifol@®-~in this case — is given a Riemannian
metricg. Although relativistic electrodynamics would usually relgsmch a construction
a projected artifact of the assumption of a Lorentziancture on the spacetime manifold
M, if one takes the “pre-metric” view of electromagnetisvhich we discuss below, the
spatial Riemannian structure is the real part of a conighogonal structure of\*(M)
that is due to the electromagnetic constitutive progedf spacetime.

Such a metric gives one an isomorphismr®®) with T'(R®), which can also be
regarded as an isomorphism/ef(R®) with AY(R®) that takes the vector fielf to the 1-
form

E =igg, (4.10)
which is assumed to satisfy:
dE=0. (4.11)

Hence, one assumes that the isomorphisngthafines also takes the de Rham 1-c¥cle
to the de Rham 1-cocycke

When one considers static electric fields that aretdume sources, plane sources,
and solid sources, one must consider that often the emyuas defined, are not
representable as chains, much less cycles. For instafine inR" or even an open line
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segment of finite length is not a 1-chain, and aglanan open plane segment of finite
area is not a 2-chain. Closing the finite regions witbpoints or boundaries would make
the regions expressible as chains, but not cycles.cejleme must look for equivalent
field/source configurations for which the field is a cocyala the source is a cycle;
indeed, this is really what one is taught to do at themexeary level.

For the line source, one uses the cylindrical symmetrythe field/source

configuration to define the predictable deformation retactif R* to R? by projecting
onto thexy-plane. (Of course, we assume that the line souraleng thez-axis.) If we
call the projectiorr and refer to the inclusion d? in R® as §, y, 0) byi then the
homotopy that takes the identity mapitr is contraction along theaxis: &, y, 2) —
(X, y,s2,s]0, 1]. The line source then contracts to a point so4f@} at the origin —
i.e., a 0-cycle — and the vector fididprojects to its restriction oR* — {0}. In these
expressionsd is the linear charge density and we had to assumettieatd the radial
symmetry about the-axis that made it projectable onto theplane.

Hence, the equivalent field source configuration is atpeource of chargé at the
origin and a vector fieldE that is defined oG = R? — {0}, so the situation is similar to
the point charge iRR®, except for the dimension. The total charge 0-cod@ctedd and
the total flux 1-cyclebe associated witk is represented by the closed 1-form:

HE = idH. (4.12)
217

Any circle of radiug that is centered at the origin will serve as a ab#iboundary
2 in G, such that the closed disc of radiuat it bounds ifR® is the connecting 3-chain
in R® that is contractible to the source O-cycle. Equatiegvitue ofP: when evaluated
onz with the value of) when evaluated o0& gives a I¥ dependency for the resultifg
field:
A 0

E(r, :ﬁa—r (4.13)

In the case of the plane source (we useg/thEane for specificity) of constant surface
charge density; one uses symmetry to projectR® - R, (x, y, 2 — (x, 0, 0), so the
homotopy from the identity oR®toi [ takes X, y, 2) to (x, sy, s2), sO [0, 1].

The equivalent field/source configuration is then a soofcharges at {0} onR and
anE field that is defined o = R — {0}. Hence, the total charge 0-cocycle is simply
o and the total flux 1-cycle associated wttis represented by the closed O-form:

HE=0. (4.14)

The partial boundaries R — {0} that one uses are “0-spheres of radigentered at
{0},” namely the pairs of points at r. The connecting 1-chain R is the closed interval
[-r, +r]. Since there are two points in the partial boundduey resultinge field is:
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+ x>0
- x<0'

E(X) :i%%, sgnE) :{

(4.15)
Note that in this case, the singularity at {0} takes tbemf of a finite jump
discontinuity, instead of a pole.

4.2 Static magnetic fields

There are some fundamental differences betwee staijnetic fields and static electric
fields:

a. Although a transient magnetic field can have an “opeuit’ for a circuit, a
stable magnetic field must have a constant current $mugce, which can only exist in a
conducting loop; i.e., the source comp@xmust be a 1-cycle =14, in which we are
representing the current in the loop by the real nurhbed & [0 Hi(S; R), which is the
“fundamental 1-cycle” that represents the orientatbthe loop in singular homology,
just as a choice of non-zero tangent vector field woutte Rham homology.

b. The magnetic field strength is most directly repréed as a covector field] i.e.,

a 1-cochairB O CY(G; R), instead of a vector field. This is due to the faet the form
of Stokes’s theorem that one uses is the two-dimeakidmpeérian form, so the
fundamental integral involves a 1-form Gnand a 1-cycle; in G, namely:

<B, z,> :L B, (4.16)

which one calls thenagnetomotive forc®(mmf) around z instead of the total flux of a
vector field through a surface.

c. SinceB is a 1-form, the conventional equation that couBlegth I, namely,dB =
4#l, involvesd directly, notd, and also suggests tHatdoes not define a cohomology
class when #0. However, we are confronting a variation of the sitwmain the previous
section, because when one (naively) applies Ampeagistd B and| whenz = 0D,
where the 2-chaib; is a disc of radius in R® that J; intersects transversely:

<B, dD2> = <dB, D> = <#, D> =<', 1> =1, (4.17)

one finds that the resulting magnetic field (whendberce current loop has a sufficiently
large radius compared td has the form:

I I
B(r) =——ds=—4d@&, 4.18
) 27 21T ( )

in whichds=r d&is the arc-length 1-form. This gives:

dB=0. (4.19)

8 The use of the word “force” is actually a misnonsémce the units of the quantity are work done per unit
magnetic “charge.”
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Hence, sinc®(r) is not defined at the centerDf, Stokes’s theorem is inapplicable,
and the association ofB<dD,> with | in (4.17) is by definition, not by consequence.
Basically, we are back to the previous situation far ¢lectric field of a line source,
except that the 1-cocycR is tangent to the boundary Bt , not normal, and the source
is the O-cycle that is defined by intersectiordpwith D, , not a contraction od.

4.3 Dynamic fields and inductive couplings
In this section, we are really addressing a situatiomnvfoch the machinery that we have
been developing for topological field theories is no loragglicable, because the source
of one field does not have a cycle for its carriart & chaincc with boundary. In
particular, the source of one fiettl_; 0 A**(dcy) defined ordc, will be a function of the

other field 4 O /\k(ck) that is defined ow. The level at which they are coupled is their
evaluations:

<Qk-1, 0Ck > = F(<L, C>). (4.20)
Of course, in this case Stokes’s theorem applies, stawalso say that:

<ddi-1, &k > =F(<f, Cc>). (4.21)
and if this is true for alt then we can say that:

daw-1 = F1(&) (4.22)
for some other functioR’. Hence, we see that tkel-form ai-; is generally not closed,
and therefore will not define a de Rham cohomology clagsonly ak—1-cochain.

Of course, the motivating examples for the presetdatson are defined by

electromagnetic induction. Faraday’s law couples thetrekotive force around a

(bounding) 1-cycley = dc; in R® to the time derivative of the total magnetic fluxaihgh
Co.

<E, 0c,> = <dE, ¢,> = —% <B, c,> . (4.23)

Conversely, Maxwell's law of induction couples the magmettive force around; to
the time derivative of the total electric flux through

<B, 0c,> = <dB, ¢,> = +% <E, c,>. (4.24)

Note the differing signs between (4.23) and (4.24); without thisre would be no
electromagnetic waves.
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4.4 Topological electromagnetism

So far, we have considered three-or-less-dimensionakspa which static electric and
magnetic fields were defined, and then suggested that tppalonethods broke down
for time-varying fields due to the non-conservation adrgg in the loops; i.e., the fact
that they bounded 2-chains through which time-varying fieldet were defined. This is
not entirely accurate, since the restriction to disien three or less is a sign of
incompleteness in the model, as far as relativiséicteddynamics is concerned.

If we go to the four-dimensional spacetifdethat relativity suggests then we can
reformulate the problem of sourceffield duality quite symplAlthough the usual
relativistic formulation of electromagnetism uset@entzian structure on the tangent
bundleT(M), since we are discussing topological electromagmetive shall regard the
reduction of the bundle of linear frames to the bundfeLorentzian frames as a
consequence of the electromagnetic structure of spageatwh a prerequisite for it.

This is in the spirit of pre-metric electromagnetié&re [1-13]), in which a more
fundamental role is played by the introduction of a ualtsne element O A%M) on
T(M), which we naturally assume to be orientable, andnaati electromagnetic
constitutive lawix: A% (M) — Ax(M). This represents a field of isomorphisms from 2-
forms at each point dfl to bivectors at the same point. When one composae the
isomorphisms with the Poincaré duality isomorphisth#M) — A%(M) that comes from
& one gets an automorphism/{(M) that, by hypothesis, differs from an automorphism
* of A»(M) that has the property *= — | only by a non-zero scalar multiple at each point.

The latter automorphism basically gives us what thelgdoduality isomorphism
would have given us if we had introduced a Lorentzian streichut only for 2-forms. It
also defines an almost-complex structure\3(M) that makes each fiber non-canonically
C-isomorphic toC3®. The group of linear transformations of fibers\6(M) that preserve
both the linear electromagnetic structure and the-ualitme element — hence, the
almost-complex structure — is isomorphiadb(3; C). The unit-volume element aii{M)
can be used to define a unit-volume elemenf\&iv), which then allows one to reduce
the group taSL(3; C). One can then useand * to define a complex orthogonal structure
onA%(M), which then allows a reduction 83; C), which is isomorphic to the identity
component of the Lorentz group, viz., the proper ortraobus Lorentz group. Hence,
oriented, time-oriented Lorentzian frames in the tahgeaces tdM are in one-to-one
correspondence with oriented complex orthogonal 3-framése fibers ofA%(M). This
is basically the point at which pre-metric electromaignerejoins the metric version.

Hence, we assume that our four-dimensional spacéfirhas a unit-volume element
gon its tangent bundle and an almost-complex structuiesdundle of 2-forms. As far
as topological things are concerned, it is more diyeceful to define isomorphisms on
the exterior algebras ovef(M) and T*(M) themselves, rather than start with
isomorphisms off(M) andT*(M) and then induce isomorphisms in the tensor algebra, as
is usually done in metric differential geometry.

The kind of differential geometry that deals with thandle of 2-forms as
fundamental, rather the tangent bundle, is cdileel geometry{14], which is a special
case of projective differential geometry. This is hsea under the Plicker embedding of
RP° in PAy(R%, a line inRP° (which is also a 2-plane R®) maps to an equivalence class
of decomposable bivectors that differ by a non-zero resbhisc The set of all these
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decomposable bivectors defines a quadric hypersurfa,{iR?) that is called th&lein
guadric. However, considering the central role that is pdapy the almost-complex
structure *, one should also look at the complex versighisfembedding, which takes a
point in CP? to an equivalence class of non-zero decomposable bisatiat differ by a
non-zerocomplexscalar, which is just the projective equivalenceC8f with complex
lines through the origin inx(R*), when it is given a complex structure.

As far as the topological considerations are condeme first formulate the pre-
metric Maxwell equations as:

dF =0, & =1, h = &(F). (4.25)

In these equationsE O A%M) is the Minkowski 2-form of electromagnetic field
strengthsh O Ax(M) is the bivector field of electromagnetic excitatioasdJ is the
source current for the field, and consequentk.

As a consequence of the field equatianisas the property that:

& =0, (4.26)

Hence, we see thatdefines a de Rham 1-cycle.

Since one of the Maxwell equations says explicitly thet a de Rham 2-cocycle, we
see that we are indeed looking at the topologicdd fieeoretic situation that we have
been discussing up till now.

4.5 Fluid flow

Since an incompressible fluid in steady-state flogaserned by the same equations as a
static electric field — i.e., the vanishing of a divergerose shall only summarize the
details of the analogy in this section.

The fundamental field that one is concerned withhes fluid flow velocity vector
field v. Since we are assuming steady-state flow, it cagefieed as a vector field with
compact support iR>. To say that the flow is incompressible is to &t the volume
elementsis constant along the flow ®f Hence, the Lie derivative @fwith respect to
vanishes:

0 = Lie=diye=d#v = #ov. (4.27)

Since # is an isomorphismy&= 0 iff ov = 0.

Hence, the flow velocity vector field behaves juke [E for our present purposes.
The curves that hawefor their tangent vectors are callstleamlinesas opposed to the
field lines that one associates wih

The analogues of charge distributions that represensdbirces (and sinks) ofare
regions of space, which will be ti& of this scenario, in which fluid mass is being
introduced or taken away from the region in whidl defined, which is whas amounts
to. Usually, this takes the form of a channel or tanfractical fluid flow models. A
point source/sink is really an approximation to a tubensdll diameter when compared
to the dimensions of the tank or channel.
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One also has a close analogy between the theorteadysstate fluid vortices and
static magnetic fields. The flow velocity vector diel, or rather, its covelocity 1-form
=iyo, plays the role of the magnetic vector potentidtfi® and its vorticity 2-fornQQ =
dA plays the role oB. (Here,d refers to the Euclidian scalar product BR) The
analogue of an electric source current along a curvalledcavortex filament As with
magnetic fields, one often formulates the field tlyems two-dimensional with a point
source.

One can even extend the analogy between fluid flod electromagnetism to an
analogy between relativistic hydrodynamics (s 16]) and Maxwell electrodynamics.
One starts with either the relativistic fluid flow vedocity 1-formu or the energy-
momentum 1-formp as the analogue of the electromagnetic potential rh;favhich
implies that the timelike component of covelocity oegy-momentum is analogous to
the electric charge density and the spacelike velocityamentum 1-form is analogous
to the magnetic vector potentidl The 2-formdu is referred to as th&inematical
vorticity and the 2-formdp as thedynamical vorticity In a 1+3 decomposition of these
2-forms, the electric part of the 2-form describes ranfof linear acceleration or force,
respectively, and the magnetic part describes eithearalar velocity or the angular
momentum, respectively.

4.6 Weak-field gravitation

For centuries, it has been accepted that there isn@af@nalogy between the theory of
static weak-field (i.e., Newtonian) gravitational fieldsd static electric fields, although
the difference between the character of the resgeétrces (i.e., how the signs of the
charges/masses determine whether the force is onetraft@mn or repulsion) is
perplexing considering that nobody has experimentally tisdlany negative masses to
establish whether they actually attract or repel theernonventional positive masses.

The basis for the analogy is that the gravitatiawdeleration vector field obeys
equations of the same form as the field equations foeldwric field strength vector
field E when the source charge distributjors static, namely:

dg=0, aQ=p. (4.28)

In these equationsg, = igdis the metric-dual gravitational co-acceleration 1-forefative
to the Euclidian scalar produdonR?, andp is the mass density distribution.

As a result of this analogy, all of the discussibat related to electrostatics as a
topological field theory has a direct analogue in thaics gravitational context. In
particular, when the source distribution is a point nmasse fieldg is defined only or
= R®- {0} and one has thaly = 0, sog defines a de Rham 1-cycle Gnandm defines a
singular O-cycle. The Poincaré dual 2-forgnthien defines a mass flux density whose
integral over a 2-cycle will equat, despite the vanishing of the divergence.of

° This suggests an interesting analogy between gauge invaaiaddke relativity of velocity. In effect, the

kinematical or dynamical vorticity 2-form takes on tphysically fundamental role and a choice of
covelocity or energy-momentum 1-form, resp., involves haiae of “gauge”, which would be an

irrotational covelocity or energy-momentum 1-formjres
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An intriguing possibility that has been investigated ainsarsce the earliest days of
Maxwellian electrodynamics is that the analogy betweeak-field gravitation and
electrostatics actually extends to an analogy betwhamamic gravitational fields and
Maxwellian electrodynamics. The key to extendingahelogy would the establishment
of a “gravito-magnetic” fielch that would be associated with a mass current vectidr fie
p = pv — i.e.,, a momentum density vector field — in the samg tat the magnetic field
B (or H) is associated with an electric charge current veattd.fiThe main obstacle to
establishing “gravito-electromagnetism” (sd&][for a survey of the issues) is the fact
that even for the much more powerful electromagnateraction the forces that derive
from the existence of a magnetic field induced by the anotif electric charges are
generally much weaker than the electrostatic foraa$tlae gravitational analogue of the
electrostatic force is quite weak to begin with. Anpelling direction of investigation
for exhibiting this force as something that occurs in Nataréhé possibility that the
gravito-magnetic field of a spiral galaxy might accowrtthe anomalous behavior of its
angular velocity versus distance from the center cumthout the necessity of
introducing a new form of matterviz., dark matter- that has not been observed in any
other context®. Similarly, it might play an important role in tliynamics of the Big
Bang. Indeed, it seems clear that a force as wealkeagravito-magnetic force would
only become noticeable for enormous mass currentsropéssical proportions.

5 Discussion

One of the differences between the role of singidariin physics and their role in
mathematics is that mathematics has the freedorposiulate the character of its
pathologies, whereas physics is ultimately at thecynef the limits of experimental
resolution to document them. Hence, since the intefi@ singular region of physical
space always has some element of enigma to it, agasrie have a compelling reason to
extend one’s theoretical model beyond the limits of arpant.

Commonly, one reasons by analogy, but, it often halpaldo have some sort of
“eversion” principle that allows one to associate ghenomena that transpire inside the
region with the phenomena outside of it. For instanoe, models the interior of the
Earth on the basis of the way that it refractsleot$, and disperses seismic waves that
originate on the surface. Field/source duality is aengit at associating at least the
topological information inside of a singular region gfase with corresponding
information that is manifest in the exterior region.

Although it may seem restricted to only those physietdd$ that have sources
consisting of points at which the field is undefined orcaiginuous in one of its
derivatives, this is not as severe a restrictiort asay sound. Indeed, one suspects that
this is the nature of the most fundamental level dd ®urces.

There is more that must be learned about the puretiilematical problem of the
structure of manifolds that admit such a duality. Froemdékamples given above, it is
certainly present whenever the generators of the homadogcohomology in some
dimension were created by the simple act of removingt afsopen disjoint balls of that

9 This possibility was suggested by Lowell Cummings in unpoiétisvork.



32

dimension. One naturally inquires whether this is ¢ané/ way that the connecting
chains come about.

In a subsequent study the further consequences of regdrelith sources as being
more specifically topological obstructions to théegrability of the field equations will
be investigated.
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