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Abstract

We develop an alternative description of the procedure of vertical integration based on the observation that
amplitudes can be written in BRST exact form in the large Hilbert space. We relate this approach to the description
of vertical integration given by Sen and Witten.
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1 Introduction and Summary

Computing a superstring scattering amplitude requires inserting a configuration of picture changing operators
(PCOs) for each Riemann surface contributing to the amplitude. A choice of PCOs roughly corresponds to a
section of a fiber bundle: The base of the fibre bundle consists of the moduli space of Riemann surfaces with the
relevant genus, spin structure, and number of punctures, and the fiber at each point consists of p copies of the
Riemann surface with the corresponding value of the moduli; this parameterizes the possible ways of inserting p
PCOs on that surface. The worldsheet path integral defines a measure on this fiber bundle which can be pulled
back to any submanifold; in particular, pulling the measure back onto a section of the fiber bundle and integrating
defines a superstring amplitude with a prescribed configuration of PCOs on each Riemann surface. A significant
complication with this procedure, however, is the appearance of spurious singularities in the superstring measure [IJ.
One can try to look for a global section which avoids spurious singularities everywhere, but this may be inconvenient
in practice, or there may be an obstruction to the existence of such a global sectionﬂ

A remedy proposed by Sen [3], and later made more explicit by Sen and Witten [4], is to divide the moduli
space into regions so that on each region we can choose a local section which avoids spurious poles. Simply adding
the contributions from the local sections together, however, does not define a gauge invariant amplitude. To correct
for this, at the interface between the different regions of the moduli space we must integrate “along the fiber” to
connect local sections—that is, one must deform one choice of PCOs into another while keeping the moduli fixed.
This is called vertical integration. The amplitude is then defined by a closed integration cycle in the fiber bundle
composed of local sections connected by “vertical segments.” Importantly, the nature of the superstring measure
implies that spurious singularities can be rendered harmless on the vertical segments. Therefore we can obtain
gauge invariant amplitudes free from unphysical divergences in the measure.

In this paper we investigate a different, more algebraic, approach to this problem, motivated by recent studies
of superstring field theories [5], [6]. Consider an n-point amplitude expressed as an n-fold bra state:

(AP| . H®" - C, (1.1)

where H is a CFT vector space containing BRST invariant physical states. The superscript indicates that the
amplitude contains p picture changing operators inserted in some way on the constituent Riemann surfaces. Gauge
invariance of the amplitude is equivalent to the statement that this bra state is annihilated by a sum of BRST
operators acting on each external state:

(@l(Qerenl + . + 1P e Q) =0. (1.2)

31t is known that the supermoduli space of super-Riemann surfaces cannot be holomorphically projected down to the ordinary
(bosonic) moduli space of Riemann surfaces [2]. To our knowledge, the implications of this fact from the point of view of PCOs has not
been worked out, but one possibility is that the PCO positions cannot be chosen globally as holomorphic functions of the moduli.



Here @@ denotes the BRST operator and I is the identity operator on H. It is well-known that the cohomology of
Q is trivial in the “large Hilbert space” introduced by Friedan, Martinec, and Shenker [7], that is, the CFT state
space obtained by bosonizing the B+ ghosts into the 1,¢,e? system and allowing for states which depend on the
zero mode of the £ ghost. This implies that the amplitude can be expressed in the form

(4| = (o?| (QeIP" T+ + TP 0 Q). (1.3)

We will call the n-fold bra state (a?| a gauge amplitude, following the terminology of [6]. The gauge amplitude lives
in the large Hilbert space. However, the physical amplitude (A?| must reside in the “small Hilbert space” where
the zero mode of the £ ghost is absent. This requires that the amplitude satisfies

<Ap‘(77®]1®7l—1+“.+1[®n—1 ®77) =0, (14)
where 7 denotes the zero mode of the eta ghost. This is consistent with (1.3]) provided that the object
<o<p|(n®]l®”*1 + ... 18t ®77> (1.5)

is annihilated by the BRST operator. Since 7 carries picture —1, it is natural to interpret this object as an amplitude
containing one fewer PCO insertion:

{a?] (77 @I®n—l 4 4 ®! ®77> = (AP7L, (1.6)

We can now apply this procedure again, expressing (AP~!| as the BRST variation of a gauge amplitude (a?~!|, and
apply 7 once again to arrive at an amplitude (AP~2| containing two fewer PCO insertions. Continuing this process
unfolds a hierarchy of amplitudes and gauge amplitudes:

(AP| = <ap|<Q®]I®n—1 L a1l Q)
(AP7Y) = (ozp|(n® el 418l n)

(AP7Y] = (ap—1|(Q Iy 419l Q)

<A1| _ <a2|(7]®ﬂ®n71 4o +]I®n71 ®,,7)
(A = <a1|(Q Il 418" Q)

(A% = <a1|(n @I®1 4 418! ®n), (1.7)

where at the end we obtain an amplitude (A°| containing no PCO insertions at allﬁ The structure here is reminiscent
of descent equations which appear in analysis of anomalies in gauge theories [§]. This leads the following procedure
for deriving gauge invariant amplitudes. First we start with the amplitude (A°|, and insert the operator £(z) at
some point on each constituent Riemann surface. This defines the gauge amplitude (a!|. We then take the BRST
variation to arrive at the amplitude (A'!| containing one PCO. We then insert another £(z) on the Riemann surfaces
of (Al| to derive (o?|, and continue in this way until we arrive at the amplitude (AP| containing p PCO insertions.
The crucial point is that the insertions of £ do not need to vary continuously with the moduli to ensure gauge
invariance. Gauge invariance is automatic since the final amplitude (AP| is expressed in BRST exact form. We
may therefore allow the ¢ insertions to “jump” across spurious poles discontinuously as a function of the moduli to
avoid unphysical divergences.

4The number of PCO insertions in (AP| is determined by the requirement that the amplitude is nonzero acting on NS states at picture
—1 and Ramond states at picture —1/2. This means that the amplitudes with fewer than p PCO insertions will need to act on states
with nonstandard picture to obtain a nonzero result. Generally, such amplitudes will encounter divergences from spurious singularities.
We discuss such amplitudes formally, as intermediate objects used to obtain the final amplitude (AP| which is gauge invariant and free
from spurious singularity.



The primary goal of this work is to show that the above algebraic procedure gives a viable alternative to defining
a consistent measure on the moduli space for superstring amplitudes. The approach has some advantages. The
computation of vertical corrections is arguably simpler and more flexible, and certain essential properties, such
as gauge invariance of the amplitude and independence from various choices, are evident from the nature of the
construction. A second goal of our work will be understanding the relationship between the algebraic approach
and the conceptually rather different idea of vertical integration. Our motivation is to form a link between Sen’s
discussion of superstring field theories [9] and other techniques which have been independently developed based
on the large Hilbert space [B] [6, 10]. As investigations continue into quantum effects in superstring field theories
11l 12], and in the geometrical formulation based on super-Riemann surfaces [I3], it may be useful to have an
understanding of the relationship between these approaches.

Vertical integration is a general idea which can be implemented in many ways. To give ourselves a concrete
objective, we will focus on the connection to the vertical integration procedure as implemented by Sen and Witten [4].
In the spirit of that work, we discuss only on-shell amplitudes and ignore the fact that the moduli space of Riemann
surfaces is noncompact. The boundary of moduli space is associated with the infrared physics of superstring
perturbation theory, about which there has been extensive discussion in recent years. One way of dealing with
infrared divergences is to extend amplitudes off-shell using the formalism of string field theory. Suffice it to say
that our discussion can be easily adapted in this context, which provided part of the motivation for this work. For
simplicity we discuss PCOs in the holomorphic sector only, as would be relevant for the heterotic string. For type
IT strings we have a similar story also in the antiholomorphic sector.

This paper is organized as follows. In section [2| we review the definition of superstring measure in the PCO
formalism. In section [3] we describe the algebraic construction of superstring amplitudes, deriving a set of recursive
equations for the vertical corrections at the interface between local sections needed to ensure gauge invariance. We
give examples and prove that on-shell amplitudes are independent of the choice of vertical corrections derived by
this procedure. In section [ we discuss the construction of Sen and Witten. To give a clear formalization of their
procedure, we employ an analogue of differential forms on the lattice, called difference forms. The Sen-Witten
vertical corrections are defined by “integration” of a discretized measure—characterized by difference forms—over
a collection of links in a p-dimensional cubical lattice, where p is the number of PCOs in the amplitude. The
sites of the lattice correspond to combinations of PCOs taken from adjoining local sections, and the collection of
links which define the “integration cycle” are called lattice chains. We describe how vertical corrections of this
form may be constructed from the algebraic point of view. The algebraic construction introduces a collection of
auxiliary amplitudes containing 0, ..., p— 1 PCOs whose vertical corrections are characterized by lattice chains inside
lower dimensional lattices of respective dimension 0,...,p — 1. The algebraic construction functions by extending
lattice chains from lower dimensional into higher dimensional lattices in such a way as to be consistent with gauge
invariance and so that the chains of higher dimensional lattices project down to the chains of lower dimensional
lattices. We conclude with some examples.

2 Superstring Measure

In this section we review the superstring measure in the PCO formalism [3]. The purpose is to fix a convenient
notation for our calculations and to simplify some signs.

Given a Riemann surface with genus g and n punctures, we can remove n disks around each puncture and cut
what remains into 2¢g + n — 2 components with the topology of a sphere with three holes. We cover the n disks
with holomorphic local coordinates wq, ..., w, with |w,| < 1. The origin of these coordinates w, = 0 corresponds
to the location of the punctures on the Riemann surface. On the 2g + n — 2 spheres we introduce holomorphic
coordinates z;. The Riemann surface can be reconstructed by gluing the boundaries of these components with
holomorphic transition functions:

zi = fij(25) (2.1)
Zi = fa(wa)' (2 2

The transition functions exist between coordinates which are identified by the gluing, and encode all information
about the moduli of the Riemann surface. Since we work with the heterotic string, we are interested in the moduli
space of Riemann surfaces with spin structure in the leftmoving sector. This is a 49-fold covering of the bosonic
moduli space which comes in two disconnected components, representing the even and odd spin structures. We



use M to denote one of these disconnected components. That is, M is the moduli space of genus g Riemann
surfaces with n punctures together with either an even or odd spin structure, and m € M denotes a point in this
moduli space.

Given transition functions f,, f;;, we may define an n-fold bra state called a surface state

(3] : H®" — C. (2.3)
The surface state is defined so that the quantity
(S0 ® ... 0 D, (2.4)

represents a correlation function on a Riemann surface assembled with the transition functions fq, fi;, with the
vertex operators corresponding to the states ®i,..., P, inserted at the punctures in the respective coordinates
w1, ..., Wy. If the vertex operators are conformally invariant, the correlation function only depends on the transition
functions through the moduli of the Riemann surface they represent. For generic vertex operators, the surface state
will depend more nontrivially on the choice of transition functions. The surface state is BRST invariant:

(Zl@ =0. (2.5)

Since this will not cause confusion, we use a shorthand notation where @ represents a sum of BRST operators
acting on each state:
Q — QI® 14 419" 1gQ. (2.6)

In particular (X|Q represents a correlation function with a contour integral of the BRST current surrounding all
punctures. If we deform the contour inside the surface and shrink to a point, this gives zero. Also important for
our discussion is the fact that (3| is well-defined in the small Hilbert space. This implies that it is annihilated by
the zero mode of the eta ghost:

(Sl =0, (2.7)

where 7 denotes a sum of eta zero modes acting on each state.

Let us first describe the measure without PCOs, as would be relevant for computing amplitudes in bosonic string
theory. We fix a choice of surface state ((m)| for each point m in the moduli space, and write (X(m)| simply
as (X|, leaving the dependence on moduli implicit. To define differential forms that can be integrated over the
moduli space, we need to insert the appropriate b-ghosts inside correlation functions. Using the idea of the Schiffer
variation, following [14], we may express the b-ghost insertions as contour integrals surrounding the punctures.
Around the ath puncture we have a b-ghost insertion of the form

a dwg o, dwg _(, o
b(viM) :% o Ui (1, wa)b(wa) +f%ug )(m, 4)b(w.), (2.8)

where the contours are oriented counterclockwise respectively in the w, and w, coordinates on the Riemann sur-
face. The contour integrals are weighted by functions v,(f) (m,w,) called Schiffer vector fields. The lower index

corresponds to coordinates m* on the moduli space, with = 1,...,6g + 2n — 6. We introduce the operator

d dw,,
T, = ( Wv<1><m7w1>T<w1>> S e R ( [ wv&"km,wnmwn))

2 2
dwl ~(1) — N ®n—1 ®@n—1 dwn —(n) — N\
+ —0, (m,w)T (1) | @1 +...+1I ® — o (m, w,)T (W) | - (2.9)
2mi M 2mi M
The Schiffer vector fields are defined so that the following equation holds:
0
Additional properties are
Q,b,) =T, (2.11)
0 0
Ty, by] = 7—by — 2—by, 2.12
[ f ] Omt omy ; ( )



where b, is defined as in (2.9) with the energy momentum tensor replaced by the b-ghost, and [-,:] represents a
graded commutator with respect to Grassmann parity. Let dm* be coordinate 1-forms on the moduli space, and
introduce operator-valued 1-forms:

T =dmtT,, (2.13)
b = dmhb,. (2.14)
To simplify signs, we assume that the coordinate 1-forms dm* are uniformly Grassmann odd objects, so they

anticommute through each other and also though Grassmann odd worldsheet operators. In this convention, the
operator T is Grassmann odd, and b is Grassmann even. The identities (2.10])-(2.12)) imply

d(S| = —(2|T (2.15)
Q.0 =-T (2.16)
db = %[T, B, (2.17)
where
d=dm -2 (2.18)
omH

is the exterior derivative on the moduli space. The measure for scattering amplitudes can then be expressed
Q| = (2)eb. (2.19)
This is a differential form of inhomogeneous degree. In particular, the operator e’ is defined by the series expansion

1

71)65]4’27176. 22
(6g + 2n —6)! (2:20)

1
e :]I®”+b+§b2+...+
The series terminates since there are only 6g 4+ 2n — 6 independent 1-forms dm#*. The last term is a top degree

form, and this is the part of the measure that should be integrated over the moduli space to obtain the amplitude.
Using the identities (2.15))-(2.17)), it is straightforward to show that

(QQ = —d(Q]. (2.21)

Assuming we can ignore contributions from the boundaries of moduli space, this implies that BRST trivial states
decouple from scattering amplitudes.

The measure (€|, however, can only compute superstring scattering amplitudes between states of nonstandard
picture. Such amplitudes will typically suffer from unphysical divergences due to spurious singularities. Therefore, it
is useful to generalize the measure to accommodate correlation functions containing additional operator insertions,
in particular PCOs. One concrete way to do this is as followsEI Suppose we have a correlation function including
p operators Oq,...0,, in addition to the n vertex operators representing the external states. We remove a disk
from the Riemann surface containing the location of all operators Oj,...,O,, but no vertex operators. We fix a
coordinate system on this disk denoted y with |y| < 1, so that each operator O; has a corresponding position y* in
this coordinate system. For short we write the complete set of operator insertions as

OF = O41(y")...0, (yP), (2.22)

where the upper index p indicates the number of operator insertions. We build the remaining part of the Riemann
surface by removing n disks around the punctures, covered by coordinates ws, ..., w, with w, < 1 and w, = 0
corresponding to the location of the punctures. Including the disk y, the surface now has n + 1 holes; we cut what
remains into 2g + n — 1 components with the topology of a sphere with three holes, and introduce coordinates

5In the description of [3], PCOs are inserted in the coordinates z; representing the Riemann surface with the disks around the
punctures removed. In this approach, the Schiffer vector fields must be chosen to vanish at the location of the PCOs in order to ensure
that deformations of the moduli are independent from deformations of the PCO positions in the coordinates z;. This is equivalent to
the approach we take, but expressed in a different coordinate system on the Riemann surface.



z; on these components. The Riemann surface may be reconstructed by specifying transition functions between
coordinates identified by gluing:

2 = fij(z;) (2.23)
z = f(y). (2.25)

Note that at this level the coordinate y is on the same footing as the coordinates w,, but the coordinate y will
play a distinct role in defining the measure. From the transition functions we define a surface state acting on n + 1
copies of H:

(X' : HE T - C. (2.26)

We use the prime to indicate that (X| acts on n + 1 states, including a state represented by the coordinate y.
Assuming that the first copy of H represents operators inserted in the coordinate y, we may then represent correlation
functions containing operators Oy, ...0, through the n-fold bra state

(| (op\o>) ® 107, (2.27)

Suppose that for every point m in the moduli space we chose transition functions f;;, fs, f building a Riemann
surface with moduli m. From this we can define a surface state (¥'(m)| for every m € M; we write (X'(m)| simply
as (¥'], leaving the dependence on m implicit. We assume that the transition functions have been defined so that
the coordinate y covers all parts of each Riemann surface where we care to insert Oy, ..., 0p,. Note that the moduli
space carries information about the location of the n punctures represented by the coordinates wy, ..., wy, but does
not carry information about the coordinate y. We introduce a collection of n+ 1 Schiffer vector fields v, (m,y) and

vff) (m,w,) defined so that the analogue of 1)1) hold:

di¥| = -(3|T (2.28)
Q. 0] =-T1" (2.29)
1
dv = i[T/’b/]’ (2.30)
where
b= dm”bft (2.31)
and

o Y ®n dw; (1) ®n—1 ®n %dwn (n)
bH - (f 27T’L UIJ« (m>y)b<y)) ®H +]I® (f 27_” Uu (m7w1)b(w1) ®]I ++H ® 271'7, U/J« (mawn)b(wn)
dj i dw _ di, _
+ (]{ y,@#(m,‘)b(g)) RI®" +1® ( %@p(m,wl)b(ml )) RI®" 14 +If"® <]{ ;” o) (m,wn)b(wn)> .

271 m T
(2.32)
With this we define the measure with operator insertions as
(Q,07] = (] (O”\O)) ® 107, (2.33)

We label the measure according to the operator insertions it contains.

It is useful to think of the measure as a differential form on a fiber bundle Y?. The base of Y? consists of the
moduli space M of genus g Riemann surfaces with n punctures together with an even or odd spin structure, and
m# are coordinates on the base. The fiber at the point m* consists of p copies of the Riemann surface with the
corresponding value of the moduli, and ', ...,y? are coordinates on the fiber. We introduce coordinate 1-forms on
the fiber dy?, djj* and define the exterior derivative on Y?:

0
oyt

9 A
d=dm* dy' — + dy" 2.34
mamqu yalery (2.34)



We assume that dy’,dy’ are uniformly Grassmann odd objects which anticommute with each other, the dm*s,
and Grassmann odd worldsheet operators. Using the identities (2.28)-(2.30)), it is straightforward to show that the
generalization of (2.21)) in the presence of operator insertions takes the form

(-1, 07 |Q = —d(Q, 07 | — (2, (Q —d)O? | (2.35)

where d now includes differentiation along the fiber directions. On the right hand side, (Q — d)OP represents a sum
of operator insertions

(Q—ad)Or = (Qol(yl))--@p(y”) +ot (—1)01*“*0“‘101(1/1)---(Qop(y”)>
—(d(’)l(yl))...op(yp) - (_1)01+---+0p—1c91(z1)...(dop(yp)), (2.36)

and, for example B
dO1(y') = dy' 00 (y') + diy* 00 (y'). (2.37)

Also important in our discussion is the property
(=1)9"(Q, OF[n = —(2,707], (2.38)

where nOP represents a sum of operator insertions

nOP = (nOl(yl))_..Op(yP) + ..+ (_1)Ol+...+(9p7101(y1)m(nop(yp)) (2.39)

This is nonzero only if OP contains some operators in the large Hilbert space.
The measure which is relevant for computing superstring scattering amplitudes in the PCO formalism is

(Q, X", (2.40)

where XP refers to a collection of operator insertions of the form
X7 = [X(y") - )] - [X ") - de)], (2.41)

and X (y) = Q€(y) is a picture changing operator. If the number of insertions p is chosen appropriately, we obtain
nonvanishing correlation functions with Neveu-Schwarz and Ramond external states at the standard pictures —1
and —1/2. The measure is defined in the small Hilbert space:

(Q, XPln=0. (2.42)
Furthermore, since
X(y) —dé(y) = (Q — d)&(y), (2.43)
we have the property
(Q, XP|Q = —d{(Q, XP|. (2.44)

The second term in drops out since () — d squares to zero. Therefore, the superstring measure produces a
total derivative on the fiber bundle Y? when acting on BRST trivial states.

Naively, we can define a gauge invariant amplitude by integrating the pullback of the superstring measure on a
global section of YP. The difficulty, however, is in finding a global section of Y? which avoids spurious singularities
in the measure. However, it is always possible to find sections of Y? which avoid spurious singularities locally. We
can then attempt to define the amplitude by summing contributions from local sections on disjoint regions of moduli
space which avoid spurious poles. Generally there will be discontinuities in the choice of PCOs between disjoint
regions, and the amplitude will require additional contributions—the “vertical corrections”—to cancel boundary
terms between different regions when the amplitude contains BRST trivial states. The vertical corrections can be
seen to arise from integrating the superstring measure “along the fiber” at junctions between different regions of
the moduli space so as to join local sections into a closed integration cycle in YP. This is vertical integration. Next
we describe the algebraic approach to the PCO formalism, where the origin of vertical corrections is somewhat
different.



3 Algebraic Approach

In the algebraic approach outlined in the introduction, PCOs are derived by repeatedly inserting £(y) in the measure
followed by application of the BRST operator. If the location of £ is not a continuous function of the moduli,
implies that the BRST operator produces boundary terms from the integration over moduli space at the locus of
discontinuities. These boundary terms are the vertical corrections.
We assume that the moduli space is decomposed into regions M, where the location of £ varies continuously as
a function of the moduli:
M =U,M,. (3.1)

The contribution to the amplitude from M, will turn out to be the pullback of the superstring measure on a local
section of Y? defined on M,. To connect with the discussion of [4], we assume that the regions M, form closed
polyhedra which are glued along their faces in such a way as to define a dual triangulation of M. However, it
should be clear that the general procedure applies regardless of the choice of decomposition of the moduli space. By
definition, all faces of codimension & in a dual triangulation appear at the junction between k+ 1 distinct polyhedra.
We will write My, ...q, for the codimension k face at the junction of distinct polyhedra M,,...M,, , so we have

codimension O : M,
codimension 1 : Muyg = M,N Mg, o,f distinct
codimension 2:  M,gy, = M, NMgNM, «,p, distinct

(3.2)

See figure If the intersection of the polyhedra M,,,..., M, is empty, we assume that My, ., is the empty
set. The faces M,g and Mg, are equal as sets, but it is useful to consider them as having opposite orientations as
integration cycles in the moduli space. More generally, we assume that

/JV e B _/M___a.___a. . (3:3)

i

In this sense, My, ..., is totally antisymmetric in the indices ap...ax. In particular, M,,. o, is the empty set if any
two indices are equal. Fixing an orientation on the moduli space induces an orientation on the polyhedra, and the
orientation of the higher codimension faces will be determined by

/ :_Z/ _ (3.4)
OMayg ..oy, g Y Mag...app

In this setup we can formulate a useful version of Stokes’ theorem. Suppose on each codimension k face My, . q,
we have a differential form wy,.. .o, Which is antisymmetric in the indices ay...a;. Stokes’ theorem implies

1 1
T E / Qg...ap | E / Q... 41
(k+1) ag...ag ’ Mag...ay, (k+2) ag-.apyr ¥ Mag..apiy

We introduce an operation d, which acts on an object with antisymmetric indices «ayg...a to produce an object with
antisymmetric indices «ag...ai+1. It is defined as

k+1
(5w)0¢0---0¢k+1 = Z(fl)nwao...an.“ak+1a (36)

n=0

where the hat over the index indicates omission. The operation § is nilpotent,
52 =0, (3.7)

and is related to the Cech coboundary operator.



Figure 3.1: A dual triangulation of (a 2-dimensional) moduli space.

3.1 The Construction
We propose to express the amplitude in the forrrﬁ

1 1
AP| = / Q, XP|+ — / Q,XPo+ = / QXP |+ 3.8
(AP] Ea: Ma< | 2!%; MQB< 5 3!2 MW< 4] (3.8)

aBy

The first term is the contribution to the amplitude from the pullback of the superstring measure (2.40]) onto local
sections of Y on each polyhedron. The operator insertions in the first term are given by

Xp = | X(yh(m) = de(ya(m)] .. [X(h(m) - d(hm)]. (3.9)

where the points y} (m), ..., y2 (m) parameterize the location of the PCOs as a function of m € M, and characterize
the local section of YP. The remaining terms in the amplitude are the vertical corrections, and can be arranged
hierarchically according to the codimension of the faces in the dual triangulation. The vertical corrections are defined
by integrating a measure (2, X2 | over the face My, .q, of the dual triangulation, where X%, denotes a
collection of p operator insertions whose positions are prescribed functions of m € M, .o, . The insertions X8 .
are defined to be antisymmetric in the indices ay...cx, and for even (odd) codimension the insertions are Grassmann
even (odd). Generally, X2 will be expressed through combinations of X (y),9¢(y) and £(y), and the goal of
the present discussion is to determine what form the insertions take.

The central condition characterizing the vertical corrections is that they lead to a gauge invariant amplitude.

From ([2.35) we know that

(DM XL, 0,]Q = —d(Q, X8, 4| = (2(Q - d)XE, ., |. (3.10)
Using Stokes’ theorem ({3.5)), gauge invariance implies that the operator insertions X% . satisfy
(Q—d)XE, ap — (0XP)ag.a, =0 . (3.11)
The operator ¢ acts on the insertions X% corresponding to the faces of one fewer codimension:
k
(OXP)ag o = D_(~1"X0, 5. oy (3.12)
n=0

6Since M refers to only one connected component of the moduli space of Riemann surfaces with spin structure, technically (AP| only
gives the contribution to the total amplitude coming from either the even or the odd spin structures. Since the location of spurious
poles depends on the spin structure, in general we must adjust the choice of dual triangulation, local sections, and vertical corrections
separately for the even and odd spin structures. The complete amplitude is then given by adding these contributions.



All terms in (3.11) are evaluated at a common point m € My, .q, -
To solve (3.11f), we propose that the physical amplitude can be expressed as the BRST variation of a gauge
amplitude:

(A7) = (a[Q. (3.13)
The gauge amplitude («P| is expressed in a form analogous to (3.8)):

(a?| = Z/ ,EP ——Z/ V2Pl + 3|Z/ PN (3.14)

afy

For convenience, we take the signs in this series to alternate. On each face of the dual triangulation we have a
measure defined by a collection of p operator insertions =, . The insertions =~ ~are antisymmetric in the
indices ayg...ay, and for even (odd) codimension they are Grassmann odd (even). Typically, the insertions =2
depend on the zero mode of the £ ghost. Taking the BRST variation of the gauge amplitude gives a formula for

. . » .
the insertions X%~ -

Xgo...ak = (Q - d)E[(ioOzk + ( Ep)a0~~~ak . (3'15)

The operator § acts on the insertions =P

Bo...an_, corresponding to the faces of one fewer codimension,

k
(02 Z D"EL,. o (3.16)

and all terms in (3.15)) are evaluated at a common point on My, .. Note that, schematically, gauge invariance
requires that XP? is annihilated by @ — d — §, and this follows from (3.15) because

0--- O
(Q—d—0)(Q—d+6)=(Q—d?*—=0. (3.17)
Since the physical amplitude is defined in the small Hilbert space, we know that the insertions X%, must be
independent of the £ zero mode:
nX% . =0. (3.18)
From ({3.15), we therefore learn that n=L, ~, satisfies
(Q = dEL, o = (E) g, = 0. (3.19)

Interestingly, this implies that the operator insertions given by n=f ~ —define a gauge invariant amplitude. Since
7 carries picture —1, it is natural to interpret n=f as defining an amplitude with one fewer PCO insertion:

0---Qf
N = XBo L (3.20)
Thus we have the relation
(aPln = (AP, (3.21)

where (AP~1] is defined by insertions X goi_l_%. We can apply this procedure again, relating (AP~!| to the amplitude
(AP=2| containing two fewer PCO insertions, and continue all the way down until we have the amplitude (A°| where
PCOs are absent.

This leads to the following procedure for deriving gauge invariant amplitudes. The “insertions” defining an
amplitude without PCOs can be trivially written

X0 =1 X0 =0 (k>1). (3.22)

« ’ Q...

The second equation says that there are no vertical corrections in the absence of PCOs. Since X2 o...ay, 18 independent
of the £ zero mode, it can be expressed in n-exact form:

0 —1
Xogean = MBag.an- (3.23)
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The expression for Eéo...ak is not unique, but let us assume that we have made some choice. We can then plug into

(3.15)) to derive an expression for the insertions X} . defining the amplitude with a single PCO. By construction,

Xoo...ap, Will be independent of the § zero mode and can be expressed in n-exact form:
X an =10 o (3.24)

Substituting into gives the insertions X2 o...a,, defining the amplitude with two PCOs. Continuing this process
for p steps we arrive at the insertions X%, , as desired.

The solution generated by this procedure is not unique. For most purposes it does not matter how the solution
is chosen as long as the PCO insertions in the final amplitude avoid spurious poles. As we will demonstrate later,
Sen and Witten give a class of solutions for the vertical corrections which can be generated by this procedure, but
not the most general solution.

3.2 Examples

Let us give some examples to see what the vertical corrections look like. Consider first an amplitude containing one

PCO. We must find a set of insertions Z, _,, satisfying
0 _ =1
Xao...ak - n“ao...ak' (325)
We can choose for example
Za = &(ya(m)), Bapon =0 (k21), (3.26)

where y. (m) gives the location of a ¢ insertion on the Riemann surface as a function of m € M, in each polyhedron.
We may determine the insertions X2 . by substituting into (3.15):

X4 = (Q -z}
Xop=(Q—-d)Z2Ls+ 25 —E]
1 — =1 =1 —1
Xapy = (@ = d)Eapy +E5y — Eay + Eap
(3.27)
This gives
Xo = X(ya) — dé(ya)
Xog = &yp) — €(wh)
Xolcﬁ'v =0
(3.28)

The vertical corrections on the faces of codimension 2 and higher vanish. Here and in later equations we will not
explicitly indicate the dependence of the fiber coordinates y¢, on the moduli, unless needed for clarity.

As expected, X} is the pullback of the superstring measure onto a local section of Y'! defined by yl(m).
The insertions X éﬁ have a simple interpretation in terms of vertical integration. Let us make a brief detour to
spell out what this means in the current setup. Let M, C YP denote the local section of Y? defined on each face
M, of the dual triangulation. Let M,,..o, C Y? denote submanifolds of Y?—the “vertical segments”—which,
with a suitable orientation, connect the local sections to form a closed integration cycle in Y?. We assume that
the orientation of My, 4, is antisymmetric in the indices, and postulate that the projection from Y? down to
the moduli space M maps the vertical segments M, o, down to the faces M,,. o, of the dual triangulation.
This implies that the vertical segments M,,...o, can be parameterized by coordinates on M,,. o, together with k
coordinates tangent to the fiber. The basic idea is to express the amplitude as

1 1
(AP = / (Q, XP| + — / (Q, XP| + / (Q,XP| + ..., (3.29)
; Ma 2! azﬂ Mag 3! Z Mapy

By
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where in each term we take the pullback of the superstring measure on the corresponding submanifold of
YP. If we integrate out the fiber coordinates on the vertical segments, this gives an expression for the amplitude
as postulated in . We can work this out fairly easily in the case where there is only one PCO. Let us choose a
coordinate system on Mg corresponding to coordinates on M,g together with an additional coordinate t € [0, 1]
parameterizing the fiber direction. The submanifold M,z is defined by specifying the fiber coordinate y' as a
function of m € M,p and t. Since Mg must join the local sections M, and Mg, we require that

y'(m,t)le=1 = ys(m),  y'(m,t)|e=0 = ya(m). (3.30)

We then find
1 _ Lim _ Lm,
/Mw(SLX |—/aﬂ/<sz7x<y< 1)) — de(y (m, 1))

/Mﬁ/dtng yH(m, )|

f/ (2, E(yh(m)) — E@A(m))]

Mag

:/ (Q, X151 (3.31)
Ma/;

The only part of the measure with the 1-form dt is a total derivative with respect to ¢, and integrating out the
fiber coordinate gives . Note that, in this case, the vertical correction only depends on the boundary of Mg,
not on how Mg is chosen in the interior. This is a special occurrence since we are dealing with only one PCO.
With more PCOs, the part of the measure proportional to dt is not a total derivative, and generally the vertical
corrections will depend on the choice of vertical segments. This ambiguity corresponds in the algebraic formalism
to the different possible ways of expressing an amplitude in 7 exact form.

Let us continue to the case of two PCOs. We must find a set of insertions Eio...ak satisfying
1 =2
Xooar = Mag..an (3.32)

We can find a solution by multiplying X} . by an insertion of &:

=2 = €(y2(m) | X (yh (m)) - de(yl(m))]
=25 = €(y2s(m) [€(h(m)) — £(uh(m))]

=2
Eagy =0
(3.33)
Here y2 (m) gives the location of a new ¢ insertion on the codimension 0 faces as a function of m € M,, and y? 3 (m)
gives the location of a £ insertion on the codimension 1 faces as a function of m € M,g. The insertions X 20_“% are
given by substituting into
2 =2
Xa - (Q - d):‘a
2 =2 -2 =2
onB = (Q - d):‘aﬁ + ‘:,6’ - Ea
2 =2 =2 _ =2 =2
Xapy = (Q = d)E5p, + :Bv — Zay T 2ap
2 =2 =2 =2 =2
Xa@’y& = (Q d):‘aﬂ'yé += “B’yé a’yé + ‘:oe,Bé - :‘aﬁ'y
5 (3.34)
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which gives
Xo= [X(yi) - dﬁ(yi)} [X(yi) - dﬁ(y(i)}
X245 = [X(525) — dé(2s)] [6h) — )]

€2 — €W [Xwh) — dswa)] - [e2a) — €W [ X (wh) - de(wh)]

X245, = €03, [€h) — €h)] — €02, [6) — €d)] + E2a) [h) - Ewh)]
X255 =0

(3.35)

The vertical corrections on the faces of codimension 3 and higher vanish. As expected, X2 is the pullback of the
superstring measure onto a local section of Y? defined by y!(m),y2(m). However, it is not immediately
obvious how the higher corrections should be interpreted through vertical integration. In fact, for generic choice of
yi B(m)7 the vertical corrections are already outside the class which can be obtained from the Sen-Witten procedure.
Another thing to mention, as can be seen in the expression for Xo%ﬁw is that the operator insertions appearing in
the vertical corrections are not directly expressed as differences of £s. Since the insertions are together independent
of the & zero mode, it is possible to express the vertical corrections in terms of differences of £s, but there does not
seem to be a preferred way to do this. This means that there is some ambiguity in the interpretation of the vertical
corrections in terms of operators in the small Hilbert space. The vertical corrections of Sen and Witten, however, are
canonically presented using differences of £s. This reflects the fact that their construction is intrinsically formulated
in the small Hilbert space, which is a notable difference from the algebraic approach, and for some purposes may
be an advantage.

3.3 Dependence on the Choice of PCOs

The construction of the amplitude requires a lot of data: a choice of dual triangulation, local sections on the
polyhedra, and vertical corrections on the higher codimension faces. The final result for the on-shell amplitude,
however, should be independent of these choices. One advantage of the algebraic formalism is that this is fairly
easy to see, as we now describe.

Suppose we have amplitudes (AP| and (BP| constructed following the algebraic procedure we have described.
Associated with these is a hierarchy of amplitudes and gauge amplitudes with an intermediate number of PCOs:

(A% (o] s Al L e L )
(B« (8 L (BY L .. (7] L (B (3.36)
The amplitudes (AP| and (BP| are physically equivalent if we have the relation
(AP = (BP| = (A%]Q (3.37)

for some (AP| in the small Hilbert space. By the nature of the construction of the amplitudes, we may find a solution
for (AP| in the form

(AP = (| = (87| + (D*|Q (3.38)
where (DP| must be chosen so that (AP] is in the small Hilbert space. This implies
0= (A"[n
= (AP = (BP!| = (D"[nQ
= (= (D)@, (3.39)

where we assume that the difference in (AP~1| and (BP~1| can be expressed as the BRST variation of some (AP~}
in the small Hilbert space. Therefore (DP| can be determined by solution of the equation

(D?ly = (A7 (3.40)
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Now in a similar way we can look for (A?~!| in the form
(AP = (oY = (B + (D", (3.41)
and by the same argument as above, we find that (DP~!| solves
(DP~ = (AP, (3.42)

where (AP72| is in the small Hilbert space and its BRST variation computes the difference in (AP~2| and (BP~2|.
Continuing this way we find that the state (A9 with 1 < ¢ < p can be determined from the state (A9~!| corre-
sponding to one fewer PCO. If we assume that the amplitudes without PCOs are identicalm

(A% = (B, (3.43)

we can take
(A%l =0. (3.44)

From this starting point we may then find a solution for all states (A?]| with 1 < ¢ < p. Assuming this is done in
such a way that (AP| avoids spurious poles, this proves that the amplitudes (A?| and (BP?| are physically equivalent.

4 Sen-Witten Approach

In this section we describe the Sen-Witten solution for the vertical corrections. Before entering into technicalities,
let us take a moment to motivate the origin of the structure. A key point is that the measure is not a total
derivative in the fiber coordinates. This means that integration along a typical vertical segment at the interface
between two polyhedra will produce an integral over a 1-parameter family of PCO configurations whose positions
continuously interpolate between those prescribed by neighboring local sections. However, at some point along the
vertical segment the configuration of PCO positions is expected to encounter a spurious pole—if this wasn’t the
case, the two local sections could be smoothly deformed and joined into a larger section. When the amplitude
requires only one PCO, there is a way out: the measure is a total derivative along the fiber, and vertical integration
produces a finite difference between ¢ insertions at different positions, with no integration of PCOs in between.
Thus we may use vertical integration to “jump” across spurious poles. This mechanism can be generalized for two
or more PCOs, but with vertical segments of a particular kind. The idea is to form a path in the fiber consisting of
p segments, with p the number of PCOs. On each segment we move one PCO from its initial to its final position,
while keeping the position of the other PCOs fixed. On each segment the measure is a total derivative in the
fiber coordinates, and vertical integration produces a finite difference of £ insertions between different positions.
The upshot is the following: Suppose the polyhedra M,, and M,, share a common boundary M, , and the two
polyhedra come with local sections of YP characterized respectively by PCO positions yéo, ey yh, and yél, T
Then vertical integration along the class of segments described above will produce sums of PCOs at a discrete set
of positions

Yooyr s+ Yonn s (4.1)

where N1, ..., NP take values of 0 or 1. In particular, there is no integration over a continuous family of PCO
positions connecting y}m, s yh, and yél, .., yk , and we can use this fact to “jump” across spurious poles. Note
that the integers (N!,..., NP) can be interpreted as vertices of a p-dimensional cube. This leads to a natural
connection between the Sen-Witten vertical corrections and p-dimensional lattices, which we further develop in the
language of difference forms.

4.1 Difference Forms

The Sen-Witten vertical corrections can be naturally expressed using an analogue of differential forms on a lattice,
called difference forms. The concept is fairly straightforward, but it is necessary present the definitions. A more
general presentation can be found in [I5].

Tt is possible that the amplitudes (A°| and (B°| can differ off-shell, for example if the transition functions defining the surface states
for each value of the moduli differ. In this case, there should be a nonvanishing (Ag| such that (A°| — (B°| = (A¢|Q, and we can build
(AP| starting from there. However, here we do not address the construction of (Ag|.
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We consider a cubic lattice in RP given by the set of points
(N',N? .. NP), (4.2)
where N? are integers in the range 0 < N* < k for some k. We introduce shift vectors between the lattice sites,

e;=(0, ...,0,1,0, ... ,0), (4.3)

i—1 times

so that any point in the lattice can be written at N=N ie;.

We consider a chain complex given by formal sums of faces on the lattice, which we call links, together with a
naturally defined boundary operator. For each point N in the lattice we introduce a 0-link denoted ¢ (N ). A lattice
0-chain is defined as a formal sum of 0-links with integer coefficients,

Co= Y (M), (4.4)

for c(]\_f ) € Z. For each line segment connecting neighboring lattice points N , N+ eq, we introduce a 1-link denoted
L;(N). A lattice 1-chain is defined as a formal sum of 1-links with integer coefficients,

O =3 (M), (45)

N

for ci(l\_f ) € Z. Repeated indices 7 will always be summed over allowed values; generically, this corresponds to all
shift vectors e;, but at the edges of the lattice, it can happen that a shift vector would exit the lattice—that is,
while N is in the lattice, N + ¢; is not. Such values of i will always be excluded from sums. Generally, for each

—

h-dimensional cube on the lattice with corners at N, N + €1y LN+ e;, we introduce an h-link denoted ¢;, _;, (N).
We take this to be antisymmetric in the indices:

— —

li . (N)=—l ;5 ;. (N). (4.6)

A lattice h-chain is given by formal sums of h-links with integer coefficients,

1 o -
Ch = aZC“"'“L(N)gilmih(N), (47)
N
with ¢t (]\7) a set of integers, antisymmetric in ;...75. See figure We introduce a boundary operator defined

h
0li, i (N) :Z Dy g0V e) =4, 5 (D), (4.8)

where the hat indicates omission. For example, the boundary of a 1-link is given by the difference of 0-links at
either end:

—

dl;(N) = U(N + e;) — £(N). (4.9)

The boundary operator is nilpotent. .
Next we introduce a collection of objects called dual links. For every h-link ¢;,. ;, (N), we introduce a corre-
sponding dual h-link, denoted d*ir (1\7 ). This is a linear map from lattice chains into numbers, defined by

dir-in (N) [zjl,,,jh, (1\7/)] = 6350 1L .8, (4.10)

which is antisymmetric in the indices i;...i5. A difference form, or more specifically a difference h-form, is a linear
combination of dual h-links,

h,Z% an (N (N), (4.11)
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Figure 4.1: Links forming a 2 x 2 lattice. The orientation on the links is indicated by the arrows.

where the coefficients w;, . ;, (N ) are a collection of quantities (not necessarily integers) which are antisymmetric in
1...i5. The action of a difference form w on a lattice chain C will be written

w[C). (4.12)

This can be understood as a lattice analogue of integration of a differential form over a manifold. We may also
introduce a notion of wedge product between difference forms,

dirin (M) A d9m (V') = 6 g g, di+ndt9m (), (4.13)

and in this way define an exterior algebra. We usually drop the wedge symbol when multiplying difference forms. We
assume that dual h-links are uniformly Grassmann even/odd objects for h even/odd, and correspondingly commute
or anticommute through Grassmann even or odd worldsheet operators and differential forms. Consistency implies
that lattice h-chains must also be uniformly Grassmann even/odd for h even/odd.

Let f (]\7 ) be collection of numbers associated to each point on the lattice. If N and N + ¢; are both in the
lattice, we can define the difference operator

Aif(ﬁ) Ef(]\?+ei)*f(ﬁ)- (4.14)
The exterior difference operator is defined
A=Y "d(N)A;. (4.15)
N

In this formula, A; is assumed to act on coefficients multiplying the dual links, but not the dual links themselves.

The exterior difference operator is nilpotent,
A? =0, (4.16)

but is not a derivation of the wedge product. If w is a difference form and C' a lattice chain, we have the identity

Aw[C] = (=1)*~Cw[aC]. (4.17)

This is the analogue of Stokes’ theorem on the lattice. The sign refers to the difference in Grassmannality between
w and C; this will only be nonzero if the coefficients of w are anticommuting quantities.
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4.2 The Construction

The construction of the Sen-Witten vertical corrections goes as follows: For each codimension k face of the dual
triangulation of moduli space, we associate a p-dimensional cubic lattice with (k + 1)P lattice sites, where p is
the number of PCOs. On this lattice there is a natural analogue of the superstring measure, which we call the
lattice measure, expressed using difference forms. The vertical corrections are given by acting this measure on an
appropriately chosen lattice k-chain.

We assume that on each polyhedron M, we have a choice of local section of YP describing the location of p
PCOs:

(Yas Your -+ YB)- (4.18)

We leave the dependence on m € M, implicit. It is convenient to specify a total ordering on the collection of
polyhedra, so for two distinct polyhedra we have either M, < Mg or Mg < M,. Any codimension k face of the
dual triangulation can be written as Me,.. .., Where the indices are ordered so that M,, < ... < M,,. We then
associate with My, . 4, & p-dimensional cubic lattice consisting of points

(N1, N2, ..., NP) (4.19)
with N? integers satisfying 0 < N? < k. Each point in the lattice corresponds to a collection of p PCO insertions
on the Riemann surface with coordinates given by

(Yo 2 Yo ar -+ Yoan ) (4.20)

All coordinates in are evaluated on a common point m € My, a,. The total ordering of polyhedra allows
us to associate to each integer value of the ith coordinate N? a polyhedron which intersects the face of the dual
triangulation. This then determines which local section gives the position of the ith PCO.

Next we define a generalization of the superstring measure associated to the lattice. In , the ith PCO
contributes to the superstring measure through the factor:

X(y') — déy").- (4.21)

This will effectively be generalized by replacing d§ with (d+ A)&, where d is the exterior derivative on M, ., and
A is the exterior difference operator on the associated lattice. Specifically, the ith PCO contributes through the

factor
t (X(why) = @+ A)WE,)) Do dV) + o+ (X(h,) = (@+ A)E(wh,)) > d(N (4.22)

N,Ni=0 N,Ni=k

> (4.23)

N,Ni=n

where

denotes the sum over a codimension 1 plane in the lattice consisting of all points which share a common ith
coordinate N equal to n. The fact that sums appear in 7 and not in 7 is a feature of the notation; in
fact they are precisely analogous. For difference forms, every point on the lattice is simultaneously displayed in a
sum over lattice points with a dual link associated to that lattice point, whereas refers to only a single point
on the moduli space. Note that the difference operator in the last term vanishes identically since there are no points
on the lattice beyond N* = k. The lattice measure is defined by multiplying these factors for each PCO:

X0 = [(¥08) ~ (@4 D)e0L)) 5 a0+ (XO0k) — 0+ De0A)) D a9 x

N,N1=0 N,Nl=k

x[(X(ygo)—(d—i—A ya0> S AN+ (X(E) - @+ A)EWE)) D AWV ] (4.24)

N,N»=0 N,Nr=k

This is a difference form of inhomogeneous degree, and is Grassmann even. We have the important property

(Q — d)XE, . o, = AXE (4.25)

0. "
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This follows since each factor [Q — (d + A)]-exact in the large Hilbert space. For example, the pth factor can be
written

(X2 - @+ 0)502)) X )+t (XO2) - (@4 D)02,)) S )

NNPO NNPk

= (Q - (d+A)) [ ) > AN e Y d(ﬁ)]. (4.26)

N,Nr=0 N,Nr=k

This fact will be important in understanding the relation to the algebraic formalism.

It is helpful to see the lattice measure expanded into components. We will do this for the case of two PCOs and
a codimension 2 face of the dual triangulation My, with M, < Mg < M,. The lattice measure is X2, , and is
defined on the 2 x 2 lattice shown in figure To keep equations shorter, we will drop d¢ terms which are always
subtracted from X—interpreted literally, this would mean that the sections are constant in the coordinate y. The
difference O-form part of the measure consists of 9 terms:

X (yh)X (y2)d(0,0) + X (y5) X (y2)d(1,0) + X (y2) X (y2)d(2,0)
+X (yh) X (y3)d(0,1) + X (y5) X (y3)d(1,1) + X (y}) X (y3)d(2,1)
+X ()X (¥2)d(0,2) + X (y4) X (y2)d(1,2) + X (y2) X (y3)d(2,0). (4.27)

These correspond to each of the 9 points on the lattice. The difference 1-form part of the measure consists of 12
terms:

d1(0,2)+( — £y ) y,y)dl

+X<ya>(§<y§>—§<yi>)d2<0,0>+x<ya>( §W3 )d? ,
+X () (6WB) — €2))d2(1,0) + X(y@(s(yi) - yz>)d2<1,
+X(52) (£03) — €2))d2(2.0) + X (1) (€63) — £3) ) (2, ). (4.28)

These correspond to each of the 12 line segments connecting neighboring lattice sites. Finally, the difference 2-form
part of the measure consists of 4 terms:

— (&) — €)) (€63) — €62)) a(0,0) — (&(wh) — B ) (WD) — €w2))d*2(1,0)
~ (&b - €wh)) (€62 - €D 20,1 = (¢3) — €wh)) (662) - €w3) ) a2(1,1). (4:29)

The overall sign appears from commuting dual 1-forms d*(N', N?) through £. The 4 terms correspond to the four
square regions of the lattice contained in neighboring lattice sites. Note that the lattice measure is manifestly
defined in the small Hilbert space, since it is expressed directly in terms of differences of s.

In summary, for each face My, ..o, of the dual triangulation we have a cubic p-dimensional lattice with (k+ 1)?

lattice sites, and a lattice measure X%~ which acts on the links of that lattice. The Sen-Witten vertical corrections
are given by acting the lattice measure on a lattice k-chain C% -
Xg() Nes = Xgo Nes™ |:Cgo aki| (430)

Note that the lattice chain C% ~ , must be built from k-dimensional links. Roughly speaking, this is because on
a codimension k face of the dual triangulation the integration cycle in Y? will contain k dimensions tangent to the
fiber. Gauge invariance imposes a condition on the choice of lattice chains. Recall from (3.11) that the vertical

corrections must satisfy
(Q—d)XE, a0, = (0XP)ag...cr- (4.31)
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Figure 4.2: The inclusion map sends links from the lattices of M,g, Mg, and M, into the lattice of Mgz,

Computing the left hand side gives

Q=X [ O] = AXE 0, [Cha

Q- ao-ay |Yao...ay
= (~1"X2, 0, [0CE, 0] (4.32)
where the sign comes from the Grassmann parity of C% . Expanding the right hand side of we learn that
k
(DX 0, [0C8, o] = DX 5 [CF - (4.33)
n=0

To understand the implications of this equation we need to compare chains defined on different lattices. This can be
done in a natural way by identifying points between lattices which refer to the same polyhedra. As an example, let
us consider a codimension 2 face M,g, which appears at the common boundary of codimension 1 faces Mg, Mg,
and M,~. We assume that M, < Mg < M,. If we have two PCOs, Mz, comes with a 2 x 2 lattice as shown in
figure Fi;fl, while M,g, Mg, and M.~ come with 1 x 1 lattices. Now consider the following:

e The link ¢,(0,0) in the lattice of M,p connects the points (0,0) and (1,0). These points can be equivalently
labeled by pairs of polyhedra (My, My) and (Mg, M,,), respectively. In the lattice of Mg, these pairs of
polyhedra correspond to (0,0) and (0,1). Therefore the link ¢;(0,0) of the lattice of M,z is naturally paired
with the same link ¢ (0, 0) of the lattice of M,ga.,.

e The link ¢,(0,0) in the lattice of Mg, connects the points (0,0) and (1,0). These points can be equivalently
labeled by pairs of polyhedra (Mg, Mg) and (M., Mg), respectively. In the lattice of Mg, these pairs of
polyhedra correspond to (1,1) and (2,1). Therefore the link ¢1(0,0) of the lattice of Mg, is naturally paired
with the link ¢4 (1,1) of the lattice of Myg,.

e The link ¢,(0, 1) in the lattice of M, connects the points (0,1) and (1,1). These points can be equivalently
labeled by pairs of polyhedra (M, M.,) and (M., M), respectively. In the lattice of Mgz, these pairs of
polyhedra correspond to (0,2) and (2,2). These two points are not neighboring lattice sites, and there is no
link connecting them. However, we may connect these points by a sum of links £;(0,2) + ¢1(1,2). Therefore
the link ¢, (0,1) in the lattice of M, is naturally paired with a 1-chain ¢;(0,2)+¢1(1,2) on the lattice of M,g-.

This is shown in figure The important property of these identifications is that the lattice measures evaluated
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on the respective links are equal:

X25101(0,0)] = X35, [61(0,0)]

0,0
5,[61(0,0)] = X2 5, [62(1,1)]
X2 L01(0,1)] = X2 5 [64(0,2) 4 44(1,2)], (4.34)

~

where both sides of the equations are evaluated at a common point m € M,g,. Now let us describe how this
works in general. Suppose that a codimension [ face Mg, .. 53, has a boundary which intersects a codimension k face
My,...op, with & > [. This means that there is an inclusion map ¢ from the integers 0, ...,I to the integers 0, ..., k
satisfying

Mg, = M,,,, (4.35)
and
t(ny) < u(ng) iff ng < no. (4.36)

=

The link ¢;, (N) on the lattice of Mg, g, maps to a sum of links ¢;, ; (N) on the lattice of My,.. o, with

WN) < N < (N7 4 1)

UN™) < N < y(N* 4 1)

Nt =(N?), i1, in. (4.37)
We will denote the resulting sum of links as ¢ o Kilmih(ﬁ ). As in the above examples, the inclusion map ¢ has the
property that the lattice measures acting on the respective lattice chains are equal:

Xgouﬁz [C] = X3

fo.-cue |

Lo C, (4.38)

where both sides are evaluated at a common point m € M, ,. Using this map, we can express all terms in (|4.33))
using the common lattice measure acting on chains in the same lattice:

k
(1) XEy 0 [0C8, 0] = D0 XA, o [0 Ch 5 0] (4.39)
n=0
This implies
k
OCE, o= (1)"Roct o (4.40)

Therefore the boundary of the lattice chain on a codimension k face must be given by patching together the lattice
chains on faces of one lower codimension. In principle, there could be a topological obstruction to solution of this
equation from the homology of 9. Since the lattices we consider do not have “holes,” the only possible homology
group appears for O-chains. The lattice O-chains are associated with the codimension 0 polyhedra of the dual
triangulation, each of which carries a lattice consisting of only one point. Each of these lattices carries a single
0-link,

(0, ..., 0), (4.41)

and the most general choice of lattice 0-chain would multiply this link by an integer which could in principle be
different on each face of the dual triangulation. However, if the 0-chain is chosen differently on any two polyhedra,
there will be an obstruction to the solution of from homology. Therefore the 0-chains of all polyhedra must
be equal, and with an appropriate normalization of the amplitude they can be set equal to £(0,...,0). What we
have just argued is that the measure on each codimension 0 face M, must be given the pullback of the superstring
measure,

[X(2) = dglud)] - | X0 - de(u2), (4.42)

and not the measure multiplied by an integer which may take different values between different polyhedra. Of
course, this is what we have been assuming from the beginning.
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4.3 Relation to the Algebraic Approach

To relate the Sen-Witten construction to the algebraic approach, we must derive a gauge amplitude («?| and an
amplitude (AP~!| with one fewer PCO insertion satisfying

(A7 = (a”|Q
(Pl = (AP~ (4.43)

where the original amplitude (AP| is defined with Sen-Witten vertical corrections. Assuming that (AP~!| is also
characterized by Sen-Witten vertical corrections, we may continue in the same way and derive a hierarchy of
amplitudes and gauge amplitudes down to (A°|, where PCOs are absent. For definiteness, we will assume that the
ith amplitude in this hierarchy contains i PCOs with positions 3., ..., Thus, the amplitude (A'| contains one
PCO with position 3., (42| contains two PCOs with positions y.,%2, and so on until (4P| contains all PCOs with
positions yl, ..., y2.

To derive the gauge amplitude (aP|, we observe that the lattice measure can be expressed in the form

X = (@ = ([d+A)EL, oy (4.44)
The object EL . on the right hand side will be called the gauge lattice measure. It takes the same form as
X2 .. except that the pth factor is replaced using (4.26]):

e = | (XA~ @4 A)0A)) T A0+t (X0 - (@4 D)e08)) X 9|«

N,N'=0 N,N'=k

x[(X(yzgl>—<d+A>5<y£;1>) S i)t (X0 - @A) X )]

N,Nr—1=0 N,Nrp—-1=f
EWh,) Y AN+ +EWR) Y d(N) } (4.45)
N NP=0 NNP k

This is a difference form of inhomogeneous degree, is Grassmann odd, and is defined in the large Hilbert space.
The fact that the pth factor plays a special role is related to our assumption that the amplitude (AP~!| should not
contain the PCO with coordinate y2. Let us expand the gauge lattice measure out for the case of 2 PCOs and a
codimension 2 face Myg, with M, < Mg < M. As before, we will suppress d¢ terms which are always subtracted
from X. The difference O-form part of Eiﬁv consists of 9 terms:

+X (y2)€(y3)d(0,1) + X (yp)E(y3)d(1,1) + X (y)E(y3)d(2,1)
+X (yh)EW2)d(0,2) + X (y5)E(y2)d(1,2) + X (y2)(12)d(2,0), (4.46)

and the difference 1-form part consists of 6 terms:
~(&h) — £un) )€ u2)d (0,0) = (£(63) — €(wh) ) €w2)d" (1,0)
—(&h) — € ) ewha 0.1) = (£(3) — &wh) ) &' (1, 1)
—(&wh) — €wh))€W)d 0.2) - (£() - £wh) )€(w2)d (1,2). (4.47)

There is no difference 2-form component. Note that the dual links d?(N?', N?) are absent. This means that the
action of 22 gy O1 lattice chains will be independent of the links parallel to the axis of the second PCO.
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Using the gauge lattice measure we can reexpress the Sen-Witten vertical correction as follows:
Xboon, = (Q—d = N)EG ., [CF,
=(Q—- =L, ., [Ch o)+ (-1)'EL, L, [0CF

e ™ O(k]

()Otk]

k
= (Q )8, 0, [CEy 0] + D (1L o [e0Ch & ]
n=0

k
= Q- 0, [Ch ) + D (DB & L Ch s ) (4.48)
n=0

In the last step we noted that the analogue of (4.38) also holds for the gauge lattice measure:

Eh. 5 [C] = Bhyanlto Cl, (4.49)

0...Oék[

where Mg, < ... < Mg, are a subset of the polyhedra M,, < ... < M,,. Comparing (4.48) to (3.15), we can identify

the operator insertions =L, defining the gauge amplitude:

E’Z = Egzo...ak [C(I)jzo...ak]‘ (4'50)

0Ok

Thus we have a gauge amplitude (a?| whose BRST variation gives an amplitude with Sen-Witten vertical corrections.
The next step is to derive the amplitude {AP~!| with one fewer PCO. If the vertical corrections of (AP~1| take
the Sen-Witten form, we must have
= - -1
NERy. a[Chy. ) = X000, [CRT 0, (4.51)
for some k-chain C%-! | on a (p—1)-dimensional lattice. If we compute nE2,  , the pth factor in (4.45) is replaced
with the identity, and the dependence on the coordinate y£ drops out, as we anticipated. What is left is almost the
same as the lattice measure Xﬁg}_ak. However, nEL ~, is defined on a lattice with an additional coordinate N?.
One can check that n&F is related to ng}.ak by replacing the dual links on the (p — 1)-dimensional lattice
according to

k
d i (NY NPT Y die (N L NPT N, (4.52)
NP=0
where all iy, ...,4; # p. The net effect of this replacement is to define a projection map from lattice chains on the
p-dimensional lattice down to lattice chains on the (p — 1)-dimensional lattice given by

moly i (N NPTUNPY =4, o (N NP7Y) if all ig, . in #p
= O’

moliy. i (N, ..., NPTL NP) if any i1, ..., 4, is equal to p. (4.53)
The projection effectively forgets about links parallel to the p direction, and links orthogonal to the p direction
sharing a common pth coordinate are superimposed. An example is shown in figure [f.3] With this projection map,
we have the equality

N, 0 [Chy. ) = XB0 L0 (M0 OB ) (4.54)
Therefore, the lattice chains defining the vertical corrections of (AP~!| are given by
-1
Cr o a, =m0 Ch .- (4.55)

One can check that the projection map commutes through the boundary operator and inclusion map, so C’g;}ak
satisfies if C ., does. Since (AP~!] is defined by Sen-Witten vertical corrections, we may continue following
the above discussion to derive the full hierarchy of amplitudes and gauge amplitudes. The amplitudes are simply
given by appropriately projecting the chains C% ~, down to lower dimensional lattices. See figure

This explains how the algebraic construction of the amplitude may be rederived once the Sen-Witten construction
of the amplitude has been provided. However, suppose we want to go in reverse, using the algebraic construction
to derive an amplitude with Sen-Witten vertical corrections. Suppose we have succeeded in doing this up to the

amplitude (AP~!| with p — 1 PCO insertions. This amplitude is then characterized by a collection of lattice chains
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Figure 4.3: An amplitude containing p PCOs defined with Sen-Witten vertical corrections can be constructed
algebraically from a sequence of amplitudes containing 0,1,2,...,p—1 PCOs. The amplitudes with 0,...,p—1 PCOs
can also be characterized by Sen-Witten vertical corrections; the appropriate lattice chains can be obtained by
projection of the chains of the original amplitude down to lower dimensional lattices. Shown above is an example
of chains for amplitudes with 3,2,1 and 0 PCOs on a codimension 1 face of the dual triangulation of moduli space.
The projections sequentially eliminate the 3-, 2-; and finally 1-axis, which maps the 1-chain defining the vertical
correction to zero. Consider the projection from the 3 PCO lattice down to the 2 PCO lattice. In this case we
are projecting out the vertical direction corresponding to the third PCO. On the leftmost face of the cube, the
link £5(0,1,0) is annihilated by the projection, and the links ¢5(0,0,0) and —¢2(0,0,1) cancel after the projection.
What is left is the chain ¢1(0,0,1) 4+ ¢2(1,0, 1), which maps to ¢1(0,0) 4 ¢2(1,0) on the 2 PCO lattice.

Og;}_ak satisfying (4.40) for each face of the dual triangulation. To derive the amplitude (AP|, we must find a

collection of lattice chains C% in p-dimensional lattices satisfying

e

=D P
n‘:ag...ak [Cao

-1 -1
= Xgo...ak [ngak] (4'56)

...ak]

The operator insertions defining the gauge amplitude are given by

Eggu.ak = Ego.“ak [Cgoock] (457)
We may construct the amplitude (AP| from the vertical corrections
Xbora, = (@ = D)EG, oy + (05 )ag..ax- (4.58)

This however raises a puzzle. The only condition that 1' imposes on the lattice chains 6’(’; o
project down to the lattice chains of (AP~1]:

is that they

ak

~ —1
mo Cly.an = Clgan: (4.59)

e

However, the chains égoma . do not necessarily satisfy lb This means that vertical corrections given by

X2 oanlCho ] (4.60)

Q...

do not define a gauge invariant amplitude. The resolution to this puzzle is that (4.58) does not produce vertical

corrections characterized by the lattice chains 5g0mak. Rather, they produce vertical corrections corresponding to
a different set of lattice chains C? which sew together consistently with (4.40) and satisfy

0.-Qf

=P

ao.“ak[

cr (4.61)

]: =p
ag...0k e’

0. [Cgoock]

This is possible since the gauge lattice measure 2, is degenerate: it vanishes acting on links with components

parallel to the p-axis. So effectively 1) “fills in” the missing links of E*go___ak to define new chains C¥
consistent with gauge invariance.

o

4.4 Examples

Let us give examples to illustrate the discussion of the last subsection. We start by constructing an amplitude with
a single PCO. The structure is somewhat degenerate in this example, and the result is the same as in subsection [3.2
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but it is useful to see how it works. For an amplitude containing no PCOs, we can define Sen-Witten “vertical
corrections” using a 0-dimensional lattice. On a O-dimensional lattice, there is a 0-link ¢ and a dual 0-link d satisfying

d[e] = 1. (4.62)

The link and dual link do not carry any lattice coordinates. Since the amplitude carries no PCOs, the lattice
measure on each face of the dual triangulation is given by

X0 o =d- (4.63)
The lattice chains which define the vertical corrections take the form:
Co =y
o, =
Cogy =0

(4.64)

The chains on higher codimension faces vanish because the 0 dimensional lattice does not support higher dimensional
links. Therefore, the “vertical corrections” of an amplitude without PCOs are given by
Xo= Xl =1
0 0 [0
Xoc,@ = XQB[Caﬂ] =0

Xgﬁ’y = chﬁ'y [Cgﬁ'v} =0
(4.65)

This agrees with (3.22). To construct the amplitude with a single PCO, we introduce 1-dimensional lattices with
lattice sites 0, ..., k for each codimension k face of the dual triangulation. The vertical corrections are defined by

lattice chains C}  ,, satisfying 1 .

™o Cao...ak = Cao...ak' (4'66)
We can choose a solution of the form
Cy = £(0)
Cop = £1(0)
1
Capy =0

(4.67)

The chains on faces of codimension 2 and higher vanish because the 1-dimensional lattice does not support links of
dimension 2 and higher. The solution for C? is uniquely determined by (4.66)), but there is some ambiguity in the
choice of C} s—any l-chain will map to zero after the projection. We have chosen cl 5 so that 1D is satisfied:

9CLg=—10Ch+10C,. (4.68)
The lattice measure and gauge lattice measure take the form:
Xhy o = [X(0h) = dE(h,) ] d(0) + o+ [ X (h,) — de(wd, )] dk)
+[6h,) — €| d 0) + -+ [6Gh,) — €k, )] d 0= 1)
o an = E(h,)A(0) + .+ E(uk, )(R), (4.69)

where yl gives the location of the PCO as a function of m € M,. The operator insertions defining the gauge
amplitude are given by

o= BalCil  =¢&wa)

(4.70)
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This agrees with (3.26). We can derive the vertical corrections by substituting into
Xagar = (@ = )y o, + (0Z)ag...ar- (4.71)

However, since we have chosen Ciﬁ to satisfy 1 , we know that the answer will simply be given by acting the
lattice measure on the respective lattice chains:

Xo = X,[C]
Xap = XaslCap)
Xaﬂ'v - X(lxﬂ’v [Céﬂv]

X(ys) — dé(yg)
lyp) — €(yd)
0

(4.72)
This agrees with (3.28)).
Now let’s consider the case of two PCOs. We must find chains on two dimensional lattices which satisfy
mo C’io an =Coiar- (4.73)

This time we will not attempt to choose lattice chains which solve the constraint (4.40). We will let the algebraic
construction solve the constraint for us. A simple solution to (4.73)) takes the form

C2 = 1(0,0)

C25 = £,(0,0)
C2,, =0
C255=0

(4.74)

This is identical to if we forget about the second lattice coordinate. The chains on faces of codimension 3 and
higher must vanish since a 2-dimensional lattice does not support chains of dimension 3 and higher. The choice of
0-chains C? is unique, but there is ambiguity in the choice of 1- and 2-chains. Note that we have chosen the 1- and
2-chains in a form which is independent of the face of the dual triangulation. This is not necessary, but simplifies
the computation. The lattice measure on faces of codimension 0 and 1 take the form:

X2 = [X(yh) - de(d)] [X( 2) - df(yi>}d<o,o>
X2, = [X(

— ()] [ X (42) — d ()] d(0,0) + [ X(yh) — dewh)] [ X (v2) - déw2)]a(1,0)
+[X(wh) - de ya>}[ — de(y3)] A0, 1) + [X(gh) — de(h)] [X (v3) - de(vd)] a1, 1)
+§y }p»> %mﬂ&mm+p@b—%mﬂh@wfmﬂfmm
+[X(yh) - dg yﬁ>} EWR) — €W d(1,0) + [e(wh) — €b)] [X (43) - dewB)]d 0. 1)
— [ewh) — &) e - (ﬂwwm (4.75)

The lattice measure on faces of codimension 2 is given in (4.27))-(4.29)), after subtracting d¢ from X. The gauge
lattice measure on faces of codimension 0 and 1 take the form

=2 = [X(yh) - dwh)]€2)d(0.0)
=25 = | X(h) — d) | €(2)d(0,0) + [ X(yh) — dé () |€(w2)d(1,0)
+[X(h) - de(uh)| WA, 1) + [ X () — dé(yh) | (wB)d(1,1)
~ [etwh) - ) |€w)a (0,0) - [ewh) — ) €W 0,1) . (4.76)
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The gauge lattice measure on faces of codimension 2 is given in (4.46))-(4.47), after subtracting d¢ from X. With
this we can determine the operator insertions of the gauge amplitude:

=2 - B0 = [X(uh) - ded)|¢w?)
2o = EL[C%) = [eWh) - Ewh)]€wd)
Eiﬁw = Eiﬂv[éiﬁv] =0

Eiﬁ'yé = Eiﬁ'yé[ciﬁ'yé] =0

(4.77)
The vertical corrections are determined by substituting into
X2 =(Q-d=
X2 =(Q—-d)Zl;+55 22
Xapr = (Q = d)Z5p, + 55, — 55, +E0s
Xiﬁms =(Q~— d)Eigms + E%w - Egms T 2085 T Sagy
(4.78)
This gives
Xa= {X(yi) - dﬁ(yé)} [X(yi) - dé‘(yi)}
X25 = [X(h) - de(wh)] [6wB) - €2)] + [etwh) - €wd)] [ X (w2) — dew2)]
Xogy =~ [S(yi) - f(y}a)} [S(y%) - f(yi)}
X255 =0
(4.79)

From the form of the lattice measure, we can read off the chains defining the form of the Sen-Witten vertical
corrections:
C% =¢(0,0)
C25 = £1(0,0) + £2(1,0)
Ogﬁ'y — £12(1, O)

2
Copys =0
(4.80)
If we drop links parallel to the 2-axis, we recover 6’20___% as expected. To give an example of computation with
lattice chains, let us check that these sew together consistently with (4.40). From (4.8) we find
9C2 5, = 0012(1,0)
:£2(2,0> —ZQ(I,O) —61(1,1)—%21(1,0). (481)
Next we need the inclusion maps of the chains of My, My, and Mg, into the lattice of Mqg-:
1o C2g =11(0,0) + £2(1,0)
Lo C2 = 61(0,0) + £1(1,0) + £2(2,0) + £5(2, 1)
Lo Chy = 01(1,1) + £2(2,1). (4.82)
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Figure 4.4: The lattice chains in (4.84) sew together consistently with gauge invariance.

We then find
Lo C% —10C2 +10C2, = (51(1,1) +£2(271)) - (61(0,0) 4 01(1,0) + £5(2,0) +€2(2,1)) + (61(0,0) +£2(1,0))
= 05(2,0) + £3(1,0) + £1(1, 1) — £4(1,0) (4.83)
and
Cl5, =—10Ch, +10CL —10C3y, (4.84)

consistent with (4.40)). This is also shown pictorially in figure
Let us compare the expressions (4.79) to the result (3.35)) obtained in subsection It is clear that the vertical
corrections agree of we place the £ insertion on the codimension 1 faces according to

Yap = Yar (4.85)
The codimension 2 vertical correction in (3.35)) can be written

X2, = &3 [€003) — €h)| — €02,) [6wh) — €h)] + €2s) [0h) — €wd)]
— &3 [€h) — €h)| — €R) [€wd) — elud)] + €2 [euh) — £(ud)]
= £ [wh) - €h)| - €2 [ewd) — €]
= [ewd) - €wd)] [6h) - b, (4.36)

consistent with (4.79)). In this case, the vertical corrections are expressed in a fairly natural way in terms of
differences of &s.
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