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It is first observed that the original formulation the Volterra construction for
dislocations and disclinations was related to the raéhomotopy plays in strain
compatibility, whereas the modern discussions are lgltehcerned with how it
relates to the holonomy groups of connections that Imavevanishing torsion
and curvature. However, the Saint Venant conditibas follow from assuming
infinitesimal strain compatibility imply that both tawe and curvature must
vanish. The resolution of the confusion is in the faett twhen a manifold is
multiply connected a flat connection might still havensrivial discrete

holonomy.

1 Introduction

Nowadays, the accepted way of presenting the so-callelietra construction” of
dislocations and disclinations in crystal lattices (®eg., [L-3]) is purely focused on the
geometricalaspects of what Volterra was discussing in his senpapér f] of 1907
One basically parallel-translates a tangent vector a@rauoop in the lattice by means of
a somewhat vaguely-defined connection and concludes, by mooribat a resulting
non-vanishing Burger vector implies non-vanishing torsmmje a non-vanishing Frank
vector implies non-vanishing curvature.

However, if one goes back to Volterra’s paper therfiteething that one notices is
that the title “Sur I'équilibre des corps élastiques ipldtnent connexes” has more to do
with the role oftopology— in the form of homotopy — than it does with geometdtyeast
directly.

One finds that Volterra’'s motivation for the mairedhem of the treatise was the
previously-established fact that when an irrotational, nmm@ssible fluid occupies a
simply-connected region, its equilibrium state — tlee, state of minimum kinetic energy
— is the rest state uniquely, but when it occupies a nyltpnnected region it is possible
for the equilibrium state to have non-vanishing kinetiergy. Indeed, one can now cite
the example of superfluids moving in toral regions &dbaratory example of how this is
manifested in nature.

The main theorem of the Volterra treatise was therextension of that result to the
deformations of elastic media. In particular, he stdwhat the equilibrium state of a
simply-connected elastic body was a state of zerinsisdile the equilibrium state of a
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multiply-connected one could very well have non-vanishingirsttOne should observe
that his proof was therefore not oneexistencerigorously speaking, but qossibility.

It was in the process of exhibiting that possibility that introduced the well-known
Volterra construction of a multiply-connected elascly by the identification of the end
faces of a solid cylinder by means of rigid motions ofrtlielative to each other.

As an example of his theorem, one sees that if deferms a rubber rod in a
homotopic sort of way and releases it then it witlre to its undeformed, unstrained
state in equilibrium, but if one also attaches thefands to each other in some way then
when one releases it the resulting configuration thelilequm state will be deformed
and strained. It is essential to see that such a dafimmcannot come about by a
homotopy alone, since the initial rod is not homotopjcatjuivalent to the final solid
torus; in particular, the fundamental group has acquirgthgle non-trivial generator.
More to the point, the initial state of deformatiomag diffeomorphic to the final state.

Since Volterra did not introduce a connection or denpardllel translation at any
point in his proof — at least explicitly — one then desio see how the purely homotopic
proof that he presented eventually gave way to the ealgigeometric explanation that
one now finds to be customary. The resolution of tbefusion is actually quite
straightforward: When a manifold is multiply connectead, affine connection can have
non-trivial holonomy while still having vanishing torsion andvature.

Of course, this fact is already well-known to diffdr@hgeometry $-7], but in the
present context of continuum mechanics it carries witd subtlety: The fundamental
issue in Volterra's theorem is that of the integrapttif a given strain into a deformation
that caused it. As we pointed out, if a deformation istdke the form of a
diffeomorphism of an initial state of deformation thelearly if the final state is not
homotopically equivalent to the initial one then no sdeformation can exist. Since the
Saint Venant integrability conditions for strain cae éxpressed as saying that the
deformed metric on the final state must still have vanishingature one sees that the
guestion of integrability carries with it both topolagji@and geometric aspects. Indeed,
one sees that, in effect, the “topological defe¢tattthe dislocation or disclination
represents is serving as the “source” of non-trivial gegmeat least in the eyes of
holonomy.

The statement and proof of Volterra’s theorem coedisif two general phases,
namely, examining the strain compatibility conditiorms fMmultiply connected elastic
bodies, and then applying the results to the study oétjuglibrium state. Because the
main idea that we are going to discuss in the present ssudgncerned with how
topology and geometry relate to strain compatibility, skall only address the first part
of his theorem.

The basic direction of the present discussion ofttietrem is then as follows: In the
next Section, we first present the theory of striaina modern geometrical fashion,
including both the Volterra derivation of the strain cotiiplty conditions, using an
alternate form that does not suffer from the samédtions as his did. In Section 3, we
then elaborate on the nature of the connectionwthatimplicitly introduced in the proof
of strain compatibility, namely, the teleparallelisonoection for a certain coframe field,
and how it relates to the connection that is introducederiving the Saint Venant
conditions. We then recall some of the known fatisut the geometry of flat manifolds
as they relate to multiple-connectedness, and firglipmarize the main results and
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discuss how they relate to other established topics demomathematical physics, such
as topological defects in ordered media and non-tnaatia in gauge field theories.

2 The geometry of strain

The Cauchy-Green concept of strain as a measure afefioemation of a material
object O that has been embedded in some sp&de manifestly geometric in character.

What one measures is the extent to which the defaymasi not an isometry of the
ambient metrig on the manifold\.

2.1 Finite and infinitesimal strain tensors

First, we define anbjectO to be a compact submanifold with bounda€y in some
parameter spade®, whose coordinates will be expressed in the fati= 1, ...,p. An
embeddingof O in a differentiable manifold/ is a mapx: © - M, a > x(a) that is a

diffeomorphism onto its imag&?). In some coordinate chatt)(x“), z= 1, ...,non
thex(0), the embedding will be expressed by the systems of eqgsation

X = x4(a). (2.1)

By assumption, the differential map, : T.O - TxxM will be a linear map of rank
p. Relative to the local coordinates we have chosevill look like:

dxa=x“(a) dd 0 9, . (2.2)

IfX: O - M is another embedding @ then thefinite deformationof x to X is the

diffeomorphismf: x(©) — X (©), that is defined by the compositionxt followed by
X:
y=x X (2.3)

One refers tx(O) as thanitial stateand X (O) as thedeformed statef O in M.

If (V, y¥) is a coordinate chart ok (©) that containg/(U) then this deformation can
be expressed in the form:

Y =yi(x). (2.4)

However, unlesp = n this system will not be invertible, in general, and asaally
has to use coordinate charts that are adapted to botldéimiype in order to obtain an
invertible system of equations for the deformation by ielting the “normal”

coordinates from the system by setting them equal tofeengoints ofx(O) and X (O).
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Hence, we assume that the aforementioned systemréhrBsents that reduced system,
for brevity, and the indices range from 1pto
Since the deformation is a diffeomorphism op-dimensional manifold to another

one, the differential magyly : T«(X(0)) - Tye(X (O)) must be invertible, so the matrix:

oay*
ox’

Y, = (2.5)
must be invertible for ak [J x(O).

If the ambient manifold/ of the embeddings carries a megithen one can pull the
metric onX (©) back to a metrig'g onx(®). If v, w are tangent vector fields o©)
then this pull-back is defined by:

Y GV, W) = Gy (dyb(v), dyb(w)). (2.6)

In local coordinates, if we denote the componentsy gf by g, (¥ then the
components of the pulled-back metric are:

9. (0= Ga(y(¥) Y, (X ¥, (R . (2.7)

One must note the fact that the componenty gfat x 0 x(©) depend upon the

components of aty(x) O X (O), which means that whenis not a flat metric one might

be introducing a potential source of error in the dediniby comparing tangent objects
at finitely-spaced points oM without introducing a connection and addressing the
breakdown of parallel translation, which is usually agtlle in an unambiguous way
only locally. Although this might be an issue in genemalativistic continuum
mechanics, such as the deformation of objects nearamewstars and black holes,
nevertheless, in conventional mechanical engineeringhwiquite non-relativistic, one
usually letsM be EuclidianR? whose Levi-Civitd connection is flat, so one cardfin
orthonormal coordinate frame fields that majgge= J,. .

While ignoring these matters of geometrical rigor, wecped to define th€auchy-

Green finite strain tensdg onx(O) to be the difference betwed@nandg:
E=yg-g. (2.8)
One then sees that locally one has:
Ex(®) = T, (0 = 9ul®) = 9 (V) ¥, (R ¥ ( X = GudX). (2.9)

In conventional continuum mechani&11], which takes place in EuclidiaR’, it is
traditional to introduce thdisplacement vector field(x) on x(0), which is associated
with the diffeomorphisny(x) by way of:
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u(x) =y(x) —x. (2.10)

One immediately sees that whehhas no affine structure the right-hand side of the
definition is absurd. Moreover, if one looks at therfpponents” ofi(x):

W(x) = y(x) =¥, (2.11)

one sees that when one changes to a different coordiystesm around bothandy the
new components ai are obtained from the coordinadéfeomorphismdirectly, rather
than from itsdifferential as they should be. Hence, the “vector field” & really a
vector field in the global sense, but only a locally-defiobject that does not transform
properly under coordinate changes. Hence, we shalthesdisplacement vector field
u(x) only with such caveats, and for the sake of consigtemith the established
treatments of strain.

Since, by differentiation, one has:

yh = g, (2.12)

one can then see that the components of the CauadenGinite strain tensor take the
form:

E/lV:u/va-I-uVuU-l- gKAu,ILu,:]/ (uﬂyVEgyKu,ll(/)' (213)

Now suppose that the deformed stat@)) is the end result of a differentiable one-
parameter family of embeddingg©), witht [J [0, 1]; i.e.,x(O) = %(0), X (O) = x1(0),
For instance, one could define a differentiable iafd, 1] x O - M such that(a) =

Y(t, @) is an embedding for every such maps are calledotopiesin differential
topology. Of course, it is now possible tipatl >n, so one does not specify thattself
must be an embedding any longer. For the cases in whichis not greater thamand
Y is an embedding, one sees that, in a sense, dynanuess ike statics of objects whose
parameter dimensions include time. For instance, the dgasarha point and the statics
of a curve segment are both described by objects of dioveone, while the dynamics
of a curve segment and the statics of a surface ateane both described by objects of
dimension two. One sees that what relativity theogstl a “world tube” amounts to an

embedding of [0, 1k O in a Lorentzian manifold.

For each value dft] [0, 1], one can pull back the metgonx(O) to a metricg, on
x(0). By the differentiability assumption, we can defiheinfinitesimal straintensor on
X(O) to be:

dg
dt

= lim (yth— g) . (2.14)

t=0

Its components then become:
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e/ju = U/,,V + UV”u (215)

for a flat metric. One can then say that:
Ewv=ew+ 0, u@uﬂ : (2.16)

Hence, the infinitesimal strain tensor approximatedittige one up to quadratic terms in
the displacement.

Wheng is not flat, we first define theelocity vector fielbnY([0, 1]xO):

M

v(t, xX) = p (2.17)

We then see that the definition of the infinitesistafin tensor can be expressed as:
e= L0, (2.18)

in which L, refers to the Lie derivative operator associated thighvector fieldv.
By Killing’s theorem:

€uw=VyvtVuyu, (219)

in which the semi-colon refers to the covariant denreathat is defined by the Levi-
Civita connection fog.

Whene vanishes, the definition, in the present form, is é@definition ofv as a
Killing vector field whose flowy; then consists of isometries @f Hence, in order for
there to be deformation, these diffeomorphisms carlhpteserve the metric.

One can also verify directly that whers O the only possible analytic displacements

u' are infinitesimal rigid motions of ). Suppose:

U (X) = lgoiamf =ay tau X+ 1 amxx+ .. (2.20)
in which a is a multi-index..
Hence:
Uy, (X) = auy + auw X + ... (2.21)
If e= 0 then:
O0=Uyv+Uyy =au + aux X + ..., (2.22)

! Recall the basic definitions of multi-indices: theltihindex notationa is an abbreviation fom,...ay ;
itslength| a | is therk. One defines! = a;!...a! andx = x® ... X .
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in which the parentheses refer to (twice) the symmetits of the components in the
indices enclosed by them. This then implies #ghas arbitrary and all of the coefficients
auv, auu.. are anti-symmetric i/v. However, since they are completely symmetric in
all of the indices past;, one can show that they all must vanish, excepgtfpr If we
suggestively re-notate the anti-symmetric masjx by «),, to indicate an infinitesimal
rotation then we have that the most general displanethat produces no infinitesimal
strain takes the form:

UX) = ay + @ X’; (2.23)

I.e., an infinitesimal rigid motion.
A similar argument shows that a state aminstantstrain is define only up to
infinitesimal affine transformations of the form:

U(X) = ay + (€ + @)X’ (2.24)

in which the components,, must represent the constant infinitesimal strain testlts
by symmetrized differentiation. One can then sayttiaimost general displacement that
produces a state of constant infinitesimal strain imamtesimal affine transformation.

2.2 Strain compatibility conditions

In many cases, what represents an identity from tamgéng point might represent an
equation from another; this is generally the case witker-determined systems of
equations. If one regards a system of equations ¥‘say/(a) — as the result of some
mapx: R? - R" then the issue of determinacy is simply that of altarizing the image
of R” in R" under the action of. If x is a surjection, so the image>ofs all ofR", then
one can solve the equations #r but not necessarily uniquely — for any choice“ah
R". If there are generally more than one solution fehaice ofR" then the system is
under-determinedfor instance, ip > M then this is usually the case, depending upon the
nature ofy. If the image ok is a proper subset &" then there will be in R" for which
no solution to the system exists; the system is tiven-determined.

When a system is over-determined, the next task isiabhgrthat of characterizing
the nature of the image of the map that defines it.pd@ficular interest are the cases in
which the image is itself the solution set of some &rtbystem of equations — either
algebraic or differentiat such as the kernel of a linear map.

One elementary example is given by the exterior rdiffeal equatiorda = £, where
a is ak-form andgis ak+1-form. Since the image of the linear differentiperatord:
A"M - A*M does not consist of ai+1-forms, there will bé+1-forms such that the
equation has no solution. However, becadse 0, in any case, one sees that any
solution to the given equation will also be a solutmithie equationds = 0; i.e., it will be
in the kernel ofd: A“*M - A¥?M. According to the Poincaré lemma, there will be a
neighborhood of any point &l for which the converse statement is true for thalloc
representative of, viz., if it is a solution to the exterior differentequationdS = 0 then
there will be a solution to the exterior differentgjuationrda = 5. However, de Rham’s



On the topological nature of Volterra’s theorem 8

theorem says that this converse is true only if tla#@ eehomology ofM vanishes in
dimensiork+1. In particular, whek = 0 the topological issue is simple connectivity.

In the cases where the mafakes the form of a differential operator, so theesysvf
equations is a system of ordinary differential equatidhe system of equations that
define its image subspace are referred to as eittegrability conditionsor compatibility
conditions. Although continuum mechanics generally prefers to use word
“‘compatibility” we shall sometimes use the word “intdglity” to emphasize the fact
that one is trying to integrate systems of differd@guations.

Both the definition (2.9) of the finite strain tendbrand the definition (2.15) the
infinitesimal strain tensoe for a given deformatiog(x) define over-determined systems
of partial differential equations for the deformatiohem one starts witk or e as the
givens. Hence, in order to say whether a solution &%t a givenE or e one must
specify a system of equations that it must solve, whien represent integrability
conditions for the strain tensor, in either form.

The traditional derivation of the infinitesimal strecompatibility conditions deals
with the displacement vector field, or rather, is/@ctor fieldui(x), so one attempts to
construct that displacement vector field by integratinghetbing that involves the
infinitesimal strain tensor.

One starts with:

B0 = Uy + Uy ()’ (2.25)

in whichu;j(x) does not have to be integrable intgx) for someu;(x), at this point.
We first make the replacement:

Uj =

N

8 + 3 (ay = uy — uy) (2.26)

in the previous integral to obtain:
U =Ua + 3] [ (&) + g (O de (2.27)

In Cesaro’s derivation of the infinitesimal stragompatibility conditions (cf.,
Volterra M]), he applies integration by parts to the infieiteal rotation part of the
integral to obtain:

W) =ua + 3] g () +3[e (HET, -3 dg (e’ (2.28)

Now, one see that ik is symmetric ik then its complete anti-symmetrizatiog),
¥ Mmust be zero. This leads to:

0= ik —€jk T €k, i (2.29)
SO:

dcq, = (aj,k — 6k, i) d)é( (2.30)
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which makes:
du; =1 (dej + day ) =3 (e + € i — &) dX, (2.31)

and the integral (2.28) takes the form:

B0) = o +31e (T, +3[ 18 (g, — §.) €T & (2:32)
which we rewrite as:

U -3a4 (DT, = 5[ [6 ~(§, — §.)& &, (2:33)

Of course, in order to carry out the integratiore onust specify a path frorg to x,
which then suggests the question of whether tregrat is truly path-independent. This
is a matter of either homotopy or de Rham cohomplodAs long as one uses exact 1-
forms as integrands in the right-hand side of (R.83s is guaranteed, although it is
sufficient that they be closed in order make thiegral independent of the path, at least
within its homotopy class. Requiring that the grend must be a closed 1-form for each
i then gives the resulting integrability conditions g; , which then become the
celebrated conditions of Barré de Saint Venant:

O=6jk1—6k1itei,ij 6ijk- (2.34)

Nowadays, it is customary to derive these cond#tias expressing the fact that the
curvature of the deformed metric that results anfthal state has vanishing curvature,
but we now see that one can also derive it fronelguopological considerations. We
shall return to this point later in this articleytbfirst we shall present the foregoing
construction in another way.

2.3 Alternative form of the derivation of commlity conditions

There are some aspects of the preceding derivaifothe strain compatibility
conditions that seem somewhat weak by modern stasida

1. Although one is dealing with finite loops irfiaite (singular) deformation of the
initial state one is nevertheless obtaining inéisitnal transformations as a consequence.

2. One might wish to avoid the use of a displaggnwector field to represent a
diffeomorphism or immersion.

3. The result suggests that one cannot apply odedormations besides rigid
motions to the end face before identifying pointsew, intuitively, one could at least
perform shears and dilatations, as well.

In this section, we show that all of these weakesscan be circumvented in a
straightforward way. It is closer in spirit to tlaproach taken by Pommaré] to
recasting the Cosseratd theory of deformable bodies in the context of Bgencer
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sequence for the integrability of over-determined syst#psrtial differential equations,
although we shall not explicitly introduce that formsaii here.

Let us start with the initial state(O) of the n-dimensional objectO in the n-
dimensionaM, and assume that there is a global coframe field:

o =ydx, (=1 ..n). (2.35)

defined orx(©). Of course, this assumes that such a thing is topalthgipossible; i.e.,

that x(O) is parallelizableas a manifold. Although this possibility is usually hard to
come by in the general case, nonetheless, as Stieleks in 1936, it imlwaystrue for
compact, orientable three-dimensional manifolds, whieimse describe the majority of
material objects that one considers in continuum mBugch, unless one approximates
them as membranes and strings.

Rather than introduce the displacement vector figilthen attempt to construct the
diffeomorphismy(x) directly by integration in a manner that is analogouh¢ previous
one:

Y09 = yo+ [ ¥, (£)dé’. (2.36)

In order for the integral in (2.36) to be patheépéndent, one must impose the
condition that each' be closed, which is equivalent to the symmetryditaom:

Yie=Yios» (2.37)

which is automatic Whetyij (X) is integrable since thél = dy. Hence, one expects that if

one can solve foryij in terms of Ej or g then the latter condition would define
integrability conditions for either of the stragmsors.

The integrability problem now takes the form olkiag whether one can construct a
diffeomorphismy: x(0) - X(O) by starting with the local coframe fiel@' = yij dx on

x(0) and integrating it along a cur¥gs) from some chosen initial poing to all of the
other pointsc 0 x(©) to obtain the/(x) directly:

V() =+ 8 (2.38)

.
One sees that since it is obvious that when @hare not all exact no such

diffeomorphism can exists, what one will actualgnstruct by integration is a “singular

diffeomorphism” orimmersion which can have self-intersections. That is, wbhee

closes the curvg(s) into a loop throughg there might be a jump discontinuity in the
value ofy atxy. If one looks at all of the other loops thas homotopic to then the set of



On the topological nature of Volterra’s theorem 11

all images of, defines a “cut;” i.e., a hypersurfacex{®)) that intersects all of the loops
in [l] transversally.

There are two ways that ea@hmight not be exact: It could be closed, but not exact
or it could be not closed. It is the former possibilitgt is of interest to homotopy, since
when thed' are all closed, but not exact, the value of the int€gra8) in independent of
homotopy. Hence, the value of][is unambiguously associated with either the
homotopy class] or the de Rham cohomology classes ofthe

Let us represent th@ in a different manner. From the product rule for dater
differentiation, we have:

6 = d(y,¥)-dy %= dy' +y¢'=0¢, (2.39)

in which we have introduced the “quasi-coordinagé’= y‘j x, the linear “connection 1-
form”:

y, =-dy ¥, (2.40)

and the “exterior covariant differentiall; we shall, in due course, justify the use of the
last two terms in quotes.
We then have:

Y-yl =[ru. (2.41)

% =
If the integral is homotopy-invariant then the integramust also be a closed 1-form:
0=d(yy') =-df; (2.42)

that is, the coframe membef'smust all be closed. If they were exact and of tienf®'
= dy then one would obtain the desired diffeomorphistny quadrature. However, if

X(0) is multiply connected then there will be closed I¥feithat are not exact.
Now, let us close the cur¥gs) into a looplg by makingx =X :

LY -y ]= [ ve' (2.43)

If x(O) is simply connected then the integral must vanishpgalwith the jump
discontinuity[yi -y, %} at xo associated with the lodp. However, ifx(©) is multiply

connected then the integral, as well as the jump diseoty, can be non-vanishing. In
particular, there will be as many non-homotopic loopspaas the cardinality of the
fundamental groupa(x(O), lo).

Since:
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¥ ) =dy; ¥ (2.44)

dy;j = d(q; + uy) = duy, (2.45)

and:

from (2.31), we can rewrite (2.41) in the form:
(O =% (DL, =+ 3] [g, + 6~ §,1¢" & (2.46)
and the integrability conditions also take the fmhdemanding that the 1-forms:

& =1(ejx + 6k i —6a)) & d&, (2.47)

must be closed.

By direct computation, one sees that this alsegihe Saint Venant conditions that
are expressed in (2.34).

Hence, we have arrived at the same strain comlfitgticonditions by addressing the
deformationy'(x) directly, rather than the displacement vectddfigx) that represents it
and have obtained finite transformations for theagudiscontinuity that comes about
when integrating around a homotopically non-trivedp, rather than infinitesimal ones.
However, we also see that the transformation insgme can now include all affine
transformations, and not merely all rigid motions.

3 The nature of the connectiomﬁ

So far, we have not explicitly introduced a corimecthat would allow us to speak of
holonomy and parallel translation. However, weehauroduced one implicitly in the

form of the matrix-valued 1-forny, which is associated with the set mflinearly
independent 1-form&', which defined in (2.35), and which then consétat coframe
field onx(©0). Hence, let us recall some of the geometric traogons that are intrinsic
to frame fields and coframe fields.

3.1 Structure functions of frame fields

Let {a(x),i =1, ...,n} be a am-frame field on an open subget] x(O); i.e., a set of

n linearly independent vector fields @ah  Since they collectively span each tangent
space orlJ, any tangent vector can be expressed as a limgabication of the frame
members, and, in particular, so can every Lie etf ¢]. There will then be a set of

n® structure functions:,'j‘(x) such that:

[e. 6] = & . (3.1)
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The anti-symmetry and Jacobi identity for the Lie brackaply the following
symmetries of the structure functions:

G =-Ci, CG+qg¢+gg=0. (3.2)

The simplest case cdf]‘ iIs when they all vanish. One calls such a locah&dield
holonomig and, in the contrary casmiholonomic Then-dimensional Lie algebra that is
defined by such a local frame field is simply the Abellda algebra onR" that
represents the infinitesimal generators of translation

The fundamental example of a holonomic frame fieldhis natural frame field
{alax, i =1, ...,n} that is defined by any coordinate chdt, k) on the manifoldM. A
first question to ask is whether every holonomic frdielel & onU can be integrated into
a natural frame field, which amounts to the constractibthe diffeomorphisnx: U —
R", x = X(X) by starting with the local frame fie&l.

A first obstruction to this is clearly when the omrrbsetU is not diffeomorphic to
R". Of particular interest to us is the case in wiiicis multiply connected.

One finds that the concerns of topology become nelfegident when one switches
to the reciprocal coframe fiell to g, which is the set af linearly independent covector
fields that are uniquely defined by the requirement:

HOEES (3-3)

The reciprocal coframe field to a natural frame fi@i@k consists of the 1-forntX.
If one applies the intrinsic formula for the exterterivative 14, 13 of a 1-forma:

da (X, Y) = a(X)Y — a()X - afX, Y] (3.4)
to the®' then one obtains:

do“ (e , 8) = &(6'(e)) —g(6'(e)) - 6'1a , 6] = -6, 8] = - cf, (3.5)
> de*=-1c 6'"¥, (3.6)

which generalize the Maurer-Cartan equations for a-figtariant coframe field on a Lie
group. Inthat event, the structure functions aretamtsdue to right-invariance.

Hence, we see that the local frame figlis holonomic iff all of the 1-form&' in its
reciprocal coframe field are closed. We also seethi@afl-forms of a natural frame field
dX are exact. Hence, if a holonomic frame field isrief on an open subddtin M that
is not simply connected then its reciprocal coframig flreight very well be closed, but
not exact, in which case it represents de Rham cohgyalass in dimension one. This
is, in fact, the situation that we are confrontechwétgarding thé'.



On the topological nature of Volterra’s theorem 14

The simplest way to obtain anholonomic frame figki$o start with a holonomic
frame field 9/0x and subject it to the action of a smooth functjorJ — GL(n), x

- Y(X):
e(x) = W(X)—aaj ; (3.7)
X

the reason that we use the inverse matrix is becagshall be more concerned with the
reciprocal coframe fiel@' = y,dx .

One then has:
do' = dy, Odx = dy, ¥ 08'=~ ), 06’ (3.8)
3.2  Teleparallelism connection in anholonomic framlel$

Note that, ifd refers to the ordinary differential this time, andt tbe exterior
derivative, then:

do' = dy, D dX= - y,00. (3.9)

This provokes us to define a covariant differential dperan the frame field and its
reciprocal coframe field in the form:

Dg=de-y'Og, 06 =de+y 06, (3.10)

which then vanish for this definition (yl’J :
Hence, if we wish to interpret tiyg(n)-valued 1-forn14 as the local representative of

a linear connection oty then we can say that the 1-forrry$ represent the linear

connection that makes the local frame fielgbarallel, as well as its reciprocal coframe
field 0'. To relativity physicists since Einstein, this conrmttihas come to be called the
teleparallelism connection. It is intriguing that Einstein and Mayer gave up on
teleparallelism as a way of unifying gravitation and etaoagnetism into a single field
theory several years before Stiefel published thea fisfinitive treatment of the
topological obstructions to the existence of teleparalli

We extend the operatar to vector fields and covector fields by saying that #

V'e anda= a0 then:

Ov=dv Oe +V0Oe =dv Oe, (3.11)
Oa=da 06 +a08 =da 06'. (3.12)
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This means that a vector field or covector field is feravith respect to this connection
iff its components with respect to the frame field tsr rieciprocal coframe, resp., are
constants. In particular, the tangent vectors to dego appear to lie in a “straight line.”

From the Cartan structure equatioris L9, the torsion and curvature 2-forms

associated withy/, are®:

©'=de +y, 06 =dy 0dd -dyyO ydx=0, (3.13)
Q)= doy, +y, Oy = dy, Ody + dyy O dy"§=0. (3.14)

The latter result follows from the fact thgt¥/; = &}, which then implies that:

= Vi, (3.15)

The Bianchi identities take the general form:
00 =d@ +y, 00'=Q 06, 0.Q,=dQ +y 00 =0, (3.16)

so for the present connection, they are then trivial.

One finds, in fact, that the Bianchi identity for thevature is the dual of the Jacobi
identity for the commutation relations (3.1) when theal frame fielde is reciprocal to
the coframe fieldd', just as the equations for the structure functions in gesfthe
coframe field are dual to the commutation relation$efftame field.

Since we have introduced two different metgeand g, we should examine the non-

metricity tensors that are associated with each.
One can characterize the deformed mby the fact that it makes the anholonomic

coframe field®' orthonormal:
g=g0o. (3.17)
The non-metricity tensor defined lgy then clearly vanishes
Q=0g=g (18 e +006)=0 . (3.18)

Since we have already established that the tor&@bnof O vanishes for the
anholonomic frame, one sees that this implies, by uniq;serhatyj must represent the

Levi-Civita connection for the deformed metric.
Now, let us we represent the ambient megriic the anholonomic coframe field as:

9=0;6'0 (9=, ¥ yll ) (3.19)

! From now on, we denote the exterior derivative operhy d.~ to avoid confusing it with the
differential mapd.
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If we do a polar decomposition of the matﬁ}< into a product:
y,= ER (3.20)
of a shearE; and a rotatiorR, then:

Oi k|ym)/ HEXE] (3.21)

kI =m™=j

since rotation matrices will have the property:
HWRER=4. (3.22)

Thus, the part ot]‘j that is responsible for the change in the metrihasshear.
The non-metricity tensor thgtdefines is then:

Q=0g=dg; 069, (3.23)
which does not have to vanish, depending upon the natLif'Je ah fact:
dgj = Jkl (dyky y( d}l')

_Jkl( dyn“Y.”)/ Y)&d)TY)
:(mem}/)ym'*'(%yk%)yl,

which makes:
gikyr + gjkyik: Wit W (3.24)

Hence, non-vanishing non-metricity is due to the non-targsof the symmetric part
of ), which is, in turn, the infinitesimal generator of EHrEeaE} :

3.2  Teleparallelism connection relative to the hotoic frame field

We see that the connectiqﬁ makes geometry appear Euclidian in the anholonomic

frame geometry. Now let us look at how the same gd&gnappears in the holonomic
frame fieldd/ox = A e, and its reciprocal coframe fiettk = yje'

First, we see that.

0(3/0X) = d(0/0x) —y! O (9/0X) = dy} 3 O (8/oX) =y, ¥ d¥ O (9/0x),  (3.25)
O(dX) =d(dX) +y, 0 d¥=-dy, J O dX =-y § d¥ O dx (3.26)
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The components of the connection 1-foyt'nin this frame field are then:

Vie= =Y % (3.27)

The covariant differentials of a vector fiald= V' 9/0X and a covector field = a; d¥
are then:

Ov =dV 0 a/0x +VO(9/0X) = @V + V) O d/oX, (3.28)
Oa=da O dX + o O(dX) = (da -y a;) O dX. (3.29)

One can compare these expressions with (3.11) and (3.12)ptnthat they imply that
[J does indeed represent a “covariant” derivative irhtsienomic frame field.

Thus, a vector field or covector field that appearslighia the anholonomic frame
will have component differentials:

dv =- v, dai =yl o, (3.30)

in the holonomic frame, which are not always constdntfact, the only way that the
frame transition functiory‘j will take constant components to other constant cowpis

is if it is also constant.
The torsion and curvature 2-forms fdr, relative to the holonomic frame are:

O =d(dX) + ' rdX =—dy, Y Od¥=-dy, ¥ 06 = §/(d.0) (3.31)
Q‘j:dyj +V|'(DVJ.:O. (3.32)
Hence, the curvature still vanishes, because the comndes not changed intrinsically,

but since we are considering a different local cofréieid, the torsion is different. It has
components:

@ijk = y,iyi ¥ - yks'/, : (3.33)

in the holonomic coframe field.
In fact, the torsion componen@, in this coframe field are related to the structure

functionsc), of 6' by the fact that:

g =— 1c, 8 06=-1(c,y,y') d¥ O d¥. (3.34)
Hence:

eijk:_ Miyrfqﬂlm’ (3.35)

which is just the tensorial transformation law fog tomponents.
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Thus, in this holonomic frame field, the geometryoagler appears flat, in general.
Now, let us examine the non-metricity tensors thatdefined by and g, with:

g =g dx dX, g= g;dx dx (8= 0¥y}, (3.36)
this time.
The non-metricity tensor defined byis now™:

Q=0g =g (J(dX) o dX +dX o 0(d¥))
=-0,({ 0dX odX + dkoy O dX),
== ¥+, ¥ )0dx © dxX,
or.
Q=-(+y)DdX 0 dX. (3.37)

Thus, the non-metricity tensor gfis still carried by the symmetric part gf, except that
this time we have lowered the index with the companefn in the holonomic frame.
The non-metricity tensor defined gy now takes the form:

Q =0g= (dg, -GV - G ¥ O dXo dx, (3.38)

but since it is, after all, a tensor field, its vanighin one frame field should imply its
vanishing in any other.

HenceQ =0, or:

d@ij = glkyjk +§jkyik' (3.39)

4 The connection used in the Saint Venant condition

The expressions(gjx + exi — &) that appears in (2.31) bears an uncanny

resemblance to the components of the Levi-Civita cdiorefor a metric. Of course, as
we pointed out above, we have also defined a Levi-Coaotanection for the deformed
metricg by way of the teleparallelism connection. Hence, h@ukl expect that we are

simply dealing with two different ways of obtaining thensathing.
In fact, if one lets the ambient metgen M be Euclidian then:
g =g dX d¥ (4.1)

and the deformed metrig has holonomic components:

G,= 4 +Ej. (4.2)

1

! We now insert the symba@ to represent the symmetrized tensor product, foitglar
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The Levi-Civita connection then has the holonomimponents:
T=30" (G + G = 90) =39 (G + G — i) (4.3)
If one expresses the inverse metrigjtdn the form:
gi=d+¢E (4.4)
then one must have, as a consequence:
3 =g"g,=J +E*J, +3"E, + E'E; (4.5)
El=-0dEq+d E“Eyq. (4.6)

If one approximatek; by e; andE’ by €, and ignores the quadratic terms, then this
takes the form:

d=-5d e, 4.7

and the componenfs‘jk , up to quadratic terms, take the approximate form:

Fijk: 10" (e, k + k1 -8, (4.8)
which is essentially the expression in (2.31) with an indésed by the ambient metric,

rather than the deformed one.
If we define the connection 1-form:

Fij: Fijkd)g(: %5" (aj,k +Qk,|_er(|,j) d)&( (49)
then the Riemanian curvature 2-form:

Q)= 1R, dxX O dx (4.10)
equals:

Q\=dr +T, OT% . (4.11)
If we lower the upper index with; then we find that:
dly = =2 (8K i1~ &,i k—&ij1 +8ijK dX A dX, (4.12)

since:
8j k.1 = 0. (4.13)
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As the components afij are essentially the right-hand side of (2.34), we kag t

once again, up to quadratic terms, the vanishin@‘pﬁs equivalent to the Saint Venant

necessary conditions for infinitesimal strain conipéiy.

In either event, holonomic or anholonomic, the deftrmonnection is still flat; i.e.,
both its torsion and curvature vanish.

If we return to the condition that we imposedupr in order to obtain the relationship
betweenday andde; — namely, that it was symmetric jik — then we see that this is
really the condition that the 1-forms=u; dX all be closed. However, since:

du; = dy; (4.14)

we can also see that this is equivalent to the comdiliat the coframe membed'sall be
closed, which we understand to imply that the integnatio question is homotopy-
invariant.

The fact that the complete anti-symmetrizatiorugfthen vanishes then amounts to
the vanishing of the 3-form:

U =du AdX = —dyg; ~dX AdX . (4.15)
However, this can vanish even whim is non-vanishing.
If we set:
duv =dw +de (4.16)

then the vanishing df gives:
dew A dX = - de ~ dX, (4.17)
which then becomes the relation (2.30).
The essential point of the foregoing section wag th& relation follows as a
consequence of the assumption that all obtlae closed.

5 Holonomy of flat connections on multiply-connected manifolds

If we return to our original problem of the integrabilitf8' into a diffeomorphism
then we sees that the jump discontinuitygat

Y=y ]=] rw (5.1)
originates in two contributions:

1= @, Ly ]=lyi]x=-] v (5.2)
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If we think of the ordered paiBi(Vj) [ a(n), the Lie algebra of the affine groégn),
as defining an affine connection @f®) then, at first sight, the relations (5.2) seem to
represent the holonomy element that € y‘j) [0 A(n) that one associates with the Idgp
by means of parallel translation using the connecyipn However, one must recall

that we said thafl¢ equalsd', not zero. Hence, we are not actually parallel-tedims)
the vector¢/e by means of the connectiopt, so h(lo) is not equal to Y, —y‘j).

Nevertheless, since the literature of dislocations disdlinations is phrased in the
language of holonomy, let us examine the holonomy groupesiendo) = (A, B}) 0

A(n) thatis associated with the lodp by way of the connectiqrj :

Since the coframe fiel® is assumed to be parallel for the conneqt/ionthe
translational par' of the holonomy group elemetit(lo) = (A, B} )0 A(n) is still given
by the first expression in (5.2). However, the lineat B}ais obtained as follows:

If one parallel translates a linear frams), s [0, 1] around, (I(1) =1(0)) usingy’
thene(s) must satisfy the linear system of ordinary differgiréiguations:

de(® =y 0g. (5.3)

If one solves the equations in the form:
a(9) =8(0) exp|_ ¥, (5.4)
then one can then defiéy) by the matrix[h(lx)]‘j that makes:

a(1) =g(0) [h(lo)]ij . (5.5)

Hence, h(lp) can be represented by the integral:
[h(1;))! = expf, ¥/ . (5.6)

If VJ is a linear connection av then theholonomy mag: QM — GL(n) at eachx

[0M takes each look [0 QM throughx to the elemeni(lg) O GL(n), as we just defined

it; the linear holonomy group¥y is then the image di. It is a Lie group and, by the
Ambrose-Singer holonomy theore#j,[its Lie algebra is generated by all of the possible
values on‘j(X,Y) when X, Y are tangent vectors at In particular, for a connection
with vanishing curvature the Lie algebra of the lineatohomy group is trivial.
However, this does not imply that the linear holonogngup of a flat connection is
trivial, only that it is discrete — or rathaqtally disconnectedin the sense that every
point of W, has a neighborhood @L(n) that contains no other points'®f.
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Since all of the linear holonomy grouys are isomorphic by conjugation in a path-
connectedM, we denote the generic representative of that isomenptiass byd.

One usually thinks of the translational part of theohomy element as arising from
non-vanishing torsion and the linear part from non-vanishingature, but we have

already seen that both of these geometric objectshvémighe connectioM . At first,
this appears to lead to an inconsistent conclusior,watiecall that the usual arguments
that couple torsion to the translational part of theneetion and curvature to the linear
part assume that the lodypis contractible; more to the point, it must bound &aht |y
=0c,. One can then apply Stokes’s theorem to make:

f. 6= de =0, (5.7)
since we are assuming that Biare all closed, in order for the integral to be hapgt
invariant.

However, we are considering a multiply-conneck®), which then implies the
existence of non-trivial loops, which do not bound 2-chaasStokes’s theorem does not
apply and the integral on the right-hand side of (5.7)bmnon-vanishing. Hence, it is
the topology that is responsible for the non-tritialonomy, not the torsion or curvature.

In order to better see how multiple-connectivity tedato holonomy for flat
connections, let us recall some basic properties otdlahectionsg-7] as they relate to
holonomy. One has the following set of equivalentdatwons for flatness of a torsion-
free linear connection:

Theorem:

SupposeM is connected, while [0 M, andyis a torsion-free connection @L(M).
The following are equivalent:

1. yis flat.

2. The linear holonomy grougk is totally disconnected.

3. Parallel translation produces the same elemeat @f) for homotopic loops.

4. The mapp: 7a(M, X) - Wy, [I] — h[l] is onto.

5. h=p[h, wherepis a representation 75(M, X) -~ GL(n) andp: QMy - 7a(M, X)
takes every loopto its homotopy clasd]|

6. Every homotopically trivial loofx makes:

0= nyj (= expj.lxyjj ); (5.8)

as a consequence, whiginis simply-connected angis flat this is true for any loop.

By contraposition, in order for a flat connectionMrto have non-trivial holonomy,
M must be multiply connected.
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Another important topological property of flat contieas onG-principal bundles
(where G is a Lie group) that relates to simple connectivitythat when the base
manifoldM of aG-principal bundle® — M is paracompact and simply connectéfd [

1. There is a bundle isomorphigmP - M x G; i.e.,P is trivializable.

2. y=T w, where) is the canonical flat connection hx G — M, which makes
T(M) the horizontal sub-bundle M x G).

In particular, the bundle of linear frames Bh— for whichG = GL(n) — must be
trivializable, which then implies that a simply conmegttmanifold can admit a flat
connection if and only if it is parallelizable. Thenoection y then represents the
teleparallelism connection.

We conclude by mentioning some other useful propertiesto¢dinnections:

1. IfMis a compact, connected Riemannian manifold yhisrilat iff W is finite.
2. IfMis com_plete and connected ayg flat thenM = A(n)/75(M, X). The value of
h(l), whenl(s) = (A'(s), B} (9)) is a loop inA(n), will be the linear parB} (s of I(s) when

one expresse&(n) in the form of the semi-direct prodRt xs GL(n).

5 Discussion

Let us summarize the essential points of the foregosgudsion:

1. Anintegrable strain is defined by a diffeomorphism(O) - X(O) of the initial
statex(O) of an object into its deformed stai(©), which then defines a holonomic

coframe fielddy on a coordinate neighborhood x{(®).

2. An anholonomic frame fielef on the initial state is therefore not integrable ia
diffeomorphism. If the®' are closed then one can, however, define a singula
diffeomorphism — viz., an immersion.

3. It is possible to construct this immersion sticat the jump discontinuity is a
finite affine transformation of the initial pointpt an infinitesimal rigid motion.

4. The connectioM that makes®' parallel has vanishing torsion, curvature and
non-metricity with respect to that coframe fielddahe (deformed) metric that makes it
orthonormal, but acquires torsion and non-metrigitg holonomic coframe field that is
orthonormal for the undeformed metric.

5. Whenx(O) is multiply-connectedyj can still have non-trivial holonomy around

loops that do not contract to pointsx{®).

Since the flatness of the connectip’p IS equivalent to the homotopy-invariance of

the holonomy elemerti(l) [J A(n) that gets associated with the ldone then sees that
in order to be dealing with a connection that has-wanishing torsion or curvature, one
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must sacrifice the homotopy invariance of the integratiat we have been using to
obtain the “singular displacement” from the givenistral hus, a different choice of loop

through an initial poink, [J x(O) would produce a different holonomy factor at the same

point; similarly, a homotopic loop through a differenitial point would produces a
different holonomy factor.

One sees that one is dealing with issues in the dootestrain compatibility that are
common to other established applications of the georaktritd topological methods of
mathematical physics, such as topological defectsdaranedia and non-trivial vacua in
gauge field theories. The general picture that is emgrgeems to be that the link to
showing how topological defects can serve as thecesuof geometrical fields is
undoubtedly based in the integrability of the field equations.
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