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Abstract

Considering homogeneous four-dimensional space-time geometries within real
projective geometry provides a mathematically well-defined framework to discuss
their deformations and limits without the appearance of coordinate singularities.
On Lie algebra level the related conjugacy limits act isomorphically to concate-
nations of contractions. We axiomatically introduce projective quantum fields on
homogeneous space-time geometries, based on correspondingly generalized uni-
tary transformation behavior and projectivization of the field operators. Projec-
tive correlators and their expectation values remain well-defined in all geometry
limits, which includes their ultraviolet and infrared limits. They can degenerate
with support on space-time boundaries and other lower-dimensional space-time
subspaces. We explore fermionic and bosonic superselection sectors as well as
the irreducibility of projective quantum fields. Dirac fermions appear, which
obey spin-statistics as composite quantum fields. The framework systematically
formalizes and generalizes the ambient space techniques regularly employed in
conformal field theory.

1 Introduction

Space-time geometries set the stage for physical models and can themselves take part in
their dynamics. We consider four-dimensional homogeneous (Klein) geometries (X, O),
which consist of a space-time manifold X and a structure group O acting transitively
on X. Physically relevant examples include Poincaré, de Sitter and anti-de Sitter, non-
relativistic Galilei and ultra-relativistic Carroll geometries [1].

Limits of deformed geometries can naturally appear for general-relativistic space-
times, e.g. degenerate near-horizon limits around black holes, or steadily diluted mat-
ter, for which curved geometries transform towards flat Poincaré geometry. In physics,
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such limits are often taken by contracting the Lie algebras of structure groups, i.e.,
by consistently sending individual commutators to zero [1, 2]. Given the setting of
geometries (X, 0), commutators of contracted Lie algebras of structure groups are in
general not matrix commutators anymore and space-time manifolds remain inconsis-
tently unaltered. Instead, many four-dimensional geometries (X, O) can be considered
within the real projective geometry (RP*, PGLsR). Then a canonical framework exists
to discuss their deformations and limits [3], based on matrix products. In the projec-
tive setting, geometries remain well-defined in limits and merely degenerate. Beyond
the mentioned examples, this allows for the description of finite and infinite dilatations
in specific space-time directions [4-7] and scale transformations as for renormalization
group studies [8]. We show that for Lie algebras of many structure groups such lim-
its are isomorphic to compositions of contractions. Considering projective geometric
structures, no infinite blow-ups occur for instance for projective tensor fields.

Holographic correspondences provide intriguing instances, where information of
fields in the bulk of a higher-dimensional space-time can be represented in terms of
(non-local) degrees of freedom on its lower-dimensional boundary. Most prominently,
in the anti-de Sitter/conformal field theory (AdS/CFT) correspondence [9] supergravity
in the bulk of AdS® x S° is linked to supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory on its bound-
ary. A number of works have explored flat limits of the AdS/CFT correspondence, see
e.g. [10-12]. Against this background, given a somewhat general quantum field theory
(QFT), it would be beneficial to enhance the understanding of the form of correlation
functions in geometry limits within a unified, mathematically concise framework.

This motivates the introduction of projective quantum fields on the ambient pro-
jective geometry (RP*,PGL;R) in this work, which encompasses aspects of the more
traditional cases of quantum fields on fixed geometries such as Poincaré or de Sitter
geometry via geometry restriction. For their description, we note that QFTs can be
suitably formulated on curved space-time geometries in non-rigorous [13] and in alge-
braic approaches [14-16]. We focus on the involved representation-theoretic structures
in an axiomatic approach by means of generalizing part of the Wightman axioms [17].
To enhance the comparability with common, non-rigorous QFT formulations, the for-
mulation of projective quantum fields is based on the existence of a Hilbert space, even
if for a given set of field operators unitarily inequivalent Hilbert space formulations
can exist [14, 17]. These can all be considered equivalent for the derivations in this
work, since at no point canonical commutation relations and an explicit form of the
Hilbert space are employed. Furthermore, we do not consider implications of global
hyperbolicity of the space-time manifold, causality and the spectrum condition, which
are therefore not assumed.

Definition (Shortened Definition 3.1). A projective quantum field (U, p, {[O([z])]| [z] €
RP*}) consists of a projective unitary PGLsR representation U on a Hilbert space H
with adjoint T, a finite-dimensional complex PGLsR representation p, and an equiva-
lence class of tuples of operator-valued tempered distributions [O:([z]), . . ., @dimp([x])]
defined modulo C*>(RP*, R) prefactors, with domain a dense subspace of H and their
smeared representatives satisfying a boundedness criterion as specified in the main text,



such that for all [x] € RP*, [g] € PGLsR, a = 1,...,dim p:

dim p

U([9))Oall2)U(lg)) = 62_: pas(lg™"]) Os(lg - a]).

On the geometry (X,0) < (RP*, PGLsR), the projective quantum field is given by re-
striction:

Olix.0) := (Ulo, p, {[O(2])] | [2] € X}) .

We show that such projective quantum fields transform naturally and smoothly
under deformations and limits of geometries, but their support can shift to lower-
dimensional space-time closure subspaces.

Given a projective quantum field, its projective correlators can be considered, i.e.,
projectivized tensor products of smeared field operator representatives, which form by
construction bounded operators. Concerning their behavior under geometry deforma-
tions and limits, we show the following.

Theorem (Shortened Theorem 3.5). Projective correlators remain bounded in limits of
geometries. If the space-time geometry degenerates in the limit process, the limiting pro-
jective correlators are degenerate as finite-rank tensors with field operator components
and have support only on space-time boundaries and other lower-dimensional space-time
subspaces.

Therefore, corresponding QFTs can reduce dimensionally in geometry limits. We
describe geometry limits of projective correlators for a range of physically relevant
examples. This provides insights into the possible imprints of projective correlators
after such limit processes, e.g. the flat Poincaré limit of projective correlators on de
Sitter and anti-de Sitter geometries. We prove that projective correlation functions,
i.e., expectation values of projective correlators, are well-defined for all states in H,
also in geometry limits. On a formal level, this implies that all projective correlation
functions have finite infrared and ultraviolet limits, for which the corresponding QFT
reduces to three space-time dimensions.

The usage of ambient space techniques for quantum fields and their correlation
functions actually dates back to Dirac [18, 19], which can, at least in parts, be seen
as a special case of our systematic framework. Such methods have been employed in
recent decades in AdS/CFT studies, where four-dimensional fields are constructed as
projections of fields on a hypercone in six-dimensional projective space, see e.g. [20, 21].
Amongst others, this can facilitate the computation of operator product expansions [22,
23], higher-spin conformal correlators [24] and boundary values of AdS gauge fields [25,
26].

Concerning the classification of projective quantum fields, fermionic and bosonic
superselection sectors can be extended to projective quantum fields on the ambient ge-
ometry (]RIP’4, PGL;R). We construct composite projective quantum fields and charac-
terize them according to irreducibility of the Lie algebra representation p corresponding



to p. All irreducible representations of pgl;R = s[;R are given by Schur modules, which
leads to the conclusive classification of projective quantum fields. This is analogous to
the classification of quantum fields on Poincaré geometry according to spin.

Projective quantum fields can as well be characterized according to irreducibility
under Poincaré transformations. This leads to the following result.

Theorem (Theorem 3.23). Fermionic, irreducible, Poincaré-irreducible projective quan-
tum fields behave under Poincaré transformations as Dirac fermions and obey spin-
statistics as composite projective quantum fields. If they are bosonic, they behave under
Poincaré transformations as scalar or vector bosons, but violate spin-statistics as com-
posite projective quantum fields.

In the given framework, this singles out Dirac fermions. Yet, projective quantum
fields may as well give rise to higher-spin Poincaré group representations upon restric-
tion to Poincaré geometry, if p is not irreducible.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce (homogeneous)
geometries and their deformations and limits, discuss the relation between conjugacy
limits and contractions, and consider projective tensor fields. Section 3 is devoted
to projective quantum fields. Projective correlator algebras, fermionic and bosonic
superselection sectors, composite projective quantum fields as well as their pgl;R- and
Poincaré-irreducibility are explored. Section 4 provides further questions. Some of the
proofs are deferred to a number of appendices, which are given in the end.

2 Geometries and limits

Mathematically, a geometry in the sense of Klein is defined as a pair (X, O) of a smooth,
connected manifold X (the model space) and a Lie group O (the structure group) acting
transitively by analytic maps on it, i.e., for any pair of points x,y € X there exists g € O,
such that y = ¢ - x. Transitivity identifies the model space X with the homogeneous
space O/O,, where O, denotes the stabilizer of an arbitrary point x € X. For more
details on the category of such geometries we refer to [3].

Similarly, the geometry of a homogeneous physical space-time includes both a space-
time manifold and a Lie group of space-time symmetry transformations. Space-time
symmetry groups often contain the indefinite orthogonal groups O(p, q), i.e., the groups
of isometries of the metric tensor

—(dz")? — ... = (daP)? + (daP™)? 4 ..+ (daPT9)?, (1)
with examples the Lorentz group O(3,1) or the de Sitter group O(4,1). Here, da', ...,
daPT™ denote the canonical 1-forms on RPY? and (dz?)? := da’/ @ dz’/ with @ the
symmetrized tensor product. More generally, groups such as

O(po, q0) 0 e 0

R (P1+a1)*(po+qo) O(p1, q1) 0
O(<p07q0>7"'7(pk7qk)) = . . .

R®r+ar)x(pot+ao) R@Petae)x(prta) ... O(pl;7Qk)



can appear. To prevent singular behavior as discussed later, we consider projective
geometries with projective structure groups PO((po, o), - -, (Pk, qx)), defined modulo
multiplication by non-zero constants. For introductions to projective geometry we refer
to [27, 28]. We note that PO((1),(3,1)) is isomorphic to the Poincaré group in 3+1
space-time dimensions, the latter isomorphically embedded in PGLsR as follows. To
see this, let A € O(3,1), t € R%. Then the projective 5 x 5 matrices

ol=r () ) ePo.e) 2

together with (projective) matrix multiplication furnish a representation of the Poincaré
group, which is isomorphic to the latter. The elements ¢ € R*, which appear in the
lower-left corner of [(A,?)], correspond to the usual space-time translations.

The group PO((po, qo), - - -, (Pk, @) With po+qo+ ...+ pr + g = m acts transitively
on the model space

X((Poa QO)u R (pk, Qk))

= {[z0,..., 1] ERP™ | —af — ... =)+ ah + . T <O}

Therefore, the pairs

G((Pos ), - - - (Pr> ar)) == (X((Po; ), - - - » (Pr> &), PO((P0, q0) - - - 5 (P @)

form geometries. We mostly restrict to four-dimensional space-time geometries in this
work (m = 5). For instance, G(4, 1) with model space X(4,1) is the projective model
of four-dimensional de Sitter geometry and G(3,2) with model space X(3,2) is the
projective model of four-dimensional anti-de Sitter geometry, while G((1), (3,1)) with

X((1),(3,1)) = {[zo, - - ., wa] [ w0 # 0} = A* (3)

is the projective model of Poincaré geometry, which can be identified with Poincaré
geometry itself. Here, A”? denotes the (p + ¢)-dimensional affine space with the (p, ¢)-
signature metric tensor (1), and the identification with A*! in Eq. (3) is via

[1’0,...,1’4] = [1,1’1/1’0,...,1’4/1’0] — (1’1/1'0,...,1’4/$0).

Poincaré geometry also comes with the metric tensor —(dy')? — (dy?)? — (dy®)? + (dy*)?,
Y, = x,/xo for p=1,...,4, which is the usual Minkowski metric tensor.

The group PO((1),(1),(3)) can be identified with the group of Galilei transfor-
mations, and PO((1), (3), (1)) is isomorphic to the group of Carroll transformations.
Indeed, the matrix multiplications are (ignoring +1 entries on the diagonals)

1 1 1
Pls 1 Pls 1 =P s+ 1 ,
a v R a v R a+sv+Ra v+ RV RR
1 1 1
Pla R Pla R =P a+ Ra’ RR' ,
s bl 1 s pT 1 s+s +bla b'R +b7T 1



where s,s' € R, a,a’,b,b/,v,v € R3 R R € O(3) and which are matrix versions of
the group multiplications of the Galilei and Carroll groups, respectively [29]. Galilei
geometry G((1), (1), (3)) has the model space X((1), (1), (3)) = A! x A3 and comes with
degenerate Galilean structures, while ultra-relativistic Carroll geometry G((1), (3), (1))
has the model space X((1),(3),(1)) = A3 x A! and comes with degenerate Carroll
structures [1, 30].!

2.1 Deformations and limits

Geometry limits such as the Poincaré limit of de Sitter space-time, which incorporates
the flattening of dS* to A®', or the non-relativistic (Galilei) limit of Poincaré geometry
can be described in terms of projective geometries. More specifically, consider four-
dimensional geometries G = (X, O), which are subgeometries of the ambient geometry
(RP*, PGLsR), i.e., X is an open submanifold of RP* and O is a subgroup of PGLs;R
acting transitively on X. G(4,1), G((1), (3,1)), G((1), (1), (3)) and G((1), (3), (1)) are all
of this type, for instance. Let [b,] € PGLsR be a sequence of group elements. It acts
on points [z] € X via (projective) matrix multiplication: [z] — [b,, - z]. Group elements
[h] € O are conjugated by the [b,]: [h] — Ady,)[h] = [b,hb;,], analogously to a change
of basis acting on matrices. The [b,] thus act on a geometry G as

[buls 1 G = (X, 0) = [bu)G == ([bn] - X, Adpy,O)

with Adp,,jO = [b,] - O - [b;']. We call [b,].G a geometry deformation of G.

Following [3], the sequence Adp,, O of Lie groups converges geometrically to another
Lie subgroup O’ < PGLsR for n — oo, if every [A'/] € O’ is the limit of some sequence
[hy] € Adp,,)O and if every accumulation point of every sequence [h,] € Adyp, O lies
in O’. Then O is called the conjugacy limit of O via [b,]. Conjugacy limits are limits
on the space of closed subgroups of PGLs;R with respect to the so-called Chabauty
topology; for details see e.g. [3, 31-33]. The sequence [b,].G C (RP*, PGLsR) converges
to the geometry G' = (X/,0) < (RP* PGLsR), if Adp,)O converges geometrically to
O’ and there exists® [z] € X/, such that for all n sufficiently large: [z] € [b,] - X. We also
call the latter topology on the space of model spaces the model space topology. All such
limits of subgeometries G((po; o), - - - » (Ps @) < (RP*, PGL5R) have been classified and
are up to geometry deformations in (RP*, PGLsR) of the form G((p,qb), ..., (9}, q)))
forl >k, po+...4+pk=py+...+p,and g0+ ...+ q = ¢, + ... + q], potentially
after exchanging some (p;,¢;) with (g¢;,p;) [3]. Such a limit geometry is also called a
refinement or degeneration of G((po, qo), - - - (Pks Gx))-

Elements of the Lie algebra pgl;R and thus also of the Lie algebra o of O < PGL;R
are defined modulo the addition of real multiples of the 5 x 5 identity matrix.® If a Lie
algebra element [X] € pgl;R acts on a PGL;R group element or vice versa, its unique

L Actually, all geometries G((po,qo),- - -, (Pk, qx)) come with certain affine bundle structures as de-
tailed in [3], thereby generalizing structures such as Galilean and Carroll structures.

2This condition exemplifies the hit-and-miss character of the Chabauty topology [34].

3We employ mathematical conventions for Lie algebras, such that a connected Lie group G has Lie
algebra g and G is generated by exp(g).



trace-zero representative X € s[;R = pgl;R, taken modulo non-zero real prefactors, is
considered. Then the sequence [b,]| acts on Lie algebra elements analogously to their
action on group elements: [X] — Adp, [X] for [X] € 0. With O — O’ the conjugacy
limit in PGL;R via [b,] and o’ = Lie(O’), it has been shown in [34] that

o' = lim [b,] -0 - [b;],

n—o0 n

convergence defined as for the geometric convergence of Lie groups.

Example 2.1. (i) To explore the deformation of projective Poincaré geometry G((1),
(3,1)) by

b, =P 133 , (4)
e—n
1343 the 3 X 3 unit matriz, focus on a boost generator of the Poincaré Lie algebra

such as
0

(K] =P 0 . (5)
01
10

The [b,] act via conjugation on [K|, which yields for the non-trivial submatriz:

p() o) () =r () )

This has the well-defined n — oo limit

0 1
/(2 ) .
The multiplication by exp(—n) employed in FEq. (6) is an identity map in the
projective setting. In a non-projective setting, the limit matriz would contain di-
verging elements. Analogously taking the conjugacy limits of the other generators
of po((1),(3,1)) shows that the structure groups Adp, PO((1),(3,1)) converge ge-
ometrically for n — oo to

lim Adp, | PO((1), (3,1)) = Ad-PO((1), (1), (3)),

n— oo

where T = (0) (1234) (in cycle notation) is a coordinate index permutation. This
is isomorphic to the Galilei group. The limit process turns Lorentz boosts with
generators such as (5) into Galilean velocity additions as generated by the projec-
tive 5 X 5 matriz corresponding to (7). The model space X((1),(3,1)) is invariant
under the action of the [b,] of Eq. (4), such that for n — oo projective Galilei
geometry is retrieved up to a coordinate permutation:

[bn].G((1), (3, 1)) = m.G((1), (1), (3)) == (7 - X((1), (3, 1)), Ad-PO((1), (1), (3))) -

Note that permutations act on model spaces and structure groups inversely to how
they permute the index arguments of geometries.



(i) Consider
=P (7 ) ®)

acting on projective de Sitter geometry G(4,1). Let [xo, ..., x4] € [by]-X(4,1), i.e.,
—e¥ay — e (] + a3+ ah —a3) < 0.
This is equivalent to
—xp — e (2] + a3+ a3 —17) <0,

yielding the well-defined limit constraint xo # 0 for n — oo. Thus, the deformed
model space [by,] - X(4,1) changes in the n — oo limit to X((1),(3,1)) = A%!. Ez-
plicit computation shows that the deformed structure groups Adp,PO(4,1) con-
verge geometrically to PO((1),(3,1)) for n — co. Therefore, the limit process flat-
tens the de Sitter model space and the structure group changes accordingly. The
limit geometry of projective de Sitter geometry, deformed by the [b,] of Eq. (8), is
projective Poincaré geometry G((1), (3,1)).

(iii) Similarly to (ii), consider

=P (7 ) o)

acting on projective anti-de Sitter geometry G(3,2). A point [xg,...,z4] is in
[bn] - X(3,2), if and only if

—10 2 2 2 2 2

which yields the constraint x4 # 0 for n — oo. The sequence Adyp,,PO(3,2)
converges with respect to Chaubauty topology to

p <O(3, 1) Ei)

as n — oo. Therefore, up to the permutation o = (01234) this yields projective
Poincaré geometry for n — oo:

6,].G(3,2) = 0.G((1), (3,1)) .

Remark. While the choice of (RIP’4, PGL;R) as the ambient geometry is not unique,
the results of this work are to some extent independent from the choice of ambient
geometries of type (RP™ !, PGL,,R) for m > 5, see Appendix C. Setting m = 5 can be
seen as a minimal choice. A few works have considered conjugacy limits of subgroups
within other groups than PGL,,R or GL,,R, see e.g. [35-37].



2.2 Conjugacy limits and contractions

In physics, contractions of the Lie algebras of structure groups are often considered
instead of conjugacy limits. Let o’ be a conjugacy limit of o on Lie algebra level. First,
we give examples of physical interest, for which o’ is isomorphic to a contraction of o.
We also provide an example of a contraction, which cannot be isomorphically described
as a conjugacy limit. Subsequently, we show that there are conjugacy limits, which
are not isomorphic to single contractions on Lie algebra level. A theorem demonstrates
that the composition of contractions can always achieve this. In this subsection, we
sometimes consider geometries of general dimension.

We define a contraction as in [38]. For this, consider a Lie subalgebra t of a Lie
algebra b, the latter with underlying vector space Vec(h). Let t¢ denote the sub-
space of Vec(h) complementary to ¢, such that X € Vec(h) can be uniquely written
as X = X¢+ X, X¢ € t, Xie € t°. For € > 0 define ¢.(X) := X; + eX. Then
(X, Y] = lim. o o7 ([0(X), ¢-(Y)]) exists for all X,Y € Vec(h). The vector space
Vec(h) equipped with the commutator |-, -]’ is called the contraction of b along t and
forms a Lie algebra. We note that there exist other definitions in the literature, see
e.g. [39].

Example 2.2. The Lie algebra o(3) has generators

0 10 00 —1 0 0 0
Xt=|-1 00|, X*=]00 0], X*=]0 0 1
0 00 10 0 0 -1 0

with commutators [ X', X% = X3, [X!, X3 = — X2, [X?, X?] = X'. We consider its
projective variant po(3) and the conjugacy limit via

which yields the projective Euclidean motion Lie algebra in two dimensions, po((1),(2)).
The non-projective 0((1), (2)) has generators

0 00 00 0
Yi=|-1 00|, Y*=]|0 0 0 (10)
0 00 100

and X3 along with matriz commutators. We contract o(3) along X3, which yields the
contracted commutators [X', X?' = 0, [X!, X3) = —X? and [X?, X3 = X'. After
descending to its projective variant, the contracted Lie algebra is isomorphic to the Lie
algebra po((1),(2)) of the conjugacy limit.

We take a final conjugacy limit of po((1),(2)) via



which yields the projective Heisenberg Lie algebra po((1),(1),(1)). Its non-projective
variant is generated by Y, Y? and

0 0 0
Yi=10 0 o0f, (11)
0 -1 0

such that [Y', Y% =0, [Y, V3] = —Y?2 and [Y?,Y3] = 0. We obtain a Lie algebra iso-
morphic to po((1), (1), (1)) via contraction of o((1), (2)) along X* and projectivization.

Continuing Example 2.2 shows that not every contraction corresponds to a conju-
gacy limit.

Example 2.3. We contract the Heisenberg Lie algebra o((1), (1), (1)) with generators
Y1,Y5,Ys as in Eqgs. (10) and (11) along Span(Y2), which is the center of o((1), (1), (1)).
The contracted commutators are all trivial, such that the contracted Lie algebra is iso-
morphic to R3. The Lie algebra po((1), (1), (1)) is a final conjugacy limit of po(3) up to
conjugacy in PGL3R. No further non-trivial refinement is possible [3]. Therefore, the
contracted algebra R? does nmot correspond to a conjugacy limit of po(3) via sequences
in PGL3R.

Even if examples of isomorphisms between Lie algebras of conjugacy limits and
corresponding contractions can be given, such isomorphisms do not generally exist, as
the following lemma demonstrates.

Lemma 2.4. For m > 3 no single contraction of the Lie algebra po(m) yields a Lie
algebra isomorphic to po((1),...,(1)) (m copies of (1) as arguments).

The Lie algebra po((1),...,(1)) is the conjugacy limit of po(m) < pgl,R via
[b,] = [diag(1,exp(n),...,exp((m — 1)n))]. The proof of Lemma 2.4 is postponed
to Appendix A.1.

It is clear from Example 2.2 that the concatenation of multiple contractions of po(m)
can yield a Lie algebra isomorphic to po((1),...,(1)). This exemplifies the following
theorem.

Theorem 2.5. Consider PO(p,q) < PGL,+,R and let O" be the conjugacy limit of
PO(p, q) via a sequence [b,] € PGL, ;R for n — oco. Then the Lie algebra o' of O’ is
isomorphic to the composition of a finite number of contractions of po(p,q).

The constructive proof of this theorem is deferred to Appendix A.2.

2.3 Projective frames and tensor fields

Analogously to conjugacy limits of projective subgroups, projective variants of tensor
fields do not exhibit singular behavior in limits of geometries, but merely degenerate

10



as discussed now. Specifically, we define projective vector fields on a four-dimensional
model space X as equivalence classes [WW] of vector fields on X, which are defined up
to the equivalence relation W ~ W, if there exists A € C®(X,Ryg) such that for all
[z] € X: W([z]) = M([z]) W([z]), in short W = AIW. We note that for connected model
spaces X, the functions A € C°(X,Rg) have either positive or negative values on all
X.

Remark. This definition of projective vector fields is consistent with the more common
definition of projectively related, torsion-free connections. According to [40-42], two
torsion-free connections on X are projectively related, if they have the same geodesics
as point sets, i.e., if their geodesics agree up to parametrization. Consider a vector field
W on X, let A € C®(X,Ry) and set W = AW. Given a torsion-free connection V, for
every [z] € X there is a unique geodesic v : (—¢,€) — X, € > 0, with (0) = [z] and
dvy(s)/ds|s—o = W([z]). Similarly, W induces a geodesic 7 : (—¢,&) — X, € > 0, with
7(0) = [«] and

LI 5(s) = W(lal) = MD)W () = A~ (),

ds s=0 s=0

so that the geodesics v and 4 are the same as sets. Then there exists a torsion-free
connection V with geodesic 7, such that V, V are projectively related [42]. Therefore,
projectively equivalent vector fields are indeed consistent with the notion of projectively
related connections.

Locally, projective vector fields can be viewed as projective linear combinations
of representatives of projective frame vector fields. A projective frame on the four-
dimensional space X is defined from a frame (eq,...,e4) on X as

{([=], tlea ()] - - Tea([2)], fea () + - 4 eafe])]}) [ ] € X}

which we also denote as ([e1], ..., [ed],[e1 + ... + €4]).

Remark. Five projective vector fields are required to uniquely specify a projective
frame on the four-dimensional model space X, based on the following argument [28].
Assume that [e,] = [f,] forall p =1,...,4. Thene, = A, f, for A\, € C®(X,R). With
the fifth projective vector field [e;+...4e4] = [fi+...+ fa] we have e;+...+e4 = A(f1+
...+ f1) for some A € C™(X,R). Together this yields 0 = (A1 —A) fi+...+(As— ) fu,
such that by linear independence of the f,: A\, = Aorall p=1,...,4. In the projective
setting, the two frames agree.

The following example shows that projective vector fields decompose non-uniquely
into projective linear combinations of representatives of projective frame vector fields,
which is different from non-projective vector fields on X.

11



Example 2.6. Consider Poincaré geometry G((1),(3,1)). The map [zo, x1,. .., T4] —
(z1/%0, . .., x4/T0) identifies X((1),(3,1)) with A>'. With y, = x,/x0, p = 1,...,4,
the standard vector fields on A*' are given by 0/0y, = x¢0/dx,. A projective vector
field [W] on X((1),(3,1)) can be written as a linear combination

1 0 10
(W([«])] = Wu(lz]) 5=+ Ws([2]) D_ |-
g, D 2,
The functions Wy, ..., Wy are unique up to common prefactors as well as functions
feC*(X((1),(3,1))) acting as Wy, ... Ws—= Wy — f,... . Wy— f, W5+ f.
Still, we write the (non-unique) projective components of [W] as [Wy,..., Ws],

when we can make well-posed statements about them. For instance, the components
(W1, ..., Ws] uniquely define the set of homogeneous coordinates of [W] with respect to
([0/h],...,[0/0yal,[0/Oyr + ...+ O/04]), which is

{()\Wl’, LAWY € CRX)M W e CF(X),Va] € XFp e {1,..., 4} Wi([]) #0,

N O R | S Wi0fon | - (71}

v=1

This assumes [W] # 0.

To study the behavior of a projective vector field [W] under deformations and limits
of geometries, let ([eq],...,[e5]) be a projective frame on X and [Wy,..., Ws] be the
components of [W] with respect to ([e],...,[es]). A sequence [b,] € PGL;sR acts on
the components W4 as

(=], Wi (lad), - Ws([2)]) = ([bn - ], [ba] - [WA([2]), - Ws([2])]) - (12)

If lim,,,00[bn] exists as a projective 5 x 5 matrix, the n — oo limit of (12) is well-
defined, since no infinite blow-ups of components appear in the projective formulation.
Yet, the limit matrices lim,,_,o[b,] can decrease in rank, see e.g. the n — oo limit of
the matrix (4), whose rank decreases from 5 to 3. Projective vector fields can thus
degenerate in limits, such that they locally provide elements of certain strict subspaces
of the projective tangent spaces of X.

We define projective tensor fields on X analogously to projective vector fields modulo
multiplication by C*°(X, Ryg)-elements. On projective tensor fields such as projective
metrics or projective differential forms, deformations of geometries act as tensor con-
tractions with the [b,] or [b;!], depending on the type of the projective tensor field
under consideration. Analogously to projective vector fields, projective tensor fields
can degenerate in limit processes, but remain well-defined if lim,,_,[b,] exists as a pro-
jective 5 x 5 matrix. For instance, no singularities appear for projective metrics, which
can solely degenerate.?

4This is in contrast to standard general relativity, where locally singular behavior of metrics can
render the theory inconsistent in their surrounding neighborhoods.
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Remark. Projective equivalence classes of tensor fields are similar to conformally equiv-
alent tensor fields. If a tensor field  on RP* has non-zero conformal weight A, its pro-
jective equivalence class [@Q)] can be identified with the set generated by its Weyl trans-
formations Q — exp(Aw)Q for w € C®(RP*) together with the reflection Q — —Q.

3 Quantum fields on projective geometries

Quantum fields are tied to space-time geometries by means of their behavior under
space-time symmetry transformations, which involves projective unitary representations
of the space-time symmetry groups acting on the Hilbert space [43]. Irreducibility of
the representations characterizes fundamental quantum particles, and the Hilbert space
of the theory is constructed from these. Geometries thus dictate the types of particles
that can occur and at least partly the structure of the Hilbert space. For instance, on
Poincaré geometry particles are described by the well-known massive spin and massless
helicity representations of the Poincaré group.

3.1 Projective quantum fields

We define projective quantum fields similarly to Wightman quantum fields [17], thereby
in a certain way generalizing the projective tensor fields considered in Section 2.3. We do
not aim for their complete mathematical characterization, but restrict to the representa-
tion-theoretic assumptions necessary for our geometry-related derivations. Let H be
a complex Hilbert space with inner product (-,-) (anti-linear with respect to its first
argument), on which a projective quantum field can be defined. U(#H) denotes the set
of unitary linear operators on H and PGLsR the universal cover of PGL5R.

Definition 3.1. A projective quantum field is a tuple O = (U, p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*})
consisting of:

(i) a projective unitary PGLsR representation U : PGLsR — U(H) with adjoint T,
(ii) a finite-dimensional complexr PGLsR representation p with dim p # 0, and

(iii) equwalence classes of tuples of non-zero linear operator-valued tempered distri-
butions [O([z])] = [O1([z]), . .., Oamp([2])], [x] € RP*, defined modulo C*(RP*,
Rg) prefactors, where all (’)a([ ) have a common dense domain of definition
D CH, U(g)D C D and O,([z])D C D for all [g] € PGLsR, [z] € RP* a =
1,...,dim p, and for which the smeared representatives

Oulf.RPY) = [ Oullel) (e d'la

are bounded operators on D for all f € C®(RP*),
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such that for all [x] € RP*, [g] € PGLsR, a = 1,...,dim p:

dim p

U([9))Oa(lz)U(lg)) = 62_: pas(lg™DOs(lg - a)). (13)

Often we omit the component indices a, B from notations. When denoted as O, 0=
(U, p, {[O([2])] | [7] € RP*}) is understood. The [O([z])] are called field operators. On
the geometry (X, 0) < (RP* PGLsR) the projective quantum field is given by restriction.:

Olix.0) := (Ulo, p, {[O(z])] | [2] € X}) .

We also call @|(x,0) a restricted projective quantum field. It comes with smeared repre-

sentatives
OulF:X) = [ Oulla)) £([a) d'la],
where f € C*(X).

The smeared representatives are defined not for Schwartz functions, but for smooth
functions, since RP* is compact. We note that the finite-dimensional representations of
PGLsR all factor through representations of PGLsR and are thus not faithful. Upon re-
striction to the geometry (X, O), no restriction of the representation p to O is included,
so that local changes of (projective) reference frames can be consistently described
in an accompanying work [44]. No equal-time commutation relations and causality
preservation are assumed, whose formulation for curved geometries would rest on an
observer-specific, distinguished time direction as available e.g. for globally hyperbolic
space-times [45]. As part of an algebraic characterization of projective quantum fields,
Definition 3.1 could be incorporated in Haag-Kastler conditions for nets of von Neu-
mann operator algebras [17, 46, 47], if these are formulated for the ambient projective
geometry (RP* PGL;R).

Remark. Definition 3.1 rests upon (RP*, PGLsR) as the ambient geometry. This choice
is at least in parts without loss of generality, see Appendix C.

Remark. While U is a projective unitary representation in Definition 3.1, p is non-
projective. This is sensible, since if p was projective, its multiplier would be equivalent
to the trivial one, see Proposition B.4 in Appendix B.2. The finite dimensionality of p
is part of established formal approaches [17].

Definition 3.1 indeed extends the unitary behavior of quantum fields on fixed ge-
ometries, as the following example demonstrates for Poincaré geometry.

Example 3.2. Consider a projective quantum field (U, CPpqy g, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*}),
where CIP’%,GLSR denotes the fundamental complex representation of PGLsR acting on
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CP* by (projective) matriz multiplication. CPpy p provides a PGL;R representa-
tion by previously applying the cover projection PGLsR — PGLsR, which we often
omit from notations. This describes projective quantum fields, which resemble pro-
jective vector fields, see Section 2.3. Restricted to Poincaré geometry G((1),(3,1)),
the action of Ulpo(),3,1)) @ to be considered. The generalized unitary transforma-

tion behavior (13) of the field operators [@([1’])] yields for a Poincaré transformation

[(A,t)] € PO((1),(3,1)) (see Eq. (2)):
U([(AOD[O(=D]UT([(A 1)) = [(A )] - [O([A - 2+ 1])]

where [(A, )" = [(A™1, A" - )] If Ol([x]) = 0, we have for the other components
of representative field opemtors O([z]) of [O([z])] = [O1([z]), ..., Os([z])]:
4
U([(A, DO ([ UM ([(A Z )i O ([A - 2+ 1]) (14)
forall pw=1,...,4. This is the usual behavior of vector quantum fields under Poincaré
transformations.

Remark. The massless, infinite spin representations of the Poincaré group [43] cannot
appear upon restriction of a projective quantum field to Poincaré geometry, since the
representation p is required to be finite-dimensional.

Projective quantum fields transform naturally and smoothly under geometry de-
formations up to action of the finite-dimensional representation p as specified by the
following lemma. Given a model space X and a sequence [b,] € PGL;sR, for the treat-
ment of geometry limits we denote the set of point-wise limits of the form lim,,_,[b;, - 7]
for [x] € X by lim,,—,0[bs] - X, which in general is different from limits of model spaces
with respect to the model space topology. In fact, we show in the next subsection that
the spaces lim,,_,[b,] - X can form dimensionally reduced subspaces of model space
closures, see in particular Proposition 3.6.

Lemma 3.3. Consider a projective quantum field © = (U, p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*}) and
the geometry G = (X, 0), let [b,] € PGL5;R and (X', 0’) = lim,,—,o0([bn]+G) be the limit
geometry. Assume [bso] := lim, o0 [by] exists as a projective 5 x 5 matriz. The action
of [bn] on @‘(XD) yields the restricted projective quantum field

(Uladg, o0 2> ([ DO(2])] | [2] € [ba] - X})

with n — oo limit
(Ulorp{ Ip] - (O ] € Jim o] X} )

where [ps] = lim, o [p([b;1])] € PMatdlmpxdlmp(C which is the space of projective,

complex dim p x dim p matrices. Further, U([g])[O([z])]U"([g ]) (O([g-x])] and all their
representatives depend smoothly on [g] € PGLsR and [x] € RP*, where convergence can
be defined with regard to the operator norm on D for the smeared operator variants.
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Proof. Let w be the (Schur) multiplier of the projective representation U. A geometry
deformation via [b,] € PGLsR acts on representatives O([z]) of the field operators
[O([z])], transformed via [¢g] € O, as

U([gDO([z)U ([g]) = U ([a))U([g) O([2))U T ([9]) U ([bu))
= w([ba], [g])w ([ w9l (07 1)U ([Bugby, DU (0D O U ([ba])
w([bal, lg™ Dw((bag ™ (b7 DU ([brgby )
= U([bngby," ]) (b DODU! ([ba]) U ([bagby, ') - (15)

Here we used multiplier cyclicity, i.e.,
w([bul. [gD)w([bag], [07']) = w([bal. [9b7 D ([g]. [671])
and
w([bal, lg™ DU ([brg™"]) = U(B))U([97])
U([bag™),

analogously for w([b,g7 '], [b;']). By means of Eq. (15), the symmetry group O is
conjugated by [b,] and the field operator O([z]) is changed to

U(b.DO([))U ([0a]) = p([b DO([br - 2]) -

We prove in Appendix B.1 that the conjugacy limit of U(O) in U(PGL;R) via
U([by]) is the same as U(O') up to multiplier, i.e., the diagram

limn_,oo Ad[bn] . O—— 0O
JUO J[Ub/}
limnﬁoo[AdU([bn])] . U(O) E— [U(O,)]

commutes. Here, [U(O")] denotes U(O') modulo U(1) prefactors, analogously for the
maps in square brackets. In fact, by the considerations of Appendix B.1 multipliers
of Ul|o are limits of multipliers of Ul|p, which can become trivial. The matrix [poo]
exists, since [by] exists and p([b;!']) can be viewed as a sequence in the compact space
RP@me)°~1 Thig shows that restricted projective quantum fields behave in the geom-
etry limit as claimed.

Concerning smoothness, the generalized unitary transformation behavior (13) yields

[O(lg - «])] = Adu(gp[o(9) O([])]

By the definition of Lie group representations, [p([g])] and U([g]) depend smoothly on
lg], thus also Adyjg). Therefore, [O([g-z])] and U([¢])[O([z])]UT([g]) depend smoothly
on [g], where convergence can be defined with regard to the norm on D for representa-
tives of the smeared operator variants. Smooth dependence on [z] € RP* follows from
transitivity of the smooth group action. O
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3.2 Projective correlators

Given a four-dimensional geometry (X,0), an algebra 20(X) of projective correlators
can be defined as

A(X) == { 0D (f1,X) @ ... @ OD(f,,X)]

f; € C®(RPY), ¢ N} ,

where the involved O([z]) are representatives of [O([z])] and the superscript (1) denotes
for each tensor product factor individually, whether taking the adjoint or not. The
tensor products are defined with respect to the components @a(f i, X) of the smeared
field operator representatives. The involved functions f; are defined on RP*, so that the
action of geometry deformations and limits of projective correlators can be consistently
described. We denote the analogous algebra constructed on the ambient geometry
model space RP* by 2A(RP*). Elements of 2(X) and 2A(RP*) form bounded operators
on D, since they involve finitely many concatenations of operators, which are bounded
on D.
Projective correlator algebras behave as follows under geometry deformations.

Proposition 3.4. Let [g] € PGLsR and (X,0) < (RP* PGLsR) be a geometry. De-
formations of (X, 0) wia |g] give the commutative diagram

Adp : O ——— Ad};O
J{AdU J{AdU
Adp () : AX) —— A([g] - X),

where the horizontal maps are isomorphisms of groups (top) and algebras (bottom). The
vertical map Ady acts for an element [h] € O as Ady )

OV (A X)® ... @ OD(fi,X)]
= [(p((h DOYD (A7), (1] - X) @ .. @ (p([hDNOYD (fo([B]), [1] - X)],  (16)
and analogously horizontally for more general [g] € PGLsR instead of such [h].

Proof. Let @( fi, X) be representatives of the smeared field operators [@( fi, X)), fi €
COO(RP4). AdU([g]) maps
ON (f1,X) 00 OP(f1,X)
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to

U (DO (f1.X) 0 -+~ 0 OL) (f2.X)U([g])
= [, fulload) -+ Fellod) o, (g™ DO (g - 1)) o

op%e’w([ NOD (g - 2)) d*] - d*fae]
:/qg}.xyfl([g ) Fullg™ - wd)olfh, (g7 DOP ([wa]) 0

o p, (g™ DO ([ue]) dfwa] -+~ ']
= (p(la™ DOP (filg™ ). lg] - X) - (p(lg™ DO (felg™ ). lg] - %), (A7)

where o denotes Hilbert space operator composition, and integration variables have
been changed. We used that Jacobi determinants are trivial in the projective setting.
The functions f;([g~!]) are again in C*°(RP*). Therefore, Adr(()) provides an algebra
isomorphism onto 2(([g] - X). O

Replacing the deformation via [g] by an arbitrary sequence [b,] € PGLsR, Eq. (16)
does not apply to its n — oo limit, since integration variables cannot be changed for
non-invertible [b,]. Instead, as indicated already for projective quantum fields, the
support of projective correlators can shift to model space boundaries and other lower-
dimensional model space subspaces in the n — oo limit, and the projective correlators
can degenerate with respect to their field operator representative components.

Theorem 3.5. Let [C] € AX((po, 40, - - -» (s ai)) for piyqi € N with S8 pi+ ¢ =5
and [b,] € PGL;R, so that lim, . [0,)+G((po, @), - - -, Pk, qx)) = (X', 0') is a well-
defined geometry limit and [by) exists as a projective 5x 5 matriz. Then lim,_s[by],[C]
is a well-defined, bounded operator on D. If [by] has not full rank, lim,_[b,).[C] is
degenerate as a finite-rank tensor with field operator components and has model space
support within lim, .. [b,]- X, which is generally the union of a subspace of the boundary
OX" and another subspace of X' of dimension strictly smaller than 4.

Theorem 3.5 is analogous to the behavior of projective tensor fields at individual
space-time points under geometry deformations and limits, see e.g. Eq. (12). Before
proving it, we show an auxiliary proposition regarding the point-wise convergence of
certain sequences of points within model spaces, which form lim,, . [b,] - X.

Proposition 3.6. Let [x] € X((po, o), - - -, (Pr,qx)), consider a sequence [b,] € PGLsR
and the geometry limit (X((po, @), - - -, (Pr: @), PO((Po, @), - - -, (Pr> r))) — (X, 0').
Assume [by] does not have full rank. Then the n — oo limit of [by, - x| is either in OX',
where the boundary and the closure are defined with respect to point-wise convergence,
or in another strictly lower-dimensional submanifold of X', which depends only on the
sequence [by].

Proof. We provide the proof for p;, ¢; = 0 for all 7 > 1. The general case follows straight-
forwardly with additional index book-keeping. We employ the K AK decomposition of
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PGL;R, where K is the maximal compact subgroup PO(5) and A is the subgroup of
diagonal, invertible projective 5 x 5 matrices, see e.g. [48]. Hence, for all n there exist
[knl, [ln] € K, [a,] € B, so that [b,] = [knanly], where [a,] can be chosen of the canonical
form

1 fori¢ I,

18
0 foriel, (18)

an,ii/an,(i—l—l)(i-l—l) — {
as n — oo for some index set I C {1,2,3,4}. This choice can be made, since else
we can multiply the sequence [a,] by another sequence [al] € A, which remains in a
compact subset of A and can be incorporated by left multiplication of [a,| with [a]]. I
is non-empty, since [bo| has not full rank. Let iy < i3 < ... < iy be the elements of I in
increasing order. The sequences [k,], [I,] have subsequences [k;,], [l,], which converge
to some [k], [[] € K, respectively, since K is compact. We write

[ZZ’] = [l . ZL’] = [20,21, . .,25_1,25],

where 20 = (5]0, c. .,Lf‘il_l), 2j = (Lf'ij,. .. 7jij+1—1) with ig+1 = m. We set jmin =
min{j = 0,...,4]Z; # 0} and jmax = max{j = 0,...,4|Z; # 0}. If jmin = Jmax, the
convergence behavior (18) of the sequence [a,] yields that [a,Z] — [Z] as n — co. These
points form a lower-dimensional submanifold of X' N [I] - X(p, ).

The case jmin < Jjmax yields [a,Z] — [0,...,0,2;...,0,...,0]. We note that similarly
to its K AK decomposition we can apply the K BH decomposition of PGLsR [49], so
that [b,] = [klb) hy] for [k]] € K = PO(5), [V),] € B = A, [h,) € PO(p,q). Suppose
that [h,] € PO(p,q) NPO(5). Then the KAK and K BH decompositions of [b,] can be
chosen identically, so that [k]] = [k.], [V),] = [a,] and [h,] = [l,]. In particular,

lim Adp,jAdpPO(p, ¢) = lim Ad, PO(p,q) = PO((rh, %), - - -» (Pee1, @—1))  (19)
for the integer pairs (p}, ¢i) determined uniquely by splitting the sequence —1,..., —1,
+1,...,+1 (=1 appearing p and +1 appearing ¢ times) after i; elements, then after
the next i — 41 elements and so forth. Counting the integers —1 in the i-th step yields
p; and counting +1 yields ¢;. A point [2] is in X((pg, )5 - - -» (Ph—1,q—1)), if and only if

—(xf)? — ... — (1’;6_1)2 + (1';,6)2 +...+ (x;’6+q6—1)2 <0.

For the point [2'] =[0,...,0,%,,...,0,...,0] the polynomial on the left-hand side eval-
uates to zero. Thus, lim, ,[a,Z] € OX((ph, ), - -, (P)_1,q;—1)) and lim, . [bx] =
(k] lim,,_, o0 [a,T] € OX'.

The case h, € PO(p,q) \ (PO(5) N PO(p,q)) remains. Still, we have then that
[k-(0,...,0,%...,0,...,0)] € X and such points form a submanifold of X’ of dimension
strictly lower than 4. This concludes the proof. O

We can now provide the proof of Theorem 3.5.

Proof of Theorem 3.5. The projective correlator [é’] is of the form

€)= [0N(f,X)®...® OD(f,X)]
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for f; € C=(RP*). We choose representatives O([z]) of [O([z])] and let v € D. For all
[b,] we have ||U([b,])||p = 1 by unitarity of U. Thus, with [ps] = lim,_,[p([0,,'])] and
Poo & Tepresentative of [poo], we have for all oy, ..., o, and all n the upper bound

.....

o...0 / d4[éfe]f1([w])(p([b;l])@([b z4])) Do)

X((P0,90),---(Pk>qx))
= <U>AdU([bn ( ( ((pO,QO),;(pk,Qk)))
. O

@ D(f1.X((P0s @0): - - - (Prs @) )0)

¢
<J] ||@((1?(fi>x((po,%), ooy (P @)D < 00 (20)
=1

Therefore, the n — oo limit is finite:

Tim (v, Ady 1) (OF (f1,X) 0 ... 0 OV (fo, X)Jv) < o0,

so that limy_s[b,]«[C] is indeed a well-defined and bounded operator on D. If [by]
does not have full rank, the involved multiplication with p., is responsible for the de-
generation of projective correlators with respect its field operator representative com-
ponents. Proposition 3.6 implies lim,,_,o[bn2;] € OX' or the inclusion in another lower-
dimensional subspace of X'. O

Theorem 3.5 implies that projective correlation functions, i.e., expectation values
of projective correlators, are well-defined for all states in H, as the following corollary
shows.

Corollary 3.7. Given the setting of Theorem 3.5, expectation values (v, [Clv) are well-
defined for all v € D C H and can be uniquely extended to H. The dependence of
<v,AdU([an[CA’]v) on [by] is smooth for v € D and its n — oo limit is well-defined.
Expectation values of the limiting projective correlator have a unique extension to states

in H.
Proof. Let C be a representative of

[C] = [0V (f1,X) @ ...® OD(f,X)] € AX((po,q0)s - - - » (Prs tk))

for f; € C>°(RP*). Consider a sequence v; € D, v; # 0. Eq. (20) yields

A

<Uj7 Ca1~~~azvj>

S ||Ca1...oce||D < 0. (21)
[|vj]1%

Assume v; = v € H = D as j — oo. The right-hand side of (21) is independent
from vj, such that the j — oo limit of (vj, Ca,. a,v;)/||v;]|* exists by continuity of
the operator Cy, o, on D and is finite for all ay,...,a, Further, [|[v/||*> = (v/,v') <
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oo. In the projective setting, the division by ||v;||? is an identity map, such that
(v;, [Clo;)/||v;] 12 = (v;,[Clu;) is also well-defined in the j — oo limit. The same
argument applies to the j — oo limit of lim,, . (v;, Ady () [Clv,), using Theorem 3.5
and elements from its proof.

The smooth dependence of the expectation values of AdU([an[CA’] on [b,] for states
in D follows from Lemma 3.3. O

Example 3.8. Consider the projective quantum field (U, CPpgy, g, {[O(z])] | [z] € RP*})
for the geometry G(4,1) and the sequence

e—4n
b =p (7 )

By Example 2.1(i), [b,].G(4,1) — G((1),(3,1)) as n — oo. Acting via Adyp,)) on

projective correlators, the projective matriz [b, '] appears, which has the n — oo limit

Y 1 1
ol =i =p (* g )

Therefore, due to Theorem 3.5 and its proof, the n — oo limit of the sequence Ady ) [C],

A

[C] € A(X(4,1)), can only depend non-trivially on the component O:([z]) and not on
Oy([x]), ..., Os5([x]). The limiting projective correlator lim,,_,o. Ady(p,1)[C] has support
on finitely many points in

OX((1),(3,1)) U {[1,0,...,0]} = {[0,z1,...,24) € RP*} U{[1,0,...,0]} = RPPUpt.

We denote the algebra of such limiting projective correlators by Aqes (0X((1), (3,1)) U
{[1,0,...,0]}) and leave implicit the field operator components, which can appear non-
trivially.

Similarly, the non-relativistic (Galilei) limit of G((1), (3,1)), anti-de Sitter geometry
G(3,2) and representations other than p = CP?‘;GLE)R can be considered. This leads to
the examples described in brevity in Fig. 1, from which one can infer that projective
correlators of projective de Sitter and projective anti-de Sitter geometry yield similar
degenerate projective correlators in Poincaré and Galilei limits.

Corollary 3.7 has shown that projective correlation functions remain well-defined
in geometry limits. In particular, this applies to the ultraviolet and infrared limits of
projective Poincaré geometry G((1),(3,1)), as we show now. Again, the model space
identification X((1), (3,1)) = A*! is via the diffeomorphism

E([xo, 1, .-y x4]) = (Y1, -, Y4) 5

where y, == x,/xo for p = 1,...,4. The metric tensor —dy? — dy3 — dy3 + dyi on
X((1),(3,1)) depends only on the image of £. A physical scale transformation acts on
[z] € X((1),(3,1)) as &([z]) — s&([z]) for s > 0. Acting with £, this is equivalent to

[l’o,xl, C ,1’4] — [LU(),SLUD .. .,SLU4] .
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Space-time geometry:

Proj. correl. algebra:
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Space-time geometry:
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p = R(CIPAPGLE;R) :

Space-time geometry:

Proj. correl. algebra:

p=CPbqr.g

p = R(CPpqr.zr) :

de Sitter

[br]« of (8)

G(4,1)

AX(4, 1)

anti-de Sitter

o= bn]x of (9)

G(3,2)

2A(X(3,2))

Poincaré

G((1),(3,1))
2AX((1), (3,1)) | ——

(77 bn])« of (4)

Poincaré

G((1),(3,1))

U{[1,0,...,0]})
O,
627 . 765
Poincaré

G((1),(3,1))

Qldeg(ax((l)a (3a 1))

u{[1,0,...,0]})
O,
627 . 765
Galilei

G((1),(1),(3))
RV i1\ 0)

01,0,
@37@47@5

Figure 1: Limiting projective correlator algebras for a selection of geometry limits of
projective de Sitter geometry G(4,1) and projective anti-de Sitter geometry G(3,2).
Convergence of algebras is defined as element-wise convergence. 24, denotes an alge-
bra of projective correlators, which are degenerate with respect to their field operator
components. The rows starting with representations p = ... denote the non-trivial de-
pendence on field operator components of the degenerate projective correlator algebra.
R(CIP%)GLSR) denotes the action of PGLsR on CP* by applying the cover projection
PGLsR — PGLsR and inverse right multiplication. The space ig :={[0,0, x9, x3, 4] €
RP*} = RP? is projective spatial infinity, it = {[ro,21,0,0,0] € RP*| 29 # 0} = R is
projective time-like infinity and 2'2 Vit \ [0] indicates their wedge product at [0] with

[0] removed.
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The PGLsR-element implementing the scale transformation is

d(s)] = P (1 1) -

Poincaré geometry remains invariant under the deformation by [d(s)] for all s # 0.

A

Let [C] € A(X((1),(3,1))) be a projective correlator on Poincaré geometry. The one-
parameter family {Adgae[C]}s describes the behavior of [C] under scale transfor-
mations. The limit s — 0 shrinks physical length scales to zero and, considering
AdU([d(s)])[C], describes the ultraviolet limit of the projective correlator. The limit
s — oo stretches physical length scales infinitely and describes the infrared limit of the

projective correlator.

Corollary 3.9. The expectation values of projective correlators in A(X((1),(3,1))) have
well-defined, finite ultraviolet and infrared limits for states in H.

Proof. The statement is a direct consequence of Theorem 3.5 and Corollary 3.7, along
with the preceding considerations. O

Proposition 3.6 and its proof actually yield that the model space support of pro-
jective correlators on X((1),(3,1)) shrinks in the infrared limit to finitely many points
in the union of the boundary dX((1),(3,1)) = {[0,21,...,24] € RP*} = RP* and the
zero-dimensional subspace {[1,0,...,0]} € X((1),(3,1)). In the ultraviolet limit the
support converges as well to points in OX((1), (3,1))U{[1,0,...,0]}. Therefore, projec-
tive correlators on Poincaré geometry behave in their infrared and ultraviolet limits as
for a three-dimensional QFT. This is qualitatively consistent with many quantum field
theories, considering e.g. the infinite temperature limit of thermal field theories [50, 51].
The relation to renormalizability of projective correlation functions is to be discussed
in future work.

3.3 Superselection sectors

Inequivalent multipliers of the projective representation U yield different superselection
sectors for the projective quantum field O. Restricted to Poincaré geometry, this pro-
vides the usual bosonic and fermionic projective representations. This classification can
be uniquely extended to the ambient geometry (RP* PGL;R), as we discuss now.

For this we explicitly describe the inequivalent multipliers. PGLsR is connected, so
for any [g], [h] € PGL5;R we can construct a path y([g], [h]) as follows. Polar decompo-
sition yields [g] = [ugy exp(Y,)] and [h] = [up exp(Y})] for unique [u,], [up] € PO(5) and
unique symmetric [Yy], [Y3] € pglsR. The group PO(5) = SO(5) (since —1545 ¢ SO(5))
is connected and compact, so exp : po(5) — PO(5) is surjective. Therefore, there exists
[X4] € po(5), such that [up] = [exp(X})]. We define the loop v([g], [h]) : R — PO(5) —
PGLsR as

7(lg), [A])(s) := [exp(s Xp)ug] -
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We note that such one-parameter subgroups of PO(5) are periodic, so that v([g], [h]) can
be equally defined with domain a compact interval. With this the possible inequivalent
multipliers of U are described by the following proposition.

Proposition 3.10. H?(PGL;R, U(1)) = Z,, generated by the two inequivalent cocycles

wi([g], [n]) = +1

and
+1, ifv([g], [h]) is contractible,

w-(lg]; [h]) = { =1, if y([g], [h]) is not contractible,

for all [g],[h] € PGLsR. The multiplier w_ is well-defined, since contractibility of
v([g], [h]) is independent from the choice of [X}| € po(5) in its construction.

Proof. PGLsR = SLsR since —1545 ¢ SLsR. Since SLsR is perfect, the universal
central extension yields the short exact sequence of groups [52, 53]

1— HQ(PGL5R, Z) =m (PGL5R) — PGL5R — PGL5R — 1 ,

with PGLsR the universal cover of PGLsR. The fundamental group is 7w (PGLsR) =
m1(SLsR) = Zs. With H;(SLsR, Z) = 0 since SL;R is perfect, we have by the universal
coefficient theorem

H*(PGL;R, U(1)) & Homy(Ha(PGL5R, Z), U(1)) = Homy(Zs, U(1)) & Z .

Generators can be chosen of the claimed topological type, since the loops 7 generate
m(PO(5)) = m (PGL;R) and PO(5) is compact.

In order to prove the independence of contractibility from the choice of [X}], assume
there exist [X}] € po(5), such that [u,] = [exp(X},)] = [exp(X})]. Let the loop v([g], [h])
be defined as before using [X}] and +/([g], [h]) be defined analogously but using [X}].
We construct a homotopy-equivalence v([g], [h]) : R — PO(5), t € [0, 1], between the
two loops. Set

u(lg], 1)) (s) = [exp(s(EX, + (1 — ) X3))u] .

The map (g}, [})(5) is continuous in ¢ and s, and 0([g], [1]) = (g, [1]), ([g], [4)) =
v ([g], [R]). Therefore, v;([g], [h]) defines a homotopy-equivalence. O

The multipliers of U coincide with the multipliers of the restriction of U to homoge-
neous Lorentz geometry structure groups, the Poincaré group or the full PGLsR, as the
following lemma shows. By a homogeneous Lorentz geometry we mean a deformation
of de Sitter geometry, i.e., a geometry of the form [¢].G(4, 1) for some [g] € PGLsR.

Lemma 3.11. Let O < PGLsR be of type O = Ad,jPO(4,1) or O = PO((1),(3,1)) for
some [r] € RPY. [ts cohomology group H?(O,U(1)) is generated by the ws of Propo-
sition 3.10, continuously deforming the loop v in the definition of w_ into a subgroup
PO(3) < PO((1),(3,1)) or AdigP(O(3) x 1) < AdgPO(4,1). If a projective unitary
PGLsR representation U has multiplier w; upon restriction to O, i € {+,—}, then U
has the same multiplier w; on the full PGLsR, and vice versa.
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Proof. The second Lie algebra cohomology groups of Adjgpo(4,1) and po((1),(3,1)) are
trivial,

H*(Adjgpo(4,1),R) = H*(po(4,1),R) = H*(po((1), (3,1)),R) =0,
such that

H?*(AdigPO(4,1),U(1)) = H*(PO(4, 1), U(1)) = H*(PO((1), (3,1)), U(1))
= 7, (AdyPO(4, 1)) = m (PO(4,1)) 2 7, (PO((1), (3, 1)) = Zy

by the same arguments as in the proof of Proposition 3.10. The paths v included
in the definition of w_ can be continuously deformed into the subgroup PO(3) <
PO((1),(3,1)) or AdjnP(O(3)x1) < AdjyPO(4, 1), since any loop in PO(5) is homotopy-
equivalent to some loop in PO(3) and vice versa. Then the 2-cycles w., potentially de-
fined with deformed loops v, generate the cohomology groups H?(Ady,PO(4,1),U(1)),
H?*(PO((1),(3,1)),U(1)) and H*(PGLsR, U(1)), since these are entirely due to non-
trivial fundamental groups.

Assume a projective unitary representation V of O of any type as in the claim acts
on the Hilbert space H with multiplier w_ and U as in the claim has multiplier wy.
There exist [g], [h] € O such that v([g], [~]) C O is not contractible, i.e., for these [g], [h]
we have w_([g], [h]) = —1. On the other hand, w, ([g], []) = +1. Thus, V cannot be the
restriction of U to O; the multipliers need to agree. The same holds if V' has multiplier
w, and U has multiplier w_. The converse holds trivially, showing the claim. O

This allows for the consistent classification of projective quantum fields into bosonic
and fermionic ones.

Definition 3.12. A projective quantum field O s bosonic if U has a multiplier equiv-
alent to the trivial multiplier w, and fermionic if U has a multiplier equivalent to w_.

The Hilbert space H does not split into a non-trivial direct sum H*™ & H~, where
U([g]) acting on H*, [g] € PGL;R arbitrary, comes with multiplier w.. Indeed, even if
U acts on a Hilbert space of the form H™ & H ™, it acts with the same multiplier on both
H* and H~. Therefore, in the setting of projective quantum fields, the multipliers w4 of
PGLsR indeed label different superselection sectors, justifying the previous definition.

3.4 Composite and irreducible projective quantum fields

For the further classification of projective quantum fields, we construct composite and
irreducible projective quantum fields.

3.4.1 Composite projective quantum fields

Let O = (U, p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*}) be a projective quantum field. Choose representa-
tives O([z]) of the field operators [O([z])] and let O% ([z]) : D* — D* be the dual field op-
erator to O, ([z]). Denote by Z the anti-linear, bijective Riesz map D — D*, v — (v, -)
with inverse 27! : ¢ = (v, ) = v. We often omit the map = from notations.
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Definition 3.13. We call a projective quantum field (U", ¢/, {[O'([z])]] [z] € RP*}) a
composite projective quantum field of O, if U' = U and representative field operators
O'([z]) can be chosen, such that there exist ay.a,..app..8, € C, p,q € N:

dim p dim p

Oz = > > GerapssOulla])o... 0 Oa,(lz])

Oc17...,0!p=1 Bl:“'yﬁqzl

0Z 00 ([a])o...005 ([z) 02 (22)
forall [z] e RP*, vy =1,...,dimp'. The [O'([z])] are called composite field operators.

Note that the coefficients a. q,...,,6..8, € C in Eq. (22) are vastly restricted by the
generalized unitary transformation property (13) of projective quantum fields, which
both O and O obey.

Example 3.14. Define field operator representatives as

(O((2)® © O ([a])*)ay..cop.
= Ou((a)) 0.0 Ouy([]) 0= 0 O (2 0.0 O, ([a]) 0 =,

forallay,... 0, Br,.... 0, €{1,...,dimp}. The individual components provide linear
operator-valued tempered distributions on D, i.e., the Hilbert space remains the Hilbert
space of the original projective quantum field @, and the tensor products only encompass
the index structure corresponding to p. The field operators @(p, q; [x]) are equipped with
the finite-dimensional PGLsR representation p*P @ (p*)®9, where p* = (p™")7T is the
dual (contragredient) representation of p. We write

O @ (07)% := (U, p™ @ (p")*, {[O([a])*F © O*([2))*] | [+] € RP*}).
This is a composite projective quantum field of O.

The spin-statistics theorem has been proven for QFTs on Poincaré geometry [54]
under additional assumptions such as energy positivity. Translated into the present
framework, it connects quantum state statistics with the multipliers of the projective
representation Ulpo(1),3,1))- Only completely symmetric (anti-symmetric) quantum
states appear in the physical Hilbert space for bosons (fermions), which come with
integer spin (half-odd integer spin) Poincaré group representations. Based on algebraic
QF'T, there are indications that the spin-statistics theorem can be extended to globally
hyperbolic space-times [55], which include the homogeneous Lorentz geometries of type
[9]+G(4,1). In this work we consider the spin-statistics relation for composite projective
quantum fields.

Definition 3.15. Let @ be a composite projective quantum field of O with decom-
position (22) of the field operator representatives. It obeys spin-statistics, if for all
[z] € RP*, v =1,...,dim g and
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(i) O bosonic:

dim p dim p

@/ Z Z Z Z a"Yval---Ofprl---Bq

p' q' WESp ™ ESq aq,.. 70‘11—1 517 76(1_1
X (O([z])®? @ O*([2])®) r(ar)...w(p) (81! (By)

(ii) O fermionic:

dim p dim p

@:/ Z Z Z Z Sgn(ﬂ)sgn(ﬂ-/) QAy,1...ap,B1...8q

p q' €Sy €Sy at,...,ap=1 f1,...,0¢=1
X (O([2])%7 @ O*([#])*) r(an)...x(cp)m! (Br)..cn(Bg)

where S, denotes the degree-p symmetric group. Else, it violates spin-statistics.

While spin is a property of the restricted projective representation U|po(q),,1)), the
multipliers wy appear for both the full PGL;R and PO((1), (3,1)), and need to agree by
Lemma 3.11. Definition 3.15 thus provides a consistent formulation of the spin-statistics
relation for composite projective quantum fields without internal degrees of freedom. It
can be naturally extended to projective quantum fields acting on multi-particle Hilbert
spaces, which is beyond the present work. Theorem 3.23 (provided later) shows that
certain projective quantum fields obey spin-statistics in the sense of Definition 3.15.

3.4.2 Irreducible projective quantum fields

Projective quantum fields can be characterized according to irreducibility of the pgl;R
representation p corresponding to the PGL5R representation p.

Definition 3.16. A projective quantum field O is irreducible, if p is irreducible as a
pal:R representation.

We consider Lie algebra instead of Lie group representations in Definition 3.16,
since the representation U is projective, which will allow for the consistent description
of for instance Dirac fermions via projective quantum fields. On the Lie algebra level,
Definition 3.16 coincides with the standard definition of irreducibility for Hilbert space
operators [56].

By the construction of projective quantum fields, p is finite-dimensional. All finite-
dimensional, complex, irreducible representations of pgl;R = sl;R are given by Schur
modules for a pair of Young diagrams. They are constructed from the fundamental
representation CIP’ﬁg[sR, for which pgl;R acts on CP* via projective matrix multiplication.
We describe the related construction of partly symmetrized, partly anti-symmetrized
composite projective quantum fields, closely following the standard construction of
Schur modules [56-58]. We first do so for a general projective quantum field O =
(U, p, {[O([2])] | [z] € RP*}), subsequently specifying p further.
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For a given Young diagram A = {Ay,..., A}, Ay > A; if i < j, we denote by
#A = >7_, \; its number of boxes and by || = r its number of rows. Let (A, ) be
a pair of Young diagrams, A = {A1,..., A\ H, N = {\], ..., AL} with #X\ = p, #N = q.
For the Young diagram )\ equipped with the canonical numbering of the boxes,” we

define subgroups of the degree-p symmetric group S,:

P, = {m € S, |m preserves each row},

Qy = {m € S, | m preserves each column},

analogously for X and S,. Elements © € S,, 7’ € S, act on the components of (p, ¢)-
tensors of field operator representatives as

(O([2))* ® O ([e)*V)ar..cap it = (O([2])* © O ([€])*)(an)..on(ap)n (). (50) -

We denote the corresponding action of (7, 7") on projective (p, ¢)-tensors of field oper-
ator representatives by e, ® e},. Then we set

= Y e®. b= Y seu)se() e @ e
(m,m")EPX\XPy/ (m, ") EQAXQ 5

The Young symmetrizer is defined as ¢ ») = apn) © b,y). It corresponds to sym-
metrizing projective (p,q)-tensors of field operator representatives along rows of the
Young diagrams (A, \') and anti-symmetrizing them along columns of (A, \').

The field operators iy ([O([2])®P @ O*([x])®9]) come with the PGL5R represen-
tation p(y xy, which is the usual Schur module construction applied to p for the pair

(A, \). We define the projective Schur quantum field of O as
com(0) == (Hix oy, (U, pouxys e ([O([2))*F @ O ([a])*1) | [2] € RP*Y),

which is a composite projective quantum field of O. Tt is irreducible, if p = (CIP’pg[ R
such that po ) CIP’()\ vy is the usual complex pgl;R module for the pair (A, \') and

therefore irreducible. In this case we write OS/\C}RI,Y = c(,\,,\r)(@).

Example 3.17. Consider projective (2,0)-tensors of field operator representatives and
p= CIPﬁg[sR. Consider the Young diagrams

A=1]2], N=0.

Then

>
—~
=
+
G
)
N
s
B,
S~—
>
2
f
B,
S~—
S~—
2
Q
i

[OFAS ([2)] = [(Oa, ([2])
and ﬁ()\)\/) = P((C5 @(C )pglsR- If

1
A= , N=0,
2

5The canonical numbering is first along the boxes corresponding to A1, then Ay and so forth. Young
tableaux other than the canonical one result in isomorphic pgl;R representations [58].
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then

[OFES (1)) = [(Oa, ([4]) Oz ([2]) — Oae([2]) Oy ([2])) s ra]
which comes with pi oy = P(C° AC?)yqr. For [X] € pglsR with X its unique trace
zero representative, the representations P(C° © C®)yg.r and P(CP AC?)pqr are given
by P(X ® X) acting on P(C®> ® C®) and P(C® A CP) via projective matriz multiplication
on both factors, respectively.

Lemma 3.18. A projective quantum field O = (U, p, {[O([z))] | [z] € RP*}) is irre-
ducible, if and only if p = CIP)()\ y for a pair of Young diagrams (A, X'). If ||, [N'| = 5,
then CIP’(AM\, is the trivial representation of pglsR, and if |[A\| > 6 or |N| > 6, then
CP? o) = 0, contradicting the dim p £ 0 assumption for projective quantum fields.

Proof. The statements follow with pgl;R = s[;R from the standard classification of
finite-dimensional, complex, irreducible representations of slsR [56, 58]. O

Lemma 3.18 implies that with regard to the finite-dimensional representation p, all
irreducible projective quantum fields are of the form of projective Schur quantum fields.
If Lemma 3.18 applies, we write the projective quantum field O as (9(,\ xy. Providing
further examples, many composite projective quantum fields of O decompose into the
irreducible projective Schur quantum fields of O.

Proposition 3.19. All composite projective quantum fields O = (U, p, {[@’([x])] | [z] €
RP*}) of O = (U, CPhqy.p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*}) decompose into direct sums of pro-
jective Schur quantum fields of @, i.e., there are multiplicities ny »y € N and represen-

tatives O'([z]) of [O'([z])], such that

Pl = @ LN PN
AN
#A=p,#N'=q

and for all [z] € RP*:

D)= Y nowmOin((z]),
AN
#A=p,#N =q

where (p,q) is as in the decomposition (22).

Proof. The finite-dimensional complex representation g’ of pgl;R = sl;R is reducible
and decomposes into a direct sum of the irreducible pgl;R representations (CIP’?}\ /\,) [56,
58]. The Lie group representation p’ decomposes analogously to g, since p = CIP’PGL R-
Hence, due to the generalized unitary transformation behavior (13) the composite field
operator representatives o decompose as well, in agreement with the decomposition
of /. Since the @’([z]) are composite field operators of O, their decomposition is into
projective Schur quantum fields of 0. O
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Obeying spin-statistics manifests for irreducible projective quantum fields as follows.

Proposition 3.20. Let @(AAI) be an irreducible projective quantum field, which obeys
spin-statistics. Then

(i) for (’A)OW\/) bosonic both \ and N consist of a single row, or

(ii) for @(AAI) fermionic both A and X' consist of a single column.

Proof. The statement is a direct consequence of Lemma 3.18 together with Defini-
tion 3.15. 0

3.5 Poincaré-irreducibility

The behavior of field operators under Poincaré transformations is of particular interest
for QFTs formulated on Poincaré geometry. Fundamental quantum fields on Poincaré
geometry are typically constructed by demanding that they transform irreducibly under
Poincaré transformations.

Definition 3.21. A projective quantum field O = (U, p, {[@([1’])] |[z] € RP*'}) is
Poincaré-irreducible, if U|po(),3,1)) i irreducible as a projective unitary PO((1), (3,1))
representation. The tuple (U, p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP*}) is translation-invariant with re-
spect to p, if for all [v] € RP* t € R*:

([0, ))O([a])] = [O([))]
where [(0,t)] € PGLsR s defined by Eq. (2).

Poincaré-irreducibility is defined with respect to U, since translations on X((1), (3, 1))
can act non-trivially on the space-time arguments of field operators, even if O is
translation-invariant with respect to p.

We can classify projective quantum fields, which are both irreducible in the sense
of Definition 3.16 (p irreducible as a pgl;R representation) and Poincaré-irreducible.
For this we construct certain restricted projective quantum fields. Given a projective
quantum field O, we set

U = (U, p {[¥([2])] | [] € RP'}),

where the components of the representatives ¥([z]) are given by W, ([z]) = O, ([z]) for
ad Jor W ([z]) =0 for « € J. The index set J C {1,...,dim p} is defined, such that
U is translation-invariant with respect to p and J has minimal cardinality. The field
operators W([z]) are well-defined this way, based on Lemma 3.25 as provided later. We
define the restriction of ¥ to a geometry such as G((1),(3,1)) as in Definition 3.1. If

A

0= @(,\,,\r) is irreducible, we write U = W, \.
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Example 3.22. Consider the irreducible projective quantum field (’)(D@ Its field op-
erators are of the form [O(D,@ ([z])] = [0(57@)7 ([x])s -+ (9(57@)7 ([x])]. We have

A

(@00 ([2])] = [0, O 2([z]). - -, Oeys([2])] -

Analogously to the construction of the field operators [(’)(th/\‘ir([ z])| of a projective Schur

quantum field from [O(g@)([ x])] as detailed in Section 3.4.2, we define [\Ifsfh)%([ x])] from
(Vo ([x])]. We set

WENS = (U, po: (IPENS ([])] | [2] € RPYY),

where pi vy = CIP"({\M\,). Upon restriction to Poincaré geometry G((1),(3,1)), the set

{08 (=D ] € X((1), (3, 1))}
fulfils the unitary transformation property (14), such that \I/(S)‘fh/{l,r\g( 1),31)) defines a
restricted projective quantum field.

We can characterize irreducible, Poincaré-irreducible projective quantum fields as
follows, which provides one of the main results of this work.

Theorem 3.23. Fermionic, irreducible, Poincaré-irreducible projective quantum fields
behave under Poincaré transformations as Dirac fermions and obey spin-statistics. If
they are bosonic, they behave under Poincaré transformations as scalar or vector bosons,
but violate spin-statistics as composite projective quantum fields.

The proof of this theorem makes use of two more technical results, which we state
and prove first. For column-only A, X', the field operators [¥, »)([z])] transform under
Poincaré transformations as specified by the following proposition.

Proposition 3.24. Assume both A\, N consist of a single column. _Then the Poincaré
transformation [(A,t)] € PO((1), (3,1)) acts on the field operators [V ([x])] for [x] €
X((1),(3,1)) as follows:

(i) for \if(,\,@) and \if(@)\) with #X € {0,4} via the (0,0) (scalar) representation, with
#\ € {1,3} wvia the (1/2,0) @ (0,1/2) (Dirac fermion) representation, and with
#X =2 via the (1/2,1/2) (vector) representation (the half-integer pairs indicating
the spin of the Poincaré group representations),

(ii) for @(A,,\/) = \if(w) ® \if(@v,\/) via the tensor product of the PO((1), (3,1)) represen-
tations of the two factors.

If any #X, #X > 5, the corresponding field operators are all zero.
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Proof. Translations [(0,t)] act by construction only on the space-time arguments of
the [\if(,\,\/)([x])]. Lorentz transformations [(A, 0)] can act non-trivially via p(yxy. On
Lie algebra level, the action of the complexification 0(3,1)c = sl,C @ slL,C is to be
considered. We note that A" (0@ C? @@2)0@5[2((;@5[2@ ~ A\"(C? @@2)512&95[2@, where Cz[zc
is the complex conjugate of the fundamental representation (Cflz(c. Exterior powers of
direct sums of Lie algebra representations decompose by basic module theory as

NvVew) =@ANVeA W,
p=0

such that

A" ((CEIQ(C D Cfbc) @ NChc®N" 5[2<C

We have that A°CZ ¢ = A’C3,c = C is the trivial representation and APC? = ( for
p > 3 is trivial as a vector space, which yields the claim. O

Lemma 3.25. Let @(,\,,\/) = (U, piry, {[(’)(,\ w(zD)] | [z] € RP*'}) be an irreducible
projective quantum field, which is Pomcare zrreduczble. Then,

Oonls),e.1) = Yo le), @)

for a pair (\,X') of column-only Young diagrams, where one of the Young diagrams
A, N must be empty. Op vy is fermionic (bosonic), if and only if #X + #X' is uneven
(even).

Proof. Let p:= #X\ and ¢ := #)\, and set

0.01=5 (7 ,.,) €rol). 1)

which describes a translation in X((1), (3,1)) on Lie algebra level, f € R*. Complexified
translations act analogously. (’A)OM »y needs to be translation-invariant with respect to
Py by Poincaré-irreducibility, since the projective unitary irreducible representation
of the Poincaré group PO((1), (3, 1)) are induced from the Lorentz group O(3,1) as the
corresponding little group. By the construction of p(y 'y, the components @( a).a([2]) of
the field operator representatives can be equivalently indexed by o, ..., ap, 81, ..., 8, =
1,...,5 for some p, ¢ € N instead of o (analogously to (p, q)-tensors), which obey partial
symmetry, partial anti-symmetry upon permutations, as dictated by A, \'. We choose
the index ordering, such that pgl;R-elements act via matrix multiplication with respect
to each of the indices o, ..., ap, B1,..., 3, The demanded triviality of the translation
action requires @()\’)\/)7a1...ap’ﬁl...ﬂq([ ) = 0 for all [x] € X((1),(3,1)), whenever at least
one of the indices Qy, ..., 0p, 51, .. ﬁq is 1. Therefore O|G( 1),(3,1)) = \if()\)\/) |G((1),(3,1))>
such that W is translation—invariant with respect to pox ).

We next verify Poincaré-irreducibility with respect to Lorentz transformations. We
set

@01=p (" 4] ewol. 1)
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for A € 0(3,1) and note that jg)([(A,0)]) acts on elements of the space
C:={[0,c1,...,cq) #[0]|c, € C} C CP*

as for a Dirac fermion via the massive spin (1/2,0) & (0, 1/2) Poincaré representation,
see Proposition 3.24. This describes also the action of jq gy ([(A, 0)]) on [@(D,@)([:c])] and
takes the equivalence of p as a complex pgl;R representation with the corresponding
pgl;C representation into account.

The general representations p(y ) are constructed via Young symmetrization and
dualization from pogy. The Lie subalgebra p(0 @ gl,R) acts irreducibly on the Schur
module Cy yy of C via p(» ). Restricting to the Lorentz subalgebra p(0 @ 0(3,1)),
the Py lpomos,1)) act not necessarily irreducibly on Cy ). Let A/p be the sum of
those Young diagrams v for which v -y (the product of Young diagrams describing
the corresponding tensor product of representations) contains multiples of A upon its
decomposition into Schur modules. Define the formal sum

A=1+ [T+ TT+ +....

The branching rule for general GL,R | O(n) [57, 59] can be applied, since gl,R = p(0
gl,R) and o(n) = p(0 @ o(n)) as Lie algebras. This yields the following decomposition
of the restriction of pix ) to p(0@o(3, 1)) into irreducible p(0®o0(3,1)) representations:

~ ~ ~p(0B0(3,1
PO [p0@o(3,1)) = P’Zﬁ/i,(x/g
— p(080(3,1)) = ~p(0&0(3,1))
=0Poag - OPeNa)

_(p(050(3,1)) . ~p(080(3,1)) . ~p(0&0(3,1))
—(pM) D010 P PO @-“)

~ ~p(0€90(3,1)) ~p(0@o(3,l)) ~p(0@o(3,l))

& (Al " @ Blaerian, @ Ponray) ®---),  (23)

where the representations on the right-hand side denote Young-symmetrized, complex
tensor product representations of p(0 @ 0(3,1)) ~ C, which are equivalent to those
constructed from p(0 G o(3,1))c ~ C. That is, they are given by p(0 @ 0(3,1))c acting
via matrix multiplication on each of the tensor product factors in

Covaxyay = (Cong @ Coizrn @ Coyqae @ ---)
® (Cxy ® Conyzy ® Coxyun @ ---).

The representation P a|pomoe(s,1)) comes from a Poincaré-irreducible projective quan-
tum field, if and only if the decomposition (23) on the right-hand side is into a single
tensor product and not a sum of them. This is the case, if and only if A and X" are empty
or consist of columns only, such that \/{2}, N'/{2}, \/{4}, N'/{4},--- = 0. Moreover, if
both A, X' # 0, then po ) lpomo(s,1)) is again reducible, since in that case direct sums of
the different spin representations appear in the direct sum decomposition of the tensor
product of spin representations. Therefore, one of A\, \’ must be empty.

The last statement on #\ + #\ is a consequence of Proposition 3.24 together with
the classification of irreducible Poincaré group representations. To see this, denote
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by s(A) the total spin of the representation po g)lp0me(3,1)), i-€-, s(A) = 0 for the (0,0)
representation, s(\) = 1/2 for the (1/2,0)® (0, 1/2) representation and s(\) = 1 for the
(1/2,1/2) representation. The Poincaré Lie algebra representation pi |po((1),(3,1)) has
total spin s(A)+s()'), as can be seen with the Littlewood-Richardson rule to decompose
the tensor product

PO po((1).3.1) = P lpo((1).3.1)) © Po.3) lpo((1).(3,1)) -

By the classification of the irreducible projective unitary representations of the Poincaré
group [43], a fermionic multiplier of U is consistent with the spin of p a1 lpo((1),(3,1))» if
and only if s(A) + s()\') is a half-integer. Explicit computation with Proposition 3.24
yields that this is the case, if and only if #\+ #\’ is uneven. The same argument leads
to the claim for a bosonic multiplier of U for #\ + #\ even. O

The proof of Theorem 3.23 is now straight-forward.

Proof of Theorem 3.23. By Lemma 3.25, irreducible, Poincaré-irreducible projective
quantum fields are upon restriction to Poincaré geometry by of the form ‘i’(A, ) le(,e.1)
for column-only Young diagrams A, \’ with the additional constraints that one of A, X’
must be empty. In the fermionic case #\ + #) must be uneven, in the bosonic case
even. The application of Propositions 3.20 and 3.24 then yields the claim. O

A corollary of Theorem 3.23 finally characterizes @|G((1),(3,1)) as restricted projective
quantum fields.

Corollary 3.26. Constructed from an arbitrary projective quantum field O, @|G((1)7(371))
is a restricted projective quantum field.

Proof. Any finite-dimensional, complex PGL;R representation p is reducible, factor-
ing through a finite-dimensional representation of PGLsR. The proof of Lemma 3.25
shows the claim for the irreducible representations p(y xy. Therefore, it holds also for

U constructed from arbitrary projective quantum fields O. O

4 Further questions

This work provided an axiomatic formulation of projective quantum fields on subge-
ometries of four-dimensional real projective geometry. It has been based upon their well
behavior under geometry deformations and limits. The setting also allowed us to show
that all projective correlators and their expectation values remain well-defined under
such geometry transformations, even if their support can shift to space-time boundaries
and other lower-dimensional space-time subspaces. We explored a range of structural
properties of projective quantum fields and related the framework to more traditional
formulations of quantum fields on e.g. Poincaré geometry.

The results of this work suggest a few further questions:
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» Based on the absence of coordinate singularities, the description of space-time
geometries as subgeometries of four-dimensional real projective geometry appears
mathematically beneficial compared to the more common description of homoge-
neous space-time geometries and their deformations and limits via contractions.
Arguing in favor of conjugacy limits, they appear naturally from canonical con-
structions in the framework of geometries, which is in contrast to contractions.
From the viewpoint of representation theory, the related Chabauty topology pro-
vides a natural setting to describe limits of subgroups and their representations.
Can one provide further, more physically motivated arguments in favor of conju-
gacy limits?

e The well behavior of projective quantum fields under geometry limits also mo-
tivates the potential usability of projective quantum fields in holographic corre-
spondences such as the AdS/CFT correspondence, which rest upon suitable maps
between bulk and boundary fields. It appears worthwhile to investigate in how
far geometry limits of projective quantum fields can at least partly provide such
maps as well as new insights into e.g. the Poincaré limit of holographic correspon-
dences. In this regard, we note that projective geometry techniques have already
been shown to facilitate the computation of boundary fields, see e.g. [25, 26].

o Can the consideration of the asymptotic behavior of more common QFTs such
as quantum electrodynamics yield insights into the physicality of the projective
geometry setting explored in this work?

o The definition of projective quantum fields did not implement global hyperbolicity
of space-times, causality preservation or a variant of the spectrum condition.
How can these properties, which provide essential ingredients of the mathematical
formulation of QFTs, be consistently incorporated into the general framework of
this work?

o The presented framework rests upon the homogeneity of space-time geometries.
Yet, continuity under geometry deformations implies that small geometry de-
formations alter projective correlators only little. We thus expect our results to
hold approximately also for inhomogeneous space-times, if deformations are small.
Proximity can be defined via the structure groups with respect to available metrics
on the space of closed subgroups of PGLsR [33]. What is a more general, suitable
description of projective quantum fields on inhomogeneous, curved space-time
geometries generalizing the one given in this work?

o For composite projective quantum fields, Theorem 3.23 indicates that the spin-
statistics relation can at least partly be understood based on representation the-
ory. How far can a generalization of this go?

Addressing these questions could shed further light onto non-trivial physical impli-
cations of the mathematical constructions put forward in this work.
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Appendices

A Proofs for the relation between conjugacy limits
and contractions

This appendix provides the proofs of Lemma 2.4 and Theorem 2.5. We often omit the
explicit notation of projective equivalence classes.

A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.4

To prove Lemma 2.4 we first show two propositions.

Proposition A.1. The mazimal Lie subalgebra of a Lie algebra b with commutator
[-,:], which is invariant under contraction along a subalgebra t of b, is isomorphic to a
sum of t and an Abelian subalgebra s of b with [t,s] C s. The sum is not necessarily
direct.

Proof. Let i with commutator [-,-]" denote the contraction of b along t, and t¢ be the
vector space complement of t: Vec(h) = Vec(t) @ Vec(t). Clearly, t is a subalgebra of
b and §’, which remains invariant under the contraction along itself.

Assume there exists a vector subspace s C t°, such that the sum t+ s = (Vec(t) ®
Vec(s), [+, ]) is invariant under the contraction. By the definition of a contraction, we
have for X € t,Y € s: [X,Y]) = [X,Y] if and only if [X,Y] € t¢ or [X,Y] = 0. Thus,
for t+s to be a subalgebra we need [X,Y] € sfor X € t,Y € s, since (t+s)Nt° = 5. For
this we also require that for all X, Y € s: [X,Y] = [X, Y] by the demanded invariance
under the contraction. By the contraction definition, we find for such X,Y: [X,Y] =0,
i.e., [X,Y] =0, such that s must be an Abelian subalgebra. O

Let H denote a Lie group with Lie algebra h and restrict to the indefinite orthogonal
groups or deformations or conjugacy limits of such. For the KBH decomposition
of PGL,,R this implies that B is the subgroup of diagonal projective matrices, K a
maximal compact subgroup [3]. Let b, = exp(nX;) € B and [ be the conjugacy limit of
b via b, for n — oco. We have the limit decomposition [ = 3 @ n, [3] with subalgebras

3={X€eb|[X, X]=0}, ny={Xepgl,R| lim exp(—nX,)X exp(nX,)=0}.
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By definition, 3 is the maximal subalgebra of f, which is invariant under the conjugacy
limit via b,,.

Proposition A.2. We use the notation from the proof of Proposition A.1. Assume the
contracted algebra b/ and the conjugacy limit algebra | are isomorphic. If there exists
no non-trivial Lie algebra morphism from the radical of b’ into b, then the subalgebra t
of the contraction b — b’ must be isomorphic to 3.

Proof. By Proposition A.1, the maximal subalgebra of fj, which is invariant under the
contraction along t, is isomorphic to t+s for an Abelian subalgebra s C t° with [t,s] C s.
We have [t° 5]" = 0 due to the contraction definition, such that [b’,s)’ C s and s is an
Abelian ideal in h’. We can Levi-decompose b’ = rad(h’) & b, where rad(h’) denotes
the radical of b’ and b, is semi-simple. Thus, s C rad(h’). If there exists no non-trivial
Lie algebra morphism rad(h’) — b, we have s = {0}.

For " and [ to be isomorphic, the corresponding maximal invariant subalgebras of
must be isomorphic (invariance once under the contraction, once under the conjugacy

limit), such that t = 3. O

Proof of Lemma 2.4. The invariant subalgebra of po(m) for the conjugacy limit via
b, = Pdiag(1,exp(n),...,exp((m — 1)n)) is trivial: 3 = {0}. We assume there exists
a Lie algebra b’ = po((1),..., (1)) which arises as a contraction of po(m) along some
subalgebra t C po(m). Due to h’ = rad(h’), there is an isomorphism 7 : rad(h’) —
po((1),...,(1)). As vector spaces, po((1),...,(1)) and po(m) are isomorphic, but not
as Lie algebras for m > 3: the former is nilpotent, the latter simple. There exists
no non-trivial Lie algebra morphism po((1),...,(1)) — po(m), thus also none of the
form h” — po(m). The subalgebra t must be isomorphic to 3 by Proposition A.2, hence
trivial. Therefore, for all X, Y € b’ the contracted commutators are trivial: [X, Y] = 0.
The Lie algebra b’ is Abelian, while po((1),..., (1)) is non-Abelian for m > 3, which is
a contradiction. No isomorphism between them exists. O

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2.5
We now turn to the proof of Theorem 2.5.

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Instead of po(p, q) we first consider po(m) for m = p + ¢, which
is formed by the fixed points of the Cartan involution, i.e., those X € pgl,,R with
X =60(X) =—X". Let b, € B be of the form b, ;i /b, i+1)i+1) = 1 for all n if i ¢ S
and by, ;i /by (i41)(i+1) — 0 for n — oo if ¢ € S, where S C {1,...,m — 1}. The claim
for po(p,q) and general sequences b, € PGL,,R follows as detailed at the end of the
proof. We set s = #S and denote the [-th smallest integer in S by ¢;. Then there exist
matrices b!) € B, such that

by = b - pl= D)

n,i n,it

with b5 /0 1y en = 1 for all nif i 2 iy and by /b5 iy — 0 for n — oo if i = iy.
We denote the conjugacy limit of the Lie algebra po(m) C pgl,,R via the sequence
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bW =D b)) for n — oo by o0; and note that o, = o’ is the conjugacy limit of
po(m) via b,.

We show by induction in [ that each o; is isomorphic to a composition of [ contrac-
tions of po(m). We begin with [ = 1 and note that 0; = 3; & ny; [3] for the invariant
subalgebra 3, = p(o(i1) ® o(m — iy)) and

0
ng1 = p <R(m—i1)><i1 O) )

which is an Abelian ideal in 0y, since commutators of 3;- with n, ;-elements read

P15 w) o)) =7 Ger Sex o)

and are again in n, ;. We contract po(m) along 3;, which yields the contracted Lie
algebra b; with commutator [-,-];. Explicitly, we find for X, X, € o(iy), X7, X} €

o(m — ;) and Yy, Y, € ROm—i)xi;
P X, 0 Xo 0 _p X, 0 Xo 0
o x;)\0 x3)], o x1)'\o xy

b [ [ X1, X 0
(5 ) (240)
< 0 VIX:— x,Y"

X, 0\ (0 —y"\] _
Pl %)) -
X{Yi - ViX, 0 ) (24b)

el( ) (5 )] o -

where X; = 0(X;), X! = 0(X/). We define the map oy : b — o4,

X =Y\\ (X1 0
a(r () = )

which is a vector space isomorphism with inverse

X 0 X, -yt

~1 1 _ 1 1

R
Comparing the contracted commutators (24a) to (24c) with the matrix commutators
of 07, we see that oy is a Lie algebra morphism, so that 0, and h; are isomorphic as Lie
algebras.

For the induction step, suppose we have an isomorphism o; : h; — 0;. Using o;, we
construct an isomorphism ;41 : h41 — 0,41 Denote the commutator of b; by [-, -],
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and set j; =4 — 4;_1, j1 = 11. The Lie algebra 0;,, is the conjugacy limit of o; via the
sequence b1 for n — oo and therefore has the form

o(j1)
RI2%x5 O(jz)
0141 =P : : -
RI+1x51 RIt+1%32 .. O(jl—i—l) 0
RO i) X Rm=ieg)xjz ... RO Xa o(m — 444)
We define a subalgebra of both o; and 0,11 as
o(j1)
R]2X]1 0(]2)
by1=p : : -
Rim1xi1  RI+1xd2 ... O(jl—i—l) 0
0 0 e 0 o(m — i)

Restricting the isomorphism o; to the preimage of [, yields an isomorphism onto [;;;.
We contract b; along
= {X el | Adb(z+1)X = XV?’L} ,

which we write as the Lie algebra b4, with commutator |-, ;1. In the image of oy, the
map Ad,o+1) leaves exactly the elements of ;1 invariant, such that the preimage of [,

is 0, ' (Ii11) = 4. We define a map o741 : b4y — 0541 as follows: set oy41], = oy]y, and
for X € Rm—ut)xu Yy ¢ ROm—ir1) i1,

0 0
o |Pl0o 0o —¥YT||:=pP|0 0 0], (26)
XY 0 X Y 0

which is a vector space isomorphism with inverse similar to Eq. (25). The complement
(7., of [41 in 0,1, is formed by matrices of the right-hand side form of Eq. (26). Before
the conjugacy limit of o; via b{*!), note that matrix commutators of two matrices in
l,.1 C 0; are invariant under Adb(m) for all n. Considering the limit algebra 0,,1, the
matrix commutator of two matrices in [, equates to zero, and those of 0,1~ with
[, ;-elements are in [7, ;. Comparing with the construction of b1, 041 is thus a Lie
algebra morphism, such that ;1 = 0;4;.
To summarize the inductive argument, we have the commutative diagram

1contr. (l:ontr. (fontr. ) conttr.
along 31 along t; along t2 along ts_1
po(m) b1 ba e bs
H UIJZ O'QJZ GsJZ )
po(m) 01 02 — R 0, =10
llmn*;oo Ad (1) llmn*}oo Ad (2) llmnﬁ)oo Ad (3) hl’l’lnﬁ;oo Ad (s)

where all vertical arrows are isomorphisms of Lie algebras.
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Conjugation of both h, and oy = 0’ by elements in the maximal compact subgroup
K < PGL,,R is an isomorphism. Thus, h, and o, are isomorphic for all sequences
b, € PGL,,R = KBPO(p,q), since sequences in B are up to left multiplication with
sequences in K and coordinate permutations of the form specified at the beginning
of the proof, see e.g. the proof of Thm. 1.1 in [3]. All conjugacy limits of po(m) via
sequences in PGL,,R are therefore isomorphic to the composition of a finite number of
contractions.

Lie algebras of the indefinite orthogonal groups are of the form

po(p,q) = {X € pgl,R|c(0(X)) = X},

where o(Y) = JY J 7! with J = —1,4,® 1,x,. There exists a set of generators of po(m),
which after suitable sign changes generate po(p, q); similar sign changes occur for their
commutators. Still, for Y € po(p, ¢) the off-diagonal elements Y;;, i # j, are uniquely
determined by the transposed elements Y};. Hence, analogously to the o; for conjugacy
limits of po(m), isomorphisms o] can be constructed, which respect the necessary sign
changes as we exchange po(m) for po(p,q). The proof of the claim for po(m) hence
applies also to the more general po(p, q). O

B Projective representations and conjugacy limits

B.1 A commutative diagram for conjugacy limits

Let G be a Lie group and H < G a closed Lie subgroup. While G = PGL,,R for
m = 5 suffices for our purposes, we keep the statements of this appendix general. We
denote the space of invertible linear operators on the Hilbert space ‘H by GL(H) and
let U : G — GL(H) be a projective complex representation of G on H. We have the
following lemma.

Lemma B.1. For L a conjugacy limit of H in G and U a projective complex represen-
tation of G, the diagram

lim,, o, Ady, : H—— L
U J[U}
im0 Adgs,))| U(H) —— [U(L)]

commutes, where [U(L)] denotes equivalence classes modulo U(1) prefactors.
By virtue of Lemma B.1, limits of projective representations within an ambient
projective representation are the same as projective representations of limits up to

limits of multipliers. For its proof we first show two propositions.

Proposition B.2. Let L be a conjugacy limit of H in G. Then U(L) is up to multi-
plication by the multiplier of U a conjugacy limit of U(H) in U(QG).
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Proof. Let b, € G be a sequence, such that b, Hb, 1 converges geometrically to the
closed subgroup L~< G. Consider g € L and h,, = b,h,b;* € b,Hb ! with h, — g for

n — oo. Then [U(h,)] = [U(b,)U(h,)U(b,)~] for all n and U(h,) — U(g) € U(L) by

continuity of U. Every accumulation point of A, lies in L, so every accumulation point

of U(h,) lies in U(L). Indeed, U(L) is a conjugacy limit of U(H) in U(G) up to (limits
of) multipliers of U. O

Chabauty topology is the subspace topology on the set C(G) of closed subgroups
of G. C(G) with the Chabauty topology is a compact Hausdorff topological space, see
e.g. [3, 34, 36]. In general, a subgroup L < G is a conjugacy limit of H < G via a
sequence b, € G, if and only if H,, = b,Hb,! — L in the Chabauty topology [3]. This
leads to the following proposition.

Proposition B.3. Every conjugacy limit of U(H) in U(G) is of the form U(L) for a
unique conjugacy limit L of H in G, up to limits of multipliers of U.

Proof. Denote the multiplier of U by w. Let U’ be a conjugacy limit of U(H) in U(G).
Then, any U(g) € U’ is the limit of some sequence U(h.,) € U(b,)U(H)U(b,)~" with

U(RL) = Ubn)U(hn)U(by) ™" = (b, hy)w(bplin, b U (R

for b, € G, h, € H, hy := byhyb;'. Assume that U is faithful. Then, given that
U(h.) — U(g) in U(G), we obtain h,, — g. The same argument applies to accumulation
points of U (/) € U(G), which come from accumulation points of the sequence h,, € G.
Thus, b, Hb! converges to a conjugacy limit L < G. The set C(G) of closed subgroups
equipped with the Chabauty topology being Hausdorff, limits are unique. Therefore,
[U'] = [U(L)] for a limit L of H in G.

The case of a non-faithful projective representation U remains. Let ker(U) # {1}
be the non-trivial kernel of U, which is a normal closed subgroup of GG, such that we
obtain the exact sequence of groups

1 - ker(U) < G— G/ker(U) — 1.

A limit U" of U(b)U(H)U(by)™" = w(bn, B)w(buh, b-)U (b, HOY) < U(G) for a se-
quence b, € G induces the same limit [U’] within [U(G/ker(U))], since conjugation
preserves ker(U). U acting on G/ker(U) is a faithful projective representation, such
that [U'] = [U(ker(U) - L)] = [U(L)] for a limit L of H < G. Conjugacy limits of sub-
groups of U(G) and U(G/ ker(U)) coincide trivially. Indeed, for a general representation
U we find [U’'] = [U(L)] for a limit L of H < G. O

The proof of Lemma B.1 is now immediate.

Proof of Lemma B.1. The implied equality of morphism concatenations follows from
Propositions B.2 and B.3 and their proofs. O
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B.2 Projective representations and projective quantum fields

The following proposition shows that requiring p non-projective for projective quantum
fields as in Definition 3.1 is no restriction.

Proposition B.4. Assume that for a projective quantum field (U, p, {[O([z])]}) the rep-
resentation p is projective instead of non-projective. Then p comes with trivial multiplier
independent from the multiplier of U.

Proof. Assume U and p have multipliers wy and w),, respectively. The generalized

unitary transformation behavior (13) of representatives O([z]) of the field operators
[O([2])], [x] € RP*, implies for [g], [h] € PGLsR:

Zpaa sy (la~ DO, ([gh - 2]) Zpaa U(l9))Os([h - 2))U ([g))

([9])U([h)@a([af])UT([ DU ([g))
= wu([g], [A)*U([gh])Oa([2]) U ([gh])
= U([gh))Oa([e])U' ([9h])
= Zp s(In"'g™)Op(lgh - a]), (27)

where we employed that w;([g], [h])? = 1 for all [g], [h] € PGLsR by Proposition 3.10.
By Eq. (27):

O(lgh - z]) = p(lgDp([h)p([h g DNO(gh - z]) = w,(lg], [M)O(lgh - z]) ,
ie., w,([g],[h]) = +1. O

C Dependence of projective quantum fields on the
ambient geometry

The construction of projective quantum fields depends on the non-unique choice of
an ambient projective geometry, which can incorporate four-dimensional geometries as
subgeometries, here taken to be (]RIP’4, PGL;sR). We show that this is at least partly
without loss of generality.

Proposition C.1. Let G = (X,0) < (RP* PGLsR) be a four-dimensional geometry.
If G is viewed as a subgeometry of (RP™ ' PGL,,), m > 5, all deformations and limits
preserving the subgeometry (RP*, PGLsR) < (RP™ ', PGL,y,), which in turn contains
G, arise up to conjugation within (RP™ ', PGL,,) from deformations and limits of G
in (RP*, PGLsR).

Proof. With O < PGL,,R a subgroup, it is conjugate within PGL,,R for m > 5 to the
canonical form

P(((P'0) N SLsR) x 1) := P ((P‘lo) N SL:R

1(m—5)><(m—5)> '
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Let [b,] € PGL,,R. We write

4, B,
bu =P <C’n Dn> |

with A, € GLs;R and all other submatrices of matching sizes. Preservation of (RP*,
PGLsR) < (RP™ ! PGL,,) under the adjoint action of [b,], where G < (RP* PGLsR) <
(RP™* PGL,,), yields B, =0 and C,, = 0. Then,

b, JP((P~10) N SLsR) x 1)[b71] = P(A,((P~10) N SLsR) A x 1).

Therefore, deformations and limits of O < PGL,,R are up to conjugation within
PGL,,R the same as within PGLsR, if the subgroup PGL;R < PGL,,R containing
O is preserved. The claim for the related model spaces follows analogously. O

Lemma C.2. Consider a projective quantum field O = (U, p, {[O([z])] | [z] € RP™'})
for the ambient geometry (RP™ ' PGL,,R), m > 5, i.e., U : PGL,,R — U(H) is a
projective unitary representation and p is a finite-dimensional complex PGL,,R rep-
resentation, so that the generalized unitary transformation behavior (13) holds on all
(RP™ !, PGL,,R). Restricted to a four-dimensional geometry G = (X,0) < (RP™*,
PGL,,R), deformations and limits of @\(XQ), which preserve the second embedding of
(X,0) < (RP*, PGLsR) < (RP™! PGL,,R), agree up to conjugation in PGL,,R with

A

those of O for the ambient geometry (RP*, PGL5R).

Proof. The claim is a direct consequence of Proposition C.1 together with projective
quantum field properties. O

This does not include ambient geometries which are not real projective geome-
tries. Yet, in three dimensions one can mathematically heuristically argue in favor of
the projective geometry setting. Namely, all eight Thurston geometries included in
Thurston’s geometrization program (almost) admit a representation in real projective
geometry [60, 61].
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