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We formulate the most general gravitational models with constant negative cur-
vature (“hyperbolic gravity”) on an arbitrary orientable two-dimensional surface of
genus g with b circle boundaries in terms of a PSL(2,R)∂ gauge theory of flat con-
nections. This includes the usual JT gravity with Dirichlet boundary conditions for
the dilaton field as a special case. A key ingredient is to realize that the correct
gauge group is not the full PSL(2,R), but a subgroup PSL(2,R)∂ of gauge trans-
formations that go to U(1) local rotations on the boundary. We find four possible
classes of boundary conditions, with associated boundary terms, that can be applied
to each boundary component independently. Class I has five inequivalent variants,
corresponding to geodesic boundaries of fixed length, cusps, conical defects of fixed
angle or large cylinder-shaped asymptotic regions with boundaries of fixed lengths
and extrinsic curvatures one or greater than one. Class II precisely reproduces the
usual JT gravity. In particular, the crucial extrinsic curvature boundary term of
the usual second order formulation is automatically generated by the gauge theory
boundary term. Class III is a more exotic possibility for which the integrated extrin-
sic curvature is fixed on the boundary. Class IV is the Legendre transform of class II;
the constraint of fixed length is replaced by a boundary cosmological constant term.
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1 Introduction

Since the founding papers of Polyakov [1], two-dimensional quantum gravity, which
is the study of random two-dimensional geometries on a surface M , has remained a
central subject in theoretical physics, with an impressively wide range of applications,
from string theory and quantum gravity per se to statistical physics and probability
theory.

We focus on a particular class of theories in Euclidean signature for which the
Ricci scalar R is fixed to a constant negative value.1 By choosing appropriately the
units of length, we thus set

R = −2 . (1.1)

Such metrics are called hyperbolic2 and we name the associated quantum gravity
theories, for which we sum over hyperbolic metrics only, hyperbolic gravity models.

Hyperbolic gravity can be defined on an arbitrary oriented Riemann surface M
of genus g and b circle boundary components,

∂M =
b⋃
i=1

Ci . (1.2)

In the quantum gravity path integral, the constraint (1.1) may be enforced by a
Lagrange multiplier scalar “dilaton” field Φ in the gravitational action [2],

Sgrav. = − 1

16π

∫
M

d2x
√
gΦ
(
R + 2

)
+ · · · (1.3)

where the dots indicate possible additional boundary terms when M has a non-trivial
boundary.

Hyperbolic gravity turns out to have qualitatively very different incarnations,
depending on the type of boundary conditions one imposes.

The simplest case is when M has no boundary, b = 0. If the Euler characteristics
χ(M ) = 2−2g− b is positive or zero, the Gauss-Bonnet formula implies that there is
no R = −2 metric at all. When χ(M ) < 0, the uniformization theorem implies that
the space of R = −2 metrics is in one-to-one correspondence with the moduli space of
complex structures on M , yielding a finite, (6g− 6)-dimensional space over which to
integrate. This can be fruitfully generalized by considering manifolds with geodesic
boundaries of fixed lengths (`1, . . . , `b).

3 The path integral then computes the volumes
V (`1, . . . , `b) of the associated (6g− 6 + 2b)-dimensional moduli space. This problem

1The Gaussian curvature, more commonly used by mathematicians, is K = R/2.
2In the mathematical literature, hyperbolic metrics must sometimes satisfy particular boundary

conditions. For us, a hyperbolic metric is simply a metric for which R = −2.
3Manifolds with marked points are a special case for which the lengths `i go to zero.
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was brilliantly studied by Mirzakhani in [3] by using recursion relations between the
volumes, making the link with previous famous work by Witten and Kontsevitch
[4]. See also [5] for a recent nice review on this subject. Further generalizations of
the geodesic boundary conditions will appear naturally in the construction presented
later in our paper.

The above models, as interesting as they are from the mathematical point of view,
are far too simple to describe interesting physics. One needs, at the very least, an
infinite dimensional space of metrics over which to integrate. One way to achieve
this is to waive the constant curvature constraint. On top of the integral over moduli
space, one then has to integrate over metrics in given conformal classes, yielding the
famous Liouville theories of two-dimensional gravity, see e.g. [6]. But this is not what
we are interested in: we want to stick with the constraint R = −2. The way to go is
then to consider new boundary conditions. Instead of choosing the boundaries to be
geodesics, one imposes Dirichlet boundary conditions on the dilaton field Φ,

Φ = ϕi = constant on Ci . (1.4)

The lengths `i of the boundaries remain fixed. The variational principle with these
boundary conditions is made consistent by adding

SJT = − 1

8π

∮
dsΦk (1.5)

to the bulk action (1.3), where k is the extrinsic curvature of the boundary and ds the
length element. The term (1.5) is added on each boundary component for which the
condition (1.4) is imposed. We call JT gravity this new version of hyperbolic gravity,
for which the scalar field Φ plays a crucial role.4

In a sense, the JT gravity models sits in between the “topological gravity” models
studied by Witten, Kontsevitch, Mirzakhani and others, and the Liouville models:
they have an infinite dimensional space of metrics and yet they retain the constant
negative curvature condition. They turn out to have an extremely interesting physics,
which has been intensely studied over the last few years. They provide holographic
models [7] for strongly coupled quantum mechanical systems [8, 9] that are believed
to describe the physics of near-extremal black holes. As such, they yield the first
examples of the holographic correspondence for which the gravitational theory can be
studied directly at the quantum level. Remarkable and puzzling properties have been
discovered. For instance, in [10], combining the new ingredients of JT gravity with
Mirzakhani insights and Eynard’s topological recursion [11], a beautiful relationship
with matrix integrals was established, suggesting that the models may not be dual to
genuine quantum systems but rather to random ensembles of such systems.

Theories of constant negative curvature metrics are related to theories of flat
PSL(2,R) = SO(2, 1)+ connections [12]. To see this, we use the algebra satisfied by

4This is a convenient terminology, but one may as well call “JT gravity” any R = −2 model.
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the rotation and boost generators J , K1 and K2 of sl(2,R) = so(2, 1),

[J,K1] = −K2 , [J,K2] = K1 , [K1, K2] = J . (1.6)

Expanding the gauge field
A = ωJ + eaKa (1.7)

and using (1.6) to compute the curvature two-forms, one finds

F = dA+ A ∧ A =
(
dω + Ω

)
J + T aKa , (1.8)

for

Ω = e1 ∧ e2 (1.9)

T a = dea + εab ω ∧ eb . (1.10)

The flatness condition F = 0 is thus equivalent to

T a = 0 (1.11)

dω = −Ω . (1.12)

Assuming that Ω 6= 0, we can identify ea = eaµdxµ with a zweibein and ω with a spin
connection. We also have a metric and a volume form

gµν = δabe
a
µe
b
ν , Ωµν = εabe

a
µe
b
ν . (1.13)

Equations (1.11) and (1.12) are then equivalent to vanishing torsion and constant
negative curvature R = −2.

This beautiful correspondence suggests that hyperbolic gravity may be equivalent
to a PSL(2,R) gauge theory. Such a gauge theoretic formulation, reminiscent of
the Chern-Simons formulation of three-dimensional gravity, would be of significant
theoretical and practical interest. When M is closed, the story is actually completely
straightforward. One considers the so-called BF gauge theory action

SBulk =
1

4π

∫
M

tr
(
BF
)
, (1.14)

where B is a scalar field in the adjoint representation. We have conveniently nor-
malized the action, with trK2

1 = trK2
2 = − tr J2 = 1/2.5 The field B plays the role

of a Lagrange multiplier enforcing the flatness condition F = 0. This simple action
delivers the correct theory. However, in the presence of boundaries, which is by far
the most interesting case, things are much more subtle.

5In most of the literature, the Euclidean action (1.14) appears with an i in front; we prefer
to absorb the factor i in the field B, consistently with the gravitational formulation in which the
contour of integration for the Lagrange multiplier field Φ in (1.3) is parallel to the imaginary axis.
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The simplest way to understand the difficulty is to consider the case of JT gravity
on a disk, M = D . On the one hand, the space of hyperbolic metrics on the disk is
infinite dimensional. For instance, an important class of metrics, well-known in the
physics literature, can be obtained from “boundary reparameterization” functions;
in the limit ` → ∞, ϕ → ∞ for fixed ϕ/`, the boundary term (1.5) then yields the
famous Schwarzian action [7]. On the other hand, since the disk is simply connected,
the space of flat connection is trivial. Any flat connection can be gauge-transformed to
zero. A standard PSL(2,R) theory of flat connections on the disk is thus uninteresting
and cannot reproduce JT gravity.

Attemps have been made in the literature to cure this problem. For instance,
in [13], the authors propose to make the gauge theory on the disk non-trivial by
adding by hand a loop defect in the bulk. The degrees of freedom then live on the
defect. This is philosophically similar to the study of defects in [14]. These models
can probably match with the gravitational description only approximately. They were
built to reproduce the physics in the case of the Schwarzian limit and are certainly
useful for that purpose.

The goal of the present paper is to construct an exact gauge theoretic formulation
of hyperbolic gravity. This formulation does not involve the addition of new degrees
of freedom or defects on top of the gauge field. A special case of the theory is equiva-
lent to the JT boundary conditions and generates automatically the correct extrinsic
curvature term (1.5) found in the gravitational picture. Our general formulation also
accomodates the old topological gravity models and other interesting generalizations.

A central issue we have to deal with is that the gauge group PSL(2,R) is too big.
We need to break PSL(2,R) by appropriate boundary conditions and/or boundary
terms to generate more degrees of freedom. In particular, the correct theory on the
disk must be non trivial.

Some simple ways to do this are well-known, but are not consistent with a grav-
itational interpretation. To clearly understand the problem, it is instructive to give
an example. Let us consider the case of the disk. We pick a privileged parameter
p on the circle boundary, denote by u the associated tangent vector and impose the
boundary condition

A(u) = κB on ∂M , (1.15)

where κ is a coupling constant. The action

S =
1

4π

[∫
M

tr
(
BF
)
− 1

2

∮
∂M

tr
(
BA
)]

(1.16)

has a well-defined variational principle for the b.c. (1.15). After integrating out B,
the flatness condition yields A = g−1dg for a globally defined map g : D → PSL(2,R).
The boundary term, which reads

− 1

8πκ

∮
∂D

dp tr
(
g−1 dg

dp
g−1 dg

dp

)
, (1.17)
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describes the dynamics of a particle moving on the group manifold PSL(2,R). This
model is interesting, because it shows how a non-trivial dynamics can emerge from the
breaking of PSL(2,R) on the boundary, but it is not relevant for gravity. The reason is
that it does not have the right symmetries: it breaks the boundary reparameterization
symmetry and is invariant only under PSL(2,R) gauge transformations that go to a
constant on the boundary. The gauge symmetry is too small!

The correct gauge symmetries required to match with a gravitational model are
easy to identify. We must preserve full diffeomorphism invariance, including repa-
rameterization invariance on the boundary. We must also preserve the local U(1)
subgroup of PSL(2,R) that acts on the indices a in (1.7), including on the boundary,
because this subgroup is related to the local frame rotations in the gravitational pic-
ture. We call the gauge transformations that to go to these U(1) transformations on
the boundary, PSL(2,R)∂ gauge transformations. Our strategy is to build the most
general model with precisely these symmetries. We seek PSL(2,R)∂-invariant and
diffeomorphism invariant boundary conditions and associated boundary terms which,
added to the bulk action (1.14), yield a consistent variational principle.

Following this line of reasoning, we find four classes of possible boundary condi-
tions.

Class I amounts to fixing the length ` and the extrinsic curvature k of the boundary.
There are three qualitatively distinct cases to consider: k < −1, −1 < k < 1 and
k > 1; the cases k = −1 and k = 1 can be understood as limits of the other three
cases. The usual topological gravity boundary conditions à la Mirzakhani corresponds
to k = 0, but it happens that any choice −1 < k < 1 is equivalent to k = 0. The case
k < −1 turns out to be equivalent to inserting conical singularities of arbitrary angles,
an instance that plays a role in recent studies of generalizations of the standard JT
gravity [15]. The case of boundaries with k > 1 is less familiar. Their existence puts
strong constraints on the allowed topologies. For instance, one shows that if conical
singularities with angles strictly greater than 2π are not present as well, the only
possibility with k > 1 boundaries is the disk.

Class II yields the usual JT gravity, with a boundary of fixed length and a boundary
action (1.5) given by the integrated extrinsic curvature.

Class III amounts to fixing the integrated extrinsic curvature on the boundary. The
boundary action is proportional to the length, i.e. we have a boundary cosmological
constant.

Class IV is the Legendre transform of class II: the length is no longer fixed but
a boundary cosmological constant is turned on, on top of the integrated extrinsic
curvature term.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we briefly review the usual first
order formulation of gravity. We explain how this formulation is extended to introduce
the PSL(2,R) gauge symmetry. We write down the gauge theory bulk equations of
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motion and note that they match with the gravitational equations of motion of the
second order formalism. We then address the crucial issue of the relationship between
the PSL(2,R) gauge symmetries and the gravitational gauge symmetries. In Section
3, we discuss the possible boundary conditions that are consistent with PSL(2,R)∂
and diffeomorphism invariance. We construct the associated boundary terms and
show that the variational principle is consistent. Finally, in Section 4, we interpret
our four classes of boundary conditions in gravitational terms and discuss some of
their basic properties, mainly focusing on class I.

The present paper is extracted from a set of lecture notes written by the author
on various elementary aspects of hyperbolic gravitational theories [16]. These lecture
notes are written in a pedagogical way and contain many more topics and details
than the present manuscript. They will be published elsewhere.

Note: when the present paper was in its final stage of preparation, an interesting work
discussing the possible boundary conditions in the usual second order formulation of
hyperbolic gravity, starting from the action (1.3), appeared [17]. As far as we can
see, the results of [17] are nicely consistent with the set of boundary conditions that
we find from the gauge theory point of view; see in particular the discussion in Sec.
4.1.

2 Basic concepts

2.1 Basics of the first order formalism of gravity

Let us consider an abstract SO(2) = U(1) vector bundle E over our surface M , with
canonical Euclidean metric δ on the fibers, which is isomorphic to the tangent bundle
TM . The degrees of freedom in the first order formalism are the U(1) connections
D on E and the isomorphisms between E and TM .

An isomorphism is parameterized locally by a zweibein matrix (eaµ) or equivalently
by a locally defined one-form with values in the space of sections of E,

ea = eaµ dxµ , (2.1)

such that Ω = e1 ∧ e2 is nowhere vanishing. Then, (e1, e2) forms a basis and the dual
basis is identified with an oriented orthonormal frame (e1, e2). In other words, the
isomorphism yields a Riemaniann metric and a volume form on M , given explicity by
Eq. (1.13). Under the isomorphism, the abstract U(1) gauge group of E is identified
with the local orthogonal frame rotations on TM and the U(1) connection D becomes
a metric-preserving spin connection ω on TM , acting as

Dea = εbaω ⊗ eb . (2.2)

The antisymmetric symbol ε is defined by εab = ε ba = εab = εab = −εba and ε12 = +1.
Note that the torsion (1.10) is a priori non-vanishing. Conversely, picking a metric,
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volume form and metric-preserving spin connection on M yield a zweibein (eaµ) and
thus an isomorphism with E together with an orientation and a U(1) connection on
E.

2.2 PSL(2,R) connections

We now construct a PSL(2,R) vector bundle E →M from the U(1) bundle E →M
in the following way. Recall that PSL(2,R) is isomorphic to the three-dimensional
proper orthochronous Lorentz group SO(2, 1)+, the adjoint representation of PSL(2,R)
corresponding to the vector representation of SO(2, 1)+.

We choose the fibers of E to be R3, with sections s = (sA) = (s0, s1, s2) transform-
ing as Lorentz three-vectors. The topological structure of E is fixed by identifying
the U(1) gauge group of E with the rotation subgroup of SO(2, 1)+ keeping (1, 0, 0)
fixed and by using this identification to set the transition functions of E consistently
with those of E.

Remarks :

i) For the important case of the disk, the situation is very simple since the bundles
E and E are trivial. However, the above construction is necessary in the general case
to specify E .

ii) The gauge group is PSL(2,R) instead of SL(2,R) because a 2π frame rotation
corresponds to the identity.

iii) By construction, the bundle E → M has a nowhere vanishing timelike section
sr = (1, 0, 0) characterized by the fact that it is fixed under U(1). Conversely, if
a PSL(2,R) vector bundle admits such a section sr, then we have a distinguished
U(1) stabilizer subgroup of PSL(2,R) that fixes sr. The structure group can then be
reduced to this U(1), by choosing local trivializations for which the section is (1, 0, 0).
In our case, the resulting U(1) bundle is E →M and is isomorphic to TM .

Let us now pick a connection D on E , with connection one-form expanded locally
as in (1.7). Gauge transformations act as

A′ = gAg−1 − (dg)g−1 (2.3)

where g ∈ PSL(2,R). For an infinitesimal transformation

g = I− ε = I− αJ − ηaKa , (2.4)

we get
δA = Dε = dε+ [A, ε] (2.5)

or equivalently

δω = dα + εabe
aηb (2.6)

δea = dηa + εabη
bω − αεabeb . (2.7)
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The generator J generates the rotation subgroup of PSL(2,R). The transformation
laws imply that ω yields a U(1) connection on E and that (e1, e2) and (η1, η2) trans-
form as vectors under U(1) = SO(2). Denoting by D the U(1) covariant derivative,
we can rewrite (2.7) as

δea = Dηa − αεabeb . (2.8)

We thus see that the degrees of freedom of the first order formulation of gravity,
a U(1) connection ω on E and an isomorphism ea between E and TM , are elegantly
encoded in a PSL(2,R) connection. Conversely, a PSL(2,R) connection (1.7) such
that Ω = e1 ∧ e2 6= 0 yields an isomorphism ea with the tangent bundle and a spin
connection ω.

Moreover, as already reviewed in the introduction section, flat connections satisfy
(1.11) and (1.12). The U(1) connection D is then the Levi-Civita connection and
the curvature is R = −2. The conclusion is that constant negative curvature metrics
on M are in one-to-one correspondence with flat PSL(2,R) connections for which
Ω 6= 0.

Remarks on the condition Ω 6= 0:

i) Clearly, the gauge theoretic and the metric formulations can be equivalent only if
we discard the gauge field configurations for which Ω 6= 0. This is familiar. This
condition is manifestly invariant under U(1) gauge transformations but not under
general PSL(2,R) gauge transformations. This important subtlety will be discussed
below in Sec. 2.4.

ii) It is natural to wonder whether the inclusion of the Ω = 0 configurations is
physically relevant or might even be required (or forbidden) for non-perturbative
consistency. The idea is that singular space-times might have to be added in the
gravitational path integral. We shall not discuss this possibility here. Our point of
view is that, at least in two dimensions, the metric formulation of gravity is most
probably consistent, even non-perturbatively, as long as we fix the topology of M .6

2.3 Bulk action and bulk equations of motion

The bulk action (1.14) is manifestly invariant under PSL(2,R) gauge transformations,
under which B and F transform as

δB = [B, ε] , δF = [F, ε]. (2.9)

Expanding B as
B = ΦJ + χaKa , (2.10)

6The situation in three dimensions may be subtler. We also do not discuss the summation over
all possible topologies here.
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this is equivalent to

δΦ = εabχ
aηb (2.11)

δχa = εabη
bΦ− αεabχb (2.12)

and similar variation formulas for the components of F in (1.8). The action is also
invariant under the usual space-time gauge symmetries, diffeomorphisms and local
frame rotations. This is so even though it does not depend on a choice of metric on
M . We say that the action is topological.

Varying the gauge field A and Lagrange multiplier field B in (1.14) yield the bulk
equations of motion

F = 0 , DB = dB + [A,B] = 0 . (2.13)

Using the expansions (1.8) and (2.10), this may be written in components as (1.11),
(1.12) and

dΦ + εabe
aχb = 0 (2.14)

Dχa − Φεabe
b = dχa + εabχ

bω − Φεabe
b = 0 . (2.15)

It can be straightforwardly checked that these equations are equivalent to the grav-
itational equations of motion obtained by varying the action (1.3), the gauge theory
scalar Φ and the dilaton field Φ being identified. We also find that

χµ = eµaχ
a = Ωµν∂νΦ (2.16)

is a Killing vector.

For future reference, let us write down the consequences of the equations of motion
on the boundary. Applying (2.14) and (2.15) on the unit tangent and normal vectors
(and/or using (2.16)), we get

χa = −nµ∂µΦ ta +
dΦ

ds
na (2.17)

Dtχ
a = Φna , Dnχ

a = −Φ ta . (2.18)

2.4 Gauge symmetries and diffeomorphisms

The first order gauge theory description involves a PSL(2,R) gauge symmetry. The
second order gravitational description involves diffeomorphisms and local rotations
gauge symmetries. We have already identified the local rotations with the U(1)
subgroup of PSL(2,R). What about the diffeomorphisms?
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Diffeomorphisms generated by a vector field ξ and local frame rotations of in-
finitesimal angle ϑ act as

δω = Lξω + dϑ (2.19)

δea = Lξea − ϑεabeb (2.20)

δΦ = ξµ∂µΦ (2.21)

δχa = ξµ∂µχ
a − ϑεabχb , (2.22)

where L is the usual Lie derivative. In general, these transformations are different
from PSL(2,R) gauge transformations. However, when the bulk equations of motion
(2.13) are imposed, it is straightforward to check that (2.6), (2.7), (2.11), (2.12) and
(2.19), (2.20), (2.21), (2.22) formally coincide, with a correspondence between the
sl(2,R) and u(1)⊕ diff(M ) parameters given by

α = ϑ+ ω(ξ) , ηa = ea(ξ) . (2.23)

The relation between (α, ηa) and (ϑ, ξ) is invertible if and only if Ω 6= 0, as expected.

At this stage, a crucial difference occurs between the cases of closed manifolds and
the cases of manifolds with boundary.

Case one: M has no boundary. There is then an exact identification between
the PSL(2,R) and the Diff(M ) × U(1) gauge transformations when acting on flat
PSL(2,R) connections such that Ω 6= 0. In particular, the condition Ω 6= 0, being
manifestly Diff(M ) × U(1) invariant, is automatically PSL(2,R) invariant as well.
The gauge theoretic and the gravitational points of view agree.

Case two: M has a non-trivial boundary ∂M . There is then a mismatch between
the PSL(2,R) and the Diff(M ) × U(1) gauge transformations, even in the case of
the flat connections. This is so because the identification (2.23) does not respect the
correct boundary conditions one must impose on the elements of diff(M ).

Indeed, in the standard gauge theory formulation, the infinitesimal gauge parame-
ters α and ηa are arbitrary smooth local functions. In particular, via the second equa-
tion in (2.23), the parameter ηa is associated to an arbitrary vector field ξµ = eµaη

a.
However, in the gravitational theory, diffeomorphisms are not generated by arbitrary
vector fields, but by vector fields that must be tangent to the boundary on the bound-
ary. Infinitesimal diffeomorphisms of M restrict to infinitesimal diffeomorphisms on
each connected component of ∂M .

Note that no subtlety arises for local frame rotations, that are generated by an
arbitrary smooth local function ϑ and can thus be identified with the U(1) subgroup
of PSL(2,R) generated by J , even in the presence of a boundary.

We are here stumbling on a simple but fundamental issue in the gauge theory
formulation, associated with the presence of boundaries. This issue is the core of the
difficulty encountered to formulate correctly hyperbolic gravity in terms of a gauge
theory.
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Let us define PSL(2,R)∂ gauge transformations to be PSL(2,R) transformations
that go to U(1) transformations on the boundary. More formally, these are gauge
transformations that stabilize the nowhere vanishing timelike section sr of E → M
on the boundary. We are now going to build the most general boundary conditions
and boundary terms that respect full diffeomorphism invariance, including reparame-
terization invariance on the boundary, together with PSL(2,R)∂. These are precisely
the gauge symmetries for which a gravitational interpretation of the theory will be
valid. In particular, the off-shell PSL(2,R) gauge invariance must be broken down to
PSL(2,R)∂.

3 Symmetries and boundary conditions

To guide our discussion, a key point is that, when ∂M is non-empty, the variation of
the bulk action (1.14) has a boundary term,

1

4π
δ

∫
M

tr
(
BF
)

=
1

4π

∫
M

tr
(
δB F + δA ∧ DB

)
+

1

4π

∮
∂M

tr
(
BδA

)
. (3.1)

In order to make manifest the U(1) symmetry transformation properties, we rewrite
the boundary variation as

1

4π

∮
tr
(
BδA

)
=

1

8π

∮ (
−Φδω + δabχ

aδeb
)
. (3.2)

If u is a tangent vector to ∂M , the formula (3.2) suggests to impose Dirichlet bound-
ary conditions on ω(u) and ea(u) along C. More precisely, taking into account our
symmetry requirements, we could consider fixing ω(u) and ea(u) modulo U(1) gauge
transformations and reparameterizations.

It is important to understand that fixing both ω(u) and ea(u) modulo U(1)
gauge transformations and reparameterizations is not the same as fixing A(u) mod-
ulo PSL(2,R) gauge transformations and reparameterizations. The latter would be
equivalent to fixing the conjugacy class of the holonomy of the gauge field around the
boundary, which preserves the full PSL(2,R) gauge symmetry. The former breaks
PSL(2,R) down to PSL(2,R)∂. The difference between the two cases will be made
completely explicit in Sec. 3.2.1.

Other choices of similar boundary conditions are possible. By adding appropriate
diffeomorphism and PSL(2,R)∂ invariant boundary terms to the action, that will be
written down explicity in Sec. 3.3, we can “Legendre transform” the boundary terms
in (3.2), interchanging −Φδω with +ωδΦ and/or δabχ

aδeb with −δabδχaeb. This yields
four possible classes of boundary conditions, that we are now going to examine more
closely.

We focus on a particular component C of ∂M . The circle C has an orientation
derived from the orientation of M . We use an arbitrary parameter p along C, with
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associated tangent vector u, whose sign is always chosen consistently with the ori-
entation of C. As a preliminary, we first discuss the consequences of fixing ea(u)
alone.

3.1 Fixing ea(u) = ua

Fixing ua modulo U(1) gauge transformations and reparameterization is equivalent
to the statement that the most general allowed infinitesimal variation of ua is of the
form

δua = ζ
dua

dp
+

dζ

dp
ua − αεabub (3.3)

for arbitrary well-defined (periodic along C) functions ζ(p) and α(p).

Let us assume first that the boundary condition is chosen such that ua is non-
vanishing along C. Note that this is a U(1) and reparameterization invariant state-
ment. This particular choice is particularly relevant if one wants to make the link with
a gravitational theory, as will become clear shortly. The consequences of allowing ua

to vanish will be discussed below.

Picking ua 6= 0 has two consequences that will come in handy later.

i) First, if we define
h = δabu

aub (3.4)

and

` =

∫
C

√
h dp , (3.5)

then we can show that imposing the boundary condition (3.3) is equivalent to fixing
`. One way of the equivalence is trivial: ` is expressed in terms of ua only and is
manifestly U(1) and reparameterization invariant. It is thus fixed by our boundary
condition and corresponds to a parameter in the theory.7 Conversely, if ` is fixed, the
most general variation of

√
h must be the total derivative of a well-defined function

on the boundary, δ
√
h = dζ̃/dp. Setting ζ = ζ̃/

√
h (this is where we use that h is

non-vanishing) then yields

δh = ζ
dh

dp
+ 2

dζ

dp
h , (3.6)

which, using (3.4), is equivalent to (3.3).

Clearly, the condition ua 6= 0, or equivalently h > 0, allows to interpret

ds =
√
h dp (3.7)

as a length element along C. In particular, the transformation law of h is the same
as the one for the induced metric in the gravitational theory. This is so even if we do

7This is true even if we allow ua to vanish.
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not have a metric on M at this stage; in particular, Ω = e1 ∧ e2 may vanish both in
the bulk and on the boundary. The point is that fixing ea(u) is enough to endow the
boundary with a length element. Of course, the parameter ` will be matched to the
length of the boundary component in the gravity picture.

ii) Second, a non-vanishing ua offers a privileged trivialization, or framing, of the
restriction of the U(1) bundle E over C.

A U(1) bundle over a circle is always trivial, but there is no canonical framing.
Two framings are related by a U(1) gauge transformation, which is a map from C = S1

to U(1) = S1. If the winding number of this map is non-zero, the framings are said
to be inequivalent.

Given ua, the canonically associated framing can be defined as being the gauge in
which u2 = 0. This is well-defined only because ua is non-vanishing. Once this gauge
is chosen, we can consider the U(1) connection ω̄ on C which is zero in this gauge.
Explicitly, if we define the unit section

ta =
ua√
h

, (3.8)

then, in an arbitrary gauge,

ω̄ = εabt
adtb

dp
dp . (3.9)

In terms of the “angle” γ defined by t1 + it2 = eiγ,8

ω̄ =
dγ

dp
dp . (3.10)

In the gauge u2 = 0, γ = 0 and thus ω̄ = 0, as announced.

Let us summarize: fixing ua in such a way that ua is non-vanishing along C is
equivalent to fixing the “length” (3.5). It also provides a canonical framing of the
U(1) bundle over C.
Remark : if we wish to allow zeros of ua, then ` does not contain all the boundary data.
For instance, if we allow isolated zeros of ua, then the theory also depends on the
number of such zeros. We shall see in Sec. 3.3 that considering this generalized, rather
exotic situation (it is exotic in the sense that it does not have a standard gravitational
counterpart) has rather drastic consequences when the theory is formulated on general
surfaces M .

We can now discuss the four allowed classes of boundary conditions.

8The map eiγ(p) is a global section of the principal U(1) bundle on C and provides another
equivalent way to define the privileged framing.
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3.2 The four classes of boundary conditions

3.2.1 Boundary condition of class I

B.c. I: we fix ea(u) = ua and ω(u) modulo U(1) gauge transformations and reparam-
eterization.

The consequences of fixing ua has been discussed above. Fixing ω(u) modulo U(1)
gauge transformations and reparameterization is equivalent to allowing

δω(u) = ζ
dω(u)

dp
+

dζ

dp
ω(u) + dα(u) (3.11)

on the boundary. This is equivalent to fixing the holonomy exp(i
∮
C ω) along C, or

equivalently the contour integral
∮
C ω modulo 2πZ.

However, fixing both ua and ω(u) provides more information than fixing them
independently. Assuming that ua is non-vanishing, we can use the unit section (3.8)
and the associated framing to build

kω = ω̄(t)− ω(t) . (3.12)

This quantity is both U(1) and reparameterization invariant. It is thus fixed by our
choice of boundary condition and constitutes a new parameter in the model. One
may consider arbitrary profiles kω(s), or simply constant values kω, as we shall do in
the following. It is straightforward to check that fixing both ua and ω(u) is equivalent
to fixing ` and kω.

To anticipate the equivalence with a gravitational picture, let us show that the
quantity kω has a natural geometric interpretation. By using the non-vanishing map-
ping uµ 7→ ua = eaµu

µ from TC to the restriction of E over C, we can associate to the
boundary curve C the quantity Dtt

a, where ta is defined in (3.8). We claim that

Dtt
a = −kωεabtb . (3.13)

Indeed, since the U(1) connection preserves the canonical scalar product δ on the
fibers of E, Dtt

a must be orthogonal to ta and thus proportional to εabt
b. Expanding

Dtt
a = dta/ds + εabω(t)tb then yields the coefficient of proportionality εabt

adtb/ds −
ω(t) = ω̄(t) − ω(t) = kω. We could call kω the extrinsic curvature of the boundary
curve C with respect to ω, given the mapping uµ 7→ ua.

To summarize, fixing ua and ω(t) on C is equivalent to fixing the “length” ` and
the “extrinsic curvature” kω = k. We get two parameters (`, k) for each boundary
component on which we apply this boundary condition.

3.2.2 Boundary condition of class II

B.c. II: we fix ea(u) = ua and Φ modulo U(1) gauge transformations and reparame-
terization.
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Assuming that ua is non-vanishing, the above discussion shows that this is equiv-
alent to fixing ` and Φ = ϕ on the boundary. We get two parameters (`, ϕ) for each
boundary components on which we apply this boundary condition. This is clearly
reminiscent of the standard JT boundary condition in the gravity formulation.

3.2.3 Boundary condition of class III

A first natural option to define the b.c. III is to fix χa and ω(u) modulo U(1) gauge
transformations and reparameterization. Fixing χa is equivalent to fixing its norm
δabχ

aχb(p) modulo reparameterization. A natural choice is then to pick
√
δabχaχb to

be a constant. However, this choice implies that δabχ
aDtχ

b = 0 on the boundary. Eq.
(2.17) and (2.18) then yield

Φ = constant , χa = −nµ∂µΦ ta on shell. (3.14)

This indicates that χa must be tied-up to the unit tangent vector; but this will not
follow from simply fixing χa.

Taking into account the above remarks, we thus define

B.c. III: we fix ω(u) modulo U(1) gauge transformations and reparameterization and
we set

χa = −λta (3.15)

for a constant coupling λ.

The most general variation of ω(u) on the boundary is thus as in (3.11). The
condition (3.15) assumes that ua is non-vanishing on the boundary, so that ta can
be defined; this must be understood as being part of our boundary condition. The
minus sign in (3.15) is a convenient convention, see Sec. 4.1.

The non-vanishing of ua allows to define a privileged framing and the associated
connection ω̄ as in (3.9), but the extrinsic curvature kω (3.12) is not fixed since ua

itself is not. However, the integrated extrinsic curvature

Υ =

∮
C

(
ω̄ − ω

)
=

∮
C

ds kω (3.16)

is fixed. Indeed, it is manifestly U(1) and reparameterization invariant; its variation
is given by the variation of −

∮
ω, since

∮
ω̄ is an integer, and this is zero given the

b.c. (3.11) imposed on ω(u).

Overall, we thus get two parameters (λ,Υ) for each boundary components on
which we apply this boundary condition.

3.2.4 Boundary condition of class IV

B.c. IV: we fix Φ = ϕ and impose (3.15) on χa.
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This ensures as for b.c. III that we have a privileged framing on the boundary.
We get two parameters (λ, ϕ) for each boundary components on which we apply this
boundary condition.

3.3 Boundary terms and the variational principle

3.3.1 Construction of the boundary terms

The action of the theory is

S = SBulk + SBoundary =
1

4π

∫
M

tr
(
BF
)

+ SBoundary , (3.17)

where the reparameterization and U(1) invariant boundary term SBoundary picks con-
tributions from each circle component of ∂M on which we impose boundary condi-
tions of class II, III or IV (no boundary term is needed for the b.c. I). Explicitly,
focusing on a given circle component C at a time, we add the following terms.

For the b.c. II, assuming we choose ua to be non-vanishing, the boundary term is

SII =
1

8π

∮
C

Φ
(
ω − ω̄

)
=

ϕ

8π

∮
C

(
ω − ω̄

)
. (3.18)

The term
∮
ω̄ is just a constant, but its addition is crucially required to get a U(1)

invariant action. The consequences of waiving the condition ua 6= 0 will be discussed
below.

For the b.c. III, we add

SIII = − 1

8π

∮
C
δabχ

aeb . (3.19)

The integrand is manifestly U(1) invariant.

For the b.c. IV we add

SIV =
1

8π

∮
C

[
Φ
(
ω − ω̄

)
− δabχaeb

]
=

ϕ

8π

∮
C

(
ω − ω̄

)
− 1

8π

∮
C
δabχ

aeb . (3.20)

As for the b.c. II, the addition of the constant term
∮
ω̄ is required to ensure full U(1)

invariance.

3.3.2 Variational principle

We claim that with the above boundary terms in the action, the variational principle
is well-defined. In particular, all the boundary terms appearing in the variation of
the action automatically vanish by using the bulk equations of motion only.
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For instance, for b.c. of type I, the boundary term in the variation of the action
is (3.2). Taking into account (3.3) and (3.11) and integrating by part, we get

δS =

∮
C

dp

[(
ω(u)

dΦ

dp
− δabua

dχa

dp

)
ζ +

(dΦ

dp
− εabχaub

)
α

]
+ · · · , (3.21)

where the dots represent possible contributions from other boundary components.
The term proportional to α vanishes from the bulk equation of motion (2.14). The
term proportional to ζ then also vanishes by contracting (2.15) with ua and using
again (2.14).

For b.c. of type II, the boundary term in the variation of the action reads

δS =
1

8π

∮
C

(
ωδΦ + δabχ

aδeb
)

+ · · · . (3.22)

Taking into account Φ = constant and (3.3) and integrating by part, we get

δS = − 1

8π

∮
C

dp
(
δabu

adχa

dp
ζ + εabχ

aubα
)
. (3.23)

This vanishes by using (2.14), (2.15) and the condition Φ = constant.

We let the reader check the consistency of b.c. III and IV, along the same lines.

3.3.3 Waiving the condition of non-vanishing ua

One may contemplate the possibility of waiving the condition of non-vanishing of ua

for b.c. I and II. The condition (3.15) for b.c. III and IV implicitly assumes that
ua is non-vanishing, but we may waive this condition in the special case λ = 0. In
case I, the choice of b.c. can no longer be described in terms of fixing the length and
the extrinsic curvature; in case III, since we cannot use ω̄ anymore, the R-valued
parameter Υ has to be replaced by

∮
ω, which is defined only modulo 2πZ. This

being said, there is no inconsistency.

The situation is different for b.c. II and IV. To write the boundary terms (3.18)
or (3.20) in the action, we crucially need a canonical framing. If we don’t have it,
the best we can do is to replace

∮
(ω − ω̄) by

∮
ω. But such a term is not gauge

invariant under U(1) gauge transformation that have a non-zero winding number
along the boundary. This is a framing anomaly. This problem may be dealt with in
two different ways.

We may decide to live with the anomaly, i.e. accept that the observables of our
theory depend explicitly on a choice of framing. If E or equivalently TM is trivial,
it is natural to work with the trivialization E = M × R2 and there is thus a natural
framing. This happens for instance in the case of the disk M = D . This is equivalent
to defining

∮
ω =

∫
dω, using the fact that ω is globally defined. In this point of
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view, the allowed U(1) gauge transformations must be globally defined on D and
such gauge transformations automatically have zero winding number on ∂D . The
term

∮
ω is thus well-defined in this restricted sense.

On the other hand, if we want to get rid on the framing anomaly, we need to
impose the quantization condition

ϕ ∈ 8iπZ (3.24)

on each relevant boundary component. The quantization condition (3.24) is the
analogue of level quantization in Chern-Simons theory. In the present context, this
quantization condition may be interpreted as being an additional constraint required
to make sense of certain singularities in the gravity picture, for instance when we
allow the “length element” (3.7) to degenerate.

4 Discussion

4.1 Gravitational interpretation of the boundary conditions

In order to get a standard gravitational interpretation, we restrict ourselves to the
gauge field configurations for which Ω 6= 0, see the discussion at the end of Sec. 2.2.
After the Lagrange multiplier field B is integrated out, we get hyperbolic gravitational
theories with various boundary conditions and boundary contributions that govern
the dynamics of the model.

Class I The geometrical interpretation is straightforward. The parameters ` and
kω defined by (3.5) and (3.12) match with the length and extrinsic curvature of the
boundary. From the gravity point of view, we thus fix the lengths and extrinsic
curvatures (`i, ki) of the boundary components Ci on which the b.c. I are applied.
There is no boundary action. This is an interesting generalization of the familiar
set-up, considered by Mirzakhani, for which the boundaries are geodesics, ki = 0. We
provide a more detailed discussion of this case in the next subsection.

Class II As for b.c. I, after integrating out B, the length ` of the boundary is fixed
and kω = ω̄(t)−ω(t) matches with the extrinsic curvature. The boundary term (3.18)
thus precisely reproduces the crucial extrinsic curvature boundary term (1.5) found
in the usual second order formulation of JT. We have thus succeeded in constructing
a gauge theory version of this theory. By breaking the gauge symmetry down to
PSL(2,R)∂, the correct degrees of freedom and boundary term have been generated
to ensure the equivalence with the standard gravitational formulation.
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Class III In this case, the integrated extrinsic curvature
∮

dsk is fixed and the
boundary action (3.19) takes the form

SIII = − 1

8π

∮
C

ds δabχ
atb =

λ

8π
` . (4.1)

The parameter λ thus plays the role of an effective boundary cosmological constant.
To get a stable model we need to choose λ > 0.

On the disk, this model is particularly simple. By Gauss-Bonnet, fixing Υ =
∮

dsk
is equivalent to fixing the total area A. We thus have a model for fixed area metrics
with an action proportional to the boundary length. This is in some sense “dual” to
the usual JT gravity, for which we fix the length of the boundary and for which the
action (3.18),

SII = − ϕ

8π

∮
D

ds k = −ϕ
4
− ϕ

8π
A , (4.2)

is, up to a trivial constant, proportional to the area.9

More generally, from the gravitational point of view, the on-shell Eq. (2.17) shows
that the condition (3.15) yields

nµ∂µΦ = λ . (4.3)

This suggests that our b.c. III should be equivalent, in the second order formulation,
to imposing the Neumann b.c. (4.3) on Φ on top of fixing the integrated extrinsic
curvature Υ =

∮
kds. As a simple consistency check, one can straightforwardly show

that the equations of motion then implies that Φ = λk = constant on the boundary
and thus in particular that χµ = −λtµ. This interpretation seems to be confirmed by
the very recent analysis in [17]; our b.c. III correspond to the b.c. called NN∗ in [17].

Class IV The field Φ is fixed on the boundary. After integrating out B we are left
with the boundary action

SIV =
ϕ

8π

∮
C

(
ω − ω̄

)
− 1

8π

∮
C
δabχ

aeb = − ϕ

8π

∮
C
k ds+

λ

8π
` . (4.4)

This is similar to b.c. II., i.e. JT gravity, but now ` is not fixed and we have a
boundary cosmological constant term. Clearly, the partition functions of the models
for b.c. II and b.c. IV are related by a Legendre transform. In a holographic set-up,
the partition function with b.c. II on a disk is interpreted as being related to the
partition function of a quantum mechanical system in the canonical ensemble at bare
temperature 1/`; by Legendre transforming we go to the microcanonical ensemble,
with λ-dependent energy −λ/(8π) (one may add an arbitrary zero-point energy to
get the physical energy; this corresponds to a standard counterterm in JT gravity).

9A non-trivial model is obtained by choosing ϕ > 0. The stability is ensured by the usual
isoperimetric inequality that implies that A is bounded above at fixed `.
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From the gravitational point of view, it is natural to assume that this b.c. amounts
to fixing both Φ = ϕ and nµ∂µΦ = λ on the boundary. This seems to be confirmed
by the analysis of the b.c. called DN in [17].

4.2 Interpretation and properties of the b. c. I

The goal of this last subsection is to discuss the geometry associated with our b.c. I
and to work out some consequences.

Let us recall some basic facts about the case of geodesic boundaries. The moduli
spaceMg,b of hyperbolic metrics is then of real dimension 6g−6+2b. The existence of
this space follows rather straightforwardly from the usual uniformization theorem for
closed Riemann surfaces.10 The partition function coincides with the Weil-Petersson
volume Vg,b(`1, . . . , `b) of Mg,b considered by Mirzakhani. Remarkably, these vol-
umes are polynomials in the lengths `i whose coefficients are famously related to the
intersection numbers on the moduli space of punctured surfaces [3].

If we now consider boundaries with non-zero extrinsic curvature, it is not imme-
diately obvious what the moduli space looks like or even if such metrics exist at all in
general. Some aspects of the problem have been considered in the mathematical lit-
erature. References that we found particularly useful include [18–21] and references
therein. A typical approach is to start from a metric g0 with geodesic boundaries
and to look for a metric g = e2σg0 in the same conformal class having the required
extrinsic curvature ki on the ith boundary component Ci. This amounts to solving
the differential equation

∆0σ = 1− e2σ on M , kie
σ = nµ0∂µσ on Ci . (4.5)

This approach seems to work well when ki < 1. However, it is not particularly
illuminating for our purposes. We shall instead analyse the problem from the point
of view of the PSL(2,R) gauge theoretic formulation. Some results found in the
mathematical literature can be easily recovered in this way, together with additional
insights.

4.2.1 Cutting and gluing cylinders

Near a circle boundary C characterized by (`, k), the surface looks like a cylinder
bounded on one side, say to the right, by C. Any simple closed curve C ′ circling once
around the cylinder is homotopic to the boundary.11 Assume that, for any metric

10The idea is to use the so-called doubling construction. One builds a closed surface M̃ , which is
a double cover of M , by gluing two copies of M along the boundaries, with an involution that acts
as complex conjugation. One then uses the standard uniformization theorem for M̃ .

11It is convenient to work with free homotopy classes, i.e. homotopy with no base point, or
equivalently with conjugacy classes in π1(M ).
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Figure 1: Example of a genus two surface M with one boundary. The boundary
is originally at C, which has length ` and constant extrinsic curvature k, but it can
be moved to C ′ or C ′′, which have (`′, k′) and (`′′, k′′), without changing the partition
function. As explained in the main text, `2(1−k2) must be invariant and the partition
function depends only on this combination of parameters.

having (`, k) boundary condition on C, we can find such a C ′ having constant extrinsic
curvature k′ and length `′. By cutting the tubular region between C ′ and C, we build
a bijection between metrics having different boundary parameters (`, k) and (`′, k′).
Moreover, since the on-shell bulk action is zero and there is no boundary action for
b.c. I either, it is clear that the partition function Z evaluated for the parameters
(`, k) must be equal to the partition function evaluated for the parameters (`′, k′).
A similar reasoning can be made by extending the tubular region to the right of C.
If a curve C ′′ having constant extrinsic curvature k′′ and length `′′ can be found in
the extended region, then we also conclude that Z evaluated for (`, k) is equal to Z
evaluated for (`′′, k′′). This procedure is illustrated on Fig. 1.

We now have the following simple lemma.

Lemma: If two curves C and C ′ of lengths ` and `′ and constant extrinsic curvatures
k and k′ are homotopic to each other, then the condition

`2(1− k2) = `′2(1− k′2) (4.6)

must be satisfied. Moreover, if k2 ≥ 1, then k and k′ must have the same sign.

To prove the lemma, the idea is to compute the holonomies of the PSL(2,R)
connection A along the contours C and C ′. To do that, we use local frame rotations
to choose e1 = t along C. One then gets k = −ω(t), which is a special case of (3.12)
in the gauge ω̄ = 0. The holonomy along C is thus

Hol(C) = P exp
(
−
∮
C
A
)

= P exp
(∮
C

(
kJ −K1

)
ds
)
. (4.7)

Since we specialize to a case for which the extrinsic curvature is constant along the
contour, we get

Hol(C) = e`(kJ−K1) , Hol(C ′) = e`
′(k′J−K1) . (4.8)
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But because the connection A is flat and C and C ′ are homotopic, Hol(C) and Hol(C ′)
must be conjugage to each other. Recall that for an arbitrary PSL(2,R) element
exp(w0J − w1K1 − w2K2), the triplet w = (w0, w1, w2) behaves like a Lorentz three-
vector under conjugation. The conjugacy classes are thus classified by the three-norm
w2 = −(w0)2 + (w1)2 + (w2)2 and by the sign of w0 when w2 ≤ 0.12 The lemma then
follows from this classification.

The above discussion shows that we have five qualitatively distinct cases to con-
sider, k < −1, k = −1, −1 < k < 1, k = 1 and k > 1, associated with the conjugacy
classes of Hol(C) in PSL(2,R). It also suggests that, for each case, the partition func-
tion depends only on the combination of parameters `2(1 − k2). We are now going
to prove this statement and provide simple geometric interpretations of the various
possibilities, by analysing the five cases one by one.

4.2.2 The case −1 < k < 1

Using the collar lemma Let us first assume that we start from a geodesic bound-
ary C of length ¯̀. A standard result [22], known as the collar lemma, shows that the
vicinity of C is topologically a cylinder with a metric

ds2 =
dτ 2 + dσ2

cos2 σ
, − σ− < σ ≤ 0 , τ ≡ τ + ¯̀. (4.9)

The cylinder extends at least all the way to σ = σ−, with

σ− =
π

2
− arctan sinh

¯̀

2
, (4.10)

without intersecting neighbouring cylinders attached to other boundaries. Note that
this cylinder is naturally described in terms of the usual strip representation of hyper-
bolic space, for which we periodically identify τ and τ+ ¯̀. Closed curves σ = constant
have

`(σ) =
¯̀

cosσ
, k(σ) = sin σ (4.11)

with
`(σ)2

(
1− k(σ)2

)
= ¯̀2 (4.12)

independent of σ. This is consistent with the discussion of the previous subsection,
from which we also know that the partition function will not depend on the actual
location of the boundary in the interval −σ− < σ < π/2. In particular, all the choices
of (`, k) with `2(1− k2) = ¯̀2 and for which k(σ−) = −1/ cosh(¯̀/2) < k < 1 yield the
same partition function.

12Time-like, light-like and space-like vectors w are associated with so-called elliptic, parabolic and
hyperbolic elements of PSL(2,R).
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The lower bound on the accessible values of k is due to the lower bound in σ
provided by the collar lemma. This restriction can be easily waived. Indeed, if we
start from a boundary (`, k), for any k such that |k| < 1, then its immediate vicinity
will also be a cylinder with metric (4.9), the boundary being now at σb = arcsin k
and the cylinder extending at least down to σ = σb − ε, for some ε > 0. There
is no obstacle to extending the cylinder to larger values of σ, without changing the
partition function. In particular, any choice −1 < k < 0 boils down in this way to
the geodesic case.

Using PSL(2,R) as a metric-generating “spontaneously broken” symmetry
As emphasized many times before, the PSL(2,R) gauge symmetry is broken down to
PSL(2,R)∂. In the case of b.c. of class I, this breaking is entirely due to the boundary
conditions themselves, because there is no symmetry-breaking boundary term in the
action. The symmetry breaking is thus very similar to a spontaneous breaking. In
particular, if we start from a metric having boundary parameters (`, k) on a particular
boundary component C, we can generate new metrics with new boundary parameters
(`′, k′) on C by acting with PSL(2,R), without changing the partition function. We
are going to illustrate this idea below.

Let us pick a metric for which C has parameter (`, k), |k| < 1. Setting σb =
arcsin k, we can use the explicit form (4.9), at least in a neighbourhood Cε, σb − ε <
σ ≤ σb, of the boundary at σ = σb. This metric may be extended for σ ∈ (σb−ε, π/2).
The associated flat PSL(2,R) connection can be straightforwardly computed and
reads

A = ωJ + eaKa = −J tanσ dτ +
1

cosσ

(
K1dσ +K2dτ

)
. (4.13)

Let us now consider a PSL(2,R) = SO(2, 1)+ gauge transformation, which is the
identity in the bulk of M , except in Cε where it is a Lorentz boost in the e2 direction,
with a monotonic smooth speed profile V (σ) such that

V (σ) =

{
0 for σ ≤ σb − ε
v for σ > σb − ε′ > σb − ε .

(4.14)

This acts as

ω′ = γ(V )
(
ω − V e2

)
, e′1 = e1 + γ(V )2dV , e′2 = γ(V )

(
e2 − V ω

)
(4.15)

where

γ(V ) =
1√

1− V 2
(4.16)

is the usual relativistic factor.13 This produces a new hyperbolic metric on M which

13Such a gauge transformation is an automorphism of the vector bundle E → M since it does
not change the transition functions. It corresponds to a global section of the associated PSL(2,R)
adjoint bundle.
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coincides with the original metric everywhere except on Cε, where it reads

ds′2 =
1

cos2 σ

[(
1 + γ(V )2 dV

dσ
cosσ

)2
dσ2 + γ(V )2

(
1 + V sinσ

)2
dτ 2
]
. (4.17)

This metric may be extended to all values of σ ∈ (σb− ε, π/2) by setting V = v for all
σ ≥ σb. The extrinsic curvature k′(σ) and length `′(σ) of the σ = constant > σb − ε′
curves in the new metric are expressed in terms of the corresponding quantities for
the old metric, Eq. (4.11), as

k′(σ) =
k(σ) + v

1 + vk(σ)
, `′(σ) = γ(v)

(
1 + vk(σ)

)
`(σ) . (4.18)

The transformation law for k is the same as the composition law for velocities in
special relativity. One can check that

`′(σ)2
(
1− k′(σ)2

)
= `(σ)2

(
1− k(σ)2

)
, (4.19)

as expected.

Clearly, starting from any k ∈ (−1, 1), we can get any other k′ ∈ (k, 1) by using a
boost with v > 0. The metric (4.19) is then automatically smooth, because dV/dσ >
0. By working a little bit harder, one can also show that, starting from any k ∈ (0, 1),
we can get a geodesic, k′ = 0. We first use the generalized collar lemma, derived
in [21], showing that the cylindrical metric can always be extended to an interval
−ε ≤ σ ≤ σb = arcsin k in this case. We thus need to construct a smooth profile
V (σ) satisfying

V (σ) =

{
0 for σ ≤ −ε
v = −k for σ > σb − ε′ ,

(4.20)

where ε′ may be as small as we need, with the constraint 1 + γ(V )2(dV/dσ) cosσ > 0
ensuring the smoothness of the new metric. One can obtain V by slightly deforming
Ṽ (σ) = − sinσ, which satisfies 1 + γ(Ṽ )2(dṼ /dσ) cosσ = 0, Ṽ (0) = 0 and Ṽ (σb) =
−k.

The above discussion proves that the partition function does not depend on the
parameters ` and k independently, but only on the invariant combination

¯̀= `
√

1− k2 . (4.21)

Note that this result relies on the fact that the partition function does not change
when we act with a PSL(2,R) gauge transformation. A similar reasoning does not
work for the other classes of b.c., due to the explicit symmetry-breaking boundary
terms one must then include in the action.

25



Remarks :

i) The above simple construction bypasses the non-trivial analysis of the system
of equations (4.5) to prove the existence of metrics with k 6= 0, starting from the
well-known geodesic case.

ii) Of course, the boost PSL(2,R) transformations that we have been using above
are not equivalent to diffeomorphisms. In particular, they change the length and the
extrinsic curvature of the boundary. They are PSL(2,R) gauge transformations that
do not belong to PSL(2,R)∂.

iii) The metric (4.17) in the region where V = v = constant can be put into the
canonical form (4.9), ds′2 = (dσ̃2 + dτ 2)/ cos2 σ̃, by the change of coordinate

sin σ̃ =
sinσ + v

1 + v sinσ
· (4.22)

This is a diffeomorphism (−π/2, π/2)→ (−π/2, π/2) but it is not a diffeomorphism
of M because it moves the boundary. We find again the crucial distinction between
PSL(2,R) gauge transformation and diffeomorphisms.

The funnel geometry The cylinder with metric (4.9) is called a funnel. This
metric depends on a unique parameter ¯̀, corresponding to the length of the geodesics
it contains. The above discussion implies that imposing boundary parameters (`, k)
with |k| < 1 on a boundary component C of M is equivalent to attaching a funnel
with ¯̀ = `

√
1− k2 to M . Without loss of generality, one may assume that the

boundary is the geodesic of length ¯̀, but the funnel may equivalently be cut at any
value of σ ∈ (−π/2+arctan sinh(¯̀/2), π/2). In particular, we may extend the surface
“to infinity,” σ → π/2, taking the limit `→∞, k → 1− at fixed ¯̀.

The ¯̀→ 0 limit Let us now study the limit ¯̀→ 0 of the invariant parameter
(4.21). From above, we know that we can work with a geodesic boundary of length ¯̀,
without loss of generality. The metric near the boundary is (4.9). Intuitively, when
¯̀→ 0, we are “pinching” the surface. But what is really the nature of this pinch?

To understand what is happening, it is convenient to introduce new radial-like
and angular coordinates ρ̂ and θ̂ defined by

σ = −π
2
−

¯̀

2π
ln ρ̂ , θ̂ =

2πτ
¯̀ · (4.23)

The angular variable θ̂ is 2π periodic and

e−π
2/¯̀≤ ρ̂ < ρ̂− = e−π

2/¯̀+2πσ−/¯̀
< 1 . (4.24)

In these new variables, the metric (4.9) reads

ds2 =
( ¯̀

2π

)2 dρ̂2 + ρ̂2dθ̂2

ρ̂2 sin2[
¯̀

2π
ln ρ̂]

· (4.25)
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This metric is valid at least up to ρ̂ = ρ̂− where the cylinder attaches to the rest of the
surface. The crucial input in now the explicit expression (4.10) for σ−, or equivalently
for ρ̂−, given by the collar lemma. This expression shows that lim¯̀→0 ρ̂− → e−π is
finite. It thus makes sense to take the ¯̀→ 0 limit of (4.25) at fixed ρ̂, yielding

ds2 =
dρ̂2 + ρ̂2dθ̂2

ρ̂2 ln2 ρ̂
· (4.26)

This is the metric for a so-called cusp singularity. Note that the geodesic boundary
that was originally at ρ̂ = e−π

2/¯̀
has been pushed at infinite distance from the rest

of the surface. In fact, after the limit is taken, the geodesic sits beyond the cusp and
thus disappears.

Résumé When −1 < k < 1, the partition function depends only on the invariant
parameter ¯̀= `

√
1− k2. Without loss of generality, one may assume that the bound-

ary is a geodesic of length ¯̀. More generally, the geometry near the boundary is a
funnel containing a geodesic of length ¯̀. The limit ¯̀→ 0 corresponds to the insertion
of a cusp singularity.

4.2.3 The case k < −1

We can repeat the logic used for the case k ∈ (−1, 1). The vicinity of a k < −1
boundary is a cylindrical region with a metric

ds2 =
4

(1− r2)2

(
dr2 + r2dφ2

)
, rb ≤ r < rb + ε , φ ≡ φ+ 2πα , (4.27)

the boundary being at r = rb and for some ε > 0. This cylinder is naturally described
in terms of the Poincaré disk representation of hyperbolic space, but for which the
angular variable φ is not necessarily 2π periodic. Closed curves r = constant have

`(r) =
4πr

1− r2
α , k(r) = −1 + r2

2r
· (4.28)

The sign of k(r) corresponds to the case where the curve is seen as bounding a surface
that extends outward, consistently with the condition k < −1. One can check that

`(r)2
(
k(r)2 − 1

)
= (2πα)2 (4.29)

is independent of r, as expected.

The PSL(2,R) connection near the boundary now reads

A = ωJ + eaKa = −J 1 + r2

1− r2
dφ+

2

1− r2

(
K1 dr +K2 rdφ

)
. (4.30)
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We can act with the boost PSL(2,R) transformation (4.15), for a monotonic velocity
profile V satisfying

V (r) =

{
0 for r ≥ rb + ε

v for rb ≤ r < rb + ε′ < rb + ε ,
(4.31)

to generate a new metric

ds′2 =
4

(1− r2)2

[(
1+

1

2
(1−r2)γ(V )2 dV

dr

)2

dr2+γ(V )2
(
r+

1

2
(1+r2)V

)2
dφ2

]
. (4.32)

The extrinsic curvature k′(r) and length `′(r) of the r = constant curves in the new
metric, in the region rb ≤ r < rb + ε′, are expressed in terms of the corresponding
quantities for the old metric, Eq. (4.28), as

k′(r) =
k(r)− v
1− vk(r)

, `′(r) = γ(v)
(
1− vk(r)

)
`(r) , (4.33)

similarly to the previous case (4.18). Of course,

`′(r)2
(
k′(r)2 − 1

)
= `(r)2

(
k(r)2 − 1

)
. (4.34)

Clearly, starting from any k < −1, we can get any other k′ < k by using a boost with
v ∈ (1/k, 0). This yields a smooth metric (4.32), because dV/dr > 0 and it can also
be checked straightforwardly that r + 1

2
(1 + r2)V (r) = r(1 − k(r)V (r)) > 0 for all

r ∈ [rb, rb + ε].14

From this we deduce that the partition function does not depend on ` and k
independently, but only on the invariant combination

2πα = `
√
k2 − 1 . (4.35)

In particular, without loss of generality, we can take the limit rb → 0, or equivalently
`→ 0, k → −∞ at α fixed. This amounts to inserting a conical singularity of angle
2πα, i.e. of deficit angle 2π(1− α), on M .

Setting ρ̂ = r1/α, θ̂ = φ/α, the metric is brought into the form

ds2 =
4α2ρ̂2α−2

(1− ρ2α)2

(
dρ̂2 + ρ̂2dθ̂2

)
, θ̂ ≡ θ̂ + 2π . (4.36)

This is particularly convenient to study the limit α → 0: we get a cusp singularity
(4.26).

14On the other hand, we cannot find a profile that yields a smooth metric if v < 1/k; this would
have produced a metric with k′ > 1!
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Résumé When k < −1, the partition function depends only on the invariant pa-
rameter 2πα = `

√
k2 − 1. Without loss of generality, one may assume that a conical

singularity of angle 2πα has been inserted on M . The limit α → 0 corresponds to
the insertion of a cusp singularity.

4.2.4 The case k = −1

The vicinity of a k = −1 boundary is a cylindrical region with a metric

ds2 =
du2 + dv2

v2
, vb − ε < v ≤ vb , u ≡ u+ ` , (4.37)

the boundary, of length `(vb) = `/vb, being at v = vb. It is straightforward to
check that we can use a boost PSL(2,R) transformation in the direction 1 (similar to
(4.15), but with e2 and e′2 replaced by e1 and e′1) to reduce the boundary length to an
arbitrarily small value; in particular, we can take the limit `(vb)→ 0. Setting u = `

2π
θ̂

and v = − `
2π

ln ρ̂, one finds that this is equivalent to creating a cusp singularity. This
result is not surprising. The case k = −1 can be seen as the limit k → −1+ at fixed
` of the case k ∈ (−1, 1), or equivalently as the limit k → −1− at fixed ` of the case
k < −1, which both yield a cusp.

Résumé Having a boundary with k = −1 is equivalent to inserting a cusp singu-
larity on M .

4.2.5 The case k > 1

We can mimic the analysis made for k < −1 and deduce that the partition function
depends only on the invariant parameter (4.35). However, there is a crucial difference.
The metric in the cylindrical neighborhood of the boundary takes the form (4.27), but
the surface now lies in the interior, for r ≤ rb. It is thus impossible to use the rb → 0
limit. But we may take the opposite limit of large rb to create a large asymptotic
region

ds2 =
4

(1− r2)2

(
dr2 + r2dφ2

)
, rb − ε < r ≤ rb , φ ≡ φ+ 2πα . (4.38)

A very useful recent reference to understand the metrics for which certain bound-
aries have k > 1 is [20]. The basic idea, first put forward by Rosenberg in [19] (see
also [23]) is the following.

Lemma Let C1 and C2 be two boundary components, of fixed extrinsic curvatures k1

and k2. Assume that there exists a geodesic starting on C1 and ending on C2 that
minimizes, at least locally, the distance between C1 and C2. Then k1 > 1 implies that
k2 < −k1.
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Figure 2: Left inset: boundary components C1 and C2 of extrinsic curvatures k1 and
k2 joined by a distance-minimizing geodesic γ0. If k1 > 1, the curves Γs, defined in
the main text, have increasing extrinsic curvatures. The position of Γd with respect
to C2 then implies that k2 < −k1. Right inset: conical singularities of angles less than
2π never attract distance minimizing geodesics like γ0 on the left inset. If they were,
their length could be reduced by smoothing the corner as indicated (thick curve).
This always works because the geodesics c1 and c2 (thin lines) are identified to form
the cone and one of the angles â or â′ is then always less than π.

The proof is based on the following idea, which is illustrated on Fig. 2. One
considers a family of geodesics γσ(s), s being the arc length along γσ. The central
geodesic γ0 minimizes the distance between C1 and C2, with γ0(0) = P ∈ C1 and
γ0(d) = Q ∈ C2. The γσ are nearby geodesics that starts orthogonally to C1 at
γσ(0) = Pσ ∈ C1, where σ is the distance from P to Pσ along C1. The parameter
σ varies in an arbitrarily small interval (−ε, ε). The curve Γ0 : σ 7→ γσ(0) is thus a
small portion of C1 for which σ is the length parameter. Note that since γ0 minimizes
the distance, there is no conjugate point to γ0(0) along γ0. One can then show rather
straightforwardly, using the Jacobi equation, that the extrinsic curvature k(s) of the
curve Γs : σ 7→ γσ(s) satisfies the equation

dk

ds
= k2 +

R

2
= k2 − 1 . (4.39)

It is thus a strictly increasing function of s as soon as k(0) = k1 > 1. Now, since
γ0(d) = Q ∈ C2 and γ0 minimizes the distance between C1 and C2, the geodesics γσ(s)
for σ 6= 0 can be extended to s = d without intersecting C2. The curve Γd : σ 7→ γσ(d)
is thus well-defined (it belongs to the surface) and is tangent to C2 at γ0(d). But the
position of Γd with respect to C2 implies that k(d) < −k2, the minus sign taking into
account the orientation of the normal vector used to compute k2. Since k(d) > k1,
we conclude.

The lemma has rather strong consequences on the possible geometries. For in-
stance, it implies immediately that if ki > 1 on all the boundaries, then there is

30



actually only one boundary and M = D is the disk (the proof goes as follows; one
first considers a minimizing geodesic between a given circle component and all the
others to deduce that there can be only one boundary; one then considers a mini-
mizing geodesic that starts and ends on the unique boundary component by going
through a handle of the surface to deduce that there cannot be handles).

This argument can be generalized along the following lines. Consider first a surface
containing both k > 1 boundaries and k ∈ [−1, 1) boundaries. As we have seen before,
the k ∈ [−1, 1) boundaries can be pushed to very large distances, by extending the
funnels they belong to or by creating cusps. So these boundaries do not interfere with
the minimizing geodesics in the argument above and we can repeat it. We deduce that
the only surfaces of this kind have a unique k > 1 boundary and genus zero. Consider
now a surface containing conical singularities as well. These are at finite distance;
they may attract the path minimizing the distance between boundaries and ruin the
validity of the above reasonings. However, this will never happen if the angles of the
conical singularities are constrained to be less than 2π.15 This is illustrated on the
right inset of Fig. 2. If a length minimizing curve passes through the conical point
of angle less than 2π, one of the angles (â or â′ on the figure) between the incoming
and outgoing paths must be less than π; the curve can then always be shortened by
smoothing the corner, which is a contradiction. We thus obtain the following result:
surfaces with k > 1 boundaries must necessarily be planar and contain a unique k > 1
boundary component, except if they also contain cones of angles strictly greater than
2π.

On the other hand, if we allow cones with angles strictly greater than 2π, surfaces
with an arbitrary number of k > 1 circle boundaries and of arbitrary genera can be
constructed. One way to proceed, which is illustrated on Fig. 3, is as follows.16 We
start from a cone C with a conical singularity of angle 2πα at its center O (the special
case of the disk, α = 1, is perfectly allowed). This corresponds to the geometry (4.38),
with a boundary at r = rb, continued to r = 0. We pick another point O′ on the
cone, say at r = r0 < rb, θ = 0 and we call γ the geodesic of length L = 2 argtanh r0

joining O and O′. We also consider a surface Sg,b, of genus g, with b boundaries,
that may also contain conical singularities. We pick two points Õ and Õ′ on this
surface, joined by a geodesic γ̃ of length L. This can always be done, as long as L
is small enough. We might have conical singularities of angles 2πα̃ and 2πα̃′ at Õ
and Õ′ respectively. We then construct a new surface Sg,b+1 by gluing C and Sg,b

along γ = γ̃. The new surface has the same genus as Sg,b, two conical singularities
at O = Õ and O′ = Õ′ of angles 2π(α + α̃) and 2π(1 + α̃′) respectively and, most
importantly, one new k > 1 boundary coming from the boundary of D . There is
no contradiction with our previous claims because the angle of the cone at O′ = Õ′

15Note that this is not the same condition that was used in [15]. In [15] the existence of a pair of
pants decomposition of the surface was required. This yields the stronger constraint that the angles
of the cones must be less than π.

16We are grateful to Dima Panov for suggesting a construction along these lines.
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Figure 3: Construction of surfaces with an arbitrary number of boundary components
having k > 1. By gluing together a cone C (that may also be a disk with no conical
singularity at the origin) and an arbitrary surface Sg,b along a short geodesic (thick
lines OO′ and ÕÕ′), we get a new surface with one more k > 1 boundary and at least
one conical singularity of angle strictly greater than 2π. To facilitate the drawing,
the points Õ and Õ′ are chosen to be smooth. Left inset: surface sketch. Right inset:
local two-sheeted representation; the two sheets are glued through the shaded area.

is necessarily greater than 2π.17 By adjusting α + α̃ = 1, we may make the point
O = Õ smooth if we wish. By repeating this procedure, one can add as many k > 1
boundaries as one wishes to the surface.

Considering k > 1 boundaries thus yield an interesting generalization of the cases
already studied in the literature. The simplest possible set-up is when we apply
boundary conditions of class I on all boundary components. The partition function

Z = Z(`1, `2, . . . ;α1, . . . ; α̃1, . . .) (4.40)

depends on the lengths `1, `2, etc., of the geodesic boundaries, on the angles 2πα1, 2πα2,
etc., of the conical singularities and on the invariant parameters 2πα̃1 = ˜̀

1

√
k2

1 − 1,
etc., associated with the k > 1 boundaries. These quantitities are non-trivial gen-
eralizations of the volumes considered by Mirzakhani. In particular, because cones
of angles greater than 2π (and thus of π) are necessarily present, the associated sur-
faces do not have a pair of pants decomposition, as recently emphasized in [15]. The
computation of Z in these cases is an interesting and challenging problem for the
future.

17One might be tempted to generalize the construction by putting a conical singularity of angle
2πα′ < 2π at the point O′, in order to reduce the final cone angle from 2π(1 + α̃′) to 2π(α′ + α̃′),
which may be less than 2π. But putting a cone at O′ is not allowed because it creates a cusp on the
boundary.

32



4.2.6 The case k = 1

We shall be brief here, in particular because this case can be seen as the limit k → 1+

at fixed ` of the case k > 1.

One can derive a new version of the lemma used in the previous subsection, by
using the same argument, in particular eq. (4.39):

Lemma Let C1 and C2 be two boundary components, of fixed extrinsic curvatures
k1 = 1 and k2. Assume that there exists a geodesic starting on C1 and ending on C2

that minimizes, at least locally, the distance between C1 and C2. Then k2 = −1.

This implies that the only geometry with k = 1 boundaries is a cusp, Eq. (4.26),
extending up to a unique finite length boundary; the exception is when we allow for
conical singularities of angles strictly greater than 2π. In this case, we can use a gluing
procedure analogous to the one depicted in Fig. 3 to build surfaces with complicated
topologies and an arbitrary number of k = 1 boundaries. The cone C is replaced by
the cusp. The geodesic γ is either of finite length and can then be glued to a geodesic
γ̃ of the same length on an arbitrary surface Sg,b; this adds two conical singularities
of angles greater than 2π, a cusp and a k = 1 boundary to Sg,b. Or it goes all the
way down to the cusp, which may then be merged to another cusp on Sg,b; this adds
a conical singularity of angle greater than 2π and a k = 1 boundary to Sg,b.
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Poincaré 12 (2011) 829, arXiv:1011.2726,
E. Witten, “An SYK-Like Model Without Disorder,” J. Phys. A 52 (2019) 47,
arXiv:1610.09758,
I. R. Klebanov and G. Tarnopolsky, “Uncolored random tensors, melon dia-
grams, and the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev models,” Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) 046004,

34

http://arxiv.org/abs/1804.03275
http://arxiv.org/abs/1402.6334
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.06098
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.01857
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.03438
http://online.kitp.ucsb.edu/online/entangled15/
http://arxiv.org/abs/1711.08467
http://arxiv.org/abs/1006.3794
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/9212030
http://arxiv.org/abs/1011.2726
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.09758


arXiv:1611.08915,
F. Ferrari, “The Large D Limit of Planar Diagrams,” Ann. Inst. Henri Poincaré
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