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Non-Lorentzian Supergravity

Eric A. Bergshoeff ⋆ and Jan Rosseel

Abstract We give an overview of the different non-Lorentzian supergravity theo-

ries in diverse dimensions that have been constructed in recent years. After giving

a detailed discussion of non-Lorentzian geometries as compared to Lorentzian ge-

ometries, we outline some of the construction methods that have been applied to

obtain non-Lorentzian supergravity. Explicit results are given for non-Lorentzian

supergravity theories in three and ten dimensions.
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1 Introduction

General relativity as the theory of classical relativistic gravity is a well-established

framework already for more than a hundred years. It has confronted many experi-

mental tests with flying colours. The combination of quantum mechanics and gravity

is expected to lead to a new theory called quantum gravity that is valid up to Planck

scales. Despite tremendous effort, no one has succeeded in constructing such a the-

ory to date.
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Newtonian gravity being the precursor of general relativity, is only able to de-

scribe gravitational physics for velocities that are low compared to the speed of light

and that involve weak gravitational fields. Moreover, Newtonian gravity is only valid

in reference frames that are rectilinearly accelerating with respect to inertial frames.

A non-relativistic 2 (NR) version of general relativity, formulated in arbitrary refer-

ence frames, was constructed by Cartan 8 years after Einstein’s discovery of general

relativity [1]. This theory is called Newton-Cartan (NC) gravity and is based on a

NR version of the Riemannian geometry underlying general relativity. This is a de-

generate metric geometry with a co-dimension one foliation in space-like leaves and

an absolute time direction connecting them. This geometry is called NC geometry

and the corresponding gravity theory is called NC gravity. It is a reformulation of

Newtonian gravity in the sense that one can show that it is always possible to choose

reference frames that are rectilinearly accelerated with respect to Newtonian inertial

frames and in which one recovers Newtonian gravity.

NC gravity and geometry have attracted great attention in the recent literature

due to a variety of reasons. A suitable generalization of it plays a crucial role in the

original formulation of a NR version of string theory - a candidate theory of quan-

tum gravity [2, 3]. The possible formulation of such a NR string theory is tied up

with the fundamental question whether combining gravity with quantum mechanics

requires special relativity yes or no. The formulation of a consistent NR string the-

ory moreover leads to the exciting question whether the holographic description of

quantum gravity has an extension with NR gravity in the bulk and a NR conformal

field theory at the boundary. Independent of this, starting with [4, 5], NC gravity

also has found several applications to condensed matter physics. Using an effective

field theory description in which NR symmetries are implemented geometrically,

the gravitational fields are used in this context as response functions to obtain new

insights into the non-perturbative properties of the model under study.

Symmetries often help to resolve a problem in a given model or lead to use-

ful restrictions on a model. A special kind of symmetry is supersymmetry. It is a

spacetime symmetry in the sense that the action of two supersymmetries leads to a

spacetime translation. Supersymmetry has been used as a possible symmetry of ex-

tensions of the Standard Model of particle physics. Finding evidence for supersym-

metry is one of the research targets of the running LHC experiment. Supersymmetry

is also an essential ingredient of superstring theory, where it solves the issue of how

to avoid un-physical particles that would otherwise arise in the string spectrum.

Assuming a small spacetime curvature, the low-energy limit of superstring theory

is described by supersymmetric extensions of general relativity called supergravity

theories.

Non-relativistic supersymmetry is central to defining a NR version of superstring

theory. The NR supersymmetry that arises in this context is much less well devel-

2 Since every physical theory can be called relativistic, be it with respect to Galilean, Bargmann

or Lorentzian symmetries, we will in this review also often use the more apt word non-Lorentzian

instead of non-relativistic, when referring to theories that feature symmetries that can be viewed

as c → ∞ limits of Lorentzian ones. Note however that the phrase non-Lorentzian is more generic

and is also used e.g. for so-called Carroll symmetries that arise as c → 0 limits of Lorentzian ones.
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oped than relativistic supersymmetry. 3 For instance, not much is known about NR

superspace and the possible NR supermultiplets; these two concepts are central to

the formulation of relativistic supersymmetry. Despite a huge amount of research on

supergravity, thus far we do not have a supersymmetric extension of NC gravity that

includes a supersymmetrization of Newton’s law for gravity in four spacetime di-

mensions. Presently known results about non-Lorentzian supergravity theories fall

in two categories. On the one hand, three-dimensional (3D) supersymmetric NR

supergravity theories have been constructed, whose underlying geometry is NC ge-

ometry with a co-dimension one distribution that splits the tangent space in a spatial

subspace and a time direction. This class of theories includes a supersymmetric

generalization of 3D NC gravity. On the other hand, recent work has also focused

on ten-dimensional (10D) NR supergravity theories that employ a generalization of

NC geometry, called stringy NC geometry, that is characterized by a co-dimension

two distribution that splits the tangent space in an eight-dimensional ‘transversal’

subspace and two Minkowskian ‘longitudinal’ directions’. Whereas ordinary NC

geometry naturally couples to NR particles, stringy NC geometry forms the natural

background geometry for NR strings. Ten-dimensional supergravity theories based

on stringy NC geometry can then be viewed as low energy approximations of NR

string theory. It is the purpose of this review to give an overview of what is presently

known about these 3D and 10D non-Lorentzian supergravity theories and give an

outlook on e.g. eleven-dimensional (11D) non-Lorentzian supergravity. Below, for

the convenience of the reader, we give a short introduction to the recent literature.

For simplicity reasons, the first attempts to construct supersymmetric extensions

of non-Lorentzian gravity have taken place in a 3D context. The advantage of work-

ing in 3D is not only that the calculations are simpler than in 4D but also that often

gravity can be reformulated as a Chern-Simons theory that makes the relation with

an underlying symmetry algebra very clear. Roughly speaking one can distinguish

between five kinds of efforts:

1. gauging a supersymmetric extension of the Bargmann algebra, i.e., the centrally

extended Galilei algebra

2. taking a non-Lorentzian limit

3. applying a NR superconformal tensor calculus

4. making use of the Chern-Simons formulation based on a non-Lorentzian super-

algebra

5. making Lie algebra expansions, either using Maurer-Cartan equations or semi-

groups

The first attempt to construct a 3D NC supergravity theory, i.e., a supersymmetric

version of NC gravity, was undertaken in [10]. The construction was based on effort

1., i.e. the gauging of a N = 2 supersymmetric extension of the Bargmann algebra.

The reason that one considers N = 2 supersymmetry is that any N = 1 super-

symmetric extension leads to a superalgebra where the time translation or Hamilton

operator can not be written as the anti-commutator of two supersymmetries and

3 For early work on NR supersymmetry, see [6, 7, 8, 9].
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therefore cannot be used for a physical realization of supersymmetry. The construc-

tion of [10] has two distinguishing features:

1. It is based on ordinary NC geometry that is appropriate to particles but not to

strings. It can therefore only be identified with the compactification over a spatial

longitudinal direction of a low-energy approximation of a non-Lorenzian super-

string theory.

2. By hand a geometric constraint is imposed that implies that the underlying NC

geometry admits a notion of absolute Newtonian time.

All transformation rules, including supersymmetry, and the expressions for all cur-

vatures follow from the structure constants of the N = 2 super-Bargmann algebra.

Next, the curvature tensors are divided into conventional curvatures - these are the

curvatures that are set to zero in order to solve for the spin connections - and the re-

maining non-conventional curvatures. Setting one of the latter to zero corresponds

to the geometric constraint that implies the presence of a notion of absolute time.

A finite set of other (bosonic and fermionic) constraints is then obtained as follows.

First, the supersymmetric variation of the absolute time constraint leads to two fur-

ther constraints, one on a projection of the non-conventional gravitino curvature and

one on the curvature of spatial rotations. At the same time the commutator of two su-

persymmetries is considered and this leads to two further fermionic constraints that

can be considered as equations of motion for the gravitino field. This shows that we

are dealing with an on-shell supergravity multiplet. Next, making use of the Bianchi

identity for the boost curvature, one can show that the supersymmetric variation of

the two fermionic constraints leads to a singlet component of the boost curvature

that, after gauge fixing to rectilinearly accelerating reference frames, gives the the

Poisson equation for the Newton potential. There are no further constraints.

The second attempt to construct a N = 2 NC supergravity theory is based on

effort 2., i.e. taking a non-Lorentzian limit of a 3D on-shell relativistic N = 2 su-

pergravity theory consisting of a Dreibein and gravitino only [11]. 4 It even leads,

in a second step, to an off-shell version of such a non-Lorentzian supergravity the-

ory. The construction of [11] uses a second-order formulation where the spin con-

nection fields have been solved by imposing conventional curvature constraints. It

makes use of the same N = 2 super-Bargmann algebra as in [10] but this time it

is shown how this non-Lorentzian superalgebra can be viewed as a special Inönü-

Wigner contraction of a N = 2 Poincaré superalgebra with a central extension. In

the non-Lorentzian limit procedure, one introduces a U(1) gauge field for this cen-

tral extension, even though it is not part of the relativistic supergravity multiplet.

In order not to upset the counting of the bosonic and fermionic degrees of freedom

its supercovariant curvature is set to zero by hand. The supersymmetric variation

of this relativistic constraint leads to two more constraints (one fermionic and one

bosonic) that can be considered as equations of motion.

To define a non-Lorentzian limit of the Dreibein, the gravitino and the extra U(1)

gauge field, a contraction is applied that is dual to the Inönü-Wigner contraction

4 See also references [12, 13].
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of the generators these gauge fields are associated to. The constraint that was im-

posed on the additional U(1) gauge field serves two purposes. First, substituting

this constraint, for finite contraction parameter, into the expression for the depen-

dent spin connection fields, makes it possible to define the non-Lorentzian limit of

these spin connections without divergences. The non-Lorentzian limit of the super-

symmetry rules is then non-divergent and reproduces the NR rules of [10]. Second,

the non-Lorentzian limit of this constraint leads to the geometric constraint that en-

dows the resulting NC geometry with an absolute time. Subsequent supersymmetric

variations of this non-Lorentzian constraint, analysis of the supersymmetry alge-

bra and making use of the NR Bianchi identities then shows that one obtains the

same non-Lorentzian NC supergravity theory as in [10] but this time by taking a

non-Lorentzian limit.

The non-Lorentzian supergravity theories of [10] and [11] are based upon tor-

sionless NC geometries with an absolute time constraint. As we will review in sec-

tion 2.2, relaxing this constraint requires the introduction of a particular type of

torsion, called intrinsic torsion. Newton-Cartan geometries with non-zero intrinsic

torsion occur both in applications to condensed matter physics [14] as well as in

applications to non-Lorentzian string theory [15]. The generalization of NC super-

gravity to include intrinsic torsion was undertaken in [16], by making use of effort

3., i.e. a NR superconformal tensor calculus that is based on a N = 2 Schrödinger

superalgebra that contains dilatations and plays the role of the superconformal al-

gebra in the relativistic case. The gauging of this Schrödinger superalgebra leads

to an off-shell Schrödinger supergravity multiplet which is the analogue of the rel-

ativistic Weyl multiplet. As was shown in [17], this gauging naturally leads to a

Schrödinger supergravity multiplet with intrinsic torsion. The torsion is provided by

the spatial components of the dilatation gauge field, that depend on the other fields

of the multiplet. For this reason, the NR superconformal tensor calculus naturally

leads to torsionful NC supergravity theories. Following the superconformal tensor

calculus, the Schrödinger supergravity multiplet is coupled to two different choices

of compensator matter multiplets [16]: a NR 3D N = 2 scalar multiplet and a NR

limit of a N = 2 vector multiplet. This leads to a so-called old minimal and new

minimal off-shell 3D N = 2 NC supergravity multiplet.

The fourth approach to 3D non-Lorentzian supergravity consists of construct-

ing Chern-Simons formulations of gravity based on NR superalgebras with a non-

degenerate bilinear form. The first example of such a Chern-Simons theory used an

extension of the N = 2 Bargmann superalgebra [18], whose bosonic part was con-

sidered in [19]. This superalgebra leads to an extension of NC supergravity called

extended Bargmann supergravity. This is consistent with the fact that it is believed

that there is no action for NC supergravity based upon the standard Bargmann alge-

bra. 5 The construction of an action for the extended theory is based upon the obser-

vation that, in order to write down an action for the single extra vector field that was

added to general relativity in [11], one introduces two vector fields such that one

can write down an action containing both vector fields. The underlying algebra is a

5 For a proposal based upon a larger algebra, see [20].
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Bargmann algebra with two central extensions instead of one. The supersymmetric

extension of this extended Bargmann algebra was found by trial and error [18]. Re-

markably, it contains beyond the expected two supersymmetry generators an extra

fermionic generator.

The paper [18] led to many follow-up papers that make use of the direct connec-

tion between a non-Lorentzian superalgebra 6 with a non-degenerate bilinear form

and a Chern-Simons formulation of a corresponding non-Lorentzian supergravity

theory. For instance, in [24] a 3D supergravity version was constructed of the 4D

non-Lorentzian gravity theory of [25] by using a certain extension of the Bargmann

algebra that contains three additional generators. Further extended supergravity the-

ories were constructed based on different extensions of the N = 2 Bargmann su-

peralgebra such as Extended Newton-Hooke supergravity, Exotic Bargmann super-

gravity, extended Lifshitz supergravity and extended Schrödinger supergravity [26].

More examples on non-Lorentzian Chern-Simons supergravity theories, including

extensions with a cosmological constant, were given in [27, 28, 29, 30, 31]

Finally, a fifth method to construct a non-Lorentzian supergravity theory is by

applying so-called Lie algebra expansions. These expansions can be performed ei-

ther using Maurer-Cartan equations or semigroups. This method has been applied

to re-derive the 3D extended Bargmann supergravity theory [32].

Apart from 3D this review also focuses on recent results in 10D. In particular, a

non-Lorentzian version of 10D minimal supergravity, whose underlying structure is

given by stringy NC geometry, has recently been constructed as a non-Lorentzian

limit [33]. In this case, terms in the supersymmetry transformation rules of the

fermions that diverge in the limit, can be consistently eliminated by imposing par-

ticular geometric constraints. These constraints are invariant under the NR super-

symmetry transformation rules that result from the limit. Applying the limit to the

equations of motion of relativistic 10D minimal supergravity then leads to a set of

NR equations of motion that consistently transform into each other under NR super-

symmetry, once the geometric constraints are taken into account. After taking the

limit, the theory is characterized by an emerging an-isotropic scale symmetry, along

with accompanying fermionic Stueckelberg symmetries. These symmetries imply

that the NR supergravity multiplet that the limit leads to is shortened in comparison

to its relativistic counterpart.

This review is organized as follows. In section 2.1 we first give a review of some

basic notions in Lorentzian geometry to contrast them with a discussion of NC and

stringy NC geometry in section 2.2. Next, in section 3, we discuss the construction

and realization of N = 2 NC supergravity in three spacetime dimensions. In par-

ticular, we show how, after partially gauge fixing its local symmetries, this gives

rise to a supersymmetric version of Newtonian gravity. Subsequently, in section 4

we discuss NR 3D Chern-Simons supergravity theories. We focus on the theory of

[18] that is based on an extension of the Bargmann algebra with 3 supercharges in

particular. We also review how this algebra can be viewed as a Lie algebra expan-

sion of the 3D N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra [32]. In section 5, we outline how a

6 Non-Lorentzian superalgebras have been studied in [6, 7, 8] and [21, 22, 23].
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NR version of 10D minimal supergravity with an underlying stringy NC geometry

arises as a non-Lorentzian limit of relativistic 10D minimal supergravity. Finally, in

section 6, we give a brief outlook on future developments.

2 Lorentzian and non-Lorentzian Geometry

In both relativistic and non-Lorentzian gravity, the gravitational interaction is mod-

elled as the effect of matter moving in and curving the geometry of space-time. This

geometry includes the specification of a metric and affine connection structure on

an underlying space-time manifold and is described in a diffeomorphism covariant

manner. The metric structure prescribes how to measure space-time distances, while

the affine connection is used to define covariant derivatives of tensor fields and the

ensuing notion of parallel transport along curves. In this section, we will review how

these geometric ingredients are specified in non-Lorentzian geometry, in a manner

that is adapted to their use in non-Lorentzian supergravity. To emphasize some im-

portant differences with Lorentzian geometry, we will first give a brief overview of

aspects of the latter that are relevant for supergravity.

2.1 Lorentzian geometry

Relativistic gravity and supergravity use Lorentzian geometry, whose metric struc-

ture is given by a symmetric two-tensor field gµν (with the coordinate indices µ , ν ,

· · · = 0, · · · ,D− 1, where D is the space-time dimension). This metric gµν is non-

degenerate, i.e., constitutes an invertible matrix and one denotes its inverse by gµν .

The affine connection is a connection on the tangent bundle of the manifold and cor-

responds to a three-index field Γ
ρ

µν . In Lorentzian geometry, it satisfies the following

metric compatibility condition:

∂µgνρ −Γ σ
µνgσρ −Γ σ

µρgνσ = 0 , (1)

that ensures that the length of a vector does not change under parallel transport.

Splitting Γ
ρ

µν in a symmetric part Γ
ρ
(µν)

and an anti-symmetric part T
ρ
µν ≡ 2Γ

ρ
[µν]

,

the D2(D+ 1)/2 equations contained in (1) then express that the equal number of

components of Γ
ρ
(µν)

are not independent but can instead be written in terms of the

metric gµν and T
ρ
µν as follows:

Γ
ρ
(µν) =

1

2
gρσ

(

2∂(µgν)σ − ∂σ gµν

)

+ gρτT σ
τ(µgν)σ . (2)

The anti-symmetric part T
ρ
µν is called the torsion tensor, reflecting the fact that (un-

like Γ
ρ
(µν)

) it transforms tensorially under general coordinate transformations. To-
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gether with gµν , T
ρ
µν forms the independent data that define Lorentzian geometry.

In general relativity, the torsion tensor is set to zero and the corresponding affine

connection is called the Levi-Civita connection. Relativistic supergravity by con-

trast contains non-zero torsion, constructed out of gravitino bilinears.

While the affine connection suffices to couple gravity to bosonic matter fields

that are sections of tensor products of the tangent bundle and its dual, it can not be

used to couple to sections of the spinor bundle, i.e., fermion fields. For this reason,

in relativistic supergravity one needs to use a different description of Lorentzian

geometry that can accommodate fermions and that is called the Cartan or Vielbein

formulation. Its basic variable is the so-called Vielbein one-form E Â = Eµ
Âdxµ ,

where the index Â can take the values 0,1, · · · ,D − 1. Viewed as a matrix, Eµ
Â

is assumed to be invertible and its inverse is denoted by EÂ
µ . The Vielbein Eµ

Â

corresponds to a square root of the metric:

gµν = Eµ
ÂEν

B̂ηÂB̂ . (3)

Vielbeine that are related by the following infinitesimal action of local Lorentz trans-

formations (with parameter Λ ÂB̂ =−Λ B̂Â)

δEµ
Â = Λ Â

B̂Eµ
B̂ , (4)

give rise to the same metric and should be seen as physically indistinguishable.

The local Lorentz transformations (4) thus ought to be implemented as a gauge

symmetry in the description of the geometry. To this end, the Cartan formulation

not only introduces an affine connection Γ
ρ

µν , but also a gauge connection for local

Lorentz transformations, i.e, a one-form field Ωµ
ÂB̂ = −Ωµ

B̂Â, that transforms as

follows:

δΩµ
ÂB̂ = ∂µΛ ÂB̂ + 2Λ [Â|Ĉ|ΩµĈ

B̂] . (5)

This field Ωµ
ÂB̂ is referred to as the ‘spin connection’. Along with Γ

ρ
µν , it is con-

strained to obey the so-called Vielbein postulate:

∂µEν
Â −Ωµ

ÂB̂EνB̂ −Γ
ρ

µνEρ
Â = 0 . (6)

Using (3) and the anti-symmetry of Ωµ
ÂB̂ in the [ÂB̂] indices, one sees that this

postulate implies the metric compatibility condition (1) on the affine connection

Γ
ρ

µν , so that the Cartan formulation reproduces the expression (2) for Γ
ρ
(µν)

. Anti-

symmetrizing (6) in the [µν] indices leads to the following equation

Rµν
Â(P)≡ 2∂[µEν]

Â − 2Ω[µ
ÂB̂Eν]B̂ = T

ρ
µνEρ

Â . (7)

Viewing this as a set of D2(D−1)/2 linear equations for the equal number of com-

ponents of Ωµ
ÂB̂, one finds that Ωµ

ÂB̂ is not independent, but is instead fully deter-

mined in terms of Eµ
Â and the torsion tensor:
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Ωµ
ÂB̂ =−2E [Â|ν∂[µ Eν]

B̂]+E Âν E B̂ρ EµĈ∂[νEρ ]
Ĉ − 1

2
E ÂνE B̂ρ T σ

νρ gσ µ

+E [Â|ν|Eρ
B̂]T

ρ
µν . (8)

In this way, the Cartan formulation of Lorentzian geometry defines metric, affine and

spin connection structures in terms of an independent Vielbein and torsion tensor.

The dependent spin connection (8) gives a connection on the spinor bundle that

allows one to define covariant derivatives on fermionic fields and couple them to

gravity. For instance, on an ordinary spinor field ψ , this covariant derivative is given

by

Dµψ = ∂µψ − 1

4
Ωµ

ÂB̂γÂB̂ψ . (9)

In the supergravity literature, the Cartan formulation of Lorentzian geometry is

often referred to as a ‘gauging of the Poincaré algebra’ [34, 35]. This terminology

stems from the fact that the transformation rules (4), (5) are naturally interpreted

as gauge transformation rules under Lorentz transformations, if one would naively

gauge the Poincaré algebra. From this viewpoint, Eµ
Â and Ωµ

ÂB̂ are interpreted

as the components of a Poincaré algebra-valued gauge field along the translation

and Lorentz transformation generators respectively. The two-form fields Rµν
Â(P),

defined in equation (7), are then similarly interpreted as the gauge-covariant curva-

ture components along the translation generators. In the gauging language equation

(7) is often referred to as a ‘conventional constraint’. Conventional constraints are

constraints on gauge-covariant curvature components that can be used to express a

dependent field (such as the spin connection) in terms of other independent ones.

They should be contrasted with what we will call geometric constraints that are

constraints on the independent fields. Note that the term ‘gauging of the Poincaré

algebra’ should not be taken too literally, since Ωµ
ÂB̂ is not an independent field, as

would be the case in ordinary gauge theory. Nevertheless, thinking about Lorentzian

geometry in gauge theoretic terms is useful for various generalizations, such as to

supergravity and non-Lorentzian geometry and we will frequently use this language

in this review.

2.2 Non-Lorentzian Geometry

Non-Lorentzian geometry refers to differential geometric frameworks for space-

times, whose local symmetry group differs from the Lorentz group. In this review,

we will restrict ourselves to NR symmetry groups, that arise in or are extensions of

c → ∞ limits of the Lorentz group. The prime example of such a non-Lorentzian

geometry is given by NC geometry [1, 36] that features local Galilean symmetries

instead of the local Lorentz symmetries of Lorentzian geometry. Unlike Lorentzian

geometry, NC geometry features two degenerate metrics. As a consequence, the

structure of metric compatible connections (with or without torsion) also differs

from that in Lorentzian geometry in crucial respects. In this section, we will first



10 Eric A. Bergshoeff and Jan Rosseel

symmetry generators gauge field

time translation H τµ

spatial translations Pa eµ
a

central charge M mµ

spatial rotations Jab ωµ
ab

Galilean boosts Ga ωµ
a

Table 1 Summary of the gauge fields introduced in the gauging of the Bargmann algebra.

review (torsionful) NC geometry in subsection 2.2.1. This is the relevant geometry

for the 3D supergravity theories that we will discuss in sections 3 and 4. The 10D

supergravity theory of section 5 on the other hand uses a recent generalization of

NC geometry, called ‘stringy Newton-Cartan geometry’, whose essential features

will be reviewed in subsection 2.2.2. This section is mostly based on [37] to which

we refer for further details and references.

2.2.1 Newton-Cartan geometry

A NC geometry is described by a D-dimensional differentiable manifold M (with

local coordinates xµ , µ = 0, · · · ,D−1) with particular degenerate metric and metric

compatible connection structures. Here, we will review NC geometry in a frame

field formulation that was developed in [38]. This formulation can be viewed as a

gauging of the Bargmann algebra [39], i.e., the centrally extended Galilei algebra,

and this is the language we will adopt here.

In D space-time dimensions, the generators of the Bargmann algebra consist of

the time translation H, spatial translations Pa, Galilean boosts Ga, spatial rotations

Jab and the central charge M, where the spatial indices a, b assume values from 1 to

D−1. The non-trivial commutation relations of the Bargmann algebra are given by:

[Jab,Pc] =−2δc[aPb] , [Jab,Gc] =−2δc[aGb] , [Ga,H] =−Pa ,

[Jab,Jcd ] = 4δ[a[cJd]b] , [Ga,Pb] =−δabM . (10)

The central charge M is physically interpretated as the Noether charge that corre-

sponds to mass or particle number conservation in NR theories. Its inclusion in the

gauging procedure is warranted if one wants to couple massive particles or fields to

NC geometry.

In the first step of the gauging procedure, one introduces a Bargmann algebra-

valued gauge field, whose components along the various algebra generators are de-

noted by τµ , eµ
a, mµ , ωµ

ab and ωµ
a as outlined in table 1. These fields transform

as one-forms under general coordinate transformations. Their gauge transformation

rules under local spatial rotations (with parameter λ ab), local Galilean boosts (with

parameter λ a) and the local central charge transformation (with parameter σ ) are
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determined by the structure constants of the Bargmann algebra and are given by:

δτµ = 0 , δeµ
a = λ abeµb +λ aτµ , δmµ = ∂µσ +λ aeµa , (11)

δωµ
ab = ∂µλ ab + 2λ [a|c|ωµc

b] , δωµ
a = ∂µλ a −ωµ

abλb +λ abωµb . (12)

Here and in the following, we have freely raised and lowered the flat spatial indices

a, b = 1, · · · ,D− 1 with Kronecker deltas δ ab, δab. For future reference, we also

note that the field strengths of τµ , eµ
a, mµ , ωµ

ab and ωµ
a that are covariant with

respect to the transformations of (11), (12) are given by:

Rµν(H)≡ 2∂[µτν] ,

Rµν
a(P)≡ 2∂[µeν]

a − 2ω[µ
abeν]b − 2ω[µ

aτν] ,

Rµν(M)≡ 2∂[µmν]− 2ω[µ
aeν]a ,

Rµν
ab(J)≡ 2∂[µων]

ab − 2ω[µ
[a|c|ων]c

b] ,

Rµν
a(G)≡ 2∂[µων]

a − 2ω[µ
abων]b . (13)

The field mµ is the gauge field associated to the central charge M. In accordance

to the physical interpretation of M, mentioned below (10), mµ couples to conserved

mass or particle number currents in theories of massive particles or fields in an

arbitrary NC background. The one-form τµ is referred to as the time-like Vielbein

or clock form, whereas eµ
a is referred to as the spatial Vielbein. Even though they

do not constitute square invertible matrices, one can still define vectors τµ and ea
µ

that constitute ‘inverse Vielbein fields’ in the sense that the following relations hold:

τµτµ = 1 , τµ eµ
a = 0 , τµ ea

µ = 0 ,

ea
µeµ

b = δ b
a , τµτν + eµ

aea
ν = δ ν

µ . (14)

These inverse Vielbein fields transform as follows under local spatial rotations and

Galilean boosts:

δτµ =−λ aea
µ , δea

µ = λa
beb

µ . (15)

The metric structure of NC geometry is then defined in analogy to Lorentzian ge-

ometry by Galilean invariants that are quadratic in the Vielbeine or their inverses.

Two such invariants can be found:

1. A covariant symmetric 2-tensor of rank 1, called the ‘time-like metric’

τµν = τµ τν . (16)

2. A contravariant symmetric 2-tensor of rank D−1, called the ‘spatial (co-)metric’

hµν = ea
µeb

νδ ab . (17)



12 Eric A. Bergshoeff and Jan Rosseel

These two metrics are mutually orthogonal in the sense that hµντνσ = 0. They can

be used to measure time-like and spatial distances along particular curves in the

space-time. To see this, one first notes that one can use the time-like Vielbein τµ

to distinguish vectors into time-like and spatial ones. In particular, a vector X µ is

called time-like future (resp. past) directed whenever τµX µ > 0 (resp. < 0) and

spatial whenever τµX µ = 0. A curve γ : t ∈ [0,1] 7→ xµ(t) ∈ M , whose tangent

vectors ẋµ(t)≡ dxµ(t)/dt are everywhere time-like future directed, can be regarded

as the worldline of a physical observer that moves between two space-time points

xµ(0) and xµ(1). The time interval ∆ t, needed by the observer to complete its motion

between these two points, is then defined as

∆ t ≡
∫ 1

0
dt
√

ẋµ ẋν τµν =
∫ 1

0
dt ẋµτµ =

∫

γ
dxµτµ . (18)

Likewise, the spatial distance ℓ along a curve σ : s ∈ [0,1] 7→ xµ(s) ∈ M , whose

tangent vectors x′µ(s) ≡ dxµ(s)/ds are everywhere spatial, is defined as

ℓ≡
∫ 1

0
ds
√

x′µx′νhµν , with hµν = eµ
aeν

bδab . (19)

Note that hµν satisfies

hµνhνρ = δ
µ
ρ − τµτρ , (20)

and thus is a right inverse of the spatial co-metric hµν , when restricting its action to

spatial vectors. This right inverse is however not boost invariant:

δhµν = 2λ aτ(µ eν)a . (21)

Nevertheless, since the integral on the right-hand-side of (19) is along a curve that

satisfies τµx′µ = 0, it is boost invariant.

Having discussed the metric structure on a NC geometry, let us now turn to the

definition of metric compatible connections. We have already introduced two one-

form fields ωµ
ab and ωµ

a, with gauge transformation rules (12), that can play the

role of a NR analogue of the spin connection Ωµ
ÂB̂. We will refer to ωµ

ab and

ωµ
a as spin connections for spatial rotations and Galilean boosts respectively. As in

the Lorentzian case, these spin connections should not be independent but should

instead depend on the other frame fields τµ , eµ
a, mµ as well as torsion. This is

achieved by requiring that the following conventional constraints, that are NR ana-

logues of (7), hold identically:

Rµν(P
a)≡ 2∂[µeν]

a − 2ω[µ
abeν]b − 2ω[µ

aτν] = Tµν
a ,

Rµν(M)≡ 2∂[µmν]− 2ω[µ
aeν]a = T

(m)
µν . (22)

Here, Tµν
a and T

(m)
µν are two torsion tensors that we will call the ‘spatial tor-

sion tensor’ and ‘mass torsion tensor’ respectively. One can view (22) as a set of
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D(D− 1)2/2+D(D− 1)/2= D2(D− 1)/2 linear algebraic equations for as many

components of ωµ
ab and ωµ

a. Solving these equations then yields the following

expressions for the spin connections in terms of τµ , eµ
a, mµ , Tµν

a and T
(m)
µν :

ωµ
a = τµ τνeaρ ∂[νmρ ]+ eaν∂[µ mν]+ eµbeaντρ ∂[νeρ ]

b + τν∂[µeν]
a

− τµτνeaρ T
(m)

νρ + eµbτν e(a|ρ |Tνρ
b)− 1

2
eµbebνeaρT

(m)
νρ ,

ωµ
ab =−2e[a|ν|∂[µeν]

b]+ eµceaνebρ∂[ν eρ ]
c − τµeaνebρ ∂[νmρ ]

+
1

2
τµeaνebρ T

(m)
νρ + e[a|ν|Tµν

b]− 1

2
eµceaνebρ Tνρ

c . (23)

Two comments are in order. First, note that the inclusion of the central charge of

the Bargmann algebra in the gauging procedure is crucial to ensure that all spin

connection components can be expressed in terms of other fields. Without the central

charge and its associated gauge field mµ , one would not be able to impose the second

conventional constraint of (22) and the system of equations for the spin connection

components would be underdetermined. One thus sees that, while mµ does not play

a role in defining the metric structure, it has a geometric significance as an ingredient

that determines the connection structure of NC geometry.

As a second comment, we remark that it is convenient to choose the torsion

tensors Tµν
a and T

(m)
µν such that they transform under local spatial rotations and

boosts as follows:

δTµν
a = λ a

bTµν
b + 2λ a∂[µτν] , δT

(m)
µν = λaTµν

a . (24)

This ensures that the local spatial rotation and boost transformations (induced by

(11) and (24)) of the expressions (23) for the spin connections coincide with the

rules (12) that are dictated by the Bargmann algebra. This can be checked either

by direct calculation or by noting that the set of equations (22) is invariant under

the spatial rotation and boost transformation rules of (11), (12) and (24). In the

following, we will assume that (24) hold. The fact that Tµν
a transforms under boosts

to ∂[µτν] indicates that the latter should also be interpreted as torsion. This will be

confirmed in the following.

Having discussed the spin connections ωµ
ab and ωµ

a, one can define an affine

connection Γ
ρ

µν in analogy to the Lorentzian case, by imposing the following Viel-

bein postulates:

∂µτν −Γ
ρ

µντρ = 0 , ∂µeν
a −ωµ

abeνb −ωµ
aτν −Γ

ρ
µνeρ

a = 0 , (25)

where ωµ
ab and ωµ

a are understood to be given by the expressions (23). It follows

that Γ
ρ

µν is compatible with the two metrics τµν and hµν :

∇µ τνρ ≡ ∂µτνρ −Γ σ
µντσρ −Γ σ

µρτνσ = 0 ,

∇µ hνρ ≡ ∂µhνρ +Γ ν
µσ hσρ +Γ

ρ
µσ hνσ = 0 . (26)
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From (25) and (23), one finds that Γ
ρ

µν can be written in terms of the NC metric

structure, mµ and the torsion tensors Tµν
a, T

(m)
µν as follows:

Γ
ρ

µν = τρ ∂µτν +
1

2
hρσ

(

∂µ hσν + ∂νhµσ − ∂σ hµν

)

+ hρστµ ∂[σ mν]+ hρστν ∂[σ mµ]

+ hρστ(µT m
ν)σ − hρσe(µ|a|Tν)σ

a +
1

2
ea

ρ Tµν
a . (27)

One can explicitly check that this formula for Γ
ρ

µν is invariant under local spatial

rotations and boosts (even though boost invariance is not manifest)7. This is guar-

anteed by the fact that the dependent spin connections (23) transform as in (12).

The formula (27) gives the affine connection of NC geometry with arbitrary tor-

sion. In particular, we see that its torsion 2Γ
ρ
[µν] is given by

2Γ
ρ
[µν]

= 2τρ ∂[µτν]+ ea
ρ Tµν

a . (28)

The time-like component 2Γ
ρ
[µν]

τρ is (as anticipated after (24)) given by 2∂[µτν],

while Tµν
a gives the spatial components 2Γ

ρ
[µν]

eρ
a. The time-like component 2∂[µτν]

of the affine connection torsion is often called ‘intrinsic torsion’ [41], since it does

not appear in the dependent spin connections (23). Note that the notion of intrinsic

torsion is absent in Lorentzian geometry, where the dependent spin connection (8)

contains all components of 2Γ
ρ
[µν]

. A further difference between Lorentzian and NC

geometry is that the latter features an extra mass torsion tensor T
(m)
µν that appears in

the spin connections (23) but not in the affine connection.

It is interesting to consider situations in which the torsion is no longer arbitrary,

but instead some of its components vanish. For instance, since the intrinsic torsion

components 2Γ
ρ
[µν]

τρ are boost and rotation invariant, they can be consistently set to

zero. This leads to the differential constraint

∂[µτν] = 0 , (29)

on the clock form. This illustrates another important difference with Lorentzian ge-

ometry, where truncating torsion tensor components does not give rise to constraints

on the metric structure. The constraint (29) has a natural physical interpretation: it

covariantly expresses the existence of an absolute time on the space-time. Indeed,

if (29) holds, Stokes’ theorem implies that two observers that move along different

worldlines between the same initial and final space-time points, measure the same

7 Note that Γ
ρ

µν will only be invariant under local central charge transformations, provided Tµν
a

and T
(m)
µν are. In applications of NC geometry with torsion, e.g. in Lifshitz holography [15, 40],

one often encounters situations in which it is not possible to choose Tµν
a and T

(m)
µν such that they

are simultaneously invariant under the central charge and transform as in (24) under local spatial

rotations and boosts. In those cases, it is conventional/convenient to choose Tµν
a and T

(m)
µν with

non-trivial central charge transformations, but such that (24) still hold, and to work with an affine

connection Γ
ρ

µν that is boost but not central charge invariant.
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time interval (18) needed for their respective journeys. For modern applications of

NC geometry, the absolute time constraint (29) is often too stringent and needs to be

relaxed. This is for instance the case in Lifshitz holography, where gravity around

so-called Lifshitz space-times is conjectured as a holographic dual of particular NR

conformal field theories. The boundary of a Lifshitz space-time is described by a

NC geometry, whose metric structure is only determined up to an anisotropic local

Weyl rescaling with parameter ΛD [15, 40]:

δτµ = zΛDτµ , δeµ
a = ΛDeµ

a , (30)

where z is a real number, called the dynamical exponent. The type of NC geometry

that appears in Lifshitz holography can not obey the constraint (29), as the latter is

not invariant under the Weyl rescaling (30). A weaker constraint that is both boost

and Weyl invariant and that can thus feature in Lifshitz holography is the so-called

‘twistless torsional’ constraint in which only the spatial components8 of the intrinsic

torsion are set to zero:

τ[µ ∂ντρ ] = 0 ⇔ τab ≡ ea
µeb

ν ∂[µτν] = 0 . (31)

A D-dimensional NC geometry with this twistless torsional constraint no longer

exhibits a notion of absolute time. According to Frobenius’ theorem, it can however

still be foliated into (D − 1)-dimensional leaves that can be identified as spatial

hypersurfaces of constant time.

2.2.2 Stringy Newton-Cartan geometry

As we saw above, NC geometry is characterized by the existence of local frames

(defined by τµ and eµ
a) that feature a time/space split and are related by local (ho-

mogeneous) Galilean transformations, as well as a one-form field mµ that couples to

conserved mass currents. As such, it is the geometrical arena in which the classical

mechanics of NR point particles takes place. Recent years have witnessed a renewed

interest in NR limits of extended objects in which the speed of light is taken to in-

finity only in the directions transverse to the objects under consideration. Applied

to strings, such a limit leads to NR string theory [2, 3, 42], whose excitations satisfy

NR dispersion relations and interact via NR gravity. The two-dimensional world-

volume of such NR strings is still relativistic and can therefore not naturally be

embedded in NC geometry with a NR time/space split as described in the previous

8 Similar to how curved indices are turned into flat ones in Lorentzian geometry, we will call the

spatial components Xa/Xa of a one-form Xµ /vector Xµ (and by extension of tensors) those that are

obtained by contraction with ea
µ /eµ

a, according to the rule Xa ≡ ea
µ Xµ /Xa ≡ eµ

aXµ . Likewise, the

time-like components X0/X0 are defined as X0 ≡ τµ Xµ /X0 ≡ τµ Xµ . Since we allow the a-index to

be raised and lowered with Kronecker deltas, the notation Xa/Xa can also stand for eµaXµ /eµaXµ ,

depending on the context. It is also convenient to raise and lower the 0-index at the expense of a

minus sign, so that X0/X0 can also be used to denote −X0 =−τµ Xµ /−X0 =−τµ Xµ , depending on

the context.
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subsection. Recently, it has been shown that the natural background geometry in

which NR strings move is given by a generalization of NC geometry that is called

stringy Newton-Cartan geometry (see, e.g., [43], [44], [45], [37] and [46] for an

early example) and that we will review here.

Instead of a local time/space split, a D-dimensional stringy NC geometry fea-

tures a split between 2 local so-called ‘longitudinal’ directions and the remaining

D − 2 ‘transversal’ ones. The longitudinal directions are equipped with a rank-2

Minkowski metric and can thus be used to embed the worldvolume of NR strings.

A Cartan formulation of stringy NC geometry can be given in analogy to the one

of NC geometry of the previous subsection. It is based on a ‘longitudinal Vielbein’

field τµ
A, with A = 0,1, a ‘transversal Vielbein’ eµ

a, with a = 2, · · · ,D− 1 and a

two-form field bµν . In what follows, we will freely raise and lower the A-index

with a two-dimensional Minkowski metric ηAB = diag(−1,1) and the a-index with

a (D− 2)-dimensional Euclidean metric δab.

The fields τµ
A, eµ

a and bµν transform under local (SO(1,1)× SO(D − 2))⋊

R
2(D−2) transformations as follows:

δτµ
A = λMεA

Bτµ
B , δeµ

a = λ a
beµ

b −λA
aτµ

A ,

δbµν =−2εABλ A
aτ[µ

Beν]
a . (32)

Here, λM, λ ab =−λ ba and λ Aa are the parameters of SO(1,1), SO(8) and R
2(D−2)

respectively. The SO(1,1) and SO(8) parts of this local symmetry group will be

referred to as ‘longitudinal Lorentz transformations’ and ‘transversal spatial ro-

tations’. The R
2(D−2) part represents a type of boosts that transform transversal

into longitudinal directions (but not vice versa) and that are called ‘string Galilean

boosts’. In addition to the string Galilean boost transformation (32), the two-form

field bµν is also subjected to a one-form gauge symmetry, acting with parameter θµ

as follows:

δbµν = 2∂[µθν] . (33)

As a consequence, bµν naturally couples to conserved string tension currents, in

analogy to how the central charge gauge field mµ of NC geometry couples to con-

served mass currents [45].

The longitudinal and transversal Vielbeine can be used to define the metric struc-

ture of stringy NC geometry. To do this, one first introduces ‘inverse’ longitudinal

and spatial Vielbeine τA
µ and ea

µ that obey:

τA
µτµ

B = δ B
A , τA

µeµ
a = 0 , ea

µ τµ
A = 0 ,

eµ
aeb

µ = δ a
b , τµ

AτA
ν + eµ

aea
ν = δ ν

µ . (34)

One can then construct the following two symmetric two-tensors that are quadratic

in the (inverse) Vielbeine and that are invariant under the local (SO(1,1)×SO(D−
2))⋊R

2(D−2) transformations (32):
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τµν = τµ
Aτν

BηAB , hµν = ea
µeb

νδ ab . (35)

The first of these has rank-2 and is called the longitudinal metric, whereas hµν has

rank-(D− 2) and is called the transversal (co-)metric. Similar to NC geometry, the

longitudinal metric can be used to determine the proper area of string worldsheets,

while the transversal metric allows one to measure transversal distances to such

worldsheets. We refer to [37] for more details on this.

The metric compatible connection of stringy NC geometry is determined by three

spin connections ωµ , ωµ
ab and ωµ

Aa that transform under longitudinal Lorentz

transformations, transversal spatial rotations and string Galilean boosts as follows:

δωµ = ∂µλM , δωµ
ab = ∂µλ ab + 2λ [a|c|ωµc

b] ,

δωµ
Aa = ∂µλ Aa +λMεA

Bωµ
Ba +λ a

bωµ
Ab − εA

Bλ Baωµ +λ Abωµb
a . (36)

These spin connections satisfy the following constraints in analogy to (22):

2∂[µτν]
A − 2εA

Bω[µτν]
B = Tµν

A ,

2∂[µeν]
a − 2ω[µ

abeν]b + 2ω[µ
Aaτν]A = Tµν

a ,

3∂[µbνρ ]+ 6εABω[µ
Abτν

Beρ ]b = T
(b)
µνρ , (37)

where the left-hand-sides are covariant with respect to (36) and Tµν
A, Tµν

a, T
(b)
µνρ are

suitable torsion tensors. Not all of the constraints (37) are conventional, since not all

of them contain the spin connections ωµ , ωµ
ab and ωµ

Aa. In particular, contracting

(37) with the inverse Vielbeine τA
µ , ea

µ and taking suitable (anti-)symmetrizations,

one finds that (37) contains the following components

2τ(A|
µea

ν∂[µτν]|B) = τ(A|
µea

νTµν|B) , 2ea
µeb

ν∂[µ τν]
A = ea

µeb
ν Tµν

A ,

3ea
µ eb

ν ec
ρ ∂[µbνρ ] = ea

µeb
νec

ρ T
(b)
µνρ , (38)

that are independent of the spin connections. This leaves D+D(D−1)(D−2)/2+
(D−2)2 equations of (37) that can be used to solve and express the spin connections

in terms of τµ
A, eµ

a, bµν , Tµν
A, Tµν

a and T
(b)
µνρ . Since ωµ , ωµ

ab and ωµ
Aa have a

total of D+D(D−2)(D−3)/2+2D(D−2) components, one sees that not all spin

connection components can be expressed in this way. In particular, the 2(D− 2)
components

τ{A|
µωµ|B}

a ≡ τ(A|
µωµ|B)

a − 1

2
ηABτC

µωµ
Ca , (39)

remain as independent fields in the connection structure of stringy NC geometry.

All other spin connection components can be expressed in terms of the longitudinal

and transversal Vielbeine, bµν and the torsion tensors appearing in (37). We refer to

[37] for their explicit expressions and for details on how these can be obtained.
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Once the spin connections ωµ , ωµ
ab and ωµ

Aa have been expressed in this way,

an affine connection Γ
ρ

µν can be introduced via the following Vielbein postulates:

∂µτν
A − εA

Bωµτν
B −Γ

ρ
µντρ

A = 0 ,

∂µeν
a −ωµ

abeνb +ωµ
AaτνA −Γ

ρ
µνeρ

a = 0 . (40)

This connection Γ
ρ

µν is by construction compatible with the metrics τµν and hµν of

(35)

∇µ τνρ ≡ ∂µτνρ −Γ σ
µντσρ −Γ σ

µρτνσ = 0 ,

∇µ hνρ ≡ ∂µhνρ +Γ ν
µσ hσρ +Γ

ρ
µσ hνσ = 0 . (41)

In analogy to the NC case, one can ensure that Γ
ρ

µν is invariant under local longitu-

dinal Lorentz transformations, transversal spatial rotations and Galilean boosts, by

choosing the transformation rules of the tensors Tµν
A, Tµν

a and T
(b)
µνρ as follows:

δTµν
A = λMεA

BTµν
B , δTµν

a = λ a
bT b

µν −λA
aTµν

A ,

δT
(b)
µνρ =−3εABλ A

aT[µν
Beρ ]

a + 3εABλ A
aT[µν

aτρ ]
B . (42)

From (40) one can solve and express Γ
ρ

µν in terms of the stringy NC metrics (35),

bµν and the tensors Tµν
A, Tµν

a and T
(b)
µνρ (see [37] for an explicit expression).

The metric compatible affine connection Γ
ρ

µν introduced above features generic

torsion, given by

2Γ
ρ
[µν]

= τA
ρ Tµν

A + ea
ρ Tµν

a . (43)

As in the NC case, part of this torsion is intrinsic. In particular, the torsion compo-

nents T(A|a|B) ≡ τ(A|
µea

νTµν|B) and Tab
A ≡ ea

µeb
νTµν

A 9 do not appear in the depen-

dent spin connections and constitute the intrinsic torsion of the stringy NC affine

connection. From (38) one sees that setting this intrinsic torsion equal to zero leads

to differential constraints on the longitudinal Vielbein τµ
A, similar to what happens

in the NC case. As in the NC case, one can consistently set intrinsic torsion tensor

components equal to zero in various ways. We refer to [37] for an in-depth analysis

of the different possibilities and their geometrical interpretation.

Having reviewed the basics of Lorentzian and non-Lorentzian geometry, we are

now ready to discuss different non-Lorentzian supergravity theories. We start by

discussing in the next section 3D Newton-Cartan supergravity.

9 We follow a similar convention as in footnote 8 to turn curved indices into longitudinal or

transversal ones. In particular, we will call the longitudinal components XA/XA of a one-form

Xµ /vector Xµ (and by extension of tensors) those that are obtained by contraction with τA
µ /τµ

A,

according to the rule XA ≡ τA
µ Xµ /XA ≡ τµ

AXµ . Likewise, the transversal components Xa/Xa are

defined as Xa ≡ ea
µ Xµ /Xa ≡ eµ

aXµ .
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3 3D Newton-Cartan supergravity

In this section, we will review the 3D supersymmetric version of NC gravity of

[10], [11]. Originally, this theory was constructed as a gauging of a N = 2 super-

Bargmann algebra [10]. In [11], it was rederived by applying a non-Lorentzian limit

procedure to relativistic 3D, N = 2 supergravity. Since recent efforts to construct

non-Lorentzian supergravity theories in higher dimensions are mainly based on tak-

ing a non-Lorentzian limit, we will here focus in detail on the construction of [11], in

order to allow for comparison with the 10D non-Lorentzian supergravity of section

5. In subsection 3.1, we will first review the construction of 3D NC supergravity via

a non-Lorentzian limit. In subsection 3.2, we will then show how a supersymmetric

version of Newtonian gravity can be obtained as a gauge fixing of NC supergravity.

3.1 3D N = 2 on-shell Newton-Cartan Supergravity

Our starting point is the relativistic 3D N = 2 supergravity multiplet with field

content {Eµ
Â ,Ψµi}(Â = 0,1,2; i = 1,2). Under diffeomorphisms (with parameter

ξ µ ) and Lorentz rotations (with parameter Λ ÂB̂) these fields transform as

δEµ
Â = ξ ν∂ν Eµ

Â + ∂µξ νEν
Â +Λ Â

B̂Eµ
B̂ , (44)

δΨµi = ξ ν∂νΨµi + ∂µξ νΨνi +
1

4
Λ ÂB̂γÂB̂Ψµi . (45)

Furthermore, the supersymmetry transformation rules (with parameter ηi) are given

by

δEµ
Â =

1

2
δ i j η̄i γ ÂΨµ j , (46)

δΨµi = Dµηi = ∂µ ηi −
1

4
Ωµ

ÂB̂(E,Ψi)γÂB̂ηi , (47)

where Dµ is the Lorentz-covariant derivative and the dependent spin connection

Ωµ
ÂB̂(E,Ψi) is given by

Ωµ
ÂB̂(E,Ψi) =−2Eν[Â

(

∂[µEν]
B̂]− 1

4
δ i j Ψ̄[µiγ

B̂]Ψν] j

)

+EµĈEνÂEρB̂
(

∂[ν Eρ ]
Ĉ − 1

4
δ i j Ψ̄[νiγ

ĈΨρ ] j

)

.

(48)

From this expression one derives that the supersymmetry transformation of the (de-

pendent) spin connection is given by
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δΩµ
ÂB̂(E,Ψi) =−1

2
δ i j Eν[Â η̄i γ B̂]Ψ̂µν j +

1

4
δ i j EµĈEνÂEρB̂ η̄i γĈΨ̂νρ j , (49)

where Ψ̂µνi ≡ 2D[µΨν]i. Note that this transformation rule is zero on-shell, i.e. it

vanishes upon using the fermionic equations of motion

Ψ̂µνi = 0 . (50)

One may verify that with the transformation rules (46) and (47) the supersymmetry

algebra closes on-shell on the fields.

Besides the relativistic N = 2 supergravity multiplet, we will introduce an ad-

ditional field Mµ , that can be associated to the central charge generator Z of the

N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra (see eq. (55) below). This gauge field transforms

under diffeomorphisms and abelian gauge transformations (with parameter Λ ) as

follows:

δMµ = ξ ν∂νMµ + ∂µξ νMν + ∂µΛ . (51)

Its transformation rule under supersymmetry is determined by the Poincaré superal-

gebra (see eq. (55) below)

δMµ =
1

2
ε i j η̄iΨµ j . (52)

This field is ordinarily not introduced in the supergravity multiplet. In order not to

upset the on-shell counting of bosonic and fermionic degrees of freedom, we are

thus obliged to set the supercovariant curvature of Mµ to zero, i.e.

F̂µν(M) ≡ 2∂[µMν]−
1

2
ε i j Ψ̄[µiΨν] j = 0 , (53)

so that this field corresponds to a pure gauge degree of freedom. Note that this

constraint also implies that the commutator of two supersymmetry transformations

acting on Mµ closes to a general coordinate transformation and a central charge

transformation. Moreover, this constraint will be important to obtain finite expres-

sions for the NR spin connections by taking the limit of the relativistic connection.

Starting from expression (53), the full set of relativistic equations of motion is ob-

tained by the following chain of supersymmetry transformations

F̂µν(M) = 0 → Ψ̂µνi = 0 → R̂µν
ÂB̂(Ω) = 0 . (54)

This concludes the summary of our relativistic starting point.

The non-Lorentzian limit procedure employs a redefinition of the fields that mim-

ics the Inönü-Wigner contraction of the N = 2 Poincaré superalgebra to the N = 2

Bargmann superalgebra. To motivate this redefinition, we will first consider this al-

gebra contraction. The starting relativistic superalgebra is given by the following

N = 2 Poincaré superalgebra with translation PÂ, Lorentz transformations MÂB̂,

central extension Z and supercharges Qi (i = 1,2):
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[

MÂB̂,PĈ

]

=−2ηĈ[ÂPB̂] ,
[

MÂB̂,MĈD̂

]

= 4η[Â[ĈMD̂]B̂] ,

[

MÂB̂,Q
i
]

=−1

2
γÂB̂Qi ,

{

Qi,Q j
}

=−γ ÂC−1 PÂ δ i j +C−1
Z ε i j .

(55)

Here, the supercharges Qi are two-component Majorana spinors. For the gamma-

matrices we choose a real basis, i.e. γ Â = (iσ2,σ1,σ3) and the charge conjugation

matrix is taken to be C = iγ0.

In order to define the Inönü–Wigner contraction, we first define the projections

Q± =
1√
2

(

Q1 ± γ0Q2
)

, (56)

and split the three-dimensional flat indices Â, B̂ into time-like and space-like in-

dices {0,a}. We set Mab = Jab for the purely spatial rotations. Next, we perform the

following invertible redefinition of the generators:

Q− →
√

ω Q− , Q+ → 1√
ω

Q+ , Ma0 → ω Ga ,

Z →−ωM+
1

2ω
H , P0 → ωM+

1

2ω
H ,

(57)

where ω is a finite dimensionless contraction parameter and we leave the generators

Pa and Jab untouched. Using these redefinitions, the N = 2 supersymmetric exten-

sion of the Bargmann algebra is then obtained in the limit ω → ∞. In particular, we

find the following non-vanishing commutation relations:

[

Jab,Pc

]

=−2δc[aPb] ,
[

Jab,Gc

]

=−2δc[aGb] ,
[

Ga,H
]

=−Pa ,
[

Ga,Pb

]

=−δab M ,
[

Jab,Q±
]

=− 1
2

γabQ± ,
[

Ga,Q+

]

=− 1
2

γa0Q− , (58)

{

Q+,Q+

}

=−γ0C−1 H ,
{

Q+,Q−
}

=−γaC−1 Pa ,
{

Q−,Q−
}

=−2γ0C−1 M .

The bosonic part of the algebra corresponds to the Bargmann algebra (10). Note

that, since we are working in three dimensions, the spatial rotations are Abelian.

We now extend the above algebra contraction to the fields of the on-shell N = 2

supergravity multiplet. For the bosonic fields, we employ the following redefinitions

Eµ
0 = ωτµ +

1

2ω
mµ , Eµ

a = eµ
a , (59)

Mµ = ωτµ − 1

2ω
mµ . (60)



22 Eric A. Bergshoeff and Jan Rosseel

In the limit ω → ∞, the fields τµ , eµ
a and mµ become the clock form, spatial Viel-

bein and central charge gauge field of NC geometry. To derive their bosonic NR

transformation rules (11), we first express the new fields in terms of the old ones,

i.e.

τµ =
1

2ω

(

Eµ
0 +Mµ

)

, mµ = ω
(

Eµ
0 −Mµ

)

. (61)

By also redefining the symmetry parameters Λ ab, Λ a0 and Λ as

λ ab = Λ ab , λ a = ω Λ a
0 , σ =−ωΛ , (62)

it is straightforward to obtain the bosonic transformation rules (11). All fields trans-

form under diffeomorphisms in the usual way.

The redefinitions of the gravitini follow from the way we contract the fermionic

generators of the 3D N = 2 Poincaré superalgebra to get the Bargmann superalge-

bra, i.e. we first define projected spinors

Ψ± =
1√
2

(

Ψ1 ± γ0Ψ2

)

, (63)

and we similarly define parameters η± from the η1,2. We then introduce the scalings:

Ψµ+ =
√

ω ψµ+ , η+ =
√

ω ε+ ,

Ψµ− =
1√
ω

ψµ− , η− =
1√
ω

ε− .
(64)

The following NR supersymmetry transformation rules then follow

δτµ =
1

2
ε̄+γ0ψµ+ ,

δeµ
a =

1

2
ε̄+γaψµ−+

1

2
ε̄−γaψµ+ ,

δmµ = ε̄−γ0ψµ− ,

(65)

as well as

δψµ+ = ∂µε+− 1

4
ωµ

abγabε+ ,

δψµ− = ∂µε−− 1

4
ωµ

abγabε−+
1

2
ωµ

aγa0ε+ .

(66)

The transformation rules of the spinors with respect to the NR bosonic symmetries

are found to be
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δψµ+ =
1

4
λ abγabψµ+ ,

δψµ− =
1

4
λ abγabψµ−− 1

2
λ aγa0ψµ+ .

(67)

It is understood that the spin connections ωµ
a,ωµ

ab in (66) are dependent,

i.e. ωµ
a = ωµ

a(e,τ,m,ψ±) and ωµ
ab = ωµ

ab(e,τ,m,ψ±). Their explicit expres-

sions are given by

ωµ
ab(e,τ,m,ψ±) =−2e[a|ν|

(

∂[µeν]
b]− 1

2
ψ̄[µ+γb]ψν]−

)

+ eµ
ceaνebρ

(

∂[ν eρ ]
c − 1

2
ψ̄[ν+γcψρ ]−

)

− τµeaνebρ
(

∂[νmρ ]−
1

2
ψ̄[ν−γ0ψρ ]−

)

, (68)

ωµ
a(e,τ,m,ψ±) = τν

(

∂[µeν]
a − 1

2
ψ̄[µ+γaψν]−

)

+ eµbeaντρ
(

∂[ν eρ ]
b − 1

2
ψ̄[ν+γbψρ ]−

)

+ eaν
(

∂[µ mν]−
1

2
ψ̄[µ−γ0ψν]−

)

− τµeaντρ
(

∂[ν mρ ]−
1

2
ψ̄[ν−γ0ψρ ]−

)

. (69)

The expressions for these NR spin connections can be obtained from the relativistic

expression given in eq. (48), by also using eq. (53). In particular, in order to obtain

these expressions, we have used eq. (53), for finite ω , to replace terms that diverge

in the ω → ∞ limit, by terms with the expected ω-order. Note that the expressions

(68), (69) are of the form (23) with

Tµν
a = ψ̄[µ+γaψν]− and T

(m)
µν = ψ̄[µ−γ0ψν]− . (70)

According to the discussion that led to eqs. (23), the dependent spin connections

(68), (69) thus identically fulfil the following conventional constraints:

R̂µν
a(P)≡ Rµν

a(P)− ψ̄[µ+γaψν]− = 0 ,

R̂µν(M)≡ Rµν(M)− ψ̄[µ−γ0ψν]− = 0 ,
(71)

where Rµν
a(P), Rµν(M) are defined in (22) and where R̂µν

a(P), R̂µν(M) are the

supercovariant curvatures of eµ
a and mµ respectively. The other supercovariant cur-

vatures that will be used in what follows are given by
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R̂µν
a(G)≡ 2∂[µων]

a − 2ω[µ
abων]b ,

R̂µν
ab(J)≡ 2∂[µων]

ab ,

R̂µν(H)≡ 2∂[µτν]−
1

2
ψ̄[µ+γ0ψν]+ ,

ψ̂µν+ ≡ 2∂[µψν]+− 1

2
ω[µ

abγabψν]+ ,

ψ̂µν− ≡ 2∂[µψν]−− 1

2
ω[µ

abγabψν]−+ω[µ
aγa0ψν]+ . (72)

The conventional constraints (71) can be used to determine that the supersymme-

try transformations of the dependent spin and boost connections (68) and (69) are

given by

δQωµ
ab(e,τ,m,ψ±) =

1

2
ε̄+γ [bψ̂a]

µ−+
1

4
eµc ε̄+γcψ̂ab−− 1

2
τµ ε̄−γ0ψ̂ab−

+
1

2
ε̄−γ [bψ̂a]

µ++
1

4
eµc ε̄−γcψ̂ab

+ ,

(73)

δQωµ
a(e,τ,m,ψ±) =

1

2
ε̄−γ0ψ̂µ

a−+
1

2
τµ ε̄−γ0ψ̂0

a−+
1

4
eµb ε̄+γbψ̂a

0−

+
1

4
ε̄+γaψ̂µ0−+

1

4
eµb ε̄−γbψ̂a

0++
1

4
ε̄−γaψ̂µ0+ .

(74)

The constraint (53) is not only used to get finite expressions for the NR spin

connections. As already alluded to above, its ω →∞ limit also leads to the following

constraint:

R̂µν(H) = 0 . (75)

This constraint is a geometric one (i.e., not a conventional one) and leads to further

conditions upon variation under supersymmetry. One finds that under supersymme-

try transformations, with parameters ε+ and ε−, the following set of constraints is

generated:

ψ̂ab− = 0 (76)

R̂µν(H) = 0 → ψ̂µν+ = 0 → R̂µν
ab(J) = 0 (77)

γaψ̂a0− = 0 → R̂0a
a(G) = 0 . (78)

Note that the variation of the ψ̂µν+ = 0 constraint leads to three different constraints.

Of these three constraints only the variation of the constraint γaψ̂a0− = 0 leads to

one more constraint. Using the last constraint given in eq. (77) the NR Bianchi

identities reduce to

R̂ab
c(G) = 0 , R̂0[a

b](G) = 0 . (79)
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These identities are needed to show that the variation of the constraint given in

eq. (76) does not lead to further constraints and that the variation of the first con-

straint in (78) leads to the singlet constraint R0a
a(G) = 0 on the boost curvature. As

we will see in the next subsection, this singlet constraint corresponds to a covari-

ant (i.e., valid in arbitrary reference frames) version of the Poisson equation for the

Newton potential.

At this point we have obtained the supersymmetry rules of all gauge fields, both

the dependent as well as the independent ones. We find that with these supersym-

metry transformations the supersymmetry algebra closes on-shell. To be precise,

the commutator of two supersymmetry transformations closes and is given by the

following soft algebra:

[δQ(ε1),δQ(ε2)] = δg.c.t.(ξ
µ)+ δJab

(λ a
b)+ δGa(λ

a)+ δQ+(ε+) +

+ δQ−(ε−)+ δM(σ) , (80)

provided the two fermionic constraints on the gravitino curvature in eqs. (76) and

(78) hold. Here g.c.t. denotes a general coordinate transformation and the field-

dependent parameters are given by

ξ µ =
1

2

(

ε̄2+γ0ε1+

)

τµ +
1

2

(

ε̄2+γaε1−+ ε̄2−γaε1+

)

ea
µ ,

λ a
b =−ξ µωµ

a
b ,

λ a =−ξ µωµ
a ,

ε± =−ξ µψµ± ,

σ =−ξ µmµ +
(

ε̄2−γ0ε1−
)

. (81)

This concludes our discussion of how by taking a limit one can derive the three-

dimensional on-shell N = 2 NC supergravity theory first constructed in [10] by

gauging a N = 2 supersymmetric extension of the Bargmann algebra, i.e., we ob-

tained all constraints, equations of motion and transformation rules. To finish the

consistency check of our procedure we should check whether the supersymmetry

variation of the bosonic equation of motion given in (78), describing the Poisson

equation of the Newton potential in arbitrary frames, does not lead to new con-

straints and/or equations of motion. Instead of doing this we shall show in the next

subsection that all constraints can be solved after gauge fixing, leading to a consis-

tent system with a closed algebra.

3.2 Gauge Fixing

For clarity, we will first explain how the gauge fixing of local diffeomorphisms,

spatial rotations, Galilean boosts and the central charge transformation works in
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the purely bosonic case with all fermions set to zero. After that we will extend the

discussion and include local supersymmetry and the fermions in the gauge fixing

procedure.

3.2.1 The Bosonic Case

We start by first solving the two bosonic constraints in (77), with all fermions set to

zero, by imposing the gauge fixing conditions 10

τµ(x
ν) = δµ

/0 , ωµ
ab(xν) = 0 . (82)

This fixes the local time translations and spatial rotations to constant ones:

ξ /0(xν ) = ξ /0 , λ ab(xν ) = λ ab . (83)

No compensating transformations are induced by these gauge fixings.

Next, we gauge fix the spatial dependence of the spatial translations by imposing

the gauge fixing condition

ei
a(xν) = δi

a . (84)

Requiring δei
a = 0 leads to the condition (with t = x0)

ξ a(xν ) = ξ a(t)−λaix
i . (85)

Note that after imposing the gauge fixing (84) the spatial part of space-time corre-

sponds to a flat, Euclidean space. There is thus no longer any need to distinguish the

i and a indices and upper and down indices and we will not do so in the following.

At this stage the independent time-like and spatial Dreibein components and their

projective inverses are given by

τµ(x
ν ) = δµ

/0 , eµ
a(xν) =

(

−τa(xν) ,δi
a
)

,

τµ(xν ) =
(

1 ,τa(xν )
)

, ea
µ(xν) =

(

0 ,δ i
a

)

, (86)

where the τa(xν) are the only non-constant Dreibein components left. The only

other independent gauge field left is the central charge gauge field mµ(x
ν ). Taking

into account the compensating gauge transformation given in (85) we find that the

remaining independent fields τa(xν ),m /0(x
ν ) and mi(x

ν) transform as follows under

the left-over transformations:

10 We use a notation where /0 indicates a curved µ = 0 index.
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δτa(xν) = λ a
bτb(xν)−λ c

dxd∂cτa(xν )+ ξ /0∂/0τa(xν )+ ξ j(t)∂ jτ
a(xν )−

− ξ̇ a(t)−λ a(xν ) , (87)

δmi(x
ν) = ξ /0∂/0mi(x

ν )+ ξ j(t)∂ jmi(x
ν )+λi

jm j(x
ν )−λ j

kxk∂ jmi(x
ν)+

+λi(x
ν )+ ∂iσ(xν) , (88)

δm/0(x
ν) = ξ /0∂/0m/0(x

ν)+ ξ̇ i(t)mi(x
ν )+ ξ i(t)∂im/0(x

ν )−λ i
jx

j∂im/0(x
ν )−

−λ a(xν )τa(x
ν )+ σ̇(xν ) , (89)

where˙denotes a derivative with respect to t.

The three fields τa(xν), mi(x
ν ) and m/0(x

ν ) are not independent. Since the gauge

field ωµ
ab(xν ) which we gauge fixed to zero, see eq. (82), is dependent we need

to investigate its consequences. Using the other gauge fixing conditions as well, we

find that the condition ω /0
ab(xν ) = 0 leads to the following restriction:

∂[iτ j](x
ν )+ ∂[im j](x

ν) = 0 . (90)

This implies that, locally, one can write

τi(x
ν )+mi(x

ν) = ∂im(xν ) . (91)

Without loss of generality, we can thus eliminate mi(x
ν ) for τi(x

ν ) and m(xν ), which

is what we will do in the following. The transformation rule for m(xν ) can be found

from δτi(x
ν ) and δmi(x

ν):

δm(xν) = ξ /0∂/0m(xν )− ξ̇ k(t)xk + ξ j(t)∂ jm(xν )−λ j
kxk∂ jm(xν)+σ(xν)+Y(t) ,

(92)

where Y (t) is an arbitrary time-dependent shift. At this point we are left with three

independent fields τ i(xν ), m/0(x
ν ) and m(xν ) whose transformation laws are given

by (87), (89), (92), respectively.

From the transformation rule (92), we see that the central charge transformation,

with local parameter σ(xν), acts as a Stückelberg shift on the field m(xν ). We can

thus partially fix the central charge transformations by imposing

m(xν ) = 0 . (93)

This fixes the central charge transformations according to

σ(xµ) = σ(t)+ ξ̇ a(t)xa , (94)

where it is understood that we also fix Y (t) =−σ(t) in (92). After this gauge fixing

the transformation rules of the two independent fields τ i(xν ) and m/0(x
ν ) are given

by:
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δτ i(xν) = λ i
jτ

j(xν )−λ j
kxk∂ jτ

i(xν )+ ξ /0∂/0τ i(xν )+ ξ j(t)∂ jτ
i(xν )− ξ̇ i(t)

−λ i(xν) ,

δm/0(x
ν) = ξ /0∂/0m/0(x

ν )− ξ̇ i(t)τi(x
ν )+ ξ i(t)∂im/0(x

ν )+ ξ̈ k(t)xk

−λ i
jx

j∂im/0(x
ν)−λ i(xν )τi(x

ν)+ σ̇(t) . (95)

Next, we note that the local boost transformations, with local parameters λ i(xν ),
also end up as a Stueckelberg symmetry. This Stueckelberg symmetry can be fixed

by imposing the final gauge condition

τa(xν ) = 0 . (96)

This leads to the following compensating transformations:

λ i(xν ) =−ξ̇ i(t) . (97)

The only independent field left now is

m/0(x
ν )≡ Φ(xν ) , (98)

which we will soon identify as the Newton potential. Using the gauge condition

(96) and taking into account the compensating transformations (97) we find that the

transformation rule of this field is given by

δΦ(xν ) = ξ /0∂/0Φ(xν )+ ξ i(t)∂iΦ(xν )+ ξ̈ k(t)xk −λ i
jx

j∂iΦ(xν )+ σ̇(t) . (99)

The fact that we identify the field m/0(x
ν ) with the Newton potential Φ(xν ) is

justified by noting that it satisfies the Poisson equation. To see this, first note that in

terms of Φ(xν ) the expression for the only non-zero dependent boost spin connec-

tion components, see eq. (69), is given by

ω /0
a(xν ) =−∂ aΦ(xν ) . (100)

If we now plug this expression for the boost spin connection components into the

bosonic equation of motion given in eq. (78) we find the expected Poisson equation

for the Newton potential:

△Φ = ∂a∂aΦ = 0 . (101)

This equation is invariant under the so-called acceleration extended Galilei symme-

tries (99).

The transformations (99) close an algebra on Φ(xν ). One finds the following

non-zero commutators:
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[

δξ /0 ,δξ i(t)

]

Φ(xν ) = δξ i(t)

(

−ξ /0ξ̇ i(t)
)

Φ(xν ) ,

[

δξ /0 ,δσ(t)

]

Φ(xν ) = δσ(t)

(

−ξ /0σ̇(t)
)

Φ(xν ) ,

[

δξ i
1(t)

,δξ i
2(t)

]

Φ(xν ) = δσ(t)

(

ξ̇ j
1 (t)ξ

j
2 (t)− ξ̇ j

2 (t)ξ
j

1 (t)
)

Φ(xν ) ,

[

δξ i(t),δλ jk

]

Φ(xν ) = δξ i(t)

(

λ i
jξ

j(t)
)

Φ(xν ) , (102)

where we have indicated the parameters of the transformations on the right-hand-

side in the brackets.

This finishes our review of the bosonic case. For the convenience of the reader we

have summarized all gauge conditions and resulting compensating transformations

in Table 2.

gauge condition/restriction compensating transformation

τµ (x
ν ) = δµ

/0 ξ /0(xν ) = ξ /0

ωµ
ab(xν ) = 0 λ ab(xν ) = λ ab

ei
a(xν ) = δi

a ξ a(xν ) = ξ a(t)−λaix
i

τi(x
ν )+mi(x

ν ) = ∂im(xν ) –

m(xν ) = 0 σ (xν ) = σ (t)+ ξ̇ a(t)xa

τa(xν ) = 0 λ i(xν ) =−ξ̇ i(t)

m /0(x
ν ) = Φ(xν ) ω /0

a(xν ) =−∂ aΦ(xν )

Table 2 This table indicates the gauge fixing conditions and corresponding compensating trans-

formations that allow one to obtain Newtonian gravity, in frames that are rectilinearly accelerating

with respect to inertial reference frames, from NC gravity. We have also included the restrictions

that follow from the fact that the spin connection field ωµ
ab is dependent. At the bottom of the

table we have summarized the expressions of the non-zero remaining gauge fields in terms of the

Newton potential Φ(xν ).

3.2.2 The Supersymmetric Case

Our aim is now to include the fermions and local supersymmetry transformations

in the discussion of the previous subsection and to perform a partial gauge fixing of

the bosonic and fermionic symmetries to derive the NC supergravity theory from the

Galilean observer point of view. We will define a supersymmetric Galilean observer

as one for which only a supersymmetric extension of the acceleration extended

Galilei symmetries are retained. We will see below that only half of the supersym-

metries are gauge fixed to constant ones, due to the fact that the only translations

that are gauge fixed to constants are the time translations.
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First, we solve the constraints (77), but now keeping the fermions, by imposing

the gauge fixing conditions

τµ(x
ν) = δµ

/0 , ωµ
ab(xν ) = 0 , ψµ+(x

ν) = 0 . (103)

This fixes the local time translations, spatial rotations and ε+ transformations to

constant transformations:

ξ /0(xν ) = ξ /0 , λ ab(xν) = λ ab , ε+(x
ν ) = ε+ . (104)

No compensating transformations are induced by these gauge fixings.

Next, we partially gauge fix the spatial translations by imposing the gauge choice

ei
a(xν) = δi

a . (105)

This gauge choice implies that we may use from now on the expressions (86) for

the time-like and spatial Dreibein components and their projective inverses. We will

derive the required compensating transformation below. First, using the above gauge

choices and the fact that the purely spatial components R̂i j
a(G) of the curvature of

boost transformations and the purely spatial components ψ̂i j− of the curvature of ε−
transformations are zero, we derive from their expressions (see eq. (72)) that

∂[iω j]
a = 0 , ∂[iψ j]− = 0 . (106)

The first equation we solve locally by writing

ωi
a = ∂iω

a , (107)

where ωa is a dependent field since ωi
a is dependent. This also explains why we

have not added a purely time-dependent piece to the r.h.s. of the above solution.

We subsequently partially gauge fix the ε− transformations by imposing the

gauge choice

ψi−(xν ) = 0 . (108)

This fixes the ε− transformations according to

ε−(x
ν ) = ε−(t)−

1

2
ωaγa0ε+ . (109)

Given the gauge choice (108), the spatial translations are now fixed without the need

for any fermionic compensating transformation. Indeed, from the total variation of

the gauge fixing condition (105) we find:

ξ i(xν ) = ξ i(t)−λ i
jx

j . (110)

At this point, we are left with the remaining fields τa, mi, m/0 and ψ/0−. These

fields are not independent since the gauge field ωµ
ab which we gauge fixed to zero

is dependent, see eq. (68). Like in the bosonic case, only the gauge fixing ω/0
ab = 0
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leads to a restriction:

∂[i
(

τ j]+m j]

)

(xν) = 0 . (111)

As in the bosonic case, this implies that we can locally write:

τi(x
ν )+mi(x

ν) = ∂im(xν ) . (112)

Without loss of generality we will use this equation to eliminate mi in terms of the

other two fields. The variation of m is determined by writing the variation of τi +mi

as a ∂i-derivative. This is trivial for most of the terms, except for the ε+ term. Before

addressing this issue below, it is convenient to write down the total variation of ∂im

instead of m. From eq. (112) we find

δ∂im = ξ /0∂/0∂im+ ξ j(t)∂ j∂im+λi
j∂ jm−λ m

nxn∂m∂im+ ∂iσ(xν )− ξ̇ i(t)

− 1

2
ε̄+γiψ/0− . (113)

Note that the terms proportional to the local boost parameters λ i(xν) have cancelled

out.

We now partially gauge fix the central charge transformations by putting

m(xν ) = 0 . (114)

We thus obtain

∂iσ(xν ) = ξ̇ i(t)+
1

2
ε̄+γiψ/0−(x

ν ) , (115)

which is sufficient to calculate the transformation rule of ∂im/0. After this gauge fix-

ing, taking into account all the compensating transformations, see table 3 below,

and the restriction (112) with m = 0 substituted, we find the following transforma-

tion rules for the remaining independent fields:

δτi = ξ /0∂/0τi + ξ j(t)∂ jτi − ξ̇ i(t)+λi jτ
j −λ k

lx
l∂kτi −λi(x

ν)− 1

2
ε̄+γiψ/0− ,

δ∂im/0 = ξ /0∂/0∂im/0 + ξ j(t)∂ j∂im/0 + ξ̈ i(t)− ξ̇ j(t)∂iτ j +λi
j∂ jm/0 −λ m

nxn∂m∂im/0−

− ∂i

(

λ j(xν )τ j

)

+ ε̄−(t)γ0∂iψ/0−+
1

2
∂i

(

ωaε̄+γaψ/0−
)

+
1

2
ε̄+γiψ̇/0− , (116)

δψ/0− = ξ /0∂/0ψ/0−+ ξ i(t)∂iψ/0−−λ i
jx

j∂iψ/0−+
1

4
λ abγabψ/0−

+ ε̇−(t)+
1

2

(

ω/0
a − ω̇a

)

γa0ε+ .

Note that ω/0
a and ωa depend on the fields τi, m/0. Using expression (69) for the

dependent boost gauge field ωµ
a one can calculate that
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ωi
a ≡ ∂iω

a =−∂iτ
a → ωa =−τa , (117)

ω/0
a =−τ̇a − ∂a

(

m/0 −
1

2
τ iτ i

)

. (118)

As a final step we now fix the local boost transformations by imposing

τ i(xν ) = 0 , (119)

which leads to the following compensating transformations:

λ i(xν) =−ξ̇ i(t)− 1

2
ε̄+γiψ/0−(x

ν ) . (120)

One now finds that

ωa = 0 , ω/0
a =−∂ am/0 ≡−∂ aΦ , (121)

where Φ is the Newton potential. In terms of the ‘Newton force’ Φi and its super-

symmetric partner Ψ defined by

Φi = ∂iΦ , Ψ = ψ/0− , (122)

one thus obtains the following transformation rules:

δΦi = ξ /0∂/0Φi + ξ j(t)∂ jΦi + ξ̈ i(t)+λi
jΦ j −λ m

nxn∂mΦi + ε̄−(t)γ
0∂iΨ

+
1

2
ε̄+γiΨ̇ , (123)

δΨ = ξ /0∂/0Ψ + ξ i(t)∂iΨ −λ i
jx

j∂iΨ +
1

4
λ abγabΨ + ε̇−(t)−

1

2
Φ iγi0ε+ . (124)

Note that the central charge transformations only act on the Newton potential, not

on the Newton force.

Determining the transformation rule of the Newton potential Φ is non-trivial, due

to the fact that the last term of (123) cannot be manifestly written as a ∂i-derivative.

The above transformation rules are consistent with the integrability condition

∂[iΦ j](x
ν) = 0 , (125)

by virtue of the fermionic equations of motion given in eqs. (76) and (78) which,

after gauge fixing, take on the form

γ i∂iΨ(xν ) = 0 ⇔ ∂[iγ j]Ψ (xν) = 0 . (126)

Under supersymmetry these fermionic equations of motion lead to the following

bosonic equation of motion:

∂ iΦi(x
ν ) = 0 . (127)



Non-Lorentzian Supergravity 33

The same bosonic equation of motion also follows from the last equation in (78)

after gauge fixing.

In order to obtain transformation rules for the Newton potential Φ and its

fermionic superpartner, we need to solve the fermionic equation of motion/constraint

(126). The second form of this constraint makes it clear that the equations of motion

are solved by a spinor χ , that obeys:

γiΨ = ∂iχ . (128)

Note that this only determines χ up to a purely time-dependent shift. From (128), it

follows that χ obeys the constraint:

γ1∂1χ = γ2∂2χ . (129)

Ψ can thus be expressed in terms of χ in a number of equivalent ways:

Ψ = γ1∂1χ = γ2∂2χ =
1

2
γ i∂iχ . (130)

It is now possible to determine the transformation rule of Φ by rewriting δΦi as a

∂i-derivative:

δΦi = ∂i(δΦ) . (131)

The resulting transformation rule for the Newton potential is

δΦ = ξ /0∂/0Φ + ξ i(t)∂iΦ + ξ̈ i(t)xi −λ m
nxn∂mΦ +

1

2
ε̄−(t)γ

0i∂iχ +
1

2
ε̄+ χ̇ +σ(t) .

(132)

Note that we have allowed for an arbitrary time-dependent shift σ(t) in the trans-

formation rule, whose origin stems from the fact that Φi = ∂iΦ only determines Φ
up to an arbitrary time-dependent shift.

To determine the transformation rule of χ , we try to rewrite γiδΨ as a ∂i-

derivative:

γiδΨ = ∂i(δ χ) . (133)

Most of the terms in γiδΨ can be straightforwardly written as a ∂i-derivative. Only

for the ε+ transformation, the argument is a bit subtle. We thus focus on the terms

in γiδΨ , given by

−1

2
γiΦ

jγ j0ε+ =−1

2
γi∂

jΦγ j0ε+ =−1

2
∂ jΦγi j0ε+− 1

2
∂iΦγ0ε+ . (134)

The last term is already in the desired form. To rewrite the first term in the proper

form, we note that the Newton potential Φ can be dualized to a ‘dual Newton po-

tential’ Ξ via

∂iΦ = εi j∂
jΞ , ∂iΞ =−εi j∂

jΦ . (135)

Using the convention that γi j0 = ε0i j = εi j, we then get
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−1

2
γiΦ

jγ j0ε+ =
1

2
∂iΞε+− 1

2
∂iΦγ0ε+ . (136)

One thus obtains the following transformation rule for χ , which includes the dual

Newton potential Ξ :

δ χ = ξ /0∂/0χ + ξ i(t)∂iχ −λ m
nxn∂mχ +

1

4
λ mnγmnχ

+ xiγiε̇−(t)+
1

2
Ξε+− 1

2
Φγ0ε++η(t) . (137)

Note that we have again allowed for a purely time-dependent shift η(t), whose

origin lies in the fact that (128) only determines χ up to a purely time-dependent

shift.

In order to calculate the algebra on Φ and χ , we also need the transformation

rule of the dual potential Ξ . This rule is determined by dualizing the transformation

rule of Φ:

∂i(δΞ) =−εi j∂
j(δΦ) . (138)

By repeatedly using (128) and (135), we obtain:

δΞ = ξ /0∂/0Ξ + ξ i(t)∂iΞ + ξ̈ i(t)εi jx
j −λ m

nxn∂mΞ

+
1

2
ε̄−(t)γ i∂iχ − 1

2
ε̄+γ0χ̇ + τ(t) , (139)

where we again allowed for a purely time-dependent shift τ(t).
The algebra then closes on Φ and χ , using (128), (129), (135) . One finds the

following non-zero commutators between the fermionic symmetries:

[

δε1−(t),δε2−(t)
]

= δσ(t)

(

d

dt

(

ε̄2−(t)γ
0ε1−(t)

)

)

,

[

δε1+ ,δε2+

]

= δξ /0

(

1

2

(

ε̄2+γ0ε1+

)

)

,

[

δε+ ,δε−(t)
]

= δξ i(t)

(

1

2

(

ε̄−(t)γ iε+
)

)

,

[

δη(t),δε+

]

= δσ(t)

(

1

2
(ε̄+η̇(t))

)

. (140)

The non-zero commutators between the bosonic and fermionic symmetries are given

by:
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[

δξ i(t),δε+

]

= δε−(t)

(

1

2
ξ̇ i(t)γ0iε+

)

,
[

δλ i j ,δε+

]

= δε+

(

−1

4
λ i jγi jε+

)

,

[

δξ /0 ,δε−(t)

]

= δε−(t)

(

−ξ /0ε̇−(t)
)

,
[

δξ i(t),δε−(t)

]

= δη(t)

(

−ξ i(t)γiε̇−(t)
)

,

[

δλ i j ,δε−(t)
]

= δε−(t)

(

−1

4
λ i jγi jε−(t)

)

,
[

δσ(t),δε+

]

= δη(t)

(

1

2

(

σ(t)γ0ε+
)

)

,

[

δξ /0 ,δη(t)

]

= δη(t)

(

−ξ /0η̇(t)
)

,
[

δλ i j ,δη(t)

]

= δη(t)

(

−1

4
λ i jγi jη(t)

)

.

(141)

The bosonic commutators are not changed with respect to the purely bosonic case

and are given by (102).

This finishes our discussion of the N = 2 Galilean supergravity theory. Like

in the bosonic case, we have summarized all gauge fixing conditions and resulting

compensating transformations in table 4. In the next section we will discuss another

type of 3D non-Lorentzian supergravity theories that are of a Chern-Simons form

based on a (super-)Lie algebra.

gauge condition/restriction compensating transformation

τµ(x
ν ) = δµ

/0 ξ /0(xν ) = ξ /0

ωµ
ab(xν ) = 0 λ ab(xν ) = λ ab

ψµ+(x
ν ) = 0 ε+(x

ν ) = ε+

ei
a(xν ) = δi

a ξ i(xν ) = ξ i(t)−λ i
jx

j

ψi−(xν ) = 0 ε−(xν ) = ε−(t)− 1
2

ωa(xν )γa0ε+

τi(x
ν )+mi(x

ν ) = ∂im(xν ) –

m(xν ) = 0 ∂iσ (xν ) = ξ̇ i(t)+ 1
2

ε̄+γiψ/0−(x
ν )

τa(xν ) = 0 λ i(xν ) =−ξ̇ i(t)− 1
2

ε̄+γiψ/0−(x
ν )

m /0(x
ν ) = Φ(xν ) , ω /0

a(xν ) =−∂ aΦ(xν ) ψ /0−(xν ) =Ψ(xν )

Table 3 This table indicates the gauge fixing conditions and corresponding compensating trans-

formations that lead to 3D NC supergravity from the viewpoint of a Galilean observer. We have

also included the restrictions that follow from the fact that the spin connection field ωµ
ab is depen-

dent. At the bottom of the table we have summarized the expressions of the non-zero remaining

gauge fields in terms of the Newton potential Φ(xν ) and its supersymmetric partner χ(xν ), which

is related to Ψ(xν ) via (128).
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4 Non-Relativistic 3D Chern-Simons Supergravity and Lie

Algebra Expansions

Above, we discussed the supergravity version of 3D NC gravity, the diffeomorphism

covariant formulation of Newtonian gravity. Although we focused on the construc-

tion of this theory via a NR limit, we mentioned that it can also be constructed as

a gauging of the supersymmetric extension of the Bargmann algebra, given in (58)

[10]. This gauging perspective highlights an important structural difference between

3D NC (super)gravity and its relativistic Einstein-Hilbert counterpart: while the lat-

ter can be written as a Chern-Simons theory [47, 48, 49], the former can not. This

can be seen from the fact that the Bargmann algebra can not be equipped with an

invariant bilinear form that is required to construct a Chern-Simons action.

It is natural to ask whether there also exist NR 3D supergravity theories that

admit a first-order Chern-Simons formulation. A hint that this is possible is provided

by the existence of a purely bosonic 3D NR gravity theory in Chern-Simons form

[19]. This relies on the fact that the 3D Bargmann algebra admits an extra central

extension. The non-zero commutation relations of this centrally extended Bargmann

algebra are given by:

[H,Ga] =−εabPb , [J,Ga] =−εabGb , [J,Pa] =−εabPb ,

[Ga,Gb] = εabS , [Ga,Pb] = εabM . (142)

Here, S denotes the extra central extension and we have replaced Jab by εabJ and Ga

by εabGb in the bosonic part of (58). In contrast to the Bargmann algebra, the ex-

tended Bargmann algebra (142) can be equipped with a trace, i.e., a non-degenerate,

invariant bilinear form. Explicitly, this trace takes on the following non-zero values

when evaluated on the generators of the extended Bargmann algebra [19]:

tr(Ga Pb) = δab , tr(H S) = tr(M J) =−1 . (143)

One can then work out the generic form of the Chern-Simons action

S =
k

4π

∫

tr

(

A∧dA+
2

3
A∧A∧A

)

, (144)

with k the Chern-Simons coupling constant and A = Aµdxµ a Lie algebra-valued

gauge field, for the algebra (142) and trace (143). Parametrizing the gauge field A

as follows

Aµ = τµ H + eµ
a Pa +ωµ J+ωµ

a Ga +mµ M+ sµ S . (145)

this leads to the following action [19]

S =
k

4π

∫

d3x

(

εµνρ eµ
aRνρa(G)− εµνρ mµRνρ(J)− εµνρτµRνρ(S)

)

, (146)

where
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Rµν
a(G)≡ 2∂[µων]

a + 2εabω[µων]b , Rµν(J)≡ 2∂[µων] ,

Rµν(S)≡ 2∂[µsν]+ εabω[µaων]b . (147)

Upon examining the gauge transformation rule of Aµ , one finds that the fields τµ ,

eµ
a and mµ transform under local boosts Ga, spatial rotations J and the central

charge M as in (11), showing that they can be identified as the time-like and spatial

Vielbeine and the central charge gauge field of NC geometry. The fields ωµ and ωµ
a

can likewise be interpreted as spin connections for local spatial rotations and boosts,

respectively. Varying (146) with respect to ωµ and ωµ
a yields:

Rµν
a(P)≡ 2∂[µeν]

a + 2εabω[µeν]b − 2εabω[µbτν] = 0 ,

Rµν(M)≡ 2∂[µmν]+ 2εabω[µaeν]b = 0 . (148)

These are the conventional constraints (22) (adapted to the notation and conventions

of (142)) that can be used to express the spin connections ωµ and ωµ
a as dependent

fields. Note that the torsion tensors Tµν
a and T

(m)
µν are zero here, as is the intrinsic

torsion, since varying (146) with respect to sµ yields the absolute time constraint

(29). Extremizing the action (146) thus yields torsionless NC geometries. The other

equations of motion that follow from varying (146) with respect to τµ , eµ
a and mµ

are obtained by setting the curvatures (147) equal to zero. The first two of these

imply that the NC geometries involved have vanishing Riemann curvature. This is

analogous to 3D relativistic gravity, so that the Chern-Simons action (146) can be

viewed as a first-order formulation of a NR gravity theory in 3 dimensions. This

theory is called ‘extended Bargmann gravity’.

A supergravity generalization of extended Bargmann gravity can be constructed,

if one can find a superalgebra with a non-degenerate invariant supertrace that con-

tains (142) as a bosonic subalgebra. An example of such a superalgebra was found

in [18] by trial and error. It extends (142) with three fermionic generators Q+, Q−

and R (that are Majorana spinors) and its non-zero (anti-)commutation relations are

given by (142), as well as the following ones:

[J,Q±] =−1

2
γ0Q± , [J,R] =−1

2
γ0R , [Ga,Q

+] =−1

2
γaQ− ,

[Ga,Q
−] =−1

2
γaR , [S,Q+] =−1

2
γ0R ,

{Q+
α ,Q

+
β }= (γ0C−1)αβ H , {Q+

α ,Q
−
β }=−(γaC−1)αβ Pa ,

{Q−
α ,Q

−
β }= (γ0C−1)αβ M , {Q+

α ,Rβ}= (γ0C−1)αβ M . (149)

This ‘extended Bargmann superalgebra’ can be equipped with an invariant super-

trace that is given by (143), extended with

tr
(

Q+
α Rβ

)

= 2(C−1)αβ , tr
(

Q−
α Q−

β

)

= 2(C−1)αβ . (150)

Introducing the gauge field
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Aµ = τµ H + eµ
aPa +ωµJ+ωµ

aGa +mµM+ sµS

+ ψ̄+
µ Q++ ψ̄−

µ Q−+ ρ̄µR , (151)

where ψ±
µ , ρµ are Majorana, the Chern-Simons action for the superalgebra (142),

(149) is found to be given by

S =
k

4π

∫

d3x
(

εµνρ eµ
aRνρa(G)− εµνρmµ Rνρ(J)− εµνρ τµRνρ(S)

+ εµνρψ̄+
µ ρ̂νρ + εµνρ ρ̄µ ψ̂+

νρ + εµνρ ψ̄−
µ ψ̂−

νρ

)

. (152)

Here, the supercovariant curvatures are given by

ψ̂+
µν = 2∂[µψ+

ν]+ω[µγ0ψ+
ν] ,

ψ̂−
µν = 2∂[µψ−

ν]+ω[µγ0ψ−
ν]+ω[µ

aγaψ+
ν] ,

ρ̂µν = 2∂[µρν]+ω[µγ0ρν]+ω[µ
aγaψ−

ν]
+ s[µγ0ψ+

ν]
. (153)

Denoting the parameters of the local Q± and R transformations by ε± and η respec-

tively, one finds that the action (152) is invariant under the following supersymmetry

transformation rules

δτµ =−ε̄+γ0ψ+
µ ,

δeµ
a = ε̄+γaψ−

µ + ε̄−γaψ+
µ ,

δmµ =−ε̄−γ0ψ−
µ − ε̄+γ0ρµ − η̄γ0ψ+

µ ,

δψ+
µ = ∂µ ε++

1

2
ωµγ0ε+ ,

δψ−
µ = ∂µ ε−+

1

2
ωµγ0ε−+

1

2
ωµ

aγaε+ ,

δρµ = ∂µ η +
1

2
ωµγ0η +

1

2
ωµ

aγaε−+
1

2
sµ γ0ε+ . (154)

Unlike the supersymmetric version of the Bargmann algebra (58), the extended

Bargmann superalgebra (142), (149) does not correspond to an Inönü-Wigner con-

traction of a relativistic superalgebra.11 It can however be obtained from the three-

dimensional N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra (55) by performing a so-called Lie al-

gebra expansion. Two different Lie algebra expansion procedures have been used in

the literature, based on expanding Maurer-Cartan equations or using semigroups re-

spectively. In what follows we will show how the extended Bargmann superalgebra

corresponds to a Lie algebra expansion, according to the Maurer-Cartan equation

method of [50, 51]. We refer to the original literature [52] for an account of semi-

group expansions. Let us also note that Lie algebra expansions have not only been

11 This statement only holds for the full superalgebra. The bosonic part (142) can be obtained as

an Inönü-Wigner contraction of a direct product of the Poincaré algebra with a two-dimensional

abelian algebra [18].



Non-Lorentzian Supergravity 39

used to obtain the extended Bargmann superalgebra, but also various generalizations

thereof that include e.g. more generators and/or a non-trivial cosmological constant

[24, 26, 28, 29, 30]. They have been used to construct examples of four-dimensional

NR superalgebras and related supergravity theories [53]. A procedure to construct

off-shell rigid matter multiplets for NR algebras obtained via a Lie algebra expan-

sion has been given in [54].

Let us first give a general overview of the Lie algebra expansion procedure of

[50, 51]. Consider a Lie algebra g, with generators Tα and structure constants f α
β γ

(α , β , γ = 1, · · · ,dim(g)). The Lie algebra expansion method of [50, 51] uses that

g can be specified in a dual manner in terms of a Maurer-Cartan one-form. This is

a Lie algebra valued one-form Aα = Aα
µ dxµ , satisfying the so-called Maurer-Cartan

equations that state that the covariant curvature two-form of Aα vanishes:

Fα ≡ dAα +
1

2
f α
β γAβ ∧Aγ = 0 . (155)

In this dual formulation, the Jacobi identities for the structure constants f α
β γ are

encoded in the consistency of the Maurer-Cartan equations with d2 = 0. Conversely,

given a set of two-form equations of the form (155) that are consistent with d2 = 0,

one can conclude that the f α
β γ that appear in them satisfy the Jacobi identities and

are thus structure constants of a Lie algebra.

In what follows, we will assume12 that g can be decomposed (as a vector space)

as g=V0 ⊕V1, such that

[V0,V0]⊂V0 , [V0,V1]⊂V1 , [V1,V1]⊂V0 . (156)

We will split the Lie algebra index α into α0 to refer to components along V0 and

α1 to refer to components along V1. The Maurer-Cartan equations then take the

following form:

Fα0 = dAα0 +
1

2
f

α0

β0γ0
Aβ0 ∧Aγ0 +

1

2
f

α0

β1γ1
Aβ1 ∧Aγ1 = 0 ,

Fα1 = dAα1 + f
α1

β0γ1
Aβ0 ∧Aγ1 = 0 . (157)

The application of the Lie algebra expansion procedure to g proceeds by first con-

sidering a formal power series expansion of the Maurer-Cartan one-form Aα in an

expansion parameter λ . For the components of Aα along V0, this expansion starts at

order λ 0, while for those along V1 it starts at order λ :

12 This assumption is satisfied in most of the applications of Lie algebra expansions to obtain

new NR (super)algebras. Note however that the Lie algebra expansion method of [50, 51] is more

general and can also be applied to different cases where this assumption does not hold.
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Aα0 =
∞

∑
n=0

λ 2nA
α0

(2n)
= A

α0

(0)
+λ 2A

α0

(2)
+λ 4A

α0

(4)
+ · · · ,

Aα1 =
∞

∑
n=0

λ 2n+1A
α1

(2n+1)
= λ A

α1

(1)
+λ 3A

α1

(3)
+λ 5A

α1

(5)
+ · · · . (158)

By plugging these expansions in the Maurer-Cartan equations (157), collecting like

powers of λ and setting the coefficients of each power of λ equal to zero, one ob-

tains Maurer-Cartan-like equations for an infinite tower of one-forms A
α0

(2n)
, A

α1

(2m+1)

(n,m = 0,1,2, · · ·). These equations are consistent with d2 = 0 by virtue of the Ja-

cobi identities for f α
β γ , so that they correspond to the Maurer-Cartan equations of an

infinite-dimensional Lie algebra. To get a finite-dimensional Lie algebra, one looks

for consistent truncations of the expansions (158), i.e., one proposes the expansions:

Aα0 =
N0/2

∑
n=0

λ 2nA
α0

(2n) = A
α0

(0)+λ 2A
α0

(2)+ · · ·+λ N0A
α0

(N0)
,

Aα1 =
(N1−1)/2

∑
n=0

λ 2n+1A
α1

(2n+1) = λ A
α1

(1)+λ 3A
α1

(3)+ · · ·+λ N1A
α1

(N1)
(159)

for even integers N0 and odd integers N1. These lead to the following Maurer-Cartan-

like equations:

dA
α0

(2n0)
+

1

2
f

α0

β0γ0

n0

∑
r=0

A
β0

(2r)∧A
γ0

(2(n0−r))+
1

2
f

α0

β1γ1

n0

∑
r=1

A
β1

(2r−1)∧A
γ1

(2(n0−r)+1) = 0 ,

dA
α1

(2n1+1)
+ f

α1

β0γ1

n1

∑
r=0

A
β0

(2r)
∧A

γ1

(2(n1−r)+1)
= 0 , (160)

with n0 = 0,1,2, · · · ,N0/2 and n1 = 0,1,2, · · · ,(N1 −1)/2. Consistency with d2 = 0

is again guaranteed by the Jacobi identities for f α
β γ , provided that the above Maurer-

Cartan-like equations for A
α0

(0)
, A

α0

(2)
, · · · , A

α0

(N0)
do not contain any A

α1

(n1)
with n1 > N1

and that those for A
α1

(1)
, A

α1

(3)
, · · · , A

α1

(N1)
do not contain any A

α0

(n0)
with n0 > N0. From

(160) and taking into account that N0 and N1 are even and odd respectively, one

finds that this requires that

N1 = N0 ± 1 . (161)

In case this condition is fulfilled, the truncated Maurer-Cartan-like equations (160)

correspond to the Maurer-Cartan equations of a Lie algebra, whose structure con-

stants can be read off from the left-hand-sides of (160). For N0 = 0 and N1 = 1, this

Lie algebra is an Inönü-Wigner contraction of g. For other allowed values of N0 and

N1, it has more generators than g and is called a Lie algebra expansion of g.

To see that the extended Bargmann superalgebra (142), (149) is a Lie algebra

expansion of the three-dimensional N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra (55), one then

proceeds as follows [32]. Introducing the N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra-valued
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gauge field (with JÂ =−(1/2)εÂ
B̂ĈMB̂Ĉ

13)

Aµ = Eµ
ÂPÂ +Ωµ

ÂJÂ + ε̄ iQi , (162)

the Maurer-Cartan equations corresponding to (55) are obtained by setting the su-

percovariant curvatures

Rµν
Â(P)≡ 2∂[µEν]

Â + 2ε Â
B̂ĈΩ[µ

B̂Eν]
Ĉ − ψ̄µ

iγ Âψ j
ν δi j ,

Rµν
Â(J)≡ 2∂[µΩν]

Â + ε Â
B̂ĈΩµ

B̂Ων
Ĉ ,

Rµν(Q
i)≡ 2∂[µψ i

ν]+Ω[µ
ÂγÂψ i

ν] , (163)

equal to zero. Splitting the index Â as Â = {0,a}, with a = 1,2 and defining

Q± =
1√
2

(

Q1 ± γ0Q2
)

, ψµ± =
1√
2

(

ψ1
µ ± γ0ψ2

µ

)

, (164)

these Maurer-Cartan equations can be rewritten as

Rµν
0(P)≡ 2∂[µEν]

0 + 2εabΩ[µ
aEν]

b − ψ̄µ+γ0ψν+− ψ̄µ−γ0ψν− = 0 ,

Rµν
0(J)≡ 2∂[µΩν]

0 + εabΩ[µ
aΩν]

b = 0 ,

Rµν(Q+)≡ 2∂[µψν]++Ω[µ
0γ0ψν]++Ω[µ

aγaψν]− = 0 ,

Rµν
a(P)≡ 2∂[µEν]

a + 2εa
bΩ[µ

0Eν]
b − 2εa

bΩ[µ
bEν]

0 − 2ψ̄[µ+γaψν]− = 0 ,

Rµν
a(J)≡ 2∂[µΩν]

a + 2εa
bΩ[µ

0Ων]
b = 0 ,

Rµν(Q−)≡ 2∂[µψν]−+Ω[µ
0γ0ψν]−+Ω[µ

aγaψν]+ = 0 . (165)

Since the N = 2 super-Poincaré algebra can be decomposed as V0 ⊕V1 with

V0 = {P0,J0,Q+} and V1 = {Pa,Ja,Q−} , (166)

obeying (156), one can perform the above outlined expansion procedure. Picking

N0 = 2 and N1 = 1, one thus expands

Eµ
0 = τµ(0)+λ 2τµ(2) , Ωµ

0 = ωµ(0)+λ 2ωµ(2) , ψµ+ = ψµ+(0)+λ 2ψµ+(2) ,

Eµ
a = λ eµ(1)

a , Ωµ
a = λ ωµ(1)

a , ψµ− = λ ψµ−(1) . (167)

Plugging these in the Maurer-Cartan equations (165) and setting the coefficients of

like powers of λ equal to zero, one is led to the following equations:

13 Here, we use the convention that ε012 =−ε012 = 1.
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2∂[µτν](0)− ψ̄µ+(0)γ
0ψν+(0) = 0 ,

2∂[µτν](2)+ 2εa
bω[µ(1)

aeν](1)
b − ψ̄µ−(1)γ

0ψν−(1)− 2ψ̄[µ+(0)γ
0ψν]+(2) = 0 ,

2∂[µων](0) = 0 ,

2∂[µων](2)+ εabω[µ(1)
aων](1)

b = 0 ,

2∂[µψν]+(0)+ω[µ(0)γ0ψν]+(0) = 0 ,

2∂[µψν]+(2)+ω[µ(0)γ0ψν]+(2)+ω[µ(2)γ0ψν]+(0)+ω[µ(1)
aγaψν]−(1) = 0 ,

2∂[µeν](1)
a + 2εa

bω[µ(0)eν](1)
b − 2εa

bω[µ(1)
bτν](0)− 2ψ̄µ+(0)γ

aψν]−(1) = 0 ,

2∂[µων](1)
a + 2εa

bω[µ(0)ων](1)
b = 0 ,

2∂[µψν]−(1)+ω[µ(0)γ0ψν]−(1)+ω[µ(1)
aγaψν]+(0) = 0 . (168)

Upon identifying

τµ(0) → τµ , τµ(2) → mµ , eµ(1)
a → eµ

a ,

ωµ(0) → ωµ , ωµ(2) → sµ , ωµ(1)
a → ωµ

a ,

ψµ+(0) → ψµ+ , ψµ+(2) → ρµ , ψµ−(1) → ψµ− , (169)

the left-hand-sides of (168) turn into the supercovariant curvatures of the gauge field

(151) of the superalgebra (142), (149). This shows that (168) are the Maurer-Cartan

equations of the extended Bargmann superalgebra (142), (149) and that the latter

is indeed obtained as a Lie algebra expansion of the 3D N = 2 super-Poincaré

algebra.

Above we focused on NR Chern-Simons supergravity theories that are based on

extensions of the 3D Bargmann superalgebra. Different types of NR Chern-Simons

supergravity theories have been considered in the literature as well. For instance,

theories of this kind with extensions of Lifshitz and Schrödinger symmetries were

considered in [26], a teleparallel NR supergravity theory was given (based on ear-

lier work [55, 56]) in a Chern-Simons formulation in [31]. A NR Chern-Simons

supergravity theory that is based on an extension of a c → ∞ limit of the Maxwell

algebra (i.e., the extension of the Poincaré algebra with generators ZÂB̂ such that

[PÂ,PB̂] = ZÂB̂) was constructed in [27].

This finishes our discussion of non-Lorentzian supergravity theories in 3D. In

the next section we will focus our attention on higher dimensions and discuss recent

results on 10D non-Lorentzian supergravity.

5 10D Minimal Supergravity

The 10D minimal supergravity theory is the first pure NR supergravity theory con-

structed in a dimension D > 4. It was obtained by taking the NR limit of the 10D

relativistic N = 1 supergravity theory without Yang-Mills matter couplings [33].

Before taking the limit, let us first define the relativistic N = 1 supergravity theory
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[57, 58]. The field content is given by

{Eµ
Â ,Bµν ,Φ;Ψµ ,λ} , (170)

where {Eµ
Â ,Bµν ,Φ} are the Vielbein field, Kalb-Ramond field and the dilaton

field, respectively and {Ψµ ,λ} are the left-handed Majorana-Weyl spinor gravitino

field and the right-handed dilatino, respectively. For the discussion to follow we

only need the specific form of the bosonic part of the N = 1 supergravity action 14

S =
1

2κ2

∫

d10xE e−2Φ

{

R+ 4∂µΦ ∂ µΦ − 1

12
HµνρH

µνρ

}

, (171)

where κ denotes the gravitational coupling constant, E = det(Eµ
Â), R is the Ricci

scalar and

Hµνρ = 3∂[µBνρ ] (172)

is the field strength of the Kalb-Ramond field.

The fields of ten-dimensional N = 1 supergravity transform as follows under lo-

cal Lorentz transformations with parameter Λ ÂB̂, a one-form symmetry of the Kalb-

Ramond field with parameter Θµ and supersymmetry with a left-handed Majorana-

Weyl spinor parameter ε:

δEµ
Â = Λ Â

B̂Eµ
B̂ + ε̄ Γ ÂΨµ , (173a)

δBµν = 2∂[µΘν]+ 2 ε̄ Γ[µΨν] , δΦ =
1

2
ε̄ λ , (173b)

δΨµ =
1

4
Λ ÂB̂ΓÂB̂Ψµ +Dµ(Ω

(+))ε , (173c)

δλ=
1

4
Λ ÂB̂ΓÂB̂λ+Γ µε ∂µΦ − 1

12
Γ ÂB̂Ĉε HÂB̂Ĉ , (173d)

where the 10D gamma-matrices are denoted by ΓÂ and we have ignored terms

quadratic in the fermion fields in the supersymmetry rules of the fermions. We have

furthermore defined the following torsionful covariant derivative of ε

Dµ(Ω
(+))ε = ∂µε − 1

4
Ω

(+)
µ

ÂB̂ΓÂB̂ε with Ω
(+)
µ

ÂB̂ = Ωµ
ÂB̂ +

1

2
Hµ

ÂB̂ . (174)

In order to define the NR limit, we introduce a (dimensionless) parameter ω and

perform the following invertible field redefinition

τµ
A = ω−1 Eµ

A , eµ
a = Eµ

a , bµν = Bµν + εAB Eµ
AEν

B ,

φ = Φ − logω , ψµ± = ω∓1/2Π±Ψµ , λ± = ω∓1/2Π±λ , (175)

14 The fermionic part can be found in [33] but will not be needed here.
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where we have split the Lorentz index Â into a longitudinal index A = 0,1 and a

transversal index a = 2, · · · ,9. Note that the redefinition of the spinor fields involves

the ‘worldsheet chirality’ projections

χ± = Π±χ with Π± =
1

2
(1±Γ01) for any spinor χ . (176)

In the ω → ∞ limit, the fields τµ
A, eµ

a and bµν become the longitudinal and

transversal Vielbeine and two-form field of stringy NC geometry. This can be veri-

fied by noting that the limit of the Lorentz and one-form symmetry transformation

rules of the first line of (175), taken in a similar way as in the discussion around

eq. (61), leads to the transformation rules (32) and (33).

The following issues complicate taking the ω → ∞ limit of the action and super-

symmetry transformation rules of N = 1 supergravity:

1. the emergence of both bosonic and fermionic Stueckelberg symmetries,

2. the occurrence of divergent terms in the action,

3. the presence of divergent terms in the supersymmetry transformation rules.

On top of this, after taking the limit, the two-form field bµν , in contrast to its rela-

tivistic counterpart Bµν , transforms under Galilean boosts (see eq. (32)) and should

therefore be considered on par with the Vielbein fields τµ
A and eµ

a. The above three

complications lead to the following new features [33].

1. Due to the emergent Stueckelberg symmetries, the NR superalgebra is realized

on a smaller set of field components than in the relativistic case.

2. The limit we take is critical in the sense that it is defined in such a way that the

divergent terms in the action cancel amongst each other.

3. The divergent terms in the supersymmetry rules are tamed by imposing geometric

constraints that we will identify below.

Restricting to the bosonic case, the emergence of local dilatation Stueckelberg

symmetries can already be seen by looking at the symmetries of the NR Polyakov

action [44, 59]. These scaling symmetries act non-isotropically in the sense that the

Vielbein fields transform as follows:

δDτµ
A = λD τµ

A , δeµ
a = 0 . (177)

The fact that the transversal Vielbeine are scale-invariant is typical for the string. A

similar an-isotropic scaling symmetry occurs in the 11D membrane case where the

transversal Vielbeine have a non-zero scaling weight [60]. Besides the Vielbeine the

only other bosonic field that is not scale-invariant is the dilaton:

δφ = λD . (178)

From this it follows that the combination e−φ τµ
A is scale-invariant. Usually, the

(vacuum expectation value of) the dilaton is associated with the string coupling
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constant gs and, when the longitudinal spatial direction is compactified (as is the

case in NR string theory), τµ
1 encodes the radius R of the compactification circle.

The above scaling symmetries imply that only a product of the dilaton and τµ
1

has an invariant meaning. This means that effectively we only have one invariant

modulus instead of two.

In the supersymmetric case there are additional fermionic fields that transform

under the scaling symmetries. Since we lack a NR supersymmetric Green-Schwarz

superstring sigma model, it is easiest to derive the scaling weights of the fermionic

fields by first deriving the fermionic Stueckelberg symmetries. To derive the latter,

we can make use of the fact that there are divergent terms in the action that can-

cel against each other. To discuss these cancellations we consider the redefinitions

(175) that define the NR limit. Substituting these redefinitions into the relativistic

supergravity action leads to an expansion in powers of ω−2 of the form

S = ω2S(2)+ S(0)+ω−2S(−2)+ω−4S(−4) , (179)

where each of the S(i) now depends on the fields τµ
A, eµ

a, bµν , φ , ψµ± and λ±. The

fact that we find that

S(2) = 0 (180)

combined with the fact that the action is supersymmetric leads to the emergence

of fermionic Stueckelberg symmetries as follows. Due to the occurrence of diver-

gent terms in the supersymmetry rules we can write the infinitesimal action δQ of a

generic supersymmetry Q as follows

δQF = ω2δ
(2)
Q F + δ

(0)
Q F +ω−2δ

(−2)
Q F , (181)

where F is any of the fields τµ
A, eµ

a, bµν , φ , ψµ±, λ±. The supersymmetry variation

δQS of the action can then be expanded as

δQS = ω2δ
(2)
Q S(0)+ω0

(

δ
(0)
Q S(0)+ δ

(2)
Q S(−2)

)

+O(ω−2) . (182)

Requiring invariance of S imposes that every order of ω−2 in (182) is separately

zero. This in particular leads to the following two requirements

(1) δ
(2)
Q S(0) = 0 , (183)

(2) δ
(0)
Q S(0) =−δ

(2)
Q S(−2) . (184)

From the first condition it follows that, when varying S(0) all divergent terms in

the supersymmetry rules must cancel amongst each other. It turns out that these

divergent terms only occur in the supersymmetry variation of two fermionic field

components and that they occur in the form of a shift transformation. From this it

follows that the cancellation of the divergences is equivalent to the statement that the

action S(0) is invariant under a set of fermionic Stueckelberg symmetries. A more
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detailed analysis shows that these Stueckelberg symmetries are given by [33]15

δSψµ+ =
1

2
τµ

+Γ+η− , δSλ− = η− ,

δT ψµ− = τµ
+ρ− , (185)

where η− and ρ− are the parameters of the shift symmetries that we will refer to as

S− and T−supersymmetries in what follows.

Whereas the divergent parts δ
(2)
Q of the supersymmetry transformation rules can,

according to the above discussion, be identified as (special cases of) the fermionic

S− and T−Stueckelberg symmetries, the δ
(0)
Q part has the right structure to give NR

supersymmetry transformation rules. Note however that the second condition given

in eq. (184) then implies that S(0), the NR limit of the action, is not invariant under

NR supersymmetry. This can be remedied by imposing by hand additional geomet-

ric constraints setting certain so-called geometric tensors equal to zero. The occur-

rence of these geometric tensors is characteristic of NC and stringy NC geometry.

In the current context, they are defined by dividing the properly supercovariantized

curvature tensors Tµν
A and Tµν

a of the Vielbeine τµ
A and eµ

a, as well as the super-

covariantized curvature tensor hµνρ of the two-form bµν into conventional tensors

and geometric tensors as follows: 16

A geometric tensor is a curvature component that does not contain (components of)

a stringy NC spin connection (for longitudinal Lorentz transformations, transversal

spatial rotations or string Galilean boosts) or the dilatation gauge field. Setting a

geometric tensor to zero leads to a geometric constraint on the underlying geometry.

A conventional tensor is a curvature component that contains a stringy NC spin

connection (for longitudinal Lorentz transformations, transversal spatial rotations

or string Galilean boosts) and/or the dilatation gauge field, multiplied by an invert-

ible longitudinal or transverse Vierbein field. Setting a conventional tensor to zero

leads to a conventional constraint that can be used to solve for a spin connection or

dilatation gauge field component.

Using these definitions we find the following geometric tensors17

Tab
A , Ta

{AB} , habc , (186)

where {AB} indicates the symmetric traceless part of AB. All other components

are conventional tensors and setting them to zero can be used to solve for the spin

15 Here and in the following, we will often use a light-cone notation ± for the index A: A = (+,−),
defined according to e.g. τµ

± = (1/
√

2)(τµ
0 ± τµ

1).
16 Note that a similar division does not apply to the supercovariantized curvatures of the spin

connection fields.
17 Note the similarity with the discussion around eq. (38) in subsection 2.2.2. The main difference

between subsection 2.2.2 and the current discussion is that the former does not include fermionic

symmetries and the dilatation symmetry. In particular, the absence of dilatations is responsible for

the fact that in subsection 2.2.2, Ta(AB) appears as a geometric tensor, instead of Ta{AB} here.
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connection fields and dilatation gauge field except for the components

ω{AB}a and bA . (187)

It turns out that, in order to ensure that S(0) is invariant under NR supersymmetry

we need to set to zero the following subset of geometric tensors:

Tab
− = Ta+

− = 0 . (188)

These geometric constraints can equivalently be described by the following foliation

constraint:

τ[µ
−∂ντρ ]

− = 0 . (189)

Once we have established that the action S(0), after taking the limit, is in-

variant under the regular NR Q−supersymmetry and the new emergent S− and

T−supersymmetries, we are also able to derive the emergent an-isotropic scale

or D−symmetry. The easiest way to derive the D-symmetry is to require that

the action S(0) must be invariant under the commutator of a Q− with a S− or

T−supersymmetry, i.e.

[ε̄Q, η̄S or η̄T ] ∼ λDD . (190)

This yields precisely the an-isotropic scale transformations given in eqs. (177), (178)

together with

δDψµ± =±1

2
λDψµ± , δDλ± =±1

2
λDλ± . (191)

An important simplifying feature of the N = 1 supersymmetric case is that the

geometric constraints (188) are invariant under NR supersymmetry and therefore

do not lead to further constraints. The constraints should be imposed with care: they

should not be substituted in the action S(0) but only in the supersymmetry variation

of the action. Actually, the action S(0) serves the purpose of a pseudo-action: it is

a convenient way to derive a subset of the equations of motion that we denominate

the ‘bulk’ equations of motion B. Due to the emerging an-isotropic dilatations and

Stueckelberg symmetries there are also so-called ‘missing’ equations of motion M

that can only be derived by taking the NR limit of the equations of motion instead

of the action. The complete set of equations of motion {M,B} form a reducible

indecomposable representation in the sense that under Galilean boosts G we have

δGM ∼ B but not δGB ∼ M . (192)

This is not the case for the supersymmetry transformations Q that connects all equa-

tions of motion back and forth, i.e.

δQM ∼ B and δQB ∼ M . (193)

The reason that the bulk equations of motion do not form a separate multiplet is that

the action S(0) is only invariant under supersymmetry after imposing the geometric
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constraints in the supersymmetry variation of the action. Such an action does not

satisfy the criteria considered in [61].

The above shows that taking the non-Lorentzian limit of a relativistic action and

next determining the equations of motion of the resulting non-Lorentzian action is

not the same as varying the relativistic action and then taking the non-Lorentzian

limit of the resulting relativistic equations of motion. Nevertheless, the construction

of a non-Lorentzian pseudo-action is a useful tool to collect all bulk equations of

motion with just one action.

At the end of the day, the final result for 10D minimal supergravity is a set of

constraint equations (originally called bulk equations of motion, missing equations

of motion and geometric constraints) that forms a closed collection under all the

symmetries of the model. In the absence of a true action it is irrelevant to distinguish

between equations of motion and additional constraint equations. More details about

minimal supergravity can be found in [33]. For later reference we give the full final

answer, in a self-explanatory way, in a separate subsection below.

5.1 The Complete Result

The purpose of this subsection is to present, up to quartic fermion terms, the relevant

expressions of 10D NR minimal supergravity, including some basic definitions, in

a self-contained manner that can be used for later reference. It is useful to split the

NR action SNR into a part SB that is purely bosonic, a part Sψψ that is quadratic in

the gravitini ψµ±, a part Sλ λ that is quadratic in the dilatini λ± and a remaining

quadratic fermion part Sλ ψ that contains both a gravitino and a dilatino:

SNR = SB + Sλ λ + Sλ ψ + Sψψ + quartic fermion terms . (194)

As mentioned above, we will ignore all quartic fermion terms and only require su-

persymmetry up to cubic fermion terms.

The bosonic part SB of the action has been given in [59] and reads:

SB =
1

2κ2

∫

d10xee−2φ

(

R(J)+ 4∂aφ ∂ aφ − 1

12
habchabc

− 4ea
µ(∂µba −ωµ

abbb −ωµ
Abτa

bA)

− 4baba − 4τa{AB}τ
a{AB}

)

, (195a)

where e = det(τµ
A,eµ

a),hµνρ = 3∂[µbνρ ] and R(J) =−ea
µ eb

ν Rµν(J)
ab with



Non-Lorentzian Supergravity 49

Rµν(J)
ab = 2∂[µων]

ab + 2ω[µ
acων]

b
c

+ 2e[µ
c
(

2ων]
C[aτb]

cC−ων]CcτabC
)

+ 8τ[µ
A
(

ων]
B[aτb]

{AB}−
1

8
εA

B ων]Bchabc
)

. (195b)

The different dependent gauge fields occurring in the above expressions are given

by

bµ = eµ
a τaA

A + τµ
A∂Aφ , (195ca)

ωµ =
(

τµ
AB − 1

2
τµ

CτAB
C

)

εAB − τµ
A εAB∂ Bφ , (195cb)

ωµ
Aa =−eµ

Aa + eµbeAab +
1

2
εA

B hµ
Ba + τµBW BAa , (195cc)

ωµ
ab =−2eµ

[ab]+ eµceabc − 1

2
τµ

A εAB hBab , (195cd)

where

τµν
A = ∂[µ τν]

A and eµν
a = ∂[µeν]

a . (195d)

Note that not all components of the above spin connections can be solved for, which

is reflected by the undetermined W ABa which is traceless symmetric in the (AB)
indices, but otherwise arbitrary. Since all the relevant expressions—such as action,

equations of motion, and symmetry transformation rules—follow from a limit it is

clear that nothing depends on W ABa.

The part of the action that is quadratic in the dilatini reads

Sλ λ =
1

2κ2

∫

d10xee−2φ

(

2 λ̄±Γ aDaλ∓+ 2λ̄+Γ ADAλ+

− 1

6
habc(λ̄+Γ abcλ−)+ τbcA(λ̄−Γ bcAλ−)

)

, (195e)

where the covariant derivatives are covariant with respect to the Galilean symmetries

and dilatations. The notation λ̄±Γ λ∓ is a shorthand for λ̄+Γ λ−+ λ̄−Γ λ+, and will

be used also below.

Next, the off-diagonal terms in the action read
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Sλ ψ =
1

2κ2

∫

d10xee−2φ

(

− 4 λ̄±Γ abea
µeb

ν D[µψν]∓− 8 λ̄+Γ AbτA
µeb

νD[µψν]+

− 4 λ̄±Γ abψa∓ Dbφ − 4 λ̄+Γ AbψA+Dbφ

+
1

6
habc(λ̄±Γ abcdψd∓)+

1

2
habc(λ̄+Γ abcDψD+)

− (ηDA + εDA)τbcD(λ̄−Γ bcψA+− λ̄+Γ bcψA−)

+ 2τbc
Aλ̄±Γ bcψA∓+ 2τc{AB}λ̄+ΓcAψB+

− 2τbcAλ̄−Γ Abcdψd−

)

. (195f)

Finally, the pure gravitino terms are given by

Sψψ =
1

2κ2

∫

d10xee−2φ

(

− 2 ψ̄A+Γ Abceb
µec

νD[µ ψν]+− 4 ψ̄a+Γ abCeb
µτC

νD[µψν]+

− 2 ψ̄a±Γ abceb
µec

νD[µψν]∓+
1

2
habc(ψ̄a±Γbψc∓)

− 1

6
habc

(

ψ̄d+Γ abcdEψE++
1

2
ψ̄d±Γ abcdeψe∓

)

+

− 4
(

ψ̄a±Γ aψb±+ ψ̄A+Γ Aψb+

)

Dbφ

− 2(ηAD+ εAD)τbc
D ψ̄c±ΓbψA∓+ 2τbcA(ψ̄b−ΓAψC′−)

− 2
(

ηBC − εBC

)

τc{AB}ψ̄C
+ΓAψc+

+(ηAB + εAB)τbc
A ψ̄d±Γ BbcdEψE∓

+ τbc
A ψ̄d−ΓAΓ bcdeψe−

)

. (195g)

The NR supersymmetry transformation rules that leave the action SNR defined

above invariant (up to cubic fermion terms), upon imposition of the geometric con-

straints (188), are given by

δτµ
A = ε̄+Γ Aψµ+ , (4a)

δeµ
a = ε̄+Γ aψµ−+ ε̄−Γ aψµ+ , (4b)

δφ =
1

2
(ε̄+λ−+ ε̄−λ+) , (4c)

δbµν = 4τ[µ
Aε̄−ΓAψν]−+ 2

(

e[µ
aε̄+Γaψν]−+ e[µ

aε̄−Γaψν]+

)

. (4d)

as far as the bosonic fields are concerned.

Decomposing the supersymmetry rules of the gravitino and dilatino as follows
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δψµ+ = δ+ψµ++ δ−ψµ− , (5a)

δψµ− = δ+ψµ−+ δ−ψµ− , (5b)

δλ+ = δ+λ++ δ−λ+ , (5c)

δλ− = δ+λ−+ δ−λ− , (5d)

we find that the supersymmetry rules of the fermionic fields are, up to terms

quadratic in ψµ± ,λ±, given by

δ+ψµ+ = Dµε+− 1

8
eµchcabΓabε+ , (6a)

δ−ψµ+ =
(

eµbτba++ τµ
−τa++

)

Γa+ε− , (6b)

δ+ψµ− =−1

2
ωµ

−aΓ−aε+ , (6c)

δ−ψµ− = Dµε−− 1

8
eµchcabΓabε− , (6d)

δ+λ+ =
(

∂aφ Γ a − ba Γ a − 1

12
habcΓabc

)

ε+ , (6e)

δ−λ+ =
1

2
τab+Γab+ε− , (6f)

δ+λ− = 0 , (6g)

δ−λ− =
(

∂aφ Γ a − ba Γ a − 1

12
habcΓabc

)

ε− , (6h)

where the covariant derivative Dµ ε± is given by

Dµ ε± =

(

∂µ − 1

4
ωµ

abΓab ±
1

2
ωµ ∓ 1

2
bµ

)

ε± . (7)

This finishes our presentation of the action and symmetries of the 10D minimal

supergravity theory.

6 Conclusions

In this review we gave an overview of the different non-Lorentzian supergravity the-

ories that have been constructed so far in the literature. In 3D and 10D we explained

the construction method based on taking a non-Lorentzian limit of a relativistic

supergravity theory. Moreover, we gave the explicit results for the non-Lorentzian

supergravity theory in these two cases. We also illustrated the construction of sev-

eral 3D Chern-Simons supergravity theories using the Lie algebra and/or semigroup

expansion.

Obviously, more work needs to be done. At the time of writing this review efforts

are made to extend the work of [60] and to take the non-Lorentzian limit of 11D
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supergravity based upon a non-Lorentzian geometry with a membrane distribution

of co-dimension 3 [62]. It is expected that the gauge fixing of this theory leads to

a 11D supersymmetric version of Newtonian gravity much in the same spirit of the

3D Newtonian supergravity theory we discussed in subsection 4.2.2. We expect that

in the same way non-Lorentzian versions of 10D IIA and IIB supergravity can be

constructed. Another issue that needs attention is a heterotic extension of the 10D

minimal supergravity theory that we discussed in this review. This theory should

contain a non-Lorentzian version of the Yang-Mills and Lorentz Chern-Simons term

that has played such an important role in the Green-Schwarz anomaly cancellation

mechanism [63]. Such anomaly cancellations are expected to also happen in the

non-Lorenzian case.

Finally, in the longer term we hope that knowledge about the web of non-

Lorentzian supergravity theories in diverse dimensions, as low-energy limits of non-

Lorentzian string theories, will help to understand the role they might play in a holo-

graphic formulation for describing a new class of NR conformal field theories at the

boundary along the lines of [64, 46, 65].
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