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PERTURBATIVE QUANTUM GAUGE THEORIES ON MANIFOLDS

WITH BOUNDARY

ALBERTO S. CATTANEO, PAVEL MNEV, AND NICOLAI RESHETIKHIN

ABSTRACT. This paper introduces a general perturbative quantization scheme for gauge
theories on manifolds with boundary, compatible with cutting and gluing, in the cohomo-
logical symplectic (BV-BFV) formalism. Explicit examples, like abelian BF theory and its
perturbations, including nontopological ones, are presented.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to lift Atiyah—Segal’s functors to the cochain level. We show how
to construct the data of such functors in terms of perturbative path integrals.

The natural framework for this construction is the Batalin—Vilkovisky formalism, or, more
precisely, its natural extension to the setting of spacetime manifolds with boundary [21], 22].

The formalism we propose also incorporates the idea of Wilsonian effective action. In par-
ticular, partition functions for closed manifolds in our approach, rather than being numbers,
are half-densities on the space of residual fields (if the latter can be chosen to be a point, we
do get a number). Models for the space of residual fields are partially ordered and one can
pass from a larger to a smaller model by a certain fiber integration procedure — in this way
a version of Wilson’s renormalization flow is built into the picture. Also, in this context, the
reduced spaces of states in the case of topological field theories are not forced to be finite-
dimensional, which allows one to accommodate for interesting examples (e.g. BF' theory)
which do not fit into Atiyah’s axiomatics in its usual form.

Remark 1.1. In the text, manifolds, possibly with boundary, are always assumed to be smooth,
compact and oriented.

1.1. Functorial quantum field theory. The functorial point of view on quantum field
theory was first outlined in [5, 50| in the context of topological and conformal field theories,
however it is quite general and can be taken as a universal structure which is present in any
quantum field theory.

In this framework a quantum field theory is a monoidal functor from a category of cobor-
disms to a given monoidal category. The target category is, usually, the category of complex
vector spaces, or appropriate infinite-dimensional versions. The category of cobordisms de-
pends on the type of field theory. For example, for topological field theories these are usually
smooth oriented cobordisms. For Yang-Mills theory and sigma models this is a category of
smooth Riemannian manifolds with a collar at the boundary. Other examples of geometric
structures on cobordisms are: framing, volume form, conformal structure, spin and spin®-
structures (on a Riemannian manifold).

When the target category is the category of vector spaces, such a functor does the following.
To an (n — 1)-dimensional manifold ¥ (equipped with collars [53] if we want to have smooth
compositions) it assigns a vector space:

S H(Y)
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It should agree with the orientation reversing mapping
H(X) = HX)*
and should have the monoidal property
H(X,U%s) = H(E1) ® H(X)

where the tensor product should be appropriately completed in the infinite-dimensional case.
Here H* is the dual vector space. Typically these vector spaces are infinite-dimensional and
the notion of the dual vector space may depend on the construction of QFT.

To an n-dimensional cobordism M : - M — 0+ M the functor assigns a linear map

M s pp : H(O_M) — H(94 M)

Taking into account the orientation reversing mapping and the monoidal property, the map-
ping s can be regarded as a vector:

dar € H(OM)

Here OM = 0_M U1 0+ M is the boundary of M. For a given M the space H(0M) is called
the space of boundary stateﬂ The vector ¢y is called the state (a.k.a. the amplitude or the
partition function or the wave function).

1.2. The functional integral. In the case of a theory without gauge symmetries, the space
of states associated to the boundary and the state associated to the bulk can be obtained
as follows in the functional integral formalism. We start from a field theory on a manifold
M defined in terms of a space of fields Fj;y on M and an action functional Sp;, which is a
functional on Fjs. We refer to M as the space-time manifold as this is its physical meaning
in field theory (but not in string theory where space-time is the target of maps defined on the
worldsheet M).

Under mild assumptions, a local classical field theory naturally defines a symplectic mani-
fold Fg of boundary fields on a boundary manifold ¥. The space of states is then defined as
a quantization of Fg . In the simple, but common, situation when Fg is an affine space, the
quantization can be defined by choosing a Lagrangian polarization with a smooth leaf space
By. The space of states is then defined as the space of functions on By. If ¥ = OM, there is
a surjective submersion from the space of fields F; to the space of boundary fields FgM. We
denote by pas the composition of this map with the projection F gM — Bgps. Then the state
associated to M may be heuristically defined as

@bM(ﬁ) — / e%SM((I))D(I),
Pep;/ (B)

where [ is a point in Bgyy.

The gluing procedure is formally obtained by pairing the two states coming from two man-
ifolds with the same boundary (component) ¥ via integration over Bgﬂ This integral is not
defined measure theoretically, but as a formal power series modelled on the asymptotic ex-
pansion of an oscillatory integral around a critical point, with coefficients given by Feynman

1To be precise, as usual, states are density matrices on this space.

2This procedure relies implicitly on a version of Fubini theorem which is heuristically expected to hold, cf.
Remark and the preamble of Appendix @
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diagrams.ﬁ Sometimes it is also convenient to “linearize” the space of fields. Then the proce-
dure consists in splitting the action into a sum Sp; = SRJ + Sﬁ;rt, where SR/[ is quadratic in
the fields and S]I\’frt is a small perturbation. One defines the Gaussian integral for SJOW as usual
and then computes the effects of the perturbation in terms of expectation values of powers of
S]r\);rt in the Gaussian theory.

1.3. Gauge theories and the BV formalism. One of the results of this paper is the lift
of the above construction to the cochain level, which is needed to treat gauge theories (or,
more generally, theories with degenerate action functionals). The idea is to replace the vector
space H(X) by a cochain complex H*®(3) (whose cohomology in degree zero is H(X)). The
state associated to a bulk M in such a theory is a cocycle in H°(OM). The reason for this is
that the construction of a state usually depends on gauge choices and as a consequence the
state is defined up to a coboundary.

The functional integral approach outlined above has to be modified to accommodate for
these changes. At first we assume that M has no boundary. In this case the most general
framework is the Batalin—Vilkovisky (BV) formalism [9]. It requires two steps: extending the
space of fields on a manifold M to an odd-symplectic supermanifold of fields Fjs, and then
extending the action functional to a function Sy; on Fj; which satisfies a certain condition
called the master equation. The space of fields Fj; usually comes with a special Lagrangian
submanifold £y which corresponds to the classical fields of the theory and the infinitesimal
generators of symmetry. The main result of Batalin and Vilkovisky is that the integral of
exp(iSyr/h) over a Lagrangian submanifold £ of Fjs is invariant under deformations of L.
The application to field theory consists in replacing the, usually ill-defined, integral over Ly
with a well-defined integral over a deformation £ (this procedure is called the gauge-fixing).

Under mild assumptions, one can show [2I), 22] that a local BV theory naturally defines
an even symplectic supermanifold fg of boundary fields on a boundary manifold ¥ endowed
with an odd function Sg that Poisson commutes with itself (this structure is familiar from
the BFV formalism; see [10] and, for a more recent mathematical treatment, [52, 45]). Again,
we assume that we have a Lagrangian polarization on ]:g with a smooth leaf space By,. The
space of states, now a cochain complex, is defined as the space of functionﬁ on By, (in order to
have a Z-graded complex, one needs a Z-grading, a.k.a. ghost number, on the supermanifolds
of fields, which is usually the case). The coboundary operator Qs on the space of states is
constructed as a quantization of Sg which we assume to square to zero (otherwise the theory
is called anomalous).

If ¥ = OM, there is a surjective submersion from the space of fields Fj; to the space
of boundary fields ng. The master equation for Sp; turns out to be modified by terms
coming from F§,, (the classical master equation in this situation was analyzed in [2I] in the
framework of BV-BFV theory). As we explain below (see Section , if we denote by pas the
composition of the map from Fj; to ng with the projection to the leaf space By, the fibers
of pps inherit an odd-symplectic structure and the restriction of Sp; to the fibers satisfies the
master equation modified by a boundary term. The state associated to M is then defined by

3This formal power series is expected to be the asymptotic series for the non-perturbative state defined for
finite values of A.

4The construction is in fact canonical if one works with half-densities instead of functions, which we will
actually do in the paper. For simplicity of exposition we consider functions in this Introduction.
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integrating the exponentiated action over a Lagrangian submanifold £ in the fibers
(1.1) ot (b) = / e SM@ DG b e By,
DELCPY, (b)

Notice that in principle we need a choice of £ in each fiber pxj(b). We refrain from using
the notation Ly, for we will see that for the formalism to make sense one actually has to
assume that, at least locally, the fibration is a product manifold and that £ is a Lagrangian
submanifold of the fibers independent of the base pointﬂ Notice that the functional integral
corresponds to a choice of ordering. This yields a preferred quantization Qs of the boundary
action.

One of the goals of this paper is to show that, under natural assumptions, this is a well-
defined procedure and that a change of gauge fixing (i.e., a deformation of the Lagrangian
submanifolds £) changes the state ¥y by an Qgps-exact term.

1.4. Perturbation theory and residual fields. The functional integral is understood
as an expansion in Feynman diagrams corresponding to the asymptotic expansion around a
critical point. We also consider perturbation theory where Sy = 834 + S}\);rt, where SJ(\)/[
is quadratic and S]I\’/frt is a small perturbation. In this case, it is also interesting to allow
for non-isolated critical points of SJ?/[. The idea is to consider critical points of 81?4 modulo
its own gauge symmetry as residual fields and to integrate in transversal directions to the
space of residual fields. The resulting state is a function on the space of residual fields, which
is a finite-dimensional supermanifold and comes equipped with a BV Laplacian, i.e., an odd
second order operator A that squares to zero (and anticommutes with £4y7). The main result
is that, under certain assumptions, the state is now closed under the coboundary operator
h2A 4 Qgar and changes by h2A + Qgp-exact terms under changes of gauge-fixing. This has
profound consequences, e.g., when one wants to globalize the results (i.e., define the state as
a function on the whole space of solutions of Euler-Lagrange equations for Sp; modulo gauge
symmetry, and not just on a formal neighborhood of each point as in perturbation theory),
cf. [12] for the detailed treatment of globalization for the Poisson sigma model.

More general spaces of residual fields may be defined as submanifolds of Fj; compatible
with the BV structure. This leads, e.g., to a Wilsonian picture, where one has a hierarchy
of spaces of residual (“low energy”) fields and can pass from larger to smaller models by fiber
BV integrals, see Appendix [F] for more details. Choosing appropriate spaces of residual fields
is also important for the gluing procedure, see Section [2.4.4]

1.5. Main results. This paper contains two main results. The first one is the construction of
a general framework of perturbative quantization of any local QFT with gauge symmetry on
manifolds with boundary. Some of the assumptions may be too strong for specific examples.
This is why the application of this framework requires extra work. In particular, we do
not address possible issues with renormalization which would be very important for non-
topological theories.

Our second main result concerns the application of the general framework to a class of
topological field theories, BF-like theories, see Sections[3]and [l The result can be formulated
as the following theorem.

5This assumption is natural in the setting of perturbative quantization in the formal neighborhood of a
fixed critical point of the action when the relevant spaces of fields/boundary fields are automatically equipped
with a linear structure.
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Theorem. The following holds for BF-like theories such as BF theories, 2D Yang-Mills the-
ory, the nonlinear Poisson sigma-model and the first order formalism for quantum mechanics
where the construction of Qanr and of the state W is given in terms of configuration space
integrals:
(1) Q3,, =0.
(2) The quantum master equation modified by the boundary term holds:
(A + Qanr ) = 0.
(3) A change of gauge changes the state (the partition function) by a coboundary:
Yar = P+ (BPA + Qo) o
(4) The gluing axiom holds, i.e. if M = My Us; M, then

v = Pu(Yar ;TZJMQ),

where P, is the BV-pushforward with respect to the odd-symplectic fibration of residual
fields P: YV, X Var, — Vi (see section 2.4.4), and xx, is the pairing of states in H(X).

This theorem is proven in Sections [3| and [4] with the beginning of Section {4 (specifically,
Subsections {4.1J}4.2)) being the core part.

1.6. Summary. In Section [2| we give the framework of quantum BV-BFV theory. Later, in
Sections 3 and 4 we use Feynman diagrams and integrals over configuration spaces to make a
precise mathematical construction of abelian BF theories and their perturbations, including,
in particular, non-abelian BF theories, 2D Yang-Mills theiory and the Poisson sigma model.
Section begins with a short review of the classical BV-BFV formalism for Lagrangian
field theories on manifolds with boundaries [21, 22]. Then, after introducing in Section
the main construction underlying our quantization scheme — BV pushforward in a family —
we continue with an abstract formulation of its quantum version (Section which will
be substantiated by examples in the rest of the paper. Then we present the construction of
perturbative quantization which starts with a classical BV-BFV theory and returns a quantum
BV-BFV theory (Section . Here we focus on finite-dimensional integrals and comment
on the infinite-dimensional version defined via the stationary phase asymptotical formula,
with integrals defined by their Feynman diagram expansions. In particular, we show how the
functional integral formalism yields a preferred quantization of the BFV action — i.e., roughly
speaking, of the constraints on boundary fields — which is compatible with the quantization
in the bulk.

In Section [3] we consider the case of abelian BF theories. We discuss the space of residual
fields, the choice of gauge fixings (by Hodge theory on manifolds with boundary), and the
construction of propagators (some of the results of sections and were already described
in [57]). We compute the state explicitly, see , as

i geff
Vur = Ty eS|

where Ty is, up to a coefficient depending on Betti numbers of M, the torsion of M (to the

power £1) and
Sﬁ:i(/ IBSa—/ bA)i/ TiB A
02 M oM O M x1 M

is the effective action, where A and B denote the boundary fields, a and b the residual fields and
7 the propagator (71 and 79 are just projections to the factors in the Cartesian product). We
show that the quantum BV-BFV axioms are satisfied. Finally, we discuss the gluing procedure
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and show that it is a combination of the gluing formula for torsions and of Mayer—Vietoris.
In particular, we derive a formula for the gluing of propagators (see also Appendix .

In Section [4 we discuss examples of quantum BV-BFV theories that arise as a perturbation
of abelian BF theories. These include non-abelian BF theories, quantum mechanics, the Pois-
son sigma model, two-dimensional Yang—Mills theory and particular cases of Chern—Simons
theory. For this class of examples we show that gluing and the quantum BV-BFV axioms
are satisfied. Notice that, with the exception of quantum mechanics and two-dimensional
Yang—Mills theory, we only present topological field theories, yet recall that the formalism of
Section [2] is general. In the context of two-dimensional Yang—Mills theory we also present a
nontrivial example of the generalized Segal-Bargmann transform. The Poisson sigma model
provides an example where the boundary structure gets quantum corrections.

Appendix [4] introduces the necessary background on Hodge theory on manifolds with
boundary. In Appendix [B] we present a construction of propagators on manifolds with bound-
ary by a version of the method of image charges. In Appendix [D| we present the details of the
gluing procedure for propagators. In Appendices[C|and [E| we provide examples of propagators
and of the gluing construction for propagators. In Appendix [F]we comment on the globaliza-
tion aspect of our formalism where perturbative quantization is performed in a family over
the moduli space of solutions of the Euler-Lagrange equations of the classical system modulo
gauge symmetry.

1.7. Final comments. The general setting described in Section [2] has a much wider scope
than the few examples presented in this paper, which are however particularly suitable to point
out the various features of the formalism. Depending on the reader’s taste, it might actually
be useful to start with the examples, at least Section [3] first and to return to Sections [2:2]
and 2.4] later.

Whereas we discuss abelian BF theory in full details, we only present the general structure
for its perturbations. Explicit computations of states are of course important in relevant
examples (see [24] for a computation in split Chern—Simons theory).

We also plan to present another instantiation of the general theory in the case of the discrete
version of BF' theories in a separate paper [23].

The application of the formalism to other classes of theories, in particular to physical
theories like Yang—Mills with and without matter, is part of a long standing program.

Acknowledgment. We thank Francesco Bonechi, Ivan Contreras, Santosh Kandel, Thomas
Kappeler, Samuel Monnier, Albert S. Schwarz, Jim Stasheff and especially Konstantin Wernli
for useful discussions and comments. A. S. C. and P. M. gratefully acknowledge support
from the University of California at Berkeley, the QGM centre at the University of Aarhus
and the Simons Center for Geometry and Physics where parts of research for this paper
were performed. N. R. is also grateful for the hospitality at QGM, Aarhus University and at
Universite Paris 7, where an important part of the work has been done. Also, P. M. thanks
the University of Zurich, where he was affiliated until mid 2014 and where a substantial part
of the work was done, for providing an excellent work environment.

2. THE BV-BFV FORMALISM

The aim of this Section is to describe a perturbative quantization scheme for gauge theories
on manifolds with boundary in the framework of the BV-BFV formalism introduced in [21],22].
For the reader’s convenience, we start by recalling the classical BV-BFV construction (Section
. In Section we describe the mathematical structure of a quantum BV-BFV theory,
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and in Section we develop the perturbative quantization scheme which starts with a
classical BV-BFV theory and lands in the quantum one. The main technical tool underlying
the construction of quantization is the family (parametric) version of the construction of
pushforward for solutions of quantum master equation along odd-symplectic fibrations; we
present this construction in Section

2.1. The classical BV-BFV formalism. Here we will recall basic definitions of BV-BFV
manifolds which are the fundamental structure for classical gauge theories on space-time
manifolds with boundary. The reader is referred to [2I] for details and examples.

2.1.1. BV-BFV manifolds. Let F be a supermanifold with an additional Z-grading; we will
speak of a graded manifold. An odd vector field @ of degree +1 on F is called cohomological
if it commutes with itself, i.e., [Q,Q] = 0. A symplectic form (i.e., a closed, nondegenerate
2-form) w is called a BV form if it is odd and has degree —1 and a BFV form if it is even and
has degree 0. If w is exact, a specific « of the same parity and degree with w = da will be
called a BV/BFV 1-form.

Remark 2.1. In the application to field theory, the coordinates on the BV manifold are the
classical fields, the ghosts and the antifields for all of them. In particular, the de Rham
differential on such a supermanifold will correspond to the variation and for this reason we
use the symbol §. This will also avoid confusion with the de Rham differential d on the
underlying spacetime manifold. Finally, observe that the degree in this context is what is
usually called ghost number. In the case when no classical fermionic fields are present, the
parity is equal to the ghost number modulo 2. This is the case in all the examples discussed in
this paper, but in this introductory Section we prefer to be general. As a result w is tri-graded:
form degree 2, parity odd, ghost number —1.

A vector field @ is called symplectic if Low = 0 and Hamiltonian if tgw = .5 for a function
S. In the BFV case, by degree reasons, if the cohomological vector field is symplectic, it is
also automatically Hamiltonian with a uniquely defined function S of degree +1 called the
BFV action. In the BV case, a Hamiltonian function of degree 0 for the cohomological vector
field is called a BV action.

Definition 2.2. A BFV manifold is a triple (F,w, @) where F is a graded manifold, w is a
BFV form and @ is a cohomological, symplectic vector field on F. A BFV manifold is called
exact if a BFV 1-form « is specified.

Definition 2.3. A BV-BFV manifold over a given exact BFV manifold (F2,w? = §a?, Q?) is
a quintuple (F,w, S, Q, ) where F is a graded manifold, w is a BV form, § is an even function
of degree 0, @ is a cohomological vector field and 7: F — F? is a surjective submersion such
that

(i) ow = 6S + 7*a?,

(i) Q2 = o7 Q.
Here 67 denotes the differential of the map n. If F? is a point, (F,w,S) is called a BV
manifold.

A consequence of the conditions of Definition |2.3|is the modified Classical Master Equation
(mCME):

(2.1) Q(S) = (287 — LQaOéa).
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In the case when F? is a point, it reduces to the usual CME, Q(S) = 0. The latter is normally
written as (5,S5) = 0, where (, ) is the BV bracket defined by w.ﬁ The modified CME ({2.1))

can equivalently be rewritten as

(2.2) % LQLow = *89.

2.1.2. Classical BV-BFV theories. An exact BV-BFV d-dimensional field theory is the local
association of an exact BFV manifold (fg,wg = 504%,62%) to every (d — 1)-dimensional
compact manifold ¥ and of a BV manifold (Fas,war, S, @ar, mar) over the BEV manifold
(fg M,ng = 5042 A Qg 1) to every d-dimensional compact manifold M with boundary 0M.
Here F)y is the space of fields on M (in the bulk) and F; g s 1s the space fields on the boundary
OM (or the phase space). Local association means that the graded manifolds Fj; and fg
are modeled on spaces of sections of bundles (or, more generally, sheaves) over M and X,
whereas the function, symplectic forms and cohomological vector fields are local (i.e., they
are defined as integrals of functions of finite jets of the fields). In particular, Fyy, fg are,
typically, infinite-dimensional Banach or Fréchet manifolds (depending on the allowed class
of sections).

Remark 2.4. The BV-BFV formalism may be generalized to the nonexact case (see [21], 22]),
but we will not need it in this paper.

A classical BV-BFV theory can be seen, in the spirit of Atiyah-Segal axioms, as a func-
tor from the category of d-dimensional cobordisms endowed with some geometric structure
(depending on a particular model, it can be a Riemannian metric, a conformal structure, a
volume form, a principal bundle, a cell decomposition, etc.) with composition given by gluing
along common boundary, to the category with objects the BFV manifolds and morphisms
the BV-BFV manifolds over direct products of BFV manifolds, with composition given by
homotopy fiber products. This functor is compatible with the monoidal structure on source
(space-time) and target (BFV) categories, given by disjoint unions and direct products, re-
spectively (in particular, 3 is a point). See [21] for details. See also [46] for the approach to
gluing via synthetic geometry.

2.2. Finite-dimensional BV pushforward in families. Here we will recall the notion of
the BV integral (Section [2.2.1)) and its refined version, the BV pushforward construction, or
fiber BV integral (Sectio The latter is a model for a path integral over “fast” (or
“ultraviolet”) fields, depending on the “slow” (or “infrared”) residual fields (Wilson’s effective
action), within the Batalin-Vilkovisky approach to gauge theories. We then introduce the
family (or parametric) version of BV pushforward (Section , which models the compu-
tation of matrix elements of the evolution operator in the effective action framework. In this
sense, the BV pushforward in families can be regarded as a “hybrid effective action” formalism
(i.e. a hybrid between effective action in BV formalism and an evolution operator /partition
function, as in Atiyah-Segal axiomatics). In Section we specialize the construction of
BV pushforward in family to “exponential” half-densities, i.e. those of the form m3 eiS and
consider the asymptotics i — 0, which sets the stage for the perturbative quantization scheme
that is the focus of this paper.

6 Note that (, ) is a Gerstenhaber bracket due to the odd degree of w. In the literature it is also called
the anti-bracket.
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Within this Section, unless explicitly stated otherwise, we are assuming that all manifolds
are finite-dimensional and all integrals are convergent (see also [I] for the discussion of finite-
dimensional BV integrals; for classical BV formalism in finite-dimensional setting, see [29]).
We also assume that manifolds are equipped with orientations, so that we can ignore the
distinction between densities and Berezinians.

The logic is that we develop all the constructions in the setting of finite-dimensional in-
tegrals, which are defined within measure theory. Then we can consider the fast oscillating
(h — 0) asymptotics of our integral and write it, using stationary phase formula, as a sum of
Feynman diagrams. In the case of path integrals over infinite-dimensional spaces of fields, we
instead define the integral perturbatively, i.e. as a formal power series in A with coefficients
given by sums of Feynman diagrams. In this perturbative setting, theorems that are proven
for measure-theoretic integrals have to be checked, model by model, on the level of Feynman
diagrams.

2.2.1. BV integral. Let Y be a Z-graded manifold with a degree —1 odd symplectic form w.

Theorem 2.5 (|35, [51]). The space Dens%(y) of half-densities on Y carries a degree +1 odd
coboundary operator, the canonical BV Laplacian A, such that in any local Darbouz coordinate
chart (z°,&;) on Y, the operator A has the form ", %%

Definition 2.6. We say that a Berezinian p on ) is compatible with the odd symplectic
1
structure w, if Ap2 = 0 with A the canonical BV Laplacian.

Remark 2.7. Given a compatible Berezinian p on (), w), one can construct a p-dependent BV
Laplacian on functions on ) (as opposed to half-densities), A, : C*(Y) — C>°(Y) defined

by ,u%AMf = A(,u%f) for any f € C°(Y). See [48] for details.

Given a Lagrangian submanifold £ C ), a half-density & on ) can be restricted to a 1-
density &|, on £, which can in turn be integrated over £. The BV integral is the composition

/ : Dens%(y) sz, Dens(£) L C, & / €l
L L

Theorem 2.8 (Batalin-Vilkovisky-Schwarz, [9, 48]). (i) For every half-density & on )Y and
every Lagrangian submanifold L C Y, one has

/LAE:O

assuming convergence of the integral.
(11) For a half-density & on Y satisfying A = 0 and a smooth family of Lagrangian subman-
ifolds Ly C Y parametrized by t € [0,1], one has

Jut= I

assuming convergence of fﬁt ¢ for allt €0, 1]|Z|

"In fact, in [48] a stronger version of this statement is proven.
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2.2.2. BV pushforward. Assume that (), w) is a direct product of two odd-symplectic mani-
folds ()',') and (J",w"), 1e. Y =Y x V" w = w4+ w”. Then the space of half-densities
on Y factorizes as
1 1 ~ 1
Dens2()) = Dens2()’)®Densz ()”).
BV integration in the second factor, over a Lagrangian submanifold £ C )”, defines a push-
forward map on half-densities
id®

(2.3) / : Dens%(y) i) Dens%()}').
L

This map is also known as the fiber BV integralﬁ The version of Theorem in the context
of BV pushforwards is as follows.

Theorem 2.9. (i) For & a half-density on ),

o= fe

(ii) For Ly C Y" a smooth family of Lagrangian submanifolds parametrized by t € [0,1], and
a half-density €& on Y satisfying AE = 0, one has

(2.4) /ﬁg— ) =NV

for some ¥ € Dens%(y’). Moreover, if Ly is given, in the first order in €, as the flow
in time € of a Hamiltonian vector field (e, H;) with Hy € C*°(Ly)_1, then ¥ in is
given by
1
U= / dt | &H;.
0 Lyt
Proof. While follows immediately from (2.8) and from the splitting of Laplacians A =
A"+ A", part is implied by the following calculation. Let u be a Berezinian on )
compatible with w. Then it defines a BV Laplacian A, = M_%A(,u%o) on functions on Y.
Expressing the half-density £ as £ = ,u% f with f a function, we have

0 1 1
(2.5) (“)t/a l”f:/[: ME((f,Ht)+f%diVu(°=Ht)):

S
A, H;
1 1
— [ Wbt - A H) =N [ bt
Lt T Lt
using (ij) and the assumption that A{ = 0 or equivalently A, f = 0. O

We refer the reader to [42], 20] for more details.

Theorem [2.9] implies in particular that the BV pushforward defines a pushforward map
from the cohomology of A to the cohomology of A’ dependent on a choice of a Lagrangian £
modulo Lagrangian homotopyﬂ

8Here YV’ is a model for “slow fields”, or “zero-modes”, or “classical backgrounds”, or “residual fields” in the
effective action formalism.

IWe say that two Lagrangians are Lagrangian homotopic if they can be connected by a smooth family of
Lagrangians.
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Of particular interest is the case when the odd-symplectic manifolds ), )", )" are equipped
with compatible Berezinians p, ¢/, ¢/ which then give rise to BV Laplacians A, AL,, AZ,, on
functions on the respective manifolds. Assuming that u = p/ ® p”’, the BV Laplacians satisfy

Ay = AL, —I—AZ,,. We can apply the BV pushforward to a half-density of the form & = enS /2.
It is A-closed if and only if S € C*°()), satisfies the quantum master equation (QME):

i 1
(2.6) Aer$=0 < 5(8:8) —ihA,S =0.

Remark 2.10. Assume that S has the form S = 8% + AS! + -+ € C®(V)o[[h]]. Then (?2.6)
implies, by expanding in powers in £ and looking at the lowest order term, the classical master
equation (CME)

(2.7) (8°,8% =o.

Definition 2.11. We define the effective BV action &’ € C*°()’)¢ via BV pushforward ([2.3)):

(2.8) e%S/,u'% D= / e
c

Theorem [2.9] implies the following.

S

e
D=

2.

Corollary 2.12 ([42, 20]). (i) If S € C*(Y) satisfies the quantum master equation on ),
then &’ € C>°()')¢ defined by satisfies the quantum master equation on ).
(ii) Assume that £; C )" is a smooth family of Lagrangian submanifolds parametrized by
t € [0,1] and S satisfies the quantum master equation on ). Let S; be the effective BV
action defined using £;. Then S; is a canonical BV transformation of Sy, i.e.

(2.9) enSt — oS = Al
for some ¥ € C*°()’)_;. Infinitesimally, one has

0 .
&Sé = (S, ¢t) — lhA;/(?t

where the generator of the infinitesimal canonical transformation is
(2.10) by = ("o WS / pzerSH,,
Ly

with H; as in of Theorem The generator ¥ of the finite canonical transformation

(2.9) is:
1 :
‘I':/ dt/ ,u%e%SHt.
0 Ly

(i) If S, S are solutions of the quantum master equation on ) differing by a canonical

transformation, then the corresponding effective actions &', S’ also differ by a canonical
transformation on ).

As a consequence, the BV pushforward gives a map from solutions of the QME on ) modulo
canonical transformations to solutions of the QME on )’ modulo canonical transformations.
This map depends on the choice of a class of Lagrangians £ C " modulo Lagrangian homo-
topy:

Solutions of QME on Y ﬂ) Solutions of QME on )’
can. transf. can. transf. '
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Remark 2.13. The direct product ) = Y’ x V" setting for the BV pushforward introduced
above admits the following generalization. Let ) be an odd-symplectic manifold. An odd-
symplectic fiber bundle with typical fiber V" over an odd-symplectic manifold )’ consists of a
pair (¥, )’) of odd-symplectic manifolds together with a surjective submersion w: Y — )’ such
that each point of ) has a neighborhood U with a symplectomorphism ¢ys: 7= 1(U) — Ux V"
Notice that, by the nondegeneracy of the symplectic forms, on the overlaps of two such
neighborhoods U, and Uz the transition functions ¢ap: 71Uy NUz) — 71Uy NUp) are
given by symplectomorphisms of )} constant over ). If all these symplectomorphisms are
connected to the identity, the BV pushforward may be defined and we call such a fiber bundle
a hedgehog, or a hedgehog ﬁbrationm

Remark 2.14. A more general version of BV pushforward is the following. Suppose we have a
coisotropic submanifold C of ) with a smooth reduction C. A half-density on ) can then be
integrated to a half density on C. This pushforward is also a chain map for the BV Laplacians.
An example of this is when we have a hedgehog fibration )V — )’; the total space of the fiber
bundle over )’ consisting of the (locally constant) choice of Lagrangian submanifolds in the
hedgehog fibers is a coisotropic submanifold of ) with reduction ). The hedgehog version,
though less general, is more suitable for applications to field theory as on the one hand we
want to fix the reduction and on the other hand the choice of Lagrangian submanifolds is an
auxiliary piece of data.

2.2.3. Family version. Let (),w) be an odd-symplectic manifold as above and let B be a
Z-graded supermanifold endowed with a degree +1 odd differential operator {2 acting on
half-densities on B satisfying Q% = OE

Let F = B x Y be the product manifold. Then we have a coboundary operator h2A +
acting on

(2.11) Dens%(]:) = Dens%(B)@)Dens%(y).

Assuming, as in Section [2.2.2] that ) is split as a product of two odd-symplectic manifolds
(V',w') and (¥",w"), we have a version of the BV pushforward ([2.3) in family over B:

(2.12) /E . Densz(F) — Dens? (F)

where 7/ = Bx )’ and £ C )" is a Lagrangian submanifold. Half-densities on F’ are equipped
with a coboundary operator R2A’ 4+ € where A’ is the canonical BV Laplacian on )’. We
have the following family version of Theorem [2.9]

Theorem 2.15. (i) For every Lagrangian £ C Y" and every & € Densé(]:), we have
/(hQA + Q)¢ = (BPA + Q)/ €.
L L

(i) For a half-density & on F satisfying (R2A + Q)¢ = 0 and a smooth family of Lagrangians
Ly C Y" parametrized by t € [0, 1], we have

/ = (B*A" +Q)V
L1

/50

10 Ap explanation for this terminology may be found on [YouTube: Hedgehog BV.

U1y the setting of field theory, B will become the space of leaves of a Lagrangian foliation of the space of
boundary fields, i.e. the space parameterizing admissible boundary conditions for the path integral over field
configurations.


https://youtu.be/BhPtkIMEnjk
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for some ¥ € Dens%(]-"/). Explicitly, the generator is

1
U =ph2 / dt | €H,
0 Ly
with Hy € C*°(Ly)-1 as in of Theorem .

Proof. Part ({ij) follows immediately from (fil) of Theorem and the fact that the map (2.12))
is trivial in the first factor of :2.11 and hence commutes with €2. The proof of is a minor
modification of the proof of (ii): choose a Berezinian y on ) compatible with w. We can

write £ = ,u,%f for some f € Dens%(B)@)C"x’()}). Repeating the calculation 1' in the family
setting we have

0 1, _ % — E2(F2A/
o vt = [ iburm) - sy = ies o) [ e

Here we used that A, (f) = u_%Ag = —ffzu_%Qf. O

2.2.4. Case of exponential half-densities and asymptotics h — 0. Now consider the case when
F is equipped with a Berezinian m = p - v where p is a Berezinian on Y compatible with
w and v is a Berezinian on B (we do not require any compatibility between v and €2), and
consider half-densities on F of the form

(2.13) §= mzet

with & = 8% 4+ AS! + --- € C°°(F)[[h]]. Using Berezinians j, v, we define the BV Laplacian
A, = ;F%A(,u%o) on C*(Y) and the coboundary operator €, = V_%Q(I/%O) on C*™(B).
Assume that Q, = > oo(=1h)PQ,) where Q) = Q(p) + hQ(p) - € Diff(B)[[A]] is a

differential operator on B of order at most p. Denote by Symb Q(p) € I'(B, SPTB) the leading

symbol of Q?p), and set Symb Q0 = szo Symb Q?p). Viewing Symb Q° as a function on 771,

we can define a function Symb Q0 0 §58° € C°°(F) where d5 is the de Rham differential on
B. Then the modified quantum master equation (mMQME)

(2.14) (h2A + Q) m2enS =0
can be expanded, as h — 0, as
1 i
(2.15) m2 (—2(80,80) + Symb Q° 0 65S° + o<n)> erS = 0.

If b are local coordinates on B, one has

o1 sy o
QVZZ(—lh)Pﬁ > Qorer (b b oo B

p=>0 Ql,..,Qp
Q) €DIfE(B)[[A]
Then ([2.15) gives in the lowest order in A, the equation
08 08"
0 0 ap-o e =
(2.16) S ,8Y) Z > Qurer(b;0) ) et e =0

p>0 'al, Qp

This equation is the replacement of the classical master equation (2.7) in the family setting.

Remark 2.16. Note that the Poisson bracket (,) on ) and the symbol Symb Q° do not depend
on the choice of Berezinians p, v. Thus, equation (2.16]) is also independent of Berezinians.
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In analogy with (2.9), we say that two solutions Sy, S of the mQME ([2.14)) differ by a
canonical BV transformation, if

(2.17) enSt — en® = (B2A, + Q)T

for some W € C*°(F)_;. This is equivalent to having a family S; of solutions of the mQME
for t € [0, 1], satisfying

(2.18) gteésf = (20, + ) <7f2e%5t¢t>

with ¢, € C°°(F)_1[[h]]. Note that equation (2.18) together with the mQME can be packaged
into an extended version of the mQME satisfied by S; + dt - ¢+ viewed as a non-homogeneous
differential form on the interval [0, 1] with values in functions on F:

<h2dt gt +R2A, + Qy) en(Sitdidn) —
In the lowest order in A, equation 1} reads

9 0 ay-apf 08} 05} %
(2.19) o S = (8¢, 47) Z Z L (6:0) ober  Obor OB’

p=0 'CYL 0,3

Here ¢ = ¢; mod h.

Remark 2.17. One can introduce a sequence of multi-derivations with p > 0 inputs,

(2.20) [0, 0Jg: CF(B) x -+ x C®(B) = C*(B),
p
0 0
[fl, - afp]Q = alz:a Qal.--om(b; O) ab'];ll A ab']:i)’

generated by the symbols Symb Q?p)ﬁ Then equations 1 ) can be written, respec-

tively, as
SO SO Zi SO

p>0
0
ot pzop! N———

p

Assume again that (), w) is a product of odd-symplectic manifolds ()’,w’) and ()", w")
and that the Berezinian p on Y is of form u = p’ - p”” with p/, 4’ compatible Berezinians on
yl y/l

leen a half-density on F of the form £ = maeh , we can apply the pushforward construc-
tion , producing a half-density on F' = B x y' of form & =m 3¢S where m’ = =y v
The effective BV action &’ € C°(F')[[h]] can be calculated by stationary phase formula for

the integral
i 1 i
ehsl:/u/,Q ehS
L

12 As a consequence of 92 = 0, the operations (2.20) define on C*°(B)[—1] the structure of a curved Lo
algebra (which is flat if Q(()o) =0).

‘8
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Here we assume that there is a single simple isolated critical point of S on £. The asymptotics
h — 0 of the integral yields S’ as a formal power series in & with coefficients given by Feynman
diagrams.

Corollary [2.12] translates to the family setting in the following way.

Corollary 2.18. (i) The modified quantum master equation on S implies the mQME
on the effective BV action S':

(H2A" + Q) m'zerS = 0.

In particular, S'° satisfies equation with Poisson bracket (,) on Y replaced by the
one on ).

(ii) If L € V" is a family of Lagrangian submanifolds, the respective effective actions S,
satisfy equation on F', with the generator ¢ of the infinitesimal canonical BV
transformation given by .

(1i3) If S, S are solutions of the mQME on F related by a canonical transformation ,

then the respective effective actions S', 8" are also related by a canonical transformation

1
on F', with generator given by the pushforward ¥' =m'"2 [, mIv.

Definition 2.19. We call a fiber bundle F over a base B with odd-symplectic fiber (), w) a
BV bundle if the transition functions of F are given by locally constant fiberwise symplecto-
morphisms.

Throughout this Section, the direct product F = B x ) can be replaced by a more general
BV bundle. For the family BV pushforward, we can allow F to be a BV bundle over B with
fiber Y a hedgehog (cf. Remark ; recall that a hedgehog is the same as a BV bundle
with an odd-symplectic base, satisfying the extra assumption that the transition functions
are homotopic to the identity). In this case we have a tower of BV bundles F — F' — B.

Remark 2.20. In the special case {2 = 0, Theorem holds in a more general setting where
F — B is a general fiber bundle with fiber ) a hedgehog (i.e. no requirement on transition
functions to be constant on B). The Lagrangian submanifold £ in this setting also does not
have to be locally constant as a function on B.

2.2.5. Half-densities on an elliptic complex. For X = (X*®,d) a cochain complex, one can use
the canonical isomorphism of determinant lines Det X® = Det H®*(X) to define the space of
densities of weight & € R on X as

(2.21) Dens®(X) = C™(X) ® (Det H*(X)/{#1})®~.

Here the second factor represents positive, constant (coordinate-independent) a-densities on
x [

In the case of infinite-dimensional elliptic complexes, gives a definition of the space
of densities, which is suitable for the setting of field theory on compact manifolds. Here the
typical X is the de Rham complex of the space-time manifold tensored with some graded
vector space of coefficients, X = Q*(M) ® V (which corresponds to abelian BF' theory and
its perturbations). In this case C*°(X) in should be understood as the space of smooth

1310 other words, an a-density & prescribes a number £(z, {x:}) to an element 2 € X and a basis {x;} in
cohomology H®(X), in such a way that, for {x;} another basis, related to {x;} by a linear transformation
0 € GL(H®*(X)), one has £(z, {x;}) = |Ber 0|°¢(z, {x:}). Here Ber 6 € R is the Berezinian (superdeterminant)
of the linear transformation.
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functions on X in Fréchet sense. In perturbative computations one typically encounters h-
dependent asymptotic families of functions on X of the form

fa=ei? p, where o€ (S8°X". p=p"+ho' - € 5X|[A]].
Here ¢(0) = 3,50 [ymn Pn ATTON - A0 for 6 € X = Q*(M) ® V a test differential form,

and likewise p7(0) = 3,5 [yyn BAATIOA- - -Am}0. Here ®,,, R}, are distributional differential
forms (de Rham currents) on M"™ = M x --- x M with values in S"V* and m; : M™ — M is
N —

n

the projection to the i-th copy of M.
Note that the Reidemeister-Ray-Singer torsion 7(M) of M provides a natural reference
constant density on X (in the sense above) and thus fixes an isomorphism

C*(X) =~ Dens*(X)
f — f_T(M)—deim(V)

where Sdim(V) = >,(—1)"dim V' is the superdimension of the space of coefficients. More
generally, instead of Q°(M) ® V one can allow X to be the space of differential forms with
coefficients in a flat graded vector bundle over M E

2.3. The quantum BV-BFYV formalism. The goal of this Section is to propose the defi-
nition of perturbative quantum BV-BFYV theory.

Given a classical BV-BFV theory, its perturbative quantization consists of the following
data:

(1) A graded vector space HE, the space of states, associated to each (d — 1)-manifold X
with a choice of polarization P on ]:g (to be constructed as a geometric quantizatio
of the symplectic manifold ]-"g).

(2) A coboundary operator Qg on 7—[75, the quantum BFV operator, which is a quantization
of Sg.

(3) A finite-dimensional graded manifold Vy; endowed with a degree —1 symplectic form
— the space of residual fields — associated to a d-manifold M and a polarization P on
F3,;- We define the graded vector space SQP HE ®Dens2 (Vi) endowed with two
commuting coboundary operators ﬁM = QBM ®id and AP, = id ® Ay,,. Here Ay,,
is the canomcal BV Laplacian on half-densities on residual ﬁeldsm

(4) A stat D € 7-[ which satisfies the modified quantum master equation (mMQME)

(2.22) (R2ATY, + Q5 ar =0,

MThis is the case e.g. for perturbative Chern-Simons theory evaluated around a non-trivial flat connection,
see [7] and Remark [2.36] below. The bundle in this case is ad(P)[1] — the adjoint of the principal G-bundle P
carrying the flat connection, with a homological degree shift by 1.

5Under the assumption that the 1-form af vanishes along P, the space of states is (a suitable model
for) the space of functions on F& constant in P-directions. Furthermore, in the case of P a real fibrating
polarization, the space of states can be identified with the space of functions on the quotient (space of leaves)
BE = J—"g/P. A correction to this picture is that, instead of functions on BE, we should consider half-densities
on BE, ie. HE = Dens? (BE). More generally, the space of states is the space of P-horizontal sections of
the trivial (since we consider an exact boundary BFV theory) prequantum line bundle L over F&, with global
connection 1-form 2 az, tensored with the appropriate bundle of half-densities (see e.g. [I1]).

1611 our notatlonal system, objects dependmg on residual fields are decorated with hats.

17As we will presently see, the state d)M is not uniquely defined as it depends on the additional choice of
a “gauge fixing”.
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which is the quantum version of ({2.1)).

Remark 2.21. The space ﬁ@ results from a partial integration of bulk fields. Hence one
can think of ﬁf/[ as of the space of boundary states with values in half-densities on the
space of residual fields Vjs. In the case of a real fibrating polarization on the boundary, we
have a trivial bundle of residual fields Z;; = BZ))M X Vy — BZ;M with fiber V,;. One has
then ﬁ?\} = Dens%(ZM) = HgM@AKJDens%(VM). Note that the triviality of the bundle Z,; is
implicitly built into the data above.

Remark 2.22 (Change of data). The coboundary operator QgM and the state QZM are not

uniquely defined, but are allowed to change, infinitesimally, as followﬁ
d
EQZ;M = [QgM7 T]a

d ~ 2N S ~ ~
M= (R AT + Q35X — T,
where ¥ is an element of HP , T is an operator on HgM and T = 7 ®id is its extension to ﬁ?\}

Definition 2.23. We say that the space ﬁg\} is equivalent to ﬁz\} if there is a quasi-isomorphism
of bi-complexes I: (Hy, AV, Q1) — (HY, AT, QF)).

Remark 2.24. If Vs is a point (and thus 7—7?\} = HY, and 33\3/[ = 0), we call ¥y = IZJ\M the
boundary state. It satisfies QEM”L/JM = 0. Its QgM—cohomology class is called the physical
state.

An example where this program has been successfully completed is the one-dimensional
Chern—Simons theory [2]. Several other examples are presented in the rest of this paper.

Remark 2.25. For M a closed manifold, the boundary space of states is ’HZ;M:@ = C. In this

case the state JM — en%f g the exponential of the BV effective action induced on the space

of residual fields (see [19, 20} 2} 12] for examples)H If additionally there are no residual fields,
ie. HAP/[ = HgM = C, then the state 1ps = 9¥pr € C is the usual partition function.

2.4. Perturbative quantization of classical BV-BFV theories. In this Section we out-
line a quantization scheme which produces a realization of quantum BV-BFV formalism of
Section [2.3] out of the data of a classical BV-BFV theory.

In this Section we appeal to the intuition of the finite-dimensional setting. The following
discussion is absolutely correct in the finite-dimensional case and provides a motivating con-
struction for the infinite-dimensional case where the formal reasoning has to be checked, e.g.,
at the level of Feynman diagrams. Concrete examples will be presented in Sections [3] and [4

2.4.1. From classical to quantum modified master equation. For the purposes of this paper, it
is enough to consider the special situation where the polarization P is given by a Lagrangian
foliation with smooth leaf space, denoted by BZ, and with the property that, for an appro-
priately chosen local functional f£, the restriction of the 1-form ag’P = ag -4 fg to the
fibers of P vanishes (see Section . In this case, ’Hg may be identified, via multiplication

by i g, with the space of half-densities on 875.

18 The ambiguity stems from the freedom to choose different gauge-fixing Lagrangians in fiber BV integrals
which produce the coboundary operators and the state.

~ 1 i 1
19\ore pedantically, one should write ¥y = u@M - erSett with u@M a reference half-density on V.
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Next we assume that ¥ is the boundary M of M. Notice that we may change the BV
action Sy to
S],]\j[ = SM + 7T}k\/[f(?;Mu
This way we get a new BV-BFV manifold (simply replacing Sy, and ag w by 817\34 and ag’P).
In particular, we still have the fundamental BV-BFV equation

(2.23) Loy Wt = 08T + Tl
and the mCME

1 ,
(2.24) LQLowar = ThiSou-

2
Denoting by ng the projection ng — BZ;M, we have a surjective submersion

(2.25) phv o Far — By
We now assume that we have a section so that we can write
(2.26) Far =By x Y

(we actually need this only locally; more generally, we could allow Fj; to be a BV bundle
over BgM, cf. Definition .

Assumption 2.26. We assume that, in the splitting (2.26]), wys is a weakly nondegenerate
2-form on )Y extended to the product BZ)DM X yﬂ

There is no contradiction between this assumption and wp; being weakly nondegenerate
on the whole space Fjs (in the finite-dimensional setting, instead, the BV-BFV formalism is
not consistent with nondegeneracy of w on the whole space and one precisely has to assume
nondegeneracy along the fibers). We may then write Qy = Qy + Qp (the decomposition
induced by the splitting of the tangent bundle T Fy; = TyFar & TFar) and 6 = dy + 0. The
fundamental equation now splits into two equations:

(2.27a) 53}817\34 = 1QyWM,
(2.27D) S5Sy = —miadl.

The first equation implies 1, tg,wn = QySh; =: (S};,8%;) (on the r.hus. is the fiberwise
BV bracket, defined using the odd-symplectic structure on Y-fiber). By (2.24)), which now
reads %LQyLQwa = Wj/lng, we then have

1

2
which is the fiberwise version of the modified classical master equation.

To interpret (2.27b)), we assume we have Darboux coordinates (b, p;) for ng, where the
b¥’s are coordinates on BgM and the p;’s are coordinates on the fiber of ng: ]:g Mo BZ;M

(2.28) (Shr, Sh) = T Sou,

(which is part of ), such that ag}\g = — Y. pidb (indices may also denote “continuous”
coordinates here). Then we have

0
2.29 ——Sir = pi.

In the infinite-dimensional case, partial derivatives here should be replaced by variational
derivatives. This in particular shows that in a splitting with these properties 517\34 is linear in

20 In the setting of local field theory this assumption forces one to choose a section Bby, — Fas of 1)
which extends boundary fields by zero in the bulk, see Remarkm below.
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the b;-coordinates. It follows that, if we define QZ;M as the standard ordering quantization of
SgM, obtained by replacing each p; by —ih%,

0
(2.30) Qs = Sy (b, —ih) ,
0b
and putting all derivatives to the right, we get
(2.31) QP enSi = 71,89, - enSir,

We now assume that ) has a compatible Berezinian (in the infinite-dimensional case this
is formal), so we can define the BV Laplacian A. As usual we have

i i 1/i\? i
AerShi = (;Asﬁ +3 (;) (3}},3}})) eni,
If AS]\} = 0, as is usually assumed, then (2.28]) and ([2.31]) imply the modified quantum master
equation
(2.32) (B2A + QBy,) enSh = 0.

Remark 2.27. If S]ﬁ depends on A and/or AS}\Z # 0, from the assumption that the QME
holds in the bulk, we get the modified quantum master equation anyway by defining a new
boundary action S5, = S3,, + O(h) via

= 1
777\4531\4 = 5(517\)4;517\)4) - ihASz@
and setting QgM to be the standard ordering quantization of ggM.

Remark 2.28. To make sense of the interpretation of physical states as the cohomology in
degree zero of the operator F2A + QZ;M, we have to assume that it is a coboundary operator.
This is equivalent to the requirement (QgM)2 = 0. If this is not the case, one might still try
to correct QZ)DM (and S7;) with higher order terms in 7 so as to make it square to zero. There
may be cohomological obstructions (anomalies) to do that.

As a consequence of the two previous remarks, QZ;M is a quantization of SgM but not
necessarily the one obtained by standard ordering. In Section [f] we will actually see exam-
ples (notably the Poisson sigma model) where this phenomenon occurs (as AS}, = 0 is not
compatible with the regularization).

Remark 2.29. Using the coordinate reference half-density v2 = IL ]dbi\% on BJ),, we can

1
identify C*°(BL),) S Dens%(BgM) and thus allow the operator Q) to act on half-densities
on B(Z;M. Then we can write the equivalent half-density version of 1’

(2.33) (R2A + QB,,) m2enSi =0,

where m2 = u% - V% is the reference half-density on F comprised of v? and half-density u%
on Y corresponding to the chosen Berezinian on ); A in (2.33)) is the canonical BV operator
on half-densities on V.

Remark 2.30. In the setting of local quantum field theory, the modified quantum master
equation (2.32)) is formal and requires a regularization (in particular higher order functional
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derivatives have to be regularized). However, in some examples (see [2],[23]) one can re-
place the continuum theory by a cellular model, with finite-dimensional space of fields, where

equation ([2.32)) holds directlyﬂ

2.4.2. The state. The state is now produced by a perturbative BV pushforward in a family
over BgM. For this we have to assume that } — V), is a hedgehog, where Vj; denotes the
space of residual fields, which we assume to be finite-dimensional. For simplicity of notations,
and also because this is the case in all the examples we discuss in this paper, we assume
that actually Y = Vy; x V" and Fpy = BgM x Var x V" The gauge fixing then consists in
choosing a Lagrangian submanifold £ in Y”. We set Z; = BgM x Vs (the bundle of residual

fields over BY),) and denote Zy = Zy x L. We define the space ﬁz\} = Dens%(ZM) =
Dens%(BgM)@)Dens%(VM) and the BV Laplacian 33\)4 =id ® Ay,,, as in Remark .

Assumption 2.31. For any ¢ € Z), the restriction of the action S}y to L, = {¢} x L has
isolated critical points on L.

We finally define the state JM as the perturbative (Feynman diagram) computation of the
family BV pushforward from Fj; to Za;:

(2.31) Dur0) =t [ et — [t ge 2.
L

L

In the finite-dimensional setting, it now follows from the preceding discussion that JM solves

the modified QME (2.22):

(hQAVM + QZ;M) Yy = 0.
In the infinite-dimensional setting, where integration is replaced by Feynman diagram com-
putations, this equation is only expected to hold and requires an independent proof.

Remark 2.32. If V), is a different choice of the space of residual fields and Vs fibers over
V), as a hedgehog, then Z}, = B}, x V}, is a BV subbundle of Z); and the corresponding
quantum BV-BFYV theories are equivalent in the sense of Definition with the map I given
by the BV pushforward from Z); to Z}, (in a family over BZ;M). Generally, one can have a
partially ordered set of realizations of the space of residual fields, with partial order given by
hedgehog fibrations acting on states by BV pushforwards (cf. the setting of cellular BF theory
of [23] where one can vary cell decompositions 7" in the bulk while keeping the decomposition
on the boundary Ty unchanged; different 7’s correspond to different choices of the space
of residual fields Vs 7; cellular aggregations T — T” correspond to hedgehog fibrations/BV
pushforwards). The poset of realizations has a minimal (final) object, corresponding to the
minimal choice of the space of residual fields V]\“)[in for which Assumption can be satisfied
by a judicious choice of £. In the case of abelian BF theory, VI is expressed in terms of de
Rham cohomology of M, see Section [3.2]

Remark 2.33. In the typical situation of local field theory, we have Fy, = T'(M, E), BZ;M =
['(OM, E') — spaces of smooth sections of graded vector bundles E, E’ over M, M, respec-
tively, with the odd-symplectic structure given by wy = [,,(dz,dx). Here (,) is a fiberwise
inner product on F with values in densities on M. Assumption and equation imply

210ne can indeed say that the discretization is the regularization here. An important point in the cellular
examples of [2],|23] is that a cellular aggregation (the inverse of subdivision) corresponds to a fiber BV integral,
and therefore these discretizations are exact: one does not have to take an asymptotical subdivision with mesh
tending to zero to recover the state/partition function of the theory as a limit — any cellular structure on the
space-time manifold gives the correct result outright.
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that the extension of the boundary fields o : BY,, — Far has been done by discontinuously
extending them by zero outside the boundary}9 A more formal way consists in choosing a
sequence of regular extensions oy, : BgM — Fur that converges to the discontinuous one as

n — oo. Each element of this sequence defines a state 1, that in general will not satisfy the

mQME |
Remark 2.34. In many examples the action has the form
(235) S = SO + Sper‘m

a sum of a “free” (quadratic) part and a “perturbation”. The splitting carries over to the
cohomological vector field and the boundary BFV action. Then a choice of gauge-fixing data
for the free theory can also be used for the perturbed theory with action , under certain
“smallness” assumption on the perturbation. E.g. one can scale the perturbation Spery with
a parameter € and calculate the path integral by perturbation theory in e, instead of
looking for e-dependent critical points of the perturbed action and calculating their stationary
phase contributions as series in A. For example, the Poisson sigma model is a perturbation
of the 2-dimensional abelian BF theory, and one can use the gauge-fixing for the latter to
define the perturbation theory (cf. e.g. [I7]). Likewise, one can use gauge-fixing for abelian
Chern-Simons theory to define the perturbation theory for the non-abelian Chern-Simons (cf.
e.g. [20]). In this context, one first considers for the free theory. The functional integral

(2.34) for Sy defines the unperturbed state ¢pr,0(¢) which satisfies the mQME for the operator
Qngo. One then computes the state 17(¢) for the whole theory perturbatively and looks for

a deformation QgM of QgM,o so that the mQME is satisfied. The further condition that this
deformation squares to zero must be checked separately, and there might be obstructions for
it to be satisfied.

Remark 2.35. In the case of Chern-Simons theory with gauge group G on a closed 3-manifold
M, the gauge-fixing of Remark corresponds to choosing a Riemannian metric on M. The
metric induces the Hodge-de Rham decomposition of differential forms into exact, harmonic
and d*-exact (coexact) forms. We set Zyr = Q2 1 .cq(M, 9)[1] with g the Lie algebra of G.
Then Z) = H*(M, g)[1], the g-valued de Rham cohomology of M represented by harmonic
forms. For every sufficiently small harmonic 1-form apam, there is an isolated critical point
of the Chern-Simons action on the subspace anarm + Qloexact (M, §). But only if apam satisfies
the (homotopy) Maurer-Cartan equation on cohomology, the corresponding critical point will

be a flat connection. We refer the reader to [20] for details.

Remark 2.36. The framework described above assumes that one can introduce a global gauge-
fixing. A more general technique is to allow a family, parametrized by a choice xg of “back-
ground” (or “reference”) solution of the Euler-Lagrange equations, of local gauge-fixings, in a
formal neighborhood of z( (e.g. one can have an zy-dependent splitting and infer the
local gauge-fixing as in Remark . This produces a family of “local states” — a horizontal

22 One can write the action for a general extension and make sure, by integrating by parts, that no
derivative of the extension appears in the action (this is certainly possible if the theory is written in the first
order formalism). Then we see that the discontinuous extension by zero is enforced by .

23Notice that the choice of a good splitting, compatible with Assumption and leading to , is a
sufficient but not necessary condition for the formalism to work. For example, if we treat by BV a theory with
no symmetries, then Q%,, will be zero, which puts us in the setting of Remark A change of extension
is equivalent to a BJ},,-dependent translation on the space of bulk fields ), and, in particular, mQME for a
good splitting implies mQME for arbitrary splitting.
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section of the vector bundle of local states over the base (the space of allowed xy’s), with
respect to a version of the flat Grothendieck connection on the base. In this framework, the
global state is this family. See [12] for details on how this technology applies to the Poisson
sigma model on a closed surface, where one has a family of gauge-fixings for fields in the
neighborhood of a constant map to the Poisson manifold (thus the parameter of the family
here is the value of the constant map). The treatment of non-abelian Chern-Simons theory
by Axelrod-Singer [7] is also very much in this vein, where z is the background flat connec-
tion. Since in [7] the background flat connection is assumed to be acyclic, there is no need
for formal-geometric gluing with the Grothendieck connection, as the base of the family is a
discrete set. See Appendix [F] for further discussion of the matter.

2.4.3. Transversal polarizations. A special case of gauge-fixing occurs when the polarization
P on ]-'gM is transversal to the Lagrangian submanifod £y := mp(ELps), where EL) is the
zero locus of Qs (the “Euler-Lagrange space”). In this case, one may take BgM = Ly and
Zy =EL M'lﬂ The fibers of ££,; are the moduli spaces of the vacua of the theory. Note
that, by this construction, we have a preferred (“minimal”) choice of Z);.

Despite having this preferred choice, it is convenient to allow for more general Z)’s as they
are useful for gluing. Also, it is convenient to consider polarizations that are not transversal
to Lyr, as we will see in the following.

2.4.4. Gluing. If a d-manifold M with boundary is cut along a (d — 1)-submanifold ¥ into
components M; and My (i.e. M = M; Us, Ms), then we can obtain the state ¢y, from the

states ¥, and ¥u,. The product of the spaces of residual fields Vys, x Vyr, is a hedgehog
fibration over Vj, and the gluing formula has the structure

(2.36) dar = P, (@Ml ;$M2)

where % denotes the pairing in 7—[75 and P, stands for the BV pushforward corresponding to

P: VYV, XV, = V. Observe that is automatically satisfied.

Also note that it is convenient to choose two different, transversal polarizations P; and Ps
to define the states JMI and zZMQ. If we can realize F2 as 57291 x BZ2 then (for simplicity
we ignore the distinction between functions and half-densities) the pairing is the integral over
]-"g of the product of a function on Bgl times a function on 87;2 times the Segal-Bargmann

kernel e (/; o ;’1). The latter term may be used to define the perturbative computation of
the pairing.

To explain , one can consider gluing at the level of exponentials of actions. For simplic-
ity we assume that OM; = ¥ = (0M3)°PP (i.e. the glued manifold M is closed); the discussion
generalizes straightforwardly to M with boundary. Let b?, b, be Darboux coordinates on fg

such that the polarizations P1, Py are spanned by vector fields % and %, respectively. Thus

the b’ are coordinates on B := 57271 and the b, are coordinates on B’ := 15’7;2. We assume
additionally that a%m = — ", b} 6" and ag’PQ = >".b' 6b}; then in these coordinates we have

24Here we consider the fiberwise coisotropic reduction ££,, which is a symplectic fiber bundle over Las. It
is different from the full “Q-reduction” £Lar/Qn (which is a bundle over the reduction L£i/Qaar) and from
the coisotropic reduction of the total space of £L£as in Fas (called the “symplectic ££-moduli space” in [21]).
The reduction ££,, can be seen as an appropriate BV extension of the space of gauge equivalence classes of
solutions of equations of motion, with gauge transformations acting trivially on boundary fields. See [21I] for
details.
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en(fz £ — — e #) The spaces of fields decompose as Fyy, = Vi xB(y) = (371 X BEl)) x By,

My = Va2 X 322) = (372 x B(g)) x 822) and Fp; = Y1 x Vo. The subscripts (1), (2) are here
to distinguish between the copies of B, B’ appearing in Fj;, and Fp,. Then we have the
identity

i oP1 1 i 1 1
(2.37) eﬁSMlm ;ehsf‘@m = enSMm3

-
-
-

1 1
Here the notations are: m{ = uf - |dbq)|2, m5 = puj - |db’(2)|§, m2 = pui - ps with puf, p
reference half-densities on ), y2, the operation ; is defined as the pairing

Libyy,b

Uy %02 22/ e ACRCY ’db(l)\2\db(2)‘2 Uy Wy
B1yxBjqy

The integral over b(y), b'(2) in li is Gaussian (since the actions are linear in the integration

variables, by (2.29)) and boils down to evaluating the integrand at the critical point which,

due to 1) is given by b(1y = b(a), bl(z) = b’(l). Thus 1) comes from

Sit + Sz, — (b, bla))

which is simply the statement of additivity of the action with respect to gluing. Performing
the BV pushforwards Vi x Vo — Vs, X Vi, — Vi in (2.37)), we obtain the gluing formula
(12.36)).

Remark 2.37. We assume that the states are (A?A + Q)-closed and that, on the boundary
component where we glue, the €2 for one polarization is the Segal-Bargmann transform with
7’1

) b,b")

=Sm

= SMl + SM2‘b(1) b(g) o

=b
b(1)=b(2):b(2)=b(y) @~

kernel eh(fE — e 7 of the Q for the other polarization As a consequence of
Theorem |2 - 5| the glued state will also be (A?A + Q)-closed. Moreover, if we change one state
by an (R2A +Q)-exact term, the glued state will also change by an (hQA + Q)-exact term, e.g.

if U}Ml is shifted by (hQAyM + QE)M ) @, with @y, some degree —1 element of H , then

the glued state 6|) gets shifted by (h2AVM + Qonr) Pi(an, *s 1,Z)M2) Here we suppress in
the notation the polarlzatlons on the boundary components of M, only denoting explicitly

the polarization on the gluing interface ¥; BV pushforward P, and the pairing *x, are as in
(12.36)).

Remark 2.38. The gluing procedure may also be used to change the polarization by the use of
cylinders. Namely, suppose that that we have a boundary component ¥ on which we choose
a polarization P; to compute the state. If we want to get the state in a polarization P’, we
glue in a cylinder ¥ x I, I an interval, with polarization P’ on one side and a polarization
Py transversal to P; on the other side, the one we glue in. In a topological field theory it
does not matter which interval we take. In a non-topological theory, one has to take the
limit for the length of the interval going to zero; an alternative procedure consists in putting
on the cylinder a theory that is topological in the interval direction and has the same BFV
boundary structure. A canonical way to do this is by the AKSZ formalism [3] with source
T[1]I and target the BF'V manifold associated to ¥ (notice that in this version of the AKSZ

25This is automatically satisfied if {2 is constructed as in equation . It is also satisfied in all the
examples considered in Sections [3]and [4] also in the presence of quantum corrections. This is essentially due
to locality: the quantum corrections may be seen as arising from the standard quantization of a modified BFV
boundary action.
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model the target is usually infinite-dimensional). We call this construction the generalized
Segal-Bargmann transform.

Remark 2.39. The possibility to pass between different polarizations of ]:g via (generalized)
Segal-Bargmann transform leads, infinitesimally, to a projectively flat connection Vg on the
vector bundle of spaces of states ’Hg over the space of polarizations Py, — the generalized
Hitchin connection — so that the parallel transport of Vy is the Segal-Bargmann transform
’Hgl — ?-[7;2. E.g. in the case of Chern-Simons theory, the moduli space of conformal structures
/\/lczonf on a surface ¥ embeds into Py, and the pullback of Vi to Mczonf is the Hitchin
connection on the bundle of WZW conformal blocks over the moduli of conformal structures
(see e.g. [6]). In the case of perturbed BF theories that are the focus of this paper, we prefer
to work with a discrete subset ‘BQ’B of Py, consisting of 2#™ () points which correspond to
choosing either % or % polarization (see Section on each connected component of . In

this situation we do not have infinitesimal transitions between points of ‘,BS’B and so it does
not make sense to speak of the connection Vy, only of the (finite) Segal-Bargmann transform
between the polarizations.

Remark 2.40. Note that our proof of the gluing formula implicitly uses Fubini theorem
which is automatic for finite-dimensional integrals and which we expect to hold for path inte-
grals representing states in field theory. We follow this heuristics to derive the gluing formulae
for the states and the propagators in abelian BF' theory (see Section and Appendix @
However, these formulae can be proved to hold a posteriori (see Theore for propagators
and Section for states). This immediately implies the gluing formulae for expectation
values as they are determined by states and propagators. Finally note that, as a consequence,
gluing in perturbation theory (for BF-like theories of Section {4 also automatically holds once
we have proved it to hold for states and propagators of the unperturbed theory.

3. ABELIAN BF THEORY

Here we recollect basic notions on the BV-BFV formalism for the abelian BF theory
[47], which occurs as the unperturbed part in many AKSZ [3] theories, but also in quantum
mechanics and in Yang-Mills theory in the first-order formalism.

Fix a dimension d and an integer k. The d-dimensional abelian BF theory (with shift k)
associates to a compact d-manifold M (possibily with boundary) the space of fields Fj; =
Q°(M)[k]®Q* (M)[d—k—1]. Using the customary notation A@B € Q°*(M)[k]®Q*(M)[d—k—1]
for the fields, we have the following odd-symplectic form, action and cohomological vector field
on Fas:

(3.1) Wy = / 0B A,
(3.2) Sar = / BdA,
(3.3) Qur = (—1)¢ / dBaiB+dA 5‘5

where ¢ denotes the de Rham differential on Fjs, d the de Rham differential on M, and we
omit the wedge symbols.

Remark 3.1. One way to read the formulae above is to understand A, B as arguments. A
more formal way, which helps understanding grading conventions, consists in viewing A and
B as maps A: Fyy — Q*(M), B: Fay — Q*(M) obtained by composing the projections from
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Fur to the first and second summand with the shifted identity maps Q°(M)[k] — Q°*(M)
and Q*(M)[d — k — 1] — Q°*(M), respectively. The intrinsic degree (“ghost number”) of the
p-form components A®) B(®) (ie. A B composed with the projection Q*(M) — QP(M))
corresponding to the Z-grading on Fyy is k — p for A®) and d — k — 1 — p for B®),

Remark 3.2. If £ = 1, one simply speaks of abelian BF theory. In this case the degree zero
component A of A is a 1-form, which can also be thought of as a connection for a line bundle.
The action restricted to the degree zero fields A and B—the latter being now a (d—2)-form—is
just [ v BF, where F' = dA is the curvature of A. This explains the name BF theory.

The exact BFV manifold (FZ2,w? = 6a2, Q%) assigned to a (d — 1)-dimensional compact
manifold ¥ is given by F2 = Q*(2)[k] © Q*(X)[d — k — 1] and

ag:(—m/BaA,
P

5 b
0 _ (_1\d i _
Q% = (—1) /EdBdB+dA5A,

where we denote again a field by A@B € Q*(2)[k] @ Q*(X)[d — k — 1] (or regard A, B as maps
FZ2 — Q*(%)). The BFV action is
SY = / BdA.
N

Finally, the surjective submersion 7y : Fpy — ]_—68 1/ 18 just given by the restriction of forms
to the boundary.

3.1. Polarizations. Let M be the disjoint union of the two compact (possibly empty)
manifolds 1M and 9, M, so ng = ]:881M X ‘ngM' We consider polarizations P on ng
given as direct products of polarizations on each factor.

On 01 M we choose the %—polarization and identify the quotient (space of leaves of the
associated foliation) with By := Q°(9; M)[k|, whose coordinates are the A-fields. On oM we
choose the -polarization and identify the quotient with By := Q*(82M)[d — k — 1], whose
coordinates are the B—ﬁeldsm Then BgM = By x By. We have to subtract the differential of

=01 [ BA
02 M
from ag ar to get the adapted BFV 1-form

oSl = (—1)d/ BéA+(—1)k/ SBA.
81M 82]\4

We then get the modified action

s}}:/ BdA+(1)d‘k/ BA.
M 0o M

We will denote by A the coordinate on By and by B the coordinate on By and by A and B

some prescribed extensions of these fields to Fas. We write the fields in F; as
A=A+A,

(3.4) ~ o~

B =B+ B,

260ne can alternatively call these two polarizations the A- and B-representations, respectively, by analogy
with the coordinate and momentum representations in quantum mechanics.
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where A is required to restrict to zero on 9y M, whereas B is required to restrict to zero on
0o M . This is our choice of a section of Fp; — BZ;M. See Section for a further discussion.
We then get

(3.5) Sﬁz/(@d&+ﬁdﬂ+§d]&+§dﬁ>+(1)‘1"“/ (BA +BA).
M O M

3.2. Residual fields. We now focus on the last bulk term S; Vo= f M BdA. Because of the

boundary conditions on A and @, its variations have no boundary terms. Its critical points are
given by dA = dB = 0. As Z); we now choose an embedding of the appropriate cohomologies.
Namely, for ¢ = 1,2, let us define the subcomplexes

Di(M) := {y € Q*(M) : 1jy = 0}

of Q*(M), where ¢; is the inclusion map of 9;M into M. (Here D stands for Dirichlet.)
Observe that the corresponding cohomologies Hp), (M) and HP,(M) are canonically paired
by integration over M H Hence

Vag o= Hy (M)[k] © Ho(M)[d — k — 1]

is a finite-dimensional BV manifold. Using Poincaré duality, we may also write Vy; =
T*[-1](HY (M)[k]) = T*[-1](H}o(M)[d — k —1]). This is the space of residual fields. In the
notations of Section [2.4] we have

(3.6) Zy =V X BgM

as a trivial bundle. According to our construction (cf. Remark , the space ﬁﬁ is
Dens%(ZM).

To define the BV Laplacian on Vs pick a basis {[x;]} of HS,(M) and its dual basis {[x’]}
of Hp,(M) with chosen representatives x; and x* in Q%,(M) and Q%,(M). In particular, we
have [y, x'x; = 5; We write

a= Z ZiXi)
i
b=2 =",
i
where {2%, z;"} are canonical coordinates on Vys with BV form
oy = S
i
Notice that deg 2z’ = k — deg x; and deg Z;L = —degz’ — 1. The BV operator on Vyy is
i 0 0
3.7 Ay, = _1)k+(d—k)-degz* 7 _“
( ) 12 Z( ) 92t azf

i

2TWe have canonical identification with cohomology of pairs Hp (M) = H*(M,00M), Hp,(M) =
H* (M, 0, M).



PERTURBATIVE QUANTUM GAUGE THEORIES ON MANIFOLDS WITH BOUNDARY 29

3.2.1. Boundary components and residual fields. Our choice of residual fields depends on
which components of the boundary we choose as 01 M and 0, M.

If OM is connected, there are only two choices: (M = IM,0M = ) and (M =
0,00M = OM). The first yields Vyy = H*(M,0M)[k] & H*(M)[d — k — 1], the second
Vu = H*(M)[k] ® H*(M,0M)[d — k — 1]. The two are not BV symplectomorphic to each
other (unless 2k =d — 1).

If OM is not connected, there are more choices which yield other, generally inequivalent,
moduli spaces. For example, take M = ¥ x [0, 1] where X is a compact (d — 1)-manifold.
Besides the choices (1M = OM,9,M = ) and (01M = (),0eM = OM), which yield Vy; =
T*[-1)(H*(X)[d — k — 1]) and V) = T*[-1](H*(X)[k]), we now also have ;M = ¥ X
{0},0oM =% x {1} and OhM =X x {1},0oM = X x {0}, both of which yield V3; = {0}.

3.3. The propagator. We now write
—a+ta,

B=b+5,

> >

(3.8)

where the fluctuation « is required to restrict to zero on 91 M, whereas the fluctuation § is
required to restrict to zero on d, M. Notice that we have S, v =/ u Bda. We regard it as a
quadratic function on Q) (M)[k] ® Q}),(M)[d — k — 1]. Notice that critical points are closed
forms.

We now have to fix a Lagrangian subspace £ of a symplectic complement of Vj; on which
§M has an isolated critical point at the origin (i.e. d has no kernel). This can be done,
for example, using the Hodge theory on manifolds with boundary [30} 43| 14]. Namely, we
pick a metric on M through which we define the Hodge star operator. We assume that the
metric has a product structure near the boundaryﬁ This yields a scalar product on Q*(M),
(7,A) := [}y 7 *A, and the Hodge dual d* of the de Rham differential. We define

(3.9)  L£=((d"QE (M) N Qpy (M))[k] @ (A" (M) N Qpo(M)[d — k — 1]

where
Qi (M) :={y € Q*(M): 1,5 x7 = 0}

is the space of Neumann forms relative to 9; M. The restriction of S, v to L is nondegenerate. In
Appendix see Lemma we show that £ is Lagrangian in the complement of Hp, (M)[k]®
Hp,(M)[d — k — 1] which, thanks to (A.5) and (A.6), is embedded into Q% py (M)[k] @
QX1 pa(M)[d — k — 1] as the space of (d,d*)-closed forms.
In the notations of Section , the coisotropic subbundle ZNM of Fyr — B(Z;M, generating
Zyr as its fiberwise reduction, is
2 M = Z M X L

with Z3s as in (3.6)).

The propagator can then be explicitly constructed generalizing the construction by Axelrod
and Singer [7] for the boundaryless case. As a different option, one can use a topologically
constructed propagator following the philosophy of |36} (13} [49].

28 Tn other words, there is a diffeomorphism ¢ between a neighborhood U of OM in M and M x [0, ¢) for
some ¢ > 0, such that ¢|ans = idaps and the the metric on M restricted to U has the form ¢*(gonr + dt?).
Here gons is some Riemannian metric on the boundary and ¢ € [0, €) is the vertical coordinate on M X [0, €).
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More concretely, we are interested in the integral kernel n (a.k.a. parametrix) of the chain
contraction K of the space of forms Qf,, (M) onto the cohomology Hp), (M), which is related
to the gauge-fixing Lagrangian by
(3.10) L =1im(K)[k] ® im(K™)[d — k — 1].

One possible strategy is to choose the Hodge-theoretic chain contraction K: Qp), (M) —
Q8,1 (M) given by K = d*/(Apodge +Piarm) Where Piam is the projection to (ultra-)harmonic
forms (we refer the reader to Appendix for details). This choice corresponds, via (3.10)),

to the gauge-fixing subspace (3.9).
Being the integral kernel of the inverse of an elliptic operator (composed with d*), the
propagator 7 restricts to a smooth form away from the diagonal of M x M. If we define

CYM) = {(x1,12) € M : 21 # 29}
and denote by tp the inclusion of
D :={x1 xx2€ (LM X M)U (M X M) : 1 # x2}
into CY(M), we then have 7 € Qd_l(CS(M),”D)ﬁ with
(3.11) Q*(CY(M), D) = {7 € Q*(CY) : Ly = O},
Its properties are defined by the formula

_ i(_l)kd 18« *
(3.12) U vl L T T,
with
(3.13) oy :/eégM.
L

In (3.12)), we denote by 71, e the projections from M x M to its first and second factor, and,
by abuse of notations, also the corresponding restricted maps C(M) — M.

3.3.1. On Tys and torsions. First we comment on the Gaussian functional integral
which has to be prescribed a mathematical meaning using an appropriate regularization pro-
cedure.

In the case OM = () and with forms on M taken with coefficients in an acyclic O(m)-local
system E, Schwarz showed in [47] that T, understood via zeta-function regularization, is
the Ray-Singer torsion (or its inverse, depending on k) of the complex Q*(M, E): Ty =
Trs (M, E)(_l)k_l. In the present case, we should think of it as a generalization to the relative
complexes (one relevant model being the complex 91.311% (M), cf. Appendix .

Since we consider forms on M with trivial coefficients, and the trivial local system is not
acyclic, Ty is not a number, but a constant (i.e. not depending on a point in V) complex-
valued half-density on V), defined up to a sign

1
Th € € Denstyp (Var)/{£1} = C @ (Det Hiy (M) V" {1}

const
29 In fact, the Hodge-theoretic propagator outlined above satisfies stronger boundary conditions: ultra-
Dirichlet (see Appendix for the definition) on 91 M in the first argument and ultra-Dirichlet on 9> M in the
second argument, and also ultra-Neumann on 02 M in the first argument and ultra-Neumann on 91 M in the
second argument, see Section The same is true for the propagator constructed in Appendix
30For the purposes of this paper we are working with partition functions as defined up to a sign. The

problem of fixing this sign is akin to fixing the sign of Reidemeister torsion, which requires the introduction
of additional orientation data, cf. [54].
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where Det Hp), (M) is the determinant line of de Rham cohomology of M relative to 91 M and,
by convention, for [ aline, [=! = [* is the dual line. A choice of basis {[x;]} in H}, (M) induces
a trivialization of the determinant line ¢: Det H, (M) = R, which makes . Ty € C/{£1} a
number (defined up to sign). Choosing a different basis {[x;]} in H7), (M) induces a different
trivialization & of the determinant, and one has the transformation property

¢ Ty = (Ber )V ¢, Ty,

where 6 is the transformation matrix between the two bases, [\;] = _; 9; [x;] and Ber#@ is it’s
Berezinian (superdeterminant).

The BV integral does not depend on the choice of £ (cf. independence of Ray-Singer
torsion on the choice of Riemannian metric).

By comparison with the result of [23] in the combinatorial setting, Ths is expressed in terms
of the Reidemeister torsion 7(M,01 M) € Det HY, (M) /{£1} as

(3.14) Tar = & 7(M, 0, M)V

where the factor &, originating in the normalization of the integration measure, compatible
with gluing, is
(3.15)

£ = (2rh)™" eC

1k . X . . _(_ 1k . . . .
d (< 1) +%](_1)371) dim H, (M) (e?h>2§?_0( G Lj(—1)d 1) dim HL, (M)
Note that, by Milnor’s duality theorem for torsions, (3.14) can also be written as Ty =
€ 7(M,0,M)D"",

Remark 3.3. In we use the Reidemeister torsion. On the other hand, the analytic
(Ray-Singer) torsion, as defined via zeta-function regularized determinants of Hodge-de Rham
Laplacians, is known to differ from the Reidemeister torsion by the factor 21X(OM) with x(OM)
the Euler characteristic of the boundary (in the case of a product metric near the boundary),
see [39, 55]. This means that the normalization of the functional integral measure in
corresponding to the zeta-function regularization procedure is not the one compatible with
discretization and gluing as in [23].

k-1
Remark 3.4. To be completely pedantic, we should also include in Ty the factors 7(01 M) =
_q1yd—k
and 7(0,M )( . , coming from the fact that T) is also a constant half-density on bound-

ary fields and identification between half-densities and functions is via multiplication by an
appropriate power of torsion, cf. Section Note that, for gluing, these boundary torsion
factors coming from the two sides of the gluing interface cancel each other due to the relation

()Y 2(2)EDTT =1 for T a closed (d — 1)-manifold, arising from Milnor’s duality
theorem.

3.3.2. Properties of propagators. For the computations, it is also useful to define

L (1 (~1)H

1 ni=—
(3.16) KR T ih

/ P M T ATEB = 1 + Z 27X z;ﬁr;x].
c r

By calculating || A (eihSM 7TTA\ 7r§§> in two different ways (taking A out by the chain map
property of BV pushforwards — Theorem , or by computing the integrand directly), we get
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the relation (—1)4dn = ?AVM?), which implies

(3.17) dn = (=) ST (—1) BNy

Notice that in the case OM = () the sum defines a representative of the Euler class of M.

The other characteristic property of n is that its integral on the (d — 1)-cycle given by
fixing one of the two arguments in C3(M) and letting the other vary on a small (d — 1)-sphere
centered on the first one is normalized to ilﬂ As a consequence, if the first point is fixed
on the boundary, then either the propagator is 1dent1cally zero due to boundary conditions
, or otherwise the integral over the relative cycle given by second point varying on a
small half-sphere is £1.)

Instead of using the Hodge-theoretic propagator of Appendix[A-3] one can construct a “soft”
propagator along the lines of [13, 15, 25]. More precisely, one may use the construction for
boundaryless manifolds to produce the propagator for manifolds with boundary by a version
of the method of image charges, see Appendix [Bl The soft propagator does not correspond
to the gauge-fixing Lagrangian , but to another one, constructed via for the chain
contraction

Kor:  Oh(M) —  Qp (M)

a = (m)(nAms(a)
Remark 3.5 (Change of data). Notice that, once we have fixed representatives y;’s and x’s,
still 7 is only defined up to the differential of a form A € Q@2 (CY(M)). We may also change

the representatives y;’s and x*’s by exact forms and also perform a change of basis. The latter
corresponds to a linear BV transformation of V). If we denote the former change by

(3.19a) Xi = doy, o € QREXNTH(M),
(3.19b) % = dot, ol € QEEXN TN (M),

(3.18)

then we get

(3.20) n=d\+ (-1 12 1)ddesxipt o, piyi 4 (1) 12 D-deg Xty ik

Cf. the classification of mﬁnltesnnal deformations of gauge—ﬁxmg data for BV pushforwards
into types I, I, IIT in [20].

Remark 3.6. To study the properties of Feynman diagrams in theories that are perturbations
of abelian BF' theories, it is useful to consider the ASFM compactifications of configuration
spaces [7, [32]. The propagator, see Appendix extends to the compactification Co(M),
which is a smooth manifold with corners, as a smooth form.

Remark 3.7. For M closed, the Hodge propagator of Appendix has the property
(3.21) Ty = (—1)%

where the map T' : Co(M) — Co(M) sends (x1,x2) to (22, x1), which corresponds to the chain
contraction K being skew self-adjoint. If M has boundary, one has instead

(3.22) Ty = (=1)%°

31 More precisely, the integral is 41, if we fix the second argument and vary the first. In the opposite case,
the integral is (—1)%.
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where 7°P stands for the propagator (corresponding to the same metric on M) with opposite
boundary conditions. For soft propagators, see Appendix [B] this 7-symmetry property is not
automatic but can always be achieved. In Section [£.3] we explain how to recover this property
that might have been spoiled by the gluing procedure. Another property that is automatic
for the Hodge propagator is

(3.23) (m2)« (197 A 7331) = 0

where 719, mo3: C3(M) — C2(M) are the projections induced from taking the first or the last
pair of points in a triple (x1,z9,23) and my : C3(M) — M takes the middle point in a triple.
Property m corresponds the property K2 = 0 of the Hodge chain contraction. Properties
(3.21}f3.22)) and ([3.23]) are useful for simplifications in perturbation theory, but our treatment
does not rely on having them.

3.4. Choosing the extensions. Let us choose the extensions A and B of the boundary
values A and B in such a way that the extension A has support in a neighborhood Niof O1M
and the extension B has support in a neighborhood Ns of &M with N; NN, = 0. Then (3.5)
becomes

(3.24) SP = / IB%dA+BdA+BdA> (—1)4- k/ BA
O M
and the BV odd-symplectic form . becomes
whr _/ (9B oA + 6B oA + 6A 3
From the latter equation, we see that, in order to comply with Assumption [2.26, we are forced
to choose the discontinuous extension in which A and B drop to to zero immediately outside

the boundary (cf. Remark [2.33] - — only then does wjys become independent of the boundary

fields A,B and attain the form wy; = fM 6B 6A. The de Rham differential of A in is
not deﬁned but this problem is easily remedied if we integrate by parts

Sﬁ:/M (El%d/iﬂ— )a- kdBA+BdA> (1) k</8MIBaK/8M§A).

The action for the discontinuous extension is then simply

(3.25) S;’\}:/ BdA + (—1)%* </ B/X-/ @A).
M 0o M oM

Thus, with discontinuous extension of boundary fields, Assumption and equation
are satisfied. On the other hand, if we would have chosen a generic extension, the formalism of
Section would not apply, and we would produce partition functions that are not guaranteed
to satisfy mQME and may change uncontrollably under a change of gauge-fixing.

3.5. The state. Using the splitting (3.8)), we may rewrite (3.25) as the sum of the quadratic
part in fluctuations, the residual part and the source term:

SM SM + SI‘QS + S]S\?HI‘CE"

S / Bda,
M
Sies = (—1)4F (/ IB%a—/ bA),
O M oM

with
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Ssource _ (_1)d—k (/32]\4 Bo — /81M5A> .

To compute the state we just have to perform the Gaussian integral over the fluctuations «
and B. Using the notations of Section we get

(3.26) s = Ty S,

with the effective action

(3.27) St = (—1)d-*k (/ IB%a/ bA) (— )d+kd/ TiBn A,
aQM alM (92M><(91M

By (3.7) and ( -, we immediately see that @M satisfies the mQME ([2.22)) with 35\)4 given
by AVM acting on the fibers of Zy; = Vs X BE and with QM the standard quantization of
88 o relative to the chosen polarization, acting on the base of Zj;:

N 5 5
OF = in(—1)4 / B— / A —

Remark 3.8 (Change of data). Under the change of data (3.19) and (3.20)), the operator QP

does not change, whereas the state w M changes as in Remark [2.22| with 7 = 0 and ¥ = "¢M C
with

= i 2 deg 2 i d—k—deg z* + i
(= <h> (Z(—l) /82M Bz'o; — Z(—l) / z o' A+

i i oM

+ (_1)dfk+kd /

O M x 01 M

TFTB)\W;A).

3.5.1. The space of states. What is left to describe is the space of states 7?[?\)4 To do this we
first introduce the following vector spaces associated to a (d — 1)-manifold. For an integer
I and a nonnegative integer n, we define Hy, , as the vector space of n-linear functionals on
Q°*(2)[I] of the form

Q)] >D— ymiD... 7D,

DIRL "

it
multiplied by 7(X) 2 (cf. Section [2.2.5). Here v is a distributional form on ¥X"; 7(X) is
the Reidemeister torsion of . We then define

o0
%8M_ H HagMd k— 1®H81Mk

n1,m2=0
and
Hiy = HO ® Dens? (V).
This is our model for the space of half-densities on Zj;. In this description states are regarded

as families in the parameter h. Perturbative calculations of partition functions and expectation
values of observables for (possibly perturbed) BF' theory yield asymptotic states of the form

* * * *
Ty - eh 7 § h E /8 M) (@s0)" Rglmz (aa b) 7Tl,lA' ’ '71—1,111A 71'2’1153- ’ '772,n2HB
§>0 ni,n2>0 1M)™1 X
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where the coefficients R}, n,(a,b) are distributional forms on (9 M)™ x (92 M)™2 with values
in half-densities on V). Here Ty is as in , whereas Sj{}c[f should, in the case of a perturbed
BF theory, be replaced by the corresponding zero-loop effective action.

We will compute some examples of states arising as expectation values of observables in

Section [D.11

3.6. Gluing. Suppose two manifolds with boundary M; and Ms have a common boundary
component ¥ (X C OM; and X°PP C 9My, where 3°PP denotes ¥ with the opposite orienta-
tion). We want to get the state ¢p; for the glued manifold M = M; Uy My by pairing the
states 15 M, and QZ M, (More precisely, we start from a manifold with boundary M and cut it
along a codimension-one submanifold ¥ into two manifolds with boundary M; and Ms.)

This pairing is better suited to functional integral computations if we choose transverse
polarizations on fg viewed as a space of boundary fields coming from M; or Ms. More
precisely, we fix the boundary decompositions OM; = 01 M1 LU0 M1 and OMo = 0y Mo L Js Mo
in such a way that ¥ C d;M; and X°PP C 9y M. Denoting by AT and B3 the coordinates on
Q°(X)[k] and Q°(X)[d — k — 1], respectively, we get

~ i(_qyd—k TAS ~ o~
(3.29) D= [ KT Ry G,
172

as a half-density on Z~M = ]~/M X BZ;M, with 17M = Vi, X Vi, Notice that we have 01 M =
(61M1 \ Z) U1 My, OoM = O My U (82M2 \ E) and
BgM =
Q% (01 M1\ D) [k] & Q° (02 M) [d — k — 1] & Q° (01 M2)[k] & Q* (92 M2\ Z)[d — k — 1]
> Al ®B @Ay BB,
The integral may be explicitly computed and yields

~ i geff
s = Tary Tog, €753

geff: —(—1)d_k/ b132+(—1)d+kd/ Wi‘bl 1727T;A2—(—1)d+kd/ 7T1K18311717T532—
¥ Y x 01 Mo 02 M x%

—(—1)’“d/aM . @ B1 pim P2 @5 Ao+
2 M1 X 22X 01 M2

+ (—l)d_k (/ /232 +/ Bia;g —/ bo Ao —/ blA/1> —
82M2\E 0o M4 01 Mo 81M1\E

— (—1)Hhd / By w3 A +/ By 2 w3 A |,
82M1><(01M1\Z) (62M2\E)><61M2

where a; and b;, ¢ = 1,2, are the corresponding a and b variables on M;, and n; denotes
the propagator for M;. In the fourth contribution we also used pullbacks by the following
projections:

w1 82M1 X 2 X 81M2 — 82M1

w3 . 82M1 X 2 X 81M2 — 81M2

p1: 82M1 X 2 X 81M2 — 82M1 X 5



36 A. S. CATTANEO, P. MNEV, AND N. RESHETIKHIN

P2 82M1 X 2 X 81M2 — 2 X 81M2.

The propagator 77 on M can also be obtained by pairing the states on M; and M, see
Section [D.21

3.6.1. Reducing the residual fields. We now wish to reduce the space of residual fields by
integrating out those appearing in the term fz bias. We will refer to them as redshirt residual
fields. More precisely, let

T1: HBZ(Ml)—) H.(Z)
T2 Hﬁl(Mg)—) H.(Z)
be the restriction maps induced by the inclusion of ¥ into M; and My. We denote by Ly (L2)
the image of 71 (72). We now choose sections
g1: L1—> H].)Q(Ml)
g9 L2—> H].)l (Mg)
of 7 and 7. We will also need the orthogonal complements Lll7 L%- C H*(X) with respect to
the Poincaré pairing on H*(X). By Lefschetz duality, L;- is the image of H®(M;, ;M;\X) in
H*(%) for i = 1,27

Next, we choose a complement Ly of L N L%‘ in Ly and a complement LJ of Lll N Lo
in Ly. Finally, denoting H].)Q(Ml)# = kerm; and H].)l(MQ)# = ker 75, we end up with the
decompositions

Hpy(My) = 01(L1 N Ly) @ o1 (L)) & Hpy (M)
Hpy (M) = 02(Li N Ly) @ oa(Ly) ® HY, (M)

We use the notations by = b}’ + by + bf and ap = af + aj + af for the corresponding
decompositions of the residual fields. To fix notations for the following, we set

Hpo(My) = o1(L1 N Ly) & Hpy(M1)# =771 (L1 N Ly)
Hpy (M) = oao(Li N Ly) & HYyy (Ma)# = 757! (Li N Ly)

) =
Hpy (M1)° = (01(L1 0 Ly))" @ (Hpy(M1)*)*  Hpyy (M) = (Hp(M1))*
Hpy (M) = (02(Ly N L2))* @ (Hpy (Ma) )" C Hiyp(Mz) = (Hpy(Ma))*
and
Hyy (My, M) := Hyy (M)° @ Hiyy (M)
Hpo(My, My) := Hpo(M)' @ Hpyo(Ma)°
Notice that classes in o1(L1 N Ly) and o9(Li N Lg) can be extended to the other manifold.

The other summands in the H’s contain classes that restrict to zero on ¥ and which can then
also be extended. Thus, we get maps

(3.29a) hy: Hpy (M, Ma)— Hy, (M)
(3.29Db) hat Hiyy(My, My)— Hy(M)

32 Indeed, for [y] € H'(X) and [a] € HE,' 77 (M;), we have (4], n[a])E = (Bi[y],[]) where (,)sx is the
Poincaré pairing on H*(X) and (,) is the Lefschetz pairing between H]JDl (M1) and Hg21 I(My); By is a

map in the long exact sequence - -- — H®(M, 01 M\¥) = H’(E) —% HSTY(My) — ---. Therefore, due to
nondegeneracy of Lefschetz pairing, Li = ker By = im(r1). Case of Ly is treated similarly.



PERTURBATIVE QUANTUM GAUGE THEORIES ON MANIFOLDS WITH BOUNDARY 37
We will return to this in Section where we will prove that h; and hg are isomorphisms.
Notice that we have [, bjas = [, bj‘a;’. By writing
X X 1
by = 217" X1x»
X _ 1 X
Ay = 22x X240

with {[x%]} a basis of 01(L]) and {[x4;]} a basis of o2(L5 ), we also get
[ b= e s,

with

(3.30) Al = /EXQX]- Xix-

Note that the matrix A is invertible P

We now reduce the space of residual fields by integrating over the zero section L£* of
T*[-1)(o1 (LY)[d — k — 1] @ o2(Ly)[k]). Namely, we integrate out all the 27" and 2%, coordi-
nates, the redshirt residual fields, and set their canonically conjugate variables to zero. This
way we obtain the state

b= | du
EX
as a function on Zy; = Vas x BgM with
(3.31) Var = HYyy (My, Mo)[k] ® Heyo( My, Ma)[d — k —1].

We denote by a1, az = a?%—a#, by = b?—i—biéﬁ and by the corresponding variables. We represent
them as (d,d*)-closed differential forms on M;, My with appropriate Dirichlet/Neumann

boundary conditions, as in (A.5A.6).

The integral over £* can be easily computed and yields
l/;M = TM e;;i V?\?
with
. T, T
3.32 Ty =28-+=1>72
(3.32) M BerA ’

where Ber A denotes the Berezinian of A, and

S = (=1 (/ by pa myAg — / B 771W§52> -
E><61M2 82M1><E

—(—1)kd/aM oo 1y, DTBLPIML PE At
o M1 X 2. X 01 M2

+ (—1)4* (/ ’252+/ 15%151—/ BQAQ—/ BlA’1> -
82M2\E 82M1 (91M2 81M1\2

33 This is equivalent to the nondegeneracy of the restriction of Poincaré pairing on H*(X) to LY®Ly - R.
To prove the latter, assume the opposite, i.e. that there is a nonzero [a] € L{* such that for any [8] € L5,
one has ([@], [8])s = 0. Then [a] is orthogonal to the whole L, since [a] being in L; is certainly orthogonal
to Li N Ly. Hence [a] € L1 N Ly, which is a contradiction to [a] € LY. Thus we have shown that the left
kernel of the pairing L ® Ly — R vanishes. Vanishing of the right kernel is shown similarly, which finishes
the proof of nondegeneracy.
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~ (e wiBim Al + [ "B w3y | -
82M1><(61M1\E) (62M2\E)><81M2

- Z(_l)d+kd+degx2ivji / TFTBI m W;X;‘ _ (_1)k+kd/ /2X5<z .
i Do M1 X2 82M2\E

E><81M2 81M1\Z

Here we denoted by V' the inverse of the matrix A defined in (3.30)).
The factor

e (1Y FIETH

(3.33) 2 = (2mri)2 ML) <> =M eC
h §M1 é‘MQ

with £ as in appears in because of the 27, ¢ and A factors coming from the

Gaussian integral over a superspace. (The last equality in is non-obvious; we refer the

reader to [23] for details).

From now on we will denote the boundary fields on M by A and B. The restriction of A
to 01 M7 \ X is what we denoted so far by A}, whereas the restriction of A to 9 M, is what
we denoted so far by Ao. Similarly, restriction of B to 9, M, is what we denoted so far by B,
whereas the restriction of B to 9y Ms \ X is what we denoted so far by B).

For the residual fields we will adopt the collective notation & and b. The restriction of 3 to
Ms> is what we denoted so far by a5. On the other hand, the restriction of a to M is the sum
ai + ag"t. The extension aSXt of a5 to M is defined by

/ vagt = (—1)d+(d_1).deg7/ TV 1 Tadg = (—1)d+(d_1).deg7/ Ty m mah,
M1 M1 X M1 X3

where 7 is a form on M;. Similarly, the restriction of b to M, is what we denoted so far by
by. On the other hand, the restriction of b to Mj is the sum bg + b$**. The extension b$** of
by to My is defined by

X d+k+-kd * - * d+k+-kd * *
/ Sty = (—1)4Hh / wiby i = (—1)FH / b s i,
Mz Yx Mo S X Mo

where p is a form on Ms.
With these notations and with the explicit form for the glued propagator 7 of Appendix[D-3]
we finally get

S - A BV B T
O M oM Do M x0W M

which, upon the change of notations, coincides with the one in (3.27]).
Observe that Ty is equal to Ty, by the gluing properties of Reidemeister torsions (cf. e.g.

[41]). This implies p; = .

Remark 3.9. Residual fields @, b, as constructed above, are represented by closed forms on M
which are smooth away from ¥ but generally discontinuous through 3 C M; however they
have a well-defined smooth pullback to X.

Remark 3.10. Representatives of the cohomology Hp, (M), Hp, (M) constructed via the ex-
tension defined above are exactly the ones appearing in the differential of the glued propagator
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of Appendix as in (3.17). This can be checked either by a brute force calculation, or,
more concisely, via homological perturbation theory (see [23]).

3.6.2. The reduced space of residual fields.
Lemma 3.11. Maps hy, hs defined in are isomorphisms.

Proof. We will consider hy; the case of hg is treated similarly.
Recall that for a triple of topological spaces X DY D Z one has the long exact sequence
of cohomology of the triple

(3.34) c S HY(X,Y) = HY(X,Z) = H*(Y, Z) = H*" (X, V) = - -

Consider the triple X = M, Y = My U0, My, Z = 01 M. Then the sequence (3.34)) becomes

(3.35) - — H*(M, My U8 My) & H®(M,0,M) 2
A H (Mo Udy My, 01 M) 2 H* (M, My U My) — - -

Note that, by excision property of cohomology, we have H®(M, My U1 M) = H*(My, 01 M)
and H®*(My U 01 My,01M) = H®*(My,01Ms). Thus (3.35) becomes
° K ° A ° (]
(3.36) oo = Hpy (My) = Hpy (M) = Hpy (Mz) L HDJfl(Ml) —
Therefore for the cohomology of M we have
D1 (M)

(3.37) Hiy (M) = im()) & im(x) = ker p & Hm<p>

Note that the connecting homomorphism p in (3.36) factorizes as Hf, (M) = H*(X) RN

HYTH (M) (with By as in Footnote . This implies

ker p = 75 '(ker By) = 75 Y(Li{ N Ly) = HYyy (Ms)'.

For the image of p we have im(p) = Bi(L2) = By(Ly) C Hpi(Mi). Its annihilator in
H].)Q(Ml) is

Ann(im p) = {[a] € Hpy(M)) : {[a], Bil]) =0 Vi) € Lo} = 7 1 (Ly) = 7 (L1 N Ly).
—_————
=(rila],)=
Therefore, for the second term in ([3.37) we have

an(Ml)

m(p) (Ann(imp))” = (Tfl(Ll N L;))* = Hpy (My)°.

Thus we have constructed the isomorphism
Hpy (M) ~ Hpy (M1)° ® Hpyy (Ma)'.

By inspection of the construction, it is precisely the inverse of h; of ([3.29)). O
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4. BF-LIKE THEORIES

In this Section we consider interacting theories that deform abelian BF theories. This
means first that as unperturbed theory we consider n copies of an abelian BF theory,

Suro = Z;/M B, dA’,

with A" ® B; € Q*(M)[k;] ® Q*(M)[d — k; — 1] for some choice of k;. Equivalently, we may
define Fyy = (2*(M) @ V[1]) & (Q*(M) @ V*[d — 2]) where V is a graded vector space and

writ
S :/ (B, dA),
M

where ( , ) denotes the canonical pairing between V* and V. The whole Section [3[ can now
be extended with obvious modifications.
Next we consider an interacting term that is the integral of a density-valued function V of

the fields A and B,
Sutpert = [ VIAB),
M

such that Sys := Snr,0 + Sar pert solves the classical master equation for M without boundary.
We view Sprpert @s a “small” perturbation (cf. Remark [2.34). We further require that V
depends only on the fields, but not on their derivatives. We consider three examples:

Example 4.1 (Quantum mechanics). This is the case when d = 1 and V = W[—1], with W
concentrated in degree zero. We denote by P and @) the degree-zero zero forms components

of B and A, respectively. We choose a volume form d¢ on M and a function H on T*W. We
then set V(A,B) := H(A,B)dt = H(Q, P)dt. We then have

Sy = /M (Z PO+ H(Q, P)) at,

the classical action of mechanics in Hamilton’s formalism.

Example 4.2 (AKSZ theories [3]). In this case we assume that we are given a function ©
on T*[d — 1](V[1]) = V[1] @ V*[d — 2] that has degree d and Poisson commutes with itself
with respect to the canonical graded Poisson structure on the shifted cotangent bundle. We
then set V(A, B) to be the top degree part of ©(A, B). Notice that this is a special case of the
construction in [3], where the target is not assumed to be a shifted cotangent bundle but just
a general graded symplectic manifold with symplectic form of degree d — 1. We have three
particular cases of interest:

BF theories: Here we assume V = g to be a Lie algebra and set © = (b, [a,a]) with
a € V[l and b€ V*[d —2].

Split Chern—Simons theory: If we are given a Lie algebra g with an invariant pairing,
we can define a function © of degree 3 on g[1] by © = £(a, [a,a]). This fits with our
setting if d = 3 and we have a decomposition of g, as a vector space, g = V & W where

V and W are maximally isotropic subspaces. The pairing allows identifying W with
V=

34We recover the previous notation if we pick a graded basis e’ of V and its dual basis e;, set k; = 1 — e
and write A = 3" e'A;, B=3Y"" (1) FiBe;.
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The Poisson sigma model: If (P, 7) is a Poisson manifold, the Poisson sigma model
on M has as its space of fields

Far = Map(T[1)M, T*[1]P)

and O is the Poisson bivector field 7 regarded as a function of degree d = 2 on
T*[1]P. This fits with our setting if P is a vector space W and we set V = W[—1].
More generally, we may perturb the general Poisson sigma model around a constant
map x: M — P and we fit again in our setting with V' = T, P[—1].

Example 4.3 (2D Yang-Mills theory). The classical action of Yang-Mills (YM) theory can
be written in the first order formalism as [,, (( B, Fa) + % g*(B,*B)) where A is a connection
on a principal G-bundle over M, Fy its curvature, B a (d—2)-form of the coadjoint type, (, )
a nondegenerate, invariant pairing on the dual g* of the Lie algebra g of GG, x the Hodge star
for some reference metric, and g a coupling constant. This action looks like a perturbation
of BF theory, with V' = g, but for d > 2 the perturbation [,,(B,*B) breaks the symmetry;
hence the corresponding BV theory is not a perturbation of the BV version of BF theory. This
is due to the fact that one of the symmetries of BF theory consists in adding the covariant
derivative of a (d — 3)-form to B. However, for d = 2 this symmetry is absent, so indeed in
two dimensions YM theory is a perturbation of BF' theory. We can write the corresponding
BV action as

Su :/M (<B, dA>+%(B, [A,A]>+;g2v(B,B))

where v is the volume form associated to the fixed metric on M and B denotes the degree
zero zero-form in B. More generally, for any coad-invariant function f on g*, the BV action

su= [ ((B.an)+ 5 (B A +f(5)

solves the classical master equation on a two-manifold M without boundary and perturbs BF

theory. Notice that, by degree reasons, we have
1 1

We call this theory the generalized two-dimensional YM theory.

Notice that, whereas the AKSZ theories of Example are topological, quantum mechanics
and YM theory are not.

Remark 4.4. YM theory in 4 dimensions can also be regarded as a perturbation of a BF-like
theory [28]. The main difference is that the d operator appearing in the unperturbed term is
not the de Rham differential. This changes the propagator, but the algebraic structure is the
same as the one considered in this paper.

4.1. Perturbative expansion. The assumption that V(A, B) does not depend on derivatives
of the field implies that the space of boundary fields on a (d — 1)-manifold ¥ is exactly the
same as for the unperturbed theory, 72 = (Q*(X) ® V[1]) ® (Q*(X) ® V*[d — 2]), with the

same symplectic structure wg = 50/% and

a? = (—1)? .
0 = (-1) /Z<B,6A>

On the other hand the perturbation may affect the boundary cohomological vector field Qg
and the boundary action Sg.
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Remark 4.5. In the case of an AKSZ theory, one has [2]]
s¢= [ ((B.aA)+0(AB)).
)

Remark 4.6. In the case of the generalized two-dimensional YM theory, the non-AKSZ term
vf(B) produces a vertical term in Qps. Hence, QgM is the same as for BF theory. As a
consequence,

ng/z(<B,dA)+@(A,B)):/E((B,dAH—;(B,[A,A])).

We then proceed as in Section [3|and choose polarizations as in subsection Notice that
the term to be added to the action to make it compatible with the polarization now reads

=00 [ (BA).
0o M
We denote again by A the coordinate on B; and by B the coordinate on Bs, which we have
to extend by zero in the bulk. We have
A=a+aq,
B=b+8,

where a and b denote the residual fields, and o and S denote the fluctuations. For the
unperturbed part we proceed exactly as in Section [3 getting

SM SMO + SM perb + S + Ssource
with

§M,0=/M<ﬁa da),

Suipert = V(@a+a,b+ ),

Sy = (~1)1 </<92M<B’a>‘/alM<b’A>)’
sigree = (—1yt! </82M<B’“>‘/BIM<B’A>>'

The propagator is determined, exactly like in the abelian case, by §M70. The perturbation

term Sz pert has to be Taylor expanded around zero and produces the interaction vertices. In
addition we have univalent vertices on the boundary. The Feynman diagrams of the theory
with boundary then also contain edges connecting to the boundary.

Ultimately, the perturbative expansion for the state takes the form

(4.1) Q;M HT(k . exp Z —1h loops F)/ wF(A B: . b)
B2 JAw@)] S, T B

where T ]E? is as in , for the field grading shift k. In the exponential, we sum over
connected Feynman diagrams — connected oriented graphs I' — with

8s+t
BAil---BAisthu-aBjt

V(A,B
A=B=0 ( )

e n > 0 bulk vertices in M decorated by “vertex tensors”

where s,t are the out- and in-valencies of the vertex,
e n1 > 0 boundary vertices on 9y M with single incoming half-edge and no outgoing
half-edges decorated by A; evaluated at the point (vertex location) on 91 M,
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e n9 > 0 boundary vertices on d, M with single outgoing half-edge and no incoming
half-edges decorated by B’ evaluated at the point on 92 M,

e cdges are decorated with the propagator 7 - (5}, with 7 same as in Section ﬁ

e loose half edges (leaves) are allowed and are decorated with the residual fields a; (for
out-orientation), b? (for in-orientation).

The differential form wr(A,B;a,b) on the compactified configuration space Cr of points on
M (with n bulk points, ny points on 9; and ng points on ds) is the wedge product of the
decorations above, with field component indices ¢ contracted according to the combinatorics
of I'. Note that wp is a polynomial in boundary and residual fields of order determined by
the numbers of boundary vertices and leaves in I'.

Remark 4.7 (Short loops). The perturbative expansion has potential singularities when we
contract a fluctuation o with a fluctuation § in the same interaction vertex (short loops). In
AKSZ theories, short loops are absent if a unimodularity condition of the target structure is
satisfied P9

Formally the gluing procedure is exactly as in subsection [3.6] The integral over the bound-
ary fields forces the matching of the boundary vertices. Next one has to integrate over the
redshirt residual fields.

Proposition 4.8 (Gluing). Let M be cut along a codimension-one submanifold ¥ into M
and Ms. Let p, and Yy, be the states for My and My with a choice of residual fields and
propagators and transverse (A vs. B) polarizations on X. Then the gluing of 1nr, and Yy, is
the state 1y for M with the consequent choice of residual fields and propagators.

Sketch of the proof. The gluing of the prefactors (the torsions) and the BV pushforward on
the redshirt residual fields (Mayer—Vietoris) are as in the abelian theory. The explicit inte-
gration over the boundary fields and the redshirt residual fields has the effect to produce the
M-propagators out of the M;- and Ms-propagators (see Appendix @[) ]

4.1.1. The full state. The state as described above—to which we will refer as the principal
part of the state—is all what we need for gluing purposes. However, it may be incorrect as
for the modified quantum master equation. The problem lies in the fact that in general £ will
contain higher functional derivatives and one has to be careful in defining them appropriately.

Let us start the discussion with the present field theory version of . We focus on
the 01 M boundary where we work in the A-representation (the 02 M boundary is treated
analogously). There the base coordinate b is A, whereas the fiber coordinate p is Ly, B =
tj, (B +b). In the following we will refer to A (and similarly to B) as to a base boundary
field. Equation works indeed. To make this more precise, we average the functional

35More generally, if the shifts k; are different for different field components, we put 77(’“1') . 5; on the edge,
where n(k) is the propagator for abelian BF' theory with field grading shift k.

361f the Euler characteristic of M vanishes, one does not even have to impose the unimodularity condition
and one can simply disregard short loops. This is why, e.g., the Poisson sigma model is well defined on the
upper half plane and on the torus for every Poisson structure. Notice that short loops contributions are needed
for the (modified) quantum master equation to hold. To match (3.17)), one has to assign a (d — 1)-form 7 to
a short loop on M such that

dna = (1)1 (=T EEx G
3

Notice that the right hand side is precisely exact when the Euler characteristic of M vanishes.
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derivatives at a point by a test form F (a smooth differential form possibly depending on
residual and on base boundary fields). We have

P2 sT = (~1) [ @rbiF
oM OA 8 M

To move to (2.32) we have to assume that a higher functional derivative with respect to A

applied to enSir will produce multiplication by the corresponding power of ¢ 5,(8+b). This
also works with the naive definition of a higher functional derivative. For example,

/ Fij(ﬁeésﬁ—<i)26;ﬁ/ (B; +b:)(B; + by) F
8 M SATHAI h oM ! YA J '

Problems arise when we move to the functional integration. The point is that the right hand
side of the above equation now involves a quadratic vertex at the boundary. To be more

precise, the principal part of the state can be written as Z <e%(51r§5+515\3me)>, where Z is the

product of torsions and ( ) denotes the expectation value for the bulk theory. The problem is
that a higher functional derivative of this expectation value may differ from the expectation
value of the higher functional derivative, for the latter also includes Feynman diagrams that
remain connected after removing the boundary vertex corresponding to the insertion of the
higher power of 5.

The way out is to define the higher functional derivative in a way that agrees with the
naive expectation above but does not have this problem; at the same time one has to define
the product of functionals (as in the exponential) appropriately. This is easily achieved by
introducing composite fields (as e.g. in [4, 27]) as higher powers of A at a point and
regarding higher functional derivatives as first-order functional derivatives with respect to the
corresponding composite field. To make this fit with the naive expectation where a higher
functional derivative concentrates the fields on some diagonal, we should also understand the
product of integrals as containing the diagonal contributions for the corresponding composite
field. Namely, we set

/ uzN./ v; AT =
81M 61M

(1) 1L D Husl (@) / rrumgo; w AT AT + /
Ca (01 M)

uivj [AZA]] s
oM

where u and v are smooth differential forms depending on bulk and residual fields and [A?A7]
52

sarsas has to be interpreted

is our notation for the composite field. Now the operator |, ouM F4

ij 6
as falMF STaia] SO We get

aatsar ([t s [ 0) = [, e
Y u; A e viAJ ) = wiv; BV
/81M 0AYAT \ Jo, m ot o

in accordance with our naive expectation.

We now formalize the above construction. For a multi-index I = (i1,...,1p,), the symbol
[AI ], or equivalently [Ail . -Ail’], denotes a new composite field of degree k — (p — 1)(d — 1)
where k is the sum of the degrees of A%,... A% (one way to remember this is to think of

the composite field as being obtained by integrating the A fields around the point where we
. . . . &P .. . 5

evaluate the composite field). The functional derivative SiTsa 18 interpreted as San ]

Analogously we consider composite B-fields and their corresponding functional derivatives.



PERTURBATIVE QUANTUM GAUGE THEORIES ON MANIFOLDS WITH BOUNDARY 45

These operators act on the algebra generated by linear combinations of expressions of the
form
Jre o I Im
J L (A1) [5] 7 Bl (B,
Ciny (81 M) X Cyy (82 M)
where the Ls are smooth differential forms depending on the fluctuations and on the residual
fields. The product (denoted by e) of two expressions as above is obtained by adding all the

possible ways of restricting to a diagonal in the product of the spaces; whenever we do that,
the As or the Bs from the different brackets are put together. We give one more example:

[ pgmiwimsiae [ b= [ Lmgbn(af(ad)rat)+
Co (01 M) oM C3(01 M)
+ (=)l lIA% Lijmiby, miATAM 75[AT] + / Lijmiby, wiAY 3 [ATAR).
Co (01 M) Ca (01 M)

With this piece of notation, where e, is the exponential defined by the e-product, we now

have that
/ pr o <e%(55vefs+si‘?“r“>> - < / pr 0 eé<83?+sz?me>>
MM JAI oM SAIL

where F' is a smooth differential form depending on residual, base boundary and (possibly)
composite fields.
Finally, we come to the correct definition of the state, which we call the full state and write

in boldface:
= 2 (o S

where we just have replaced the exponential with the e-exponential. In terms of Feynman
diagrams we now have additional boundary vertices of higher valency. The combinatorics
may be simplified by observing that, for any form -,

e.z’i Joynr A" — o200 T falM[AIhI,
where on the right hand side we have the usual exponential and e; is a sign, implicitely
determined by

Allf}/il e Azpﬁ)/ip — €i1~--z‘pA“ Ce. Alpr)/il v ’Yip'
We have an analoguous expression for B.

Note that, when gluing states we do not see the composite fields (the proof of this statement
relies on the explicit formula for the glued propagators). For this purposes it is enough to
consider the principal part 1, of the state.

In abelian BF theory, ) contains functional derivatives up to the first order. For this
reason we did not bother introducing the e-exponential. Note that the full state is just
~ 1 geff . .. -~ ige .
Py = Thy el ™, whereas its principal part was ¥y = Ty enSi . For perturbed BF' theories,
the full state however is in general not just the bullet exponential of the effective action
appearing in the principal part.

The strategy for checking the modified quantum master equation as well as the fact that
Q) squares to zero simply relies on computing boundary contributions in the compactified
configuration spaces appearing in the Feynman diagram expansion for the state. Before doing
this, we make the definition of the space of states and its algebra of differential operators more
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precise (essentially, the only addition to the above, is the possibility of products of composite
fields, for these contributions are generated by the application of differential operators).

4.1.2. The space of states. In Section [3.5.1] we gave a description of the space of states for
(possibly perturbed) BF' theories. Now we have to refine the structure of the distributional
forms R}, n,(a,b) to allow for a proper definition of the higher functional derivatives with
respect to A and B that may appear in Q following the discussion of Section We then
come to the following definition: A regular functional on the space of base boundary fields
is a linear combination of expressions of the form

gL ll] . IJ s el " al " 2
L11 1’1112 1”2 .M H [A ] a H [A ml] H [BJf] T Tmy H [Bjrjn } ’
Cony (D1 M)XCiy (8 M) 1 i ol i=1 2
l
Jlegitglogle..

where the I 7 and J] are (target) multi-indices and L’} "is a smooth differential form

Ij- 1”11 T2
on the product of compactified configuration spaces C’m1 (81M ) and Cy, (02 M) depending on
the residual fields.

We assume that at each point in the configuration space there is a field insertion (otherwise

we may integrate that point out and get a new L); i.e., we have the conditions
[IX + |12+ + || >0forals=1,...,mi,
\JH 4+ 2+ -+ | T >0 forall s =1,...,ma.

The space of the states is the span of the regular functionals (multiplied by Thy).
We may extend the bullet product to the regular functionals. Notice that the derivative
with respect to a residual field satisfies the Leibniz rule also with respect to the bullet product.

Remark 4.9. Note that we have only allowed insertions of A and B in the states but not of
their derivatives. If we only consider states that may appear from the bulk and from the
application of €2 to them, it is enough to work with this restricted definition: applying €2 will
produce terms containing dA and dB, but it is always possible to integrate by parts and move
all the derivatives on the coefficients (see below).

4.1.3. Operators. We now come to the class of operators we consider acting on the space of
states defined above.

One term of 2 that is always present, as we work in perturbation theory, is the one cor-
responding to abelian BF' theory, i.e., the one that acts by the de Rham differential (times
ih (—1)%) on A and B as well as on all composite fields. We will denote it by Q. Integrating
by parts, we may rewrite the result as an allowed state. Namely, on a regular functional as
above we get a term wih L replaced by dL plus all the terms corresponding to the boundary
of the configuration space. As L is smooth, its restriction to the boundary is also smooth
and can be integrated on the fibers yielding a smooth form on the base configuration space;
the bracketings at the related points are instead put together at the collapsing vertex. For
example:

% /8 | Lygla[aT) = in /a Ly (A7),

% / Lisk wi((AT[A])m[AK] =
Co (81 M)
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= iih/ dLrr ©([AT][AT]) 75 [AK] iih/ Lk [AT][AT][AK],
Ca (01 M) oM
with Lyjg = WfLUK, where 79 0C5(01 M) — 01 M is the canonical projection. Notice that
for any two regular functionals S; and So we have Qy(S1 @ S2) = Qp(S1) @ So + .51 ® Qp(S2).
The other generators that we allow are products of expressions of of the form

[ Her [ )

il .- 1] —,
9y M I J J 6]3]

where the L’s are smooth differential forms on the boundary. We call these expressions simple
operators. FEach of the factors in a product of operators acts independently on a state. The
action of a simple operator on a regular functional is defined by pairing a derivative with the
corresponding composite field in all possible ways. If there are no derivatives (i.e., if |[I| =0
or |J| = 0), then the factor is just e-multiplied with the rest. Example:

L7 A / [A7] o / S[A7] —i/ Liib;b;[AF].
S [ | (S 1o [ b)) s [ ctenes

ijk

or

The algebra of differential operators that we consider is generated by products of €y and
simple operators. Note that the composition of two products of simple operators is again a
sum of products of simple operators. This composition is easy to describe: each factor acts
on a product either by multiplication (in the graded symmetric algebra) or by pairing the
multiple derivative with a corresponding composite field. Restricted to the A-representation,
this algebra is the space of (S, X Sy)-invariants and coinvariants @y, ,P(m,n)s,, xs,, where
in our case P is the prop envelope of the endomorphism operad of SV tensored with Q°®(9; M)
(with the condition that the arguments must be in STV). It was shown in [40] that for a
general (dg) operad this construction yields a (dg) associative algebra. In the B-representation
we get the same description with V' replaced by V* and 91 M replaced by 0 M.

Example of a composition of products of simple operators (here ® is the graded commuta-
tive product of simple operators):

([ wgge [ gt ([ onwimnizze [ o)

A1 Ao 121 Vo
0 ¢ J n_9 i ,
:i/alM(Ll) (Lo) (N1 g5 © /61M(N2)t[A}:|:/BlM(L2) H (N A 545 @/alM(Ll) (N2);

) )
TAMO / (LQ) (Nl)p]k[Ap] Ora A O / (Ll) ( )zqr[AqAr] OF %)
M 0As oy M SAS

:|:>\2®V1®/ (Ll)i(Ng)i+>\1®)\2®V1®V2.
81M

We call an operator principal if it is simple and each field insertion is linear (i.e., |[I'| =
=|I"|=1or|J'=---=|J! =1) orif it is a multiple of . Notice that, on a boundary
Y, Qp can be viewed as the standard quantization of

8370:/ (B, dA).
>
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By analogy, we will say that the principal operator

(V)7 [ L 4] [a7] e

is the standard quantization, in the A-representation, of

/L{AIBJ,
b

,-..,1 into the multi-index I. Similarly, we will say that

(—=n)dpy [ L3 B]--- [B o
I 7t it SBI
b

is the standard quantization, in the B-representation, of

/L{BJAI,
by

where we grouped the indices j',..., " into the multi-index J.

The Q we will get in the modified QME is a linear combination of simple operators. We
will call the underlying linear combination of principal terms its principal part. In most
examples we will focus on the principal part only. By the above notation it can be written as
the standard quantization of some boundary functional.

where we grouped the indices i!

4.2. The modified QME. In all these theories {2 may be explicitly obtained by the usual
techniques about integrals on compactified configurations spaces (see, e.g., [20]). Under the
assumption of “unimodular” perturbations and “tractable” contributions from hidden faces in
the bulk we have the following

Theorem 4.10 (The mQME). There is a quantization Q of SO that squares to zero and
such that the modified quantum master equation (mQME) is satisfied. This Q is completely
determined by graph contributions at the boundary of compactified configuration spaces.

We split the proof this result into three Lemmata.

Lemma 4.11. The modified QME s satisfied with € = Qo + Qpert, where g is the standard
quantization of the unperturbed boundary action and Qpeq is determined by the boundary
configuration space integrals.

Sketch of the proof and construction of Qpere. Let I' be a Feynman graph (a disjoint union of
> 1 graphs of the type appearing in the exponential in (4.1 )) and wr the corresponding
differential form over the compactified configuration space Cr. Consider Stokes theorem
fCr dwr = [, acp wr- The left hand side contains terms where d acts on an A or a B and terms

where d acts on the propagator. The former correspond to the action of %Qo, the latter when
summed over graphs I' assemble, due to (3.17)), to the action of —ihAy,, on the state. The
right hand side contains three classes of terms:

(1) Integrals over boundary components where two vertices collapse in the bulk. The
combinatorics of the Feynman diagrams in the expansion ensures that these terms
cancel out when we sum over all the diagramsﬂ

37This cancellation relies on the assumption that the perturbed action satisfies the classical master equation,
which is equivalent to 37| £52-V(A,B) - %V(A, B) = 0, which in turn implies a relation on contractions of
pairs of vertex tensors.
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(2) Integrals over boundary components where more than two vertices collapse in the bulk
(“hidden faces”). The usual arguments—vanishing theorems—ensure the vanishing
of all these terms apart, possibly, for faces where all the vertices of a connected
component of a graph collapse. In all the above mentioned theories, with the exception
of Chern—Simons theory, also these terms vanish. In Chern—Simons theory, they may
possibly survive, but can be compensated by a framing dependent term (see [7] and
[131).

(3) Terms where two or more (bulk and/or boundary) vertices collapse together at the
boundary or a single bulk vertex hits the boundary. The integral on such a boundary
face splits into an integral over a subgraph I of I' corresponding to the collapsed
vertices and an integral over I'/T”, the graph obtained by identifying all the vertices
in IV and forgetting the edges inside IV. We define the action of %Qpert by the sum
of the boundary contributions of the I'"’s. If we now sum over all graphs I", all these
terms will give %Qpert applied to the state.

As a result we get the mQME. O
Remark 4.12. In QM we clearly have Q = 0, by degree reasons.

Remark 4.13. In the (generalized) two-dimensional YM theory, the term vf(B) does not
contribute to {2pert, for the restriction of v to the boundary is zero. As a consequence, €2 for
the (generalized) two-dimensional YM theory is the same as for BF' theory.

Lemma 4.14. ) squares to zero.

Sketch of the proof. This can be done again by the same techniques as in the previous Lemma.
Namely, let IV be a graph appearing in the definition of Qpery and ops the corresponding
differential form —a product of the propagators n and the boundary fields A or B — over
the compactified configuration space Cv, obtained by modding out translations along the
boundary and scalings. Consider again Stokes theorem |, Cpr dop = |, oC O The left hand

side contains only terms where d acts on an A or a B, which correspond to the action of %Qo.
The right hand side contains again three classes of terms. The first class contains the terms
where two vertices collapse in the bulk (the bulk is now a neighborhood of a point in the
boundary); these terms cancel out when we sum over all graphs. The second class contains
the terms where more than two vertices collapse in the bulk; these terms do not contribute
by the usual vanishing theorems. Finally, the third class contains terms when two or more
(bulk and/or boundary) vertices collapse together at the boundary or a single bulk vertex
hits the boundary. When we sum over all graphs, these terms yield the action of %Qpert. This
shows that QoQpert + Qpert 0 + 0?2 . vanishes. Since we know that Q% = 0, we conclude that

per

02 =0. O

Lemma 4.15. Q is given by the canonical quantization of S° plus (possibly) higher order
corrections. More precisely, the canonical quantization of SO corresponds to Qg plus the con-
tributions of Qper corresponding to exactly one bulk point approaching the boundary.

Sketch of the proof. Consider, e.g., the 9; boundary (the dy case is treated similarly). Here
we are in the A representation. In a boundary term of the type stated in the Lemma, there
will be one bulk vertex coming from V(A,B) and boundary vertices (A, 8) (in d > 1 there
are no contributions from composite fields as in this particular case they would correspond
to a multiple edge which vanishes by dimensional reasons, for d > 2, or by parity reasons,
for d = 2). The bulk As actually only contribute with « as a vanishes on the boundary. So
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a monomial term of degree k in A in V(A,B) will actually yield a boundary graph with k
boundary vertices and with k propagators joining the bulk vertex to each boundary vertex.
The integration is over the configuration space of these k + 1 vertices modulo horizontal
translations (i.e. translations tangent to the boundary) and scalings. All the A fields are
grouped in the integration along the boundary. The Bs in V correspond to applying (fl)dih%
to the rest of the state (as we explained above, if this results in a higher functional derivative, it
has to be interpreted as the first order functional derivative with respect to the corresponding
composite field). What remains to be shown is that the coefficients are equal to 1. This is
obvious for £k = 0. For k£ > 1, denote by g; the result of the integration of the graph with &
boundary vertices (notice that each g is a number as we are integrating a k x (d — 1)-form on
a k x (d—1)-dimensional space). The simplest one, g1, corresponds to one bulk vertex and one
boundary vertex joined by a an edge. We fix the horizontal translations by fixing the boundary
point and we fix the scalings on the bulk point. The integral yields 1 precisely because the
propagator is normalized. Next, one shows that all other graphs yield the same contribution.
This is an application of Stokes’ theorem again. Consider a graph with 2 bulk and k boundary
vertices, k > 1, and exactly one edge joining the bulk vertex 1 to each boundary vertex and
to the bulk vertex 2. We take the differential of the corresponding form and integrate over
the corresponding boundary configuration space. Notice that all propagators are closed as we
are near the boundary, so we just get an equality between the boundary contributions. There
are actually two of them: the first is when the two bulk points collapse together, and this
yields gx; the second is when the bulk point 2 goes to the boundary, and this yields gx11. So
we have gip11 = gi for all k, which, together with g7 = 1, yields g = 1 for all k.

O

Remark 4.16. If we choose a different propagator, the higher order corrections might change
leading to a different, but equivalent, €.

Remark 4.17. Using results from [I3] 25] one sees that the possible higher order corrections
depend on global forms, possibly appearing in the action, and on universal coefficients that
are invariant polynomials of the curvature of the connection used in the construction of the
propagator. The universal coefficients are Chern—Weil representatives of certain universal
polynomials, with real coefficients, in the Pontryagin classes of the pull-back of the tangent
bundle of M to M. Note that, by the stability property, these Pontryagin classes coincide
in cohomology, H* (OM), with classes of the tangent bundle of M, since TM|gp; = TOM &
NOM and the last term (the normal bundle to the boundary) is a trivial rank 1 bundle. This
implies that, up to equivalence as in Remark [£.16] the boundary operator £ does not depend
on the bulk.

The principal part of the operator Qpert (see the end of Section [4.1.3]) constructed in the
proof of Lemma [£.11] has the following general structure:

—lh loops(I'}) J1ede . d ) d 0
, LAl [ (—=1)9 ) (=D :
Qpert = Z Z |Aut (T /81M (Url)il---in A A <( 2 1h5AJl> <( 1) lh(SA]k>

n,k>0 T
lh loops(T'%) i10p 1) o
T O B, an ih (=1 dlh >
;OZQ: |Aut(I’ /5)2M< . )]1 gk <( ) 518]1) <( ) OBy,

where I'} runs over graphs with

e n vertices on 01 M of valence 1 with adjacent half-edges oriented inwards and decorated
with boundary fields A; ,...,A; , all evaluated at the point of collapse x € 01 M,
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e L inward leaves decorated with variational derivatives in boundary fields

o o

(—1)4ih
0Aj, OAjy

., (=1)4iR

at the point of collapse,
e 10 outward leaves (graphs with them do not contribute).

The form op; on 01M is the universal coefficient of Remark and is obtained as the
integral, over the compactified configuration space QF’l (with translations along boundary
and scalings modded out), of the product of limiting propagators at the point of collapse and
vertex tensors. The graphs I'y correspond to a collapse at a point y € 92 M; the Feynman
rules for them are similar, but with opposite orientations for boundary vertices and leaves,
and with multiplications and derivations in the field B instead of A.

Note that 2 does not depend on residual fields.

Remark 4.18 (Change of data). Using the same techniques [20], one can show that under a
change of data, see Remark , the state changes consistently: %1/} = (R2A + Q) (), where
¢ can be computed explicitly in terms of Feynman diagrams.

Remark 4.19 (Open problem). When we glue two states 1y, and ¢y, as in Proposition
we get a new state 1¥ps. All three states satisfy the mQME as they are Feynman diagram
expansions of the theory. This shows that there is a relation between the operators €2y and
{23 on the gluing submanifold X regarded as a boundary component of M; or of M. Namely,
the pairing of 17, with (1 — Q)1 vanishes, where €5 is the functional Fourier transform
of ;. Notice that in the pairing we only see the principal parts. This leads then to the
conjecture that ﬁlfrmc = Qb

4.3. The doubling trick. On a manifold without boundary one can choose the propagator
to be symmetric, up to a sign, under the exchange of a and 3. The boundary polarizations
however break this symmetry. This asymmetry persists after gluing, even if at the end we
have a closed manifold. One can obviate this as follows. First we add an additional abelian
BF theory with the same field content:

Sur.double(A, B, A, B) := Suro(A, B) + Saspert (A, B) + Saro(A, B).

The states for this theory are tensor products of the states for the (A, B)-theory with the
states for the abelian (A, B)—theory, and we know the latter explicitly. In particular, on a
closed manifold, the partition function of the doubled theory will differ from the one in the
original theory just by a multiple of the torsion of M. Moreover, the expectation values
of (A, B)-observables will be the same for the two theories. Next we make the change of
variables

A=A+ Ay, A
B = B1 + Bo, B

Al _A2a
Bl - B27

We now have

Sirdouble(A1, B1, A2, Ag) = 28310(A1, B1) + 2811,0(A2, B2) + Saspert (A1 + A2, B1 + Ba).

38In our setting the space of fields is a vector space. In more general settings, A and A contain a connection
in degree zero, so the space of fields is affine. In this case, A; will still belong to the same affine space, whereas
A2 will belong to its tangent space.
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The final step in this construction is the choice a polarization. Our choice will be to choose
opposite polarizations for the fields of type 1 and those of type 2. To stick to the notations

of subsection , on 01 M we choose the % X %—polarization and on 0y M we choose the

ﬁ X ﬁ—polariza‘cion. We then proceed with the splittings of the fields into boundary,

residual and fluctuation fields. Notice that the propagators for the theories 1 and 2 will have
opposite boundary conditions and will be % of the propagators considered before (because of
the factor 2 in front of the Sps’s). On the other hand, to construct the Feynman diagrams
we will always have to contract a factor a; + as from one vertex with a factor 51 + B2 from
another vertex. This will produce the average of the two propagators computed in Section [3]
with the two opposite boundary conditions.

4.4. Quantum mechanics. We start with the simple case of quantum mechanics, see Ex-
ample In this case, F? = T*W and, by degree reasons, we have S? = 0 and Q = 0 (as
the only connected zero dimensional manifold is a point, we do not write it explicitly as an
index)@ Also we take M to be the interval [t1,t2].

The simplest way to compute QM is with the mixed polarization: namely, we take 4 M =
{t1} and 9o M = {t2} (or vice versa). In this case there are no residual fields and we have
n(s,t) = O(s — t), with © the Heaviside function. We also have Ty = 1 (with Tjs as in
Section . If H =0, we then simply have

i i
. —*Elrp'q
\I/[t17t2],0 =e heil,

where we use the notation ¢ = A and p = B. Notice that this state is the representaion
of the identity operator. One can easily compute (F(7))o = e”n 2Py and (Q°(1))o =
ek Zimqlqs for all 7 € (t1,t2). Let 71,72 be such that t; < 71 < 79 < ta. We then have

(4.2a) (Q%(r2) Pr(11))o = ¢~ ZiPil (¢p, + ih6Y),
(4.2b) (Py(r2)Q" (7))o = e~ i ZaPid'p g,
(4.2¢) (Py(12) Pr(11))o = e~ 2P’ pp,

(4.2d) (@ (12)Q"(11))o = e~ 7 =i Pid g

Hence, if f and g are functions on T*W, we have
(F(Q(r2), P(2)) g(Q(m1), P(11)))o = e #2474 f % g(q, p)

il
where * is the star product defined by the ordering (4 , ie. fxg=f e W sz g. Finally, if
we have a Hamiltonian function H, we may write [, H A H(Q, P)dt as a limit of Riemann sums.
Taking the expectation value and computing the limit finally yields

(a,p).

We may also work in the A-representation on both sides. In this case, we have residual
fields

(t ) H
Wiy 1) =€ T Zipaep (BT

a=2zv, b=2z",
with v € Ql([tl,tg]) satisfying fttf v = 1. Notice that degz = —1 and degz"™ = 0 and that
=—->. 8zraz . The corresponding propagator is then 7(s,t) = O(s — t) + 1(s) with

39More generally, we could take as target a superspace endowed with BF'V data in addition to a Hamiltonian
function. In this case, S and Q may not be trivial.
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¢(s) = — [ v. Tt follows that
\Ij[thtg],o = e% Sz (- ql)

where ¢; and g2 denote A at {t;} and at {t2}. Notice that we can make a BV integration
on residual fields by choosing the Lagrangian subspace {z = 0}. The integration over z*
yields, up to a normalization constant, d(ga — _ql), which is the ¢-representation of the identity

operator. We can now compute (P, (7))o = ef 2 Zj(qé*qi)z;r and

S i Z+ i gt S S

(@ (o = ek 25 D (g] 4 (g1 — 02)" (7)) =
= e 2i % @Bt g ipA(er Zi % (B4 25y (7)),

for all 7 € (ty,t2). Similarly, for t1 < 11 < 12 < tg, we get

(Q°(12) Pr(m1))o = e = @D (i 4 ihi6%) — inA (eh 2 (@ah) 25, Fyp(ry)),
(Py(12)Q" (11))o = ek 2i % (@) o+ gr — ipA (e 262 (=) 1127 (7)),
(Pa(r2) P(m))o = ef e (dhab) ot o
(Q*(72)Q"())o = e X7 = gigh —ihA(eh % ) (g — g3)°2 (1) (72)).

More generally, we have

(F(Q(72), P(72)) 9(Q(r1), P(m)))o = eh 2% @740 foc g(gy, 2T) —iRA(- ).

If we integrate over 2+, with z = 0, we finally get

[ a5 Q). Pr) 9(Qr), Plr))a = F g <q2, —ih(fq?) 5(a— 1),

0
Aty = ed T (0 i) S — ).
/z:() 2T Wy, g, = ef 42, —ihg (@2 — q1)

4.5. Nonabelian BF theories. We continue with the case of nonabelian BF theories for a
Lie algebra g, see Example The bulk BV action is

SM:/M (<B,dA>+;<B, [A,A]>)

and, since this is an AKSZ theory, the boundary BFV action has the same form:

Sg:/z<<B,dA>+;<B, [A,A]>>.

The standard quantization is then

Finally,

5 6
4.3) Qstan :/ 1h§:dIBS E: : +
(4.3) Ostan .Y acsz 5By, 0B,
)
R dA® )%in AbAC—
g | g S st ).

where we have introduced a basis for the Lie algebra and denoted the corresponding structure
constants by f2. One can easily check that 0?2 1=0.

stan
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Lemma 4.20. If d is even, then the principal part of Q is Qgang- If d is odd, then the
principal part of ) is the standard quantization of

(7]
SOM — §OM _ipy Z / V; TraddA*M,

where 7y; 15 a closed 4j-form on OM which is an invariant polynomial, with universal coeffi-
cients, of the curvature of the connection used in the construction of the propagator.

Sketch of the proof. As the interaction is cubic, the vertices are at most trivalent. Notice
that if the boundary diagram contains a univalent bulk vertex, then the integral is zero by
dimensional reasons unless this is the only vertex, in which case we get a contribution to
Qstand- This means that in the boundary graph we only have bivalent and trivalent bulk
vertices. We now use the following convention: edges in the graph are oriented pointing from
the A vertex to the B vertex. Notice that the trivalent vertex has one incoming and two
outgoing arrows, so it increases the number of outgoing arrows.

On 02 M we then have outgoing arrows from the boundary and the bulk vertices are either
bivalent, with one incoming and one outgoing arrow, or trivalent. Thus, the only possibility
is to have only the bivalent vertices and they have to be arranged in a loop.

On 01 M we have instead arrows pointing to the boundary and the bulk vertices are either
bivalent, with two outgoing arrows, or trivalent. Suppose that the graph has b bivalent bulk
vertices, t trivalent bulk vertices and m boundary vertices. By arrow conservation we have
2b +t = m. Moreover, the total number of arrows is (3t + 2b +m)/2 = 2t + 2b. This
implies that the form degree is (2¢ + 2b)(d — 1). The dimension of the boundary space is
db+t)+ (d—1)m —d = (3d — 2)b+ (2d — 1)t — d. If the dimension is larger than the form
degree, then the integral vanishes. Since the difference between form degree and dimension
is d(1 —b) —t, we get d(b — 1) +¢ < 0. This cannot hold if b > 1. For b = 1 we get
t = 0, which is a contribution to Qganq. Hence we are left with b = 0 — i.e., no bivalent
vertices — and ¢t < d. This means that the graph is a wheel from which trees depart to
hit the boundary. We claim that this graph vanishes unless each vertex in the wheel is
directly connected to a boundary vertex. In fact, if this is not the case, there will be a
bulk vertex not in the wheel with two emanating edges that hit the boundary. Integrating a
boundary vertex removes the corresponding edge, by normalization of the propagator. Hence,
integrating these two boundary vertices leaves a univalent vertex, so the integral vanishes.
Finally consider the wheels with each vertex directly attached to a boundary vertex. Again,
integrating the boundary vertices removes the corresponding edges. Hence, the contribution
of each such wheel is the same as the contribution of the corresponding loop, as on ;M.

In figure [I] we give an example of a loop and the corresponding wheel that might give a

nontrivial contribution.

O M oM

FIGURE 1. An example of a loop (only the internal edges, not leaves, of the
collapsed graph are shown) and the corresponding wheel
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Let us denote by S the (d — k)-form on OM obtained by integrating the loop with &
vertices. Since the restriction of the propagators to these boundary faces is closed, by Stokes
theorem we get df2s4+1 = 825 Vs.

As in Remark we now have to recall, see [13], 25], that () is an invariant polynomial
in the curvature of the connection used to define the propagator (if we define the propagator
by Hodge decomposition, the connection is the Levi-Civita connection for the chosen metric).
In particular, 8 = 0 if its degree is odd. Moreover, using compatibility of the connection
with reduction of the structure group of the tangent bundle to SO(d), we have that ) can
be nonzero only if d — k = 0 mod 4. The coeflicients in the polynomial are universal.

If d is even, then deg fBa541 is odd. This then implies that Sos11 = 0 and hence also fos =0
for all s.

If d is odd, then Bos = 0 for all s by the same reason. Moreover, (o511 is zero unless
25+1 = d mod 4. We then denote vy; := 3;4_4; the potentially non-vanishing polynomials. [

Remark 4.21. If we change the connection in the construction, each polynomial «y; changes
by an exact form do;. Hence, SOM changes by

[4F°]
g’aM,ihZ/ ajTraddA_4j ,
= Jom

where { , } is the Poisson bracket associated to ng, so we see explicitly that we get an
equivalent Q.

Remark 4.22. We do not know if the characteristic classes «y; in odd dimension are non zero.
They might vanish if, e.g., we had a vanishing Lemma that ensures that bivalent vertices with
consecutive arrows yield zero. (This is easily shown to be true in two dimensions.)

Remark 4.23. Notice that ~g is a closed zero-form. Moreover, this constant is universal
(possibly zero). Denoting it by ¢4, we get a contribution cg f M Tradﬁ. Notice that this is
the only contribution for d = 3 and for d = 5. In higher odd dimensions there may be other
contributions as well.

Example 4.24. We first consider the example when M is a ball and we work in the B-repre-
sentation. If we denote the propagators as arrows joining « to [, then we have arrows issuing
from the boundary. The only vertex that reduces the number of arrows corresponds to a term
(Baa. Because of the boundary conditions the residual fields a are concentrated in cohomology
degree 0. Hence we get univalent vertices which vanish upon integration. There are two
vertices that preserve the number of arrows: baa and Saa. The first just gives an insertion of
residual fields. The second produces loops. However, since a is in degree zero, the form degree
of a loop with n vertices is n(d—1); the dimension of the configuration space is however nd, so
the integral vanishes. In conclusion, the state for a ball in nonabelian BF theory is the same
as for dim g copies of abelian BF' theory plus the insertion baa. In particular, the effective
action in d dimensions reads

Si¥(B, 2, 2%) = (—1)d1/5d_1 (B, a>+/M;<b, [a,a]) =

_ 1
— e [ B Y et
a

a,b,c
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where we have written a = 21 and b = z"v for a normalized volume form on M with z € g
and z* valued in g*. By BY! we denote the (d — 1)-form component of B (which has ghost
number —1).

The same computation in the A-polarization is much more involved as in this case nontrivial
graphs appear. This case may be obtained from the previous one using the generalized Segal—
Bargmann transform, which is nontrivial as requires considering the cylinder S9! x I with
A-polarization on both boundary components.

4.6. 2D Yang—Mills theory. As explained in Example the (generalized) two-dimen-
sional YM theory may be treated as a perturbation of BF' theory with the same Lie algebra
g. As the perturbation does not affect the boundary, we get that Q = Qgang as in (4.3)).

4.6.1. Ezamples. For simplicity we focus on the abelian case g = R. The vertices are given
by the Taylor expansion of f, f(z) =2, %f(k)xk.

We first consider the example when M is a disk and we work in the B-representation. In
the bulk we expand B = b + 3. As b is concentrated in form degree 2, we get fM vf(B) =
Sy vf(B) =302 %f(k) Jur vB¥*. Each o on the boundary can be paired to a 3 in the inter-
action. The graphs contributing to the state are stars with one bulk vertex, with coefficient
vf®), and k boundary vertices. If we denote by oy, the k-form on (S*)¥ obtained by integrating
the bulk vertex of such a graph, we get

oo 1
eff +y — (k)
(4.4) Sy (B,z,27) /9le+ E k!f /Sl
k=0 (SH)

o

1
_ B 1 (k)/ g0, .. xR0
B [ e

where B? denotes the i-form component of B.

Next we consider the same example but in the A-representation. In this case b is con-
centrated in form degree 0. On the other hand, there are no as to pair the 8s. If we write
b= 2T1, with deg 2" = 0, we get the effective action

(4.5) SH(A, z,21) = /S1

akWTE"-’R’ZB:
k

A V() = V(D) + 2t / A

S
with V = va the area of the disk and A; the 1-form component of A (i.e., the classical
field).

One can pass from one polarization to the other by the generalized Segal-Bargmann trans-
form, see Remark To do this we have to consider the cylinder S x I with the topological
theory corresponding to the 2D generalized YM theory. This is just BF' theory.

Suppose we start from the B-representation. Then we should consider the cylinder with
A-representation on both end sides. We denote the boundary fields by A and A to distinguish
the two boundary components. We write the residual fields as

a=why +wu, bzu;*l—i—u;fxl,

with u a two-form and x1, x' one-forms forming a basis in the cohomologies together with 1.
The effective action reads

ngfxl(‘&vAvwvwl7w+’wi) = w+/ gl o wii—/ Xlgo B w+/ Al + wf_/ XlAO-
g1 g1 g1 g1
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We now pair the A variables with the B variables in . This yields, after integration, the
exponent

wt [ A —wf/ Xlgo—zwf%—Vf(er).
St St

We now take the Lagrangian subspace {wy = 0, z* = 0}; integrating out z and w;ﬂ and

using f(sl)k g = Vﬂ yields the exponent

V(w")+ w+/ A
S1

which is with a relabeling of the variables.

Next we start from the A-representation. We then consider the cylinder with B-represen-
tation on both end sides. We now denote the boundary fields by B and B to distinguish the
two boundary components. We write the residual fields as

a=wl+w'y, b=wx' +whu.
We have the effective action
Sslxl(BvBawawlaw+awf) = - Elw / §0w1X1 +/ Blw + Bow1X1.
St S1 S1 St

We pair the B variables with the A variables in (4.5). This yields, after integration, the
exponent

—/ B'w —/ Bw'y1 + V(=) — ztw',
St Sl

where we have used fsl x1 = 1. We now choose the Lagrangian subspace {z = 0, w;” = 0}
and integrate out z* and w'. This yields the exponent

(4.6) - /S Blw+Vf (- /S §0X1> ,

which differs from (4.4) but actually just by a BV transformation. Recall that f( g1yk O =
(—1)*V. This shows that oy, and By := (=1)kVrix1 - - - 75 x1 are in the same cohomology class.

Let 7 be a path of k-forms interpolating between oy, and Sg; e.g., 7,(t) = (1 — t)ag + Bk,
t € [0,1]. We have that 7, = dvg, for some (k — 1)-form ;. We define

1
SsH(B, 2,2 5t) =2 / B' ) ¥ / () 7B - i B,
Sl —0 k" (Sl)k

Notice that the exponent computed above, equation (4.6]), with a relabeling of the variables
is SSI(B, 2, 2+; 1), whereas S$H(B, z, 2 ) is S$I(B, 2, 27;0). We now have

d S f(B,2,2t it 1SeffIB%zz t)1 k) * 0 * 120
&e en Zk'f Sl)kd’ykﬁlB <M B

Observe that

* * " N —1)k+1
/(Sl)k d’ykﬂ'lBO .. -7TkBO - (_1)k/ ’}/kd(ﬂ'lBO L 7TkBO) _ L

- Q/ ’ykwaO'--ﬂZBo.
(Sl)k 1 (Sl)k

40ry fact, integrating the boundary vertices just removes the edges form the graph; at the end we are left
with [, v=V.
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Since QSﬁ(B, z,27;t) =0 for all ¢ and all the terms involved are A-closed, we have

d 1SQH(IB%zz'*'t) 2 ( 1)k+1 ISQH]BZZ it) / * 0 * 0
e = (F"A+ Q) 72 Z k'f o i B® - m B |,

which shows that (4.4) and (4.6) are equivalent.

4.7. Split Chern—Simons theory. The split Chern—Simons theory, see Example[4.2] can be
treated like the nonabelian BF' theory; cf. [24] for an example of a perturbative calculation.
There are more vertices and what causes more problem is the presence of possibly nonvanishig
hidden face contributions, which however can be dealt with using framing (see [13] 20]).

The principal part of the boundary operator 2 might now have additional contributions
to the canonical quantization of S?. By dimensional reasons and by the same argument as
in Section the corrections are given by cubic terms with universal numerical coefficients.
Hence, the principal part of € will be the canonical quantization of the boundary Chern—
Simons action for a possibly deformed Lie algebra. We will return to this example in a future
paper (for low order results see [24]).

4.8. The Poisson sigma model. The Poisson sigma model, see Example is important
in connection to deformation quantization [38, I7]. It is also a deformation of abelian BF
theory. Its fields are usually denoted by X and 7 instead of A and B. For a source two-manifold
M and target R™, we have X € Q*(M) @ R™ and n € Q*(M) @ (R™)*[1]. Given a Poisson
bivector field m on R", the BV action reads

Sy = / Zmdx“r Z X)mim;

i,j=1
As an AKSZ theory its boundary BFV action has the same form:

n n
S8 = /E ZdeZ + % Z 7 (X)nin;
=1 i,j=1
We will denote by X and E the boundary fields corresponding to X and n, respectively. The
standard quantization of Sg in the X-representation is a second-order differential operator,
whereas in the E-representation it is in general of unbounded order (unless 7 is polynomial).
For the quantization of the PSM one has to pick a background, i.e., a constant map z: M —
R™, and expand around it (by abuse of notation we will write x also for the image of this
map). In the standard quantization of Sg in the E-representation we Taylor-expand 7 around
x, thus getting in general a formal power series in X.
Recall that the quantization of the PSM on the upper half plane [I7] yields Kontsevich’s
star product [38]. This is an associative product on C*°(R")[[ik]]. We write

Jal | a\JI thﬂ'ij of dg

I _ e 2
f*g—fg+ZB i 559=19—7 i T O,

i
where I and J are multi-indices (and i and j are indices) and B!/ = 0 if |[I| =0 or |J| = 0.

Lemma 4.25. In the E-representation, we have

0-0 (—ip) K== ‘J'“a B B g S TS
°+/2UKRS (KT + R 15 KB (@) BRI EEs] 5 o SR
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Note that Q2% = 0 follows from the associativity of the star product. Also notice that the
principal part of €2 is the standard quantization of

n n
S¢ :/ > midX! +% > 0 (X)min; |
X\ =1 ij=1
where y p L D
.. BY—-B rxz) —at xx »
=== “in =m0+ 0.
Sketch of the proof. The main remark is that the propagator in a boundary face near the
boundary is Kontsevich’s propagator. To see this recall that the propagator on a closed
two-manifold M restricts to the boundary 0C2(M) = STM, with ST denoting the sphere
bundle of the tangent bundle, to a global angular form . By choosing a Riemannian metric,
we may view STM as O(M) X go(2) S 1 where O denotes the orthogonal frame bundle. The
pullback of v to O(M) x S! is w—0, where w is the normalized invariant volume form on S and
6 some metric connection (regarded as an so0(2)-valued 1-form on O(M)). The propagator for
a manifold with boundary is constructed by the method of image charges, see Appendix [B]
Hence, 0 drops out and w gets replaced by Kontsevich’s propagator (notice that in higher
dimension connection dependent terms in the propagator survive).

We use the following convention: edges in the graph are oriented pointing from the n-vertex
to the X-vertex.

In the E-representation we have arrows pointing to the boundary and the bulk vertices
have two outgoing arrows. If we have n bulk vertices and m boundary vertices, then the form
degree is 2n, whereas the dimension is 2n + m — 2. Since the propagators do not depend on
boundary variables, we must have equality between dimension and degree for the integral not
to vanish: hence, m = 2. The resulting graphs are the same as in Kontsevich’s star product.
The edges that leave the graph do either correspond to derivatives of the coeflicients or get
directly attached to a boundary vertex. O

To deal with the X-representation, we have have to consider graphs on the upper half
plane with opposite boundary conditions as in [I7]. These boundary conditions have been
considered in [I8]. In the present setting, we define

1
K"

oIkl

9@@%@%;

T =
Kij
where K is a multi-index and the #s are the coordinates on R"[1]. Since 7 is Poisson, 7 is
a MC element in the graded Lie algebra of multivector fields on R™[1]. The Poisson sigma
model on the upper half plane with the boundary conditions as in [I8] produces a (curved)

Axo-structure on C°(R™[1])[[iA]][(ih) 1] that quantizes 7. We write

pi(P1s - -5 Ok) = 192 02 + Z Ap 1, 0" Oy =

I I
1 (i)~ inj ij i1 i k
:¢1¢26k2+_§ k! Z 99 6118%# (ZL‘)@ ¢18 ¢k+0(h ),
iji1...i
where Iy, ..., I} are multi-indices and i, j, 41, . .., i are indices, and Ay, j, =0 if |I,| = 0 for
some 7. Derivatives with an upper (multi)index refer to the §-coordinates: 9° := 889,. Note

(3

that Ay, 1, is a function of § (and of the background x).
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Lemma 4.26. In the X-representation, we have

0= QO—Z /E

(iR) El=(D -+ Tl +1
(IL| + [Ra| + - - - + | R|)!

LIi..IyR1..Ry
SILIH Ry |+ Ry |

L I yR Iy xR
AL, XX XX e e Ry

Note that 92 = 0 follows from the A.o-relations.

Sketch of the proof. The first part of the proof of Lemma [4.25 carries over. For the second
part, specific for the chosen representation, we just have to observe that the graphs we obtain
are those appearing in [18] to define the (curved) Aso-structure. O

4.8.1. Example. Consider M the disk, 7 a constant Poisson structure structure and 01 M =
OM = S':ie., we work in E-representation. We denote by z and 2T the coefficients, in R”,
for the residual fields. The effective action is easily computed as

1 . i} . L
S (E, 2,2+ 2/11&;224—2Zw”/@(Sl)ﬂlEiCﬂQEijZWZszfglEiT,

i,j=1 ,j=1

where 7 € Q1(S!) is the result of the integral over the bulk vertex of the graph with one bulk
vertex connected to one boundary vertex and ¢ € Q°(C5(S1)) is the result of the integral over
the bulk vertex of the graph with one bulk vertex connected to two boundary vertices. Notice
that fsl 7 =1 and that ( is a propagator for S! satisfying d¢ = w7 — m37. It is not difficult

to check that en 551 ®=%) ig (h2A + Q)-closed with

:/ 1thE + Z#JEE

1,j=1

4.8.2. The deformation quantization of the relational symplectic groupoid. In the applications
to deformation quantization [38, [17, [I8] one imposes boundary conditions, for example n =0
if no branes are present.

Let D,, denote the disk with the boundary S split into 2n intervals I intersecting only at
the end points and with the boundary condition 7 = 0 on alternating intervals. The remaining
n intervals are free, so the space of boundary fields is ]:gn = (]:Ia)” with

F = (1) @ R & Q3(1) @ (R)*[1],

with Qf(I) denoting the subcomplex of forms whose restriction to the end points is zero. We
will denote by H the vector space that quantizes ]-"Ia in one of the two usual polarizations.

We may then view the state m, associated to D3 perturbing around a constant solution X =
x as a linear map H ® H — H. There are two inequivalent ways to cut Dy into gluings of two
Ds3s. From this we see that m, defines an associative structure in the (h? A+£2)-cohomology for
D,. This provides a way of defining the deformation quantization of the relational symplectic
groupoid of [16].

To compare this result with the deformation quantization of the Poisson manifold W, we
have to consider also Dj. We view the state o, associated to it as a linear map H — C[[¢]],
with € = ih/2. If f is a function on W, we may also take the expectation value of f(X (ug))
where ug is a point in the interior of the interval with the boundary condition. We denote
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the result by 7, f. We may view 7, as a linear map C>°(W) ® C|[¢]] — H. Kontsevich’s star
product is then obtained by composition:

frg(x) = ou(my(1af ® 729)).

Remark 4.27. Notice that the classical field X on the boundary defines a path in the target
W. Thus, if we work in the X-representation, the degree zero part of H is Fun(PW') ® C[[€]],
where Fun(PW) denotes a convenient space of functions on the path space PW of W. There
is a canonical inclusion ¢: W — PW that maps a point to a constant map with that value. We
may regard o as a deformation of ¢*: Fun(PW) — C®(W). Given v € QY(I) with [;v =1,
we also have a map p: PW —- W, X — f[ Xv. We may then regard 7 as a deformation
of p*: C*°(W) — Fun(PW) with v the result of integrating the free boundary vertex of the
graph with one edge joining the free boundary vertex to uyg.

APPENDIX A. THE HODGE DECOMPOSITION FOR MANIFOLDS WITH BOUNDARY

In this Appendix we describe a form of Hodge decomposition for manifolds with boundary
that in particular shows that is a gauge fixing. In this Section M is a smooth com-
pact Riemannian manifold with boundary, with the metric having product structure near the
boundary (cf. Footnote . We denote by * the Hodge operator and by by d* the corre-
sponding adjoint of the de Rham differential. We call a form ultra-harmonic if it closed with
respect to both d and d* . We denote by m.(M ) the space of ultra-harmonic forms on
M.

A.1. Ultra-Dirichlet and Ultra-Neumann forms. For the following construction we need
a refinement of the notion of Dirichlet and Neumann forms. Let M be a compact manifold
with boundary OM. We fix a given boundary component 0; M.

Definition A.1. We say that a differential form g on M is ultra-Dirichlet relative to 0; M
if the pullbacks to 9; M of all the even normal derivatives of p and the pullbacks of all the
odd normal derivatives of xu vanish. Similarly, we say that p is ultra-Neumann relative to
0; M if the pullbacks to 9; M of all the even normal derivatives of #u and the pullbacks of all
the odd normal derivatives of p vanish. We denote by Q.ﬁz(M ) and by Q%M(M ) the spaces

of ultra-Dirichlet and ultra-Neumann forms, respectively. Notice that they are subcomplexes
both for d and for d* 2]

Near the boundary component 9; M, we can write a form y as
@ =+ Adt,
where t is the normal coordinate, and o and A are t-dependent forms on 9;M. With this

notation, y is ultra-Dirichlet if and only if (%)r L= 0 forn=0,2,4,... and (%)It—o A=0

t=

for n =1,3,5,.... It is ultra-Neumann if and only if (%)ﬁ:o A=0forn =0,2,4,... and
(%)ﬁzo a=0forn=1,3,5,.... In the following we are going to need the following formulae:
(A1) dp=da+ (&+dNdt,

(A.2) *p = * X+ (¥ a)dt,

(A.3) d*p = (d¥a + ) + (d¥\)dt,

4Notice that this implies that the form is harmonic, but, in the presence of a boundary, this is a stronger
condition.
42This property relies on having a product metric near the boundary.
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where d’ is the de Rham differential on 9; M, *" is the Hodge operator for the induced metric,
d* is the formal adjoint of d’, and the dot denotes the derivative with respect to t. These
formulae immediately imply the following

Lemma A.2. An ultra-harmonic Dirichlet form is ultra-Dirichlet and an ultra-harmonic
Neumann form is ultra-Neumann.

With a bit more work, we also have the following

Lemma A.3. Fiz a a neighborhood U; of a boundary component ;M. Let yu € QF(M) for
some 0 < k < d. The following statements hold:

(1) If du = 0, then there is a v € Q]k);l with support in U; such that y — dv € Q%l
Moreover,
(a) if p € QK. then dv € QF,;
(b) if u e Q]E)i, then one can choose v as above such that in addition p —dv € Q%i
(2) If d*u = 0, then there is a v € Q@J{l with support in U; such that p — d*v € Q%i.
Moreover,
(a) if p € QK. then d*v € QF;
(b) if p e Q{%i, then one can choose v as above such that in addition p — d*v € Q%Z

Proof. For , we pick a t-dependent form ~ on 9; M to be determined below. We pull it
back to a neighborhood of 9;M and multiply it by a bump function supported in U; and
equal to 1 in a neighborhood of 9; M. This will define v. In the latter neighborhood we have
dv =d'y+4dt, so p—dv = (a—d'y) + (A —4)dt =: &’ + N'd¢t. This shows that we can choose
~ so that A’ = 0. Since p is closed, this automatically implies that ¢’ = 0. In particular, this
shows that p — dv € Qg,. This immediately implies . If p is Dirichlet, then al;—¢ = 0.
By choosing v with v|;—g = 0, we get o’|;=g = 0 which, together with &’ = 0, implies that
o’ = 0. In conclusion, y — dv vanishes in a whole neighborhood of ;M and in particular is
ultra-Dirichlet.

Statement (2)) follows from by applying Hodge star * : Q* — Q~* to all objects and
renaming xp — p, *v — v, k+—d—k. U

Now, as in Section [3] we split the boundary of M into two disjoint components 9y M
and 0o M. The above Lemma can be used in a neighborhood of each boundary component.
In particular, we may choose the neighborhoods U; and U; to be disjoint. We thus get
isomorphisms

(A.4a) HY, 5, (M) =~ H*(M,0,M) = Hiy(M),
(A.4b) H3, 5, (M) = H*(M, 0, M) = Hy, (M),

with Hlsll,f)z(M) the de Rham cohomology of QI%H(M)HQ]'SQ (M), and H1%12,]51(M) the de Rham
cohomology of 91%12(M) N Q%l(M)ﬁ

43 In the case of 1| the map i.: HY, 5,(M) — Hpy(M) is induced by the inclusion 4: Qe closed

N1,D2
nglosed while the map in the opposite direction j: H s, (M) < Hpy(M) sends a cohomology class [u] of

p € QS to the class of the form pu — dv € Q%! constructed using of Lemma in HS, =~ (M).

N1,D2 N1,D2
These two maps are obviously mutually inverse. One point that requires a comment is that j is well-defined
(or, equivalently, that i. is injective): if a € Q% 5,(M) is exact, i.e. a = df with 8 € Qggl(M), then one
can find another primitive v € Q;?Lr;%z(M ) such that @ = dv. To construct such v, choose a smooth map

®:[0,1] x M — M such that &9 = iday, P the identity on M for any T € [0,1], and such that normal
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A.2. Doubling the manifold (twice). Pick a second copy of M with opposite orientation
and glue it to M along d; M. This defines a new compact Riemannian manifold with boundary,
which we denote by M’. On this manifold we can define an (orientation reversing) involution
S1 that maps a point in one copy of M to the same point in the other copy.

We now repeat the operation with M’ by gluing it to a second copy of itself with opposite
orientation along the whole boundary. We now get a compact closed Riemannian manifold
M". We can extend the involution S to it, but we can also define a new (orientation reversing)
involution S5 that maps a point in one copy of M’ to the same point in the other copy. Notice
that, by construction, the metric on M” is invariant under S; and Ss. As a consequence,
pullbacks on differential forms, ST and S5, anticommute with * and commute with d, and
hence also commute with d*.

We denote by Q% g (M") the (d, d*)—subcomplexlﬂ of forms that are even with respect to
ST and odd with respect to S5. Similarly, we denote by QES,Sf (M") the (d,d*)-subcomplex
of forms that are even with respect to S5 and odd with respect to S7. Setting Q.Ni,ﬁj(M) =

Ql%h(M )N Q.ﬁj(M ), @ # j in {1,2}, we have the following isomorphisms of (d,d*)-complexes:
. o [ ] "
q12° QN1,52(M)—> Qe 59 (M7),
O . "
G21: 5, 5y (M) = Qg 50 (M),

which are obtained by extending the differential forms from M to M”. Thanks to (A.4), we
then get the isomorphisms

(A.5a) Hpy (M) ~ Héf,sg(M”) = Harmfgle,sg(M”)a
(A.5D) Hpy (M) ~ Hé;,sg(M”) = Hafm%;,Sf(M”)a

where Harm® denotes the space of harmonic forms and we have used Hodge’s theorem on
M". Notice that, by the g;;’s, Harm:qf’SS(M”) and Harm:qs’sf(M”) are the subspaces of
ultra-Harmonic forms in Q}), (M) and Q) (M), respectively. More precisely,

(A.6a) ey (Harmgf,sg(M”)) = Harmy; o (M),
(A.6b) e (Harmgg,Sf(M”)) = Harmyy py (M).

Lemma A.4. Fix two integers 0 < k,l < d satisfying k + 1 = d. Then the symplectic
orthogonal of
(AR5 (M) N Oy, (M)

S

L=
(@ (M) N b, (M)
in QF (M) ® QL, (M) is
/\k
Harmyy g (M) @ (d*QE5 (M) N Qfy, (M)

©
Harmy po(M) © (d* QG (M) N Ok, (M).

derivatives of ®; of all orders vanish on the boundary. Then we construct the primitive as v = fgl D o+ DT B;
it satisfies the required boundary conditions. The second isomorphism is constructed similarly.

44By a (d,d")-complex we simply mean a Z-graded vector space which is simultaneously a cochain complex
with respect to d and a chain complex with respect to d*. Since d and d* do not commute, this is obviously
not a bi-complex.
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Proof. We have to prove that 8 € Qk,(M) satisfies [,, 8a = 0 for every a € (d*QEE (M) N
QF, (M) if and only if 8 € g5 (Harmfgfﬁg (M")) @ (A* QKT (M) NQL, (M). Similarly, we have
to prove that v € QF, (M) satisfies [, B = 0 for every 8 € (d QN (M) N QL (M) if and
only if o € q;ll(Harm’fq;’Sf(M”)) @ (A QRSN (M) N Ok, (M).

We prove the first statement only, as the proof of the second is identical (by exchanging
the role of the boundary indices 1 and 2, and interchanging k and ). We start with the
(easier) “if” part. We write v = d*y with v € QEFL (M) and d*y € QF,(M). Up to sign, we
have that fM B« is equal to fM(*B) d *~. Since d* = 0, this is equal to the boundary term
which, up to a sign, is [;,,(+3) (+y). This boundary term vanishes since v € QI’f{gl(M) and
B € Ol (1),

We now have to prove the “only if” part. Writing @ = d*~, we have that fM(*ﬁ) dxvy=0

for every v € Q{%l(M) with d*y € QF (M). In particular, we may take  to be a bump form

near any point in the bulk and vanishing on the boundary (so that we can integrate by parts).
This implies
d*g =0.

This in turns implies [,,,(+3) (*y) = 0 for every ~ as above. Since y € Q{%l(M), we actually
have falM(*B) (#y) = 0 for every 7 as above. If, in a neighborhood of 9, M, we write v as
o4 Adt, we get, as in ([A.3), d*y = (o + )+ (d*A)dt. The condition d*y € Q¥ (M) implies
that d¥o + A\ vanishes on 9y M, but this puts no condition on the restriction '\ of *y to 9y M.
As a consequence, we get that %5 must vanish on 01 M, i.e.,

5695\11(1\4)

To summarize, we now know that d*8 = 0 and 5 € Q%\TLD? Thanks to Lemma
part (2), picking v appropriately near each boundary component, we conclude that there
isave Qi\#’NZ with d*v € Q4L,(M) such that 8/ := 8 — d*v belongs to 9%1762(M). So
q12(8) € Ol 1e,Sg(M”) and d*qi2(f8’) = 0. By the Hodge decomposition theorem on M”
(which has no boundary), we get q12(8’) € HarmlSIe,Sg(M”) ® d*Q?f,ng(M”) and hence ' €
4y (Harmlsf’sg (M) ® d*QgrllﬁQ(M) and, in turn,

_ l l
5 € i (Harml og (M”)) @ (d° (@ (M) + Q515 (M) 1 0a(M) €
C qpy (Harme go(M")) @ (4* QS (M) N Qo (M).
O
A.3. The Hodge propagator.
A.3.1. Strong and weak Hodge decompositions.

Definition A.5. We say that a cochain complex of real (possibly, infinite-dimensional) vector
spaces (V*,d) admits a strong Hodge decomposition if it is equipped with a positive inner
product (,): VJ/ ® VJ — R, d has an adjoint d*: V* — V*~! with respect to (,) and V*
splits as a direct sum of eigenspaces of the Laplacian Apoqge = dd* +d*d: V* — V*®. As a
consequence, V'* splits as

V® = Vifam @ (VT @ d" (V)

with Vi3, = ker Anodge ™~ H®(V') the harmonic representatives of cohomology.
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Definition A.6. For a cochain complex (W® d), we call a weak Hodge decomposition a
decomposition of the form

(A7) We =(H W) edW* ) e KW

where ¢: H*(W) — W* is a choice of representatives of cohomology, K: W* — W* ! is a
linear map (the chain contraction) satisfying

dK 4+ Kd=id—t10op, Koir=poK =0
with p: W* — H®(W) a choice of projection onto cohomology.

To a strong Hodge decomposition of V'*, one can canonically associate the data of the weak
Hodge decomposition of V'*, where ¢ represents the cohomology class by a harmonic cochain,
p takes the cohomology class of the orthogonal projection of the input cochain onto harmonic
cochains, and the chain contraction is given by

(A8) KHodge = d*/(AHodge + PHarm)

where Pyam = ¢ o p is the orthogonal projection onto harmonic cochains.

A.3.2. The hierarchy of boundary conditions on differential forms. Returning to the setting of
a Riemannian manifold M with boundary OM = 01 M U0, M, consider the tower of inclusions

(A9) D1(M) D Py N2 (M) D Ny abs2 (M) D Q].SLI\\]Q(M)'

Here, following [44, 26], we say that a form « satisfies relative boundary condition on 9y M
if alg,pr = d*alo,pr = 0 and satisfies absolute boundary condition on oM if *ag,pr =
«da|g,nr = 0. Similarly, we have a tower related to (A.9) by applying the Hodge star to all
terms:

(A.10) D2(M) D Q1 p2(M) D Qopgt per2(M) D Q]’\\]L]’jg

Note that only the rightmost terms in are closed with respect to d and d*. Leftmost
terms are closed with respect to d but not d*, and middle terms are closed with respect to
neither (in particular, they are not cochain complexes).

All the graded vector spaces in are equipped with the Hodge inner product
(,8) = [j;aAxB. On Q11 abs2(M) the operators d and d* are mutually adjoint, i.e.
(da, B) = (a,d*3), and the spectral problem for the Laplacian is well-posed, however, as
pointed out above, these operators spoil the relative/absolute boundary conditions, i.e. are
not endomorphisms of 29, .10 (M). Moreover, if o € QP 10 (M) (or even in Oy o (M))

(M).

is an eigenform of the Laplacian Agoqge, then it is automatically in Q.]Sl R0 (M )ﬁ The case

of Q;bsl,rel2(]\4) vs. %

N1,]32(M ) works analogously.

45 Indeed, assume that o € Q%l,N2 (M) is an eigenform of Apodge With eigenvalue . For ¢ = 1,2, near 9; M
the Laplacian decomposes as Axodge = AHodge,d; — % with ¢ the normal coordinate near boundary. Thus, near
0; M we have o = Y Gg?r (ar cos(w't) + b, sin(wﬁp)t)) +dt- >, 9((9’;1) (cs cos(wPMt) + d, sin(wgpfl)t))
where sums are over the eigenforms 65, of the boundary Laplacian on 0; M of degrees p and p — 1, respectively,
with 7, s the indices enumerating the boundary spectrum in these degrees. Denoting eigenvalues of the latter
by pa,, for the (possibly, imaginary) frequencies w we have A = (w)? + ng?T = (WP )2 4 ug:_sl). Relative

boundary condition on 01 M enforces a, = ds = 0, which implies the ultra-Dirichlet condition; /éimilarly, the
absolute boundary condition on 02 M enforces b, = ¢; = 0, which implies the ultra-Neumann condition.
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A.3.3. The Hodge propagator. As follows from the discussion of Sections[A.2] [A:3.2] the com-
plexes Q'ﬁl NQ(M ) and Q'A 5 (M ) possess a strong Hodge decomposition, whereas all other

terms of 1 do not On QDl N2<M ) we construct the chain contraction as in 1}

(A.11) Kg;gg = d*/(Anodge + Prarm): O, 5,(M) — Q81 (M)
Similarly, on QA 1,52 e have the chain contraction
N1, D2 4« . ° o—1
KHodge = d"/(AHodge + Pitarm): QN1 D2( )= QNI D2(M>'

Being the inverse of an elliptic operator (composed with d*), the chain contractions above
are integral operators

D1,N2 N1,D2
KHodge = (Wl)*(nHodge A W;(_))7 KHodge = (Wl)*(nhodge A ﬂ—;(_))
with integral kernels noqge, Wﬁodge given by smooth (d — 1)-forms on the configuration space

of two points C§(M). Since the complexes Q].SLNQ( ) and Q5 B (M) are dual to each other

by Poincaré pairing |[ v @\ B, we have
(A.12) T*nHodge = (*1)d nhodge

where T : CY(M) — C(M) maps (x1,x2) > (w2, 21). Equation 2)) implies that NHodge
satisfies boundary conditions Dl N2 in the first argument and N1 D2 in the second argument;
77Hodge satisfies the opposite boundary conditions: Nl D2 in the first argument and Dl N2 in
the second argument.

Definition A.7. We call the form nodge € Q2471 (CY(M)) defined as above, i.e. as the integral
kernel of the chain contraction (A.11)), the Hodge propagator on M.

This is the adaptation of the propagator of Axelrod-Singer [7] to manifolds with boundary.
Finally, notice that one can use 7odge to define the chain contraction of the whole complex
Q) (M), given by the same formula Kpodge = (71)«(7Hodge A 75(—)) (i.e. we extend the
domain of Kg;&lgg by relaxing the boundary conditions from f)l,NQ to D1). This defines a

weak Hodge decomposition (A.7)) of Q}), (M):
Oh1 (M) = Harmp o(M) @ dQp (M) @ d°O%5" NOfy,

im(d) im(KHodge)

APPENDIX B. CONSTRUCTING THE PROPAGATOR: “SOFT” METHOD AND THE METHOD OF
IMAGE CHARGES

Recall that, if N is a closed, compact d-manifold, then it is possible to construct a propa-
gator ny on N as in [13] 15] 25].

Namely, one has first to choose an inclusion ¢ of H*(N) into Q*(N). This determines a
representative of the Poincaré dual ya of the diagonal A in N x N and, by restriction, a
representative ey of the Euler class of IV:

XA:Z( DFaesximi N Sy,
i

en = Y (=1)%BXixxY,

i
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where 7 and w9 are the projections from N x N to NV, {va } is the image under ¢ of a basis
of H*(N) and {xV} is the image of the dual basis.

Next one picks a global angular form 9 on the sphere bundle STN such that d¥ is the
pullback of the representative of ey. By explicit construction, one can obtain a (d — 1)-form
on with the following properties:

dUN = 7T*XA7
tyon =1,
T*UN = (—1>dJN,
where 7 is the projection Co(N) — N x N, 15 is the inclusion map STN = 0Cy(N) — Ca(N),
and T is the involution of Cy(NV) the sends (x,y) to (y,x).

It follows that ny := (—1)%"loy is a propagator for the abelian BF theory on N.

We now want to use the above construction to get a propator for the manifold with boundary
M by using a variant of the method of image charges. First we double it twice to M” as in
Appendix By using the involutions S7 and Sy defined there, we may write

Q*(M") = QFe 5e(M") & Qe 50 (M") & Qo 5¢ (M") & Qo 5o (M),

and similarly in cohomology. Notice that, since S; and S; are orientation reversing, an S7
component is paired to an S? component. We choose the embedding ¢: H*(M") < Q®*(M")
to respect this decomposition and construct a propagator ny» accordingly. Next we define

CHM") = {(z,y) € M" x M":x 2y, Si(z) £y, = # S2(y), Si(x) # S2(y)}

as a subspace of C9(M"). We extend to C9(M") the involutions S; and Sy as

Si(w,y) = (S1(x),y),

Sa(x,y) = (2, 52(y))-
Finally, we denote by 7 the restriction of the propagator nys» to CV'S(M ! ')uand define n as the
extension to the compactification Co(M) of the restriction to CS(M) C C§(M") of

i 1= 1) = S — g + 515500

It is readily verified that 7 is a propagator on M with respect to the embeddings of H®(M, 0; M)
and H®(M, 0, M) into Qp, (M) and Qp), (M) (actually, 91.31,N2(M) and 91%11,]32(]\/[)) given by
the following forms

M// SO SE
* b )
Xi =2ux; T

Xi = 2L>’]<\4X§\J//,Sf,5§7
with ¢js the inclusion M — M".

Remark B.1. The Hodge propagator of Appendix is a special case of this construction,
corresponding to nys» being the Hodge propagator on M”.

Remark B.2 (One boundary component). If we group all the boundary components of M into
MM, so ;M = (), the formulae get simplified as follows. First, we have the decomposition
QM) = Q;le(M’) ® Q% (M’), and similarly in cohomology, where M’ is the doubling of M
defined in Appendix We choose the embedding ¢: H*(M') — Q°*(M’) to respect this
decomposition and construct a propagator 7, accordingly. Next we define

COM') :={(z,y) e M' x M' 1z £y, Si(z) # y}
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as a subspace of C9(M’). We extend to C9(M’) the involution S; as

gl(xvy) = (51(117), y)

Finally, we denote by 7 the restriction of the propagator ny to éS(M "} and define 7 as the
extension to the compactification Co(M) of the restriction to CY(M) C C(M’) of

i =i = Sii.
Again, it is readily verified that n is a propagator on M with respect to the embedding of
H*(M,0, M) into Q7), (M) (actually, Q'f)l(M)) given by the following forms

M’,S¢

— * 1

Xi = 2LMXZ )
Tk

X = tMX M Sso

with ¢3s the inclusion M < M’.

APPENDIX C. EXAMPLES OF PROPAGATORS

Example C.1 (Interval with opposite polarization on the endpoints). Let M = [0, 1] be an
interval with coordinate t. We set 01 M = {1}, 0o M = {0}. Then the space of residual fields
is empty Vs = 0 and the propagator is

(Cl) 77(t1,t2) = —@(tz — tl) c QO(CS(M),Q)

1 >0
0 z<0
the diagonal ¢; = to is removed from the configuration space where 7 is defined). The ©-
boundary condition simply means that 7(t1,t2) vanishes if either t; = 1 or to = 0. The
associated chain contraction of €2}y, (M) (which is an acyclic complex) is

with O(x) = { the step function (which we never have to evaluate at zero, since

1 1
(C2) Kif+gite [ attgle)dn = [ ga)de
0 t

It satisfies dK + Kd = idQODl( M), which is equivalent to dn = 0 accompanied by the disconti-
nuity condition

(C.3) n(t+0,t) —n(t—0,t) = 1.
The propagator ((C.1) is in fact unique and does indeed extend to the ASMF compactification,

which simply amounts to attaching boundary strata {(t + 0,¢) |t € [0,1]} and {(¢ — 0,%) |t €
[0,1]} to C9.

Example C.2 (Interval with same polarization on the endpoints). Consider again the unit
interval, but now set ;M = {0} U {1} and oM = @. Then the space of residual fields
is non-empty, since H (M) = R = HY,(M) (the other cohomology spaces vanish), and we
choose the basis [x1] = [dt] € H}, (M) and [x'] = [1] € HY,(M). Thus Vi = Rlk—1]&R[—k]
and we write the residual fields as a = 2! - dt, b = zf -1 with coordinates z', z; of degrees
k — 1 and —k, respectively. We have

(C4) n(ti,t2) = O(t1 —t2) —t1

which satisfies the equation dn = —dt; A 1, (cf. (3.17)), the discontinuity condition (C.3)
and ©-boundary condition 7(0,t2) = n(1,t2) = 0.
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The case of the interval with both boundary points marked as do works similarly. The
propagator in this case is:

(C.5) n(ti,t2) = —O(t2 — t1) + to.

Example C.3 (Circle). Let M = S! be a circle with coordinate ¢t € [0,1] with points
t = 0 and t = 1 identified. The basis in cohomology is [xo] = [1] € H*(M), [x1] = [dt] €
HY(M); the Poincaré-dual basis is [x°] = [dt] € HY (M), [x!] = [1] € H°(M). Hence
Vu = Rlk] @R[k — 1] @ R[-1 — k] @ R[—k] and the residual fields are a = 20 -1 + 2! - dt,
b= zar -dt + zf - 1 where the coordinates zo,zl,zaL,zf have degrees k, k — 1, —1 — k, —k
respectively. The propagator is:

1
T](tl,tg) = @(tl — tg) — t1 + tg — 5

it is periodic in t1,t2 and moreover is a smooth function on the configuration space C3(S%).
It also clearly satisfies the discontinuity condition (C.3]) and the equation (3.17): dnp = —dt; A
14, + 14, A dta. The propagator also satisfies the anti-symmetry property

(C.6) n(ta, t1) = —n(t1,t2).

Example C.4 (The 2-sphere). Let M = S? be the 2-sphere which we endow with a complex
coordinate z € CU{oo} via stereographic projection. The cohomology is H*(M) = H?(M) =
R, H'(M) = 0 and we choose the basis [xo] = [1] € H*(M), [x1] = [¢] € H?*(M) with

1 idzAdz
C.7 _ 1 wdendz
(C7) e or+ 22)2

the SO(3)-invariant volume form on the sphere of total volume 1. The dual basis is [x"] =
] € H2(M), [x'] = [1] € H*(M). We have V) = Rlk] @R[k — 2] ® R[-1 — k] ® R[1 — k],
with residual fieldsa = 2°- 1+ 2! -y, b = z(f -,u—i—zfL -1; coordinates 29, 2!, z[')F, zf have degrees

k, k—2,—1—k, 1 —k, respectively. The SO(3)-invariant propagator is

1 1+ 212 ( <21—22> <Z2—21>>
CS8 = — dyarg| ——— | +doarg [ ————
(C8) T= o G+1aP) A+ =P \ 8\ 01 az) " 2" Tx s

where d; = dzla%l + dzl%, dy = sza%2 + dZQB%Q are the de Rham differentials in z; and
29, respectively. It is smooth on the configuration space C’S(Sz) and extends smoothly to the
compactification by the tangent circle bundle of Sinag, it satisfies : dn = —pz N1 —
1., A ptz,. Instead of the discontinuity property , we have the property

2

lim n(z1 =22+ ¢€- e, z9) = 1.
e—0 ¢:0

Moreover, the propagator (C.8) is symmetric with respect to interchanging z; and zo:

(C.9) T"n=n
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where T': C9(5?%) — C9(S?) sends (21, z2) — (22,21), cf. lb Note also that (C.8) can be
"

obtained as the SO(3)-invariant extension of the propagator with z5 fixed to 0
1 1

- 2 1 + ‘21’2

The properties above do not characterize n uniquely: one can add to (C.8) a term of the

form d ®(Dist(z1, z2)) where Dist(z1, z2) is the geodesic distance between the two points with

respect to the round metric on S? and ® can be any smooth even function on R/27Z.

One can show that is in fact the Hodge propagator (cf. Appendix corresponding
to the round metric on S*, while shifting n by d ®(Dist(z1, 22)) destroys this property.
Example C.5. Let M = D be a 2-disk, which we view as the unit disk in the complex
plane, or a hemisphere (via stereographic projection) {z € C : |z| < 1}. Set O1M = OM
the boundary circle and 9o M = @. We choose the basis vector [xo] = [2u] in HE,(M) and
the dual one [x°] = [1] in H2,(M). Here p is given by ; note that p has volume 1/2
on the hemisphere, hence the normalization of the class [2u]. The space of residual fields is
Vi = Rlk — 2] @ R[1 — k]. The propagator can be constructed by the method of Appendix
for the propagator for the sphere:

"7(Z1> 22) = 752 (217 22) — 7s2 (21_17 22)
Here we denoted ng2 the propagator (C.8). For the method of image charges, we are using
the involution z — z~! on S? which has the equator |z| = 1 as its locus of fixed points.
If instead we assign the boundary circle as 9o M, the relevant cohomology becomes H]%l (M) =
Span([1]), H3,(M) = Span([2u]); the space of residual fields becomes Vy; = R[k] ®R[-1—k].
The corresponding propagator is

(C.10) n(z1,0) d arg(z1).

(21, 22) = ns2(21, 22) — g2 (21,2, 1)
Another example of a propagator on a disk was considered in [19].

C.1. Axial gauge on a cylinder. The following example comes from the construction of
axial gauge-fixing, in the sense of [12], a special case of the construction of tensor product for
induction data in homological perturbation theory [42] 23].

The propagators we construct here are not smooth differential forms on the compacti-
fied configuration space, but rather distributional forms on M x M. Properties and
normalization of the integral over the (d — 1)-cycle given by one point spanning an infin-
itesimal sphere around the other point, are replaced by the distributional identity dn =

5](\?diag+ (—=1)d=1 3. (—1)ddeeXizty i\t Here 5](‘2&% is the distributional d-form on M x M

supported on the diagonal, the integral kernel of the identity map Q®*(M) — Q*(M).
Example C.6 (Two distributional propagators on a cylinder). Let ¥ be a closed (d —1)- di-
mensional manifold with [x(s);] a basis in H*(X), [Xzz)] the dual basis and 1y € Q472(C9(2))
a propagator. Let M = X x [0, 1], with assignments 0, M = ¥ x {1}, oM = 3 x {0}. Then
HY (M) = Hp,(M) =0 and hence Vj; = 0. Then there are the following two distributional
propagators on M:

(C.11) 79 (21, 11), (22, t2)) = o1 (1, t2) - 671 (21, 22),

46Note that one cannot expect such a property for a propagator on a manifold with boundary, as there are
different boundary conditions on the two arguments.

47 T.e. we recover the first term of (with di) by pulling back by a z2-dependent Mobius
transformation F%,: z — =7 (which is in the image of SO(3) in PSL(2,C)). The second term of is
recovered by enforcing the symmetry .
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(C.12) 7" ((z1,t1), (22, t2)) = —5(151 — tz) : (dtl —dt) - nx (21, 12)+

Here we denote by t the coordinate on [0, 1] and z stands for a point of ¥; §*= D (zy, 29) is the
distributional (d — 1) form 5(2 dla) ; Mo,1) = —O(t2 —t1) is the propagator (C.1)). The distribu-
tional propagators ((C.11] are the integral kernels of the well-defined chain contractions

Kax1al —idy ® K[O,l]v JChor Ky ® 1d[071} + PH‘(E) ® K[O,l]

acting on smooth forms Q°(M) = Z}:O Q*7 (D)0 ([0, 1]). Here Ppe(sy is the projection
from Q°®(M) onto cohomology H®(X); Ky is the chain contraction for ¥ associated to the
propagator 7y, via (3.18) and Ky ; is the chain contraction for the interval. A propagator
closely related to (C.12)), for the case ¥ = R? (which is non-compact and hence outside of the
scope of our treatment), was used in [31) 37, 8] for constructing knot invariants. Also note

that in the case of ¥ being a point, both propagators (C.11}JC.12)) become (C.1J).

Example C.7 (Cylinder with the same polarization on the top and the base). As a modifi-
cation of Example we can take M = ¥ x [0,1] with O/M = 0M = X x {0} UX x {1}
and 0, M = @. Then we have [(—1)%x(s); - dt] a basis in Hp (M) = H*7'(3) and [Xéz)]
the dual basis in H&,*(M) = H%*(X). The space of residual fields is Vay = H*(Z)[k — 1] @
H*(X)[d — k — 1]. The corresponding propagators are:

(C.13) (21, t1), (w2, t2)) = ﬁ[lojll](thb) 59 (2, o) — dty - s (a1, 22),

(C.14) 7" ((z1,t1), (T2, t2)) = —(t1 — t2) - (dt1 — dta) - (21, 22)+
+ Z 1)(@-1)- degX(E)erl)n[lo 11}