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A coset model based on the hyperbolic Kac-Moody algebra E;, has been conjectured to underlie 11-
dimensional supergravity and M theory. In this note we study the canonical structure of the bosonic model
for finite- and infinite-dimensional groups. In the case of finite-dimensional groups like GL(n) we exhibit a
convenient set of variables with Borel-type canonical brackets. The generalization to the Kac-Moody case
requires a proper treatment of the imaginary roots that remains elusive. As a second result, we show that the
supersymmetry constraint of D = 11 supergravity can be rewritten in a suggestive way using E;, algebra
data. Combined with the canonical structure, this rewriting explains the previously observed association of
the canonical constraints with null roots of E;j,. We also exhibit a basic incompatibility between local
supersymmetry and the K(E;q) “R symmetry” that can be traced back to the presence of imaginary roots
and to the unfaithfulness of the spinor representations occurring in the present formulation of the E
worldline model, and that may require a novel type of bosonization/fermionization for its resolution. This

appears to be a key challenge for future progress with E.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The conjectured E;y symmetry of the M theory com-
pletion of D =11 supergravity [1] applies to both the
bosonic and the fermionic sectors. The one-dimensional
spinning E;y model constructed and analyzed in [2-5] has
manifest symmetry under the hyperbolic Kac-Moody
group E;(, and its dynamics have been shown to match
exactly the D = 11 dynamics at the nonlinear level, when
both are suitably truncated. However, it has so far proved
impossible to remove the truncation of this correspon-
dence, one central obstacle being a dichotomy between the
bosonic and fermionic variables on the E;, side. Whereas
the bosonic variables are described in terms of infinitely
many coordinates of the infinite-dimensional coset space
E o/K(Ep), the fermionic variables are described by finitely
many components of a finite-dimensional (unfaithful) spinor
representation of K(E;q) [2]. This dichotomy is also
reflected in the fact that the one-dimensional E;; model
cannot be fully supersymmetric on its worldline, since in its
presently known form it pairs an infinite number of bosonic
with a finite number of fermionic degrees of freedom.

In view of the fact that a detailed understanding of
supersymmetry has often been central in advances regarding
the structure of hidden symmetries, we initiate in this note a
more detailed study of the worldline supersymmetry in the
E;o context. Though we will not be able to present a new
supersymmetric E;y model, our results bring the obstacles in
the current formulation to the front, and we hope they can
serve as a first step to resolving the issues both in the physics
and the mathematics associated with constructing a model
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that fully accommodates both supersymmetry and K(E;,)
symmetry. In fact, progress toward solving the outstanding
problems may well require some novel kind of bosonization/
fermionization, and thus also involve quantization in a
crucial way. This is not only because the distinction between
bosons and fermions becomes fluid in low dimensions and
thus also in the (one-dimensional) worldline model, but also
because the very meaning of what is a space-time boson and
what is a space-time fermion, and hence also the ultimate
relevance of space-time supersymmetry (as opposed to
worldline supersymmetry), must be questioned in the
context of emergent space-time scenarios. The present
results can be viewed as a first step in this direction; in
particular we identify the proper canonical variables on the
bosonic side that couple naturally to the fermions, and hence
will be an essential ingredient in approaching quantization
of the worldline model. We note that in the context of string
theory the emergence of space-time fermions from bosonic
fields was already suggested long ago in [6], and the relation
of this construction to Kac-Moody algebras was discussed
more recently in [7]. In the context of maximal supergravity
in two dimensions [where K (E) is replaced by K(Eo)], it
was already pointed out in [8] that the associated linear
system effectively constitutes a bosonization of the super-
gravity fermions, especially in view of previous work
in [9,10].

Our main tool is the detailed analysis of the canonical
structure of one-dimensional coset models, starting with
purely bosonic systems based on a coset G/K. We will
exhibit explicitly a set of variables that makes the algebraic
structure completely manifest, and we propose that these
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variables are therefore also an appropriate starting point for
quantum considerations extending the reduced quantum
cosmological billiards of [11] that should eventually lead
to an implementation of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation for the
full theory. For the case E;o/K(E;() our arguments remain
somewhat formal since an explicit parametrization of the
group E;, similar to the one used in the proof for finite-
dimensional G is not available. Denoting the velocity type
variables as P/, where a > 0 is a positive root of the E;q
Borel algebra and r labels an orthonormal basis of elements
in the root space associated with the root « (this extra label is
only required for imaginary roots), we will in particular
argue, and prove for finite-dimensional G, that the canonical
commutation relations of the P}, are exactly those of the E;
algebra itself.

The bosonic expressions have to be completed by
fermionic ones, and in Sec. III we then look at D =11
supergravity [12]. A rewriting of the supersymmetry
constraint, inspired by recent studies in quantum super-
symmetric cosmology in relation to Kac-Moody sym-
metries [13,14], suggests a very simple underlying
algebraic formulation. We will here restrict attention to
terms linear in the fermions, as the consideration of higher
order fermionic terms does not affect our main conclu-
sions.' With every root a of Ejy one can associate an
element I'(a) of the SO(10) Clifford algebra and a
polarization of the fermionic field ¢(a). In [3] the super-
symmetry constraint was analyzed fo linear order in
fermions and shown to take the schematic form

S =POVY, (1.1)
where P stands for the infinite component coset velocity of
the E coset space model, and W for the finite-dimensional
unfaithful spinor representation. The symbol ©® is short-
hand for the particular combination of the fermions and the
bosonic coset velocities identified from the canonical
supersymmetry constraint in [3]. In this paper, we will
show how the above expression can (again schematically)
be transformed into a sum

S=-+ Y Pl(@p(a)+--. (1.2)

One main goal of this paper will be to explore the validity,
and more specifically the limit of validity, of this expres-
sion, and thereby attach a more concrete representation
theoretic meaning to the symbol ©. Indeed, already from
the form of (1.2) one may anticipate problems when trying
to combine supersymmetry with the “R symmetry” K (E;):

lBy contrast, the supersymmetric Bianchi-type model recently
(and impressively) analyzed in [13,14] does retain all higher order
fermionic terms and is thus fully supersymmetric also at the
quantum level, but with only partial manifestations of K(AE3)
symmetry.
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supersymmetry requires an equal number of bosons and
fermions, whereas in (1.2) an infinite number of bosonic
degrees of freedom is to be paired with a finite number of
fermionic degrees of freedom. To be sure, in the actual
expression obtained from supergravity the above sum
contains only finitely many bosonic contributions, as a
result of “cutting off”” the sum over roots « at level £ = 3.
Therefore the supersymmetry constraint S cannot, in its
presently known form, be assigned to any known repre-
sentation of K(E;y), even though separately, both P and ¢
do transform properly [although it is not known whether P
transforms in an irreducible representation of K(E;y)]. The
novel techniques introduced in this paper will allow us to
analyze in considerable detail the terms by which the
supersymmetry constraint fails to transform properly, and
to highlight the differences between the finite-dimensional
and infinite-dimensional cases. Our analysis thus identifies
the terms that have to be dealt with differently in the
construction of a supersymmetric E;y model, and we offer
more comments in the concluding section. There we also
explain that the failure to transform covariantly under
K(E;p) cannot be cured by higher order fermionic terms.
While the exact D = 11 supersymmetry constraint can
be transformed into a fruncated expression of the type
above, we thus encounter obstacles when trying to remove
the truncation and to explore what the dots in the above
formula could stand for. The expression above does provide
a sensible object for GL(n, R) and other finite-dimensional
groups in the sense that it transforms covariantly as spinor
as the supersymmetry should, but a similar result is no
longer true for E;y. From a more physical perspective, the
mismatch between bosons and fermions in the latter case is
also reflected in the fact that no fermionic analog of the
gradient representations has been found so far, thus (so far,
at least) precluding an expansion for the fermions a la
Belinski-Khalatnikov-Lifshitz (BKL).

II. CANONICAL STRUCTURE OF BOSONIC
WORLDLINE COSET MODELS

In this section, we study the canonical structure of a coset
model describing the motion of a point particle on a
symmetric space G/K, with G a split real simple Lie
group and K = K(G) its maximal compact subgroup. To
set the basic notations and conventions, we first discuss the
case of finite-dimensional G where everything is well
defined, and subsequently write down the corresponding
expressions for Kac-Moody algebras and groups. In the
latter case, of course, many expressions will remain formal.
For previous work on the canonical structure of nonlinear ¢
models, see for example [15].

A. Setup in the finite-dimensional case

To begin with, we restrict attention to finite-dimensional
and simply laced Lie group G. Then the Lie algebra
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g = Lie(G) is finite dimensional and has a system of roots
a € A = A_UA, . The positive roots will also be written as
a > 0, and we designate the Cartan subalgebra by §. We
assume a Cartan-Weyl basis with basis vectors H, and E,,
where a = 1, ..., dim §). The commutation relations are [16]

Ca’ﬂEa+ﬂ if a+ﬁ€ A,
[Ey. Eg) =< o*H, if a =—p, (2.1a)
0 otherwise,
[Hy, Eo] = ayE,, (2.1b)

with ¢, 3 = £1or = 0 for simply laced finite-dimensional
Lie algebras. There is a nondegenerate invariant bilinear
form on g that satisfies’

<E(1|E/3> = { Iifa= _ﬂ’ (223.)
0 otherwise,
(H,|Hy) = Gy, (2.2b)

the metric G, is positive definite for any simple finite-
dimensional Lie algebra g but need not be positive definite
for nonsimple g. The inverse G*®® of G,, has been used to
raise the index in (2.1a) according to a®* = G*®*a, and
a, = a(H,). The compact subalgebra K(g)=fCg is
generated by k,=E,— E_, with a >0 and will be
discussed in more detail in Sec. IIIB. The structure
constants ¢,z are antisymmetric and satisfy standard
identities [16], in particular

Cap = —Cpa = —Ca—p> Cotp—p = Cap- (23)

The coset G/K(G) = G/K can be parametrized in a
Borel gauge fixed form according to the Iwasawa decom-
position G = KAN. For finite-dimensional G any element

of the coset G/K can thus be written in the form®

Vi A) =exp (@ H) e (SAE, ). (4

a>0

The worldline model describing the motion of a point
particle on the coset manifold G/K is then parametrized by
amap V:R — G/K, where r € R is the time coordinate.
The Cartan derivative is (with 0 = d/dt)

“For finite-dimensional simple g this is just the appropriately
normalized matrix trace.

Here, we deviate from the standard notation in the cosmo-
logical billiards literature (see e.g. [17]) where the diagonal
degrees of freedom are denoted by —f* = +¢° This is done in
order to avoid confusion with the labeling of the components of
the root f below.
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OVVT' =P+ Q=0¢"H,+ > eT“DAE,  (2.5)

a>0

where Q € £,P € ¥, and, schematically and due to
DeXe™ = 0X +1[X,0X]+---,

1
DAa = 814(1 + EZC(l_ﬂﬁAa_ﬁaAﬂ + LR (26)

p>0
a—=p>0

Importantly, the Borel gauge implies a triangular expansion
of DA, where the factors contributing to the terms
quadratic in A, on the right-hand side (r.h.s.) are of lower
height, whence the sum on the r.h.s. of (2.6) has only
finitely many terms even for infinite-dimensional Kac-
Moody algebras (a crucial fact for the calculability of the
model). The invariant Lagrangian is given by

1
L =2 (PIP) =5 0q'Gu0q" + > PP, (27)

a>0

1
2

where we have defined

1 a
P =0q"H, + za:Pa(Ea +E).  Py=3e"DA,
(2.8)
The compact part is then given by
Q = ZQ(I(E(I - E—a) = ZP(I(E(I - E—(1)9 (29)

a>0 a>0

where the equality Q, = P, is a consequence of the
triangular gauge choice.

The model has global G symmetry and local K
symmetry that we use to fix the triangular gauge (2.4)
everywhere. The symmetries act by

V(t) = k(t)V(t)g™' = P - kPk™!,
Q — kQk™' + Okk™". (2.10)
When the triangular gauge (2.4) is fixed, a local compen-
sating K transformation is required to restore the gauge for
every G transformation that throws V out of the triangu-
lar gauge.
The equations of motion of the coset model are
DP=0P-[Q,P] =0. (2.11)
(We note that this of course implies that the equations of the

original coordinates ¢* and A, are second order differential
equations.) For a given root component P, this means
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8Pa = —aqaaaPa + Zanﬁ_ﬂ!_ﬂPﬂPa_,_ﬂ
p>0

= —8qaaaPa + 2ZCQVﬁPﬂPOI+ﬂ'
p>0

(2.12)

Note that [in contrast to (2.6)] the sum on the r.h.s. contains
terms of ascending height.

B. Changes in the Kac-Moody case

When the Lie algebra g is an infinite-dimensional Kac-
Moody algebra [18], the definition of the corresponding
group G requires more care; see for example [19,20]. Again
we restrict to simply laced algebras, and more specifically
to symmetric generalized Cartan matrices with at most
one line linking any two nodes. Of course, our primary
interest here will be with E;, and its maximal compact
subgroup K(E,p).

There are now two types of roots of the algebra, called
real and imaginary, and they are distinguished by their
Cartan-Killing norm: Real roots a satisfy a> =2 and
imaginary roots a®> < 0. The generators corresponding to
real roots are unique up to normalization and can be
denoted by E, as above, but the generators corresponding
to imaginary roots can have nontrivial multiplicities and
are more appropriately denoted by FE), where r =
1, ...,mult(a) labels an orthonormal basis (with respect
to the Cartan-Killing metric) in the root space. We will
write all generators in this way, keeping in mind that for
real roots r can take only one value. The commutation
relations in the Cartan-Weyl basis [cf. (2.1)] then have to
account also for the multiplicities and become

g}llt(aJrﬁ) C;%'E;ﬁﬂ if a4 B € A,
[E6 Ej] = ¢ 5™aH, ifa=—p, (2.13a)
0 otherwise,
[H,.El] = a,E,. (2.13b)

We note that we still have ¢, 3 = +1 if @, f and a + f are
all real, but this need no longer be true when any of these
roots is imaginary. The bilinear form (2.2) generalizes to

(Er|ES) {5” if a =—p, (2.142)

(I; A — . . a
p 0  otherwise,

<Ha|Hb> == Gab’ (214b)

where the metric G, is now indefinite (and Lorentzian for
hyperbolic Kac-Moody algebras).

The other important modification concerns the para-
metrization of the elements of the formal coset space G/K
that, using the Iwasawa decomposition, could be given in
the finite-dimensional case as in (2.4). Even at a purely
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formal level, and even if the sum in the exponent is
truncated to a finite number of terms, it is not directly
meaningful to parametrize a given element of the Kac-
Moody group in the form

mult(a)
V(g A7) =" exp(¢*H,) exp (Z > A;EZ,),

a>0 r=1
(2.15)

where {¢* A} are local coordinates on the (infinite-
dimensional) coset manifold, one coordinate for each Lie
algebra element E7,. The reason is that the step operators E},
associated with imaginary roots are not (locally) nilpotent
in any standard representation, and therefore the exponen-
tial is a priori ill defined.* For this reason, standard
approaches to Kac-Moody groups involve writing down
only exponentials of real root generators (that are nilpotent)
and then defining the Kac-Moody group as the group
generated by the products of these real root exponentials
[19]. Although such a treatment is mathematically well
defined, it does not solve by any means the problem of
finding a manageable realization of the Kac-Moody group,
because different orderings of exponentials of a given set
of real root generators will yield new group elements.
Organizing these differently ordered exponentials is thus
directly associated with the (unsolved) problem of classi-
fying the independent elements of the associated root space
(where the problem is to count and classify the inequivalent
ways in which a given set of Chevalley generators can be
“distributed” over a multicommutator). In particular, a
parametrization in terms of fields associated only with real
roots of E,q, besides being incomplete, would also obscure
the relation to the fields {A}}, and therefore does not
appear to lead to a convenient parametrization of the
coordinates on the coset space G/K 2 (Let us emphasize
that the Iwasawa decomposition G = KAN is nevertheless
still applicable [21].)

Irrespective of an explicit description of the coordinates
on G/K we can still generalize the worldline ¢ model to
infinite-dimensional cosets and consider the Cartan form

“The notion of local nilpotency is defined as follows: an
operator E, is locally nilpotent in a representation V of g if for all
x € V there exists an ny = ny(x) such that

(ER)"(x) =0  for all n > ng.

(In the adjoint representation, the action is simply by commu-
tators: Ef(x) = adE}(x) = [E}, x].) Clearly this holds for any
real root a in the adjoint or any standard representation, but is no
longer true for imaginary roots. The intuitive picture for this
statement in the adjoint representation is that all roots lie in a solid
hyperboloid {@?> <2} in a Lorentzian space. Imaginary roots
point into the light-cone where infinitely many roots of g lie
whereas real roots point outside the light-cone and eventually will
leave the solid hyperboloid.

>But let us note that the highest weights associated with the
gradient representations of [1] are, in fact, real roots.
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mult(a)

=P+Q=0¢H,+Y > PiE,

a>0 r=1

vy (2.16)

without spelling out the explicit parametrization of V and
P!, in terms of coordinates and their time derivatives. The
triangular structure on N implies, however, that the PJ, are
all finite combinations of coordinates and their derivatives,
as we explained after (2.6).

The coset equations (2.11) take the same form if the
Lagrangian is the formal extension of (2.7) to the infinite-
dimensional Kac-Moody algebra, using the invariant bilin-
ear form (2.14) on the Kac-Moody algebra. Therefore
(2.12) becomes

OPl, = ~0¢'a,Pl +2) Y ity yPiPhyy.
p>0 rys

(2.17)

As we noted after (2.12) the r.h.s. is a sum over terms of
ascending height, and hence an infinite sum for infinite-
dimensional g. This sum can be rendered finite and
calculable only by consistently truncating the P}, to vanish
beyond a given height, as is necessary for the comparison
between supergravity and the E;, ¢ model. More con-
cretely, this can be done for example by choosing a grading
on the root lattice and cutting off Pj after a certain
degree [22].

C. Canonical treatment

We now analyze the canonical structure, by again
considering the finite-dimensional coset model (2.7) first.
The canonical momenta from (2.7) are

oL
= G0g.
”a aa a ab q
OL
I1, =
‘T 90A,
1
= 2( 24'apA, +2Zcﬂ 2@ PADA, 5+ - )

p>0
(2.18)

displaying again a triangular structure. This can be inverted
to write the P, in triangular form in terms of canonical
coordinates and momenta,

P =e —q'a, (H - ZcﬂaAﬂH(l+ﬂ+ > (219)
ﬂ>0
From this and the standard relations
{g"m} =0, {As I} =64p  (2.20)

one can derive the canonical brackets among the z* and P,,,
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{70 m} =0, (2.21a)
{7, P} = ayPy, (2.21b)
{Pas Pp} = CapPasp- (2.21c)

Only the first two of these relations are evident, while the
third one is not and will be proven below. Of course, to
the order given one can check the last relation easily from
the expressions above, but the important point is that all the
higher nonlinear terms combine in the right way to produce
such a simple result. Our main point here is that the
“composite” variables P, are “good” canonical variables
because the canonical brackets between them assume a
very simple form, and furthermore display a graded
structure which is nothing but the Borel subalgebra.
Equally important, the P,, being objects associated with
the maximal compact subgroup K, couple naturally to the
fermions. Let us note the relations

{r,.V} =—H,V,
{P(l’ qa} = 0’

{P(l’ V} =
v.vi=o.

_EaVa
(2.22)
For any coset space ¢ model the canonical conserved

Noether current (or more properly, conserved charge) is
given by general formula

J=VIPV=TH 4 Y (ooEat JiE-y)

a>0

(2.23)

such that 9J =0 by the equations of motion (2.12).
Although the canonical commutation relations for this
current reproduce the GL(n) algebra (see below), we will
see that the structure of its components is considerably
more complicated, not least because J has both upper
and lower triangular pieces. For finite-dimensional g the
lower triangular half of the matrix J takes a relatively
simple form when one expresses the associated conserved
components in terms of the momenta I1,. By contrast the
components of the upper triangular half involve all
canonical variables and become increasingly more com-
plicated with growing n; see also [17]. We will illustrate
this explicitly with the example of the GL(3)/SO(3)
model in Appendix B.

The conserved current J of (2.23) generates the global G
transformations in (2.10) and, since we are working in fixed
triangular gauge, the “lower triangular” G transformations
induce a compensating K transformation. That is, we
expect the infinitesimal transformation of V to be

{J,V} =6V =-Vég+ 6kV, (2.24)
where 6g and 6k are the infinitesimal versions of the
group transformations in (2.10) and 6k is determined by
og and V such that the resulting 6V is in triangular gauge.
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This can be worked out in terms of the basis components
in (2.23) and the canonical brackets (2.21), with the
result (for a > 0)

{J,.V} = —VE,, (2.25a)

{J.,V} = -VH,, (2.25b)
{JoaV} = =VE_, =Y (VE_VEs)(Es — E_p)V,
p>0

(2.25¢)

where the extra term on the rh.s. in the last line
corresponds to the compensating transformation in
K(G) required to bring V back into triangular gauge,
so that

(V-YJ_,, V}HEgz) =0 (2.26)
and the explicit compensating element in ¥ is
Sky ==Y (VE_V7'|Eg)(Eg—E_p). (2.27)

p>0

In deriving the above brackets we made repeated use of
the invariance of the invariant bilinear form (trace) and
the orthonormality relations (2.2).° Relation (2.10) then
implies directly the transformation of the velocity com-
ponents P under J. For @ > 0 and f > 0 one has

{Ja Py} =0, (2.28a)
{Jas Pg} =0, (2.28b)
{V o Py}t = 2 (VE_, V™' |Ep)
- Zcﬂ—y,7P7<VE—aV_l |Ep—y)
y>0
= CpiyyPVE_ VT Ep,).  (2.28¢)
y>0

Because (2.25) equivalently expresses the standard non-
linear realization of global symmetries in nonlinear o
models we can immediately infer the closure relations

Ca.ﬂ‘]a+ﬂ if a +/7) (S A,
{Ja,Jﬂ} =< a*J, if a=—p, (2.29a)
0 otherwise,

®The invariance relation (V-'AV|B) = (A|VBV~') for A,B €
g and V € G are also valid for infinite-dimensional g. In the
finite-dimensional case, the relation can be viewed as the standard
cyclic property of the matrix trace.
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{127} = ayd,. (2.29b)

in the nonlinear realization of the G symmetry acting on
V. An explicit verification of the above relations for the
GL(3)/S0O(3) model can be found in Appendix B.

An important aspect of the variables P, concerns
quantization. When quantizing a nonlinear model there
is always the question for which canonical variables one
should perform the replacement of Poisson or Dirac
brackets by quantum commutators (which in quantum field
theory may yield inequivalent quantizations). Obviously,
the variables P, are ideally suited for this purpose; in
particular, such a quantisation prescription eliminates all
operator ordering ambiguities. Furthermore, we emphasise
once again that the P, are the natural variables coupling to
fermions, as will be seen in more detail below.

D. Canonical structure for GL(n,R)/SO(n)

We now prove (2.21) and in particular the crucial third
relation, for G = GL(n, R). This is a slight generalization
of the setup of the preceding sections since GL(n, R) is not
simple, but it is the case of direct interest for cosmological
billiards [17].

Let us fix some notation. We denote the generators of
GL(n,R) by K%, with a,b=1,...,n and commutation
relations

(K, K] = 6,K?y — 69KC),. (2.30)
The symmetric and antisymmetric combinations are
defined as $* = K%, + K%, and J* = K9, — K”,. The
positive roots of GL(n, R) are denoted by a,;, with a < b
and will be written as tuples a,, = (0---010---0—
10---) with (41) in the ath and (—1) in the bth place.
The generator corresponding to such a positive a,, is then
E,, = K%, and the above commutation relations translate
into (recall that a < b and ¢ < d)

E,, ifb=c
[Eaab’ Ea(‘d} = CaabﬂardEaab+acd = _Earh if a= d’
0 otherwise.
(2.31)

So we read off the general formula ¢, , , , = 6y — 64q-
We write the coset element of GL(n, R)/SO(n) in Borel

gauge by an upper triangular (n x n) matrix through (as for

notation; cf. footnote 1)

V=AN with A =diag(e?,...,e?"), N =N¢.

(2.32)

Here, a is the local (row) index, and i a global (column)
index. The matrix N¢; is equal to 1 on the diagonal and has
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vanishing entries for a > i. The inverse matrix N~! is also
upper triangular and has components N', which vanish for
i > a. The Borel gauge implies that some of the summa-
tions below are restricted in the way indicated. For the coset
velocities one finds

(OVV)a, = 0g°s; + Y e T ONUNY,.  (2.33)

For a positive root a,,, i.e. a < b, we define the quantity

1., ‘
Pq, =5e 1N " ONGNY,.

a<i<b

(2.34)

This is just the variable P, introduced in the previous
section, except that we are now labeling the roots by indices
a, b. In a convenient normalization the Lagrangian can be
written as

1 1
L= ETI'(PZ) - z (’TI'[))2
I, .
— andaquab +Y Py, P, (2.35)
a<b
where Gy, is the DeWitt metric
2
> 000q'Ga = Y007 - (L 00 ) . (230
ab a
The canonical momenta conjugate to N¢; are
. aL a b ;
I, = = 7P, N' 2.37
a aaNal ;e Agp b ( )
and vanish for a > i. In other words, for a < b,
P,, = el NIT,. (2.38)

The advantage of using the variables P,, is that they obey
very simple commutation relations, fo wit,

{Pauh’ P(z(.,,} = C{lah.(ll.dP(l“;f‘r(l(ﬂ (239)
whenever a,, +a., 1S a root, and we recall
Capp g = Obe — Oaq- This can be verified by straightfor-
ward computation using {N¢;, IV, } = §¢8!. It is equally
easy to see that if a,, + a., is not a root, the canonical
bracket vanishes, as does the structure constant. We thus
have demonstrated the relation (2.21c) for GL(n, R). The
other relations (2.21a) and (2.21b) are also evident for
GL(n, R), given the explicit form of the Lagrangian (2.35)
and (2.38).

The proof of (2.21c) can be extended to all other
simple finite-dimensional Lie algebras, either by direct
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computation, or more simply by looking at differently
embedded GL(n) subalgebras, and by observing that these
commutation relations must be compatible with the action
of the Weyl group, because all roots can be reached by
Weyl transformations from the simple roots.

As a simple example we discuss the case of
GL(3)/SO(3) in Appendix B.

The extension of the above results to infinite-dimensional
Kac-Moody algebras, and more specifically to the E
algebra, is more subtle, and here we do not have a complete
picture. In particular, we do not have a proof that (2.21b) and
(2.21c) remain valid for all roots. For instance, in the presence
of imaginary roots (2.21c) would have to generalize to

mult(a)

{PLPy} = > Py

t=1

(2.40)

where a and f are any roots, and where the sum on ¢ ranges
over the multiplicity of the root (a + /) if this is an imaginary
root. While a general derivation by the above methods seems
beyond reach, we can extend the argument at least to those
roots a and f for which a + f is also a real root, because the
above commutation relation should respect the Weyl group,
and because all real roots can be reached by E;q, Weyl
transformations. Hence at least for this special case, the
above relation should also hold for Ej.

E. Hamiltonian analysis

The canonical Hamiltonian is

H = m,0q" + Y M,0A,-L

a>0

1 a
= MGy + Y UG L (241)

a>0

where the dots denote important nonlinear terms. In terms of
the coset velocities they can be summarized as (see also [15]
for a derivation in the finite-dimensional case)

1
H= EﬂaGabnb +Y P (2.42)

a>0

Again, it is important that the nonlinear terms combine in
the right way to yield such a simple expression. We note that
(2.23) implies that we can rewrite the Hamiltonian alter-
natively as

H=_{J), (2.43)

N —

which we recognize as the standard bilinear form on the
corresponding Lie algebra.

Let us verify the consistency expression (2.42) with the
coset equations of motion

085039-7



KLEINSCHMIDT, NICOLAI, AND CHIDAMBARAM

0P, = {Pg H} = =2,G®1,Py + 2 CapPpPuip.
>0

(2.44)

Comparing the above relation with the general result (2.12)
shows agreement. This shows that the Borel structure is
correct, at least for all finite-dimensional algebras: any
other algebra would not correctly reproduce the equations
of motion.

Staying at the formal level, an analogous argument also
works for the infinite-dimensional case. Namely, we can
similarly deduce a statement of the canonical brackets of
the P}, in the Kac-Moody case. Starting from the same
Lagrangian

L= % (P|P) (2.45)
as in the finite-dimensional case, but where (-|-) is now the
standard invariant bilinear form on the Kac-Moody algebra,
the Hamiltonian is given by the straightforward formal
extension of (2.42), using the arguments of [15],

H= —7r Gy, + ZZP’P’

a>0 r

(2.46)

Because, formally, the conserved Noether current is still
given by

mult(a
J=VIPV=JH,+> Z (J7 4 Er + JRE ),

a>0 r=

(2.47)

the Hamiltonian can again be cast into the form (2.43) with
the bilinear form on the Kac-Moody algebra. When
considered as a function of the phase space variables
{J*,J.,} this is just the (unique) E;, invariant bilinear
form. Let us mention, however, that in contrast to the finite-
dimensional case a simple form of the lower triangular half
can only be achieved by truncating the current components
to J., =0 for a’s exceeding a given height. A related
discussion can be found in [17].

Compatibility of the canonical structure with the equa-
tions of motion (2.17) is then ensured by the canonical
brackets

P Py} = chs/gpfl+,, (2.48)
We thus see that if the Hamiltonian is given by the
restriction of the E;y Casimir operator to the coset
Eio/K(E;g), the compatibility of the canonical structure
with the equations of motion implies the extension of the
Borel-like structure found in (2.21) to the full Borel
subalgebra of E;,. However, it is known that beyond level
¢ =3 the canonical supergravity Hamiltonian starts to
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deviate from the Casimir operator, and therefore we will
also have to eventually allow for modifications in the
canonical algebra (2.48).

III. FERMIONS AND SUPERSYMMETRY

The extension of the E;, coset model to include fermions
was discussed in [2-4]. We briefly review the salient
features of the resulting model and its relation to maximal
D = 11 supergravity in order to provide a self-contained
presentation.

A. E,, its level decomposition and the bosonic sector

The description of E;, that is most commonly used in
connection with D = 11 supergravity is that where the Lie
algebra is presented in GL(10) level decomposition [1]. In
this presentation, the infinitely many generators of E;, are
organized into g[(10, R) tensor representations and graded
by a level Z such that each level only contains finitely many
gl(10, R) representations. The Lie bracket is compatible
with the level. At low non-negative levels one finds the
following gl(10, R) representations corresponding to the
(spatial) components of the D =11 fields and their
magnetic duals:

Representation
Level 7 Generator of gl(10,R)
0 K4, 100 (adjoint; graviton)
1 E@be = Elabd] 120 (three form)
2 E@ds — Elai-ag] 210 (six form)
3 Edlaias — paolla—as] 440 [(8,1) hook;

with Eleolaras] — dual graviton]

The “coset velocity” P of (2.5) can be similarly decom-
posed by level

mult(a)

P=>">" PyE,+E.,) =) PO+EC

a>0 r=1 >0

PEJZ) Sabcdef

1 1 1
= _Pz(z%)Sab +_P(]b) §be 4 — bedef

2 31 ave 6!

+ lpo) S00|111'“as + e

9! agla;-ag

(3.1)

Here, the P“) transform in the representation from the table
branched to SO(10) level [since P transforms covariantly
under the “compact” subgroup K (E,)]. The generators are
defined by

St = K, + K,
Suhc — Eabc + Fabc’
Saras — Faias Fa|-~a6’

Suo\al-uag — Eaolaiag +F (32)

agla;-ag>
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where F ., etc., are the Chevalley transposed generators on the negative levels and correspond to the E”, part in the general

expression.

As was shown in [1,2], the bosonic coset model with Lagrangian L = % (P|P), when restricted to levels £ < 3, is
equivalent to D = 11 supergravity expanded about a fixed spatial point, x, with the bosonic dictionary’

0
Pib)([) = =Ny (. Xg),

2 1
Pgl?..aﬁ([) = 47N€a]---a6b1"-b4Fhl b4(l, X())y

when all higher order spatial gradients are neglected and the
SO(10) connection is traceless @, = 0 (corresponding to
the irreducibility condition of the £ = 3 generator in the
table) and ¢ is the coordinate along the worldline that is
identified with the physical time coordinate. The index 0 is
a flat index in the time direction and N is the lapse function
in the Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) gauge with zero
shift. With the said truncations it can then be shown that
the bosonic equations of motion of D = 11 supergravity
coincide with those of the worldline E, sigma model.

In order to reexpress these SO(10) objects in terms of
E;( root data and P}, we need to explain how the roots at the
various levels are related to the components. As in Sec. II,
we work in the so-called “wall basis” [13,23]. This means
that we write aroot a as @ = ), a,e* where ¢* are the basis
of the §* dual to the Cartan generators H, such that
e*(Hy) = 6% and hence a(H,) = a,. In the wall basis,
the inner product is given by

(e3]eb) = Gib — g —é (3.5)
and agrees with the (inverse) DeWitt metric for diagonal
metrics. In order to avoid confusion with the labeling of the
simple roots it will sometimes be convenient to also use the
notation p, = «, interchangeably for the component of & in
the wall basis and to also write @ = (py, ..., pjg) as a row
vector. The ten simple roots of E;, are explicitly given by

a; = (1,-1,0,0, ...,0),
@ =(0,1,-1,0,...,0),

@ = (0,...,0,0,1,-1),
aio = (0,0,...,0,1,1,1). (3.6)

The gI(10) level of an arbitrary root a expanded on the
simple roots as @ = Y10, m/a; is £ = £(a) = my,.

"We have here adjusted some normalizations relative to [2] in
order to make subsequent expressions more uniform. The
changes concern the dual fields on levels £ =2 and ¢ = 3:
The sign on level two here is opposite to that of [2], and
Pk({:ie = %PS&N. The reason for the rescaling is that we here are
normalizing the real root generators identically on all levels in
conformity with (2.14).

1

Pt(/lh)c(t) = NFOabc(t’ X0)7 (33)
3) 1

Pa0|al...as(l) = ENea]»--agblbzwblbzao(ts X0)s (3.4)

Roots on level £ =0 are roots of g[(10) and can be
written as a,, as above in Sec. II D. The components P, for
these roots are identified with P,(g)), and we let a < b for

positive roots as before. The components of the Cartan

subalgebra are identified via 7% = PES,) (no sum). Roots on
level # =1 have three entries 1 in the wall basis and the
other entries p, are zero, as for example in @;, above.
Calling the three nonvanishing components a, b, and ¢ with
a < b < ¢, weidentify P, with szlb)c- Roots a,,...q, on level
¢ = 2 have six entries p, = 1 and four vanishing entries.
We assume a; < --- < ag and then identify Pad]_% with the

corresponding level £ = 2 coset velocity. Roots on level
¢ =3 come in two varieties: They either have one entry
Pa = 2, seven entries p, = 1, and two p, = 0 or they have
nine p, = 1 and one p, = 0. In the first case, we let a( be
the component with entry p, = 0 and assume again that
the p, = 1 components are ordered as a; < ---ay. Then

we identify P, with PS)‘

oldodyay
sponds to null roots (of multiplicity 8), and schematically
we distribute the ordered nine p, =1 components as
Pyyja,--ay- The multiplicity requires extra care and will be
discussed in detail in Sec. III D.

In summary, we find that we can associate

. The second case corre-

_ p) _ p(D) e

Pa“’? o P’lh ’ P%hz: - Pahc’ Ugyag Pa]~~~a6,
_ pB®

aao\al...ag - Pao‘al...ag' (37)

with root labels on the left-hand side (I.h.s.), and with the
associated SO(10) tensors on the r.h.s. Up to £ < 3, this
correspondence rule allows us to rewrite any expression
involving P\) in terms of P,.

B. Unfaithful spinor representations of K(E)

Fermions are associated with the compact subalgebra
K(E;q) of E|q. This algebra is generated by the compact
combinations (a > 0)

K, =E,—E',. (3.8)

We have chosen the letter k}, for the K(E;;) generators,
rather than using J(a)” as in [24] in order to avoid
confusion with the components of the conserved current
J in (2.23). From (2.13) the K(E,y) elements satisfy
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mult(a+p) mult(a—p)

kokjl= D cipkin— Y

=1 =1

ch[ k[

a,—pra—-p* (39)

In order to make sense of the above relation in general, and
because o — f can be < 0 for a, # > 0, one also requires a
definition of k/, for @ < 0; from (3.8) we directly get

kj, = -k, fora <0, (3.10)
which is also consistent with (2.3).

K(Ejp) admits unfaithful finite-dimensional spinor
representations [2-5,25], but unfortunately no faithful
spinor representations are known up to now. The unfaithful
representations relevant to supergravity involve the
vector-spinor (gravitino) and Dirac-spinor (supersymmetry
parameter). The representations can be represented con-
veniently using the wall basis [13,23], and we use the same
formalism as in [24]. For the Dirac representation it is
enough to restrict attention to real roots a,f3, ..., and we
will thus drop the multiplicity labels in the remainder of this
section. Then with every element v of the Eq root lattice
v =73 na;=},v,e* (which need not be a root for
arbitrary n/ € Z) we associate an element of the SO(10)
Clifford algebra through

[(v) = @)™ - ()", (3.11)
where, of course, {I',,I',} = 26, are the usual SO(10) I'
matrices. The product of two such matrices is given by

F(u)'(v) =¢,,(u+v), (3.12)
where we have defined the cocycle
Eup = (—1) 20, (3.13)
which obeys
Eup€ou = (1), Eupvutow = EuptwEow (3.14)

where v - w = G®v,w,. The cocycle ¢, , is defined only up
to a coboundary; that is, we can modify the above definition
(3.11) by

I'v) ->TI'(v) =0,(v) (3.15)

with ¢, = +1 an (in principle) arbitrary sign factor; then
g‘u,'l; = 0,0,0u1p€up (316)
also obeys the cocycle relations (3.14). Next we specialize

to elements v = a, f € A which are roots and choose the
coboundary such that
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. [ T(a)
[(a) := o, (a) = { —I'(a) = -I'(~a)

if a>0,
) (3.17)
if a <O

that is, 6, = £1 according to whether a is positive or
negative, whence o,0_, = —1. The sign switch between
positive and negative roots in (3.17) is necessary to remain
consistent with (3.10). This definition can be extended to
the whole root lattice by choosing ¢, = £1 arbitrarily for
nonroots v, but subject to the condition ¢,6_, = —1 (for
v # 0). Indeed, in the relevant expressions in the super-
symmetry constraint the matrix f(a) always comes with a
factor P}, which vanishes when «a is not a root. The extra
sign in (3.17) leads to an important modification in the
multiplication rule (3.12), viz.

F(a)r(ﬂ) = tZ:(Jt,/il:(a + ﬁ) = _g(l,—/if(a - ﬂ) (3 1 8)

With these definitions one can check that the map

kg > ST (a) (3.19)

for all real a provides a representation of K(E;q), when
extended consistently by commutators. For consistency of
this representation with (3.10) the sign in (3.17) is crucial.
This representation has a large kernel; for instance, for null
roots ¢ one has ks — 0, and for timelike imaginary roots all
elements of the corresponding root space either vanish or
are represented by the same element of the Clifford algebra.
The quotient algebra of K(E;() by the kernel is isomorphic
to 80(32) [2]. We will refer to this representation of K (E;)
as the Dirac-spinor representation, or just “Dirac represen-
tation.” (This type of representation can be straightfor-
wardly generalized to other simply laced Kac-Moody
algebras and also to arbitrary Kac-Moody algebras [25].)
Because (3.19) works for all real roots, the comparison
of (3.9) with (3.18) shows that, for real roots a and S,

Cap = —Eup (3.20)
whenever o+ or a—f is also a real root. This is
furthermore consistent with the fact that for real a and f
only one of the terms on the r.h.s. of (3.9) can be nonzero.
The minus sign in the above relation arises because below
we will act on the components of the spinor rather than on
the basis vectors.

While the Dirac representation corresponds to the super-
symmetry transformation parameter, the vector spinor rep-
resentation derives from the D = 11 gravitino and is “less
unfaithful” than the Dirac representation. It was first obtained
in [2] in terms of an SO(10) covariant vector spinor U4 with
an SO(10) vector index a = 1,...,10 and spinor indices
A,B, ... =1, ...,32. This vector spinor is directly related via
a fermionic dictionary to the spatial components of the
D = 11 gravitino v, through [[2] Eq. (5.1)],
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U, (1) = g, (1, %), (3.21)

where g = det(g,,,) is the determinant of the spatial part of
the metric. For the time component of the gravitino (the
Lagrange multiplier for the supersymmetry constraint), we
adopt the gauge y( = I')I“y,, as in [2].

For the present purposes it is, however, advantageous to
switch to a different description of the vector spinor in
terms of fermions ¢* which are related to the SO(10)
covariant vector spinor W¢ of [2] above by the following
crucial redefinition [23]:

¢a — F(l\:[,(l

(no sum ona). (3.22)

This relation clearly breaks SO(10) covariance, but has an
important advantage: in this way the Lorentz group SO(10)
gets replaced by the SO(1,9) symmetry acting on the space
of diagonal scale factors {¢*}, which is also the invariance
group of the DeWitt metric G, It is for this reason that we
adopt a different font (a, b, ...), as we already did in [24];
the latter indices are then covariant under the (Lorentzian)
invariance group of the DeWitt metric G,. We will also use
the notation

P(a) = ad*. (3.23)
Like the Dirac representation the vector-spinor representa-
tion, now modeled by spinors ¢%, is obviously finite
dimensional (we will often suppress explicitly writing
out the spinor indices). The vector spinor ¢ satisfies
the canonical (Dirac) brackets [2,23],

1 . .
{04, Uh} = 68,5 — 9 (TT?) 45 = {B4. B} = G®6up
(3.24)

[recall the definition of G® in (3.5)]. A canonical repre-
sentation of K(E;) is then obtained by defining for any real
root a

Ky = Xap (a)¢af(a) ¢b s

1 1
Xap = Xup(a) = =S 2., +ZGabv (3.25)

2
and this construction yields an unfaithful representation of
K(Ejp) [24]. Note that we again have to employ the I
matrices from (3.17) in order to extend this definition to
both positive and negative real roots. We also note that the
unfaithful spinor representation can be used to deduce
partial information about the unknown structure constants
of K(Elo), and thus EIO‘

With the bosonic dictionary (3.3) and the fermionic
dictionary (3.21) one can now convert any supergravity
expression into the E,, variables P\Y) and ¥,. With the
relations (3.7) and (3.22) we can then rewrite in the next
step everything into P, and ¢* variables. This is the
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procedure we now apply to the supersymmetry constraint
of D = 11 supergravity.

C. Supersymmetry constraint

In terms of the original canonical variables of D = 11
supergravity [12], the canonical supersymmetry constraint
is given by [[2] Eq. (3.12)]

~ 1 1
S=r7 aaWb + Za)achCdl//b + OupWe + EwaCOFCFOWb

1 1
+ FOachOFabwc + -5 Fabcdradeeu/w

Z o (3.26)

where w,pc are the components of the D =11 spin
connection and Fpcp the components of the four form
(with flat indices A, B, ... =0,1,...,10). Using the dic-
tionaries (3.3) and (3.21) one can rewrite this expression in
terms of E;, coset variables. The translation between the
coset model and D = 11 supergravity furthermore involves
neglecting spatial gradients 0y, on the fermions, terms of
the form 0,9 « wp,,, and all spatial gradients of second or
higher order on the bosonic fields. It was then shown in [[2]
Eq. (5.14)] that the supersymmetry constraint can be
reexpressed in terms of the coset quantities P(*) and in
an SO(10) covariant manner as

1

8= (Pt = PIT,) WP 4 2 Py T e
e

+ _Pabcdef

abcdeyyf
51 r N\

1
_1,0

28 aley-cg

L (50 1o qpe
+ a <Pa|acl~--c7F owe

(3.27)

Compared to [2], we have rescaled the supersymmetry
constraint by an overall factor of 2, and we also recall the
normalization changes that we explained in footnote 7.

The notation S in place of S of (3.26) indicates that we
have rescaled S and multiplied it by I'y. In this SO(10)
covariant form, repeated indices are summed over and
indices are raised and lowered with the Euclidean metric
041 We will now rewrite this expression once more, in order
to bring it into a form that conforms more closely with the
new variables introduced in the foregoing section. A key fact
here is that by so doing we will give up manifest spatial
Lorentz covariance and trade it for the Lorentzian SO(1,9)
symmetry on the space of scale factors exhibited above. In
other words, the simplest form of the constraint is attained by
trading a space-time symmetry for a symmetry in (a
truncated version of) DeWitt superspace.

To convert the expression (3.27) to the E;, covariant
notation above, we change fermionic variables according to
(3.22) and analyze the various terms. For the contributions
from £ =0, 1,2, and now writing out the sums, we find
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ZPSQW\W - ZPE?ZQ\W = Gpr'¢",
S POTewt + N Prewt = SR (g - ),

a<b a>b a<b
S P =2 3 P (g gt 4 ),
ab,c a<b<c
> Pl Teew =50 %" PO T (g g ), (3.28)
ab,cde.f a<b<c<d<e<f

where we identified 7 = P(a?z). We now see that the expressions on the r.h.s. are already in the desired form; for instance,

Z P((llb)crahc (¢u + ¢b + ¢L) = Zpaab(r(aubc)(ﬁ(aahc)

a<b<c Aype

> PI(@)p(a). (3.29)
a)==*1

where the middle sum on the r.h.s. runs over all level £ = 1 roots a,;. (Which are positive), while the last sum includes
positive and negative roots. The level £ = 0,2 contributions work in an analogous manner.
At level £ = 3 we encounter not only real roots, but for the first time also null roots. To see this distinction one has to

separately analyze those terms in ngzl e for which the index a coincides with one of the ¢; (yielding real roots), and those

terms for which all indices are different, i.e. a¢{cy, ..., cg} (yielding null roots). In order to analyze these terms we thus
have to split up the various sums. We start with

a.cy,..., 7 Clyuens c7 a#c;

3 CreCr [ C ¢
=6l > Zpi\ic,.nﬁr‘ (P A+ A PT), (3.30)

c1<-<c7 aFc;

where the ¢; have been ordered in the second expression. The other contribution to the supersymmetry constraint (3.27)
becomes

Z Z a‘cl CSFLI LS‘I’“:—2X6'Z Z Pa‘cl Cgrlcl Cspd

a cp,..., a cj<-<cg
=2 x 6! Z S OPU Togi—2x6l S N PE) | perage, (3.31)
c1<--<c7 aFc; cp<--<cg akc;

Combining the two parts one finds

1 <P<3) reresger — L p®) rw)

6! alacy--c; 28 dleiey
3 (3)
= > TP Tt g ) =2 Y Y P e, (3.32)
c)<-<c7 ac; c1<—<cg akc;

The first term is exactly the contribution from the 360 (gravitational) real roots on level 7 = 3, viz.

= (2111111100) and permutations, (3.33)

where the root shown is associated with the component 28 The normalization is different from the one used

1112345678
previously since the level £ = 3 generators were normalized to 9 rather than 1 in [2]; cf. also footnote 7. The second term is
a sum over the (gravitational) null roots
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6= (1111111110) and permutations, (3.34)

where the first root is now associated with the component

©)
P 1|23456789°

Note that the constraint as written above is
8
of the required 80. The reason is a new type of gauge
invariance related to the irreducibility of the £ = 3 repre-
sentation and that will be discussed in more detail in
Sec. 1T D.
Let us summarize: altogether, the rewriting of the
supersymmetry constraint (3.27) so far has led to the
following expression up to and including all roots of £ < 3:

. . 10 .
overcounting them since there are ( ) x 2 =90 instead

S=r-¢+ Y Pd(a)p(@)+> Pl(a)p(a)

at=
£=0,a>0

+ S P F(@p(a) + S PF(@)h(a)

8
+> Y PTG,

2=0 r=1
=3

(3.35)

where we have replaced I" by I to underline that the sum
can also be extended to run over negative roots as in (3.29).
The “polarization vectors” € appearing for the null roots
will be discussed in detail in the next section.

D. Null roots and gauge equivalences

We now return to the counting issue mentioned after
(3.34). The association of a particular index set
(ajcy -+ cg) with all indices different with a null root
component Pallcl"'cs is subject to the irreducibility
constraint (Young symmetry)

Y =0

[ar]ercg] T (336)
This provides one linear relation between a priori nine
different ways of distributing the nine indices on the hook
tableau, bringing down the number of independent com-
ponents to eight, in agreement with the multiplicity of null
roots in E;q. Let us discuss in more detail how this is
implemented in the supersymmetry constraint.

Gauge fixed form: To see this in more detail let us pick
the particular null root corresponding to the indices
{a,cy,...,cg} ={1,...,9}. This root has contributions
proportional to I'(5) through (reordering some of the
indices)

—2(Pyjpop’ + Pozeord® + - + Pojr.sd’).  (3.37)
Here, one could now trade the first term for a combination
of the other terms by virtue of (3.36). This leads to
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—2(Py3.01(9* = ') + -+ + Poprg(@® —p')):  (3.38)
that is, it can be written in the form
3
> PT(@E)p(e") (3.39)
r=I1
with
P(]s :P2|3‘“91,...,P§ :Pg‘l.ug (340)
and polarization vectors
e! = (2 =200000000), ..., €% = (20000000 — 20).
(3.41)

These polarization vectors are orthogonal to  (as required)
and correspond to positive £ = 0 roots associated with
generators K!,, | (or their negatives).

Gauge unfixed form: We can avoid choosing a particular
set of polarization vectors by instead letting the “multi-
plicity sum” run over an enlarged set

> PIC(8)p(er). (3.42)

Here, P} denote the nine index arrangements and ¢” are
nine independent polarization vectors that are orthogonal to
6. Shifting ¢” — ¢ + & leads to

9 9

9
D POl +8) =Y PiL(8)p(e") + > PiT(5)¢h(5)
r=1

r=1 r=1

9
=) _PiT(®)g(e"). (3.43)
r=1

since >_7_, P5 = 0 by virtue of (3.36). Therefore, we have
a gauge invariance in the expression that we could use to fix
the gauge in the way we have done above. This gauge
invariance no longer “lives” in ordinary space time, but
rather in the DeWitt superspace of (diagonal) metrics.

IV. PROPERTIES OF SUPERSYMMETRY
CONSTRAINT

Having rewritten the supersymmetry constraint in terms
of K(E) variables we will now reinvestigate the canonical
algebra of supersymmetry constraints and its K(Eq)
covariance. As for the algebra we will recover the pre-
viously derived results according to which the canonical
constraints of D = 11 supergravity in the appropriate
truncation are all associated with null roots of E;j. As
for the transformation properties of the superconstraint, we
will exhibit its noncovariance under the full K(E;q)—a
clear indication that the present construction is incomplete.
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A. Supersymmetry constraint algebra

The above calculations led to the following expression
for the supersymmetry constraint:

Sa=mi+ D Pell(@h(@)a + 3 _PiTO)(e))a

?=2

£<3.050 =3

(4.1)

[recall that ¢(a), = a,¢%]. As shown above, the terms
written out in the above formula agree precisely with the
supersymmetry constraint derived from supergravity by
dropping terms containing spatial gradients as well as cubic
terms in the fermions. In other words, apart from these
omitted contributions, the full content of the supersym-
metry constraint is captured by the #Z < 3 sector of the E
model with fermions. However, from this restriction it is
already clear that this expression cannot be the whole story,
and we will make this point more explicit in the following
section by showing that, contrary to first expectations, S
does not transform in the Dirac representation, nor in any
other known representation of K(E).

Nevertheless, under the canonical brackets, the super-
symmetry constraint in the above form should yield the
Hamiltonian and all other supergravity constraints in the
gradient truncation (and ignoring higher order fermionic
terms). Schematically, we see that

{Sa-Sp} =2H8u5 + Y _COTap(8) +---.

=0

(4.2)

Here, we have introduced the calligraphic letter H for the
“Hamiltonian” arising from the commutator of two super-
symmetry constraints, to distinguish it notationally from
the coset Hamiltonian H discussed in the previous sections,
since it is not clear a priori whether the two agree. Indeed,
we will explain below that they do differ.

The anticommutator (4.2) contains many terms, but let us
first concentrate on the ones containing no fermions (the
ones bilinear in the fermions would also receive contribu-
tions from cubic fermionic terms, which are not included in
the above formula for §). Here we use [for roots @ and S
that are real and hence have antisymmetric I'(«) and I'(f)]

{n- a7 Pp} = G745, (4.3a)
{7 da, Po(T(@)p(@))p} = (- 7) Pl () gy + -+ -,
(4.3b)
{7 s P5©0)p(e"))p} = (€" - m)PFT(B)ps + -+
(4.3¢)
{Po(T(a)p(a))a. Ps(L(B)p(B)) 5}
= _(a : ﬂ)ga,ﬂpapﬂr(a + ﬁ)AB +y (43d)
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where dots stand for terms quadratic in the fermions. Now
the anticommutator (4.2) is symmetric in A, B; hence the
terms in the second line do not contribute because I'(@) is
antisymmetric for real roots alb Consequently, the result
will then contain only terms proportional to 845 (the
Hamiltonian), and terms where a4 f is lightlike (the
constraints), and more generally, for which (a + $)? is a
multiple of four. This is indeed the structure displayed
in (4.2).

Let us first look at the Hamiltonian. The first kind of
contribution will come from those terms with # = a; in this
case we use g,, = —1 to get

_(a : a)g(l,ap(lpar(2a)AB = +2P(1P(15AB’ (44)
which is positive, and agrees with what we get from the
E;y Casimir (see below). For the second kind we have
a # f, but such that (@ + f) has only even components,
such that again I'(a + ) = 1; for example a + f§ = 26 =
(22222 22220) with

a=(2111111100) and B = (0111111120).

In this case we still have ¢, ; = —1 but a - f = —2; hence

—(a -ﬁ)eaﬁPaPﬂF(a +ﬂ)AB = _2PaPﬂ5AB' (45)
As one can easily check these are indeed associated with
the negative definite terms in the bosonic part of
the supergravity Hamiltonian. To see this more explicitly,
we recall from [[2] Eq. (6.6)] the SO(10) covariant
expressions for H arising from the supersymmetry com-
mutator,

I o,0 1 0,0 1 @,
LR - Lppl L e
I 2
+ — P,(ll?..aﬁPg,)...a6

6!

2
_|_ 7 (P(3) P<3) _ 4P(3> P(3> )

81\ aolar-as” aglay--ag blbay+a;” cleay+a;

_ Lo P,P PP 4.6
_27[3 T, + al'a ™ al p ( . )
a>0 a%i>0,a+ﬂ:2):‘

?=2/<3 P=pr=2.=3

(see footnote 7 for the normalizations of the level-2 and
level-3 terms). Writing out the sums in the last two terms
we get exactly the two contributions (4.4) and (4.5) (plus
the contribution from the null root). This result is to be
contrasted with the coset Hamiltonian H

¥This is in agreement with the structure of the diagonal
components constraint  C

[a1--ao]
P,g?l)l PE,TC)QM“Q + -+ - discussed in [26,27] that only couple to the

null root components Pj as determined by (4.3c).

from the

Ty = sz?z)
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1 1 1
_Lp0p0 _Lpop0 L) pi

H = 2 ab”® ab 2 31 abc” abc

1
~(PIP
2( |P)
1 2
+6'P‘(I‘) PP,
1
L e

8! aglay-ag” agla--ag

zinaGabnw D PPyt (47)

a>0
a?=2.¢<3

where the dots stand for higher level real roots, as well as
imaginary roots. In SO(10) form, this latter expression
differs from the previous one not only by the appearance of
the negative £ = 3 term in (4.6) but also by the factor in
front of the # = 3 term with the correct sign. However,
when writing out the Hamiltonian (4.6) in terms of the
K(E() variables in a manner completely analogous to the
derivation in the foregoing section, we see that the terms at
level # = 3 are in one-to-one correspondence with the two
types of terms exhibited in (4.4) and (4.5).9 We have thus
isolated the source of the disagreement between the
canonical Hamiltonian and the E;;, Casimir that appears
from level # = 3 onwards, in terms of the K (E;,) covariant
looking supersymmetry constraint (4.1). This disagreement
is seen not only in the negativity, but also in the fact that the
E;o Casimir does not pair P, with Py for # # +a. Clearly
the source of the trouble resides in the unfaithfulness of the
K(E,() representation in terms of the I'(«) matrices that we
are dealing with here, and seems to require a generalization
of the usual Clifford algebra. We also see that these troubles
multiply when we extend the sum from roots with £ < 3 to
all real roots, as we will then have many more contributions
proportional to 645, which would ruin the agreement with
the supergravity Hamiltonian found above.

The bosonic constraints identified in [2] and associated
there with lightlike roots are also recovered from those
combinations where a + f is a null root; as both a and S
can go up to level £ = 3, the resulting null roots go up to
level £ = 6, in agreement with [2]. So the constraints are
generically of the form

CE) = e -Py+ > PPyt

a+p=o

(4.8)

We stress that the coefficients of the P, P, terms for real roots
do agree in the two expressions. For # = 3, this might seem
surprising in view of the different coefficients in the SO(10)
covariant expressions. A simple way of seeing that they agree
after the rewriting in K(E;q) variables is to look at a fixed

particular real root, say Py s = P(1T1)23 1567g- 1N (4.6) this term
—4x7) =

has contributions from both expressions via % (8!
and in (4.7) one similarly has % x 8! = 1. This example illustrates
well how the K(E;() properties can be obscured by insisting on
SO(10) invariant expressions.
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which agrees exactly with what was found before in [2].
Note, however, that starting from the supersymmetry
constraint (4.1), the first term on the r.h.s. only appears
for the null root at level £ = 3, whereas this term is missing
for the higher level null roots, because the supersymmetry
constraint only goes up to £ = 3. By contrast, the null roots
appearing in the combinations « + f can go up to £ = 6.
This is a clear signal of the incompleteness of the
supersymmetry constraint (4.1) as derived from super-
gravity. We note also that there is only one constraint
per null root 6, whereas there are eight root generators Ej.

We note that the fermion ¢* appears as a matter fermion
in the one-dimensional model even though it transforms in
a vector-spinor representation and descends from the D =
11 gravitino. This can for instance be seen by considering
the transformation of ¢* under S of (3.35) which does not
contain any derivatives of the transformation parameter
(these would come from D,¢* terms that were truncated
away in the derivation from supergravity). The one-
dimensional gravitino that is the supersymmetry partner
of the one-dimensional lapse function was set to zero.

B. (In)compatibility of supersymmetry and K(E;,)

We can now also investigate the transformation properties
of the constraint S under K(E;). Because S is “built” out of
objects that do transform properly under K (E), namely the
coset quantities P, on the one hand, and the unfaithful vector
spinor representation ¢* on the other, one would naively
expect this constraint to transform in the Dirac representa-
tion, that is, 5,5 = 1TI'(a)S. However, there appears a basic
clash: as we will now show very explicitly, S fails fo
transform properly under K (E,,). There are two reasons for
this, namely first the presence of imaginary roots in E;, and
K(E)() (and thus the fact that both algebras are infinite
dimensional), and second the unfaithfulness of the vector-
spinor representation. For the variation of S under a K(E;)
transformation generated by k, we use the formulas

5,1 = —20°P,.

5aPﬂ = 5a7ﬂ(laﬂa + Cﬂ—a,aPﬂ—a

1
Oup* ==
=3

- Ca+ﬁ,—aPa+ﬂ’

[(a)¢* — aT(a)p(a), (4.9)
restricting to positive real a, f# for simplicity. For the first two
lines we have evaluated [P, k,] and projected onto the H,
and Ez; + E_g components. ~ We emphasize that it is not

"%For other roots the first two lines would generalize to

5r a _ _2aaPr
5rPT =o" 5{1/)’“;1” + Z [rivtaa p—a chiﬂ,—apfﬂrﬂ’
t

but no general formula is available for 74" A conjectural
formula is given in Appendix A.
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known whether the P,, when supplemented by the higher
root partners P}, transform in an irreducible representation
of K(E,g), or whether this representation is reducible under
K(Ep). Substituting these formulas into the variation of S
some further calculation leads to

5,8 = 3T (@S + 5> PyIF(). Tl (5)

p>0
+ Y [=la- AL AT (a)d(a)
p>0.p#a
+ Cﬁ—(l,(lp/i—rlf(ﬁ)¢(ﬁ) - c(l+ﬁ,—{1P(l+/5f(ﬁ)¢(ﬁ)]'

(4.10)

The result would thus have the desired structure if we could
show that all terms on the r.h.s. cancel except for the first.
However, as we will now demonstrate by explicit compu-
tation this is the case only for finite dimensional K, but no
longer for K(E;(). To do so we first rewrite the last term in
brackets as

= ep-aPsl (B = )p(B — @)
p>a

(4.11)

and shift the sums in the second term such a way that only Py
with # > 0 appear. So in the second term in brackets above
we consider the partial sum'!

z cﬁ—(z.apﬁ—af<ﬁ)¢(ﬂ)

0<p<a

= 3 e puP TP+ (=P +a).

0<p<a

(4.12)

Next, using P_s = Pgand ¢p(—f + a) = —¢(f — a) as well
as (2.3) and not forgetting the extra minus sign from the
definition of " in (3.17) for negative roots this term becomes
equal to

=Y s (B @)p(p—a)

O<p<a

(4.13)

and therefore combines with the above term to give a full
sum over # > 0 [because ¢(0) = 0, there is no contribution
for # = a]. Finally we obtain

5.8 = ST(@S + 3 S PIF(). F(@]p(p)

/>0

+ > [ AP (a)h(a)

p>0,p#a
+ cpaPyT(a+ f)p(a+p)

- C/},—(IP/}f<ﬁ —a)p(p - a)l, (4.14)

"The inequalities in the sums are taken to imply that the
corresponding elements are roots of the algebra (as an ordering
cannot be generally defined for arbitrary pairs of roots a and f).
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where the sign in (3.17) is again essential. Let us now inspect
the different terms here: using ¢(a + ) = ¢(a) + ¢(f) the
terms containing ¢ () become

= > Pilla HRBE(@ — pal(a+p)

p>0.p#a
—cp_l (B—a)}(a).

The expression inside brackets does indeed cancel if a and
are real roots such that (« =+ ) are also real roots (in which
case a - § = F1); for a - f = 0 all terms vanish. This covers
all possible cases for GL(n), but for indefinite G there are
infinitely many more possibilities because « - f can assume
any value, and then the extra terms no longer obviously
cancel. We note that there is some room for modifications of
the argument coming from the values of ¢, 5 when a + f is
imaginary and also from terms associated with imaginary
roots in the ansatz (4.2). The calculation in [2] shows that the
(truncated) expression (3.35), involving some terms from
null roots, does not transform covariantly.

For the terms containing ¢(f3) the argument is similar; in
this case we end up with

(4.15)

3> PR @) + 2050+ )

p>0.p#a
—2¢5_ L (B — a)}p(B)

and a case by case analysis analogous to the one above
shows again that these terms cancel under the same
conditions as before. To sum up, the extra terms do cancel
for finite-dimensional G, when we need only consider the
cases a - f = £lor = 0; in this case the supersymmetry
constraint indeed transforms properly under K. This need
no longer be true for infinite-dimensional G, where we have
only insufficient knowledge of the structure constants c,, 5.
Let us also emphasize that this problem arises already at
linear order in the fermions, so the addition of cubic or even
higher order fermion terms cannot remedy this problem.

(4.16)

V. OUTLOOK

In this section, we discuss various possible extensions of
our results. One pressing challenge is the correct treatment
of the full E;, algebra beyond level £ = 3 when trying to
construct a K(E;y) covariant supersymmetry constraint.
This will be discussed in Sec. VA. Irrespective of the
construction of a supersymmetric model one can consider
the spinning particle of [2] and how the fermionic degrees
of freedom influence the canonical structures discussed in
Sec. II. We offer some comments on this in Sec. V B below.

A. Tentative generalization beyond 7 = 3

The expression (4.1) is very suggestive of a generaliza-
tion beyond level £ = 3, so we are tempted to propose
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Sy = mdy + ZP $()),

=2
<3

- ZPr (5)p(e” .

f 3

(5.1)

where the dots could stand for (at least) three kinds of
additional terms, namely

(1) additional terms linear in fermions associated with

higher (7 > 3) level roots, coming either from real or
imaginary roots;

(2) additional terms cubic in fermions;

(3) terms involving new “higher spin” or other unfaith-

ful realizations of K(E,).

In the following, we will concentrate only on the first
extension. This already represents an extension beyond the
truncated supergravity constraints. We note that the argu-
ments of Sec. IV B show that such a generalization will not
be K(E,y) covariant. Nevertheless we can find some
constraints on the possible form by demanding at least
Weyl invariance of the known terms.

Since the Weyl group W(E,) of E;q can be embedded in
K(E;() it would seem like a minimal requirement to extend
the expression (4.1) by complete Weyl orbits of roots. As
the real roots of E;, form a single Weyl orbit (E; is simply
laced), this would lead to the following expression for Sy:

Sy =1-Pa +%ZPG(F(a)¢(a))A +

=7 hats Y P (F0(@0))d(v(a0)),

weW(E;)

+ey (5.2)
where the dots now indicate terms associated with imagi-
nary roots. In the second line ¢ represents an arbitrary real
root. We see again that the minus sign in (3.15) is essential;
otherwise the contributions from positive and negative
roots would cancel in the sum. As we showed in
Sec. IV B, this expression containing only the real roots
is incompatible with K(Eq). The expression is, however,
compatible with the E;; Weyl group. But the anticommu-
tator would now give rise to an infinity of new terms that do
not seem to make sense.

We know from supergravity that we require also con-
tributions from null imaginary roots (a®> = 0), and these
would need to be covariantized under the Weyl group as
well. We will not investigate the effect of this covarianti-
zation here since already the real roots are problematic. A
uniform treatment of all E;; roots requires also the
inclusion of timelike imaginary roots (a*> < 0). These come
with higher multiplicity, and their addition to S, might
necessitate higher spin realizations of the type constructed
in [24], so as to be able to contract the relevant polarization
tensors with the fermions.
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B. Adding fermions

We now consider some aspects of the inclusion of
fermionic degrees of freedom (at lowest order). Let ¥ be
a spinorial representation ¥ of the compact subgroup and
consider the Lagrangian

L=Ly+Lp= % (P|P) — % (U|DT),  (5.3)
where DV is the K-covariant derivative with the composite
connection Q constructed out of V. In triangular gauge one
has Q, = P, for all positive root components.

We can write out the covariant derivative in the vector-
spinor representation for a > 0 (real or imaginary) as
follows:

Lp = =3 (VDY) =~ Gypp*0g" + 3

(5.4)

where j/, denotes the fermion bilinear constructed out of
the action of the k/, in the vector-spinor representation
and then contracted in the invariant bilinear form:
it = Gt 'S = Goop*(Kl, - ¢) = =277, We will sup-
press the multiplicity index r in our schematic discussion
below in order to avoid cluttering the expressions.

The canonical fermionic momentum from (5.3) is

oL i
=5 Gab¢bv

where we are using left Grassmann derivatives. The
momentum satisfies the Poisson bracket

{¢a’wb} ==

The corresponding (classical) Dirac bracket is therefore

(5.6)

{@?, ¢} = iG™. (5.7)
Above we were using this bracket without the factor of i by
thinking of the ¢* as quantum operators. The additional i
here implies that at the classical level
{ja’jﬂ} = 2i(ca,/}ja+ﬁ - C(l,—/}ja—ﬁ)' (58)
Let us denote the bosgnic conjugate momenta in the
theory with fermions by I1. Then we get

oL
77"11 aa a = Gabaq (59)
fl _i_z op,+ i) OB (5.10)
“T00A, 4 \" "2V ) o0a, '
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We note that the momenta conjugate to the Cartan sub-
algebra variables ¢* do not change (since these do not
couple to the fermions) and that the matrix 6?8—1 relating the
conjugate momenta to the P is identical to the purely
bosonic theory. This means that the inversion proceeds in
exactly the same way as in (2.19), leading to

i. —da S 1 &
Pa +ZJ{1 =e T (Ha _E;Cﬂ,aAﬂHa-ﬁ—ﬂ +- ) . (511)

We now introduce the notation

R i,
P,=P,+ e (5.12)
Since I, and A, are conjugate variables as before, we
deduce that we have the following canonical commutation
relations:

{Pmi)ﬂ} = Ca,ﬂi)a+ﬂ’
{#,. P} = a,P,. (5.13)
The new “supercovariant” velocity components P, there-
fore satisfy the same Borel algebra as the P, in the purely
bosonic theory.' In terms of the original velocities, and in
view of (5.8), one therefore has
. i i .
{Pm Pﬂ} = Ca,ﬂPa+ﬂ - gca.ﬂJaJr/)’ =+ gca.—ﬂja—/}’

{7, P} = a,P,. (5.14)
The appearance of P, on the rh.s. in these equations is
important. For deriving this, we used that P, and j,
commute whence P, and j, satisfy

) i. . 1 ) 1 .
{Paip) = {_ZJUHJﬂ} = 3 Caplatp = 5 Ca—plap- (5.15)

Let us verify the consistency of the relation (5.13) and
(5.15) in the equations of motion. In the model (5.3) one
has, on the one hand, the Euler—Lagrange equations

i .
(?Pa = —ﬂaaaP(, + Zan’ﬂPﬁPaH; - Z ((l . ﬂ)_]a
£>0

i ) )
+ Z /};Pﬂ(caﬁ-](ﬁﬂ + Ca,—ﬂ.]a—/i)

= —(a . ﬂ)Pa + ZZC(L JPﬁPa+ﬁ
p>0

i . )
- Zzpﬂ("a,ﬂlwﬂ — Ca—pla—p) (5.16)

>0

The terminology “supercovariant” is not fully adequate here
since the fermionic fields ¢* are more properly thought of as
matter fermions rather than gravitino fields. Nevertheless, we will
use the term for brevity.
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The Hamiltonian, on the other hand, is (as before)

1
H =5 (P|P) = 5 2,G"y + )_PuPu (5.17)

1
2 a>0

in terms of the “old” purely bosonic P." The Hamiltonian
equations of motion for P, are then

0P, = (P, H} = —1,{n". P} + 2 Ps{P,. Py}
>0

- —((Z : ”)Pa + zzcaﬁﬁpﬂpaﬁ[}
$>0

i i ]
- Z Zpﬁ(ca,ﬂ]a+ﬁ - Ca,—ﬂ.]a—ﬁ) (5 18)

p>0

in complete agreement with the Lagrangian equations.

C. Final comments

The underlying problem of the non-K(E,) covariance of
the supersymmetry constraint S appears to be the unfaith-
fulness of the spinor representation that was used to
construct S. A full understanding of this issue requires a
more detailed understanding of the representation theory of
K(Ep). This involves not only the construction of faithful
fermionic representations but also a study of the properties
of the “coset representation” P and the decomposition of its
tensor products with fermionic representations.

Finding a supersymmetric E;; model might exhibit a
feature similar to one of the hallmarks of superstring theory.
In superstring theory, supersymmetry is implemented only
on the two-dimensional world sheet but the consistency
conditions of the theory imply that there is also supersym-
metry in the target space-time, leading to supergravity at
low energies. It is not inconceivable that a supersymmetric
E;y model on a worldline would similarly induce super-
symmetry in the algebraically generated space-time. The
close connection between the fermionic E;; model on the
worldline and the space-time supergravity equations found
in [2-4] could be viewed as evidence for this idea.

The problem of finding a K(E;,) covariant supersym-
metry constraint (1.1) can be phrased representation theo-
retically as follows. Both the coset velocity P and the vector
spinor ¥ are honest K (E;,) representations. Their tensor
product P ® ¥ is also a K(Ey) representation, and the
question is what the invariant subspaces of this tensor
product are, in particular, if there is a Dirac-spinor
representation S contained in it. To the best of our
knowledge very little is known about these kinds of
questions since K(E,y) is not a Kac-Moody algebra.

That this is true can be seen in the following simple example
involving a derivative coupling. Let L =14*+ gj. The con-
jugate momentum is p = ¢ + j = p + j, and the Hamiltonian is
H=pi-L=1i =p
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Already the decomposability (or not) of the coset velocity
P itself is an open question. If P was decomposable, this
could have important consequences for the construction of
invariant Lagrangians.

Finally, we note that similar issues already arise for
the affine case [28,29], where K(Eq) is replaced by the
simpler (but still infinite-dimensional) involutory subgroup
K(Eg) C Eq. In that case one is dealing with a field theory
in two dimensions, rather than a worldline model, and the
faithfulness of the K (Ey) representations is ensured on shell
by the additional dependence on the space coordinate and
the differential relations obeyed by the transformation
coefficients. For the off shell theory, however, the existence
and construction of faithful representations remains an
open problem there as well.
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APPENDIX A: THE SECOND QUANTIZED
VECTOR SPINOR FOR IMAGINARY ROOTS

The Dirac-spinor representation is insensitive to the
polarization (i.e., multiplicity) of the imaginary roots but
the more faithful vector-spinor representation can be used
to derive partial information on the structure constants
of K(Ey). The more faithful higher-spin realizations of
[24] in principle capture even more information on the
imaginary roots.

In this appendix, we study in more detail the representation
of the vector spinor that was completely determined by its
values on the real roots by (3.25). For any real root a of E
we recall that the canonical K (E;,) generators are given by

~ . 1 1
Ko = Xop ()T (@)g®,  with  Xyp(a) = —5 %0 + 7 Gab-

(A1)

We seek to obtain similar general expression for null roots J,
satisfying 6> = 0 and timelike root A with A> = —2.

1. Null roots
All null roots 6 of E; have multiplicity mult(6) = 8, and
we therefore require the representation of eight generators
k.. To arrive at the expression, we decompose 6 = a +
(6 —a) for a real root a. Then (6 —a) is also real and
0 -a = 0. Employing then the commutator

[kav ké—a] = g‘a.é—ak((sa)v (Az)

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 91, 085039 (2015)

where we have indicated that there are different possibilities
for kg’). One knows a priori that there are at most eight
independent generators.

Substituting in the explicit expression for the real root
generators (Al) one finds that in the (second quantized)
vector-spinor representation

kY = ~2a1,8,0°T(8)", (A3)

where a - 6 = 0. To bring this into a form that brings out the

multiplicity mult(6) = 8, we note that shifting @ - a + 6

does not change the expression, so that we can also
summarize it by

kj = €765 4"T(8)¢".

[a

(A4)

where the “polarization vector” € is orthogonal (trans-
verse) to 6 in the DeWitt metric and there is also a gauge
invariance €” — €¢” + 6. This leaves eight independent
choices which agrees with the multiplicity of the null
root of Ey. Note that the transversality of the polarization
vector is not manifest in (A4); it is rather a consequence of
the way the generator is constructed from commutators of
real roots.

2. Imaginary roots A? = -2
It is also possible to derive the general form of the A> =
—2 generators from commuting two real root generators in
a way similar to above. Let A=a+ (A—a) with
o> = (A —a)?> =2, and then a- A = —1. We know that
Ko ky] = k). (AS)
By substituting in the explicit form for the real root
generators one finds

Ky = 27 (@ T(A)g? (A6)
with
1 1
Yab(a) - Yba(a) = _a<aAb) + a,a — ZAaAb + gGab
= Vallp) + dap (A7)
for
b= =, (A8)
8
3 1
a = aap + gAaAb + gGab, (A9)

The separation of the A(,A;) here was chosen in such a way
that

APay, = v, (A10)
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and is motivated by vertex operator algebra (VOA) con-
structions. The gauge symmetries of the parametrization
(A7) are

Ay = Ayp + 2€(aAb), (All)

vy = U, — 2€,, (A12)
and also leave the above condition Aay, = v, invariant.
The parameter ¢ here is chosen orthogonal to A. We also
note that A*AY,, = 19/4 and G®Y, = —9/4 are gauge
invariant and constrain the tensor Y,,. The count is

55 Components of ay,

-9 Components of ¢ such that e - A =0
-2 Norm conditions on Yy,

44 Multiplicity of root space

This count does not completely parallel the VOA
construction, and it would be desirable to have an inter-
pretation in terms of Young symmetries similar to the null
case above.

3. Conjectural form for any generator

Similar to the formula for roots satisfying A> = =2 as
above, we can give a tentative form of the action of any
generator k), on the vector spinor ¢* for an arbitrary
imaginary root A. This form rests on the assumption that
any generator in the root space of A can be written as the
commutator of two real root generators, that is,

Crl,ﬂkxx) = [ka’ k/f] (A13)
for a, f > 0 and real with « 4+ f = A. [We note that there
the second term in the commutation relation (3.9) vanishes
automatically for the configuration chosen here since o — 3
is not a root.] The conjecture is that as « and f traverse all
possible decompositions of A, their commutators contain a
basis of the root space of A. The number of decompositions
of A is larger than mult(A), and many of the commutators
will be linearly dependent. What we require is that the
space generated by all possible commutators is equal to the
full root space of A:

KP|a> 0,02 =2, (A —a)? =2)
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This is a stronger version of a conjecture already contained
[30] which only addressed the decomposition of the
imaginary root vector A = a + f into two real roots. In
all cases that we checked the assumption we are making is
true but we are not aware of a general proof.

Under this assumption, we can find the following formula
for kg\a) in the vector-spinor representation. We have to
distinguish the cases A> = —4k and A> = 2 — 4k for integer
k > 0 because of the (anti-)symmetry of I'(A). The condition
that « and A —a be real implies that a-(A—a) =
%(A2 —4). Then the calculations are completely analogous
to the two cases described above, leading to

A2 = —4k K = 2(k = DapAgg T(A)g,  (Al5a)

a 1 1 [
k§\> = <_2ka(aAb) -l- Zkaaab - EAaAb + Z Gab) ¢a1"(A)¢b

(A15b)

These expressions were derived under the assumption
that Cah—a = _ga.A—a'

APPENDIX B: SOME MORE EXPLICIT RESULTS
FOR GL(3,R)/SO(3)

For GL(3,R) the coset element is

eql 1 Nlé ng
V =AN = e? 1 N (B1)
e’ 1

The notation here is such that an index value with a tilde
refers to a curved (world) index and an index value without
a tilde to a flat (tangent space) direction. The inverse of N is
given by

1 N, Ny 1 =N'5 —N';+N';N%;
N'= 1 N, | = 1 —-N*;
1 1

(B2)

With this parametrization it is straightforward to compute

= (kj[r =1...., mult(A)). (Al4) " the coset velocity from gVV~!,
|
Py Py Py 0q' %eql_qzaNli %eql_q3(aNl§ +8NliN23)
P= 1 Py Py Py |= Led' =T ON'5 oq* Lea =7 ON?; . (B3)
P31 Py Py 1e4'=0"(ON'5 + ON'3N%;) Lo ~a"ON; og>

where, of course, P, = Py,.
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The bosonic Lagrangian is
1 2 2
L= > [Tr(P*) — (TrP)?]

1
= EGab(?qa&qb + Ph, 4+ Pis + P33

2

where § G,,0¢°0q° = —0q'0q* — 0q'0q® — dg*0q°. The conjugate momenta are

7, = Go0qP,

5 6L 1 1 2 1 1 3 5
2 _ 2q' -2 - 2q'—2q° A72.. 1. 1_a72
1_88N1§_§eq anlz_Eeq ‘/N3(8N3+8N2N3)

1_,2 1_ 3,53
= et qP2]+eq qN23P31,

s 0L 1

1= —88N1~ = 562611—2(]3 <8N1§ + 8N15N§3) = €q1_q3p31
3
3

These relations can be inverted to give dg* = G®x, and
ON'5 = 2e720' 24 (I} + N%5IT)),
ang _ 26—2q'+2q3n§1 + 26—2q'+2q2N2§<H§1 +N2§H§1>,
ON?5 = 2e720 1201,
Equivalently,
Py = e~ (I + NI,
Py = e TP,

Py = e IR,
in agreement with the general formula (2.38), up to an overall factor. Let us denote
P(ap) = Py, P(ay) = Py, P(aj3) = Pis,
and
ap = (1,-1,0), apz = (1,0,—1), ay = (0,1,-1).
Then the Hamiltonian is
H — %”aGab”b + 24" 2° (Hil + N2§H§1)2 + e—2q1+2q3<H§1)2 4+ 22 (H§2)2

1
= Eﬂ'aGabﬂb + ZP(aab)z.
a<b

1 1 1 3 1 3 5
= fGabaqaaqb + Z€2q1_2q2 (8N1§)2 + 162112_2([ (8N2§)2 + 162111_2([ ((9N1§ + aNliNzg,)z,

(B4)

(B10)

(B11)

(B12)

Using the canonical brackets {¢, p} = 1 between the conjugate variables we recover the relations already previously

derived (for a < b and any a > 0)
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{70y} =0,
{”av P(O()} = aaP(Ol),

(Pla).Plag)) = { g0 00 0 o ¢ oot (513
The conserved current is
I Js U
J=VvIPv= |71 P U (B14)
NERIR ER £
with
i =11,
Pi =10,
J5 =P 4+ N'IP,, (B15)
below the diagonal and the following diagonal and upper triangular components
J'5 = G"r, — NI, — N'IT,
5 = G¥r, + NI — N3IP,,
D5 = G, + N3P, + N:IP,,
Jii — p24'+24 (Hil +N2§H§1) + N (m; — 75 — N1§H§1 + N2§H§2) _ N1§H§2 _ NliNlil'[i],
Jig _ e—zq'+2q31—[§1 + e‘qu”quzg(Hil + N%Hil) _ e—2q2+2q3Nl§H§2
+ N5 (77 — 75 = N'5IE, — N%I1,) — N'sN%5(n5 — 5 — N%510,) — N'sN'SIP,
P25 = e 2P+ N5 (n5 — mi3) + N'3IT | — N3 NI, (B16)

The relation of the components of the conserved charge to the canonical momenta was already discussed in [17]. The
“lowest” components of J are just identical to the canonical momenta, and the structure gets increasingly complicated for
higher and higher components. For infinite-dimensional algebras (without a lowest component) this description breaks
down without a suitable truncation.

One can now check that

H= % [Tr(J?) — (TrJ)?] (B17)

and that the components of the current satisfy the GL(3) algebra,

{71, 05 =850 = 81J%;. (B18)
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