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ABSTRACT: Using the simple setting of 3D N = 1 supergravity, we show how the tensor
calculus of supergravity can be extended to manifolds with boundary. We present an ex-
tension of the standard F'-density formula which yields supersymmetric bulk-plus-boundary
actions. To construct additional separately supersymmetric boundary actions, we decompose
bulk supergravity and bulk matter multiplets into co-dimension one submultiplets. As an
illustration we obtain the supersymmetric extension of the York-Gibbons-Hawking extrinsic
curvature boundary term. We emphasize that our construction does not require any boundary
conditions on off-shell fields. This gives a significant improvement over the existing orbifold
supergravity tensor calculus.
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B. Summary and Conclusions

1. Introduction

Supersymmetry (susy) and supergravity (sugra) were first formulated in the 1970’s as field
theories in z-space (the z-space or component approach). A tensor calculus for 4D N =1
rigid susy, with Poincaré or conformal symmetries, was developed by Julius Wess and Bruno
Zumino in their pioneering work [[J. For local susy (sugra), a tensor calculus for 4D N =1
models was obtained in [fl, f]. At the same time, the superspace approach of Salam and
Strathdee [] was extended to supergravity by Wess and Zumino [[J] and was shown to be
equivalent to the z-space tensor calculus approach [E] Both approaches have been used since,
and each has its own virtues.



In all these studies, boundary effects were mostly ignored and various total derivatives
were simply dropped. Already in the z-space approach, one calls a Lagrangian supersymmet-
ric if its susy variation is a total derivative. In superspace, manipulations with susy-covariant
derivatives D, often produce total x-space derivatives which are again discarded under the
x-space integration. One cannot do so in the presence of boundaries in z-space, which is why
the superspace and tensor calculus approaches are not obviously extendable to a manifold
with boundary.

Susy models in the presence of z-space boundaries have been studied before. Boundary
terms for open fermionic strings [ff] and the Casimir effect in 4D susy theories [§] were among
the first considered. (For a flavor of other models discussed over the years, see [[].) Already
in [f] it was argued that one needs boundary conditions (BC) to maintain (at least part of)
susy in the presence of a boundary, and that the BC must, in turn, be left invariant under
susy transformations (that is, form a “susy orbit” [[L(]]). This approach, which we will call
“susy with BC,” was used in most works on susy in the presence of boundaries.

In a recent analysis of [L{, [1], the BC required by the Euler-Lagrange variational princi-
ple, were considered together with the BC needed to maintain susy of the actions. The orbit
of all BC was constructed, and the functional space of off-shell fields was defined by the set
of all constraints. Here we take a completely opposite point of view: we develop an approach
to rigid and local susy in which off-shell fields are totally unconstrained.

Our approach gives classical! bulk-plus-boundary actions that are susy (under a half of
bulk susy) without using any BC on fields. We call our approach “susy without BC” to
contrast it with the “susy with BC” approach used so far.? For rigid susy, the validity of this
approach has already been established by one of us in [IJ]. The key ingredient used there,
which made the construction particularly simple, was the co-dimension one decomposition
of (rigid) superfields [[4]. In this article, we will give a first complete realization of this
approach in the case of local susy (sugra). We restrict our discussion to a 3D space-time
and show how the complete tensor calculus for 3D N = 1 local susy can be extended to
take boundaries into account. Co-dimension one decomposition of the bulk susy multiplets
will play an essential role in our construction. An extension of our construction to higher
dimensions and its superspace realization will be discussed elsewhere [[[J].

Understanding supergravity on a manifold with boundary is an interesting mathemat-
ical problem. It is also important for various physical models that have appeared in the
past decade. Notably, the 11D Horava-Witten (HW) construction [[L] and the 5D Randall-
Sundrum (RS) scenario [[f] (whose minimal supersymmetrization was achieved in [[7]).? In

LAt the quantum level, local susy is replaced by BRST symmetry, but the same approach can be followed
9, ).

2We will impose BC on symmetry parameters, but not on fields. Of course, BC on fields follow upon
applying the variational principle to our actions, but these BC are not needed in the proof of susy of the
actions. Whether these BC form susy orbits , @] is a separate issue that we will discuss elsewhere [@]

3The HW and (susy) RS models are usually discussed in the “upstairs picture” (on the S'/Zs orbifold).
The alternative “downstairs picture” (on a manifold with boundary) approach to these models was considered,
for example, in [@] and [@]7 respectively. Here we adhere to the “downstairs picture” description.



these models, one starts from a (standard) bulk supergravity action and tries to construct a
boundary action (involving, in general, additional boundary-localized fields) that makes the
whole system supersymmetric (under a half of bulk susy, with the other half being sponta-
neously broken by the presence of the boundary). As of now, most approaches to constructing
such susy bulk-plus-boundary actions have relied on certain approximations. For example,

1. the 11D HW action is susy only to a certain order in the expansion parameter x2/3

[ ENEE

2. the 5D orbifold supergravity tensor calculus of [0, BJ] relies on using standard orbifold
“odd=0” BC which, in general, are incompatible with the BC one derives from the
variational principle [J;

3. the 5D constructions of [RJ], which incorporate BC following from the variational prin-
ciple, are worked out only to lowest fermi order.

We hope that our approach, which works without any approximations or assumptions, will
help to bring these constructions to completion.

We base our construction on the existing tensor calculus for 3D N =1 and 2D N = (1,0)
supergravity. This tensor calculus was worked out by Uematsu [R4, RJ], following the 4D
N =1 results of [f]. In these derivations, conformal sugra plays a fundamental role, but we
consider only Poincaré sugra in this article.

Our construction will consist of the following steps.

First, we analyze the algebra of supergravity gauge transformations. We recall why, in
the presence of a boundary, one can (typically) preserve only half of bulk susy, and prove that
the restriction to this half of susy reduces the whole 3D N = 1 gauge algebra to the standard
2D N = (1,0) gauge algebra, without imposing any BC on fields. We note that the analysis
becomes particularly simple in a special Lorentz gauge (which is opposite to the standard
Kaluza-Klein choice) and we adopt that gauge from then on. As a consequence, the preserved
half of susy transformations gets modified by a compensating Lorentz transformation.

Second, we perform a co-dimension one decomposition of the 3D supergravity tensor
calculus. This gives, in particular, the induced supergravity multiplet that is necessary for
constructing separately susy boundary actions. The decomposition does not rely on using
any BC (like “odd=0" BC used in [R(, R1]) and is applicable to any hypersurface parallel to
the boundary.

Third, we show that on a manifold with boundary, the standard 3D F-density formula
must be extended by the addition of a boundary A-term. The extended F-density formula
automatically gives bulk-plus-boundary actions that are susy (under the half of bulk susy)
without using any BC on fields. We also write the extended F-density in terms of the co-
dimension one submultiplets.

To illustrate the construction, we finally apply the extended F-density formula to the 3D
N =1 scalar curvature multiplet. This will show that the minimal susy bulk-plus-boundary



action, with the standard 3D N = 1 supergravity in the bulk, does not include the York-
Gibbons-Hawking term [Rf]. The latter comes as a part of a separately susy boundary action
that one needs to add in order to relax field equations which would otherwise be too strong.

2. Co-dimension one gauge algebra

In this section, we will show how the 3D N = 1 supergravity gauge algebra? reduces naturally
to the 2D N = (1,0) supergravity gauge algebra on the boundary, as well as on co-dimension
one slices parallel to the boundary.

2.1 3D N =1 gauge algebra

The gauge transformations of the 3D N = 1 (off-shell) Poincaré supergravity are the Einstein
(general coordinate) transformation 6z (¢M), the local Lorentz transformation 6, (A45) and
the susy transformation dg(e). The complete gauge algebra reads®

[62(&") +oL(MP) +0g(er), p(€3") +0L(\'P) + dg(e2)]
= 0r(Elamp) + 0L (Nomp) + 00 (€comp) (2.1)
where the composite parameters are
&ty = 2(@7Mer) + [févafow - (1« 2)}
Nt = 2(eV e)@n? + (€7 Per)S + | OnME + XM oATP — (146 2)
€comp = —(E2vMer)ns + [ﬁéV@Nq + i)\fBVABel -1« 2)] (2.2)

with Y™ = 44e4™. The composite parameters depend explicitly on the fields of the 3D
supergravity multiplet (eMA,wM,S), with eq™ being the inverse of en and Daran being
the supercovariant spin connection (see (B4)). The algebra is realized on the supergravity
multiplet itself, as well as on other 3D multiplets such as the 3D scalar multiplet ®3(A) =
(A, x, F).

2.2 Einstein boundary condition

We are interested in constructing supersymmetric bulk-plus-boundary actions of the form

S = / Bzl + / d?zLy (2.3)
M oM

1The gauge algebra of 4D N = 1 sugra was first discussed in [@]7 and its closure if auxiliary fields are

included was discussed in [E7 E]

>Our conventions are: M, N are curved 3D indices, A, B are flat 3D indices, with decomposition M = (m, 3)
and A = (a,3). The 3D gamma matrices satisfy vv2 = 44% + 948 with % = (— + +) and v*457° =
AABC L pABAC | nBCAA _ pACAE with 4ABC = ¢4BY Qur spinors are Majorana; ¢ = ¢v7C, CT = —C,
C”)/AC’f1 = —(fyA)T. Einstein transformations yield (5§€A{A = §N8N6MA + eNAaM«SN7 etc.; Lorentz and susy

transformations are given in (@)7 (@) and )



For notational simplicity,® we choose the coordinates ™ in such a way that the boundary OM

is at 23 = 0 and that 2® > 0 in the bulk M. The boundary has coordinates z™ = (2, z!).
Under Einstein transformations, £3 is assumed to be a density, 6¢L3 = O (EM L3), so that

b5 = | da( Ly +5eLs) (2.4)
oM

The standard way to achieve 6¢S = 0 is to impose a BC on the Einstein parameter,

g3 (2.5)

and take £ to be a density under the induced Einstein transformations, d¢Lo = 0 (§™L2).
(We assume that the total 9, derivative integrates to zero on the boundary.) In principle,
one could investigate other ways to achieve §¢S = 0 without imposing the BC (R.§). In this
article, however, we will assume that this BC on the parameter £ has to be imposed.

2.3 The unbroken half of bulk susy

Consistency of the gauge algebra (R.1) with the BC (R.§) requires [[L]

oM _ oM
ggomp =0 <~ (62/71461)6143 =0 (26)

It is convenient to choose a special Lorentz gauge,’

=0 = e,°=0 (2.7)

both on OM and in M. (We shall later comment on the case when one does not impose this
gauge.) As 633 is non-zero, the BC (R.6) now reduces to a field-independent requirement

32’7361 6é/t 0 (2.8)

Introducing projectors Py = %(1 + 73) and defining e; = Pye¢, we solve this BC by imposing
(without loss of generality) the following BC on the susy parameter e,

.My & M €4 (2.9)
The half of susy that is not broken by the boundary satisfies

€+ =Prey, € =6 P, ’YSG+ =€y, €4 = —E+’YS (2.10)

50ur choice of coordinates 2™ does not impose an Einstein gauge as it does not restrict & (z). It also
does not imply that our boundary has to be flat, because it places no restrictions on (intrinsic or extrinsic)
curvature.

"Note that the gauge e,> = em3 = 0 is opposite to the standard Kaluza-Klein choice @]7 e;" =e3” =0.
It is the analog of the “time gauge” introduced by Schwinger [E] for the Hamiltonian analysis of gravity.
(For the Hamiltonian analysis of the Dirac action in a curved space it was used by Kibble @], and for the
Hamiltonian formulation of 4D N = 1 supergravity it was used in @]) In more mathematical terms, this
gauge corresponds to the choice of a surface-compatible frame [@] Its usefulness in the setting of supergravity
on a manifold with boundary was emphasized in [[L9].



The other half, parametrized by e_, is broken by the boundary. It could, in principle, be
restored by introducing appropriate Goldstone fields on the boundary, which would show
that the breaking is spontaneous. However, in this article, we will only be interested in
preserving the e susy.

2.4 Modified ¢, susy

The gauge condition (R.7) is invariant under arbitrary £ and A% transformations, but not
under A and e, ones. Only a particular combination of A% and e, transformations survives
in this gauge. We, therefore, introduce a modified ¢4 susy transformation,

0g(et) = dgle+) +0r(N 3 = —€+ta—) (2.11)

which satisfies 5&2(e+)em3 = 0. (We will use the notation &; = dg(e+).) It is this €4 susy
transformation that we will use in the following constructions.

2.5 The reduced gauge algebra

We claim that the surviving gauge transformations, 6z(£™), dr(A\%), and dg(e+), form a
subalgebra of the 3D N = 1 supergravity gauge algebra that is isomorphic to the (standard)
2D N = (1,0) supergravity gauge algebra. The non-trivial part of the proof concerns the
commutator of two (modified) e susy transformations. We find

00 (e14), 0 (e24)] = 0 (M) + 0L (AP) + dg(e) + 0. (Ny3) (2.12)
where 8
m — a m 3 1 n 1 n
5 = 2(62-1-/7 €1+)€a 3 6 = 07 €= _55 ¢TL + 56 ¢n—
n [~ 1— n [~ 1
Mo = € @nab = 50—t |+ Ay = € (B + 55€na (2.13)

The extra composite Lorentz transformation with

Xag = —324_5&2(614_)1[)&_ — (1 — 2) (2.14)

arises because the compensating Lorentz transformation in (R.11]) is field-dependent. We
see immediately that the (composite) e_ vanishes identically (without imposing v,,— = 0),
thanks to the contribution from the compensating Lorentz transformation. Using the results
of the next section, one finds that [[[3]

~ 1 N 1— N
)‘aé + )‘a3 = §§n¢n+¢a—, Wnab — 51/}@_’anb— = wr—l_ab (2'15)

8The extra terms in g, and e arise from the terms ()\'z)aé()\'l)gb and %Aéaé’yageH in @) upon using the
Fierz identities (€+¢-)(¢_n+) = —5 (€474 )(¢_ve—) and (e49p-)p— = —(e+ - )¢—.



where ED:{ b 18 the standard supercovariant connection constructed out of e,,* and 1,4 . This
brings (R.12) to the form

Boers), Saleas)] = Om(E€™) +0r(hp = €'3y) + Soler = —36"ns)  (216)

which is the standard form of the 2D N = (1,0) (local) susy algebra. We emphasize that we
have identified this subalgebra without imposing any boundary conditions on supergravity

3

fields. Accordingly, this identification works for any hypersurface x°> = const parallel to the

boundary M.

3. Co-dimension one submultiplets

Having proved that the 3D N = 1 supergravity gauge algebra reduces to the 2D N = (1,0)
supergravity gauge algebra on the hypersurfaces parallel to the boundary, we are guaranteed
that the 3D multiplets can be decomposed into a set of 2D submultiplets. In this section, we
will describe these submultiplets for the 3D supergravity and the 3D scalar multiplets.

3.1 3D supergravity multiplet

The 3D supergravity multiplet, (e o, S ), enjoys the following susy transformations,

. 1 ~
deenr™ =y s, dcar = 2Dwre, 88 = Jey oy (3.1)
where 1; MN = D MUN — BN¢M is the supercovariant gravitino field strength and
~ 1 . R 1
Dyre = DM(OJ)G + Z’YMES, Dy = DM(w)l/JN — Z’le/JMS (32)
The covariant derivatives D) are only Lorentz covariant, so that
A~ 1 AB
Dy (@)n = Ompn + 1MABY N (3.3)

and the supercovariant spin connection is given by
~ 1 — — —
Wmap =w(e)map + kaap,  Kvap = 7(Vyva¥s — YursYa +vavmis)

1
w(e)map = §(CMAB — Cypa— Capum), Cun® = dyen™ —oyen™  (34)

where we use the standard conversion of indices, 14 = ea™ 1), etc. The supercovariant spin
connection has the following susy transformation,

_ - . _
deWnAB = 56(731/1MA — YAYMB — YMYAB) — §(€’YAB¢M)5 (3.5)

Under a 3D Lorentz transformation, we have

1 ~ —~
onemt = MBeyp, Oz = Z)\AB’YABwM7 NS =0, o\wmap=—D@)uAap (3.6)

These Lorentz transformations will play a role as the (modified) €, susy transformation (R.11])
involves a compensating Lorentz transformation.



3.2 Co-dimension one split

To identify co-dimension one submultiplets of the supergravity multiplet, we first split the
indices, M = (m,3), A = (a,3), and the spinors, ¢ = e, 4+ e_. The resulting component
fields (and parameters) can be formally assigned parities (in a way consistent with the susy
transformations) as follows,

even: en” ez’ Wimab  Way3 Vmy Y3 €q Om (3.7)

odd: e3® e,2=0 wsuw Was S WUm— Y34 e~ =0 03

(The vanishing of em> and e_ correspond to our Lorentz gauge choice (R.7) and the restriction
(B-9) on susy, respectively.) Co-dimension one multiplets will have definite parities as well.

In general, the induced metric on the 23 = const slices iS gmn = €m €na + em?’eng. With
our choice of the Lorentz gauge, however, we have ¢,,, = €m®€na, so that e,,* is the induced
vielbein. One can also easily check that w(e)qp coincides with the torsion-free spin connection
constructed out of e,;,”, whereas w(e),, se,® coincides, up to a convention-dependent sign,
with the extrinsic curvature tensor [[9]. We fix the sign by defining®

Ky = w(e),,a56n" (3.8)

In our gauge, e,,° = e,® = 0, we have e,,%," = 6,,", e"em? = 6,° and 633633 =1, as well as

Ym = em Ve, V3= €3+ es”n, V" =" 6™, 7P = e’
Ya = € Pm, 71)3 = egmﬂ)m + 633¢3 (3'9)

We will also use K,y = w(e),, 3 and Ky, = €, Kpnq. Noting that &, 3 is not supercovariant
under the (modified) €4 susy, we define the supercovariant extrinsic curvature tensor as

~ =R 1—
Rona = By — 50 - (3.10)
USng Emwa = Em-ﬁ-wa— + Em—wa-i- and Em%ﬂﬁa = _Em—‘r?ﬁa— + Em—wa-i-) we find that

[?ma = Kma + (1/1m’Ya1/13 Em% + Ea’Ym”tbg) (3'11)

As the bosonic extrinsic curvature tensor is symmetrlc K. = Ky, the supercovariant ex-
trinsic curvature tensor is symmetric as well, Kab Kba

9The extrinsic curvature is usually defined by Ky = +PuE PNEVknr where Pu™ = 6u % — naun®

and Vignr = Oxnp — Igr® ns In our gauge and with our choice of coordlnates7 ny = (0,0, —egé) and
Kpn = Flpnns = £Tn2e3°. The vielbein postulate yields Tyn 633 = —wma3en . (See appendices in |
and @] for more details and references.) Our sign choice is then Kyn = —PuPyIVinr.



3.3 Induced supergravity multiplet
Under the (modified) €4 susy (B.11]), the induced vielbein transforms as follows,

Slem® =€y " hms (3.12)

(The compensating Lorentz transformation does not contribute here as \’ “3em3 vanishes in
our gauge.) The variation of ¥, gives

1. 1 3
8hms = 2(Om + Zwmaw“b)e+ + 5/\;37“31/)7,1_ (3.13)
where )\; 3= —€4 1. Performing the following decomposition,

~ ~ _ 1 — _ _
Omab = @ K W K= Z(Tﬂm_%?ﬁb— — Y MWa— + Vg YmWVp—)

—~ 1 — — _
w:_wb = w(e)mab + H’:mb’ H’:wb = Z(wm-i-’}’awb—l— - wm-i-’}’bwa-i- + wa-i-’meb—l—) (3'14)

we observe that @ . is the (standard) supercovariant spin connection for the 2D (induced)
vielbein e,,*. Defining the 2D (Lorentz) covariant derivative as

. 1.
D! (&57)e = Opme + Zw:;mbv“be (3.15)

we arrive at

1
S pme = 2D (@ )ey + =k

1 ~
5 oYl + 5N 37 m— (3.16)

We claim that the last two terms cancel each other. To prove this, we first observe that the
antisymmetrization in any three 2D vector indices gives zero, [abc] = 0, which yields

_ I—
"imab = §wa—7mwb— (317)

Second, the identity v = e“b?”yg accounts for a useful trick,

Ve (Yo ymte-) = —€4 (Yo ymy ") (3.18)

Finally, gamma-matrix algebra reduces the last term to 2¢, (1, Y*,_) and the Fierz trans-
formation gives

Ve (Vo Ymtp-) = =27 Yy (4 a) (3.19)

which proves our statement and gives us the final result,

5267”& = E+’Ya1/1m+, 5gwm+ = 2D;n((f\u+)e+ (320)

This shows that (e,,%,¥m+) is the (standard) 2D N = (1,0) supergravity multiplet.



3.4 Radion multiplet

In order to identify further submultiplets, we recall the basics of the 2d N = (1, 0) supergravity
tensor calculus [2§]. Besides the supergravity multiplet we have just identified, there are
two other basic multiplets, the scalar multiplet ®9(A) = (A,(-) and the spinor multiplet
Us(¢y) = (¢4, F). They transform by definition as follows,

SLA=% (., ¢ =7" D,A
0iCr = Fey, O F =%;9"D¢y (3:21)

where D/ A = 9,A— 21, x— and D¢y = DL(&T)¢h — 2 Fy),4 are supercovariant derivatives.
With these definitions, we now claim that

c1’2(63‘6’) = (e3”, —e33w3_> (3.22)

is a good 2D N = (1,0) scalar multiplet which we will call the radion multiplet.!? First of all,

we observe that es® is indeed a scalar under the €™ and A% transformations. The non-trivial
part in this statement is that in

Sees® = E"Opes” + e,305" (3.23)

the last term vanishes in our gauge. Next, we apply the (modified) e, susy to 633 and find
Sles® = ey s + Nz, = £ (s + e3%Pa_) = €4 (—es3’t) (3.24)
which identifies the superpartner of 633 as (_ = —eggwg_. To check that the variation of (_

has the correct form is a bit more involved. The details will be presented in [[[J]. The key
intermediate statement is

~ 1—
Oy = P [eg™ovar + pardeg™] = 1% [Bg — 5 V- | (3.25)
Next, in our gauge, it is easy to prove that
~ 3 1 — —
W3e5 = —€3"Oaeyy + 5 (3, Ya — V3 Yas) (3.26)
Finally, the contribution ¢3_5633 vanishes thanks to the identity (€41 _)®¥_ = 0. Collecting

the pieces, we find that d¢_ has the required form, which proves that (B.29) is a good 2D
N = (1,0) scalar multiplet.

0The term “radion” refers to a field parametrizing the radius of the extra dimension @] In our case,
proper distances in the x> direction must be measured with g3z = 633633 + e3®e3q, which is not given by e3°
alone. Nonetheless, we will call ®(e3”) the radion multiplet.

— 10 —



3.5 Extrinsic curvature multiplet

So far, we have found two ewven submultiplets, the induced supergravity and the radion
multiplets. Now we will present an important odd submultiplet, the extrinsic curvature
(scalar) multiplet. The starting point is the (modified) e susy transformation of ¢,

N 3 1 1 3
Sethim— = Dypaiy ey + §’Ym€+5 + 5)\;37a31/1m+ (3.27)
Observing that &'e,™ = —(€.7"¢ay )ep™, we find, after some Fierzing,
-~ 1
(Xwa_ = ’Yb6+ |:Kab + 5770,65] (328)

where Ky is the (symmetric) supercovariant extrinsic curvature tensor defined in (j.10).
Contracting this expression with v, we find

0L(Y"Pa) = (K + S)ey (3.29)

where K = n“bl?ab is the (supercovariant) extrinsic curvature scalar. Noting that %,
behaves as (4, we claim that

Uo(Y"%a) = (Y'ha, K +5) (3.30)

is a good 2D N = (1,0) spinor multiplet. The proof consists in demonstrating that
~ C a 1, - _ a
0K +8) = 27" Da @) -] = 5 (K + 9)(E7"Yar) (3.31)

The details of the proof will be presented in [[J], where we will also discuss an extrinsic
curvature tensor multiplet as well as a submultiplet that starts with eg®.

3.6 Submultiplets of the 3D scalar multiplet

In 3D N = 1 supergravity, there is only one type of matter multiplet, the scalar multiplet
P3(A) = (A, x, F). (Other multiplets can be constructed by adding extra Lorentz indices.)
The susy transformations of this multiplet are

~ ~ 1
SA=x, b =AMeDyA+ Fe, 6F =M Dax - 1Sex (3.32)

where Dy A = OMA—%EMX and EMX = DM(@)X—%7N¢M13NA— %F¢M are supercovariant
derivatives. Under the (modified) €, susy, this 3D multiplet splits into the following two 2D
N = (1,0) submultiplets,*!

B4) = (A, x)  alxs) = (vrr F+DyAd— 15, 9x) (333)

11We note that our co-dimension one multiplets contain terms of the type “odd - odd” that are set to zero
in the approach of [@, @] For example, let us take F' to be even, so that x4+ is even and x— is odd. The
multiplet W2 (x4 ) is then even and contains an explicit product of odd fields, Ea77a><7- Such a product is also
present in the radion multiplet ( via the term e3*1,_ inside (_ = —6331/)3,. For dimensions higher than
3D, such products also appear in the induced supergravity multiplet @]

— 11 —



The proof consists in showing that
GLA=%x_, Ox- =" D,A

. 1—
Ox+ = Frey, Fy=F+ D3A— 3%a-7"X-

~ 1._
S Fy = ey * D' (@  ax+ — 5 (€7 Yot ) 2 (3.34)

where D) A = e,™ (0 A — 2,4 x—) and ZA)gA = e3M (O A — 3¢),X). The proof is straight-
forward, except for the 0. F part that we will discuss in [[[J].

3.7 Separately susy boundary actions

In the 2D N = (1,0) supergravity tensor calculus [2§], susy actions are constructed from
spinor multiplets Wo((y) = (¢4, F) with the help of the following F-density formula,

Lr[Wa(c0)] = oo [F + 5urCs] (3.35)

where es = det e,;,*. In our case, this formula can be directly applied to constructing (sepa-
rately) susy invariant boundary actions. Indeed, under the (modified) €4 susy, we have

OLE [Wa(C)] = O [ea(Er77Ch)ea™] (3.36)

and the total d,, derivative integrates to zero on the boundary. Therefore,

/8 [P SPasn"Ce] (3.37)

is a (separately) susy boundary action for a general spinor multiplet W5({;) = (¢4, F). For
example, we can apply this formula to the extrinsic curvature multiplet (B.3() to obtain

~ 1—
dves|K + S+ 507" - | (3.38)
OM 2

which is (separately) supersymmetric under the (modified) e susy (2.11]).

4. Susy bulk-plus-boundary actions

In this section, we will find an extension of the 3D F-density formula that makes it very easy
to construct susy bulk-plus-boundary actions. We will then show how this formula can be
written in terms of co-dimension one submultiplets. Finally, we will use it to supersymmetrize
the York-Gibbons-Hawking construction.
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4.1 The “F + A” formula

In the 3D N = 1 supergravity tensor calculus [4], susy actions are constructed from scalar
multiplets ®3(A) = (A, x, F') using the following F-density formula,

1— 1 —
Lr|@3(4)] = eg|[F + 5Pur™x + 74807 Vb + AS] (4.1)
where e3 = detep;”. Under 3D susy, this density transforms into a total 3D derivative,

5L [%(A)} — Oy [63 (EWMX n AEWMNqﬁN)] (4.2)

In the presence of a boundary, the bulk F-density does not give rise to a separately susy bulk
action because the total derivative yields a boundary term,

/M dré Lr [@3(14)} =— /8M d*zes <€73X + AEf”%) (4.3)

We used that, in our gauge, e,®> = 0 and 63633 = e9. Noting that Lp [@3(14)] is a Lorentz
scalar, the (modified) e, susy transformation (R.11]) gives

/M P L 25(4)] = /8 e (Bexe + 4200 ) (4.4)

Noting that /A = €, x_ and dles = e2(€47%q+ ), we can construct a boundary action whose
variation cancels ([.4). The following bulk-plus-boundary action,

Spia = /M Bl [%(A)] - /a y d2zes A (4.5)

is invariant under the (modified) e, susy. We call this the “F + A” formula.'?

4.2 Extended F-density

As we will demonstrate explicitly in [[J], the boundary A-term can also be written as a bulk
contribution thanks to the following relation,

—/ d2(L'€2A:/ dres(0;A + KA) (4.6)
oM M

This allows us to define an extended F-density

Lp[®3(A)] = Lp[@3(A)] + e3(03A + KA) (4.7)

12 The “F+ A” formula (@) has a natural extension to the case when the Lorentz gauge (@) is not imposed
@] We only have to replace ez = det(en*) with the determinant of the induced vielbein ey = det(e},,*) which
satisfies e/, %€ehy = em®ena + emgeng. The resulting bulk-plus-boundary action is susy under the half of bulk
susy defined by v3e; = \/ﬁe+. Note that this makes the susy parameter ey field-dependent which makes
the analysis of the gauge algebra more subtle [@]
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whose integral over the bulk M reproduces the bulk-plus-boundary “F + A” formula ([L.F).
Under the (modified) e susy, this extended 3D F-density behaves like the ordinary 2D F-
density (that is, it varies into a total 9, derivative). Therefore, we expect that it should be

possible to rewrite it as a 2D F-density of some 2D N = (1,0) spinor multiplet,

Lp[@3(A)] = Lr[P2(Cy)] (4.8)

This is indeed possible, and we find [[[2]

a(G4) = Pales’) x [Wa(xs) + Wa(y" ) x Da(4)] (49)

where ®5(A) and Wy(xy) are the submultiplets (B.33) of the 3D scalar multiplet ®3(A),
whereas ®5(e3) and Wy(y%t,_) are the radion and the extrinsic curvature multiplets, re-
spectively. To derive this result, one needs the multiplication formula

(A7 C—) X (C-l-? F) = (AC+7 AF _Z—C-l-) (410)

which is part of the 2D N = (1,0) tensor calculus [Rj].

4.3 Super-York-Gibbons-Hawking construction

The “F+A” formula ([.§) can be applied, in particular, to the 3D scalar curvature multiplet,'4

1 1 1 1— 1 _— 3
®3(5) = (5, §’YMN¢MN - §’VM1/1MS, §R(w) — §¢M’YN1/JMN + stMl/}M _ ZS2>
(4.11)

We immediately obtain the following bulk-plus-boundary action,

1. 1— N 1
Ssa = / dres [—R(w) + =P MVED@) N + —52] — / d*zeqS (4.12)
M 2 2 4 oM
which is, by construction, invariant under the (modified) e susy (without using any boundary
conditions). However, when one tries to apply the variational principle to this action, one
runs into a problem because the bulk auxiliary field S appears linearly on the boundary. (Its
field equation would require es to vanish, which is too strong.) This can be cured by adding a

131n the superfield language, this corresponds to giving a prescription for writing 3D locally susy actions in
terms of 2D superfields. For rigid susy, similar constructions are known in various dimensions [B] For the
linearized 5D supergravity, the description in terms of 4D superfields was given in [@] For the full non-linear
5D supergravity, such a construction would require [@, @] going beyond the orbifold supergravity tensor
calculus of [E, @] where odd supergravity submultiplets (like our extrinsic curvature multiplet )) and
“odd-odd” terms in even multiplets are discarded.

110 our conventions, R(®) = eBMeANR(cAu)MNAB with R(@)MNAB = OmoNAP +omACONeE — (M < N),
and YN = Du(@)Yn — Dy (@)Ym.
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separately susy boundary action that removes the term linear in S. We add the action given
in (B.3§). The resulting improved bulk-plus-boundary supergravity action reads'®

impr 1 —~ 1— —~ 1
SSGP = / d®res [ER(w) + §¢M7MNKD(W)N1[)K + 152
M

1
+/ d*zes (K + —wa+’ya’ybwb_) (4.13)
oM 2

where K = ¢™m@ Ama with I?ma =0
extrinsic curvature tensor. The boundary term, which is obviously a susy generalization of
the York-Gibbons-Hawking term [Rf], can also be written as follows

mad — %Em 4+ %q— which is the (symmetric) supercovariant

2 I 1— ab
/BM d*zweq (K + §wa+v wb_> (4.14)

where K = ¢™m@ Nma with IN(ma = @m .3 Which is neither symmetric nor supercovariant under
the (modified) €4 susy. The Euler-Lagrange variation of the improved supergravity action
gives rise to the following boundary term,

/ d’>xey {(56"”“(}?}”@ — emaf() + 5Em+’y“b1/1b_eam] (4.15)
oM

Therefore, removing the term linear in S in the boundary action of ([.I3) by adding a sepa-
rately susy boundary action (B.3§) has improved the variational principle it two ways. First,
the unacceptable boundary condition eo = 0 is avoided. Second, the boundary part of the
Euler-Lagrange variation (known also as “the boundary field equation”) is now in the “pdq”
form (by analogy with the Hamiltonian formulation). This allows one to derive “natural”
boundary conditions (for on-shell fields) by requiring that the boundary variation vanishes
for arbitrary d¢ [Bf]. In our case, the role of “¢” is played by the induced supergravity
multiplet (€,%, ¥m+) of (B.20).

It is very important for extending our construction to higher dimensions (where the full
set of auxiliary fields is not always known or does not exist) that it is possible to eliminate the
auxiliary field S by its equation of motion S = 0 while preserving susy of the action without
the use of any boundary conditions. This indicates, for example, that even though there is no
(off-shell) tensor calculus for 11D supergravity, the construction of Moss [I§ can, perhaps,
be improved so that susy of the 11D Horava-Witten action on the manifold with boundary
does not require any boundary conditions on fields.

The boundary term of the improved supergravity action () has the same form as the one found by
Moss ] (Note that 2@a+fy“fybz/)b, = anaybwb.) However, there are essential differences. Moss uses an
“adaptive coordinate system ey, = dnr1,” which in our case would mean em3 =0 and 633 = 1. Moreover, his
expression for the supercovariant extrinsic curvature involves ¢n (our 13) and, therefore, could be equivalent
to our (), which involves 13, only if, in addition, e3* = 0. Finally, in the approach of Moss, susy of
the bulk-plus-boundary action is claimed only using the 1,,— = 0 boundary condition. Our tensor calculus
approach, on the other hand, leads to bulk-plus-boundary actions that are susy without using any boundary
conditions.
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It is also instructive to find an alternative form of our bulk-plus-boundary action ([.13)
by separating the fermionic bilinear parts in @y 4p and K. Setting S = 0, we obtain [[[7]

Ssq = /M dzes [%R(W) + %EMWMNKD(W)NW( + 0(1114)}

1—
+/ d*zey (K + —wa+’yabwb_) (4.16)
oM 2

where K is the standard bosonic extrinsic curvature term. In this form, ignoring the 4-fermi
terms, the 3D bulk-plus-boundary action for supergravity was first found by Luckock and
Moss in [B7).1® We have determined all 4-fermi terms in the bulk and boundary actions. We
found 4-fermi terms in the bulk action which agree with the literature of supergravity, but
no 4-fermi terms on the boundary. So, the 2-fermi terms of [B7 give already the complete
boundary action. The new result of our construction is that the same boundary action is
sufficient for “susy without BC” of the total bulk-plus-boundary action.

5. Summary and Conclusions

In this article, we have studied the issue of constructing locally susy bulk-plus-boundary
actions in the simple setting of 3D N = 1 supergravity. We demonstrated that the tensor
calculus for 3D N = 1 supergravity can be naturally extended to take boundaries into account.
For a 3D scalar multiplet (4, x, F), our “F + A” formula ({.5) gives a bulk-plus-boundary
action

Spya = / dBzes [F . } | dPzesa (5.1)
M oM

which is “susy without BC” (its susy variation vanishes without the need to impose any BC

on fields) under the half of bulk susy parametrized by e; (satisfying ’y?’e+ = €4 when the

Lorentz gauge (R.7) is imposed). Quite remarkably, this simple extension of the standard F-

density formula works in 4D N = 1 sugra as well (where the D-density can also be similarly

extended) [LF].

The “F + A” (extended F-density) formula can be applied to a variety of models. As an
illustration, we applied it to the 3D N = 1 scalar curvature multiplet. The resulting bulk-
plus-boundary action ([l.1J) has the standard 3D N = 1 sugra in the bulk and just the term
€25 on the boundary. It is “susy without BC” by construction, but the field equation for the
bulk auxiliary field S gives not only S = 0 in the bulk but also es = 0 on the boundary, which
is unacceptable. To resolve this problem while maintaining the “susy without BC” property,
we looked for an additional separately susy boundary action containing the same term ey S.
The simplest such action is (8.3§). Adding it to the minimal bulk-plus-boundary action given
by the “F + A” formula, we find that the S-term gets replaced by the York-Gibbons-Hawking

181n 5D, the analog of this action was found in [E] and its “susy without BC” was established up to the
4-fermi terms and terms involving the 5D graviphoton.
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extrinsic curvature term K together with the gravitino bilinear v, +’y“b1/1b_. Neither the bulk
nor the boundary action is separately susy, but their sum is and it is “susy without BC.”

In order to construct separately susy boundary actions systematically, we have developed
a co-dimension one decomposition of bulk supermultiplets. We found that the 3D N =1
sugra multiplet (epr?, 47, S) decomposes into several 2D N = (1,0) multiplets: the induced
sugra multiplet (e,,%, ¥+ ), the radion multiplet (633, —13— + e3*,—) and an “off-diagonal
multiplet” (esq, —6331/1,1_ + Ya¥3+) []E] (The other off-diagonal component of the vielbein,
em?’, vanishes in our Lorentz gauge (R.7]).) With the parity assignments given in (B.7), the first
two multiplets are “even” and the last one is “odd.” The 3D N = 1 scalar multiplet (A, x, F')
allows a similar decomposition; see (B.33)). Explicit verification that these submultiplets
transform as standard 2D N = (1,0) supermultiplets is tedious [[[J], but our analysis of the
gauge algebra guarantees that the co-dimension one decomposition does work and does not
require any (boundary) conditions on fields.

In the superspace formulation, one can act on superfields with superspace covariant
derivatives to construct new superfields. In the tensor calculus, the new multiplets can be
constructed simply by choosing an appropriate lowest component. For example, starting
with v*1),_, we obtain our extrinsic curvature (scalar) multiplet (B-30). Starting with t,_,
we similarly obtain an extrinsic curvature tensor multiplet [12]. The multiplets obtained in
this way can, together with any number of independent boundary matter multiplets, be used
to construct separately susy boundary actions using the standard 2D N = (1,0) F-density
formula (B.3§). In conjunction with our “F + A” formula, this gives the most general bulk-
plus-boundary actions that are “susy without BC.” However, requiring that the variational
principle yields field equations that are not too strong restricts the choice of boundary actions
that one can allow [1J].

We should note that the Lorentz gauge (R.7) that we used in this work allows a tremendous
simplification of the algebra. At the same time, our results can be extended to the case when
no Lorentz gauge is imposed (see e.g. footnote [[J) [[J]. We also note that our tensor calculus
approach relies heavily on the off-shell supergravity formulation (with auxiliary fields). Such
a formulation is not always available in higher dimensions. Nonetheless, a concrete higher
dimensional model (such as the 11D Horava-Witten construction) has still a chance to be
“susy without BC” as we discussed in section [.d.

Our program of “susy without BC” can and should be extended to (a) dimensions higher
than three, (b) the superspace formulation, (c) superconformal symmetries and superconfor-
mal actions, (d) BRST symmetry. Some progress in these directions has already been achieved
[d]. Ultimately, this would allow to have complete control over the models discussed in the
Introduction as well as other models where symmetries and boundaries collide.
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