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Abstract

In this thesis several homotopical aspects of linear algebraic quantum field theory are
treated. These homotopical aspects are crucial when formalizing quantum gauge theories
in a way that fully respects their gauge symmetries. After preliminaries introducing the
relevant elements of category theory, Lorentz geometry, algebraic quantum field theory, chain
complexes, model categories and operads, the definition of semi-strict homotopy algebraic
quantum field theory is given, weakening only the time-slice axiom.

Building on the work done in [BSW20|, an operadic definition of general algebraic field
theories is obtained. This allows for adjunctions between different kinds of field theories: a
descent adjunction, related to local-to-global features of a field theory; a localization adjunc-
tion, related to the existence of dynamics for a field theory; and a canonical quantization
adjunction between linear field theories and quantum field theories. The latter adjunction is
shown to generalize to homotopy algebraic field theories, and to preserve weak equivalences.
This yields a general machinery to produce linear homotopy quantum field theories.

After this, the construction of examples of homotopy algebraic quantum field theories is
studied. From the input data of a field complex and an equation of motion, the solution com-
plex is formed as a derived critical locus. This retrieves several features of the BV formalism:
ghost fields, antifields and an antibracket, i.e. a canonical shifted Poisson structure on the
solution complex. Crucially, it is found that using features of the Lorentzian geometry of
spacetime, this shifted Poisson structure can be trivialized in two ways, yielding an unshifted
Poisson structure on the solution complex and thus a homotopy algebraic linear field theory.

The canonical quantization functor then produces a linear homotopy algebraic quantum
field theory. This is illustrated by two examples: Klein-Gordon theory, which is shown to
be equivalent to the usual treatment in algebraic quantum field theory; and linear Yang-
Mills theory, which is a first nontrivial example of a linear homotopy algebraic quantum field
theory, and is not equivalent to any ordinary algebraic quantum field theory.

Finally, the issue of relative Cauchy evolution for linear homotopy algebraic quantum
field theory is treated. Using the localization adjunction an equivalent perspective on relative
Cauchy evolution for ordinary algebraic field theories is proposed, which is found to be more
suitable for homotopy algebraic field theories since the weakening of the time-slice axiom turns
out to severely complicate the usual approach. A rectification theorem is proven for linear
observables, and a suitable Poisson structure is found on the strictified model. Combined with
the homotopical properties of the linear quantization functor this allows for a well-defined
notion of relative Cauchy evolution for linear homotopy algebraic quantum field theories, and
it is shown that for the linear observables in such a theory this notion agrees with the naive
approach of quasi-inverting the maps involved. The relative Cauchy evolution for the linear
Yang-Mills model is then computed, and it is shown that the associated stress-energy tensor
agrees with the usual Maxwell stress-energy tensor.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The theory of quantum fields is arguably one of the greatest achievements of modern
physics. In particle physics, the Standard Model accounts for all known matter, describes
all known interactions besides gravity and it has led to what is possibly the most precise
prediction in physics, the anomaly of the magnetic moment of the electron. Beyond particle
physics, quantum field theory has broad applications in condensed matter theory and cos-
mology, it has revolutionized certain areas of mathematics, and has led to the creation of
others.

While quantum field theory has been extremely successful in both physics and math-
ematics, a complete mathematical formalization has not been achieved in full generality.
Feynman’s path integral infamously refuses to be rigorously defined for quantum fields, and
even beyond that the field is rife with calculations leading to infinities in all but the simplest
models. Methods of perturbative renormalization have been developed to remedy this, but
a full description of the nonperturbative theory is still out of reach.

An important class of quantum fields is that of the so-called gauge fields. For example,
the Yang-Mills fields are a crucial ingredient of the Standard Model, as they carry the elec-
troweak and strong forces between elementary particles. Gauge fields are fields with a gauge
symmetry: they are invariant under the action of a local gauge group, which is an action by
a Lie group at every point in spacetime. Field configurations that are related by a gauge
symmetry are considered to be equivalent. One can think of a choice of representative of a
gauge equivalency class as a choice of coordinates in which the value of the field is expressed,
at every point in spacetime.

The ingredient of gauge equivalence in a quantum field theory turns out to bring its own
set of issues when constructing a mathematical theory of quantum gauge fields. Specifically, it
leads us to a weaker notion of equivalence of theories: a pair of theories can be equivalent even
when one has more fields than the other, for example when one of the theories is procured
by gauge-fixing the other or by adding a redundant gauge symmetry. So in certain cases we
can think of two non-isomorphic theories as equivalent, and we need to work in a framework
that treats them as such. This leads us beyond the usual set- and category theory-based
approaches, in turn leading to new conceptual and definitional challenges, which are of a
different nature than the infinities arising in non-gauge quantum field theory; of course, the
latter will in general still be present, and need to be addressed too.

This thesis is concerned with some of these former challenges. Specifically, we work in
the framework of homotopy algebraic quantum field theory, which generalizes the framework
of algebraic quantum field theory to the language of model categories. Algebraic quantum
field theory is one of the main approaches toward rigorously defining quantum field theories,
focusing on the algebras of observables which are defined on any subspacetime of the space-
time one works on. And model categories are categories defined explicitly to deal with weak
equivalences such as the ones described above.
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Algebraic quantum field theory and respecting weak equivalences are the two fundamental
concepts underlying the work in this thesis. So let us informally introduce both, building on
ideas and notation that are hopefully familiar to the reader.

1.1. From quantum fields to algebraic quantum field theory

In a first course on quantum field theory one usually starts with a scalar field ¢(z) on
Minkowski spacetime M with the Klein-Gordon equation

(O-m*¢p=0,

as the equation of motion. On a spatial slice in M (say the ¢ = 0 hyperplane with spatial
coordinate x) we then have the quantum field ¢(x) and its conjugate momentum 7(x) =
0yp(x). These fields are operator valued distributions acting on the Hilbert space of states
and they satisfy the equal time canonical commutation relations

[p(x), 7(x)] =i’ (x = %) ; [o(x),0(x)] = [r(x),7(x)] =0
We think of the operator ¢(x) as observing the value of the field ¢ at the point x so we call
¢ and other quantum fields observables. This is the equal time approach, or Hamiltonian
approach, to quantum fields.

The treatment then usually moves from the Schrodinger picture to the Heisenberg picture,
making the observables time dependent instead of the states. Where in the Schrodinger
picture the equation of motion for the states was given by the Schrodinger equation, in
the Heisenberg picture we have the Heisenberg equation for the observables, a differential
equation for ¢ involving the commutator of the field and the Hamiltonian. This means we
now have a covariant quantum field operator ¢(z) defined on all of spacetime, obtained by
solving the Heisenberg equation with initial data ¢(x) and 7(x) = 0y¢p(x). In the usual
treatment of quantum Klein-Gordon theory this is evidenced by the fact that the Fourier
expansion of ¢(x) is given by a three-dimensional integral over the momenta k, with the zero
component ko appearing in the time dependent part e’ given by ko = vk2 + m2. So we
work on-shell, with the dynamics now encoded in the quantum fields: in a sense, the quantum
fields ¢(z) only observe solutions to the equation of motion.

The commutator for the quantum fields is then

[¢(x), ¢(a")] = iG(z,2")
where G is the (singular) causal Green function for the Klein-Gordon operator. Importantly
G(z,2') is zero when the difference x — 2’ is a spacelike vector. This is the algebraic expression
of causality: the fact that a measurement in a region U; of Minkowski space cannot influence
a measurement in a region Us that is spacelike to Uy .

From here, a treatment of quantum field theory usually moves on to scattering and per-
turbation theory, adding interactions, defining in and out states, finding Feynman diagrams,
calculating n-point functions and generally doing calculations within the framework. We
move in the other direction, formalizing the quantum fields and (some of) their properties.
We will still primarily think of the Klein-Gordon field ¢(x) but the lessons we learn should
be broadly applicable.

We start by collecting the observables ¢(z), their products and a unit, into the algebra of
observables . If we have a Hilbert space of states H we can then think of 2 as a subalgebra
of the algebra of operators on H. However, an algebra of quantum field observables will
in general admit many different inequivalent Hilbert space representations (the Stone-von
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Neumann theorem does not apply because the algebra is infinitely generated). So we decide
to consider the algebra 21 as the fundamental object of our field theory; hence the name
algebraic quantum field theory. The Hilbert space of states is then a choice of representation
of 2.

We then recognize that the observables ¢(x) are too sharp: they are operator valued
distributions, which need to be integrated against a test function to give true operators. If
we do not do this, this results in infinities, evidenced by the singular behaviour of the Green
function appearing in the commutation relations, for example. So we define the observables
o(f) that are smeared with compactly supported functions f € C°(M),

o(f) == /M f(2) o) d'e

The operator valued distributions ¢(x) are not part of 2 anymore, but they can be ap-
proximated by the smeared observables ¢(f) by letting f approach 6*(z). The observables
o(f) naturally carry an involution, making 2l into a *—algebraﬂ. The commutation relations
between quantum fields then are

[6(f), 6(f)] =i /M F2) G () da

where GG is now the causal Green operator for Klein-Gordon theory, which will not lead to
infinities since f is still compactly supported and G(f’) is smooth.

One of the fundamental features of (quantum) fields that we have not yet touched on is
their local nature: a field located at a point x can only influence particles and other fields at
that point or its neighbours. Implementing locality leads to an even more rigorous reinter-
pretation of 2. This procedure has two steps. First, we recognize that on any subspacetime
U of Minkowski space, we can define the algebra 2(U) of observables located on U. These
are all smeared observables ¢(f) where f is supported on U. The local nature of the fields
then ensures that 20(U) is closed under products and the involution, so it is indeed still a
x-algebra. So 2 is now a function

20: COpens(M) — xAlg

assigning to any causal open of M (i.e. any subspacetime) its local algebra of observables.

The second step is to realize that some of these algebras are related: if U; C U, is an
inclusion then any observable ¢(f) € 2(U;) is also local to U,. So the inclusion ¢ : Uy < Uy
leads to an inclusion of algebras 2(¢) : A(U;) — A(U,)f} This leads us to recognize 2 as not
just a function, but a functor

2A: COpens(M) — xAlg.

So 2 is in fact a net of algebras, one for each subspacetime U of M, with maps between
algebras corresponding to inclusions in M.

We can now give our two conditions of causality and dynamics in this new language. We
saw that the causality of fields was algebraically expressed by the fact that if the difference
between two points in M is spacelike, the commutator of fields located there is zero. In our

ITo make the algebra of observables into a C*-algebra we need to form the Weyl algebra, which we will
not pursue in this text.
%In general 2A(¢) might not be an inclusion, as we will see in Remark m
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functorial discription this translates to the condition that if U; and U, are spacelike separated
in a larger spacetime U’,

A (B1), Ae2) (81 f2)) | = 0 € AW

where ¢; : U; — U’ are the inclusion maps and ¢(f;) € 2A(U;). We call this condition Finstein
causality.

As for the dynamics, we saw that the quantum fields ¢(z) only observe solutions in the
theory. We formalize this as follows. A Cauchy surface of a spacetime U is a spacelike
hypersurface ¥ such that every inextendible causal curve in U intersects X exactly once.
A Cauchy morphism v : U — U’ is then an inclusion such that the image «(U) contains a
Cauchy surface of the bigger spacetime U’. This means that Y is a good surface to define
initial conditions on for the theory on U’; in other words, a solution on U will uniquely
determine a solution on U’. In terms of the algebras this implies that the observables local to
U already completely observe all possible solutions on U’. This is formalized by the time-slice
axiom: the map of algebras

2A(0) : A(U) — AU
is an isomorphism whenever ¢ : U — U’ is a Cauchy morphism.

This leads us to our first definition of an algebraic quantum field theory: it is a functor
2 : COpens(M) — xAlg that satisfies Einstein causality and the time-slice axiom. This
is a quite abstract definition, and also quite general: it says nothing about the size of the
algebras or which (if any) fields the theory describes. In this language, a field ¢ is upgraded
to be a natural transformation

¢:CF —2A
of the underlying functors valued in vector spaces, with components
¢v: CEU) — 2AU)
[ e(f)

The algebraic approach to quantum field theory was first proposed in the seminal paper
[HK64]. The essential step was letting of the representation Hilbert space that is central in
the Wightman axioms [WG65]; it is considered to come second in the algebraic approach.
Originally, the only regions considered were bounded opens U, of M, which is not a big ask:
any ¢(f) will live in a 24(U,) since f is compactly supported. In [BFVO03| locally covariant
quantum field theories were introduced by defining theories on all suitable spacetimes M,
elegantly incorporating symmetries of a spacetime (such as the Poincaré group) as automor-
phisms of spacetimes without relying on them. This will be our Definition of algebraic
quantum field theory.

A complete survey of the successes of algebraic quantum field theory is beyond the scope
of this section, see e.g. [Frel5] and the other chapters in the book [BDEY15] for a recent
overview. By moving to formal power series in A, one can treat perturbative models in AQFT,
see e.g. [FR15] and [Rej16]. It is still an open question how to move beyond perturbation
theory, and include non-perturbative features; for recent progress on convergence for simple
models see [BR18] and [BFR21].

We end by noting that other functorial formalizations of quantum field theory exist,
though we will not cover them beyond this paragraph. Some, such as topological quantum
field theory [Ati88], and one definition of conformal field theory [Seg88|, focus on cobordisms
as formalizing the time-evolution of states. A more recent approach is the use of factorization
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algebras of observables in quantum field theory [CG16], axiomatizing the operator product
expansion and correlation functions.

1.2. Gauge theory and weak equivalences

We now turn to gauge theory. Mathematically, (classical) gauge fields on a spacetime
M are connections on a corresponding principal G-bundle P, where G is a compact Lie
group. These connections carry a natural action of the gauge group G(P), which locally
looks like the group of G-valued functions on M. Two field configurations that are related by
a gauge transformation g € G(P) describe the same physical configuration, and are therefore
considered to be physically equivalent.

For our purposes, the essential point is now that the classical space of fields §(M), or
the classical space of solutions to the equation of motion Gol(M), is no longer simply a set
(or a set with extra structure like a vector space or a manifold): it is a groupoid of fields (a
category in which all maps are isomorphisms). The objects of (M) are field configurations,
i.e. the connections on P, and the morphisms are the gauge transformations between field
configurations. Field configurations that are different can then still be gauge equivalent when
there exists a gauge transformation between them. And once we accept that we will work
with fields up to equivalence, we have no choice but to also work with a broader notion of
equivalence for theories than isomorphisms of categories.

To see this, consider the following simple example: let F(M) be a set of classical field
configurations without any symmetries, say the smooth functions on M for concreteness. In
our broader framework we can then simply double this set and introduce a Z/2Z-symmetry
between each field configuration and its copy: we define the disjoint union F(M) := F(M) U
§(M), together with the Z/27Z-action

fre——f

where we write f, € (M) for elements of the first of the two copies of F(M) in the disjoint
union, and f, € F(M) for elements of the second. The content of this new theory (M)
is manifestly the same: in essence we have simply given two different labels to each field
configuration.

But we find that there is no way of defining a map F : (M) — F(M) that has a strict
inverse F~' : F(M) — F(M). We see this directly: for any f € F(M), F~' will map its
copies fi and f, in (M) to isomorphic, hence equal, elements in §(M), since there are no
(non-identity) symmetries in F(M). So F'~! can never be injective. On the other hand, from
the perspective of category theory, there is no problem: we can define the obvious maps

F: §M) — M)  F ' §(M) — (M)
fo— h 7 fi,fa — f

and although the composition F' o F~! is not the identity idz(pr), it is isomorphic to idg .

So we have learned that the right concept of equivalence for groupoids (and more broadly
for categories) is weaker than that of isomorphism. And that if we start working with gauge
fields, there is no way around working with this weaker notion of equivalence for groupoids
of gauge fields. A word of warning: in the above example we introduced a redundant gauge
symmetry: the group Z/27 acts freely, and as such our groupoid of gauge fields F(M) is
equivalent to the set of fields (M) that we started with, by design. In actual gauge theory,
however, this is not the case: most groupoids of gauge fields are not equivalent to a set. As
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such, one will in general lose information when working with the set of gauge equivalence
classes instead of its underlying groupoid of gauge fields.

We conclude that, if we are to take these symmetries seriously, we necessarily have to work
in a mathematical framework that is capable of working up to weak equivalence. Concretely,
for our purpose of working with algebraic quantum gauge field theories, this means two
things. First, any definitions will only be up to weak equivalence. For example, the time-slice
axiom will state that to any Cauchy morphism ¢, the field theory functor 2 will assign a weak
equivalence rather than an isomorphism. And second, any construction we use to construct an
algebraic quantum gauge field theory will need to preserve weak equivalences. As an example,
for the linear quantization functor Ly, that we define in Chapter [3| we will have to check
that if f: £ — £ is a weak equivalence of linear field theories, Qu,(f) : Qun (L) = Qun (L)
is a weak equivalence of quantum field theories (it is). And if this is not the case, we need to
derive the functor: adapt it in such a way that the new version does preserve equivalences,
while being as close to the old functor as possible.

In several areas of mathematics, working up to weak equivalences is well-trodden ground.
The above description of equivalence of categories has long been recognized as the correct
one. In topology one often studies topological spaces up to homotopy, which is a much more
flexible notion than that of homeomorphism. And in homological algebra, chain complexes
of vastly different size (like the simplical complex and the singular complex of a space in
algebraic topology) can still be thought of as equivalent if they have the same homology
groups: we work up to quasi-isomorphism.

In all of these cases, we find that being a weak equivalence is not just a property, but that
there exist extra structures that witness this fact: 2-morphisms of categories (called natural
transformations) compare the 1-morphisms (functors) between categories. Homotopies can
deform topological spaces, or continuous maps between them. And in homological algebra,
chain homotopies are used to compare chain maps. So we are naturally led to higher struc-
tures, these homotopies or 2-morphisms, between maps. And of course, there is no reason to
stop there: we could try to define homotopies of homotopies of continuous maps, 4-morphisms
between 3-morphisms between 2-morphisms between functors between categories, and so on.

In the past half century of mathematics, several ways of handling weak equivalences in a
category have been developed. One approach is introducing 2-morphisms between morphisms
in a category, while letting all conditions for 1-morphisms (for example, associativity of
composition) only hold up to these 2-morphisms. We can then repeat this, introducing 3-
morphisms between 2-morphisms and weakening the conditions on 2-morphisms to hold up to
3-morphisms, and so on. This leads to the theory of infinity categories or (0o, 1)-categories,
which are famously extremely hard to define in this way directly. Probably the most common
approach to define infinity categories is to use simplicial sets, resulting in the definition of
quasi-categories [Joy02), [Lur09al. Homotopical categories [Riel4) yield a more flexible but
less powerful framework, as categories with only a class of weak equivalences to be specified.

The main approach we will take is that of model category theory. A model category is a
category C that comes with a class of weak equivalences, and two auxiliary classes morphisms,
the fibrations and the cofibrations. These can be thought of as the “good” surjections and
injections, respectively, which means that certain lifting problems have a solution: they are
used to define two weak factorization systems. This turns out to be enough data to form
the homotopy category of C, which is a localization of C: a category where we can simply
treat the weak equivalences as isomorphisms. Importantly for our purposes, model category
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theory is also a good framework to derive functors, i.e. deform them such that they preserve
weak equivalences.

Model category theory was initially developed by Quillen [Qui06], Qui69|, to find a
framework that encompasses the similar homotopical ideas across topology, homological al-
gebra and simplicial sets. He called it homotopical algebra, seeing it as a generalization
of homological algebra. We will regularly mix the use of the terms homotopy and weak
equivalence in this text, using the term homotopical to mean “treating weak equivalences in
an appropriate way”. Specifically, we use the term homotopical functor for a functor that
preserves weak equivalences.

1.3. Homotopy algebraic quantum field theory

So we arrive at the fundamental question driving this thesis: how do we define and
construct algebraic quantum field theories in a manifestly homotopical way? In other words,
how do we give definitions that naturally incorporate weak equivalences, and how do we
ensure our constructions preserve weak equivalences? Answering these questions is the goal
of the homotopy algebraic quantum field theory project.

Of course, noting that extra care should be taken when working with gauge theories is not
an original or new insight. The Faddeev-Popov ghosts fields [FP67] were a first expression
of this fact, which lead to the development of the BRST formalism [BRS76), [Tyu75] and
the Batalin-Vilkovisky formalism [BV84], [BV83]. And in algebraic quantum field theory,
[Hol08] constructed quantum Yang-Mills theory as a perturbative quantum field theory on
any spacetime, while [FR12], [FR13| developed the BV formalism for algebraic quantum field
theories, arguably giving first examples of homotopy algebraic quantum field theories before
this concept was precisely defined.

The first signs that the usual approach of algebraic quantum field theory was not adequate
for the study of gauge theories were found in [DL12]. There, it was shown that the isotony
axiom of locally covariant quantum field theory in [BFVO03| is too stringent for Maxwell
theory, because observables of topological charges might not survive moving to a larger
spacetime. This was expanded upon in several works, [SDH14, BDS14, BDHS14|, BSS17,
BBSS17]. The universal algebra of the theory on a general spacetime was found to be
deficient, since it was missing Dirac charge quantization and flat connections.

In [BSS15| this issue was resolved at the level of linear observables. The solution was
to use homotopy colimits, providing evidence that gauge theories should be studied in an
appropriate homotopical framework. First attempts to develop this homotopical framework
of algebraic quantum field theory include work on groupoid actions in [BS17], obtaining
first toy models of homotopy algebraic quantum field theory, and the study of the classical
solution stack of non-abelian Yang-Mills fields in [BSS18].

At this moment it was still unclear what the definition of a homotopy algebraic quantum
field theory was. In [BSW20] the crucial step of using operads to define algebraic quantum
field theory was introduced. This led to several insights into the structure of algebraic
quantum field theory, see also [BDS18, BSW19b]|. Importantly, building on this operadic
framework of algebraic quantum field theory, a definition of homotopy algebraic quantum
field theory was obtained in [BSW19al.

Further developments inspired by homotopy algebraic quantum field theory include the
categorification of algebraic quantum field theories [BPSW21] and the definition of smooth
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structures on algebraic quantum field theories [BPS20]. In [Yau20| further resolution tech-
niques were developed for homotopy algebraic quantum field theory, and in [Car21] new
model structures on the category of homotopy algebraic quantum field theories were devel-
oped via left and right Bousfield localization.

We see that a lot of formalism on homotopy algebraic quantum field theory has been
developed. There has, however, been a lack of examples beyond toy models. The goal of
this PhD project was to remedy this by developing linear homotopy quantum field theories,
a class of more realistic examples.

1.4. Summary and contents

This thesis is called Higher linear algebraic quantum field theory. We have now hopefully
shed light on all the words in the title, except for the term linear. Giving a full formalization
of gauge theories in the framework of homotopy algebraic quantum field theory is far beyond
the scope of this text or this author. Instead, we will mostly work with linear (quantum) field
theories in this text. These are theories with a linear equation of motion and a linear gauge
action, so they are in particular non-interacting, which excludes e.g. nonabelian Yang-Mills
theory. Of course, these are not realistic models for Nature as a whole. But they have proven
to be an ideal testing ground for the homotopical aspects of homotopy algebraic quantum
field theory.

Practically, the focus on linear theories means that we are working with chain complexes,
the homotopical analogues of vector spaces. Field theories are then valued in differential
graded algebras, algebras in chain complexes, which is also true for general homotopy algebraic
field theories. The quantum field theories are then obtained by linear quantization of the
linear observables, which sidesteps the problems with the quantization of general Poisson
algebras. Working solely with chain complexes, we will not encounter any nonlinear objects
like stacks.

Let us now summarize the contents of this thesis. In Chapter [2] we give the necessary
preliminaries for the text. We give a short introduction to category theory, and then move on
to the Lorentzian geometry and results on Green operators that we will need. We then give
a more formal introduction to algebraic quantum field theory, taking care to work out the
example of Klein-Gordon theory first. Afterward, we turn to chain complexes and their model
category theory, the language in which much of this text has been written. We introduce
operads and their algebras, which are powerful tools for introducing homotopies to algebra,
and we end the preliminaries by giving a definition of semi-strict homotopy algebraic field
theories.

In Chapter |3| we use these operads for algebraic field theories: first to characterize alge-
braic field theories satisfying only the Einstein causality axiom as being valued in the algebras
over an operad, and then to redefine these theories as algebras over a field theory operad.
The machinery of operads and their algebras then allows us to obtain adjunctions between
different types of field theories, leading to characterizations of field theories that satisfy the
conditions of descent and the time-slice axiom. This also results in a linear quantization
adjunction that allows us to construct linear quantum field theories from linear field theo-
ries. We then treat homotopical aspects of linear quantum field theories, finding that linear
quantization is a homotopical functor and that it preserves both the homotopical descent
condition and the homotopical time-slice axiom.
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In Chapter (4] we use our linear quantization adjunction to give a full example of a ho-
motopical linear algebraic quantum field theory, which we call linear Yang-Mills theory. We
start by defining the solution complex of a linear theory as a derived critical locus, obtaining
the ghost field and the antifields of the BV formalism in the process. This complex carries a
natural shifted Poisson structure, and remarkably the Lorentzian structure of a spacetime M
and the existence of retarded and advanced Green operators allows us to extract an unshifted
Poisson structure on the solution complex. After treating functoriality and the algebraic field
theory axioms, the full linear field theory is under control, and the quantization of the theory
is straightforward with the results from Chapter 3] Throughout the chapter we use the chain
complex valued Klein-Gordon model as a sanity check for our constructions, while developing
the linear Yang-Mills model as a true homotopy AQFT.

In Chapter 5| we consider relative Cauchy evolution for homotopy algebraic quantum field
theories, which tests how fields respond to compactly supported perturbations of a spacetime
metric. We start by giving a slightly different approach to relative Cauchy evolution for
regular algebraic field theories, using the time-slice adjunction from Chapter [3} We then use
this approach to hypothesize several rectification theorems that would allow one to define
relative Cauchy evolution for homotopy algebraic quantum field theories at various levels of
generality. We then prove such a rectification theorem for linear field theories, first treating
the complexes of linear observables and then their Poisson structures. This yields a well-
defined notion of relative Cauchy evolution for linear homotopy quantum field theories, which
agrees with the naive approach on the linear observables of a theory. We end the chapter by
working out the relative Cauchy evolution for our linear Yang-Mills model, finding that its
stress-energy tensor agrees with the usual Maxwell stress-energy tensor. In particular, the
ghost field and antifields do not carry energy.



CHAPTER 2

Preliminaries

2.1. Category theory

Category theory is the language in which much of modern algebra, geometry and topology
is written. It is also the language of algebraic quantum field theory, and other mathematical
approaches to quantum field theory. The classic reference is MacLane [ML13]. The book by
Leinster [Leild] is a beautiful and gentle introduction. Riehl [Riel7] is another introduction,
which covers more ground.

2.1.1. Basic definitions and examples. The three fundamental definitions in category
theory are the following.
DEFINITION 2.1.1. A category C consists of:

e a collection of objects Ob C,
e for any two objects ¢, ¢ € Ob C a set of morphisms Homg(c, ).

The category also comes equipped with:
e a composition of morphisms
o: Homgc(d,d") x Homeg(c,d) — Homcg(c, ")
(9, f) — gof
for all ¢,d, " € ObC,

e an identity morphism
id, € Homc(c, ¢)
for every ¢ € Ob C.
The composition and identity morphisms satisfy the compatibility relations
e associativity:
ho(gof)=(hog)of

for any triple of composable morphisms f, g, h,

e identity:
ideof=f=foid,

for any f € Homg(c, ).

We will often write ¢ € C instead of ¢ € Ob C for an object in C and write gf for the
composition g o f. We will also use the notation f : ¢ — ¢ or ¢ Iy ¢ for f € Homc(c, )
and C(c, ) for the set of morphisms Homg(c, ¢'). Lastly, for any morphism ¢ Iy o we say
that s(f) := c is the source of f, and t(f) := ¢ is its target.

DEFINITION 2.1.2. Let C and D be categories. A functor F' : C — D is an assignment

ObC — ObD
c +— Flo

13
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together with maps of morphisms
F : Homc(c, ') — Homp(F(c), F())
for all ¢, € Ob C. These maps are required to preserve the composition,

F(go f)=F(g) o F(f),
and the identities,
F(id.) = idp -

Functors can be composed in the obvious way, and for any category C we have the obvious
identity functor 1¢ : C — C. These two structures make the collection of categories and
functors into a category itself. We will write Fun(C, D) or D€ for the set of functors from
C to D. In fact, these in turn also form a category themselves, the morphisms of which are
the natural transformations.

DEFINITION 2.1.3. Let C and D be categories, and F' and G be two functors from C to
D. A natural transformation n : F' = G is a family of morphisms

ne: F(c) — G(c)
for all ¢ € Ob C such that for any f : ¢ — ¢ in C, the diagram

F(c) —£ G(c)
F(f) lG(f) (2.1.1)

commutes.

The notation 7 : F' = G is useful when talking about both functors and natural trans-
formations; the notation n : F' — G can also be used when there is no risk of confusion, and
we will do so throughout this thesis.

DEFINITION 2.1.4. A natural transformation n : ' = G is a natural isomorphism if each
component 7. : F(¢) = G(c) is an isomorphism.
Natural transformations can be equipped with two compositions. One is called vertical

composition: forn: F = G and ( : G = H we have ( o, n: ' = H by composition at each
component:

(Coyn)e:=Cne: F(c) = H(e) .
To define horizontal composition consider two pairs of composable functors F, F’ : C — D

and G,G" : D — E, with natural transformations n : F' = F’ and ¢ : G = G’ between them.
Then we have the horizontal composition ¢ oy n : GF = G'F’ through

(C Op 7])c = CF’(C)G(nc> - G,(nc>(F(c) : GF<C) - G/F/(C) .

Note that for any functor F' we can define the identity natural transformation idg : F' = F
between the compositions of functors through

(idp)e :=1idp) : F(c) = F(c) .



2.1. CATEGORY THEORY 15

For a diagram

G
/\
c D Un E-Z,F
\_/r
G/

we can then form the horizontal composition idg oy, 1 op idp, which we will denote by HnF' :
HGF = HG'F to simplify notation.

There are many examples of categories. We give a few below, and will encounter more in
later chapters. The basic example of a category is the category of sets.

EXAMPLE 2.1.5. Set is the category of sets. Objects of Set are sets and morphisms are
maps. The composition is the standard composition of maps, and the identity map is the
identity morphism.

Sets with extra structure give many other examples of categories. As with Set, compo-
sition is given by composition of maps and identity maps are identity morphisms in each of
the below examples.

EXAMPLE 2.1.6. Vectg is the category of vector spaces over a field K. Objects of Vecty
are vector spaces over K and morphisms are linear maps.

In a sense, vector spaces can be thought of as special types of chain complexes, which we
introduce in Section 2.4.1]

ExaMPLE 2.1.7. Top is the category of topological spaces and continuous maps. Man
is the category of smooth manifolds and smooth (i.e. infinitely differentiable) maps.

A choice of extra structure on manifolds (like orientation, metric or symplectic structure)
with corresponding morphisms gives a refinement of Man. We will encounter Loc, one such

refinement, in Definition [2.2.8]

EXAMPLE 2.1.8. Alg,,, is the category of unital associative algebras over a field K. Ob-
jects are associative algebras with unit (A, i, 7) and morphisms are linear maps that preserve
the multiplication and unit.

We will often suppress the choice of ground field K, writing Alg,g instead of Algyg, -

EXAMPLE 2.1.9. If we work over the field C (or more generally over a field with an involu-
tion) we can define the category *Alg,, of x-algebras. Objects are unital associative algebras
with involution (A, i, n, *) and morphisms are linear maps that preserve the multiplication,
unit and involution.

Other choices of algebraic structure lead to other categories of algebras. These can often
be characterized as algebras over operads, which we will do in Section [2.5.2] One structure
that cannot be defined using operads is that of a Poisson vector space.

ExaMpPLE 2.1.10. PoissVectk is the category of Poisson vector spaces over a field K.
Objects are pairs of a vector space V together with a Poisson structure 7 : VAV — K,
where we note that the wedge product forces 7 to be antisymmetric. A morphism of Poisson
vector spaces L : (V,7y) — (W, 7w ) is a linear map L : V — W that preserves the Poisson
structure: L*my = 1 o (LA L) = 1y.
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ExXAMPLE 2.1.11. As already mentioned above, our definitions of categories, functors and
natural transformations define two examples of categories.

Cat is the category of categoriesﬂ with categories as objects and functors as morphisms.
Functors can be composed in the obvious way, composing the maps of objects and the maps
of morphisms, and the identity functor is the identity map on objects and morphisms.

Given two categories C and D, we can also define the functor category Fun(C, D) or DP.
Objects are functors from C to D and morphisms are the natural transformations between
them, with vertical composition of natural transformations as composition of morphisms,
and the identity natural transformation as the identity.

In fact, we can combine these two structures and think of Cat as a 2-category, though we
will not pursue 2-categories in this text. We just note here that categories carry a broader
notion of equivalence than isomorphism, as alluded to in Section of the introduction.

DEFINITION 2.1.12. An equivalence of categories C and D is a pair of functors
F:C—D:G
together with a pair of natural isomorphisms
n:1lc=GF ; €:FG=1p.

There is another characterization of functors that establish an equivalence, for which
we need a few more definitions. We start by noting that functors act on both objects and
morphisms, and we can consider their behaviour on either. For example, are they surjective
or injective? It turns out that on objects, this is not quite the right question.

DEFINITION 2.1.13. A functor F : C — D is essentially surjective if for all d € D,
d= F(c) for a ce C.

Asking the question of surjectivity and injectivity for the sets of morphisms leads to the
definitions of full and faithful functors.

DEFINITION 2.1.14. A functor F': C — D is full if for any two ¢, ¢ € C, the map

F : Homc(c, ) — Homp(F(c), F(c))

is surjective, and F' is faithful if this map is injective. A functor that is both full and faithful
is called fully faithful.

LEMMA 2.1.15. A functor F': C — D is part of an equivalence if and only if it is fully
faithful and essentially surjective.

Categories and functors themselves allow for several constructions and definitions that
give new categories.

DEFINITION 2.1.16. Given a category C, we define its opposite category C°P by reversing
the arrows of C: objects of C° are the objects of C, and Homger (¢, ¢) := Homc¢(c, ¢).
The identities of C°P are the identities of C, and composition similarly is the same, but with
the arguments reversed: f ocor g = g oc f.

REMARK 2.1.17. Definition [2.1.2]of a functor is really the definition of a covariant functor.
A contravariant functor F : C — D is a functor that reverses the direction of the morphisms
and the order of composition; so equivalently, it is a covariant functor F' : C°® — D or
F:C — D,

IReally, Cat is the (large) category of all small categories, see also Remark [2.1.24
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DEFINITION 2.1.18. Let C and D be categories. Their product category C x D is defined
as follows. The objects of C x D are pairs (¢ € C,d € D). For (¢,d),(¢,d) € C x D, a
morphism (¢,d) — (¢, d') is a pair (f,g) with f:c— d and g:d — d'.

DEFINITION 2.1.19. Let C be a category. A subcategory C' of C is a category such that
ObC' CObC

and for any ¢, € Ob C/,
Homc (¢, ) € Homg(c, ¢) .
We will write C’ C C.

If C' is a subcategory of C, there is a natural inclusion functor ¢ : C' < C. This functor
is clearly faithful, but not necessarily full.

DEFINITION 2.1.20. A full subcategory C' C C is a subcategory such that the inclusion
functor is full. In other words, for any ¢,¢ € C’,

Homc (¢, ) = Homg(c, () .

An even more refined type of subcategory is that of a (co)reflective subcategory. We
will return to these subcategories in Definition because we first need to define adjoint
functors.

In the same way that surjectivity on objects is not the right way to think about surjectivity
of functors, the naive definition of the image of a functor is also not the right one. In fact, it
is not even always a category.

DEFINITION 2.1.21. Let F': C — D be a functor. The essential image of F' is the smallest
subcategory of D that contains all objects F'(c) and all morphisms F(f) for ¢ and f in C, and
also all objects isomorphic to any F'(c) and all isomorphisms f : F(¢) - d and g : d — F(c).

Note that this definition fits with Definition [2.1.13| of essential surjectivity: a functor is
always essentially surjective onto its essential image.

Given a category C and an object ¢ € C, we can ask what C looks like from the perspective
of ¢: which maps to ¢ exist, and which maps out of ¢?

DEFINITION 2.1.22. Let C be a category and ¢ € C. The overcategory or slice category
C/c or C | ¢ has all morphisms f : ¢ — ¢ into ¢ as objects. Morphisms from f : ¢ — ¢ to
g:d" —careall h:d — ¢ in C such that the diagram

h
Cl Cl/
>\J /
c
commutes.

Dually, the undercategory or coslice category ¢/C or ¢ | C has all morphisms f : ¢ — ¢
out of ¢ as objects, and morphisms from f:c— ' tog:c— " areall h: ¢ — ¢ in C such

that the diagram
c
N
Cl h C//

commutes.
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Note that there exists a forgetful functor (or a projection) from C/c to C, forgetting the
perspective of c:

IT: C/e — C
(f:cd =0 b d

J h o
\ / — (h:d = ")
f g
C

and likewise we can define the projection ¢/C — C.
The above definition of (co)slice categories can in fact be expanded to incorporate func-
tors.

(2.1.2)

DEFINITION 2.1.23. Let F': C — D be a functor and d € D. The comma category F/d or
F | dof F over d has as objects pairs (¢, f : F(¢) — d) where ¢ € C and f is a D-morphism.
A morphism from (¢, f) to (¢, f') is a C-morphism g : ¢ — ¢ such that the diagram

F(e) ——*— F(¢)
fl

\‘ /
d
commutes.

Dually, the mma category d/F or d | F of F under d has pairs (¢, f : d — F(c)) as objects,
where ¢ € C and f is a D-morphism. A morphism from (¢, f) to (¢, f’) is a C-morphism
g : ¢ —  such that the diagram

d
TN
F(e) —2 ()
commutes.
Similar to there exist forgetful functors
II:F/d—C ; II:d/F—C. (2.1.3)

REMARK 2.1.24. Lastly, a note about the size of categories. A category C is small if
the collection of objects Ob C is a set and the collection of all morphisms Mor C is a set,
and large otherwise. Not every category we consider will be small, but every one will be
equivalent to a small category. We will for the most part ignore issues of size in this text.

2.1.2. All concepts. Many concepts in algebra, geometry and topology can be captured
by a universal property. One of the strengths of category theory is that it is an efficient
language for these universal properties, expressing parallels between concepts in different
fields. In this thesis we will encounter adjoint functors, (co)limits and Kan extensions.
Miraculously, we will not use the Yoneda lemma anywhere (at least explicitly).
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2.1.2.1. Adjoint functors.
DEFINITION 2.1.25. Let C and D be categories and
F:C—D:G
be a pair of functors. F'is left adjoint to G and G is right adjoint to F', if
D(F(c),d) = C(c, G(d))

naturally in ¢ € C and d € D.
Naturality here means that for any pair of composable morphisms

Fle)—2sd—sda
in D, g5 = G(q)g, and for any pair of composable morphisms

c’LcLG(d}

in C, fp = fF(p). Here we write f for the image under the above bijection of a morphism
f ¢ = G(d), which we call the transpose. Likewise, we write g for the transpose of a
g:F(c)—d.

If F is left adjoint to G, we write F' 4G (or G F F).

For an arbitrary category C, the only morphisms that we know exist are the identities
id. : ¢ — ¢. For an adjunction F' 4 G this means we always have the transposes
Ne := idp(e) : ¢ — GF(c)
and
€q = idg@) : FG(d) — d .

It turns out that these are the components of a natural transformation 7 : 1¢ = GF called
the unit and a natural transformation € : F'G = 1p called the counit. They satisfy the
triangle identities: we have the commutative diagrams of natural transformations

r2L PGF a5 Gra
HGF ; ﬂGe . (214>
idg idg
r G

The unit and counit completely characterize an adjunction: by naturality, for any ¢ :
F(c) — d its transpose is

g=G(9)ne
and for any f : ¢ — G(d) its transpose is
J=eaF(f) .

And in fact there exists a one-to-one correspondence between adjunctions between F' and G,
and pairs of natural transformations n : 1¢ = GF and € : FG = 1p that satisfy the triangle

identities (2.1.4)).
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EXAMPLE 2.1.26. An important class of adjunctions are so-called free-forget adjunctions.
These are adjunctions where the right adjoint forgets part of the structure of an object, while
the left adjoint freely generates it.

As an example, let K be a field and consider the category of vector spaces Vecti (see
Example [2.1.6)) and the category of associative algebras with unit Alg,g over K (see Example
2.1.8)). Any associative algebra with unit (A, s, 7) has an underlying vector space A, and this
defines a forgetful functor

U : Algp, — Vectk.

This functor has a left adjoint which is constructed as follows. For a vector space V' € Vectg,
we construct the tensor algebra (T®(V), ug,Ng),

T9(V) := @DV € Algy,
n>0
with multiplication
M(U1®“'®Umavi®'..®/u;) ::U1®...®f0m®fui®...®fu’;

and unit

Ne =1 €K =V,
This defines a functor

T% : Vectg — Algp,
which is quickly seen to be left adjoint to U:

Alga(T%(V), A) = Vect (V, U(A))

naturally for any vector space V' and algebra A. The components of the unit of this adjunction
are linear maps
1V —=U(T®(V)) (2.1.5)
which embed V into the direct summand V&' = V of T® (V).
A somewhat less violent forgetful functor on associative algebras yields a unital Lie alge-
bra; we will return to this in Section |3.3.4

Adjoint functors are also used in defining (co)reflective subcategories, two refinements of
full subcategories (see Definition [2.1.20)).

DEFINITION 2.1.27. A full subcategory ¢ : C' < C is reflective if the inclusion functor
¢t has a left adjoint T" - . Likewise, it is a coreflective subcategory if ¢ has a right adjoint

RbE .

Given an adjunction F' 4 G, we can ask if either of the functors is equivalent to a
(co)reflective inclusion. These turn out to be characterized by their (co)units.

DEFINITION 2.1.28. Let .
F:C_L D:G

be a pair of adjoint functors. We say that F' exhibits C as a coreflective subcategory of D if
F is fully faithful, or equivalently if the unit n : 1¢ = GF is a natural isomorphism. In this
case, C is equivalent to its essential image under F' (see Definition and Lemma
and recall that a functor is essentially surjective on its essential image).

Dually, G' ezhibits D as a reflective subcategory of C if GG is fully faithful, or equivalently
if the counit € : FFG = 1p is a natural isomorphism. Then D is equivalent to its essential
image under G.
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If an adjunction exhibits both reflective and coreflective subcategories, we find that it is
an equivalence.

DEFINITION 2.1.29. An adjunction is an adjoint equivalence if its unit and counit are
natural isomorphisms. Equivalently, see Lemma [2.1.15] it is an equivalence when either
component is fully faithful and essentially surjective.

Not every equivalence of categories (see Definition is an adjoint equivalence: this
is only the case when the natural transformations n and e are the unit and counit of an
adjunction, or equivalently when they satisfy the triangle identities .

2.1.2.2. Limits and colimits.

DEFINITION 2.1.30. Let C be a category, and I be a small category. A diagram of shape
I in Cis a functor D : [ — C.

A cone (c, f;) on a diagram D is then an object ¢ € C together with a family of morphisms
fi:c— D(i) for all i € I, such that if g : i — ¢’ is a morphism in I, the diagram

¢ D)

commutes.
A limit (lim;(D),p;) of D is a universal cone on D: a cone on D such that for any cone
(¢, f;) on D there exists a unique morphism

c-Ls lim;(D)

such that f; = p;o f for all i € I.
Dually, a cocone (c, f;) on a diagram D is an object ¢ € C together with a family of
morphisms f; : D(i) — ¢ for all ¢ € I, such that if g : ¢ — ¢’ is a morphism in I, the diagram

i

commutes.
A colimit (colimy(D), ;) of D is a universal cocone on D: a cocone on D such that for
any cocone (¢, f;) on D there exists a unique morphism

colim(D); - Ise
such that f; = fou; foralli e I.

We call a (co)limit finite if the category I has finitely many objects and morphisms. Note
that postcomposing a morphism ¢ — lim;(D) with the morphisms p; yields a cone on D.
So giving a morphism into lim;(D) is equivalent to giving a cone on D. Dually, giving a
morphism out of colim;(D) is equivalent to giving a cocone on D. Finally, if they exist,
limits and colimits are unique up to isomorphism; as such, we will often be speaking of the
(co)limit of a diagram.
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ExaMPLE 2.1.31. Many well-known constructions are examples of limits or colimits.

o If [ is a discrete category (i.e. a category with no morphisms that are not the
identity) then its limit is called a product. We write [ [, D(¢) := lim;(D). This is the
usual product in the categories Set, Vectx, Man, Cat, et cetera.

e Dually, the colimit of a diagram of a discrete category is called a coproduct. We
write [[, D(¢) := colim;(D); in Set this is the disjoint union. In Vectg (and Chg,
see Section we also write @, D(4) := colim;(D); this is the direct sum.

e Consider the category

—
[ ] ; [ J

of two objects and two nonidentity morphisms. A limit of a diagram on this category
is called an equalizer; a colimit a coequalizer.

As an example, if A € Alg,, is an associative algebra and W C U(A) is a vector
subspace of A with inclusion ¢ : W < U(A) and zero map 0 : W — U(A) (see
Example [2.1.26), the colimit of the diagram

FW)—_3A
0
in Alg,, is the quotient of A by the ideal generated by W.
e Consider the category
[ ]

|

o— o
of three objects and two nonidentity morphisms. Limits of diagrams on this category
are called pullbacks; they include several constructions known as such and they also
include intersections.

As an example, if C*°(M) is the vector space of real-valued smooth functions on
M and P: C®(M) — C*°(M) is a linear differential operator, the pullback of

C° (M)

l(id,P)

oo (M) 2 oo (ar) x ¢ ()

in Vectr will be the solution space of P: the vector space of functions f € C*°(M)
such that Pf = 0. This vector space can be thought of as the intersection of the
section (id, P) with the section (id,0) in C*°(M) x C*>°(M).

e If we take I = () to be the empty category, we see that a limit limy(D) in C is an
object * such that for any object ¢ € C, there exists a unique morphism ¢ — .
Such a x is called a terminal object in C.

e Dually, a colimit colimg(D) is an object () such that for any ¢ € C, there exists a
unique morphism () — ¢. This ) is called an initial object in C.

Limits do not exist in general for all categories.

DEFINITION 2.1.32. Let C be a category. If I is a small category, we say that C has
limits of shape I if a limit lim;(D) exists in C for every diagram D of shape I. We call C
complete if it has all small limits, i.e. if a limit lim;(D) exists in C for every diagram D of
every shape I.
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Dually, C has colimits of shape I if a colimit colim;(D) exists in C for every diagram D
of shape I and we call C cocomplete if it has all small colimits.
C is called bicomplete if it is both complete and cocomplete.

Examples of bicomplete categories are the categories Set and Vectg. If C has all limits
of shape I, the operation of forming a limit defines a functor

11?1:cf—>c

from the category of diagrams of shape I in C to C. This functor is right adjoint to the
diagonal functor

A:C— !

that assigns to any object ¢ € C the constant diagram D(i) = ¢. Dually, C has all colimits
of shape I, this defines a functor

colim; : ¢! — C

that is left adjoint to A.

If F: C — D is a functor, F(lim;(D)) will be a cone of the diagram FD : I — D, but it
is not necessarily a limit of that diagram. In particular, the functors lim; and colim; do not
commute in general, if they exist.

DEFINITION 2.1.33. A functor F': C — D is said to preserve limits if, when (L, p; : L —
D(7)) is a limit cone on D in C, (F(L), F(p;) : F(L) — FD(7)) is a limit cone on F'D in D.

Dually, F' preserves colimits if, when (C,¢; : C' — D(17)) is a colimit cone on D in C,
(F(C), F(y;): FD(i) — F(C) is a colimit cone on F'D in D.

THEOREM 2.1.34. Right adjoints preserve limits, and left adjoints preserve colimits: if
F:C_L D:G

is a pair of adjoint functors, the left adjoint F' preserves colimits, and the right adjoint G
preserves limits.

PROOF. This is shown in Section 6.3 in [Leil4]. O
2.1.2.3. Kan extensions. Let C,D,E be categories and F': C — D and K : C — E be

functors:
. 2.1.6

We can then ask if there exists a functor E — D that makes the resulting triangle commute
as well as possible. This results in the definition of a Kan extension.

DEFINITION 2.1.35. Let F' and K be functors as above. A left Kan extension of F' along
K is a functor Lang F' : E — D and a natural transformation n : F' = LangF o K,

cC—> D

A

E
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such that (Lang F,n) is universal for this property: for any other pair (G: E — D,y : F =
GK), v factors uniquely as v = (yK)n for a 4 : Lang F' = G.

Dually, a right Kan extension of F along K is a functor Rang F' : E — D and a natural
transformation € : RangF o K = F,

c—- D

o A

E

such that (Rang F| €) is universal for this property: for any other pair (G:E—D,§j:GK =
F), § factors uniquely as 0 = ¢(dK) for a § : G = RangF.

If they exist, Kan extensions are unique up to natural isomorphism, so it makes sense
to speak of the left Kan extension. In turn, certain (co)limits give the Kan extensions
explicitly, if the (co)limits exist. We give the formula for the left Kan extension, since we will
use it later. Recall Definition of comma categories and that there exists a canonical
projection IT : K /e — C for the comma category K /e of a functor K : C — E.

THEOREM 2.1.36. Let ' and K be functors as above. If the colimits
colim(K /e Lch D) (2.1.7)

exist for every e € E, then these define the left Kan extension Lang F' : E — D on the object
e€ E. Forg:e— ¢ in E, Lang F(g) is defined by the pushforward functor f, : K/e — K/¢'.
The natural transformation 7 : F' = Lang Fo K is given by 1 := ({.;q, ) 1 Fc — Lang F'(Kc)

where «f, » : F(Il(c, K¢ ERN e)) = Fe¢ — Lang F(e) are the canonical maps into the colimit.

C,

The above expression of Kan extensions as (co)limits is equivalent to the Kan extension
being pointwise (which is a stronger condition on the definition of Kan extensions and argued
to be the correct one in [KK82]), see Theorem 6.3.7 in [RielT].

REMARK 2.1.37. If the left and right Kan extensions can be extended to functors

Lang, Rang : Fun(C,D) —  Fun(E,D)
F — LangF, Rang F’

they are left and right adjoint to the pullback functor

K*: Fun(E,D) — Fun(C,D)
G — GK

respectively. In particular, we will use the notation
Ly : Fun(C,D) "Fun(BZ,D) : L*

in Chapter b, where L : C — BZ is the localization of C, writing L, for Lan,. We will
extend this notation in Section 2.5.2] finding that this left Kan extension is a special case of
operadic left Kan extension.
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2.1.3. Symmetric monoidal categories and additive categories. Monoidal cate-
gories formalize an extra structure that categories such as Set and Vecty have: the (tensor)
product.

DEFINITION 2.1.38. A monoidal category (T, ®,I) is a triple consisting of a category T,
a bifunctor

@:TxT—=T

called a monoidal product, and an object I € T called the monoidal unit, together with three
natural isomorphisms, the associator

IR

g (tR)R —t @t @t")
and the left and right unitors,
MNiI@t—t : pit®@] —t.
These natural isomorphisms are required to satisfy two coherence conditions: the pentagon

identity,

((t ® tl) ® t”) ® t/// a®id (t ® (t, ® t”)) ® tl// o t@ ((t/ ® t//) ® t”/)

: -

(t ® t/) ® (tll ® t///) t ® (tl ® (t// ® 2(/_//I))

and the triangle identity,

tel)et = te(Iat).

tt

To simplify notation and equations, we will suppress the associators and unitors when
possible, writing (T, ®, I) where we should really write (T, ®, I, a, A, p) and writing t @t @t
without worrying about brackets.

DEFINITION 2.1.39. A monoidal category (T, ®, I) is called braided if it is equipped with
a braiding B, a natural isomorphism
By t@t —t' @t
that satisfies the two hexagon identities,

tR) Rt —t@ (' t") L=t ") Dt

o .

Fot)t 2stetot) 2ot et)

and
a~ 1

to @t") 2 (tot) ot Lot (tet)

1d®BJ/ Ja_l

t®(t”®t’)“—_l>(t®t”)®t’3l“>(t”®t)®t’

where « is the associator of T.
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If B? = id the braiding is called symmetric, and T is called a symmetric monoidal category.

DEFINITION 2.1.40. A symmetric monoidal category is called closed if for any ¢ € T, the
functor — ® ¢ : T — T has a right adjoint [t, —]. This means that we have a bijection

Homry(t @ t',t") = Homry(t, [t',t"])
that is natural in every argument. The functor
[,]: T"xXT—>T
is called the internal hom, and is also denoted by hom.

EXAMPLE 2.1.41. Set is an example of a closed symmetric monoidal category, with the
cartesian product x as the monoidal product, and the one point set {*} as the monoidal

unit. The symmetric braiding is the obvious map X xY =Y x X that switches the factors,
and the internal hom is the usual mapping set:

X, Y] = Set(X,Y).

which explains the name internal hom: it is an object in the category (so it is internal) that
plays a role that is played by the set of morphisms in Set.

ExXAMPLE 2.1.42. The category Vecty is closed symmetric monoidal; the tensor product
plays the role of the monoidal product, and the ground field K is the monoidal unit. As with
Set, the braiding is the obvious map V @ W — W ® V that flips the factors. The internal
hom is the mapping set, interpreted as a vector space over K:

[V, W] = Homg (V, W).

Another closed symmetric monoidal category is the category Chyg of chain complexes
over a field K; we will treat these in Section [2.4.1]

REMARK 2.1.43. If T is closed, the functor — ® ¢ is a left adjoint. Because left adjoint
functors preserve colimits (Theorem [2.1.34)) this implies that

colim; (t; @ t') = colimy(t;) ® ¢’
for any diagram ¢t : [ — T
DEFINITION 2.1.44. If T is cocomplete, it allows for Set-tensoring: if S € Set and t € T,

we define
S@t:= H t.

sES

Note that for any s € S we have a corresponding inclusion map ¢ : t — S ® t.
Additive categories formalize another structure on Vectyk: the addition of morphisms.

DEFINITION 2.1.45. An additive categorgﬂ is a category C that is enriched over the abelian
groups: for any ¢, ¢ € C, Homcg(c, ') is an abelian group. The composition of morphisms
is bilinear: (g1 + g2)(f1 + f2) = g1./r + 91.fo + g21 + g2 fo.

2In other contexts this is called a preadditive category.
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2.2. Lorentzian geometry and normally hyperbolic operators

All constructions of field theories in this thesis are on the category of globally hyperbolic
spacetimes Loc, which we will introduce here. These are spacetimes (oriented and time-
oriented Lorentzian manifolds) that one can equip with a global time coordinate (in a sense
made precise below). This in turn ensures that our theories can exhibit a dynamical law.
The reference used throughout this section is [BGPOT]; other references are [Barl5] and
[BD15].

Throughout this section we assume that our manifolds are oriented and connected.

2.2.1. Some features of Lorentzian manifolds. We start by considering some basic
structures of Lorentzian manifolds.

DEFINITION 2.2.1. A Lorentzian manifold (M, g) is a manifold M of fixed dimension n
together with a metric g on M of Lorentzian signature (— + +---+).

Note that we use the “mostly plus” convention here: the signature of our metric has one
minus sign, and all the others are plusses. A mostly minus convention is also often found in
the literature. From here on out we will frequently abuse notation and write M for the pair
(M, g).

Let us import some notions from special relativity to the setting of Lorentzian manifolds.
First recall that on Minkowski space M, and on a vector space V with Lorentzian inner
product ( , ) like T, M for p € M more generally, vectors v € V\{0} are classified as either

e spacelike: (v,v) >0

e lightlike: (v,v) =0

o timelike: (v,v) < 0.
The origin 0 € V is considered to be spacelike, and a vector is called causal if it is lightlike
or timelike.

These vectors are organized as follows. We define 7(0) to be the set of all timelike vectors;
then J(0) := I(0) is the set of all causal vectors (and the origin), and C'(0) := dI(0) is the set
of all lightlike vectors (and the origin), which is also called the lightcone. If the dimension of
V is at least 1, I(0) has two connected components, and a choice I, (0) of one of these is called
a time-orientation. Vectors in I, (0) are called future-directed, and we define I_(0) := —1,(0),
the past-directed vectors, such that 1(0) = I, (0) U I_(0). Likewise, one can define J1(0) and

0. (0).

DEFINITION 2.2.2. A time-orientation t on an oriented Lorentzian manifold M is a smooth
choice of time-orientation I, (p) on T,M for all p € M. Equivalently, it is an equivalence
class of smooth timelike (and therefore nonzero) vector fields t on M.

A time-oriented and oriented Lorentzian manifold is called a spacetime.

A curve ~(t) in a Lorentzian manifold M is called timelike if all its tangent vectors are
timelike. Likewise, we define lightlike, spacelike and causal curves. On a spacetime M (which
means M has a time-orientation) we also define future-directed and past-directed curves.

These different classes of curves allow us to define notions like the causal future of a point
on a general spacetime. For a point p € M, we define its chronological future I, (p) to be all
points ¢ € M such that there exists a future-directed timelike path from p to ¢ in M, and
its chronological past I_(p) all ¢ € M such that a future-directed path from ¢ to p exists (or
equivalently, a past-oriented path from p to ¢). Similarly, the causal future J, (p) of p consists
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of p itself and all ¢ € M such that there exists a future-directed causal curve from p to g,
and the causal past J_(p) consists of p and all ¢ € M such that there exists a future-directed
causal curve from ¢ to p.

These definitions extend to subsets of M in the obvious way: for a subset U C M we
define I..(U) = U,y I+(p) and Jo(U) = U,y J+(p), and we have J(U) = J(U) U J_(U)
and I(U)=1,.(U)UI_(U).

2.2.2. Globally hyperbolic spacetimes and Cauchy surfaces. There exists a whole
hierarchy of causality conditions on spacetimes. One of the most basic demands is for M
to not have closed causal curves; we will work with spacetimes that are globally hyperbolic,
which is a somewhat stronger definition.

DEFINITION 2.2.3. A spacetime M is said to satisfy the strong causality condition if it
contains no almost closed causal curves: for any p € M with neighbourhood U > p, p has a
neighbourhood V' 3 p contained in U such that any causal curve that starts and ends in V'
is completely contained in V.

A spacetime M is called globally hyperbolic if it satisfies the strong causality condition
and for any two p,q € M, J(p) N J_(q) is compact.

It turns out that there are two other characterizations of globally hyperbolic spacetimes,
which are related to Cauchy surfaces. To understand these, we need a few preliminary
definitions.

A piecewise C! curve vy : I — M is called inextendible if no piecewise C! reparametrization
of v can continuously be extended to the end points of the reparametrized interval. For a
subset U C M, its domain of dependence D(U) is the collection of points p € M such that
any inextendible timelike curve through p intersects U. A subset > C M is called achronal
if every timelike curve in M intersects > at most once.

DEFINITION 2.2.4. A Cauchy hypersurface or Cauchy surface in a spacetime M is a subset
> C M such that every inextendible timelike curve in M intersects Y exactly once. In other
words, ¥ is achronal and D(X) = M.

Intuitively, a Cauchy surface 3 is a spatial slice of our spacetime, and timelike curves give
a local time-coordinate. The following result shows that globally hyperbolic spacetimes look
like this globally, and that the metric splits in a nice way relative to .

THEOREM 2.2.5. Let M be a connected spacetime. The following are equivalent:

(1) M is globally hyperbolic.

(2) M has a Cauchy surface X.

(3) M is isometric to R x ¥ with metric —3dt? + h(t), where ¢ is the time coordinate
on the first factor R, [ is a positive smooth function on R x ¥ and A(t) is a smooth
family of Riemannian metrics on ¥ parametrized by t. Moreover, {t} x X is a Cauchy
surface for any t.

PrOOF. This is Theorem 1.3.10 in [BGPO7|. For a long time it was a folk theorem in
Lorentzian geometry; it was finally completely proven in [BS05]. O

The metric and time-orientation on a spacetime M allow us to define several notions
related to compactness, which we will need when considering Green operators.

DEFINITION 2.2.6. A subset U C M is called
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past compact if for any p € M, the closure of U N J_(p) is compact,

future compact if for any p € M, the closure of U N J,(p) is compact,

spacelike compact if it is contained in the causal cone J(K) of a compact subset K,
timelike compact if it is both past and future compact,

strong past compact if it is both past and spacelike compact,

strong future compact if it is both future and spacelike compact.

Note that the closure of U is compact if and only if it is past, future and spacelike compact.

If U is past (resp. future) compact, one can find a Cauchy surface ¥ C M in the past
(resp. future) of U: a ¥ such that U C I.(X) (resp. U C I_(X)).

Two other notions that have more specific analogues in the context of Lorentzian geometry
are convexity and disjointness.

DEFINITION 2.2.7. On a spacetime M, two subsets U,V C M are called causally disjoint
if J(U)NV =0 (or equivalently, U N J(V) = ().

On a globally hyperbolic Spacetimeﬁ M, a subset U C M is called causally convez or
causal if J(U)NJ_(U) = U. In other words, any causal curve that starts and ends in U is
contained in U.

We organize the globally hyperbolic spacetimes into the category Loc.
DEFINITION 2.2.8. The category Loc is

obj:  globally hyperbolic spacetimes M of fixed dimension

Loc = smooth isometric open embeddings f : M — N that preserve orientation
mor :
and time-orientation such that f(M) C N is causally convex in N
The fact that f(M) C N is causally convex in N means that through f we can consider
M to be a subspacetime of N. Any physical phenomenon on f(M) can then equivalently be
described on M.

There are two extra structures on Loc that will be important for us.

DEFINITION 2.2.9. A morphism f : M — N in Loc is called Cauchy if f(M) C N
contains a Cauchy surface of V.

DEFINITION 2.2.10. A pair of maps in Loc with the same target, f; : M; — N and
fo: My — N, are called causally disjoint if fi(M;) and fo(M,) are causally disjoint, i.e. if
J(fr(M1)) N fo(Mz) = 0.

Informally speaking, when a morphism f : M — N is Cauchy, a solution of field equations
on M uniquely determines a solution on N. When two regions are causally disjoint, no
physical (causal) signal can travel between the two regions. Our definitions of field theories
will satisfy axioms that ensure these properties.

A choice of spacetime M € Loc gives a subcategory of Loc:

_DEFINITION 2.2.11. For_ﬁ € Loc, COpens(M) is the category of_causally convexr opens
of M. Objects of COpens(M) are causa_lly convex open subsets U of M, and the morphisms
are inclusions, if they exist: for U,V C M causally open,

— UCV} ifUCV
COpens(M)(U,V) = levh itvc '
0 otherwise.

3The definition on more general Lorentzian manifolds is more involved, see [BGPQ7] Def. 1.3.3
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Let us note a few facts about COpens(M). First, it has a terminal object, which is M
itself. Furthermore, COpens(M) is not a full subcategory of Loc: for example, if M = M is
Minkowski space, the set of endomorphisms COpens(M)(M, M) contains just one element,
while Loc(M, M) is the connected component of the Lorentz group containing the identity.
We also remark that COpens(M) can be characterized as the overcategory Loc | M (see
Definition . From this perspective, for all M € Loc there exists an obvious forgetful
functor

COpens(M) — Loc (2.2.1)

that forgets the morphism to M.
Another subcategory of Loc is Loc,, which is central to the question of descent for field
theories.

DEFINITION 2.2.12. The category Loc, C Loc is the full subcategory of Loc consisting
of spacetimes M such that M is diffeomorphic to R™ (as a manifold).

Importantly, both COpens(M) and Loc, inherit the notions of Cauchy morphisms and
causally disjoint pairs from Loc.

2.2.3. Normally hyperbolic operators. We now turn to partial differential operators
on a globally hyperbolic spacetime M.

Let V be a vector space over either K = R or K = C. Recall that a vector bundle over
M with fiber V is the data £ = M such that

e 7 is a smooth surjective map,

e for any p € M, E, := n*(p) is a vector space with E, =V,

e any p € M has a neighbourhood U C M such that 77}(U) 2 U x V in a way that
is compatible with 7: the diagram

o

7 U)—UxV

N

U

commutes, where 7 is the projection of U xV on the first factor U, and the restriction
of this map to any fiber 77(¢q) (¢ € U) gives an isomorphism 7 !(¢) = V of vector
spaces.

FE is called the total space, 7 is the projection and 7#=1(U) = U x V is a local trivialization.
The dimension of V' is called the rank of E.

For E 5 M a vector bundle, a smooth map s : M — E is called a section if 7o s = idy,.
We write I'(E') for the C*°(M)-module of sections. We will also consider various subspaces of
['(E), characterized by their support properties: T'.(F) is the space of sections with compact
support, and I'i.(E), I'po(E), I'ee(E), T'se(E) contain the sections with timelike compact, past
compact, future compact and spacelike compact support, respectively.

If E 5 N is a vector bundle and f : M — N is a map, we can form the pullback bundle
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as a limit in Man. Explicitly,
JE={(x,e) € X X E|f(x) = m(e)}
and 7'(z,e) = z. In turn, sections of £ can be pulled back to f*E:
fro NE) — I(f*E)
s [rs(x) = (z,5(f(2))) -
The section f*s of f*FE is called the pullback of s along f.
If M and N are globally hyperbolic spacetimes with vector bundle ¥ — N, and f :

M — N is a smooth open embedding (for example, if f is a Loc-morphism) then compactly
supported sections of f*F can be pushed forward along f: for s € I'.(f*E) we can define the

pushforward of s along f as
_ s @) @ e f(M)
fes(z) = {O v d fOD) (2.2.2)

for x € N.
A fiber metric h on E is an inner product h, on E, for each p € M that depends smoothly
on p. If F is equipped with a fiber metric h, this induces the integration pairing

(5.8} = /M h(s, s') volu

on all sections s, s’ € T'(F) with compactly overlapping support, where voly; is the volume
form induced by the metric on M.

Given M of dimension n and two vector bundles E = M and F £ M with fibers V and
W, a linear differential operator of order at most k is a K-linear map P : ['(E) — I'(F') that
is locally of the form one would expect: for p € M there exists a neighbourhood U of p in
M with coordinates z* and local trivializations 7= 3(U) 2 U x V and p~}(U) = U x W such

that 5 5
aq Qn
Ps= Y A, <%) <8x”> s (2.2.3)
alal<k
in these coordinates. Here, @ = (a1, ...,a,) are all multi-indices valued in Nj and we sum

over all a such that |a| := ). a; <k, and A, € Homg(V,W). P is said to be of order k if
it is of order at most k, but not of order at most k£ — 1.

If £ and F' are equipped with fiber metrics hp and hr with induced integration pairings
(,)r and (, )p, the formal adjoint of a linear differential operator P : I'(E) — I'(F) is the
differential operator P*: I'(F') — I'(F) defined by

(s', Ps)p = (P*s',s)p .

A linear differential operator P : I'(E) — I'(E) is formally self-adjoint if P* = P.
For a differential P : I'(E) — I'(F) of order k with local expression (2.2.3)), its principal
symbol op is the map
op: ™M — HOH’IK(E, F)

that one gets by contracting a covector with the linear maps in the order k part of P: for

(=3,Gda' € TrM,
or(©) =Y Aalp) ([T(6)™):

alal=k
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A linear differential operator P : I'(E) — I'(E) of order two is called normally hyperbolic if
its principal symbol is

op(¢) = g(¢,¢)idg

where we recall that ¢ is the metric on M.

EXAMPLE 2.2.13. An important example of normally hyperbolic operators is the d’Alembert
operator L, also known as the Hodge Laplacian or the Laplace-de Rham operator, which will
play an central role in chapter . It acts on the k-forms QF(M) = D(A* T* M) of any oriented
pseudo-Riemannian manifold (M, g) of dimension n.

To define [, we first note that g induces a fiberwise inner product

k k
() NTMe NT;M - R

such that (n,(¢) is a smooth function on M when n,{ € Q¥(M) are k-forms on M. The
volume form voly; induced by the metric g then allows us to define the Hodge star operator

0 QF (M) — Q" F(M)
through

n A ¢ = (n,¢) voly
for n, ¢ € QF(M). Integrating over M yields the integration pairing

(n,O:/Mn/\*C

which is defined if the supports of  and ( have compact overlap.
The Hodge star in turn allows us to define the codifferential

6= (=)« Tdx: QF (M) = QF1(M). (2.2.4)

Since d squares to zero, § does too, and using Stokes’ theorem, § is seen to be formally adjoint
to the de Rham differential d with respect to the integration pairing:

{dn,¢) = (n,6¢) (2.2.5)

where now n € QF(M) and ¢ € QF1(M).
The d’Alembertian O is then defined as

O:=(d+6)? =dé +dd.
Note that since d?> = 62 = 0, both d and § commute with [J:
dd=déd=0d |, o =46dd =00.

Moreover, because d and ¢ are formally adjoint to each other with respect to the integration
pairing, we immediately see that [ is self-adjoint:

(B, ¢) = (n,0C).
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2.2.4. Green operators. Normally hyperbolic operators form a class of linear differen-
tial operators that can be solved using Green operators.

DEFINITION 2.2.14. For a linear differential operator P : I'(E) — I'(E) on a time-oriented
Lorentzian manifold M, a retarded Green operator for P is a linear map

GT :Tpe(E) = The(E)
such that
(1) PoG* =idr =G o P|.
(2) supp(G*s) C Jy(supp(s))
Similarly, an advanced Green operator for P is a linear map
G PfC(E> — FfC(E)
such that
(]_) PoG™ = ideC(E) =G oP
(2) supp(G~s) € J_(supp(s))
An operator P for which both G and G~ exist is called Green hyperbolic.

For a Green hyperbolic operator P with advanced and retarded Green operators G, its
retarded-minus-advanced operator or causal propagator is the difference

G:=G" -G :Tw(F) = T(E).

T (E)

Recall that timelike compact means both future and past compact, which is exactly where
G is defined.

REMARK 2.2.15. Note that if G¥ exist, they are unique: for example, if both Gt and G*
are retarded Green operators for P, we immediately find

Gts =G PGTs=G"s
for all s € I',(E).
The existence of Green operators for the operator P implies several properties for P
related to sections of various support: for example, by condition (1) in Definition [2.2.14] we

immediately see that P is injective on I',.(£). These properties are most compactly stated
in the form of an exact sequence, as follows.

THEOREM 2.2.16. Let P : I'(F) — I'(F) be a Green hyperbolic operator with Green
operators G*. Then the following sequence is an exact complex:

G P

0 —— [yo(B) 2 Ty (E)

I(E) -5 T(E) — 0.

Restricting to sections of compact support (at the start of the sequence) we find that
0——To(E) L5 To(E) =S5 Too(E) —25 Too(E) —— 0
is also exact.

PROOF. These statements are Lemma 2.14, Theorem 2.15 and Proposition 2.16 in [BD15].
0



34 2. PRELIMINARIES

REMARK 2.2.17. If E comes equipped with a fiber metric and P : I'(E) — I'(E) is both
Green hyperbolic and self-adjoint, the Green operators G and G~ for P are also adjoint on
compactly supported sections: if s, € I'.(E),

(s,GTs) = (PG s,G"s"Yy = (G~ s,PGTs') = (G™s,5') .
This immediately implies that the causal propagator G = G* — G~ is skew-adjoint:
(s,Gs"y = —(Gs,s')
for s, s’ € I'.(E).
REMARK 2.2.18. Let P be a Green hyperbolic operator with Green operators G+, and

let @) be another linear operator that commutes with P and does not increase the support of
sections. Then @ will also commute with G*: for example, for s € I',.(E),

QG s = GTPQGYs = GTQPGTs = GTQs.

For our purposes, the main result on normally hyperbolic operators is the following the-
orem.

THEOREM 2.2.19. Normally hyperbolic operators on globally hyperbolic spacetimes are
Green hyperbolic.

PROOF. For sections of compact support, this was proven in [BGPOT|, see Corollary
3.4.3. The extension to sections of future and past compact support is proven in [Bar1l5]. O

EXAMPLE 2.2.20. Continuing Example[2.2.13] we note that since the d’Alembert operator
[0 is normally hyperbolic, it has advanced and retarded Green operators Gf; and G5 on
globally hyperbolic spacetimes. Moreover, since d and 6 commute with [, they also commute

with its Green operators by Remark [2.2.18

2.3. Algebraic quantum field theory

In this section we define algebraic quantum field theory (AQFT), the framework in which
this thesis operates. The conceptual basis has already been laid in the introduction. We first
treat the case of Klein-Gordon theory in some detail, and then give the necessary definition of
algebraic quantum field theory. The book by Haag [Haal2] is probably the best introduction
to the algebraic viewpoint on quantum field theory. Other references for this section are
[FV15] and [BD15].

2.3.1. An example: Klein-Gordon observables. As an illuminating example of an

algebra of observables, let us consider Klein-Gordon theory on a globally hyperbolic spacetime
M, following [BD15].
To start with, scalar fields are simply (real-valued) smooth functions on M:

¢ e C®(M).
The equation of motion for a field of mass m is
P :=(O-m")¢ =0

where we use the d’Alembertian [J defined in Example [2.2.13] Then the (classical) solution
space is the kernel of the Klein-Gordon operator:

Gol"“ == {¢p € C*(M) | P¢ =0} = ker (P). (2.3.1)
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For the observables on C'°(M) we choose to use the compactly supported smooth func-
tions on M,

e CF(M).
Such a ¢ defines a functional F}, on C*°(M) through the integration pairing:

F,:C*(M) — R
volas.
6 M/Mw ol

These Fy, can be interpreted as evaluation functionals, smeared by : if
ev, : C°(M) — R
¢ — P(x)

is the functional that evaluates ¢ at the point x € M, then F, can be interpreted as

F, = » vol
w /Mw(:v) ev, volys
or more suggestively,
B() = Fy(6) = /M (2)p(x) volyy (23.2)

where only here we use notation ¢(x) := ev,(¢) for the operator evaluating the field ¢ at z.
The assignment v — F is injective, so we choose the real vector space of (off-shell) linear
observables to be

Lotanen(M) 1= {Fy|y € CF(M)} = CZ(M).

Note that we are indeed making a choice of observables here: for example, the evaluation
functionals ev, defined above are not included. So we have chosen a subspace of the algebraic
dual of C*°(M), which we call the smooth dual space to C*°(M). Importantly, our choice of
dual space is large enough, in that it separates C°(M): if ¢ # ¢o € C°(M), there exists
an Fy, € &G (M) such that Fy(¢1) # Fy(p2).

Moving on-shell (i.e. restricting our observables to Gol*¢ C C*°(M)) we see that some
F, are identically zero on Gol®Y: if ) = Pa with o € C®(M) and ¢ € Sol*,

Fy(¢) = /M (Pa) ¢ voly = /M a (Pg) voly =0

where we have used the fact that O (and therefore the Klein-Gordon operator P) is formally
self-adjoint. Using the fact that P is Green hyperbolic and the properties expressed in the
exact sequences of Theorem [2.2.16| we see that in fact,

{y € C§°(M)|F¢\60[KG =0} = PC®(M)

so we define the linear observables of our Klein-Gordon theory to be the equivalence classes
of functions representing the functionals:

2KG<M) = CSO(M)/PCSO(M) = gﬁfihell(M>/{F¢ < ’ngihell(MﬂFi#’Gg[KG = 0} (2.3.3)

Note that this is part of a more general pattern: restriciting to a subspace (&ol = ker(P) C
V') corresponds to taking a quotient on the (choice of) dual (Obs = V*/P*V*).
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The next step for both the classical and the quantum theory is to specify a Poisson struc-
ture 7 on the observables. This Poisson structure is constructed using the Green operators

G%( of P =0 —m?, which exist because of Theorem [2.2.19}

v LEO(M) @ £RG(M) — R
[41] ® (1] — fMIDl Gka 2 voly

which is well-defined because of the properties of G%, (recall that Gre = Glp — Gre)-

Restricting to a Cauchy surface, one can in fact show that this Poisson structure corre-
sponds to the usual equal-time canonical commutation relations encountered when treating
the Klein-Gordon field as a quantum field theory (see e.g. [Wal94]; note that there and in
many other texts 7 is called a symplectic structure). We also remark that while the introduc-
tion of the Poisson structure as presented here seems ad hoc, there are several constructions
that lead to this specific Poisson form; for example, the Peierls formula (see [Khal4]) and
Zuckerman'’s variational bicomplex ([Zuc8T]). We will see this Poisson structure arise in yet
another way in chapter [4 through certain canonical shifted Poisson structures.

The assignment of (£5¢(M),7y) to M can be extended to a functor on Loc: for any
causal embedding f : M — N in Loc, the pushforward f. is defined by extending a
compactly supported function ¢ by zero outside of f(M) C N:

fo: KC (M) — £KC(N)
(W] — [Yn]

(2.3.4)

where
_ Jo(T @) 2 e f(M)
Un(x) = {O v ¢ f(M)
for x € N. We also see that for [11], [1o] € £(M)

(£ () ([, [2]) = v (fultn], filtba]) = Tar([9n], [¥2])

using the uniqueness of Green operators and the support of ;. So we have a functor
(£%% 1) : Loc — PoissVecty

where PoissVecty is the category of Poisson vector spaces, see Example [2.1.10]
To construct the classical theory we form the symmetric algebra

Sym £KG @ £KG ®n/2
n>0

which is the symmetrization of the tensor algebra found in Example [2.1.26] The tensor
product still gives the multiplication,

(1) @+ ® [n]) - (1] @ - ® [Phm]) 1= 1] ® -~ @ Y] @ 1] ® - @ [
and the unit is
1 eR=: £5¢(M)=°.
We extend the Poisson structure 7, to the tensor algebra as a derivation, which defines a
Poisson bracket {, } s on Sym®(£X%(M)). The resulting Poisson algebra

A “ (M) = (Sym®(£¢(M)), {, }ur)

is the classical algebra of observables for Klein-Gordon theory.
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The quantum theory is obtained through canonical quantization of the linear observables:
we form the tensor *-algebra of the complexiﬁed linear observables £5¢ (M) := £5¢(M)®gC,

T® £KG @SKG
n>0
where multiplication and unit are defined as in Example [2.1.26, and the x-involution is given
by
(] @ -+ @ [1hn])" := [Yn] @ -+ @ [th1] (2.3.5)
which is extended antilinearly (recall that all ¢; € C2°(M) are real-valued). The *-ideal that
implements canonical commutation relations is

Tocr(M) = ([1] ® (] =[] @ [1] — imae ([W1], [Wa]) | [¥a], [v2] € £5C(M))

and the algebra of quantum observables is then the quotient of the tensor algebra by this
ideal:
AKC (M) := T (2EC(M)) /Zocr(M) € *Alg.

For [¢)] € £(M) = C(M)/PC (M), we write its class in A5E (M) as
o) =[] + Tocr(M) € AL (M). (2.3.6)

Like £5¢ both AKC and Q[éfﬁ can be extended to functors on Loc. The pushforward
immediately extends to a map of tensor algebras

fo : TE(ES (M) — T (LS (V).

which also defines a map of symmetric algebras. Since (f.)*(7n) = T,

for UG (M) — AGE(N)
is a map of Poisson algebras; moreover, it implies that

fe(Zecr(M)) € Zeer(N)
so we find that f, descends to a map of algebras

. 9(KG K@

fo QA7 (M) — 457 (N).

This concludes our (very succinct) treatment of the classical and quantum observables of
Klein-Gordon theory on an arbitrary globally hyperbolic spacetime M. Besides functoriality,
2AEC exhibits two other features that make it into an algebraic quantum field theory, as we
will see in the next section.

2.3.2. Algebraic quantum field theory. With the necessary preliminaries given, we
now define algebraic quantum field theory.

DEFINITION 2.3.1. An algebraic quantum field theory on Loc is a functor
2 : Loc — xAlg

that assigns to each globally hyperbolic spacetime M its x-algebra of observables A(M).
Moreover, it satisfies two axioms:

(1) Einstein causality: if f : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint morphisms
in Loc (see Definition [2.2.10)), their observables commute in 2A(N):

A7) (A1) A7) (308)) | = (0} € 1)
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(2) Time-slice: if f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc (see Definition [2.2.9)), then
it induces an isomorphism of algebras of observables:

A(f) : A(M) — A(N).

If M € Loc, an algebraic quantum field theory on M is a functor

20 : COpens(M) — *Alg
satisfying the Einstein causality and time-slice axioms.

REMARK 2.3.2. As mentioned in the introduction, this definition of an algebraic quantum
field theory (AQFT) 2 ensures that our theory exhibits some key features that one would
demand from a quantum field theory:

e Since 2 is a functor, the theory is local in the sense that for a subspacetime U C
M the inclusion ¢ : U < M tells us which observables on M are located on U:
A(5) (A(U)) C A(M);

e As its name suggests, the Einstein causality axiom ensures that 2 is causal: since
the observables supported in spacelike separated regions in a spacetime N commute,
the subsystems on the two regions are independent;

e Because of the time-slice axiom, 2 has a dynamical law: a solution around a Cauchy
surface can be propagated to the whole spacetime, so dually, the observables sup-
ported around that Cauchy surface are enough to probe the entire solution space.

REMARK 2.3.3. One other axiom that is often included in the definition of an algebraic
quantum field theory is isotony:

(3) Isotony: for any f: M — N in Loc, the map of algebras
is injective.
Isotony tells us that non-zero observables on M will still be non-zero observables on N: none
are lost when moving to the larger spacetime. However, this condition turns out to be too
stringent for some models; for example, non-zero topological charges in Abelian Yang-Mills
theory on M will be zero on N if N has trivial cohomology groups (this was first seen
in [DL12] and expanded upon in [SDH14, BDS14, BDHS14, BSS17, BBSS17]. One

proposal to resolve this is to replace the isotony axiom by a descent axiom; we will return to
this in Section [3.3.1]

One direct advantage of the algebraic definition of quantum field theory is that it allows
one to define and study quantum field theories on all globally hyperbolic spacetimes, curved or
otherwise, with no reference to specifics of that spacetime (such as the Poincaré symmetries
of Minkowski spacetime). As such it is an excellent framework to study QFTs on curved
spacetimes. It is also a suitable setting to study general aspects of quantum field theories:
one would expect that causality and dynamics are features of any QFT, and the prominence
of observables in the theory allows locality to be baked in from the start. Note that while
we are considering quantum fields on curved spacetimes, these are not theories of quantum
gravity: the geometry of the spacetimes is kept fixed but arbitrary, so at best these are
solutions to the classical Einstein equations.
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ExXAMPLE 2.3.4. The functor Q[gLG describing the observables of quantum Klein-Gordon
theory discussed in the previous Section defines an algebraic quantum field theory on
Loc. We already saw that ﬁgff : Loc — xAlg is a functor. Einstein causality for arbitrary
elements follows from Einstein causality on generators: if supp(t;) and supp(¢2) are spacelike
separated,

~ ~

(B00n), $un)] = imas (0, 62 = i /M b1 Grer s volyr = 0

because of the support properties of G and supp(¢1) N J(supp(12)) = . Proving the time-
slice axiom is somewhat more involved, requiring the use of Green operators and partitions
of unity; this is done in the two theorems in section 3.1 of [BD15].

The algebras ﬂﬁG(M ) are generated by the smearings q@(w) of the linear field ¢ (2.3.2)),
where ¢ € C®(M) is a test function. This assignment of observables clearly respects the
morphisms in Loc: for f: M — N in Loc and ¢ € C®*(M),

O(f.0) = A(f)d(v) € ALE(N) .

Here, f, is the pushforward of compactly supported functions along f. The spaces C°(M)
of compactly supported sections in fact form their own functor, the cosheaf

c Loc — Vecty
M — C> (M)
(f: M= N) — (fi: C3(M)— CZ(N)) .
For general algebraic quantum field theories, note that a field on M with values in a vector
bundle E(M) should be smeared against a compactly supported section of the dual bundle
E*(M). In these theories, quantum fields like é can then be defined as follows.

DEFINITION 2.3.5. Let 2 : Loc — xAlg be an algebraic quantum field theory and

E : Loc — VecBun a contravariant functor that assigns to M € Loc a vector bundle

E — M of rank k over M. A quantum field ® of type E in 2 is then a natural transformation
P :T(E*) — A

between the underlying functors of vector spaces (recall that we write I'.(E*) for the com-

pactly supported sections of the dual bundle E*).

We cast our definition of classical observables of a field theory into the same algebraic
mold.

DEFINITION 2.3.6. An algebraic classical field theory on Loc is a functor
2 : Loc — PoissAlgy

that assigns to each globally hyperbolic spacetime M its Poisson algebra of observables
AM) = (A(M),{,}m) and to each morphism f : M — N in Loc a Poisson algebra
morphism

i.e. a linear map 2A(f) : A(M) — A(N) such that A(f) o {,}yr = {, }n o A(f) ® 2A(f).

Moreover, it satisfies two axioms:
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(1) Einstein causality: if fi : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint morphisms
in Loc (see Definition |2.2.10]), their observables have trivial Poisson bracket in A(NV):
{20 @(0). A(L)(A(AE) | = {0} CAN)

(2) Time-slice: if f: M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc (see Definition [2.2.9)), then
it induces an isomorphism of Poisson algebras of observables:

A(f) : A(M) = A(N) .

REMARK 2.3.7. Both the classical and quantum Klein-Gordon theories from the previous
Section [2.3.1] are free theories: they are constructed using the Poisson vector space of linear
observables. Constructing an interacting theory is significantly more involved; specifically,
canonical quantization is a lot less straightforward.

The theories constructed in this thesis will all be free; in fact, one of the main topics
of chapter [3]is a generalization of the quantization of Klein-Gordon theory in Section [2.3.1]
This leads us to the following algebraic definition of linear field theory.

DEFINITION 2.3.8. An algebraic linear field theory on Loc is a functor
(£,7) : Loc — PoissVectg

that assigns to each globally hyperbolic spacetime M its Poisson vector space of linear ob-
servables (£(M), Tpr). Moreover, it satisfies two axioms:

(1) Einstein causality: if fi : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint morphisms
in Loc (see Definition [2.2.10), their linear observables in £(N) pair to zero with
respect to Ty

(20 (20m)). £() (20) ) = (0) C B

(2) Time-slice: if f: M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc (see Definition [2.2.9)), then
it induces an isomorphism of Poisson vector spaces of linear observables:

(=23

L(f) : (&(M), 7)) — (L(N),7v) -

DEFINITION 2.3.9. All three classes of algebraic field theories are subcategories of functor
categories: the morphisms between two field theories are the natural transformations between
the functors. As such, we have the full subcategories

QFT(Loc) C *Alg™°; CIFT(Loc) C PoissAlg;"*°; LFT(Loc) C PoissVectz"°° .

DEFINITION 2.3.10. Given the definitions of algebraic quantum field theory and algebraic
linear field theory, we can define a linear canonical quantization functor

C¢R : LFT(Loc) — QFT(Loc)
in the spirit of Section [2.3.1} for a Poisson vector space (V, 7) € PoissVectg, we define
cce(V,7) :=T%(Ve) /Zecr(V,T)
where Zoor(V, 7) is the *-ideal of T% (V(c) generated by the canonical commutation relation:

Zocr(V,T) = ($®y—y®x—i7(x,y)).
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One immediately sees that this defines a functor ccv : PoissVectg — *xAlg and postcompo-
sition by this functor yieldsﬂ

CECR := (ccr), = ccro (—) : LFT(Loc) — QFT(Loc).

If A = CER(L, 7) € QFT(Loc), we will say that 2 is a linear algebraic quantum field theory.
The inclusion unit ¢1 : Vo — T (V) (2.1.5) of the free-forget adjunction T% 4 U yields the
canonical natural transformation

1 £ — CCR(L,T) (2.3.7)
of vector space valued functors, where we suppress the forgetful functor U.

DEFINITION 2.3.11. For linear algebraic quantum field theories A = €ECR(L, 1), there
exists a special class of quantum fields in the sense of Definition [2.3.5} first, a linear field ®
in (£,7) of type E is a natural transformation

® T (E) — &

of the underlying functors into the category of vector spaces. A linear quantum field P of
type E in 2 is then a quantum field

d=10P:T(E) — A
where @ is a linear field in (£, 7) and ¢; is the canonical natural transformation (2.3.7)) from
£ to 2.

2.4. Chain complexes and model categories

The field theories in this text will regularly be homotopy field theories, in the sense that
they are functors into a category of algebras valued in chain complexes. In turn, the category
of chain complexes admits a structured study of its weak equivalences: it is a model category.
Weibel [Wei95] will be our main source for chain complexes and we refer to [MR19] for our
treatment of bicomplexes. We will use [DS95), Riel4), [Hov07| for model categories.

2.4.1. Chain complexes and bicomplexes. We collect the facts on chain complexes
we will need here and refer to [Wei95] for a proper introduction. Let K be a field of
characteristic 0.

DEFINITION 2.4.1. A chain complez (C,,d) over K is a sequence of vector spaces {C), }nez
over K with a differential, a sequence of linear maps {d : C,, — C,,_1 }nez such that d* = 0.
A cochain complex (C*,d) over K is a sequence of vector spaces {C"},cz over K with a
codifferential, a sequence of linear maps {d : C" — C"'}, .7 such that d? = 0.

We will almost exclusively work with chain complexes in this text. We visualize a chain
complex (C,,d) as
PR PR RPIL Y o M PPEL N
and often abuse notation by denoting it by C,, (C,d) or C. The index n € Z is called the
degree of the component of the complex, so the differential reduces the degree of elements in
the chain complex by 1. For an element ¢ € C,, we write |c| := n for its degree. We sometimes

4We should really prove that this construction preserves Einstein causality and the time-slice axiom; we

will do this in Chapter [3| See Corollary |3.3.21
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. . : .
use the notation A to emphasize that A is the component at degree n of the complex in
question.

REMARK 2.4.2. If V is a vector space, we will abuse notation and also write V' for the
chain complex

(=1) (0) 1)
0 «——V+—0

that is only nonzero in degree 0, with V5 = V. In particular we will write K for the chain
complex that consists of the ground field K concentrated in degree 0.

DEFINITION 2.4.3. A morphism f : (C,,d¢) — (D, dp) of chain complexes is a sequence
of linear maps f, : C,, — D,, that commutes with the differentials:

fnde = dp frta

for all n € Z; f is called a chain map. A chain homotopy \ between two chain maps
f,g:C — D is a sequence of maps A, : C;, — D, increasing the degree by 1 such that

fo— gn =dpAy + Aoade -

We write dA for the chain map (9\), := dp\, + \,_1de, a notation that will become
more clear when discussing the internal hom below.
We think of the essential information of a chain complex as being its homology:

DEFINITION 2.4.4. Let C' be a chain complex. For n € Z we define its nth homology as
H,(C) ==ker ( Cpy 5= Cy ) /im( Cp 2= Cpyy )

which is well-defined because d*> = 0. A complex C is ezxact if H,(C') = 0 for all n; in other

words, when ker ( Ch-1 P C, ) = im( C, P Chi1 ) for all n.
Because the components of a chain map f : C' — D commute with the differentials, f
defines a map on homology,

H,(f): H,(C) — H,(D)

which we will often simply denote by f. If f is an isomorphism on homology, i.e. if H,(f)
is an isomorphism for all n, we call f a quasi-isomorphism. If f : C' — D is a chain map, a
quasi-inverse of f is a chain map g : D — C such that gf —idg = O\ and fg —idp = dp for
chain homotopies A and p.

We might write f~! for a quasi-inverse of f, but we of course need to be careful with
this notation: a quasi-inverse is not an actual inverse to f unless OA = 0 and dp = 0, and
a quasi-inverse will in general also not be unique. Since we consider the homology of a
chain complex its relevant information, we think of quasi-isomorphisms as establishing an
equivalence between two complexes, even when the two complexes are not isomorphic. We
will consider this issue further in the next section.

The chain complexes over K, together with the chain maps, form the category Chg. This
is a category rich in additional structure: the quasi-isomorphisms make it into a homotopical
category, and even a model category, as we will see in Example 2.4.19] Tt is also a closed
symmetric monoidal category.
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DEFINITION 2.4.5. The tensor product of two chain complexes (C,d¢) and (D, dp) is
(C®D), = P Cr® D

k+l=n
with differential d® defined by extending the differentials as derivations with a sign from the
Koszul rule: for ¢ € C and d € Dy,

d®(c®d) :==de(c) @ d+ (—1)* e @ dp(d) .

The monoidal unit is then given by the complex K, that is, the complex that is K in degree
0, and O elsewhere, with trivial differential. The braiding is given by a graded flip: for
C ® d < Ck ® Dl,
Blc®d) = (—1)"d®c. (2.4.1)
The internal hom for Chg is quite a bit bigger than the set of morphisms in Chg: for
(C,dvy), (D,dy) € Chy, it is the mapping complex

(C, D),y = [ [ Homg (Con, Dy
meZ

where Homg(C,,, Dyy1p) is the vector space of linear maps between vector spaces. For
L=A{Ly :Cy — Dyintm € [C, D], we have the differential

8-[/ = {dDLm — (_1)an71 dC . Cm — Dernfl}m S [07 D]nfl

The internal hom gives a characterization of the chain maps in Chy: for (C,,d¢), (D,,dp) €
ChK7

Chg(C, D) =ker (0 : [C, D]y — [C, D]_1) .

It also characterizes the chain homotopies: a chain homotopy A between f and g is a A €
[C, D]y such that f — g = 0.

DEFINITION 2.4.6. Given a chain complex (C, d¢) we define its shifting C[k] by an integer
k by C[kl], := Cp_y, and depy == (—1)*dc.

It is clear that C[k][l] = C[k + (] for any two k,l € Z and that C[0] = C. Moreover, the
shifting interacts with the closed monoidal structure: first, we see that C[k] =2 K[k]® C. And

~Y

for two chain complexes C' and D we have the isomorphism of internal homs hom(C, D[k]) =
hom(C, D)[k] through

hom(C, DIk]), — hom(C, D)[k],
{Ly, : Coy = Dlklmintm +— {Lm:Cpmn = Dimin—k}m

Importantly, this isomorphism preserves the differentials 0 of the internal homs.

(2.4.2)

EXAMPLE 2.4.7. The differential forms w € Q*(M) on a manifold M of dimension n form
the well-known de Rham cochain complex

QM) —5 Qt (M) —4 - L Qn (M)

and we will write H; (M) for its cohomology in degree k. If M is equipped with a metric,
the codifferential § (2.2.4]) defines the complex

QO(M) «2— QY (M) +2— ... 2 (M) .
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We write Hf(M) for its homology in degree k and Qf(M) for ker (6 : Q*(M) — Q*1(M)).
Of course, the Hodge star  is an isomorphism, so we have H¥(M) = «Hz"(M).

Taking the compactly supported differential forms QF (M) gives subcomplexes of these two
complexes, and we write HY 5 (M) and H}; for their (co)homology. Note that this reverses
functoriality:

Q°*: Man®® — coChg

is a contravariant functor using the pullback of forms, where coChyg, is the category of cochain
complexes. On the other hand, if we write Man,,,;, for the category of manifolds with smooth
open embeddings as morphisms,

(22 : Man,,,, — coChy
is a covariant functor using the pushforward of compactly supported forms.
THEOREM 2.4.8. (Poincaré duality) The integration pairing

(,): Q"M)Qv*M) — R
w® (¢ — [ywAC

induces a nondegenerate bilinear pairing
(,): Hig(M)® HIb (M) — R.
So if the cohomologies are finite dimensional,
Hip (M) = (Hiqg)" -

We can define algebraic structures like a multiplication or a Poisson structure on chain
complexes in the same way we define them on vector spaces; we just have to be careful that
all maps involved are chain maps.

DEFINITION 2.4.9. A differential graded unital associative algebra is a triple (A, pu,n)
where A = (A,d) is a chain complex, p: A ® A — A is an associative multiplication and
n: K — Ais a unit. Both p and 7 are required to be chain maps, which in particular implies
that n(1) € Ay, since K is concentrated in degree 0. These algebras form the category dgAlgag;
we include the dg to emphasize that we are working with chain complexes. Morphisms in
dgAlg, are chain maps that preserve the multiplication and the unit.

If we work over the field C we can also define differential graded *-algebras. These are
differential graded algebras that have an involution x : A — A. We write dg*Alg,, for the
category of differential graded x-algebras.

Other algebraic structures (like that of a Lie algebra, or a Poisson algebra) can also be
defined on chain complexes. As with vector spaces, we will define them using operads in

Section [2.5.2]

DEFINITION 2.4.10. A Poisson chain complex (V,7) is a chain complex V = (V,d) to-
gether with a Poisson structure, a chain map 7 : V ® V' — K that is graded antisymmetric:
7(v,w) = — (=17 (w,v). Note that since 7 is a chain map and K is concentrated in
degree 0, 7 will only pair an element of degree n with elements of degree —n. Morphisms
of Poisson chain complexes (V,7) — (V' ,7’) are chain maps f : V' — V’ that preserve the

Poisson structure: f*(7') = 7" o (f A f) = 7. The Poisson chain complexes form the category
PoissChyg.
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DEFINITION 2.4.11. We can also use the shifting defined above to shift the Poisson struc-
ture. A k-shifted Poisson chain complex (V,T) is a chain complex V' = (V,d) together with
a shifted Poisson structure Y : V @ V' — K[k] that is shifted graded antisymmetric:

T(v,w) = —(—1)PleHrliErwip g, o)

Since T pairs elements of degree n with elements of degree —n + k, we see that

e when £ is odd, T is symmetric: Y(v,w) = T (w,v);

e when k is even, Y is graded antisymmetric: Y (v, w) = —(—1)""*(w, v).
This is a somewhat unintuitive expression of antisymmetry. Heuristically, it helps to think
of T as an object of degree k sitting in between v and w, and then applying the Koszul
sign rule. In this regard, (v)Y(w) would perhaps be a more appropriate notation, though
confusing in its own way.

To end this section, we also define bicomplexes, which we will use in chapter [5| as a tool
to calculate the bar construction. The convention to let the two differentials anticommute
is nonstandard but it is convenient for our purposes; the opposite convention where they
commute is equivalent by adding a sign to the vertical differential, see Remark 2.2 in [MR19].

DEFINITION 2.4.12. A bicomplex C = (C,,,d,d) over K is a family of vector spaces
{Ch.4}pqez over K together with a horizontal differential d : C,, — C,_;, such that d* =0
and a vertical differential § : C,, — C,,_1 such that 6> = 0. The differentials are required
to anticommute:

dd+4dd=0.

A morphism of bicomplexes f : C' — D is a family of linear maps {f,, : Cpqy = Dpgltpgez
that commute with both differentials. We write bChy for the category of bicomplexes over
K.

For an element ¢ € C,,, we say that p is its horizontal degree, q is its vertical degree, (p, q)
is its bidegree and |c| := p+ ¢ is its total degree. For any fixed ¢, C, , will be a chain complex,
as will Cp,, for a fixed p. And vice versa, we can specify a bicomplex C' by describing for
example all the complexes of fixed vertical degree C, , and the vertical differential ¢.

Like Chg, the category bChg is symmetric monoidal.

DEFINITION 2.4.13. The tensor product C' ® D of two bicomplexes C' and D is the
bicomplex

(C®Dyy:= @ CiyoDy
with differentials
dlc®d) =d(c)®d+ (—1)e® d(d)
S(c®d) =d(c)@d+ (=1)be® 6(d)
where we emphasize that |c| = i+ j is the total degree of ¢ € C; ;. The monoidal unit is given

by K, the bicomplex that is K in bidegree (0,0) and 0 elsewhere, with trivial horizontal and
vertical differential. The braiding is given by a graded flip

Blcod) = (-1)ld @ ¢ .
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DEFINITION 2.4.14. Bicomplexes can be made into chain complexes by @)-totalization:

Tot® : bChK — ChK
(C,d,0) — (Tot®(C),d"")

with Tot®(C') given by
Tot®(C), := P Chaq

p+Hg=n
and the total differential
d*t.=d+§ .

This defines a strong monoidal functor.

We will routinely abuse notation and simply write totalization for @-totalization; since
we do not use [ [-totalization in this text this should not lead to confusion.

2.4.2. Weak equivalences and localization. In Section we noted that the im-
portant information of a chain complex lies in its homology. From the perspective of category
theory this means that we think of any quasi-isomorphism f : C' — D (i.e. any chain map
that induced an isomorphism in homology) as establishing an equivalence between the chain
complexes C' and D. Note however, that C' and D do not need to be isomorphic.

Quasi-isomorphisms in Chyg are an example of weak equivalences: a class of morphisms
in a category that we think of as establishing an equivalence, that includes the isomorphisms
but will in general also contain non-isomorphisms. Homotopy equivalences between topolog-
ical spaces give another example, and equivalences between categories (like the equivalences
between groupoids of gauge fields discussed in Section of the introduction) give a third.

In all cases mentioned here we find a concept of equivalence that is weaker than isomor-
phism, but we want to treat it as being a true equivalence. A first impulse would be to try
to make them into isomorphisms, i.e. adapt the category in such a way that they can be
inverted. This leads to the notion of localization.

A localization of a category C at a subset of its morphisms W is a new category C[IV ]
such that every f € W becomes an isomorphism in C[W™!]. Moreover, the localization
is universal for this property: any functor F' : C — D that sends all morphisms in W to
isomorphisms must factor through C[W~!]. This results in the following definition, Definition
7.1.1 in [KSO06].

DEFINITION 2.4.15. Let C be a category and W C Mor C a subset of its morphisms.
Then a localization of C at W is a category C[W 1] together with a functor
L:C— C[W
such that

e for any f € W, L(f) is an isomorphism;
e for any functor F' : C — D to an arbitrary category D such that F(f) is an
isomorphism for all f € W, there exists a functor Fj, : C[IW '] — D and a natural

isomorphism 7 : F’ =N Iy L,
e the pullback functor

L* : Fun(C[W™'],D) — Fun(C, D)
is fully faithful.
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Localizations are unique, up to categorical equivalence. From a formal perspective, local-
izations are very nice to work with, and in many cases one can prove that they exist. However,
finding a model for a localization that is not too large to work with is in general a very hard
problem, and several techniques have been developed to construct workable models. Perhaps
the most famous one is model category theory.

2.4.3. Model categories. A model category is a category with a class of weak equiv-
alences and two other classes of morphisms that we think of as the “good” surjections and
injections. Again, we will give a short review of the facts that we will need here; [DS95] is
a good introduction to the subject.

DEFINITION 2.4.16. A model category is a category C with three classes of morphisms in
Mor C:

e the weak equivalences (c = ') € W;
e the fibrations (c — ) € Fib;
e the cofibrations (¢ — ') € Cof

which are all closed under composition and include all identities. Fibrations that are also
weak equivalences are called trivial or acyclic fibrations; likewise, cofibrations that are also
weak equivalences are called trivial or acyclic cofibrations.

Moreover, the following axioms hold:

MC1 C is complete and cocomplete: it contains all small limits and colimits.

MC2 The 2-out-of-3 property holds for the weak equivalences: if f and g are composable
morphisms and two of the three maps f, g and gf are weak equivalences, then so is
the third

MC3 All three classes of morphisms are closed under retracts: if we have the diagram

7 r
c——d——c

|l b

7 r
d——d — ¢

in C such that r¢ and »’i’ are the identities on ¢ and ¢ respectively, then if ¢ is a
weak equivalence, fibration or cofibration, so is f.

MC4 In the diagram

where 7 is a cofibration and p is a fibration, the lift h exists whenever either ¢ or p is
also a weak equivalence. (A lift in this diagram is a map h that makes both resulting
triangles commute.)

MC5 Any map f : ¢ — ¢ in C factors in two ways:

f / f /
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i.e. as an acyclic cofibration followed by a fibration, or as a cofibration followed by
an acyclic fibration.

REMARK 2.4.17. In axiom MC5, we do not demand that the factorizations are functo-
rial. However, in all model categories we will encounter, it will be possible to choose these
factorizations to be functorial. This is true for most model structures one encounters: “it
seems to be exceedingly difficult to find model categories that fail to satisfy this condition”
[Riel9]. Specifically, it is true for categories that admit Quillen’s small object argument. We
refer to Section 2.1 in [Hov07], Chapter 12 in [Riel4] and Section 3.2 in [Riel9] for more
on this. We note here that functorial factorizations in particular allow for functorial fibrant
and cofibrant replacements, see Definition [2.4.28|

REMARK 2.4.18. In a sense these axioms are overdetermined: Proposition 3.13 in [DS95]
tells us that if we have chosen the classes of weak equivalences and fibrations, the class of
cofibrations is completely determined by the lifting diagram in axiom MC4. We say that
the cofibrations are the morphisms that satisfy the left lifting property with respect to the
acyclic fibrations. And dually, the fibrations are completely determined by a choice of classes
of weak equivalences and cofibrations: they are the morphisms that satisfy the right lifting
property with respect to the acyclic cofibrations.

There are several immediate implications to the model category axioms. For example,
all three classes of morphisms contain all isomorphisms. This follows from the fact that all
three classes of morphisms contain the identity, and axiom MC3 where f is an isomorphism,
g=1 =1 =1idy, i = f and r = f~!. Furthermore, since we demand that a model category
C is complete and cocomplete in axiom MC1, C always contains an initial object () and a
terminal object *. For any object ¢ € C we then say that c is fibrant if ¢ — * is a fibration,
and cofibrant if ) — ¢ is a cofibration.

It is in general a hard exercise to prove that a given class of weak equivalences and
(co)fibrations in a category defines a model category structure. We will solely work with the
model category of chain complexes and categories related to it, so for the purposes of this
thesis, the most important result of this section is the following, which is shown in Section
2.3 of [Hov07].

EXAMPLE 2.4.19. The category Chyg over chain complexes over a field of characteristic
0 forms a model category, where

e the weak equivalences are the quasi-isomorphisms;

e the fibrations are the degreewise surjections;

e the cofibrations are the maps that satisfy the left lifting property (see Remark
with respect to the acyclic fibrations.

It is cofibrantly generated and admits Quillen’s small object argument, so it allows for func-
torial factorization, see Remark 2.4.17 Every object in Chy is fibrant and cofibrant. Note
that we consider all (unbounded) chain complexes; there is no need for them to be bounded
from below as in [DS95].

REMARK 2.4.20. Model category theory is a powerful framework for forming the local-
ization of a category (see Definition [2.4.15): it allows for the construction of the homotopy
category C - Ho C of a model category, which is a localization of the category at its weak
equivalences. It is also a strong tool for deriving functors, i.e. making sure they preserve
weak equivalences (see Section . In terms of the homotopy category, this condition of
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preserving weak equivalences is that the functor descends to a well-defined functor on the
homotopy category.

2.4.4. Model structures on functor categories. As noted in the previous section, it
is in general a hard problem to prove that a choice of weak equivalences and (co)fibrations
defines a model structure. But a given model structure on a category may be used to define
other model structures. One such case that will be relevant to us is the model structure on
functor categories.

If C is a model category, and D is a small category, the functor category Fun(D, C) has
a natural notion of weak equivalence: a natural transformation 7 between functors is a weak
equivalence if each component 7y is a weak equivalence. In this case we say that the weak
equivalences are defined objectwise or componentwise. We can likewise define the fibrations
or the cofibrations objectwise, but recall Remark [2.4.18} a choice of weak equivalences and
(say) fibrations determines the cofibrations, so we can in general only hope to define one of
the two auxiliary classes of maps this way. This leads to the following definition.

DEFINITION 2.4.21. Let C be a model category and D be a small category. Then we
define the projective weak equivalences in Fun(D, C) to be the objectwise weak equivalences,
and the projective fibrations to be the objectwise fibrations. The projective cofibrations are
the natrual transformations that satisfy the left lifting property with respect to the projective
acyclic fibrations. If these choices define a model category structure we call this the projective
model structure on Fun(D, C).

Dually, we define the injective weak equivalences in Fun(D, C) to be the objectwise weak
equivalences, and the injective cofibrations to be the objectwise cofibrations. The injective
fibrations are the natrual transformations that satisfy the right lifting property with respect
to the injective acyclic cofibrations. If these choices define a model category structure we call
this the injective model structure on Fun(D, C).

As is implied in the definition, neither projective nor injective model structures on functor
categories exist in general. But the former do exist in quite broad cases by the following result,
Theorem 12.3.2 in |[Riel4].

PrROPOSITION 2.4.22. If a model category C is cofibrantly generated and admits the
small object argument, the functor category CP admits the projective model structure for
any small category D.

EXAMPLE 2.4.23. When K is of characteristic 0, the functor category Chg® admits the
projective model structure for any small category D by Example [2.4.19 Note that in the
projective model structure, every object is fibrant.

2.4.5. Derived functors. Say that C and D are two model categories and F': C — D
is a functor. If f : ¢ — ¢ is a weak equivalence, we would like F(f) : F(c) — F(c) to
be a weak equivalence, too. Otherwise, F' is deficient in the sense that equivalent inputs
have inequivalent outcomes. Unfortunately, many functors one encounters in the wild do not
preserve weak equivalences; the process of approximating these functors by functors that do
so is called deriwing the functors.

DEFINITION 2.4.24. Let F': C — D be a functor of model categories that have homotopy

categories C = Ho C and D 2 HoD. A left derived functor for F'is a functor LF' : C — D
that preserves weak equivalences, together with a natural transformation ¢ : LF = F', such
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that ((6LF),, (6g) op n~"') is a right Kan extension of §F along . Here we use the natural
isomorphism 7 : dLF = (0LF).v from Definition

Dually, a right derived functor for F' is a functor RF' : C — D that preserves weak
equivalences and a natural transformation r : F' = RF, such that ((6RF),,n oy (67)) is a
left Kan extension of §F" along 7.

Derived functors are in general not unique up to natural isomorphism, and to be precise
we should really say that we are finding a derived functor of F', or a model for the derived
functor of F.

There is a general theory of deriving functors via left and right deformations, see for
example Chapter 2 in [Rield]. We will specialize this method to the particularly nice case
where our functor is part of a Quillen adjunction.

DEFINITION 2.4.25. A Quillen adjunction is an adjunction

F
C D
€]

between model categories, such that F' preserves cofibrations and G preserves fibrations.

REMARK 2.4.26. By Remark 9.8 in [DS95] the definition of a Quillen adjunction is equiv-
alent to GG preserving fibrations and acyclic fibrations, or also to F' preserving cofibrations
and acyclic cofibrations.

Happily, in the situation where one of the components of a Quillen adjunction preserves
weak equivalences, we do not need to derive that component.

LEMMA 2.4.27. If the left or the right adjoint of a Quillen adjunction preserves weak
equivalences, it is a model for its derived functor.

The crucial ingredient for our derivation of functors are (co)fibrant replacement functors,
which are the deformations in [Riel4].

DEFINITION 2.4.28. Let C be a model category. A cofibrant replacement on C is an
endofunctor @ : C — C together with a natural acyclic fibration ¢ : @ = 1¢ such that Q(c)
is cofibrant for all ¢ € C.

Dually, a fibrant replacement on C is an endofunctor R : C — C together with a natural
acyclic cofibration 7 : 1¢ = R such that R(c) is fibrant for all ¢ € C.

The (co)fibrant replacements can be used to derive both components of a Quillen adjunc-
tion as follows, see Theorem 9.7 in [DS95].

PROPOSITION 2.4.29. If C allows for functorial factorization (see Remark fibrant
and cofibrant replacements on it exist.

If £/ 4G is a Quillen adjunction, (@, q) is a cofibrant replacement on C and (R, 7) is a
fibrant replacement on D, then (LF := FQ, Fq) and (RG := GR, Gr) are models for the left
derived functor for F' and the right derived functor for G, respectively.

One technical result that is used in proving the existence of derived functors is Ken
Brown’s lemma, which we will also independently use in this text.

LEMMA 2.4.30. (Ken Brown) Let F' be a functor between model categories that carries
acyclic cofibrations between cofibrant objects to weak equivalences (for example, if F' is
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the left adjoint in a Quillen adjunction). Then F' preserves all weak equivalences between
cofibrant objects.

Dually, let G be a functor between model categories that carries acyclic fibrations between
fibrant objects to weak equivalences (for example, when G is the right adjoint in a Quillen
adjunction). Then G preserves all weak equivalences between fibrant objects.

DEFINITION 2.4.31. If FF 4 G is a Quillen adjunction with unit n : 1¢ — GF and
counit € : FFG — 1p, and it is derived in the manner of Proposition the derived unit
7 : @ — RGLF and the derived counit € : LFRG — R are given by

~ NQc GTFQC
Ne: Qc——— GFQc—— GRFQc=RGLFc

&,: LFRGd = FOGRd <™, FGRI— Rd

(2.4.3)

REMARK 2.4.32. The functors LF = F( and RG = GR are in general not strictly
adjoint, and the triangle identities do not in general hold strictly for the derived
unit and counit. This improves on the homotopy categories (see Remark : there, the
descended derived functors again form an adjunction, and the triangle identities hold for the
unit and counit.

REMARK 2.4.33. Similar to the case for localizations of categories, the (co)fibrant re-
placements ) and R that go into the definitions of the derived functors LF and RG always
exist, but it is in general quite hard to find (co)fibrant replacements that are small enough
to manage. Finding these workable models for ) and R (or for the derived functors) is a lot
of the work that goes into computations involving underived functors.

EXAMPLE 2.4.34. Limit and colimit functors are an important class of functors that
often need to be derived. For example, consider the following two diagrams in the category
of topological spaces for any n > 1:

iipe— [ K Y
D" *

Here, D" is the n-disc, S"~! = 9(D™) is its boundary, the n — 1-sphere, and * is the singleton
topological space, the terminal object in Top. The maps in the left diagram are the inclusions
of the boundary of D™ into D". Weak equivalences in the diagram category Top®*~*~* are
defined componentwise, and Top has a model structure where the weak equivalences are
the weak homotopy equivalences, so these diagrams are weakly equivalent in the diagram
category.

Forming the colimit of these diagrams in Top, the pushout, means gluing the outer two
spaces along the images of the middle one. We see that the pushout of the left diagram is S™,
but the pushout of the right one is *. So the pushout does not preserve weak equivalences.
It turns out that in the right diagram, we need to cofibrantly replace. One such replacement
is by the left diagram, so S™ is the homotopy pushout of the diagram.

An example of a limit that needs to be derived is the pullback of chain complexes; we
will carry out an explicit computation of such a homotopy pullback in in Theorem [.1.7]

(Co)fibrantly replacing is not the only way of deriving a functor, as we will see in the
next section.



52 2. PRELIMINARIES

2.4.6. The bar construction. Let F': C — D be a functor between any two categories
and consider the Kan extension diagram ([2.1.6))

C—— Chg

N

D

where Chy is the model category of chain complexes over a field K. Recall Remark [2.1.37}
if it exists (as is the case for Chg), the left Kan extension functor is part of the adjunction

F : Fun(C, Chg) 7 Fun(D, Chg) : F* .

The following is a construction to derive the left Kan extension F) in the projective model
structures on Fun(C, Chgk) and Fun(D, Chyg), by fattening up the complex to a bicom-
plex using all possible maps in C and D and then totalizing the resulting bicomplex. It
works in much more generality than just for Chg and the left Kan extension (see Chapter
4 in [Riel4]), but we restrict ourselves to complexes and bicomplexes here to avoid treating
simplicial sets in these preliminaries. Effectively, we have already used the Dold-Kan corre-
spondence to move from simplicial chain complexes to bicomplexes that are nonnegatively
graded in the degree corresponding to the simplicial degree. This is the bar we put on the
functor Ba below (no relation to the name of the construction).
The bar construction associated to F'is a functor

Ba(F,C,—) : Fun(C, Chg) — Fun(D, bChg) .

To a functor X : C — Chy it assigns the functor Ba(F,C, X) which in turn assigns to an
object d € D the bicomplex Ba(F, C, X)(d)s e which is concentrated in nonnegative vertical
degrees ¢ > 0. In vertical degree ¢ = 0 the bicomplex is given by the complex

BA(F.C. X)) = & X (2.4.4)

€C (peLra)eD

collecting a copy of X (c) for every map of the shape g : Fc — d in D. In positive vertical
degrees ¢ > 1 the bicomplex is the complex

BA(F.C. X)), =P P B xsh)

€O (FeBaeD 1 Jo

fi#id
collecting objects X (sf,) for all ¢ : Fe — d in D as above and all chains of composable
morphisms

in C that do not include any identity morphisms. The horizontal differential on B (F, C, X)(d)
is simply the differential on the complexes X (¢) while the vertical differential is given by the
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alternating sum

6<Cagaf17"' 7fq7x) = (_1)‘96'( (sflagothan--'?fqax)
qg—1
Z(_l)j(cﬁg’flw-wfj ofj-i—lv"'afqax)
j=1

(—1)q(C,g,f1, o ~7fq—17fq(x)) )

for an element (c, g, fi,..., f;,2) € BA(F,C, X)(d)., of degree ¢ > 1 (since the bicomplex is
nonnegatively graded, § is 0 on Ba(F,C, X)(d)s0). Here, |z| is the (chain complex) degree
of x € X(sf,).

To morphisms k : d — d’ in D, the functor Ba(F, C, X) assigns the bicomplex morphism

Ba(F,C,X)(k):  Ba(F,C,X)(d) —  Ba(F.C,X)(d)
(C’gafh'"?fqax) L (C’kogafh'"afq’x)

which composes the index morphism ¢ with k.

We recognize the sum in the definition of Ba(F,C, X)(d).0 as a sum over the
objects in the overcategory F' | d. And in fact, if we calculate the zeroth vertical homology
of the bicomplex, we find the model of the left Kan extension. So we have indeed
fattened up the left Kan extension in some sense. In Section 13.3 and Theorem 17.2.7 in
[Fre09] it is proven that after totalizing back to Chg,

LF := Tot®(Ba(F, C, —)) : Fun(C, Chg) — Fun(D, Ch)

is a model for the left derived left Kan extension functor Fi.
Let us also give the derived unit and counit of the derived adjunction

LF, : Fun(C, Chg) " Fun(D, Chy) : RF* .

First, note that we do not need to derive the pullback F*; we see this either by the fact that
every object is fibrant in the projective model structure on Fun(D, Chg) or directly by the
fact that if a natural transformation v : G — G’ is a weak equivalence, so is F*y = ~F :
GF — G'F because the weak equivalences are defined objectwise. So we have RF* = F* and
the cofibrant replacement (R, r) is chosen to be the identity. The derived counit € : LRy F* —
idpun(D,chy) at the component Y € Fun(D, Chg) then is the natural transformation

&y :LEF*(Y) — Y (2.4.5a)
that is in turn at the component d € D

éva: Tot®(Ba(F,C,F*Y))(d) — Y(d)
(¢, 9:v) — Y(9)(y) - (2.4.5b)
(Cagaflv---afmy) — 0

for any positive vertical degree ¢ > 1.
For the derived unit we have the cofibrant replacement

Q = Tot?(Ba(idc, C, —)) : Fun(C, Chgx) — Fun(C, Chy) (2.4.6)

that is obtained by applying the bar construction to the identity functor id : C — C. The
derived unit 77 : Q@ — F*LF, at the component X € Fun(C, Chg) then is the natural
transformation

fix : Q(X) — F'LE(X) (2.4.7a)
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which in turn at the component ¢ € C is given by

fixz: Tot?(Balide,C,X)(¢)) — Tot?(Ba(F,C,Y)(F¢)
(C,f(),fl,...,fq,x) — (C,Ffo,fl,...,fq,l') ’

Note that this is a different way of deriving functors than the one described in the previous
section: indeed, ILF) is not equal to Fi() with the cofibrant replacement () given above.
However, the two functors are equivalent.

(2.4.7b)

2.4.7. Homotopical categories. Not all categories with a class of weak equivalences
can be equipped with the structure of a model category. In particular, not all categories are
complete or cocomplete. A more flexible definition is that of a homotopical category. We
collect the definitions we need here from [Riel4].

DEFINITION 2.4.35. A homotopical category is a category C with a class of weak equiva-
lences W C Mor C which is closed under composition and contains all identities. Moreover,
W satisfies the 2-out-of-6 property: if f, g and h are composable morphisms, and hg and ¢gf
are weak equivalences, then f, g, h and hgf are weak equivalences too.

As is the case with model categories, all isomorphisms are weak equivalences (this follows
from the 2-out-of-6 property and the fact that W contains all identities).

EXAMPLE 2.4.36. The category of Poisson chain complexes PoissChg (see Definition
2.4.10|) is a homotopical category; the weak equivalences are the maps for which the under-
lying chain map is a quasi-isomorphism. It is not a model category, since it does not contain
all coequalizers, so it is not cocomplete.

Note that besides the underlying chain complex V', we can also weakly vary the Poisson
structure 7 by adding a homotopy dp for p € hom( /\2 V,K);. There is in general no direct
Poisson chain map (V,7) — (V, 7+ Jp), so we will have to take care of this issue separately;
we will do so in Proposition for example.

REMARK 2.4.37. The 2-out-of-6 property is stronger than the 2-out-of-3 property. How-
ever, it can be shown that the weak equivalences of a model category also satisfy the 2-out-of-6
property. Therefore, any model category also forms a homotopical category with its class of
weak equivalences.

EXAMPLE 2.4.38. We will find in Section that all differential graded algebras that
we consider form model categories where the weak equivalences are the maps of algebras such
that the underlying chain maps are quasi-isomorphisms. By the above remark we see that
this choice of weak equivalences also makes these categories into homotopical categories.

DEFINITION 2.4.39. A homotopical functor between homotopical categories is a functor
that preserves weak equivalences, i.e. it maps weak equivalences to weak equivalences.

2.5. Operads

Operads are structures that encode algebra. For example, an algebra over the associative
operad is an associative algebra. They become essential when trying to do algebra up to
homotopy [Valldl, [LV12], though we will not pursue these ideas in this text. Here we
introduce operads and their algebras, following [Yaul6], and we will then introduce model
structures for algebras over operads valued in chain complexes, following [Hin97, [Hin13].
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2.5.1. Colored operads. Fix a closed symmetric monoidal category T that is complete

and cocomplete. We first introduce some notation. For a set €, we write ¢ := (¢y,...,¢,) € €"
for any finite sequence in € with n > 0. We call ¢ a €-profile. The length of ¢ is |c| ;== n. We
can compose two profiles a = (ay,...,a,) and b = (by,...,b,) by concatenation:

(a,b) :== (a1, ..., Qm,b1,...,by).
DEFINITION 2.5.1. Let € be a set. A €-colored sequence X in T is an assignment
Xl eT
for all (¢,t) € € x € and all n > 0. The length n of ¢ is called the arity of X () and its

elements. A morphism of €-colored sequences f : X — Y is a family of T-morphisms
FxQ) ()

for all (¢,t) € € x € and all n > 0. We collect the €-colored sequences in T and their

morphisms into the category Seqq(T).

For n > 0 we denote the symmetric group on n elements by ¥,,. We define a right->2,-
action on the profiles of length n by

€0 = (Co(1)s - - Ca(n))-

DEFINITION 2.5.2. A &€-colored symmetric sequence X in T is a €-colored sequence to-
gether with a right-action of the symmetric group: if o € ¥, then we have a T-morphism

X(0): X (&) — X (&)

such that X(7)X (o) = X(o7) for 0,7 € £,, and X (e) = id for the unit e € ¥,,. A morphism
of symmetric sequences is a Seqg(T)-morphism that commutes with the symmetric action:
Y(o)f = fX(o). The €-colored symmetric sequences in T and their morphisms are collected
in the category SymSeqe(T).

Operads are symmetric sequences, equipped with a composition that matches the colors
and a corresponding unit, as follows.

DEFINITION 2.5.3. Let € be a set. A €-colored operad (O,~, 1) with values in T consists
of the following data:

e a C-colored symmetric sequence O in T;
e the operadic composition: T-morphisms

1:0() 8 @0() — 0

for all all n > 0, ky,...,k, >0,t €€, a € € and b; € € for i = 1,...,n, where
b= (b, b,);

’=n

e The operadic unit: T-morphisms
1:1— (9(2)
for all ¢ € €, where [ is the monoidal unit in T.

These operations are required to satisfy associativity, unitality and equivariance axioms:
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e Associativity: the diagram
0 e®,0()]2®,|®0()] =50 e®,[®,0)]
permute
o) & ®[0() & ®;0(2)] ”
d®®), v
0(z) ®®; 0(2) - O()

commutes for all possible ¢, a, b, and ¢;j, where b, ¢; and ¢ are defined by concate-
nation. “Permute” means the relevant actions of the associator and the braiding of
T to permute the tensor products.

e Right unitality: the diagram

1%

o) @ 1"
m /
HeR,0(:

commutes for all (¢,t) € € x €, where p is the right unitor of T.
o Left unitality: the diagram

I20()

Of) ©0()

> 1R

commutes for all (¢, t) € € x €, where A is the left unitor of T.
e Top equivariance: the diagram

0(h) & ®,0(1) M 0(L) @ @, O (1)
Ob,.1-,) O b,y )

commutes for all @ € €", ¢ € X, and all possible £ and b;. Here o(k1,. .., kn) € Xy,
is the block permutation induced by o, and “permute” is the permutation of the
factors in ), O(g) induced by o, using the braiding of T.

e Bottom equivariance: the diagram

0(a) © ®; O(x)

de®, O(0:)
_

0(a) ® @, O(bis:)

n) O(o1®-®op)

O (910'17-?-,@”0”)
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commutes for all b, € €% g; € Yk, and all possible ¢ and a. Here 01&- - @0, € Yy 4,
is the block sum induced by the o;.

DEFINITION 2.5.4. If C = {x} has only one element, we call €-colored operads uncolored
operads. For an uncolored operad O, we write O(n) for the object (’)(*f‘.*) of arity n.

DEFINITION 2.5.5. A morphism of €-colored operads ¢ : O — P is a morphism of the
underlying symmetric sequences that preserves the composition,

0(x) ®®,0(;) = O(1)

PR, ¢l lﬁs

P(e) @ ®;P (i) —— P(i)

for all n, ¢, a and b;, and the unit,

for all c.

We write Opg(T) for the category of €-colored operads valued in T, and Op(T) :=
Opy,,(T) for the category of uncolored operads. For O € Op¢(T), we will say that O is
T-valued. Since T is complete and cocomplete, so is Opg(T), see Theorem 3.8 in [PS18§].

EXAMPLE 2.5.6. Let C be a small category. Its diagram operad Diage is the Ob C-
colored operad which is concentrated in arity 1: for ¢, € C, Diag¢ (CC’) := C(c, ). Operadic
composition is defined by composition of morphisms, and the operadic unit 1. is simply the
identity:.

In general, it is useful to visualize the elements o € O(n) in arity n as (directed and
rooted) trees with n inputs (or leaves), and one output,

A

In this visualization, grafting the outputs of trees to the leaves of another and then contracting

the internal edges represents composition, the identity is a one-input tree, and permutation of

the leaves is the symmetric action. This heuristic can in fact be used to construct operads; let

us illustrate this by giving a presentation of the (uncolored) associative operad in T = Set.
Start with a single tree with two leaves,

A

to represent the multiplication x4 in an algebra, and a tree with one leaf,
|

which is the operadic unit 1 (representing the identity morphism of an algebra; the object
representing the unit element of the algebra will be defined below). Composition (in the
operad) is now achieved by grafting these trees: for example,

(AN A D)= A
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vl A=A

Of course, we can keep grafting larger and larger trees like this, which results in binary trees
of every arity (i.e. every number of leaves).
The symmetric action will now permute the leaves of trees, which we label to keep track

and

of this. So we write A for the generating tree with two leaves; the symmetric action then
12

yields

a2(A)=A

1 2 21

and in general we find

for any o € %, where ﬂé\ represents any binary tree we can construct through grafting.
The elements we can construct this way are flat binary trees (trees with two inputs and
one output at every node) with the n leaves of the tree labeled by o (1) to o(n) for any o € 3.

For example, we have the element
K;%l

4 3

in arity 5.
We then implement the associativity relation

A=

for all possible permutations of the inputs. We can then use this relation to reshape every
one of our trees into a standard shape, say

Lastly, we introduce one more generator, the tree
)

with zero leaves, which represents the unit 7 of the algebra. The relations

A=l=A

then encode unitality.
One can now check that this construction indeed defines an operad, taking care with the
permutations in the top equivariance axiom.

EXAMPLE 2.5.7. The associative operad As is the operad constructed above.
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There exists an obvious forgetful functor
U : Ope(T) — Seq(T) (2.5.1)

that forgets the symmetric action, the operadic composition and the operadic unit. If fact, if
we define NOp¢(T) to be the category of €-colored nonsymmetric operads by removing the
symmetric action and the equivariance axioms from Definition [2.5.3] we have the commuting
square of forgetful functors

Seqe(T) «—— SymSeq,(T)

o] S 252

NOp(T) = Op¢(T) -

Like in Example [2.1.26] the functor U has a left adjoint.
THEOREM 2.5.8. The forgetful functor U (2.5.1)) is part of the adjunction

F :Seqy(T) — Op(T): U . (2.5.3)

The functor F is the free €-colored operad functor and for G € Seqy(T) we say that F(G) is
the free operad generated by G.

PROOF. This is proven in Chapter 20 in [Yaul6]. The functor F' is built by finding left
adjoints to the forgetful functors

Seq(T) <U—Q NOp,(T) <U—E Op¢(T)

where U” forgets the symmetric action and U* forgets the operadic composition and unit. [

Given a free operad F(G) generated by G € Seqg(T), we can implement relations on it
as follows. Let R € Seq¢(T) be another sequence, and

r,Tg ! R—)UF<G>
be two parallel Seqq(T)-morphisms. By the adjunction (2.5.3|) this is equivalent to two
parallel Opg(T)-morphisms

r,re: F(R) —= F(G)

which we denote by the same symbols. Since Opg(T) is cocomplete, we can then form the
coequalizer.

DEFINITION 2.5.9. For G € Seqq(T) and relations ry,r : R — UF(G), the €-colored
operad presented by G and the relations r; is the coequalizer

T1

F(R)?F(G)“*F(G)/(Tl:?b)

in Op¢(T).

As in the construction of the associative operad As above it is helpful to denote the
generators of a free operad by trees, and the relations as relations of tree diagrams.
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ExAMPLE 2.5.10. The associative operad As constructed above is the operad generated

by
u:)\ ; nzé

I

representing multiplication and the unit, respectively, with the relations

A=A 5 A=1=A (2.5.4)

implementing associativity and unitality.

Note that this construction was done in Set; for any bicomplete closed symmetric monoidal
category T we can use the Set-tensoring of Definition and the monoidal unit I € T
to define generators G ® [ and relations 7, : R® [ — UF(G)® 1 = UF(G®I) and form the
operad

As:=F(G®I)/(r =r13)
in Op(T).

ExAMPLE 2.5.11. Let T = Vectk. The Lie operad Lie is the operad generated by
[ 1=A

representing the Lie bracket, with the relations
A=A . - p
A ==A éﬁ_%éﬁ*_éﬁ 0 (2.5.5)

implementing antisymmetry and the Jacobi identity.

EXAMPLE 2.5.12. Again let T = Vectk. The Poisson operad Pois is the operad generated

by
p=A i o=t {1=A
representing multiplication, unit and Poisson bracket, respectively, and as relations associa-

tivity and unitality (2.5.4]) for A and <L, antisymmetry and the Jacobi identity ([2.5.5) for )\,
together with the relations

G800 N AT
2 3 1 2 1 3

implementing commutativity of the multiplication and the fact that the Poisson bracket is a

derivation in the second entry (antisymmetry of N then implies that it is also a derivation
in the first entry). The relation
f\ =0

then follows from the derivation relation.
EXAMPLE 2.5.13. Let T = Vectk. The unital Lie operad ulie is the operad generated by
L=~ g=}

representing the Lie bracket and the unit, respectively, with as relations antisymmetry and
the Jacobi identity ([2.5.5)) for )\, and
A =0

implementing infinitesimal unitality for the Lie bracket.
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Since in the above three examples of Lie, Pois and ulie we are using addition in our
relations, the three operads cannot be defined in any monoidal category T. They can,
however, be defined for any additive T. Specifically, interpreting vector spaces as chain
complexes concentrated in degree zero defines Lie, Pois, uLie € Op(Chgk). When more than
one base field is involved, we will use the notation Ok to specify that O € Op¢(Vectk) or
Opg(ChK)

DEFINITION 2.5.14. If @ € Opg(T) is a D-colored operad and f : € — D is a map of
sets of colors, we can define the pullback €-colored operad f*Q € Opg(T) by

FPE) =P3Y)

and restricting the symmetric action, operadic composition and operadic unit in the obvious
way.

This allows us to define the category of operads with varying colors COp(T): an object is
a pair (€, P) where € is a set of colors and P € Op¢(T) is a €-colored operad. A morphism

(f;0): (€,P) — (9,9

in COp(T) is then a map of sets of colors f : € — D together with an Opg(T)-morphism
¢:P— f*O.

2.5.2. Algebras over operads. In the previous sections we saw several operads that
encode algebraic structures, like the associative operad As or the Lie operad Lie. The objects
that exhibit these algebraic structures are the algebras over the operad. Recall that T is a
bicomplete closed symmetric monoidal category.

DEFINITION 2.5.15. Let € be a set of colors (which is in particular a category without
nonidentity morphisms). A €-colored object is a functor X : € — T, i.e. an assignment X,
to every color ¢ € €.

A map of €-colored objects f : X — Y is a natural transformation, i.e. amap f.: X, — Y.
for every c € €.

Any map f: € — © induces the pullback functor of ®-colored objects
froT® — Tt (2.5.6)
via f*(Y). = Y. This functor has a left adjoint
fi: T¢ —T? (2.5.7)
with fi(X)g = ]_[Cef,l(d) X..

DEFINITION 2.5.16. Let (O,v,1) € Op¢(T) be a €-colored operad valued in T. An

algebra A over O is a €-colored object, i.e. an assignment A, € T for each ¢ € €, together
with an O-action: for all n > 0 and all (¢, t) € € x €, a T-morphism

a:0() @A, — A

where we write A, := A, ® --- ® A.,. The O-action is required to satisfy the following
conditions:
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e Associativity: the diagram

Y®id

00 2 ®,0()] & 4,5 0() @ 4,

permutel

o) & ®, [0() @4, :
ideQ), oal

O(a) ® Ag - A,

commutes for all possible ¢, a and b,.
e Unity: the diagram

1® A, N A,
O(5) ® A.
commutes for all c.
e Equivariance: the diagram
o)®permute

O() @ A, —

commutes for all £, ¢ € €" and o € X,,.

DEFINITION 2.5.17. A morphism of O-algebras k : (A,ax) — (B,ap) is a map of €-
colored objects k : A — B that commutes with the O-action:

@Bo(id®®mci):mtoaA:(9(é)®Ag—>Bt

for all n > 0 and all (¢, t) € €" x €.
We write Alg, for the category of algebras over the operad O.

EXAMPLE 2.5.18. An algebra (A, «) over the diagram operad Diags of a category C
of Example assigns an object A(c) := A. € T to all objects ¢ € C. The operation
A(f) = al(f;—) : A(c) = A(¢) for f: ¢ — ¢ then defines maps in T. One can check that
the algebra axioms now exactly ensure that A: C — T is a functor. So Algp;,g, = T€ is the
functor category.

ExXAMPLE 2.5.19. As the notation suggests, algebras over the operads As, Lie, Pois, uLie €
Op(Vectk) are associative, Lie, Poisson and unital Lie algebras in Vectg, respectively. In
particular, we see that our earlier notation of Alg,, for the category of associative algebras
agrees with our current notation. Similarly, interpreting these vector space-valued operads
as chain complex-valued operads concentrated in degree zero, their algebras are differential
graded associative, Lie, Poisson and unital Lie algebras, respectively. We will keep using
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the notation dgAlg,, for differential graded algebras, to make clear that we are considering
algebras valued in chain complexes.

Working over the field C, adding an involution % and implementing the obvious relations
turns the above algebras into *-algebras and differential graded x-algebras, though we must
note that we are not using operads to formalize this structure (this last note will be relevant
when discussing the model structure on differential graded algebras). In [BSW19b] such
x-operads are studied, as well as their applications to algebraic quantum field theory.

For an operad O € Opg(T), there exists an obvious forgetful functor from O-algebras to
¢-colored objects

Uo : Alg, — T¢ 2.5.8
@]

that forgets the O-action on an algebra. As was true for operads (Theorem [2.5.8)) and
associative algebras (Example [2.1.26)), this forgetful functor has a left adjoint.

THEOREM 2.5.20. The forgetful functor Up (2.5.8)) is part of the adjunction
Oo(—): T, Algy : Up . (2.5.9)

The functor O o (—) is the free O-algebra functor and for X € T¢ we say that O o X is the
free O-algebra generated by X.

The O-algebra O o X can be computed very explicitly using coends: see Theorem 2.8 in
[BSW20].

DEFINITION 2.5.21. Let (f,¢) : (€,P) = (®, Q) be an Op(T)-morphism and (4, «) €
Alg, be a Q-algebra. Then the pullback (f, $)*A of (A, ) along (f, ¢) is defined by (f, ¢)*A :=

f*A (2.5.6) and the P-action
®id

atreya: P() @ ((f, 6)"A)e —s

This defines a functor

Q(J) ® Apey —>— Agy = ((f, )" A)r .

(f,0)" : Algg — Algp .

As is true for functor categories (see Remark [2.1.37)), i.e. algebras over the diagram
operad (see Example [2.5.18)), the pullback of algebras over operads has a left adjoint.

THEOREM 2.5.22. Let (f,¢) : (€,P) — (©,Q) be a COp(T)-morphism. Then the
pullback of algebras defined in Definition [2.5.21] is part of an adjunction on the algebra
categories

(f, @) Algp " Nlgg = (f,9)* .
We call the functor (f, ¢), the operadic left Kan extension.

Proor. This follows from the adjoint lifting theorem for the square of functors and
adjoints

Algp, ———— Alg,

(f,8)"
S [ |
fi

T€ [ N T@
<— .
f*
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because the square of pullbacks and forgetful functors commutes and the category T is
cocomplete, see Section 4.5 in [Bor94]. One finds that for a P-algebra (A4, ),

(f, O)(A, ) = colim( Qo fi(PoA) % Qo fi(A) )

where we suppress the forgetful functors Up and Ug, 0y = Qo fi(«) and 0 is constructed using

the units and counits of the other three adjunctions, which involves the operadic composition
of Q. O

EXAMPLE 2.5.23. If F': C — D is a functor, it induces a morphism F': Diage — Diagp
of diagram operads. Using the identification of Example the pullback F* : Algp;,,  —
Algpiag,, 18 then seen to be the ordinary pullback of functor categories. Therefore, the operadic
left Kan extension is the ordinary left Kan extension of functors in this case.

2.5.3. Model structures for differential graded algebras over operads. Now let
T = Chg be the model category of chain complexes over a field of characteristic 0, see
Example 2.4.19l We saw that the functor category Chg” = dgAlgpiag,, admits the projective
model structure in Example[2.4.23] for which the weak equivalences and fibrations are defined
objectwise. A natural question to now ask is if this is also true for algebras over other Chy-
valued operads.

Let O € Opg(Chg) be an operad. Recall the free-forget adjunction (2.5.9))

Oo(—):Chg® " dgAlg, : Up .

By Proposition Chg* carries the projective model structure. We can define the classes
of weak equivalences (fibrations) on dgAlg, to be the algebra morphisms f such that Un(f)
is a weak equivalence (fibration) in Chg®, i.e. an objectwise weak equivalence (fibration) in
Chgk. Note that, if this defines a model structure on dgAlg,, this makes Uy right Quillen.

DEFINITION 2.5.24. An operad O € Op¢(Chg) is called admissible if the above choice of
objectwise weak equivalences and fibrations defines a model structure on dgAlg,, with the
cofibrations as the algebra morphisms that satisfy the left lifting property with respect to
the acyclic fibrations.

THEOREM 2.5.25. If K is of characteristic zero, all operads O € Opg(Chg) are admissible:
they admit a model structure with objectwise weak equivalences (quasi-isomorphisms) and
objectwise fibrations (degreewise surjections).

PROOF. This is shown in Theorem 2.6.1 in [Hin13], see also [Hin97J[] The crucial point
is that because the characteristic of K is 0, the operad O is X-split: since every n! is invertible,
the natural sum map

m: 0% = F*U*(0) — O
has a Y-splitting. Here, F* - U?¥ is the part of the free-forget adjunction of Theorem

that forgets the symmetric action and freely generates it, and 7 is the counit of this
adjunction. O

STts erratum [Ain03] is related to a counterexample when the characteristic of K is nonzero, so it does
not apply to our case.
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ExXAMPLE 2.5.26. We find that the category of differential graded associative algebras
dgAlg,, is a model category, with quasi-isomorphisms of the underlying chain complex as
the weak equivalences and degreewise surjections as the fibrations. The same is true for the
categories dgAlg ., dgAlgp,s and dgAlg, .. Working over C and adding an involution as
in Example [2.5. 19 we find that by Remark [2.4.37 m dg*Alg,. is a homotopical category (see
Definition [2.4.35)), as are dg*Alg ., dg"Algp.; and dg*Alg, ... To the best of our knowledge,
the questlon of whether these are model categories has not yet been studied.

2.6. Homotopy algebraic quantum field theory

With the model structure on the categories of operad algebras from Section [2.5.3|in hand,
we can give definitions of algebraic field theories as in Section [2.3.2] with the axioms only
holding up to homotopy.

Recall (Definition that algebraic field theories are subcategories of functor cate-
gories. From Example [2. we see that dgAlg,, is a model category for the operads As, Pois
and uLie. We also see that the corresponding category dg*Alg,,. is a homotopical category
(see Deﬁnltlon , as is PoissChg by Examplem In all cases, the weak equivalences
are the maps such that the underlying chain map is a quasi-isomorphism. This also makes
the functor categories

dghlgo® ; dg*Algy.© ; PoissChy®

into homotopical categories for any category C and uncolored operad O, with the weak
equivalences being the natural weak equivalences, i.e. objectwise quasi-isomorphisms.

Picking O = As¢c and C = Loc we can try to define homotopy algebraic quantum field
theory. Generalizing the time-slice axiom is straightforward: we replace the condition that
20(f) is an isomorphism with the condition that it is a weak equivalence. Generalizing Einstein
causality is more complicated: this is done in [BSW19a| and involves finding a Y-cofibrant
resolution of the corresponding field theory operad (we will introduce the field theory operad
in the next chapter, though not the resolution). Effectively, the commutator map now is only
homotopic to the zero map, and there is a whole tower of homotopies governing this.

Since all field theories in this text satisfy the strict Einstein causality axiom, we choose
to only weaken the time-slice axiom here, arriving at the definition of semi-strict homotopy
algebraic quantum field theories. Note that by the strictification theorem 4.3 in [BSW19a]
there is no loss of generality when doing this in characteristic 0. Compare Deﬁnition 2.3.1
and recall Definition [2.2.10] of causally disjoint morphisms and Definition [2.2.9| of Cauchy
morphisms.

DEFINITION 2.6.1. A semi-strict homotopy algebraic quantum field theory on Loc is a
functor
2l : Loc — dgAlg,,.
that satisfies the following two axioms:
(1) Strict Einstein causality: if fi : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint
morphisms in Loc, their observables commute in 2(N): the commutator map

[2A(f1) (=), A(f2)(5)] + A(M:) @ A(M2) — A(N)

is the zero map.



66 2. PRELIMINARIES

(2) Homotopy time-slice: if f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc, then it induces
an weak equivalence

A(f) : A(M) — 2A(N)
in dgAlg,s. -
The category of semi-strict homotopy algebraic quantum field theories on Loc is the full
subcategory

hQFT(Loc) C dgAlgp,. "

and hQFT(Loc) inherits the structure of a homotopical category since the weak equivalences
in dgAlg,, CLOC are defined objectwise.

REMARK 2.6.2. Involutions are an extra structure on the category of differential graded
As-algebras that are not governed by the operad (see Example and also [BSW19b]).
So in order to streamline the following chapters, we have chosen to suppress the datum of
a *-involution in the above definition and in the text that follows. An added advantage of
this definition is that the category of homotopy algebraic quantum field theories is a model
category, as will be shown in Proposition |3.4.1]

In all examples constructed in this text, we find that we can add the involution if needed.
In particular, the linear homotopy algebraic quantum field theories obtained by the canonical
commutation relations functor €€R admit an extension of the involution ([2.3.5)), see
Appendix A in [BBS20]. As such, the linear Yang-Mills model obtained in Theorem {4.4.12
does, too.

We will propose another characterization of the homotopy time-slice axiom in Definition
3.4.12] We will sometimes drop the prefix semi-strict in this text; however, every field theory
considered will satisfy the strict Einstein causality axiom.

Picking different algebraic categories and adapting the axioms accordingly we find semi-
strict homotopy versions of Definitions [2.3.6] and [2.3.8| of algebraic classical and linear field
theories.

DEFINITION 2.6.3. A semi-strict homotopy algebraic classical field theory on Loc is a
functor

A : Loc — dgAlgp,;e
that satisfies two axioms:

(1) Strict Einstein causality: if fi : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint
morphisms in Loc, the induced Poisson bracket 2A(V)

{ACA) (=) 2 (-) ] A(M0) @A) — AN)

is the zero map.
(2) Homotopy time-slice: if f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc, then it induces
a weak equivalence
2A(f) : A(M) — A(N)

n dgAlgPois'

The semi-strict homotopy algebraic classical field theories form the full homotopical sub-

category
hCIFT(Loc) C dgAlgp,,.°° .
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DEFINITION 2.6.4. A semi-strict homotopy algebraic linear field theory on Loc is a functor
(£,7) : Loc — PoissChy
that satisfies two axioms:

(1) Strict Einstein causality: if fi : My — N and fy : My — N are causally disjoint
morphisms in Loc, the induced Poisson structure

v (E() (=), £(£2)(=)) £(My) ® £(Ma) — R
is equal to zero.
(2) Homotopy time-slice: if f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism in Loc, then it induces
a weak equivalence
£(f): &(M) — £(N)
in PoissChg.
The semi-strict homotopy algebraic linear field theories form the full homotopical sub-

category
hLFT(Loc) C PoissChg"™*° .

We see that all of our categories of homotopy field theories are homotopical categories,
with objectwise quasi-isomorphisms as weak equivalences. In Proposition [3.4.1| we will see
that the categories of field theories valued in operad algebras (i.e. the classical field theories
and the quantum field theories) are in fact model categories with these classes of weak
equivalences.

We end by extending Definitions [2.3.5 and [2.3.11] of (linear) quantum fields to the context
of differential graded algebras.

DEFINITION 2.6.5. Let 2 € hQFT(Loc) be a homotopy algebraic quantum field theory,
and let F be a graded vector space with a differential on I'.(E*). A quantum field of type E
is a natural transformation R

T (F)— A
between the underlying functors of chain complexes.

If (£,7) is a homotopical linear field theory, a linear field of type E is a natural transfor-
mation

O:T(E)— £
between the underlying functors of chain complexes. The corresponding linear quantum field
of type E of A = EER(L, 7) (see Section for a description of the canonical quantization
scheme for chain complex-valued theories) is the natural transformation

A

b=100: T (F) — 2

where ¢; : £ — 2l is the canonical natural transformation.



CHAPTER 3

Operadic quantization

In this chapter we build on the work done in [BSW20] on operads for algebraic quantum
field theory, expanding it to any uncolored operad. We recast the Einstein causality axiom in
terms of operads, and then define algebraic field theories as algebras over a field theory operad.
Varying spacetime categories leads to adjunctions related to descent and the time-slice axiom,
while the canonical operad map ulLie — As yields a linear quantization adjunction. We end by
treating linear quantization for chain complex valued theories, which will be used throughout
the rest of this thesis. The results in this chapter have earlier appeared in [BS19b] and were
summarized in [Brul9J.

3.1. Formalizing the definition of algebraic field theories

In this section we recast our definitions of algebraic quantum field theory (Definition
and algebraic classical field theory (Definition into an operadic form. Broadly
speaking, our definitions of field theoryE] incorporated two data: a spacetime category C
(such as Loc or COpens(M)) and a choice of algebraic structure (such as an associative
algebra or a Poisson algebra). We now recognize the latter as a choice of operad P governing
the algebraic structure of the field theory, and we note that this choice comes with a third
one, that of the closed symmetric monoidal category T. For now, we fix T and assume it is
complete and cocomplete; we will start investigating what happens if it is a model category
in Section 3.4l

Field theories are then functors C — Algyp satisfying two properties, Einstein causality
and time-slice. We would like to formalize these two properties, turning them into structure
built into the functors. For the time-slice axiom, this entails localizing at the Cauchy mor-
phisms. This is the topic of Section [3.3.2] Formalizing Einstein causality is more involved,
and it is one of the reasons for developing the operadic definition of field theory.

To start with we formalize spacetime categories with a notion of pairs of causally disjoint

maps (Definition [2.2.10)).

DEFINITION 3.1.1. An orthogonal category C = (C, L) is a small category C with an

orthogonality relation L: a set of orthogonal maps 1. C Mor C,; x, Mor C. This notation
means that | consists of pairs of morphisms in C with a common target, (f1, f2) = (¢ EN

¢ &2 c2); f1 and fy are called orthogonal. We write f; L fy for (f1, f2) €L and we demand
that L is

e symmetric: if f; L f5 then fo L fi;
e stable under composition: if (f1, f2) = (¢ ELNpL ] ¢y) €L then for ¢ % ¢ in C and
& iy gfiha L gfahs.

We will mostly drop the prefix “algebraic” from now on

68
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A functor F : C — D between orthogonal categories is called orthogonal if it preserves
orthogonality: if f; Lc fo then F(f1) Lp F(f2). We write OrthCat for the category of
orthogonal categories and orthogonal functors.

ExXAMPLE 3.1.2. The category of globally hyperbolic spacetimes Loc, with the pairs of
causally disjoint maps as pairs of orthogonal maps, would be an orthogonal category if it
were small. Abusing notation, we will from here on out write Loc for any small category
equivalent to Loc, and Loc = (Loc, L) is the orthogonal category for which Ly is the
set of pairs of causally disjoint maps.

Similarly, Loc, and COpens(M) are orthogonal categories choosing causally disjoint
pairs as orthogonal maps. Another example is the category Man of smooth manifolds with
open embeddings as morphisms, where the orthogonal pairs are the pairs of maps with disjoint
images.

LEMMA 3.1.3. Let F': C — D be a functor between small categories.
e If D is an orthogonal category with orthogonality relation Lp, then

F*(Lp) :={(f1, )|F(f1) Lp F(f2)}

defines an orthogonality relation on C. We call F*(_Lp) the pullback of Lp along F'.
F:(C,F*(Lp)) — (D, Lp) is an orthogonal functor.
e [f | is an orthogonality relation on C, then

F.(lc):= {(gF(fl)hlagF(f2>h2)|f1 Lc fa2;9,hi,hy € MorD}

defines an orthogonality relation on D. We call F,(L¢) the pushforward of L¢ along
F. F:(C,Lc)— (D, F.(Lc)) is an orthogonal functor.

PrOOF. This follows immediately from Definition U

Einstein causality says that these orthogonal pairs of morphisms should lead to commuting
observables at the level of algebras, so the next step is to formalize what “commuting” means

in this framework. Define the uncolored sequence I[2] € Seq(T) as
I n=2

12 =
2](n) {@ "

where I € T is the monoidal unit.

DEFINITION 3.1.4. A bipointed (of arity 2) uncolored operad P" = (P,r1,79) is an uncol-
ored operad P € Op(T) together with two Seq(T)-morphisms

ri,1e : 112] = U(P).

Recall that U : Op(T) — Seq(T) is the forgetful functor; we will suppress the U when able,
and just write r; : I[2] — P for the Seq(T)-morphisms.

We say that an Op(T)-morphism ¢ : P" — Q° of bipointed operads preserves the points
if the diagram
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in Seq(T) commutes for both 7. We then define Op**(T) to be the category of bipointed
uncolored operads with Op(T)-morphisms that preserve the points as morphisms.

The maps 71 and ro pick out two arity 2 operations in P, and we will interpret “commut-
ing” to mean that these two operations are equal. Note that this definition could easily be
extended to operations of higher arity, encoding more general conditions than commutation,
and that likewise the definition of orthogonal category can include n-tuples of orthogonal
morphisms; since we will not use any other operations than binary ones we have restricted
to the arity 2 case.

We can now give a definition of a field theory satisfying Einstein causality in this language
(recall that the time-slice axiom will be treated later).

DEFINITION 3.1.5. Let C = (C, L) be an orthogonal category, and P" be a bipointed
uncolored operad. A field theory of type P" on C is a functor

A: C — Alg,

such that for all (¢; EEN ] c2) €1, the diagram

r1@2A(f1)RA(f2)

I ®A(c) @ A(cy)
r2®ﬁl(f1)®2l(fz)l al (3.1.1)
P(2) ® A(c)®? A(c)

af

commutes, where o is the action of P on the algebra 2(c).
The category of field theories of type P" on C is a full subcategory of Algpc, which we
call FT(C,P").

Note that we define FT(C,P") C Algpc to be a full subcategory, so we do not impose any
conditions on the morphisms. Since morphisms in AlgpC are natural transformations in Alg,
they respect both the algebraic structure and the functoriality in C, so they automatically
preserve the structures that encode Einstein causality and any such natural transformation
is a satisfactory morphism of field theories.

As expected, our previous definitions of (algebraic) field theories (without the time-slice
axiom) fit into the framework of Definition[3.1.5] Note that in Section [2.3.2] we implicitly used
the closed symmetric monoidal category T = Vecty; we will see that the below definitions
work in larger generality.

EXAMPLE 3.1.6. Let C an orthogonal category. An (algebraic) quantum field theory (see
Definition [2.3.1)) on C is a field theory of type As**" (see Example 12.5.10), where y and P
pick out the multiplication and opposite multiplication, respectively:

pe I2] — As ;o op: 12— As
1 — A = A 1 —
12

2 1

If T is additive, we can also present quantum field theories using the commutator [, | :=
1 — p°? and 0, which turns out to be more convenient for the purpose of linear quantization.
These two definitions are equivalent, so we have

QFT(C) := FT(C,As""”) = FT(C, Asl"1?).
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EXAMPLE 3.1.7. Let T be additive and let C be an orthogonal category. A classical field
theory (see Definition [2.3.6) on C is a field theory of type Pois'*} (see Example [2.5.12)),
where {, } picks out the Poisson bracket operation in Pois:

{,}: I]2] — Pois
1

(recall that A corresponds to the Poisson bracket, while A corresponds to the commutative
multiplication in the notation of Example [2.5.12]). So we have

CIFT(C) := FT(C, Poist %),

As observed in Remark [2.3.7] the Klein-Gordon theory constructed in Section [2.3.1]is a
free theory. This means that both the classical and the quantum theories can be constructed
from the linear observables ££¢ in a straightforward way. We will treat the process of linear
quantization in our operadic language in Section [3.3.4} for now we will give an operadic
definition of linear field theories.

ExAMPLE 3.1.8. Trying to define linear field theories (see Definition we run into an
issue: for a Poisson vector space (V, 1) the Poisson structure 7 : V ® V' — R lands in R, not
V. As such PoissVectr is not a category of algebras over an operad, and Definition [2.3.§
of linear field theory is not a field theory in the sense of Definition |3.1.5] This is resolved by
taking the Heisenberg Lie algebra of (V, 1), in effect complexifying V' and adding the ground
field to it. We define

heis : PoissVectg — Alg, e,
(V,T) — (VCEB(C,[,])

where the bracket is defined by
[Ul D /\1,’1]2 D >\2] =0 D iT(Ul,U2>

and 0 & 1 is the unit. ‘

So we adapt Definition @ and we say that if T is additive, a linear field theory on C
is a field theory of type uLie"'"? (see Example where [, ] picks out the Lie bracket
operation in ulLie:

[,]: I[2] — ulie

1+—>)\.

LFT(C) := FT(C, uLiel ).

REMARK 3.1.9. The pushforward along heis defines a functor of functor categories,
c

and we have

beis, : PoissVectz® — Alg, e
Recall Definitions and [2.3.9] From the definition of the Lie bracket on heis(V, 1) it is

clear that if £ € LFT(C) satisfies Einstein causality, so does heis,(£). Moreover, looking
ahead, if £ satisfies the time-slice axiom, so does heis,(£). So heis, restricts to a functor of

field theories,
heis, : LFT(C) — LFT(C)

Note that while the above definition of IT]F\‘T(C) works for any additive closed symmetric

monoidal category T, for a linear field theory to be of the form heis,(£) for £ € LFT(C),
we require that T = Vectc (and we will see in Section [3.4] that T = Chc also works).
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3.2. Field theories as algebras over field theory operads

We will now translate our definition of field theories to yet another form, realizing them
as an algebra over a colored operad (as opposed to a functor with values in algebras over an
uncolored operad, as in last section). First, we reformulate AlgpC as the algebras over an
obj(C)-colored operad Pc. Then, we implement our generalized version of Einstein causality
from the previous section, building it into the definition of the field theory operad Pg.

Throughout this section we will use the multi-morphism sets

Clc,t) == HC(cl-,t)

which have elements f = (fi,..., fn) € C(c,t). The multi-morphisms carry a permutation
group action

iU = (fa(l)a cee 7fo(n)) € C(QO', t)
for o € ¥, and f € C(c, 1), and a composition defined by composition in C,

f(glv s 7gn) = (flglla - 7fngnkn> € C(b? t)

for f € C(a,t) and g, € C(b;,t). With the unit id € C(¢,¢) it becomes an operad.
Recall the definition of a colored operad, Definition [2.5.3 and recall that we have fixed a

closed symmetric monoidal category T that is complete and cocomplete. In particular, this
means that we can Set-tensor (see Definition [2.1.44)).

DEFINITION 3.2.1. Let C be a small category with set of objects Cy := obj(C) and let
P be an uncolored operad valued in T. We define Pc € Opg, (T), the C-coloring of P, as
the following Cgy-colored operad.

e For (c,t) € Cy" x Cy,
Pc(e) = Clc,t) ® P(n)

with inclusion maps 5 : P(n) = Pc(¢) for f = (f1,..., fa) € Clc t).
e For (c,t) € Cy" x Cy and o € ¥, the permutation action Pc(0) is defined by

P(n) —— 2 P(n)
LfJ Pc(o) JLfU
Pc(t) - - ==-=+Pc(sH)

for all f = (f1,...,fn) € Clc ).
e For (a,t) € Cy" x Cy and (b;,a;) € Cy* x Cy, the operadic composition y7¢ is
defined by

P
P(”) ® ®z P(kz) . P(Zz k,)
Lf®Lgl®~-'®Lgnl lLf(gl ’’’’’ 9,)
) P,
Pe(t) ® @, Pe(l) - - - - +Pc(})
for all f = (f1,...,fa) € C(a,t) and 9, = (9i1y- -, gir,) € C(b;, ;).
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e The operadic unit 17¢ is defined by

-2 P(1)

: l
N Lide
Pc N
1 N

Pc(f)
for all ¢ € C,.

Checking that this defines a colored operad is straightforward but lengthy; essentially,
this follows because P is an (uncolored) operad, and because composition in C works in an
appropriate way.

The central result about Pg is the following, which tells us that Pc encodes the functors
on C valued in Algp.

LEMMA 3.2.2. Let C be a small category and P be an uncolored operad. Then there is
a canonical isomorphism
Algp, = Alg,C.
PrOOF. By Definition [2.5.16| an algebra over P¢ is a family of objects A. € T for each

c € Cy, with a Pc-action
a PC( ) X A — At

Because Pc is a coproduct and T is closed (see Remark [2.1.43] m, the definition of the operad
action is equivalent to a famliy of T-morphisms
Oéi . P(n) ®A§ — At

for all n > 0, (¢, t) € Cy" x Cy and f € C(c, 1), satisfying the three axioms of Definition
2.5.16} the diagrams

P(n) @ ®,P(k)| © A, TP k) © Ay
permmute
P(n) & @, |P(ks) © Ay, | (g, (3.2.1a)
HE®, oy,
P(n) @ A = A
I® A, f A,
m / (3.2.1b)
P(1) @ A,
,P( J)®permute n QJ

\ / (3.2.1¢)

commute.
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The first diagram and the right unitality axiom for P imply that for any f € C(c,t), af
factorizes as

[~23

P(n)® [@i I® ACZ,] — Pn)® A,

ide®), 17 ®id
P(n) @ Q; _7?(1) ® ACZ} of (3.2.2)
1deQ); af;
Qid,
P(n) @ A" — Ay

since f = (f1,...,fn) = (dy,...,id¢)(f1, ..., fn), where the sequence of identities id;, =

(idy, .. .,id;) is also of length n. So the P action is uniquely specified by the T—morplrEms
&y = g, : P(n) @ A%" — A,
for all n > 0 and all t € Cy, and
A(f) = ozf(]lp Rid)A A, — A,

forall f:c— tin C. Using f = id; in the diagrams @) we see that (A, &;) is a P-algebra
for every t € Cy. And using n = 1 we see that A : C — Alg,(T) defines a functor.
Reversing this argument, equation defines a Pg-algebra structure on a functor
A:C — Algp, A(c) = (A., &.). Using this correspondence between Pc-algebras and functors
C — Algp we see that an Algp_ -morphism exactly translates to a natural transformation of
functors valued in Algyp. O

Now we turn our attention to the generalized Einstein causality axiom as implemented
in Definition [3.1.5, As such, fix an orthogonal category C = (C, L) and a bipointed operad
P = (P;ri,re: I[2] = P). For (¢, t) € Cy" x Cy we define

L(ct) = LN C(gt);

note that L (¢,t) can only be nonempty if |c| = n = 2 because L was defined as a set of pairs
of maps. The Cy-colored sequence of relations R, € Seqg,(T) is then defined as

Ri(D)y=L(ct)®l

which is also only nontrivial if |c| = n = 2. The two morphisms r; : I[2] — P are extended
to Seqg, (T)-morphisms

ric: Ri(8) = Pc()
through
I— 5 P(2)
7
Ry ((efen) == Poerlen)
for all f = (f1, f2) € L((c1,¢2),1).
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DEFINITION 3.2.3. Let C be an orthogonal category and P" be a bipointed operad. We
define Pg, the operad of field theories of type P on C, as the coequalizer

T1

F(R,) == Pc - -+ PL, (3.2.3)

in Opg, (T), where I : Seqg, (T) — Opg,(T) is the free operad functor of Theorem [2.5.8

This, it turns out, is the correct definition of an operad encoding Einstein causality, as
evidenced by the following result.

THEOREM 3.2.4. Let C be an orthogonal category and P” be a bipointed operad. Then
there exists a canonical isomorphism

Algp. = FT(C,P")

between the category of algebras over the field theory operad Pg of Definition and the
category of field theories on C of type P from Definition m

PROOF. The operad Pg is defined as a coequalizer in Definition [3.2.3 so the Pg-action
on an algebra A is equivalently defined by a morphism

Pc (é) ® Ag — At

for all (c,t) € Cy" x Cy, i.e. a Pc-action, such that the operations picked out by 7 ¢, ro.c :
R, (E) — Pc (E) result in the same action on A. This means that for (f1, fo) € L ((cl, c2), t),
the diagram

r ®id®id
[® A, ® Ay, —2Z P2)® A, ® A,

Tl’c®id®idJ( laflvf2

P2) @ A, ® A, A,

commutes, where we use the notation ay from the proof of Lemma [3.2.20 Using the isomor-
phism constructed in Lemma [3.2.2] we see that this exactly translates to a functor on C
valued in Alg, satisfying the diagram given in Definition i.e. a field theory of type P"
on C. U

REMARK 3.2.5. This construction gives yet another way of characterizing (algebraic) field
theories. As such, the quantum field theories of Example the classical field theories of
Example and the linear field theories of Example [3.1.6] (formalized as Heisenberg Lie
algebras) are all algebras over the corresponding colored operad.

Having formalized our definition of field theory as algebras over the operad Pg we will

now examine the relations between different kinds of field theory by varying C and P". Before
we do this, we must first check that the assignment (C, P") Pg is appropriately functorial.
Recall that the orthogonal categories were collected in the category OrthCat, see Definition
, and the uncolored bipointed operads were collected in the category Op®*'(T), see
Definition B.1.4.

PROPOSITION 3.2.6. The construction of Pg in Definition naturally extends to a
functor
OrthCat x Op®(T) — COp(T)

into the category COp(T) of operads with varying colors.
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PROOF. A morphism in OrthCat x Op®**(T) is of the form
(GJ Qb) : (67 PT) — (57 QS)

where G : C — D is an orthogonal functor and ¢ : P — Q° is a morphism of bipointed
uncolored operads. This defines an COp(T)-morphism of the colored operads

¢c : Pc — 9p
through the components

P(n) ———— Q(n)

lLG(f)

Po(t) - -~ - +Oo(d) - Gon(o)
Similarly, this defines a morphism of Cy-colored sequences
Reg:Rio — Uc,G"Fp, R,

through the components

I I
Lfl lﬁRlD,Gt,Gc La(f)
Rig(t) — =%+ UpyFo,Rin () = UcyG*FpyRup(l) -

Recall Theorem [2.5.8} here we use both the free-forget adjunction Fg, - Ug, for Co-colored
operads and sequences, and the free-forget adjunction Fp, - Up, for Dy-colored operads
and sequences. The morphism g, _ ctcc is the unit for the adjunction Fp, 4 Up, at the

component R (gg)

Because G is an orthogonal functor and ¢ preserves the points, this yields a morphism of
parallel pairs: the diagram

T2,C C
Rcl l(ﬁc
s s1,c

1,C s
G Py (R1p) =% G*Qp - - + colim (G*FDO(RLD) —6 QD>

52

commutes in Opg, when either taking r; and s, or ro and sp. Because forming colimits is
functorial, this gives an Opg, -morphism

s1,¢
P — colim(G*FDO(RLD) :;G*QD) . (3.2.4)
s2.c
Pulling back the defining diagram (3.2.3)) of Qp along G we get

s1,C
G*FDO(RJ-D) ? G*QD — G*Qsﬁ
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noting that G*(s; p) = s;c. The universal property of the colimit then yields the morphism
$1,C

colim(G*FDO(RLD) — G*QD) — GO (3.2.5)
s2,C

Composing the morphisms and results in the desired operad morphism
¢c : Pg — G Q%
which is the operadic part of the COp(T)-morphism
(G, 9c) : (Co,Pg5) — (Do, OF)
which we also denote by ¢¢. 0

3.3. Field theory adjunctions: universal constructions

With the operadic definition of field theory and the functoriality of Pg we can now reap
the rewards, constructing adjunctions between field theories of different types. Proposition
3.2.6| tells us that for any morphism (F, ) : (C,P") — (D, @) in OrthCat x Op*'(T) we
get a morphism of colored operads

¢r : P — Qf

in COp(T). Using Theorems [2.5.22] and [3.2.4] this yields an adjunction

(¢p) : FT(C,P") == FT(D, Q) : (¢r)* (3.3.1)

of categories of field theories.
The morphism ¢z has two ingredients, F' and ¢, and we have

¢r = idp 0 ¢iq = Piq 0 idp.
As such, a pair (F, ¢) really determines a square of adjunctions

(idp)

FT(C,Q°) —————FT(D, Q)

(idr)*
(¢id)!TJ/(¢id)* (¢id)!”(¢id)*
(idp)h

FT(C,P") ? FT(D,P").
idp)*
where the square formed by the right adjoints (the pullbacks (idp)* and (¢iq)*) commutes
and, because left adjoints are unique up to unique natural isomorphism, the square formed
by the left adjoints (idg), and (¢iq); commutes up to natural isomorphism. By considering
the maps separately we can find a more explicit description of the pullbacks in this square
of adjunctions.
An orthogonal functor F : C — D induces a pullback on the categories of functors,

F*= (=)o F:Algy® — Alg,°.

Considering the definition of id in Proposition forid : P" — P") and the identification
of FT(C,P") with algebras over Pg in Theorem we see that (idp)* is the restriction of

this pullback F* to the full subcategory FT(D,P"), so we write
F*:= (idg)* : FT(D,P") — FT(C,P"). (3.3.2)
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As a special case, if for C = (C, L) we consider the orthogonal functor
F:=id: (C,0) — (C, 1),

we see that
F*:FT((C,1),P") — FT((C,0),P") = Alg,° (3.3.3)

is the inclusion functor of the full subcategory FT(C, P") into the functor category AIgPC, see
Definition . The left adjoint F} then establishes FT(C, P") as a reflective full subcategory
of Alg,©.
A morphism ¢ : P" — Q° in Op®(T) induces a pullback of algebras over uncolored
operads
¢" : Algg — Algp

as in Definition [2.5.21] which can be used to push forward functors into algebra categories:
(¢") = ¢" o () : Algg® — Algp®.

And again, with the definition of ¢iq (now for id : C — C) and the identification of field
theory categories and algebras over field theory operads, we see that (¢iq)* is the restriction
of (¢*), to the full subcategory FT(D,P"), so we write

(¢%)s == (¢wa)* : FT(C, Q°) — FT(C,P").
Combining these two findings, we find the following.

LEMMA 3.3.1. The right adjoint (¢r)* in the adjunction (3.3.1)) has an explicit description
as either of the two compositions in the commutative diagram

FT(C,Q’) «———FT(D, Q)

(¢*)*l (@r) lw*)*

FT(C,P")«—FT(D,P").

So we will find two different types of adjunctions: adjunctions that arise from an orthog-
onal functor F' : C — D and adjunctions arising from a morphism of bipointed operads
¢ P"— Q° and we will study adjunctions of both types. F' and ¢ determine a square of
adjunctions

i3

FT(C, Q") ————FT(D, Q%)
o

(as*)’H(aS*)* (¢*)’H(¢*>* (3.3.4)
F

FT(C,P") <F:> FT(D,P").

where we denote the left adjoints of F'* and (¢*), by Fj and (¢*)', respectively. Note that these
are the left adjoints for the field theory categories: both F* : Alg,® — Alg,© and (¢*),
AIgQC — AlgpC have left adjoints, but the field theory left adjoints are not necessarily
the restictions of these left adjoints. As mentioned above, the square formed by the right
adjoints F* and (¢*), commutes and the square of the left adjoints F} and (¢*)' commutes
up to unique natural isomorphism, but the other two squares do not necessarily commute.
So we will also study the interplay of left and right adjoints in the above diagram.
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3.3.1. Full orthogonal subcategories: descent. The first type of adjunction we en-
counter is one arising from full orthogonal subcategories C C D. Recall Definition
of a full subcategory C C D: this is a category that contains only part of the obJects of
D, but all of the morphisms in D between objects in C are also morphisms in C. Our
guiding example is the category Loc, C Loc. A natural question to ask about a field theory
2l € FT(Loc, P") is whether or not it is determined by its restriction to Loc,. This is the
issue of descent mentioned in Remark 2.3.3

First we define full orthogonal subcategories.

DEFINITION 3.3.2. Let D = (D, Lp) be an orthogonal category. A full orthogonal sub-
category C C D is a full subcategory C C D with the pullback orthogonality relation:

fi Lc foif and only if f; Lp fo.

For a full orthogonal subcategory C C D, the embedding functor j : C — D defines an
orthogonal functor j : C — D.

PROPOSITION 3.3.3. Let j : C — D be a full orthogonal subcategory and P” be a
bipointed uncolored operad. Then the field theory adjunction

j1: FT(C,P") — FT(D,P") : j* (3.3.5)

exhibits FT(C,P") as a full coreflective subcategory of FT(D,P"): the unit 7 : id — j*Ji is
a natural isomorphism.

PRroOF. This is proven in Proposition 4.6 in [BSW20| for the case P = As. The proof
for the general case is completely similar: the image of a Pg-algebra (A, o) under the left
adjoint j) is given by the colimit

() = colim( PL o ji(PL 0 2A) Z:; Pr o ji(2) ) (3.3.6)

where P o 2 denotes the free algebra (see Theorem and the 7 used in the colimit
is the left adjoint to the pullback j* : TP® — T0 of categories of colored objects
(Definition [2.5.15)). The map J is defined using the Pg-action on 2, while 9, is constructed
from the units and counits of both the adjunction j; - j* of categories of colored objects,
and of the adjunction F' 4 U of Theorem [2.5.8 which involves the operadic composition of
the factor P with j(Pg).

At this point, one uses the fact that j is a full orthogonal inclusion, which implies that
J*(P5) = Pg and the fact that the left adjoint j has the particularly easy form

o [xiitaec
PN itd¢C.

In turn, this is used to show that after applying the pullback j*, the expression (3.3.6|)
simplifies to
’P o

j*j(%l)zcohm(?y (PL o) —=PLo (XA )).

~yo2U
This coequalizer diagram is part of the diagram expressing associativity of the Pg-action on

2, and by Lemma 4.3.3 in [Bor94] the colimit of the diagram is naturally isomorphic to 2.
By Lemma 1.3 in [JM89] this proves the result. O
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ExAMPLE 3.3.4. As mentioned in the introduction, one example of a full orthogonal
subcategory is the subcategory Loc, C Loc of globally hyperbolic spacetimes that are dif-
feomorphic to R", see Definition [2.2.12] The pullback orthogonality relation on Loc, is the

same as the one defined in Definition and the functor 5 : Loc, — Loc gives the
adjuntion

ji : FT(Loc,, P") — FT(Loc, P") : j*

between field theories on all of Loc on the rlght and field theories only defined on Loc,. We
saw in Lemma “ that the right adjoint j* is the restriction of the pullback j* AlgpLOC
AIgPL°°° which takes a field theory defined on all of Loc and restricts it to Loc,. The left
adjoint 7 is more interesting: it takes a theory defined on Loc, and extends it to all globally
hyperbolic spacetimes of Loc. In [BSW20] it was shown that j, is a generalization and
refinement of Fredenhagen’s universal algebra construction, see [Fre90], [Fre93], [FRS92]
and [Lan14].

REMARK 3.3.5. Let j : C — D be a full orthogonal subcategory. The right adjoint j*
in the adjunction (3.3.5)) is a pullback, so it is the functor restricting field theories on D to
C, while as per the example, we interpret the left adjoint j, as a universal extension functor.
Proposition @I then tells us that for a theory B € FT(C,P") on C, the restriction of the
extension of B, %51 (B), is isomorphic to B by the unit ng of the adjunction. In other words,
i extends field theories on C to D without changing their values on the category C where
they are defined.

This also functions as a sanity check for ji: in general, there is no guarantee that j5(*B) is
non-trivial on any d € D. For example, field theories that have local solutions but not always
global solutions on topologically non-trivial spacetimes might provide examples of theories
that are non-trivial on Loc, but trivial on other parts of Loc. And in fact, Fredenhagen’s
universal algebra may indeed be trivial in some cases, see e.g. [RV12] and [Lan14]|. However,
Proposition ensures that if 9B is non-trivial, so is 5(B), since its restriction j*(*B) is.

The adjunctions given by full orthogonal subcategories j : C — D allow us to formalize a
local-to-global condition, which we will call a descent condition. A theory B € FT(C,P") on
C will always yield a theory 5(8) on D. This is a theory that is completely determined by
its values on C and through the restriction functor j*, ji(8) can again be made into a theory
on C. This naturally leads one to pose the reverse question: given a theory 2 € FT(E, P,
is it determined by its values on C? In other words, is 2 22 j,5*(A)?

DEFINITION 3.3.6. Let j : C — D be a full orthogonal subcategory. A field theory
2 € FT(D,P") on D is called j-local if the component ey : jij*(24) — 2 of the counit is an
isomorphism. We write FT(D,P")/~'c C FT(D,P") for the full subcategory of j-local field
theories.

COROLLARY 3.3.7. If we restrict to FT(D,P")’~'°° C FT(D, P") on the right side of the
adjunction (3.3.5)), we get an adjoint equivalence

ji: FT(C,Pr) =2 FT(D, Pr)i—lc : j* .

ProoF. This is immediate: Proposition tells us that the unit of the adjunction is
an isomorphism, while the counit is an isomorphism by Definition [3.3.6] O
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REMARK 3.3.8. In [Lan14] a similar condition was investigated, restricting to connected
spacetimes and using the categorical left Kan extension along j rather than the operadic left
Kan extension 7. It was shown there that Klein-Gordon theory is j-local in this sense.

3.3.2. Orthogonal localization: time-slice. We will now consider another adjunction
arising from varying the orthogonal category C, focusing on localizations L : C — C[W—1].
In a loose sense this discussion is dual to the previous one: where in Section |3.3.1| we con-
sidered subcategories with a subset of objects but all possible morphisms, we now keep the
set of objects equal, while adding morphisms. The example we keep in mind is L : Loc —

Loc[Cauchy '] where Cauchy is the set of Cauchy morphisms in Loc, see Definition [2.2.9|
This is of course related to the time-slice property of field theories. Recall Definition [2.4.15]

DEFINITION 3.3.9. Let C = (C, L¢) be an orthogonal category with a subset W C

Mor C of morphisms. An orthogonal localization C[WW—1] is given by a localization L : C —
C[W~!] of C at W, together with the pushforward orthogonality relation Loy -1:= L.(Lc)
of 1 along L, see Lemma |3.1.3|

If L: C — C[W™!is a localization of C at W, L : C — C[W 1] is an orthogonal
functor, and we can study the corresponding field theory adjunction.

PROPOSITION 3.3.10. Let L : C — C[W~!] be an orthogonal localization, and P" be a
bipointed uncolored operad. Then the field theory adjunction

L :FT(C,P") ——= FT(C[W~1],P"): L* (3.3.7)

exhibits FT(C[W 1], P") as a full reflective subcategory of FT(C,P"): the counit ¢ : LiL* —
id is a natural isomorphism.

PROOF. We saw in that the pullback L* : FT(C[W~1],P") — FT(C, P") of field
theories is given by the restriction of the pullback L* : Algfpc[wfl] — AlgpC of functors. By
Definition 2.4.15] of localization, this pullback is fully faithful. Because F D 797") C AlgpP is
a reflective full subcategory inclusion for both D = C and C[W~1], see , the restriction
to field theory categories is also fully faithful. 0

Orthogonal localization is directly related to the time-slice axiom. We will use the fol-
lowing generalization.

DEFINITION 3.3.11. A field theory 21 € FT(C,P") is called W -constant if for any f : ¢ —
din W, A(f) : A(c) — A(c') is an isomorphism. We write FT(C, P )V—const C FT(C,P")
for the full subcategory of W-constant field theories.

PrROPOSITION 3.3.12. The adjunction (3 restricts to an adjoint equivalence
Ly : FT(C,pr)W—const ——= FT(C[W~1],P"): L* .

PROOF. Recall from Lemma that an adjunction is an adjoint equivalence when
either functor is fully faithful and essentially surjective. Proposition [3.3.10| proves that L* is
fully faithful: because the counit € is an isomorphism, L* is a bijection on Hom-sets. So it
remains to prove that L* is essentially surjective on FT(C,P")W —const,

First, note that the image of L* lies in FT(C, P")W—cnst: if 8 € FT(C[W 1], P"), then
for any f € W, Lf is an isomorphism in C[I¥ ] by the definition of localization. So B(Lf)
is an isomorphism, and therefore L*(B)(f) = B(Lf) is, too, so L*(B) is W-constant.
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For essential surjectivity, let 20 € FT(C,P")"W "¢ The underlying functor 2 : C —
Algp, will send all f € W to isomorphisms, so by definition of localization, it factors through
C[W™1]: there exists a B : C[IW™!] — Algp such that 2 is naturally isomorphic to BL =
L*(8). By Definition of orthogonal localization (and the definition of the pushforward
orthogonality relation, see Lemma [3.1.3)), we see that in fact B € FT(C[W~1],P"): the
diagram corresponding to diagram (3.1.1]) that B has to satisfy to be a field theory commutes
because 2 is a field theory and 2 and L*(8) are naturally isomorphic in Alg,. O

ExaMPLE 3.3.13. For our purposes, the central example of an othogonal localization is

L : Loc — Loc[Cauchy '], the localization of Loc at all Cauchy morphisms. As noted in
Section [2.4.2] one can prove that this localization exists, though it is very hard to find a
workable model for it. Sidestepping this practical issue for the moment, such a localization
L gives the adjunction

L : FT(Loc, P") —— FT(Loc[Cauchy '], P") : L*

between the category of field theories without any condition for Cauchy morphisms on the
left and the category FT(Loc[Cauchy '],P") on the right, which Proposition tells
us is equivalent to the category of field theories satisfying the time-slice axiom. A field
theory 2 € FT(Loc, P") then satisfies the time-slice axiom if and only if the corresponding
component of the unit 7y : A — L*L(2A) is an isomorphism.

The right adjoint L* is a pullback functor: it takes a theory B € FT(Loc[Cauchy '], P")
for which the time-slice axiom holds, and interprets it as a more general field theory L*(8) €
FT(Loc,P"), forgetting that the time slice axiom holds for L*(8). The left adjoint can
then be viewed as a time-slicification functor: it makes a theory 2 € FT(Loc,P") that not

necessarily satisfies the time-slice axiom into a theory Li() € FT(Loc[Cauchy '], P") that
does. Proposition (3.3.10| then tells us that this process of time-slicification is not too violent:

if B € FT(Loc[Cauchy '],P") is a theory for which the time-slice axiom holds, forgetting
this condition and then applying the time-slicification functor L, results in a theory L,L*(B)
that is isomorphic with B through the counit.

To give a concrete example of time-slicification and show that it does not in general lead

to trivial field theories, first recall the treatment of Klein-Gordon theory from Section [2.3.1
There, we defined

LRE(M) = gl (M) /{Fy € Sclj‘f?shell(M”Fiﬁ‘eg[KG =0}

implementing the time-slice axiom for the linear observables by forming a quotient. Similarly,
say that B = 2/Z € FT(Loc[Cauchy '], P") is a field theory satisfying the time-slice axiom,
which is obtained from an off-shell theory 2 by dividing out an ideal Z that implements the
equation of motion. What we mean by this is that the theory L*(8) € FT(Loc, P") is given
by the coequalizer

F(T) == A - -+ L*(B)

in FT(Loc, P") where F(Z) is the free field theory generated by Z and the two parallel maps
are the adjuncts of the inclusion Z — U(2) and the zero map Z — U(2) obtained through
the adjunction F' +4 U (Theorem [2.5.8). Now apply L, to the above diagram. L, is a left
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adjoint, so it preserves colimits and we get

LiF(T) == Li(A) - -+ LL*(B) —=B

as a coequalizer in FT(Loc[Cauchy'],P"). Proposition provides the last arrow in
the diagram. We see that the field theory B = 2A/7Z equivalently may be presented as a
quotient of the time-slicification L;(21). Of course, this is true for any such B, so we find that
any on-shell quotient of the off-shell theory 2 can be also be obtained as a quotient of L,2L.
So assuming the theory 2 allows for on-shell quotients, £,(2l) is a nontrivial theory that in
particular contains the information for any such possible quotient.

3.3.3. Change of operad. We will now study the field theory adjunction
(¢*)' : FT(C,P") == FT(C, Q) : (¢"). (3.3.8)

resulting from a change of operad ¢ : P" — Q° while keeping the orthogonal category C fixed.
Specifically, we will see what happens to j-locality (see Definition and W-constancy
(see Definition under these kinds of adjunctions. In the next Section, we will consider
a specific case, that of linear quantization.

The general result on preserving j-locality and W-constancy is the following.

PROPOSITION 3.3.14. Let ¢ : P" — Q° be a morphism of bipointed uncolored operads
and C an orthogonal category, with corresponding adjunction of field theories (3.3.8)).

(1) If j : D — C is a full orthogonal subcategory, the left adjoint (¢*)" in the adjunction
preserves j-local field theories. (Note the reversal of C and D as compared
with Section [3.3.1])

(2) If W C Mor C is a subset of morphisms in C, the right adjoint (¢*). in the

adjunction ([3.3.8)) preserves W-constant field theories.

PROOF. Item (1): Let 2 € FT(C,P") be j-local, so the counit ey : jij*(A) — A is an
isomorphism. Then we have the commutative diagram

G (67 () — 0 () (a)
317 (¢%) e | NTW)!Q‘
(67 () —2E () ()

|
G () G () ()
Igety ) | =2 /

71(6°)' 5" ()
for the counit €4y of (¢*)'(A). The top diagram is the diagram 1) for the natural
transformation € : jij* — id at the morphism (¢*)'ey, so it commutes, and jj*(¢*)'ey and
(¢*)'en are isomorphisms because ey is. The middle diagram expresses the fact that the left

adjoints j, and (¢*)' commute up to unique natural isomorphism, which was mentioned after
equation (3.3.4). The bottom diagram is the triangle identity (2.1.4]) for the adjunction j, = j*
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at (¢*)'5*2A, and because of Proposition we know that the unit 7 is an isomorphism.
The diagram proves that €y« (g is an isomorphism, so (¢*)'(2A) is j-local.

Item (2): Let A € FT(C, Q°) be W-constant: for any f : ¢ — ¢ in W, A(f) : A(c) —
(') is an isomorphism. Then (¢*).(2A)(f) = ¢*(A(f)) is also an isomorphism, since ¢* is a
functor, so (¢*).(2() is W-constant. O

This is half of the answer to the question “does the adjunction (|3 preserve j-locality
and W-constancy?” Note the symmetry of this result: the left adJomt (¢ )! preserves j-local
theories, which form a coreflective subcategory, while the right adjoint (¢*). preserves W-
constant theories, which form a reflective subcategory. In fact, we could draw a diagram dual
to the one on j-locality to prove preservation of W-constancy: the essential ingredient is the
fact that the right adjoints in the square commute and the left adjoints commute up
to unique natural isomorphism. The converse statements are not always true, but we do find
that the left adjoint preserves W-locality in a special case, as follows.

Recall that FT(C, Q") is defined as a full subcategory of the functor category AIgQC and
that the right adjoint (¢*), on FT(C, Q) is the restriction of (¢*), from the functor category
AIgQC to the field theory category FT(C, Q7). In turn, the right adjoint (¢*), on AIgQC
the pushforward along the right adjoint ¢* in the adjunction

¢ Algp — Algy : ¢

of algebras over uncolored operads. In contrast, the left adjoint (¢*)' on FT(C,P") is in
general not related to the functor category. But we do have a candidate coming from this
adjunction of algebras over uncolored operads: the pushforward along ¢, i.e. the left adjoint
in the adjunction

(1) : Algp® == Algo : (¢7). . (3.3.9)

PROPOSITION 3.3.15. Let ¢ : P" — Q° be a morphism of bipointed uncolored operads,
C be an orthogonal category and W C Mor C be a subset. If the left adjoint (¢*)' in the
adjunction (3.3.8]) is naturally isomorphic to the restriction of (¢), in from AlgpC to
FT(C,P"), (¢*)' preserves W-constant field theories.

PROOF. As in the proof of item (2) in Proposnlonm this is immediate: since (¢), is
the pushforward along the functor ¢y, if 2(f) is an isomorphism for f € W, sois (¢1).(2A)(f ) =

A(2A(f))-

Let us investigate the condition of (¢*)" being naturally isomorphic to the restriction of
(¢1)+. The field theory operad Pg was defined as a coequalizer in Definition 3.2.3, Say that
7 : Pc — Pg is the corresponding morphism in Opg,(T). Then 7 defines an adjunction of
algebra categories

m : Alg,® ——= FT(C,P") : *

where we use Lemma |3.2.2] and Theorem to rewrite both categories of algebras. One
immediately sees that 7 is the inclusion functor of FT(C,P") into Alg,. Moreover, this
adjunction establishes FT(C,P") as a full reflective subcategory of Algpc, since 7* is fully
faithful.
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For a morphism of bipointed uncolored operads ¢ : P" — Q° we now get a square of
adjunctions

*\!

FT(C,P") ————FT(C, Q%)

(¢')*
Alg,€ Alg,C.
r (") 2
As before, the square of right adjoints (¢*), and 7* commutes because both maps are pull-
backs, which implies that the square of left adjoints commutes up to unique natural isomor-

phism. In these terms, saying that (¢*)' is naturally isomorphic to the restriction of (¢y), is
saying that a third square commutes: that 7*(¢*)" is naturally isomorphic to (¢),7*.

LEMMA 3.3.16. If (¢).7* factors through FT(C, Q%), i.e. if for A € FT(C,P"),
(é1).7"(A) € FT(C, Q) C Algo®,
then (¢*)' is naturally isomorphic to the restriction of (¢),.
PROOF. Since (¢).7*(A) € FT(C, Q%), (¢).7*(A) = 7*(B) for a B E FT(E_ Q%) s
Q°

T m(p)m* = (¢n).m* since m7m* is naturally isomorphic to id (because 7* : FT(C, Q%) —
AIgQC is a reflective subcategory). So we find

((b!)*ﬂ-* o~ 7T*7T!<¢!)*7T* ~ ﬂ_*((b*)!ﬂ_!ﬂ_* o~ W*(¢*)!
where the second equivalence holds because the left adjoints commute up to natural iso-
morphism, and the third one holds again because 7* : FT(C, Q%) — AIgQC is a reflective
subcategory. O

3.3.4. Linear quantization. We will now consider a specific field theory adjunction
resulting from a change of operad: the quantization of linear field theories. Because we will
work with the unital Lie operad, we fix an additive closed symmetric monoidal category T.

Recall that we defined quantum field theories on an orthogonal category C as

QFT(C) := FT(C, As"10)
in Example while we defined linear field theories on C as
LFT(C) := FT(C, uLiel %)

in Example Consider the canonical uncolored operad morphism

¢ : uLie — As
which sends the unit of uLie to the unit of As and sends the generator [, | € uLie representing
the Lie bracket to the commutator [, | = p — u°? € As. Of course, this clearly also defines a

morphism of bipointed uncolored operads
¢ - uLiel 10 — Agl 10
so as before this yields a field theory adjunction
Qi = (¢*): LFT(C) = QFT(C) : (¢*). = . (3.3.10)

It turns out that this is a linear quantization adjunction; in particular, Qj;,, makes a linear field
theory into a quantum field theory in a way that can rightfully be interpreted as quantization.
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First, consider il;,. Writing out the functor ¢* : Alg,, — Alg, . we find that it assigns to
an associative algebra with unit (A, u,n) the Lie algebra with unit (A, [, | := p— u°?,n). So
this is the forgetful functor, that forgets the multiplication on an algebra, but remembers the
commutator. The corresponding pushforward i, = (¢*). simply carries out this operation
objectwise: for % € QFT(C), Ly, (2A) assigns ¢*(A(c)) € Alg,,. to each ¢ € C.

The left adjoint 9y, in the adjunction can also be explicitly described, by con-
structing a model for the left adjoint ¢ in the adjunction

¢! : AlguLie — AIgAs : ¢*

in the spirit of Lemma [3.3.16} we will see that (¢*)" is isomorphic to the restriction of (¢)..
The construction is a variation of the well-known universal enveloping algebra U®(L) of a
Lie algebra L, which we call the unital universal enveloping algebra.

Start with a unital Lie algebra (V,[, ],n) € Alg,. . and form the usual tensor algebra

(V) := V" € Algy,
n>0

as in Example[2.1.26] with multiplication jg, unit g and inclusion ¢; in the direct summand
V&1 The tensor algebra T® (V') remembers nothing about the Lie bracket [, | or the unit .
To remedy this, first consider the T-morphisms

q1:=(pe—pg ) (t1®1)
VeV L TV

q2:=t1][,]

picking out the commutator in 7%V and the Lie bracket on V' (we suppress the forgetful
functor U : Alga, — T here: to be precise we should write U(T®V)). By the adjunction
T® 4 U this diagram in T defines an Alg,.-diagram of which we form the coequalizer

To(V @ V) == TV - = 5 USV
q2

in Alg,,, which is the usual universal enveloping algebra of the Lie algebra (V,[, ]). For the
unit 1 we consider the two T-morphisms

7 S1:=TL1M U®V

52:=TNR

which compare 7, the Lie unit of V' € Alg, ., and 7, the multiplicative unit of 7%V € Alg,,.
This again defines a diagram in Alg,, of which we take the coequalizer

TO(I) =3 UV - 5 ¢,(V).

52

Both of the above diagrams in T implementing the bracket and the unit are clearly functorial
in Alg, ;.-morphisms. Because taking colimits is functorial, we find that we have a functor

¢1: Algyie — Algas
LEMMA 3.3.17. The functor ¢ is left adjoint to the forgetful functor
¢" : Algay — Algyie

described above.
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ProoOF. For V € Alg, ;.. and A € Alg,,, we want a natural bijection

AIgAs((b!(V)a A) = AIguLie(V7 ¢*<A))
An Alg.-morphism « : ¢(V) — A defines a unital Lie morphism xn'me; : V' — ¢*(A) (recall
that ¢*(A) is the same T-object as A). Conversely, if p: V' — ¢*(A) is an Alg, ,-morphism,
the underlying T-morphism defines an Alg,,-morphism p : TV — A which descends to the
quotients U®V and ¢(V) because p is a unital Lie morphism. O

We now check the condition for Lemma [3.3.16| for our operad morphism ¢ : uLie — As.

ProrosiTION 3.3.18. If 9B € I/Jﬁ(é) is a linear field theory on C, the pushforward
along the unital universal enveloping functor (¢).(B) = ¢B € Alg,C is a quantum field
theory: (¢).(8) € QFT(C).

PROOF. Let (¢ EENpL] ¢cy) €L be a pair of orthogonal maps in C = (C, L). Because

B e ITF\"/I‘(E) is a field theory in the sense of Definition the induced bracket
[B(f1)(=), B(f2)(-)], : Bler) ® Blea) — B(e)
is the zero map (see Example . For (41).(B) € Alga.C to be a quantum field theory, we
need the induced commutator
[0 B(f1) (=), dB(f2)(—)], : ¢1B(c1) ® ¢ B(c2) — ¢B(c)

to also be the zero map (see Example 3.1.6). On linear observables (the image of 7w
in ¢B(c¢;)) this immediately follows from the definition of the universal enveloping algebra
U®(B(c)) above and the fact that B is a field theory. The fact that the Leibniz rule allows
us to expand the commutator of polynomials of linear observables then proves the general
case. U

The upshot of this proposition and Lemma [3.3.16|is now

COROLLARY 3.3.19. The restriction of the pushforward (¢y), : Alg, .S — Alga.C to the
field theory category LFT(C) is a model for the left adjoint Qy, : LFT(C) — QFT(C) in
the linear quantization adjunction (3.3.10)).

REMARK 3.3.20. With the explicit description of Qy,, we can now explain the name
“linear quantization functor”. Let T = Vectg for K = R or C. Recall that in Definition
we defined the linear canonical quantization functor ¢¢9R : LFT(C) — QFT(C).
Using heis defined in Example |3.1.8| and the discussion there, we recognize that

Qiin © heis, = ccr, & C€CR : LFT(C) — QFT(C)
S0 Qyin is one half of the canonical quantization functor CER.

Let us summarize the results of this section and add a proof of the claim in Definition
2.3.10, that the canonical quantization functor €€ preserves Einstein causality, the time-
slice axiom and the descent condition.

COROLLARY 3.3.21. Let C be an orthogonal category. The canonical operad morphism
¢ : uLie — As induces the linear quantization adjunction

Qi i= (1), : LFT(C) = QFT(C) : (¢*). =: L. (3.3.11)

Moreover,
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(1) If j : D — C is a full orthogonal subcategory, the linear quantization functor
Qin - I/JF\"T‘(C) — QFT(C) maps j-local linear field theories to j-local quantum
field theories.

(2) If W C Mor C is a subset of morphisms, the linear quantization functor Ly, :

IT]F\"T‘(G) — QFT(C) maps W-constant linear field theories to W-constant quantum
field theories.

PrOOF. Item (1) follows from item (1) in Proposition [3.3.14] Item (2) follows from
Proposition [3.3.15| and Corollary [3.3.19, OJ

3.4. Quantization of linear gauge theories

We now choose the closed symmetric monoidal category T to be the category of chain
complexes Chg over the field K = R or C. Of course, all constructions and results on field
theories from the previous sections still hold, but recall from Example that Chg is
a model category. This in particular means that Chyg has a class of weak equivalences, the
quasi-isomorphisms, which is a bigger class of morphisms than just the isomorphisms. We
will see that the model structure on Chyg induces a model structure on the categories of
field theories. This raises the question that we will answer in the rest of the section: are our
constructions, definitions and results preserved under weak equivalences?

3.4.1. Model structures for field theory categories. Write hFT(C,P") for the
category of field theories FT(C,P") when P" is valued in Chx. We start by defining a
model structure on hFT(C,P") that is induced by the model structure on Chg. This means

that the weak equivalences (and the fibrations) are defined objectwise, as one would expect.
Recall Definition B.1.5]

PROPOSITION 3.4.1. Let C be an orthogonal category and P” € Op”**'(Chg) be an
uncolored bipointed operad valued in chain complexes. If we define a field theory morphism
¢ : A — B in hFT(C,P") (which is a natural transformation between the underlying functors
2,8 : C — dgAlgp) to be

(1) a weak equivalence if all the components (. : A(c) — B(c) are weak equivalences
(i.e. quasi-isomorphisms) in Chg;

(2) a fibration if all the components (. : A(c) — B(c) are degreewise surjective in Chg;

(3) a cofibration if ¢ has the left-lifting property with respect to acyclic fibrations;

then hFT(C,P") is a model category with these choices.

PROOF. Recall Theorem [3.2.4f hFT(C,P") = Algp,. The result then immediately
C
follows from Theorem [2.5.25] O

This proposition improves on the results from Section that the objectwise quasi-
isomorphisms make dgAIgOC and the subcategory of field theories into a homotopical cate-
gory, by showing that they make these categories into a model category. Note that here we
are still working with the category FT(C,P") of field theories, which means these theories
satisfy the strict Einstein causality axiom. So we are considering semi-strict field theories, as
mentioned in Section [2.6] We will cover the homotopy time-slice axiom in Definition [3.4.12

REMARK 3.4.2. With this model structure, every object 20 € hFT(C,P") is fibrant: the
unique chain map from 2(c) to the terminal object 0 (the chain complex that is {0} in every
entry) is always surjective for any c.




3.4. QUANTIZATION OF LINEAR GAUGE THEORIES 89

The other result we will need for a model categorical treatment of our linear quantization
functor is the fact that our algebra adjunctions are Quillen adjunctions, see Definition [2.4.25]

PROPOSITION 3.4.3. Let F : C — D be an orthogonal functor, and ¢ : P* — Q° be a
morphism in Op®**(Chg). Then the corresponding adjunction of algebras is a Quillen
adjunction with respect to the model structures on hFT(C,P") and hFT(D, Q°) defined in
Proposition [3.4.1]

PROOF. This is immediate with Remark [2.4.26] since the pullback (¢r)* obviously pre-
serves weak equivalences and fibrations, which are both defined componentwise. O

3.4.2. Homotopical linear quantization. We now turn to the linear quantization of
chain complex-valued field theories. In Remark [3.3.20| we saw that linear quantization for
T = Vectk consists of two parts:

CCR = ccr, = Qi 0 heis,
and both of these functors are pushforwards: we have Qy, = (¢). and

cce

PoissVecty B Alg e, — Algps,. -

The morphism (¢)), is of course defined for any additive T. The left morphism bheis was
originally defined for T = Vectgr on the left and T = Vectc on the right (since the tensor
product ®gC is involved) but it can easily be extended to Poisson chain complexes: for
(V,7) € PoissChg, V¢ := V ®g C is obtained by tensoring with C, the chain complex with
C at degree 0 as the only non-trivial entry (or equivalently, V,, ®g C at each degree, with the
differentials extended linearly). An extra summand of C at degree 0 provides the Lie unit,
and the Lie bracket on beis(V, 7) := (Ve ® C, [, ]) is defined by

[Ul &} /\17 Vg P /\2] =0 D ’iT(Ul, Ug) (341)

similarly as for vector spaces. Lastly, as in Remark we immediately see that heis,
preserves the Einstein causality axiom.

So we end up with the analogous quantization scheme for chain complex valued field
theories,

CCR = ccr, = Oy, 0 heis, (3.4.2)
with Q)i = (qbl)* and
. //—\
PoissChg e dgAlg,Lie. — dgAlgas,. (3.4.3)

where we now use the notation dgAlg, ;.. and dgAlg,,. to emphasize that we are working with
differential graded (i.e. chain complex-valued) algebras. This means that we can separately
investigate the homotopical properties of the two components heis, and Qy,. Since both
functors are pushforwards, and the weak equivalences in PoissChg and hFT(C,P") are
defined componentwise, it suffices to consider the functors heis and ¢,.

For the functor heis : PoissChg — dgAlg, ., recall Example 2.4.36f PoissChy, is a
homotopical category, not a model category. The weak equivalences in PoissChy are the
Poisson morphisms f : (V,7) — (V’,7') such that the underlying chain map f:V — V' is
a quasi-isomorphism in Chg. Since dgAlg, . is a model category by Theorem it is a
homotopical category with the componentwise quasi-isomorphisms as weak equivalences.
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PROPOSITION 3.4.4. The functor heis is a homotopical functor: it preserves the weak
equivalences on PoissChg and dgAlg,;e..-

Proor. This is immediate by the definition of heis and the definitions of weak equiva-
lences: f:V — V' is a quasi-isomorphism, so its extension heis(f) : Ve & C — V{ & C is
too. 0

—~—

Since weak equivalences in hLFT(C) are defined objectwise in Proposition [3.4.1 and we
saw above that heis, preserves the Einstein causality axiom, we immediately find

COROLLARY 3.4.5. The functor

heis, : hLFT(C) — hLFT(C)
is a homotopical functor.

Another datum that can be weakly varied is the Poisson structure 7 € hom(V AV, R)q: we
can consider the chain homotopic Poisson structure 7+3dp for a homotopy p € hom(V AV, R);.

PROPOSITION 3.4.6. For a Poisson complex (V,7) € PoissChg and a 1-chain p €
hom(V A V,R); there exists a zig-zag

heis(V,7) +— Hy.,, — heis(V, 7 + dp)
of weak equivalences in dgAlg, .-

Proor. Consider the acyclic chain complex

D;:CELE—%> (3.4.4)
and write x :=1 € Dy and y :=dx =1 € D_4 for the two vectors spanning D. We construct
the interpolating object Hy,;, € dgAlg, ;.. as

Hy,;, =Ve®D®C
(recall that the chain complex C is C concentrated in degree 0) with Lie bracket

[Ul Dar D A,v D g D )\2] =00 (z’(@p)(vl, ve)x + ip(vy, vg)y) @ it (v, v2)

and unit 0 0 @ 1. For s € R, define the differential graded unital Lie ideal Z; C Hy,, to
be generated by the relations

002®0=0000s ; 0By®0=0.
Forming the quotient we see that
Hy.,,/Zs = heis(V, 7+ s Op)
with quotient map
7 = idy, + ¢s : Hy,rp — beis(V, 7+ s Op)
which is the identity on V¢ and

s : DaC — C
(rz+cy) DA — scp+ A

on D@ C. Since g, is a quasi-isomorphism, all 7, are weak equivalences, and filling in s = 0, 1
now gives the desired result. ([l
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We now turn to the other ingredient of linear quantization. Recall the model structures
on hLFT(C) and hQFT(C) from Proposition [3.4.1/ and the linear quantization adjunction

E311).

Qiin = (é1). : hLLFT(C) == hQFT(C) : (6*), =: $hin .

By Proposition this is a Quillen adjunction, so we can pursue the strategy of deriving
it as in Proposition [2.4.29] (co)fibrantly replacing on either side of the adjunction.

For $0;;,, we are in luck: since every object in hQFT(C) is fibrant (recall that the fibrations
are defined as objectwise surjections), R := id suffices as a fibrant replacement and we find

PROPOSITION 3.4.7. The underived functor ;, in the adjunction (3.3.11)) is a model for
the derived functor Rl;,.

For the left adjoint L), we are not done quite so quickly, since not every object in
hLFT(C) is cofibrant. However, we do have the following.

PROPOSITION 3.4.8. The unital universal enveloping algebra functor ¢ : dgAlg, ;.. —
dgAlgp,. constructed in Section preserves weak equivalences, i.e. morphisms of differ-
ential graded algebras such that the underlying chain maps are quasi-isomorphisms.

PROOF. Let p : V. — V' be a weak equivalence in dgAlg, ., i.e. a quasi-isomorphism.
Recall the construction of ¢: now working with T = Chg, we see that if (V. [, |,n) € dgAlg, .
is a differential graded unital Lie algebra, we have

(V) =TV /I
where T®V is the tensor algebra
T°V = pven
n>0
and Z is the differential graded ideal generated by
v1 @ vy — (=Dl @ v = [og, 0] 5 1g =1

for all homogeneous elements v; € V' and the units 1g = 7g(1) of TV and 1 = n(1) of V.
The tensor algebra T®V has a filtration

TV = Hver
n=0
which allows us to define
o(V)™ = T="V /(T="V NT)
for all n > 0. This in turn defines a sequential diagram
o(V)—— (V) —— a(V)*—— -

in Ch¢ with colimit ¢(V'). Because filtered colimits are exact (Theorem 2.6.15 in [Wei95]),
they preserve quasi-isomorphisms, and it suffices to prove that the induced chain map

$1(p) + (V)™ —> (V)™
is a quasi-isomorphism for all m.
Using the relations defining 7, we see that the quotient of two neighbours in the sequence
is

¢[(V)m+1/¢[(V)m ~ f/@m-ﬁ-l/zm_H
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where V := V/C1 is the quotient of V' by the unit and X,, 1 is the symmetric group acting on
the tensor product by permuting the entries. So we have a short exact sequence of complexes

0—— (V)" —— (V)" —— Vet [y —— 0 (3.4.5)
for all m > 0. Form the long exact sequance of homology from the short exact sequence

B-43),

—m+1 Tl

o Hi (V") = Hy(o(V)™) — Hi(i (V)™ — H (V") — Hia (V™) — -

writing V" for yemtt /Sms1. Using the five lemma, we see that we can proceed by

induction on m, provided that p induces isomorphisms on the homology of V&™ / Yim. The
first steps of induction are clear: the chain maps

(@(p) : (V)" — &1 (V)’) = (id: C — C)
and

(61(p) : (V) — (V)) = (p: V — V')

are clearly quasi-isomorphims.
For the chain complexes V®™ / Ym we have

H, (Vo™ /S,) = Ho((V™)5n)
> (H, (V9"
(H (V)= |

Here we use the fact that for a finite group action G on a chain complex V' over a field of
characteristic zero, we can use the projection ﬁ > gec 9 to show that the coinvariants V/G

I

are isomorphic to the invariants V¢ and taking the homology commutes with taking the
invariants. In the last step we use the Kiinneth formula for fields. So the induced map

prVEm /S, — VEm /S,
is indeed a quasi-isomorphism, and we have proven the result. U

COROLLARY 3.4.9. The linear quantization functor ), in the adjunction (3.3.11)) pre-
serves weak equivalences, and is therefore a model for the left derived functor L.
PROOF. The first claim follows from Proposition |3.4.8| and the fact that the weak equiv-

alences in IE\FTI‘(G) are defined objectwise in Proposition [3.4.1, The second claim follows
from Lemma 2.4.27] O

Combining our results on heis and 3, we find
PROPOSITION 3.4.10. The linear canonical quantization functor
CCR = Qy, o heis, : hLFT(C) — hQFT(C)

is a homotopical functor: it preserves weak equivalences. Moreover, for a linear field theory

(V,7) € hLFT(C) and a natural 1-chain p € hom(V A V,R); there exists a zig-zag
CER(V, 7) <= Ay, — CCR(V, T + )

of weak equivalences in dgAlgg_.
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PRrROOF. The first claim follows from Corollary and Corollary [3.4.9. The second
follows from Proposition and Corollary with Ay, = Qin(Hy,rp). O

3.4.3. Homotopical descent and time-slice. We end this chapter by considering ho-
motopical generalizations of j-locality (see Definition and W-constancy (see Definition
in the context of the model category T = Chg, and investigating their behaviour
under the linear quantization functor Qy,.

First, consider a full orthogonal subcategory j : C — D as in Section m Proposition

tells us that the field theory adjunction ({3.3.5])
41 hFT(C,P") —= hFT(D, P") : j*

is a Quillen adjunction. Since every object in hFT(D,P") is fibrant, R = id suffices as
a fibrant replacement, so we can choose Rj* = j* as a model for the right derived functor.
Unfortunately, the left adjoint j; will in general not preserve weak equivalences (see Appendix
A in [BSW19al) so it has to be derived: Lj; = 5@ for a cofibrant replacement () with natural
weak equivalence ¢ : Q = id. This also alters our Definition of j-locality.

DEFINITION 3.4.11. A field theory 2 € hFT(D,P") on D is called homotopy j-local if
the component

Jra;* (1)

Ea  HQJ*(A) = jij*(A) —— A
of the derived counit is a weak equivalence.

Now let C be an orthogonal category, and W C Mor C a subset of morphisms. The
natural homotopical generalization of Definition [3.3.11]is

DEFINITION 3.4.12. A field theory % € hFT(C, P") is called homotopy W -constant if for
any f:c—c in W, A(f) : A(c) — A() is a quasi-isomorphism in Chg.

Compare Definition [2.6.1] of semi-strict homotopy algebraic field theories: we see that
such a theory on C is exactly a Cauchy-constant field theory 21 € hFT(Loc, As[’]’o).

PROPOSITION 3.4.13. Let j : D — C be a full orthogonal subcategory, and W C Mor C
be a subset of morphisms. The linear quantization functor Qy, : hLFT(C) — hQFT(C)

(see (3.3.11) and Corollary [3.4.9) preserves homotopy j-local field theories and homotopy
W-constant field theories.

PROOF. For homotopy j-locality, let B € hLFT(C) be a homotopy j-local linear field
theory, so the derived counit €y : 71Qj*(B) — B is a weak equivalence. We want to show
that the derived counit éq, () : 1QJ* Qiin(B) — Quin(B) of the quantized theory Dy, (B) €
hQFT(C) is also a weak equivalence.
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First, consider the following diagram:

€0}, ()

j!Qj*Qlin(%> Qlin(%)
j!Qj*Qling%)[N N{leg%
D o €0)j,51QJ* (B) Dk
71Q5* Quin i Q* (B) ———— Q1 Q5 (B)
——— ———
241 Qlin 251Qlin
j!Qj*j!QOan*(%)T~ ~ NTj!qDIian*(‘B)
o » €j1Q0)nQs* (D) »
F1QJ* QA (B) ———— Qi Q" (B) .

The top vertical arrows are weak equivalences because €y is, and because Qy,, 7° and
71Q = Lj preserve weak equivalences. We have 7Qy, = Qi because the left adjoints
in the diagram ((3.3.4) commute up to natural isomorphism. Left Quillen functors preserve
cofibrant objects, so Q1;,Qj*(9B) is cofibrant, and of course QQ;,Q7*(B) is cofibrant too.
By Ken Brown’s lemma (Lemma the left Quillen functor j, preserves weak equiva-
lences between cofibrant objects, like gq,, 0j+(%) : Q@QinQJ*(B) = QinQj*(B). Since j* and
51Q = 1Ly, preserve weak equivalences we see that bottom vertical arrows in the diagram are
also weak equivalences. By the 2-out-of-3 property of weak equivalences, we see that €q, ()
is a weak equivalence if and only if €;,0q,,0j+) is.

So write 2 := Q5;,Qj*(*B); we then want to prove that €y is a weak equivalence. This
follows from the 2-out-of-3 property and the diagram

€1Q()

1R HQR) ————— i HQ(A) ——— HQ(A) .

j!QnQ(m)T% j!nQ(Ql)TE /
J1aQ )

HRQ) — HQR)

The two top arrows give the definition of the derived counit, while the right triangle is
the triangle for the (underived) unit and counit. The vertical arrows are isomorphisms by
Proposition [3.3.3] Lastly, the bottom arrow is a weak equivalence because j is left Quillen
and gg(q) is a weak equivalence between cofibrant objects.

For homotopy W-constancy, the argument is a lot simpler: recall that Qy, = (¢). is the
pushforward along ¢,. We s/alv/in Proposition that ¢, preserves weak equivalences, so

since weak equivalences in hLFT(C) and hQFT(C) are defined objectwise, Qi;,, () will be
homotopy W-constant if A is. U




CHAPTER 4

Linear Yang-Mills theory

In the previous chapter the canonical quantization functor €€9; : hLFT(C) — hQFT(C)
was constructed. In this chapter we will use this functor to develop the linear Yang-Mills
model, one of the first examples of a homotopy algebraic quantum field theory. For the
underlying homotopy linear field theory the solution complex is obtained as a derived critical
locus. The Poisson structure on the solution complex is then constructed using the crucial
insight that the Green operators of the d’Alembertian [J allow us to trivialize the canonical
shifted Poisson structure in two different ways. The results in this chapter were previously
published in [BBS20]. A note on notation: the functor €€R in that article is denoted by
ccr in this text.

4.1. Field and solution complexes

In Section we encountered the data used to define a linear field theory: the space of
fields and the equation of motion, with which we defined the solution space. In this section
we encode these data into chain complexes. We will consider observables and the Poisson
structure in the next section. For now we fix a globally hyperbolic spacetime M; we will
consider functoriality in Section [4.4, Note that all complexes in this section are over R;
complex numbers will show up when discussing quantization.

We start with the chain complex of fields.

DEFINITION 4.1.1. A field theory complex § on M is a chain complex

§(M) = (50(M)<L31(M)) (4.1.1)

concentrated in degrees 0 and 1, such that both §; = I'(E;) are vector spaces of sections of
vector bundles E; — M of finite rank with fiber metric h; and @ : § (M) — Fo(M) is a
linear differential operator.

We interpret the sections in Fo(M) as the physical fields; the sections in §; (M) then are
the gauge transformations (if there are no gauge transformations, F; is the zero bundle).
This is illustrated by the following two examples, which will be guiding us throughout this
chapter.

EXAMPLE 4.1.2. The scalar field complex on M is the chain complex
( QO(M) 20 )

concentrated in degree 0. The fiber metric is given by scalar multiplication. This is exactly
what is expected when considering the treatment of Klein-Gordon theory in Section [2.3.1}
there are scalar fields ¢ € Q°(M) = C*(M) and no nontrivial gauge transformations.

95



96 4. LINEAR YANG-MILLS THEORY

EXAMPLE 4.1.3. The linear gauge theory complex with gauge group R on M is the chain
complex
(o) o))

where d is the de Rham differential. The fiber metric given by the metric (or equivalently
by the Hodge star operator) as in Example . Sections A € QY(M) in degree 0 are
interpreted as gauge fields and sections ¢ € QY(M) in degree 1 are gauge transformations.
The gauge transformations € act on gauge fields as A — A + de.

REMARK 4.1.4. It is possible to encode higher linear gauge field theories (with gauge
transformations of gauge transformations and so on) into this framework by allowing for
longer chain complexes,

§(M) = (o) = F1 (M) <= Fo(M) ),

where as in Definition every §:(M) is the space of sections of a vector bundle over M
equipped with a fiber metric. For example we could consider the complex

( OP(M) 2 et (M) 2 e Qo) )

of p-form gauge fields and gauge transformations, 2-gauge transformations and so on. The
results in this chapter (specifically, the shape of the solution complex as a homotopy pullback
in Theorem [4.1.7)) extend to these kinds of field theories in an obvious way.

The next step is to encode the equation of motion, which determines the dynamics of
the theory. We take the equation of motion operator to be a formally self-adjoint linear
differential operator

P §o(M) — Fo(M) (4.1.2)
that acts on the gauge fields in degree 0. The corresponding action functional is then
S(s) = 1<5,Ps> = 1/ h(s, Ps)voly . (4.1.3)
2 2 Ju

The action is gauge-invariant if and only if the equation of motion operator P satisfies
PQ =0 (4.1.4)

so we will assume this from now on. Note that since P is formally self-adjoint, this implies
that

(PQ)=Q"P"=Q"P=0.
To encode the equation of motion operator in our chain complex language, we define the
contangent complex T*F(M) to F(M) as

T*§(M) = §(M) x §o(M)"
where
R ()
FeM)” = (F1(M) = Fo(M) )

with @* being the linear differential operator that is formally adjoint to Q. §.(M)* is the
complex to which the complex of compactly supported sections

5.0 o= ( FoM) < 5,0 )
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is the smooth dual. Note that there are two choices made here: we choose the tangent space
to a point in §F(M) to be F.(M), and we choose the cotangent space to that point to be the
complex §.(M)* that the tangent space is smoothly dual to. Since §(M) models a linear
space, the total cotangent space is then T*F(M) = F(M) x F(M)*. Explicitly, we have

D g, ) wo W
T300) = (5100 2 5o(M) X 3(0) 4% 5,(01) )
where the first copy of §o(M) in §o(M) X Fo(M) is the zero degree term in F(M) and the
second one is the zero degree term in F.(M)*. The map 1 : Fo(M) — Fo(M) x Fo(M)
includes §o(M) in the first factor, while 7 : Fo(M) X Fo(M) — Fo(M) is the projection on
the second factor.
The section 65 : (M) — T*F (M) obtained from varying the action is then

F(M) 04— Fo(M )<—31(M
5vsl = ol (id, P)l id : (4.1.5)
T*§(M) Fo(M) <L F0 (M) x Fo(M) 2% 3, (M)

To find the space of solutions Gol(M), we need to enforce the equation of motion: P¢ = 0,
and we see that this is done by intersecting 6”.S with the zero-section

S(M) 0#%( )<—31(M
l _ l (id,ml . (4.1.6)
T3(M) F1(M) <L 5o (M) x Fo(M) <% (M)

which is the content of the following definition.

DEFINITION 4.1.5. Let §(M) be a field complex with equation of motion operator P :
So(M) — Fo(M) that satisfies (4.1.4). Then the solution complex Sol(M) is the derived
critical locus of the associated action functional S (4.1.3)): it is the homotopy pullback

Sol(M) ---+F(M)
ot lévs (4.1.7)
3
F(M) —2=T*F(M)
in the model category Chg.

REMARK 4.1.6. As in the fourth item of Example we can think of this pullback as
solving an intersection problem, i.e. forming the solution space to our equation of motion.
The fact that it is a homotopy pullback then means that we are implementing the equations
of motion only up to weak equivalence (i.e. up to homology).

THEOREM 4.1.7. The complex

Sol(1) = ( F1(M) 2= 501 L §o(M) 2 5,(01) ) (4.1.8)

is a model for the solution complex of Definition [4.1.5]



98 4. LINEAR YANG-MILLS THEORY

PROOF. This is Proposition 3.21 in [BS19a]. The proof uses the technology of proper
model categories, see Chapter 13 in [HirQ9]: since all objects in Chy are fibrant, it is a
right proper model category by its Corollary 13.1.3. By Proposition 13.3.4 we see that we
can equivalently calculate the homotopy pullback of a weakly equivalent diagram, and by
Corollary 13.3.8 we see that when either of the maps g or h in a pullback diagram

Y
lh
x 2.7z
in Chy is a fibration (i.e. a degreewise surjection), the homotopy pullback of the diagram
is weakly equivalent to the ordinary pullback X x; Y. So we can calculate the homotopy
pullback by replacing one of the two maps 0 or S in the diagram (4.1.7) by an equivalent
fibration.

We proceed with the zero map (4.1.6). Note that this map is already surjective on the
part §(M) of the complex T*F(M) = F(M) x F.(M)*. So we introduce the term F.(M)* @ D
where D is the acyclic chain complex (3.4.4) concentrated in degrees —1 and 0, now with the
field R instead of C. Define F(M) := F(M) X (F(M)*®@D). The maps id : F.(M)* — F(M)*

and
D R e R
l - ol id
R 02 R
then define the fibration 0 : §(M) — T*F(M) by
- (-2 trir 0t (1) 0" i)y (0) B 1)
§(M) §1 (M) 22T 5 (1) x Fo (M) S 0 (M) x Fo(M) 22— 51 (M)
l() = \/ lwlid l(idﬂ'l,idwz) J]id
TS(M) 0 F1 (M) 2T (M) x Fo(M) 2 F,(M)

which is weakly equivalent to the zero map 0 : F(M) — T*F(M) because D is acyclic.
So we see that a model for Sol(M) can be computed by calculating the ordinary pullback
in the diagram

Sol(M) - - -+ F(M)
|
| l&vs
~ v 6
(M) —— T"§(M) .
The chain complex (4.1.8)) is then seen to indeed be the pullback in this diagram in Chg. O

To illustrate this, consider the examples of Klein-Gordon theory and linear Yang-Mills
theory defined above.

EXAMPLE 4.1.8. For the scalar field complex of Example we have the formally
self-adjoint Klein-Gordon operator

P=0-m?: QM) — QM)
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as the equation of motion operator. This yields the usual Klein-Gordon action

1 1
5(6) = 3(0.@ = m?)) = 5 [ (46 A+ mievoly)
M
and the solution complex from Theorem [4.1.7]is
0 (_1) Dfm2 (0) 0
SolC (M) = (0= (M) E"= QM) =0 ) . (4.1.9)

In terms of the BRST/BV formalism, we interpret the two terms in the complex as follows:

e the fields ¢ € Q°(M) in degree 0 are the scalar fields;
o the fields ¢f € Q°(M) in degree —1 are the antifields.

The homology of Gol*“(M) is zero in degree —1: this follows from the fact that the first
complex in Theorem [2.2.16]is exact in the last term. In degree 0, the homology

Ho(&ol"(M)) =2 {¢p € Q°(M) | Pp =0} = ker (P)

is isomorphic to the ordinary Klein-Gordon solution space we found earlier. So the
solution complex of Klein-Gordon theory is quasi-isomorphic to the usual solution space,
interpreted as a chain complex concentrated in degree 0. Recall the general tenet of chain
complexes: the essential information of a chain complex lies in its homology, so we only
consider chain complexes up to quasi-isomorphism. This means that for Klein-Gordon theory
we can equivalently work with either the solution complex or the solution space, and the
solution complex contains no new information.

EXAMPLE 4.1.9. For the linear gauge theory complex of Example [4.1.3| we choose the
linear Yang-Mills operator

P =4d: Q'(M) — Q'(M)

as the equation of motion operator. Since d and ¢ are mutually adjoint with respect to the
fiber metric (see Example [2.2.13)), P is formally self-adjoint, and it is clear that PQ) = ddd =
0. The resulting action is then the usual linear Yang-Mills action

1 1 1
S(A) = (A, 6dA) = -(dA, dA) = -/ FA+F
2 2 2 s
where F' = dA € Q%(M) is the usual field strength 2-form. The solution complex from
Theorem EL.1.7 is

(-2) 5 5d d

(-1 (0) 1)
GolYM () = ( OO(M) 2 Q1 (M) < 1 (M) 24— QO(M) )

(4.1.10)

We can again interpret the terms in this complex in the language of the BRST/BV formalism:

o the fields A € Q'(M) in degree 0 are the gauge fields;

o the fields ¢ € QY(M) in degree 1 are the ghost fields corresponding to the gauge
transformations;

e the fields A} € Q1(M) in degree —1 are the antifields for the gauge field;

e the fields ¢t € Q°(M) in degree —2 are the antifields for the ghost field.

We can also calculate the homology in each degree:
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e In degree 1, we find the zeroth de Rham cohomology of M,
Hy (Sol™M(M)) 2 ker (d: Q°(M) — Q' (M)) = HIy (M) .

These are the locally constant ghost fields, and as such they describe the gauge
transformations that act trivially on the gauge fields, i.e. the degree to which the
gauge group acts non-freely. Since H3y (M) = R™(M) is a vector space of dimension
equal to the number of connected components of M, this homology is never zero.

e In degree 0 we find the usual space of gauge equivalence classes of solutions to the
linear Yang-Mills equation,

Ho(&ol"™ M (M) = {A € Q' (M)|6dA =0} /dQ°(M) .

This is the object that would traditionally be considered the solution space of the
theory.
e In degree —1 we find

H_1(&ol"™M(M)) =ker (0 : Q' (M) — Q°(M))/ 5dQ (M)
= ker (6 : Q1(M) — Q°(M)) / 6Q*(M)
= H;(M) = Hyp ' (M)

where m = dim(M). The second step follows by a standard argument using parti-
tions of unity and Green operators for the d’Alembert operator [ that will also be
employed in Section [5.6] The last step uses the isomorphism given by the Hodge star
between the de Rham cohomology and the J-homology. This homology captures ob-
structions to solving the inhomogeneous linear Yang-Mills equation 0dA = j, where
7 € Q3(M) is a 1-form such that §j = 0.

e In degree —2 we find the top de Rham cohomology of M,

H_y(S0t" Y (M) = Q°(M) /501 (M) = H(M) = Hyy (M)

by the same arguments as above. Since M = R x 3 by Theorem [2.2.5] HI, (M) =0
is trivial.
Note that in contrast to the Klein-Gordon complex, the linear Yang-Mills complex contains
more information than the classical gauge orbit space of solutions H, (60[LYM (M )) In
particular it is not quasi-isomorphic to a complex concentrated in degree 0.

4.2. Observables and Poisson structure, shifted and unshifted

We now turn to the linear observables on a solution complex. A general result from
derived algebraic geometry (see [PTVV13l, ICPT™17, Pril8]) is that a derived critical
locus comes equipped with a shifted Poisson structure. As we will see below, this is true
in particular for our solution complex. The crucial feature of both of our examples (Klein-
Gordon theory and linear Yang-Mills theory) is that because of the existence of retarded and
advanced Green operators for the relevant differential operators, this Poisson structure is
homologically trivial and there exist retarded and advanced chain homotopies that trivialize
it. Taking the difference, we will see that this allows us to define an unshifted Poisson
structure on the solution complex, which is the crucial ingredient for quantizing the theory
as in Section [3.4.2

We first define the chain complex of linear observables on Gol(M) in a similar manner to
how we defined the linear observables ££¢(M) in Section [2.3.1]
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DEFINITION 4.2.1. For a solution complex Sol(M) as in ({.1.8), the complex of linear
observables £(M) on Gol(M) is defined as
=D o (0) P 1) —Q 2)

(M) 1= ( Fre(M) =2 Fo.o(M) 2 Fo.o(M) < F1.o(M) ) (4.2.1)
where the subscript ¢ means we are considering sections with compact support. The inte-
gration pairing defined by the fiber metrics h; on the bundles F; defines evaluation chain
maps

(,y: LM)®60(M) — R
(,): Gol(M)®L(M) — R
between the linear observables and the solutions.

(4.2.2)

Note that the choice of signs for the differentials in (4.2.1) ensures that the evaluation
pairings are chain maps.

Clearly, Gol(M) and £(M) look quite similar: we get the latter by shifting the former,
restricting to sections of complex support and adding minus signs to some of the boundary
maps. This is the feature that allows us to define the shifted Poisson structure. First, consider
the [1]-shifted solution complex,

Sol(M)[1) = ( 5100 <2 Fo(4) - 5o(3) 2 5, () )

(recall the definition of the shifting of a chain complex from Definition [2.4.6). Then the
natural inclusions ¢ : §; (M) — §;(M) define the chain map

e () S M) =L Fou(M) L Fou(M) % F1a(01)
T l y l L l L l L (423)
Sol(M)[1] (M) =L o(M) = §o (M) —2— 3, (M)

In turn, j can be used to define the shifted Poisson structure as follows.

DEFINITION 4.2.2. The 1-shifted Poisson structure T on a solution complex Sol(M)
(4.1.8) with linear observables £(M) (4.2.1) is the chain map T : £(M) ® £(M) — R][1]
defined by the composition

L(M) @ £(M) R[1]
id®jl Tid@(,) (4.2.4)
&(M) @ R[1] ® Gol(M) —224 S R[1] @ &(M) @ Gol(M)

where B is the braiding in Chg (see (2.4.1))) and we have used the isomorphism Sol(M)[1] =
R[1] ® Sol(M).
REMARK 4.2.3. In BRST/BV terminology, T is called the antibracket. 1t is shifted graded

antisymmetric. In Section [2.4.1] we saw that this means that for homogeneous elements
ae Ly(M), Be (M),

T

T(e, ) =T(B, ) .
This follows from the fact that the fiber metrics h; defining (, ) are symmetric, the sign in
the definition of j (4.2.3)) and the symmetry of the solution and observable complexes.
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In the terminology of [CPT™17], T is a (—1)-shifted Poisson structure.

It turns out that in our two guiding examples of Klein-Gordon theory and linear Yang-
Mills theory, the homology class of the chain map j is trivial. We will find two different
trivializations of j, which will allow us to define an unshifted Poisson structure on Sol(M).

First, we define the past compact and future compact versions of the complex of linear
observables £(M):

(_1) _Q* (O) P (1) —Q (2) >

’SPC/fC(M) = < 31,pc/fC(M> — S'O,pc/fc(M) — So,pc/f(:(M) — gl,pc/fc(M) (425)

The sections in these complexes are not observables; we will only use £¢/i.(M) as auxiliary
complexes. Note that £(M) includes in both £,.(M) and £¢ (M) and that the map j factors
through both inclusions:

£(M) 2 Sol(M)[1]
\ % (4.2.6)
Loe/ic(M)

where ¢ is the obvious inclusion chain map (without any signs) and jpe/e is the obvious

extension of j (4.2.3)).

These complexes of past and future compact observables allow for the following definition.

DEFINITION 4.2.4. If Gol(M) is a solution complex with linear observable complex £(M),
a retarded trivialization AT is a contracting homotopy of £,.(M): a homotopy

AT € hom(L,.(M), £,c(M))

1

such that idg () = OAT. Likewise, an advanced trivialization A~ is a contracting homotopy
of £¢(M): a homotopy
A e hom(SfC(M), ,ch(M))l

such that idg, () = OA™.

LEMMA 4.2.5. Retarded and advanced trivializations AT have the following properties:
(1) If A* € hom(Spc/fC(M),)Lipc/fC(M))1

j - 8(jpc/fc Aib) (427)

is a retarded or advanced trivialization, then

and
T =0((d® (, ))(B®id)(id ® jpe/e A1) -
So the homology classes [j] = 0 and [Y] = 0 are trivial.
(2) If A=, A* € hom (Lpeste(M), Loeste(M ))1 are two retarded or two advanced trivial-
izations,
Af—A* = 09\*F
where A* € hom (£,/ec(M), Lpe/ec(M)), is a 2-chain.
(3) If AT, A~ € hom(Lyec(M), Loesre(M))

izations, then

G = jpeATL — jieAL € hom (£(M), Sol(M)[1])

| is a pair of retarded and advanced trivial-

(4.2.8)

1
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is a 1-cycle: 0G = 0. So G defines a chain map
G:L(M)— Gol(M) .
PROOF. (1) This follows immediately from the factorization of j (4.2.6) and the

definition of Y (4.2.4)) and the fact that all maps involved are chain maps.
(2) Because idg, . (m) = ONE, £,c/tc(M) has trivial homology. This implies that the

internal hom hom (£pc/te(M), £pe/te(M)) also has trivial homology: for any p €
hom(gpc/fc(M)v Spc/fC(M»m with ap =0,

p=idop=0A 0p=0(AF0p)+A*0dp=0(A*0p)
so [p] = 0. This immediately implies that since
OA* — AF) =ide,_ .
we have A* — A* = 9AF for a 2-chain A* € hom (€,c/e(M), Loesre(M))
(3) The first claim follows from item (1):
0G=j—j=0.

The second claim is immediate with the bookkeeping of shiftings of chain complexes
(Definition [2.4.6) and the isomorphism ([2.4.2)):

hom (£(M), Gol(M)[1]), = hom (L(M), Sol(M))[1],
=~ hom (L£(M), Sol(M))

() —ide, () =0

9"

0

OJ

REMARK 4.2.6. Note that the argument in the proof of item (2) of Lemma extends to

higher homotopies: if both A* and A* are 2-chains that trivialize A — A% then A¥ —\* is a 2-

cycle, and since the internal hom has trivial homology, they are related by the boundary of a 3-

chain. This argument applies to all higher homotopies, so we can say that retarded /advanced
trivializations are unique up to contractible choice.

A pair of retarded and advanced trivializations A* thus defines a chain map ([4.2.8)

£(M) 0 Fre(M) 2 Fo.o(M) L Fo (M) 31 (M)
|-l T T e
Sol(M) (M) L Fo (M) L Fo(M) 2 5 (M) ———0

by item (3) in Lemma [4.2.5. With this map, we can try and construct an unshifted Poisson
structure. However, not every pair of trivializations will do.

DEFINITION 4.2.7. A pair AT, A~ € hom(SpC/fC(M),Epc/fc(M))l of retarded and ad-
vanced trivializations is called compatible if the chain map G defined in (4.2.8) is formally
skew-adjoint with respect to the evaluation maps (4.2.2) (, ): the diagram

(M) ® (M) —229, o(M) @ Gol(M)
ng lm (4.2.10)
Sol(M) @ £(M) L R

commutes.
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DEFINITION 4.2.8. Let Gol(M) be a solution complex with linear observable complex
L(M) and AT, A~ € hom(L,e/i(M), Loe/ic(M)), be a pair of compatible retarded and ad-
vanced trivializations. Then the corresponding unshifted Poisson structure T on the solution
complex Sol(M) is the chain map defined by

(M) ® (M) . R

M / . (4.2.11)

£(M) ® Sol(M)

REMARK 4.2.9. Note that since AT are by assumption compatible, the unshifted Poisson
structure 7 can be defined by either composition in the diagram (4.2.10f). This ensures that
7 is graded antisymmetric, 7B = —7 where B is the braiding in Chg. So 7 also defines a
chain map

T:L(M)NLEM) — R

on the graded exterior product that we again denote by 7, i.e. a O-cycle 7 € hom( /\2 £(M), ]R) o

REMARK 4.2.10. As will be more clear from the examples in Sections [4.2.1) and [4.2.2] the
chain map G plays a similar role to that of the causal propagator in ordinary quantum field
theory, so we will sometimes refer to it as such. We will call its ingredients

G* = jpesicATt € hom(L(M), Sol(M)[1])

retarded and advanced Green homotopies because they play a role similar to that of Green
operators, and in our examples Green operators will be the crucial ingredient in their defi-
nition. Note that they are in general not chain maps £(M) — Sol(M)[1] even though they
are of the right degree. We will use these Green homotopies extensively in Section [5.6

X (4.2.12)

COROLLARY 4.2.11. If A, A% € hom (£,c/tc(M), £yc/re(M)), are two pairs of compatible
retarded and advanced trivializations with corresponding unshifted Poisson structures 7,7 €
hom(/\2 Q(M),R)O, there exists a 1-chain p € hom( A’ £(M),R), such that 7 — 7 = dp.
So [r] =[7] € Ho(hom(/\2 £(M),R))

PROOF. From item (2) in Lemma we know that A* — A* = 9A* where \* ¢
hom (Spc (M), Lpejie(M ))2 are 2-chains. So if we define

pi=1{,)(id ® (jpcATt — jrA70))

1

we have
T—7=0p
by the definitions of 7 (4.2.11]) and G (4.2.8]). The chain homotopy p is not necessarily graded
antisymmetric, so consider its decomposition
- 1 _ . 1_..
P = pPs+ Pa= §p<1d+B)+§p(ld—B)
into its symmetric and antisymmetric parts (recall that B is the braiding on Chg). Since
both 7 and 7 are graded antisymmetric, we find that after antisymmetrizing 7 — 7 = 0p,
T—T=20p,
where p := p, Ehom(/\Qﬂ(M),]R)l. O
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This ends the general treatment of shifted and unshifted Poisson structures on solution
complexes. Note that while the shifted Poisson structure always exists, the crucial new ingre-
dient necessary for the existence of the unshifted Poisson structure is the pair of compatible
retarded and advanced trivializations. It is not at all a given that these trivializations exist;
our next task now is to investigate whether or not they exist for our two examples. We will
see that they do, and that these retarded and advanced trivializations are closely related to
retarded and advanced Green operators.

4.2.1. Klein-Gordon theory. Recall that the solution complex &Gol*“ (M) for Klein-
Gordon theory is (4.1.9))

(=1) O—m?

SolKC (M) = ( O Qo) QO((O])W) P )

with scalar fields ¢ in degree 0 and antifields ¢! in degree —1. The complex of linear observ-

ables (see Definition [4.2.1)) is then

© e (D)

K (M) = (OLQQ(M) & Q0 (M) Lo) . (4.2.13)
The observables ¢ € K¢ (M) = Q%(M) in degree 0 observe the scalar field ¢,

<¢,¢>=/M¢¢volM,

and the observables a € £K%(M) = Q%(M) in degree 1 observe the antifield ¢,

(ar, %) :/ o ¢ volyy .
M

Note that as with the solution complex, the homology of £X%(M) is only nonzero in
degree 0, where it is isomorphic to the vector space £X%(M) (2.3.3) we found in Section
2.3.1. So our study of Klein-Gordon theory so far is still quasi-isomorphic to the study there.

The shifted Poisson structure (see Definition [4.2.2)) on Gol*%(M) pairs the scalar field
observables and antifield observables:

TEG . KG9 (M) @ £5C(M) — R[1] (4.2.14a)
with
TEY (o, ) = — / atpvoly = TEC(y, a) (4.2.14b)
M
for « € LEG(M) = QM) and ¢ € £KY(M) = Q%(M).
The retarded and advanced trivializations (see Definition [4.2.4) A% for Klein-Gordon

theory have to be trivializations for the past compact and future compact versions of the

observable complex £5¢(M) (4.2.13):

00 Q0 (M) qo

[l S8 S

0+—— Qgc/fC(M) — Q0
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We see that in the case of a theory without gauge symmetries, a retarded/advanced trivial-
ization is given by a single map. For Klein-Gordon theory this is

AF Q0 (M) — Q0 (M)

pc/fc pc/fc
and the defining relation AT = ide,, . (m) 18 equivalent to the two equalities

@O-mHAF=id ; AT (@O-m?) =id . (4.2.15)

ProPOSITION 4.2.12. Klein-Gordon theory has unique retarded and advanced trivializa-
tions A* € hom (L5, (M), £XG, (M) :

pc/fc pc/fc

AF =G5 Q0 e (M) — Q0 (M)

pc/fc pc/fc
where G* are the retarded and advanced Green operators for the Klein-Gordon operator
P=0-m?2

ProOOF. The Klein-Gordon operator is normally hyperbolic, so by Theorem [2.2.19| its
Green operators exist. We immediately see that the definition of retarded and advanced
Green operators (Definition is equivalent to the defining relations of retarded
and advanced trivializations.

Uniqueness of the trivializations follows either by the uniqueness of Green operators

(()Remark 2.2.15)) or item (2) in Lemma and the fact that hom (€55 (M), £5G (M)), E

REMARK 4.2.13. Note that the above proof immediately generalizes to any Green hy-
perbolic differential operator P defining a non-gauge complex Sol”(M): the retarded and
advanced trivializations of this theory will always be given by the unique Green operators
GF. So one can think of these trivializations as linear gauge theory generalizations of Green
operators.

Since the the Klein-Gordon operator is formally self-adjoint, the causal propagator G =
Gt — G~ is skew-adjoint by Remark [2.2.17] so the pair of trivializations A* is compatible in
the sense of Definition So by Definition [4.2.8] A* define the unshifted Poisson structure

T(Y1,¢2) = / Y1 G Py voly (4.2.16)
M
which is the same Poisson structure (2.3.4) that we found in Section [2.3.1]

In conclusion, we find that the chain complex treatment of Klein-Gordon theory as a linear
field theory is equivalent to the treatment in Section [2.3.1} in Example we saw that the
solution chain complex GOIKG(M ) is quasi-isomorphic to the Klein-Gordon solution space
2.3.1) we found; at the start of this section we saw that the complex of linear observables
4.2.13|) is quasi-isomorphic to the space of linear observables ; and we just found that
the (unshifted) Poisson structure is the same as the Poisson structure (2.3.4). This
serves as a good sanity check for the theory constructed so far: it produces a treatment of
Klein-Gordon theory that is equivalent to the usual one.

REMARK 4.2.14. If we compare our results with those found in Section 6.4 of [GR20],
we see that the shifted Poisson structure and unshifted Poisson structure
agree, up to a minus sign. The operators Sy, which are used in Section 6.4.2 in [GR20]
to relate the Poisson bracket and the factorization product, are analogous to our retarded
and advanced trivializations A*, though our use of sections with past compact and future
compact support means that we do not need to make use of partitions of unity.
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4.2.2. Linear Yang-Mills theory. The solution complex for linear Yang-Mills theory

is ([£.1.10)

2) o H @
GolYM () = ( OO(M) 2 Q1 (M) <9 (M) 24— QO(M) )

and recall the names we gave the fields in Gol™ ™ (M) in Example m By Definition m
the complex of linear observables is then

o JN () N OO BN ) >

SLYM()r) = ( QO(M) +—2— QL (M) 2 Q1 (M) <2 0(M) (4.2.17)

We interpret the elements of the linear observable complex as follows:
e observables ¢ € LEYM (M) = QL (M) in degree 0 observe the gauge field A,

A= [ wnsa

e observables x € £XYM (M) = Q%(M) in degree —1 observe the ghost field ¢,

(x.c) = / X ¢ volyy
M

e observables a € £EYM (M) = Ql(M) in degree 1 observe the antifield A¥,

(o, AY) = / a A x A
M

e observables 8 € LEYM(M) = Q%(M) in degree 2 observe the antifield cf,

/ B ctvoly .

As in Example the homology of the complex can be computed explicitly:

e In degree —1 we find
H_ (&7M(M)) = H5(M) = Hlyp (M)

where m = dim(M), which is the linear dual to Hy(Sol"*™(M)) = HY, (M) by
Poincaré duality (Theorem [2.4.8]). These are the linear observables that probe the
gauge transformations that act trivially on the gauge fields.

e In degree 0 we find

Ho (9(01)) = QL (M) /0a02 (M)

which is the usual vector space of gauge-invariant on-shell linear observables, see e.g.
[SDH14, BDS14, BDHS14), FL16, Benl6, BSS17].
e In degree 1 we find

Hy (E57Y(M) = Q¢ ga(M) /dQ(M) = H, 4 (M)

again using properties of the Green operators for the d’Alembertian [J. This is the
linear dual to H_;(Sol"""(M)) = HJ (M) by Poincaré duality. As such, these
are the linear observables that measure obstructions to solving the inhomogeneous
linear Yang-Mills equation.
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e In degree 2 we find
Hy(9YM (M) = HY 4o (M) =0
because M = R x 3.
So we find that in homology, the observables in £LYM (M) exactly test the homology classes
of the corresponding degree of Gol“* (M),

The shifted Poisson structure (see Definition 4.2.2)) on Gol*** (M) pairs observables of
a field with observables of its antifield:

T ePM(M) @ eMM (M) — R[1]
is defined as

T a0 == [ anse =10
M

Y530 = [ Bxvolas = TN (.9
M

for v € LEYM(M) = QL(M), a € LEYM(M) = QL(M), x € eLYM(M) = QM) and
B e LyMM(M) = Q(M).
The retarded and advanced trivializations A* for linear Yang-Mills theory (see Defini-

tion [4.2.4) will now be trivializations of the past and future compact versions of the linear
observable complex £XYM (M) (4.2.17):

od d

(M) Q:)c/fc(M) Qpl)c/f(:(M) — Qgc/fc(M> # 0

LI e N N Y

02— Q0 (M) +———Q (M) 22— (M) e Q0 (M) "

pe/fe pe/te pe/te pe/fe
So a retarded or advanced trivialization is a triple of maps
NS (M) — Qe (M), (4.2.18a)
A s Qe (M) — Q)i (M), (4.2.18b)
AF QL (M) — Q0 (M) (4.2.18¢)
such that
—0A%, =id ; 0dAT — A% S =1id (4.2.18d)
—dAT +AFSd=id ; —Afd=id . (4.2.18¢)
PROPOSITION 4.2.15. Write G* : Q;C/fC(M) — Qll)c/fc(M) for the advanced and retarded

Green operators of the d’Alembert operator O : Q'(M) — QY(M) on 1-forms (see Example
2.2.13). Then the maps

A =-GFd, AT =GF, AF=-6G* (4.2.19)
define a compatible pair of retarded and advanced trivializations for linear Yang-Mills theory.

PROOF. From the definition of Green operators (see Definition [2.2.14) we immediately
see that since [J = dd + dd, the maps (4.2.19) satisfy the equations (4.2.18)). Compatibility
follows from the fact that since [0 is formally self-adjoint, G = Gt — G~ is formally skew-

adjoint (see Remark [2.2.17)), the fact that d and 0 are mutually adjoint (2.2.5)) and the fact
9.2.20)

that since d and § commute with [, they commute with G* (see Example . ([l



4.3. LINEAR QUANTUM FIELD THEORIES 109

REMARK 4.2.16. Note that in contrast to the situation for the Klein-Gordon field, the
retarded and advanced trivializations for linear Yang-Mills theory will in general not be
unique, though they are unique up to contractible choice. See item (2) in Lemma for
any 2-chain A\* € hom(Qpc/fC(M),Spc/fc(M))Q, AT = AT + 9XF will also be a retarded or
advanced trivialization and all such trivializations are of this form.

The retarded and advanced trivializations define the chain map

SLYM (D) 0+ QM) 2 Q1 (M) <24 Q} (M) +— QO(M)
gl = l Gdl Gl 6({ l (4.2.20)
SolXYM (M) QO(M) +2— QUM) 2 QY (M)« QO(M) +——— 0

where the relative minus sign compared to (4.2.19)) is due to postcomposition with the maps
Jpe/fe- Moreover, the pair A* is compatible by Proposition [4.2.15| so G defines an unshifted
Poisson structure 75YM by Definition m This is

I (T / Wy A *Gapy = —7EYM 4y, 1hy) (4.2.21a)
M

T M(q x) = / a A xGdy = 7M(y, ) (4.2.21b)
M

for a1,y € CEYM(M) = QLUM), a € SEYM(M) = QL(M) and x € £EYM(M) = QU(M).
Here G = G — G~ is the causal propagator for the d’Alembert operator [J. This Poisson
structure pairs the gauge field observables with themselves, and pairs the ghost field observ-
ables with the observables for the antifield of the gauge field. Note that a different choice
of compatible A* (see Remark would result in a different but homotopic unshifted
Poisson structure 7XYM  see Corollary .

4.3. Linear quantum field theories

Using the results from Section we can construct the quantum theories of our chain
complex-valued presentations of Klein-Gordon theory and linear Yang-Mills theory. Recall
that in Section we defined the canonical quantization functor

ccr = ¢y o heis : PoissChy — dgAlgag,

which is a homotopical functor: heis is homotopical by Proposition [3.4.4{ while ¢, is homotopi-
cal by Proposition [3.4.8 Moreover, we saw in Proposition that for a Poisson complex
(V,7) € PoissChy and a 1-chain p € hom(V A V,R); (which is the case when we have two
pairs of compatible retarded and advanced trivializations, see Corollary , there exists
a zig-zag

heis(V, 1) «— Hy,, — heis(V, 7 + 0p)
of weak equivalences in dgAlg, ;... The upshot of all this is the following.

COROLLARY 4.3.1. Let Gol(M) be a solution complex of a field complex §(M) with
equation of motion operator P, and let £(M) be its complex of linear observables. If AT is a
compatible pair of retarded and advanced trivializations and 7 is the corresponding unshifted
Poisson structure, then

cer(L(M), 7) € dgAlga,,
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is a quantum algebra of observables that only depends on the quasi-isomorphism class of
£(M). Moreover, if A* is another compatible pair of retarded and advanced trivializations
with corresponding Poisson structure 7, there exists a zig-zag of equivalences

cce(&(M), 7) «—— Agany,rs — ccr(L£(M), 7)
of corresponding quantum field theories.

This means that both of our examples give well-defined quantum field theories on M.

ExaMPLE 4.3.2. For Klein-Gordon theory, we found in Section that the complex
£KC(M) is quasi-isomorphic to its zero degree homology, which were the on-shell linear
observables we found in Section [2.3.1} In fact, we have the quotient map

LRE(M) == Ho(£84(M)) = QUM) /(O — m*)Q (M)
which is a quasi-isomorphism. The unshifted Poisson structure 75¢ (4.2.16]) descends to the
quotient because G ([0 — m?) = 0, so the quotient map defines a weak equivalence
(59(M), 75F) = (Ho (L5 (M), 75)
in PoissChg. By Corollary we find that the quantum theory ccr(£5%(M),75¢) is
weakly equivalent to ccv(Ho (L5 (M)), 75¢) in dgAlgas., which is the theory AR we con-
structed in Section [2.3.1| viewed as a differential graded algebra concentrated in degree 0.

EXAMPLE 4.3.3. For linear Yang-Mills theory, we found the solution complex Gol** (M)

in Example and the complex of linear observables £¥¥M (M) in Section By

Corollary this results in a consistent quantum theory ccv(L£XM (M), 75¥M) that (up
to quasi-isomorphism) does not depend on the expression of SolH¥M (M) or our choice of
retarded and advanced trivializations (4.2.19).

Explicitly, using the same notation as 1D and Example we can write fl(w) with
Y € SEYM(M) = QL(M) for the linear quantum observables for the gauge field A. Similarly,
we write é(y) with x € £LYM (M) = QY(M) for the linear quantum observable for the ghost
field ¢ and A*(a) and é(B) with a € SPYM(M) = QY(M) and B € LM (M) = QO(M)
for the linear quantum observables for the antifields A* and ¢t. The nonzero commutation
relations in the quantum algebra cct(SXYM (M), 75YM) are then

[A(wn), A(4h2)] = Z'/M?ﬁl NGy 1 (4.3.1)
[A¥(@),é(x)] =i /M a AxGdy 1 = [¢(x), A ()] (4.3.2)

by (4.2.21)), (3.4.1)) and the defining relations of ¢, in Section [3.3.4]

4.4. Linear Yang-Mills theory as a homotopy AQFT

So far we have worked on a fixed globally hyperbolic spacetime M. For our field theories
to qualify as algebraic field theories, we will have to consider functoriality and the Einstein
causality and time-slice axioms.

We will consider both the spacetime category Loc (see Definition[2.2.8) and COpens(M) =
Loc | M for a fixed M (see Defintion here. Recall that there exists a forgetful

functor COpens(M ) — Loc; this will be useful to pull back constructions on all of Loc to

COpens(M).
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To start with, we need our input data to be sufficiently functorial. So from now on we will
assume that the vector bundles Fj, their fiber metrics h; and the linear differential operator
Q of Defintion are natural on Loc. Given this, our assignment of field complexes in
Definition [£.1.1] defines a functor

§ : Loc®® — Chgy
that assigns to a Loc-morphism f : M — N the chain map §(f) : F(N) — F(M) that is the
pullback of sections f*: §;(N) — (M) for each i.

Next, we also assume the action or equivalently the equation of motion operator
(4.1.2) is natural. This in turn implies that the assingment of solution complexes
defines a functor

Sol : Loc®”® — Chy
also using the pullback of Loc-morphisms.

For the complex of linear observables (see Definition we note that the pushforward
of compactly supported sections fi : Fi.(M) — Fi.(IN) corresponding to a Loc-morphism
f M — N also ensures that

£:Loc — Chgy
is a functor. Moreover, the integration pairings are natural: the diagram

(M) ® Gol(N) =25

id®f*l
(M) ® Sol(M) — ",

£(N) ® Sol(N)

l(v}N

(and the diagram where £(M) and Sol(N) are swapped) commutes for all Loc-morphisms
f:M — N.
Given the above assumptions, one immediately sees that the inclusion maps j : £ —

Sol[1] (4.2.3) are natural, in the sense that

e(M) —L— g()

] |

Sol(M)[1] +L— Sol(N)[1]
commutes for all Loc-morphisms f : M — N. The shifted Poisson structures T : £ ® £ —
R[1] are then also natural: the diagram

£(M) ® &(M) —L R[]

rer.| H

S(N) ® £(N) — R[1]
commutes for all Loc-morphisms f: M — N.

REMARK 4.4.1. Note that all the above assumptions on naturality are satisfied in both
of our examples of Klein-Gordon theory (see Examples [4.1.2] and [4.1.8)) and linear Yang-
Mills theory (see Examples |4.1.3and [4.1.9)), where in both cases the pullback is given by the
pullback of differential forms and the pushforward is given by the pushforward of compactly
supported differential forms.
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REMARK 4.4.2. On the category of causal opens of M, COpens(M), we can use the

forgetful functor COpens(M) — Loc to restrict any functors and natural transformations

on Loc, as mentioned above. So naturality on Loc implies naturality on COpens(M ), and

conversely it is in general harder to establish naturality on Loc than on COpens(M ). This
will become apparent later.

For the unshifted Poisson structures, we need the retarded and advanced trivializations
A* in Definition to be appropriately natural. Our results on Loc will be weaker than
the ones on COpens(M) so we will describe both cases separately. Recall Definition m
and diagram for the definitions of + and jpc/sc.

DEFINITION 4.4.3. Let C be Loc or COpens(M) for a M € Loc. Then a C-natural
retarded or advanced trivialization A* is a family

A ={Ay € hom(ﬁpc/fc(M)aSpc/fc(M))1}MeC

of retarded or advanced trivializations for M € C that is C-natural in the sense that

f*(ij/chiL)f* = jpc/chﬁL
for any morphism f: M — N in C.

Note that as in Remark [£.4.2] a Loc-natural retarded or advanced trivialization can be

restricted to a COpens(M )-natural retarded or advanced trivialization.

PROPOSITION 4.4.4. The unique retarded and advanced trivializations for Klein-Gordon
theory defined in Proposition and the retarded and advanced trivializations for lin-
ear Yang-Mills theory defined in Proposition both define Loc-natural retarded and
advanced trivializations.

Proor. This follows from the naturality of Green operators, which is Lemma 3.2 in
[BG12|]. In turn, this lemma hinges on the uniqueness of Green operators (Remark
and their (support) properties (Definition , and the fact that our vector bundles and
equation of motion operator are assumed to be suitably natural at the start of this section. [

DEFINITION 4.4.5. Let C be Loc or COpens(M) for a M € Loc. Then a C-natural
unshifted Poisson structure T on a solution complex Gol : C® — Chg is a O-cycle 7 €
hom ( A £ R)O in the chain complex

hom (A’ R) := lim hom(A’€(M),R) € Chy (4.4.1)

MeCer

where £ : C — Chg is the complex of linear observables of Gol described above.
If r,7 € hom( /\2 £ R) , are two C-natural unshifted Poisson structures, a C-natural

homotopy p between 7 and 7 is a 1-chain p € hom( /\2 £, R)1 such that 7 — 7 = 0p.

REMARK 4.4.6. Using Definition [2.1.30] of limits, the somewhat abstract definition of 7
as an element of a limit complex can be translated to be more concrete. We find a choice of
T to be equivalent to a family of unshifted Poisson structures, i.e. chain maps

{mar - (M)A L(M) — R},
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for all M € C, which are C-natural: the diagram
L(M)NL(M

o] H

L(N) AL(N)

commutes for all f: M — N in C.
In this language, a C-natural homotopy between 7 and 7 is a family of 1-chains

{py € hom(A’E,R), }, .
such that 7y — mpy = dppy for all M € C and py(fs A fi) = pa for all f: M — N in C.

As one would expect, C-natural retarded and advanced trivializations define C-natural
unshifted Poisson structures. However, when it comes to the C-naturality of the homotopies
we run into complications when C = Loc.

LEMMA 4.4.7. (1) Let C be Loc or COpens(M) for a M € Loc. If A* is a compat-
ible pair of C-natural retarded and advanced trivializations, then the componentwise
construction of unshifted Poisson structures in Definition [£.2.8| defines a C-natural
unshifted Poisson structure on Gol.

(2) Now let C be COpens(M) for a M € Loc. Then the chain complex hom(/\2£, R)
defined in (4.4.1)) is isomorphic to the mapping complex hom( /\22(_) R) There-
fore, a COpens(M )-natural unshifted Poisson structure 7 is uniquely determined
by its value 757 on M. Likewise, a COpens(M )-natural homotopy p is uniquely
determined by its value pg7 on M.

(3) Again let C be COpens(M) for a M € Loc. If A* and A* are two COpens(M)-
natural compatible pairs of retarded and advanced trivializations, then the corre-
sponding unshifted Poisson structures 7 and 7 from item (1) are COpens(M)-
naturally homotopic: ¥ — 7 = dp for a COpens(M )-natural homotopy p.

PROOF. (1) This follows directly from the definition of the unshifted Poisson struc-
ture , since its components G and (, ) are by assumption C-natural.
(2) Since COpens(M) has a terminal object M, COpens(M)° has an initial object.
And one immediately sees that the initial object of a diagram is isomorphic to the
limit of that diagram. So we indeed find

hom (AL, R) = hom(A*€(M),R)
using .

(3) From item (2) we know that a COpens(M )-natural homotopy p between 7 and 7
is equivalent to a homotopy pg; between 75; and 757. And by Corollary we
know that such a pj; always exists.

O

REMARK 4.4.8. Here we find that the treatments on Loc and COpens(M) diverge:
while item (1) of the above lemma holds for both spacetime categories, it is not obvious
if item (3) holds for Loc, because (2) does not. Let us consider this. Let A* and A* be
two Loc-natural retarded and advanced trivializations with corresponding unshifted Poisson
structures 7 and 7. By Corollary [£.2.1T] we know that for any M € Loc, we can find a 1-chain
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Py € hom( /\2 S(M),R)l such that 7y; — 73y = OJppr. But there is no guarantee that these

homotopies py; can be chosen to be Loc-natural. The argument for COpens(M) hinges on
the fact that it has a terminal object, which is not the case for Loc.

The upshot of this fact is that with our current results, we do not know if the model for
linear Yang-Mills theory as an AQFT on Loc constructed below is unique up to natural weak
equivalence. In particular, there might exist another compatible pair of Loc-natural retarded
and advanced trivializations that differs from the ones found in Proposition £.4.4] In turn,
this would lead to a non-homotopic Loc-natural unshifted Poisson structure and potentially
to a non-equivalent quantization. However, note that this difference would be quite subtle:
on any object M, we saw above that 7,; and 7); are homotopic. We just do not know if this
homotopy is natural.

Let us now investigate the functoriality of our two examples.

ExXAMPLE 4.4.9. For Klein-Gordon theory, see Examples [4.1.2] and 4.1.8, and Section
4.2.1] In Remark we noted that the naturality assumptions on the vector bundles and
the equation of motion are satisfied for Klein-Gordon theory, so that the solution complex
Sol®Y the complex of linear observables £5C and the shifted Poisson structure YXC are
natural on Loc. In Proposition 4.4.4] we saw that the unique retarded and advanced trivial-
izations for Klein-Gordon theory are Loc-natural, so by item (1) of Lemma they define
a Loc-natural unshifted Poisson structure 75¢ on &ol®“, which is given b.

For Klein-Gordon theory, we in fact obtain stronger results than those found in Lemma
4.4.7 in Proposition we saw that the retarded and advanced trivializations are unique,
so 7KC is unique, too. We find that our chain complex-valued treatment of Klein-Gordon
theory results in a linear field theory that is quasi-isomorphic to the one constructed in
Section with no other possible choice for the unshifted Poisson structure 75¢.

Considering Remark we see that this result on uniqueness of 7 immediately gener-
alizes to any non-gauge theory with a Green hyperbolic equation of motion operator P: the
Green operators will be unique, so the trivializations and unshifted Poisson structure will be,
too.

EXAMPLE 4.4.10. For linear Yang-Mills theory, see Examples4.1.3|and |4.1.9] and Section
4.2.2] Asin the case of Klein-Gordon theory, the naturality of the input data noted in Remark
4.4.1| implies that SolXYM  gLYM and TLYM are Loc-natural. And the Loc-naturality of
the retarded and advanced trivializations found in Proposition ields a Loc-natural
unshifted Poisson structure 7Y™ on &Gol“¥™ by item (1) of Lem, which is given by
[E2.20).

As noted in Remark [{.4.8] we cannot exclude the possibility of other, non-homotopic,
Loc-natural compatible pairs of retarded and advanced trivializations existing. In turn,
these might define Loc-natural unshifted Poisson structures that are not homotopic to our
found 75YM. Of course, as shown in items (2) and (3) of Lemma [4.4.7, when restricting
to COpens(M) for a M € Loc the situation improves. In that case, another choice of
COpens(M)-natural compatible pairs of retarded and advanced trivializations defines a
homotopic COpens(M )-natural unshifted Poisson structure 7“¥™ because it is determined

by 7EYM . So on COpens(M), our constructions define a unique homology class

2

[TPYM) € Hy (hom(/\SLYM,R)) .



4.4. LINEAR YANG-MILLS THEORY AS A HOMOTOPY AQFT 115

So we find that both (LK 7KC) and (£8YM +LYM) define functors
C — PoissChyp

for both C = Loc and C = COpens(M) for M € Loc. To be able to use the results
from Section to make our linear field theories into quantum field theories, we still need
to make sure that these functors satisfy the two field theory axioms, Einstein causality and
the time-slice axiom. Recall Definition of a semi-strict homotopy algebraic linear field
theory.

PROPOSITION 4.4.11. Let (£5¢ 75%) : Loc — PoissChy be the functor found in Exam-
ple and let (LLYM 7LYM): T,0c — PoissChg be the functor found in Example .
These functors both define semi-strict homotopy linear field theories on Loc: they satisfy
strict Einstein causality and the homotopy time-slice axiom.

Proor. For Klein-Gordon theory, we found the unshifted Poisson structure (4.2.16)

7’(1/)177#2) = /M?/h G 1y volyy

and we immediately see that this theory satisfies (strict) Einstein causality by the same
argument as in Example

As for the time-slice axiom, we use the fact noted in Section the complex of linear
observables £X¢ (M) is (through the natural quotient map) quasi-isomorphic to its zeroth
homology Hy (EKG(M )), which is the usual vector space of linear observables defined in
Section [2.3.1} The map on the homology induced by a Cauchy morphism f : M — N is then
exactly the usual pushforward f, of equivalence classes of functions on M, which is proven to
be an isomorphism in [BD15], as mentioned in Example [2.3.4] Because weak equivalences in
PoissChgC are defined objectwise (see Section the theory (£K¢ 7KC) is equivalent to
(Ho(LEG), 7EG) and we see that (£5Y 7K) indeed satisfies the homotopy time-slice axiom.

Next we turn to linear Yang-Mills theory. As in the case of Klein-Gordon theory, the
support properties of Green operators and the form of the unshifted Poisson structure
7'M immediately imply that the theory satisfies strict Einstein causality.

For the time-slice axiom, let f : M — N be a Cauchy morphism in Loc. This induces
the pushforward f, : QL(M) — Q' (N) of compactly supported 0- and 1-forms, which are the
components of the chain map £(f) : LM (M) — £XYM(N) (see Remark [4.4.1). This chain
map in turn induces maps H,(f.) on the homology; for the homotopy time-slice axiom to
hold, we need these induced maps to be isomorphisms.

Recall from Section m that H, (QLYM (M )) is nonzero in degrees n = —1, 0 and 1.
The fact that H,(f.) is an isomorphism is known in the literature: in degrees n = +1 this
follows from homotopy invariance of de Rham cohomology while in degree 0 the proof is more
involved, see e.g. the discussion after Definition 4.13 in [SDH14]. But we note here that,
similarly to Klein-Gordon theory, one can find an explicit quasi-inverse to £(f) using Green
operators and partitions of unity; we will carry out this calculation in the next chapter, see

5.6.7) and Proposition [5.6.3| O
p

We find that (£K¢ 75¢) € hLFT(Loc) and (£XYM 7EYM) ¢ hLFT(Loc). With our
results on the linear quantization functor €€R from Section [3.4.2] we can finally state our
main result: linear Yang-Mills theory AXYM = ¢eR(LIYM 7Y M) is 4 homotopy AQFT (as
is our presentation of Klein-Gordon theory).
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THEOREM 4.4.12. (1) Let (£5¢ 75¢) : Loc — PoissChy be the functor found in
Example [4.4.9 Then the functor

AXC = CeR(L"Y, 79 : Loc — dgAlgp,,

defines a homotopy AQFT on Loc.
(2) Let (£LYM 7LYM) . T,oc — PoissChy be the functor found in Example |4.4.10
Then the functor

AN = geR(£M, 7MY Loc — dgAlga,.

defines a homotopy AQFT on Loc. Restricting to COpens(M) for any M € Loc
defines a homotopy AQFT on M. This homotopy AQFT on M does not depend,
up to natural weak equivalence, on the choice of Loc-natural compatible pair of
retarded and advanced trivializations.

ProOOF. Both functors are homotopy AQFTs by Proposition |4.4.11| and the first part of

Proposition . Uniqueness (up to natural weak equivalence) of 2™ on COpens(M)
follows from item (3) in Lemma and the second part of Proposition [3.4.10]

Note that the homotopy AQFT 2AX¢ on Loc does not depend on the choice of Loc-
natural compatible pair of retarded and advanced trivializations, since these are unique by

Proposition [4.2.12] 0

We end with some final remarks on the two theories.

REMARK 4.4.13. The differential graded algebra %% (M) will in general be much bigger
than the algebra A%¢(M) encountered in Section while the latter algebra was valued
in Vectc (so it is concentrated in degree 0 when interpreted as a differential graded algebra)
the AXE (M) constructed above will in general be nonzero in positive degrees. Nevertheless
we find that our chain complex-treatment of Klein-Gordon theory is equivalent (i.e. quasi-
isomorphic) to the usual treatment of Section [2.3.1} Indeed, we saw that £5¢(M) is quasi-
isomorphic to its zeroth homology H (£K G(M)) in Section so by Proposition
AXY(M) is quasi-isomorphic to €ER(Ho (LK (M)), 75), which is the algebra concentrated
in degree 0 found in Section [2.3.1] Since all these constructions are functorial, we find that
the two field theories are equivalent.

REMARK 4.4.14. As for linear Yang-Mills theory, we emphasize as in Remark that
while our constructions above define a homotopy AQFT on Loc, we cannot exclude the
possibility of another Loc-natural compatible pair of retarded and advanced trivializations
existing. This could yield another Loc-natural unshifted Poisson structure 72¥™ that is not
homotopic to the one we found, in turn leading to a potentially non-equivalent quantization.
The difference would of course have to be quite subtle: on any M € Loc, we did find that
ALY M ~LY M

57 and 737 are homotopic.

Lastly, consider the theory 2A5¥M = €ECR(Ho(LHM), 72YM) that assigns the quantum
algebra generated by the linear gauge-invariant on-shell observables to a spacetime M € Loc.
This is the usual model in the literature, see e.g. [SDHI14, BDS14, BDHS14, [FL16,
Benl6, BSS17|. Unlike for Klein-Gordon theory in the above remark, we find that our
model AYM is not weakly equivalent to AL¥*: on generic spacetimes M, H, (XYM (M))
will be nonzero in degrees n = —1,0, 1, so H,(AXYM(M)) will be nonzero in both positive
and negative degrees. In particular, AX¥M (M) and ALY M (M) will already differ in zeroth
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homology: while the latter will only be generated by the linear gauge-invariant on-shell
observables, ALY M (M) will also contain classes obtained by formal products of equal amounts
of linear ghost field observables and linear antifield observables.



CHAPTER 5

Relative Cauchy evolution for homotopy AQFTs

Relative Cauchy evolution (RCE) [BFV03|, [EV15], [FL16|] probes the degree to which
the observables of a quantum field theory respond to a perturbation in the spacetime metric.
It is fundamentally built on the time-slice axiom, which encodes the dynamics of a theory; we
can think of relative Cauchy evolution as testing what happens if we evolve a field over the
perturbation. We will deal with some of the issues that arise when trying to treat relative
Cauchy evolution in a homotopy quantum field theory, in particular when the time-slice
axiom is weakened to the homotopy time-slice axiom, as is the case for the linear homotopy
quantum field theories constructed in previous chapters, like the linear Yang-Mills model.
The work done here was previously published in the preprint [BFS21].

5.1. Relative Cauchy evolution

In this section we review relative Cauchy evolution for regular (vector space-valued) field
theories from several perspectives. This will turn out to be useful in the next sections, where
we will move on to homotopy (i.e. chain complex-valued) field theories.

Let us start by reviewing the time-slice axiom. Recall Definition [2.2.8) of the category
Loc of globally hyperbolic spacetimes and Definition [2.2.9| of Cauchy morphisms. A field
theory 2 then satisfies time-slice if, when f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism, (f) is an
isomorphism (we consider the strong time-slice axiom here; in the next section we turn to
the weaker case where 2((f) is a quasi-isomorphism). We first encountered it in our various
Definitions 2.3.], [2.3.6], [2.3.§] of algebraic field theories as the axiom that ensures the theory
has a dynamical law.

In Section [B.3.2] we saw that the time-slice axiom can be characterized in two differ-
ent ways: now writing W for the set of Cauchy morphisms in Loc we had the orthogonal
localization functor

L : Loc — Loc[W ]

(recall Definition of the orthogonal localization). In Proposition |3.3.10] we found the
adjunction

L, : QFT(Loc) " QFT(Loc[W-1]): L* (5.1.1)
and in Proposition |3.3.12| we saw that it reduces to the adjoint equivalence

L : QFT(Loc)W st —=— QFT(Loc[W1]) : L* (5.1.2)

between quantum field theories satisfying W-constancy (i.e. the time-slice axiom) on the left

and quantum field theories on the localized category Loc[W 1] on the right.
Given a field theory 2 that satisfies the time-slice axiom, we define the relative Cauchy
evolution as follows. Consider a spacetime (M, g) € Loc with metric g, and a compactly
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supported metric perturbation h € I'(Sym*T* M) that is small enough: M), := (M, g+ h) is
also a globally hyperbolic spacetime. We then can define the spacetimes

M, = M\ Jx(supp h)

with the causal past and future of supp h removed. Both M. naturally embed into both M
and My, so we have the diagram

. M+ .
NN
M M,,
M_

(5.1.3)

in Loc. Note that all four morphisms are Cauchy morphisms, though they are not isomor-
phisms (unless A = 0). Applying 2 we then obtain the diagram

A(iy) AM)+ ()
N
(M) 2A(
m(k 4@7)
A(M)

2 M)

of isomorphisms in Alg,,(Vectc). The relative Cauchy evolution associated to the pair (M, h)
is then the automorphism

RCEpp, := A0 )A(G) T AG )AL ) - A(M) — A(M) (5.1.4)

of the algebra of observables 2(M) that cycles clockwise through the diagram once. The map
RCEy , is compatible with Loc-morphisms and morphisms of field theories, see Propositions
3.7 and 3.8 in [FV12].

Let us now consider relative Cauchy evolution from the other perspective offered by
Proposition . Using the localization functor L : Loc — Loc[W~!] we see that the
images under L of all four Cauchy morphisms in are isomorphisms in the localized
category Loc[I/W~1]. So we can define the RCE composition

racn = L) L(j-) 7 L(j4 ) L(iy) ™" 2 L(M) — L(M)

in Loc[WW~!]. For a given quantum field theory 8 € QFT(Loc[W~!]) the relative Cauchy
evolution associated to (M, h) is then defined as the image under B of this automorphism:

RCEy 4 = B(rarn) : B(L(M)) — B(L(M)) . (5.1.5)

The two definitions (5.1.4) and (5.1.5)) of the RCE morphism are of course equivalent when
the theories 2l and B are equivalent under the adjoint equivalence , i.e. when 2 = L*B.

In order to simplify the problem of localizing Loc we now restrict the adjoint equivalence
to the small category consisting only of the four spacetimes in question. As such we
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define the subcategory
My
N
M M,
M-

of Loc consisting of four objects and four non-identity morphisms. Note that no pair of
morphisms in C is orthogonal (recall Definition so the pullback orthogonality relation
(recall Lemma on C along the inclusion functor into Loc is the empty one. So a
quantum field theory on C in the sense of Definition and Example m (which satisfies
Einstein causality but not necessarily the time-slice axiom) is simply a functor from C to
Alga(Vectc). From now on we suppress the orthogonality data on C and simply write C.

We also note that every morphism in C is a Cauchy morphism. So the localization of
C at the Cauchy morphisms (on which the pushforward orthogonality relation of Lemma
along the localization functor is also empty) is the localization C[All™'] of C at all
morphisms. We can explicitly describe a such a localization as follows.

Write BZ for the category with one object * and Z as the set of morphisms from * to

itself:
BZ = <*i>z> . (5.1.7)

We will routinely write n 4+ m for the composition of morphism n and m in BZ for obvious
reasons. Note that the data of a functor 8 from BZ to an arbitrary category D consists of
the object B := B(x) together with a Z action in D, i.e. a group morphism Z — Autp(B)
to the automorphism group of 9B in D, which is characterized by the automorphism B(1)
(or equivalently B(—1)). We then claim that the functor

C = (5.1.6)

L C — BZ
M7 Mh)M-‘raM— — *
i+, i > 0 (5.1:8)
i_ — 1

is a localization of C at all morphisms.

LEMMA 5.1.1. The above functor L : C — BZ (5.1.8) is a localization of the category C
(5.1.6) at all morphisms.

PRrROOF. Recall Definition [2.4.15| of the localization of a category. It is clear that every
L(f) is an isomorphism, since every morphism in BZ is an isomorphism. Given a functor
F : C — D such that every F(f) is an isomorphism for f in Mor C, we define

F,: BZ — D
x  — F(M)
1 — FUFG)F()F(iy)

such that Fy(n) := Fr(1)". Then F and F L are naturally isomorphic by

My = F(iy) : F(My) — F(M)
Mg, = F (i) F ()7 F(My) — F(M)
e = F(i)F(j ) F(j-): F(M-) — F(M)
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Lastly, the pullback functor
L* : Fun(C[W'],D) — Fun(C, D)

is clearly faithful, since L is surjective on objects. To prove fullness, let G, H : BZ — D be
functors and k : GL — HL be a natural transformation. Since L sends the three morphisms

it, j+ and j_ to 0, we find that xky = Ky, = kum, = kn_ by naturality of x, so all
components of k coincide. Naturality with respect to the last morphism ¢_ then shows that
ryG(l) = H(1)kpy = H(1)kpr so ¢ := kK defines a natural transformation ¢ between G
and H such that Kk = (L. O

Reducing to C and its localization BZ the adjunction (5.1.1)) simplifies to
Ly : Fun(C, Alg,,) Fun(BZ,Alg,,) : L*

which becomes an adjoint equivalence when restricting the left category to Fun(C, Alg,,)*!

(recall that since C and BZ have an empty orthogonality relation, quantum field theories on
the categories are simply functors to Alg,,). In this adjunction, the right adjoint L* is simply
the pullback functor along L, while L, is the left Kan extension along L. In Theorem [2.1.36
we saw that L, can be computed as a colimit:

Li(2) = Lan A = colim ( L/x SN gL Alg ) . (5.1.9)

Here, L/ is the comma category of L over the unique object x € BZ (see Definition [2.1.23))
and IT: L/x — C is the canonical forgetful functor ([2.1.3)).
Objects in the comma category L/* are pairs

(NeC,(f:Lec=+— %)) =(N,n) € ObC x Z
and morphisms between (/V,n) and (N, n') are morphisms f : N — N’ in C such that

(V) = s — 2 (V) =
St

commutes, i.e. such that n = n’ + L(f). These conditions imply that between two objects
in L/x there exists at most one morphism. In fact, recalling the definition of L we find that
we can visualize the comma category as

L

*

oo (Mo — 1) &= (M_,n) 5 (My,n) &5 (My,n) S5 (Myn) <= (M_,n+1) « ---
(5.1.10)
not writing the identity morphisms. Note that for any of composable morphisms

(N,n) L (N, n') & (N",n")
in L/ we have either f =id or g = id (or both).

The projection II : L/x — C forgets the integer n: II(N,n) = N € C and II(f :
(N,n) — (N',n")) = (f : N = N’). Recalling the definitions of C and the comma
category we see that II exhibits L/ as a kind of universal cover of C. Pictorially,
we think of L/« as a spiral that is infinitely long in both directions, with four nodes at every

level n corresponding to the four objects in C. Adjacent nodes are then connected by a
unique morphism. This spiral is projected by II onto C, which is a loop with four nodes
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where adjacent nodes are also connected by unique morphisms. We will use this intuitive
picture throughout this chapter, hopefully eludicating the large formulas we will encounter.
Specifically, we will refer to the index n as the level in the spiral.

Moving on to Ly(2() we have the canonical maps

U(Nn) - QL(N) — LI(Q[)

into the colimit (5.1.9)). The Z-action on L;(2() is then defined through the universal property

of the colimit, by
A(N)
LiV wik)

for all (N,n) € L/x and all k € Z, which we visualize as moving up k levels in the spiral.
If we let ¢ : A — A’ be a natural transformation (i.e. a morphism in Fun(C, Alg,,)) then
Li(Q) : Ly(A) — L,(A') is determined by the functoriality of the colimit:

where vy @ A(N) — Li(RA) and ¢y )+ A'(N) — Li(A’) are the canonical maps of the
colimits.

Now let 2 € Fun(C, Alg,)*!" be a QFT that satisfies the time-slice axiom. We know
that the adjunction L, 4 L* is an adjoint equivalence when restricting to Fun(C, Alg,,)*",
so A is equivalent to L,(2). Since we have

LG )LG) L)L) =1
in BZ by (5.1.8) we find that the relative Cauchy evolution on L;(2l) is given by
Ll(ﬂ)(l) : Lu(Q[) — Ll(Q{) (5.1.11)

so by moving up one level in the spiral.

In fact, we can directly relate the two approaches to relative Cauchy evolution (using 24
or using Li(2A)) by noting that ¢y : A(N) — Li(2A) is an isomorphism. We then have the
commutative diagram

A(M) —E oy ()

L(M,n)J lL(I\/I,n)
L@ —=20 1 a0

intertwining our two notions of relative Cauchy evolution.
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5.2. Relative Cauchy evolution for homotopy AQFTs

We now turn to homotopy algebraic quantum field theoriesﬂ, and the question of how to
define relative Cauchy evolution for them. Recall the model structure on (quantum) field
categories of Proposition [3.4.1} a weak equivalence of homotopy field theories is a natural
weak equivalence (i.e. quasi-isomorphism) of the underlying functors. Crucially, a homotopy
quantum field theory 2 satisfies the homotopy time slice axiom (see Definition and
also Definition [3.4.12): if f : M — N is a Cauchy morphism, A(f) : 2A(M) — A(N) is a
quasi-isomorphism.

The issue with defining relative Cauchy evolution as in (5.1.4)) on general homotopy
quantum field theories 2 : Loc — dgAlg,, is then that quasi-isomorphisms do not in general
have inverses. For chain complexes, quasi-inverses exist (and we in fact will find these later
in the chapter), but the quasi-inverse to a quasi-isomorphism of associative algebras will in
general be an A,-morphism, see [LV12]. Moreover, we cannot simply invert objectwise: we
have to take care of Loc-functoriality. Any choices made along the way would lead to a
potentially infinite tower of coherences when considering compatibility with Loc-morphisms,
morphisms of field theories or between RCE-morphisms themselves.

So we follow the strategy of the previous section. Recall that this involved two steps:
using the adjunction L; 4 L* (which is Quillen, see Proposition , and considering only
one single metric perturbation (M, h), in effect restricting to the category C C Loc. Let us
consider both steps individually first.

On the one hand, if we restrict our theory from Loc to C, we do not need to worry
about other RCE-morphisms anymore, and C-functoriality is a lot easier to handle than
Loc-functoriality. We would still need to find the A.-quasi-inverse, which seems to be a
hard but solvable problem, but it is not clear if a good physical interpretation could be
extracted.

Conversely, we could keep working on Loc and use the Quillen adjunction

L : hQFT(Loc) — " hQFT(Loc[W-1]): L* .

The goal now would be to prove that the restricted derived unit of this adjunction is a weak
equivalence when restricting the left side to the category hQF T (Loc)"™" of quantum theories
satisfying the time-slice axiom. In that case, a theory 2 € hQFT(Loc)"" satisfying homo-
topy time-slice could equivalently be described by the theory LL(2() € hQFT(Loc[W1]),
where L1, is the left derivation of L;. The theory ILL,(2) assigns to any Cauchy morphism
an isomorphism, not just a quasi-isomorphism, so all RCE-morphisms are defined
in a coherent way: since all inverses are strict there would be no need to work with A..-
quasi-inverses or with higher coherences. But finding a workable model for the localization
Loc[W]~! is beyond the scope of this thesis.
Employing both strategies we consider the adjunction

Ly : Fun(C, dgAlg,,) Fun(BZ,dgAlg,,) : L* (5.2.1)

remembering that since both C and BZ have empty orthogonality relations, quantum field
theories on them are simply functors to dgAlgs.. L* is the usual pullback functor, and L,
is the differential graded version of the functor L, (5.1.9). As above, the goal now would

IRecall from Section that in this text we use homotopy AQFT to mean semi-strict homotopy AQFT.
Since we restrict to the category C with empty orthogonality data in this chapter, this has no bearing on
the results presented here.
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be to prove that the derived unit of this Quillen adjunction is a weak equivalence when
restricting the left category in the adjunction to the category Fun(C, dgAlg,,)"A" of quantum
theories satisfying the time-slice axiom. This would again mean that a field theory 2 €
Fun(C, dgAlg,,)"°A! satisfying homotopy time-slice could equivalently be described by the
theory LL|() € Fun(BZ, dgAlg,,), i.e. the differential graded algebra ILL,(2)(x) with strict
Z-action LL,(2)(1) describing the relative Cauchy evolution as in (5.1.11]).

Proving that the restriction of the derived unit of the above adjunction is a weak equiv-
alence using simplicial methods does not seem impossible, but we did not find a complete
proof before this thesis was due. So we reduce our scope once more, now restricting to quan-
tizations of linear field theories A = CCR(L, 7) where ECR is the linear quantization functor
and (£, 7) is a homotopy linear field theory in the sense of Definition m The plan
for the rest of this chapter is as follows: in Section [5.3| we will prove a rectification theorem
as described above for the adjunction

L[ . Fun(C, ChK) Fun(BZ, ChK)  L*

on linear observables £, finding a notion of relative Cauchy evolution for £. In Section [5.4
we will find a Poisson structure 7, on the strictified linear observables LL(£). In Section
5.5 we use these results to prove a rectification theorem for linear quantum field theories and
show that for the linear observables, the strict relative Cauchy evolution is homotopic to the
naive version. Finally, in Section [5.6| we will treat relative Cauchy evolution for the example
of linear Yang-Mills theory of Chapter 4] and calculate the stress-energy tensor.

5.3. A rectification theorem for the linear observables

The first step is to prove a rectification theorem for the linear observables £ such as the
complexes from Definition [4.2.1, We are working on the category C (|5.1.6)), so the linear
observables are functors

£:C — Chg.

In turn, we saw that C localizes to the category BZ through the functor L (5.1.8)), which
yields the Quillen adjunction

L : Fun(C, Chg) " Fun(BZ, Chg) : L* (5.3.1)

where we endow both sides with the projective model structure. L* is the pullback functor
along L, and L, is the left Kan extension along L.

The time-slice axiom for a theory of linear observables £ says that £ assigns weak equiv-
alences in Chy (i.e. quasi-isomorphisms) to all Cauchy morphisms in C, that is, to all mor-
phisms in C. We write Fun(C, Chg)"*! for the category of functors satisfying homotopy
time-slice; as mentioned in Section [5.2] our goal of proving a rectification theorem is then
proving that the derived unit of the above adjunction is a weak equivalence when restricting
the left side to Fun(C, Chy)"oAl

Let us give all the ingredients for this theorem: the underived and the derived functors,
and the derived unit and counit. Recall the expression of L, , the projective model
structure on functors valued in Chyg (Example [2.4.23)), the process of deriving functors (Sec-
tion [2.4.5)) and the bar construction (Section

First, the right adjoint L*. Recall that a functor Y : BZ — Chg is characterized by the
object Y := Y (%) and the automorphism Y (1) : Y — Y. The pullback of such a Y under L*
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is then the functor L*Y = Y L which we visualize as
id Y id
Y Y
Y(1)\ /id
Y

recalling the shape (5.1.6]) of the category C. As noted in Section , since each object
is fibrant in the projective model structure on Fun(BZ, Chg), we do not need to fibrantly
replace and the right adjoint L* is the right derived functor RL*.

Then, the left adjoint. The explicit expression of the underived functor L, is ; to a
functor X € Fun(C, Chg) it assigns the object

LX= @ XN/ (X6 = XXMt jengorrye - (5:33)

(N,n)eEL/x

The sum @y yer/« X (N)n consists of a copy of X(N) for each object (N,n) € L/x. The
chain complex that we quotient out by then is generated by all elements

T = X(f) (@)

where z, € X(N), and X(f)(x)n € X(N')y for f : (N,n) — (N',n') in L/%, so n’ =
n+ L(f). We can visualize this quotient as an appropriate chain complex X (V) at each node
in the spiral, linked through the quotient to each of its neighbours. The Z-action is then
given by moving up and down the spiral:

[zn] > [ni]

(5.3.2)

To derive Ly we use the bar construction, effectively unfolding this quotient into a bicom-
plex such that the quotient is retrieved in zeroth vertical homology. From Section [2.4.6| we
see that

LL(X) = Tot® (Ba(L, C, X)) € Fun(BZ, Chy) (5.3.4)
is a model for the left derived functor LL,, where Bx is the bar construction and Tot?® is

the functor totalizing the resulting bicomplex into a chain complex. To simplify notation we
write

X := Ba(L,C, X) € Fun(BZ, bChg) (5.3.5a)
for the bicomplex valued functor obtained by the bar construction. This functor can be
explicitly described as follows. The underlying bicomplex X := X (x) is

X = (Xoge2—X.1) . (5.3.5b)

There are no terms in higher vertical degree, since there are no pairs of composable morphisms
(N,n) EN (N’,n') & (N",n") in L/ for which f and g are not the identity. In turn,

Xoo= P x(V). =P P xw). (5.3.5¢)

(Nn)€EL/* n€Z NeC
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is the sum we found in the expression of I,.X ([5.3.3]) over all nodes in the spiral, and

Xao= P P xV).= P X6hH. (5.3.5d)

Nm)eL n€Z feMor C
(N,n)eL/* <N<?#JY['1>EC e
1

is precisely the complex that implements tNhe quotient in . So we have in a sense
unfolded the quotient L, X: the complex X, still yields a complex at every node in our
spiral, while X.,l implements the quotient linking to neighbouring nodes.

For X, we write (N, n,z) for the element 2 € X(N) in the summand indexed by (N, n),
and similarly for X.J we write (f, n, z) for the element z € X (N) in the summand indexed by
(f,n). We will also use this notation for the elements of the totalization Tot®(X) = LL(X).
The vertical differential ¢ : X.,l — )~(.70 is then given by

0(f,m,x) = (=1)!((sf,n+ L(f),x) — (tf,n, X (f)z)) (5.3.6)
where |z| is the degree of x in X (sf). The Z-action is then very explicitly given by addition:
Xk : X @ — X

(N,n,z) — (N,n+k,x)
(f,n,x) — (f,n+kx)
The derived counit € : LL,L* — id at the component Y € Fun(BZ, Chg) is then given
by (2.4.5)):
éy . LLILYY — Y
(N,n,y) — Y(n)(y) (5.3.7)
(finy) — 0
which is clearly equivariant with respect to both Z-actions, so it is a natural transformation
of functors from BZ to Chgk. Note that every component in the sums LYY o0 and LY ol

E33) is V.
For the derived unit, we have the cofibrant replacement (12.4.6))

Q(X) = Tot®(Ba(id, C, X)) € Fun(C, Chg)
through applying the bar construction to the identity functor id : C — C. Like LL(X)

above it can be explicitly described. To simplify notation, write X := Ba(id,C, X) €
Fun(C,bChg). For N € C we then have the bicomplex

XA(N) = ( X2(N)ep <2 X2(N).; ) € bChy (5.3.8a)

with again no terms in higher vertical degrees because composable morphisms in C are very
restricted. In turn, the terms appearing in the bicomplex are

X2N)eo= P X(sg)s (5.3.8b)
and :
XA*Ner= P X(sh . (5.3.8¢)

(9,f)EMorg C
tg=N,f#id

where we use the notation Mory C for the composable pairs of morphisms in C. We write
(g,7) € X2(N)ao for elements of vertical degree 0, and (g, f,z) € X2(N), ;1 for elements of
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vertical degree 1. Note that the condition f # id implies that ¢ = id in this sum defining
X2(N),1, so any element (g, f, ) of vertical degree 1 will always have g = id. The vertical
differential ¢ is given by

8y, f2) = (=1 ((gf,2) = (9. X (f)2))
for any (g, f,z) € X*(N).1. C-functoriality is then given by given by postcomposition: for
h:N — N'in C,
XA2(h): XA(N) — X2(N)
(g, 2) +—  (hg,x)
(g7f7x> '—> (h/g7f7x)
It is a general result (Lemma 13.3.3 in [Fre09]) that Q(X) is a naturally weakly equivalent
to X through the natural weak equivalence gy : Q(X) — X which has components

4x,N Q(X)(N) — X(N )

(9,2) X(g9)z (5.3.9)
(9, f,z) +— 0

In our simple case this is explicit with the quasi-inverse sy : X — Q(X) given by

sxn: X(N) — Q(X)(N)

v G (5.3.10)

so ¢ (and s) are indeed quasi-isomorphisms.
With the resolution Q(X) under control, the derived unit 7 : @ — L*LL, is then given
at components X and N € C by (2.4.7))

nxn: QIX)(N) — L'LL(X)(N) = LL(X)
(9.2) (L(9).sg,x ) : (5.3.11)
(9. f.x) (L(g), [, )
With all the ingredients in place, we can now prove the rectification theorem.
THEOREM 5.3.1. (1) The derived counit € (5.3.7)) of the Quillen adjunction L, 4 L*

(5.3.1)) is a weak equivalence.

(2) When we restrict to the full subcategory Fun(C, Chg)"A! C Fun(C, Chy) of func-
tors such that any X(f) for f € Mor C is a quasi-isomorphism, the derived unit
(5.3.11)) is also a weak equivalence.

PROOF. Item (1): For the derived counit, let Y € Fun(BZ, Chy) and recall the shape
of L*Y . To prove that the derived counit is a weak equivalence, we can construct an
explicit quasi-inverse to the chain map underlying the component éy .

So define

k: Y — LL(LYY)
y — (M,0,y)
that embeds Y at the node (M, 0) in the spiral. Clearly x does not preserve the Z-action, but
it does not need to: we just need it to prove that €y is a quasi-isomorphism. It is immediate
that €y x = id.

For the other composition we will find a homotopy p € hom(LL,(L*Y"),LL(L*Y)); such

that
K€y —id = 0p . (5.3.12)
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For any node (N, n) in the spiral L/ (5.1.10]), write

(M,0) =t (N_1,n_1) <> (No,no) 25 (Ny,my) & - 8 (N, mp) == (Non)  (5.3.13)
for the shortest zig-zag between (M, 0) and (N, n) in the spiral, and write

for the morphisms in this zig-zag. For an element of vertical degree 0 (N, n,y) € LL(L*Y) =
Tot®(L*Y) we then define the homotopy

p(N n y Iy'Z fzaniay(n_nzs‘)y)

and we let p(N, f,y) = 0 for elements of vertical degree 1.
We now find that (5.3.12)) holds: for (N,n,y) of vertical degree 0,

Ip(N,n,y) = (0 +d)p(N,n,y) + p(6 + d)(N,n,y)
= 0p(N,n,y)

:_Z (N7, n3,Y (n—nd)y) — (Nf,ni, Y (n —nf)y))

= (MvO’Y( )y )_<N7n7y)
= (K“gY - ld)(Na n, y)
where the horizontal differential d drops out because Y (k) is a chain map and we use

O0(N,n,y) = 0. Furthermore, all neighbouring terms from the zig-zag (5.3.13|) cancel ex-
cept the terms from the boundary, yielding the desired result. Similarly, we find that

ap(funuy) = pé(f,’l’b,y) = _(f7 n, y)

for any element (f,n,y) of vertical degree 1. So we indeed have , and €y indeed is a
quasi-isomorphism.

Item (2): For the derived unit, let X € Fun(C, Chg)"™A! now be a functor such that for
any f € Mor C, X(f) is a quasi-isomorphism. We need to prove that the component

nxn : QX)(N) — LL(X)

(5.3.11)) is a quasi-isomorphism for each N € C. Since the category C is connected, ev-
ery Q(X)(f) is a quasi-isomorphism and every LL,(X)(f) is an isomorphism, it suffices to
prove that the component 7x 3 at M is a quasi-isomorphism by the 2-out-of-3 property and
naturality of fx. In turn, 7x »s is a quasi-isomorphism if and only

¢:=sxmuflxm: X(M) — LL(X)
r > (M,0,x)

is a quasi-isomorphism, where sx s is the quasi-inverse to gx ar (5.3.10]).
The strategy now is to consider the short exact sequence of complexes

0—— X (M) i>IL,L!(X) —— coker(¢) —— 0

which is exact because ¢ is injective. If we then prove that the homology of coker(¢) is
trivial, the long exact sequence of homologies associated to this sequence then implies that
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¢ is an isomorphism on homology, i.e. a quasi-isomorphism. To do this, we will use spectral
sequences, filtering coker(¢).

First, recall the structure of the complex LL;(X) and note that by dividing out
the copy of X (M) at the node (M,0) in the spiral, the cokernel admits the direct sum
decomposition coker(¢p) = F* @ FE. Here F* € Chy is the chain complex associated with
the objects and morphisms to the left of the node (M,0) in the spiral (5.1.10), i.e. of
negative and zero level n, and F® € Chy is the chain complex associated with the objects
and morphisms to the right of the node (M,0) in the spiral, i.e. of positive level n. We can
prove that coker(¢) has trivial homology by proving this for X and F'¥ independently.

For notational convenience we write

(1,00 & Ng 25 NEE Y = (,0) &= (1) 5 (1) )

for the part of the spiral associated to F'f. Then F'® is

FE = Tot@< D X(NF) LA X(sf{) )

k>0 k>0

with vertical differential on (fy, k,z) € @ X (sfE) given by
k>0

(=1)kH0,z k=0
5" (frr ko) = ¢ (— >‘x'<<k,x) (k=1,X(fi")x)) k=>2even
(=)l (k= 1,2) — (k, X(fif)z)) K odd .

The difference with the vertical differential § (5.3.6) at k& = 0 is a result of the fact that we
divided out X (M) at level 0 in the cokernel.
We then define the filtration 0 C FOR CFRC...C FpR C ... C FF by restricting the

direct sums defining F'¥ to k < p,

Ff = Tot@( D X(NH L @ X(sf,g%)).

0<k<p 0<k<p

This filtration is exhaustive and bounded below. The quotients
FRIFR cone(id : X (NJ) = X(N])) p > 0 even
PP cone(— X (fF) : X(NE, — X(NE)) p>0odd

are then all mapping cone complexes (see Definition 1.5.1 in [Wei935]), each associated to a
quasi-isomorphism because X € Fun(C, Chy)Al assigns quasi-isomorphisms to all maps in
C. By Corollary 1.5.4 in [Wei95] we have Hy(F,*/F} ) = 0 for all p, and by the convergence
theorem for spectral sequences (Theorem 5.5.1 in [We195]) we have H,(Ff) = 0.

A completely analogous argument also shows that Hy(F'X) = 0, so we find H,(coker(¢)) =
0 as required. O

Let us summarize the results of this section for the next one. If £ : C — PoissChy is
linear field theory on C satisfying the homotopy time-slice axiom, we also write £ for the
underlying functor £ € Fun(C, Chg)™A! (we will treat the Poisson structure in the next
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section). Theorem and ¢e : Q(£) — £ (5.3.9) then yield the zig-zag of weak equivalences

QL)
% X (5.3.14)
e

L*LL(£)
in Fun(C, Chg) (and even in Fun(C, Chg)"A! since Q(£) € Fun(C, Chg)"A!" also). This

zig-zag shows that the original theory £ that satisfies the homotopy time-slice axiom is
equivalent to the theory L*LLL,(£), which satisfies the strict time-slice axiom. The price to
pay is that L*ILL,(£) will be a theory that assigns the same, larger complex LL;(£) to every
object in C.

The relative Cauchy evolution on these complexes LL(£) is then very simple: we have

reeprn = LL(L)(1): LL(L) +— LL(L)
(N,n,z) — (N,n+1,x) (5.3.15)
(f7n7x) H (f7n+17$)
where we write rce for the relative Cauchy evolution on linear observables, in contrast to

the notation RCE for quantum field theories. So similar to the reformulation (5.1.11f) this
version of RCE is simply addition by 1 to the level in the spiral (5.1.10]).

5.4. A Poisson structure on the strictified linear observables

We now turn to the Poisson structure. To form a quantum theory %' from the strictified
theory L*LLi(£) we need a Poisson structure on the complex LL;(£). We then also need to
make sure that this theory is equivalent to the quantum theory 2 = €€R(L, 7) € hQFT(C)
of the original model. Our strategy has two steps. First, we define the Poisson structure

T : LL!(S) VAN LLI(S) — K (541)

on the theory LL,(£) : BZ — Chg. Then, we prove that this Poisson structure is compatible
with the original 7 on £ by showing that they are homotopic when pulled back to Q(£) in

the diagram (5.3.14)).

To define the Poisson structure 7, on LL,(£) we will use zig-zagging maps related to the
spiral (5.1.10]). First, choose a quasi inverse

£(f) 7t &(N') — £(N) (5.4.2)
to the quasi-isomorphism £(f) : £(V) — £(N’) for every morphism f: N — N’ in C. For
any two nodes (N,n), (N',n’) € L/« in the spiral we then note that there exists a unique

chain of zig-zags of minimal length between them. Applying £ to the spiral and using £(f)™*
for the arrows in the opposite direction this yields the zig-zagging chain maps

Z\"  &(N') — £(N) (5.4.3)
through these shortest zig-zags in L/*. For example, the zig-zag

(M_,n) 2= (My,n) &= (M., n) =5 (M, n) (5.4.4a)
results in the map

Zy" = £(i4)€(14) L) : £(M_) — £(M) (5.4.4b)

)
—,n
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while the zig-zag

(M_,n+1) = (M, n) <= (My,n) 25 (M, n) (5.4.4c)
yields the map
I nen = £(14) 80 T L) : S(M_) — £(My) . (5.4.4)

Note that for the second map we have reversed the direction of the spiral compared to
(5.1.10) to keep the source object on the left; of course, how we write a zig-zag down does
not influence the zig-zagging chain map, and we will in fact use this freedom below when

defining the zig-zagging homotopies. We further note that the zig-zagging chain maps (5.4.3))
are manifestly invariant under the Z-action:

i = 2y, (5.4.5)
for all k € Z.

We now need to introduce homotopies that compare the zig-zagging chain map Z%’?n,
with its neighbours. First, choose chain homotopies Ay € hom(£(N'), £(N’)); and ~; €
hom(£(N), £(N)); that witness that £(f)~! is a quasi-inverse to £(f),

()L(f) ™t —id = OA; (5.4.6a)
(f)'L(f) —id = Oy (5.4.6b)

and a chain 2-homotopy &; € hom(£(N’), £(N')), that governs compatibility between £(f)
and the 1-homotopies,

£(f
£(f

(P = ArE(f) = 98 (5.4.7)

For the identity morphisms idy, we choose Sl(idN)_1 = idg(n) to be the identity and the
homotopies Aig, = 0, 7iay = 0 and &q, = 0 to be zero.

REMARK 5.4.1. The quasi-inverse and the corresponding homotopy data always exist.
One can show this directly, by choosing projections from £(N) onto ker d and from ker d onto
Ho(£(N)). There is also a nice 2-categorical argument, hinging on the fact that Chg can be
enriched to a 2-category where the 2-morphisms are homotopy classes of chain homotopies
and the equivalences are the quasi-isomorphisms. The existence of our homotopy data then
follows from the fact that every equivalence can be upgraded to an adjoint equivalence (see
Exercise 2.2 in [Lac10]): £(f)' is the right adjoint to £(f), 74 and —\; are the unit and
counit of this adjunction, respectively, and the equation for {; is one of the two triangle
identities. We will not need the homotopy é 7 resulting from the other triangle identity

VL) = L)y = s

In the linear Yang-Mills example of Section we will explicitly calculate these homotopies
using the familiar tools of Green operators and partitions of unity.

Now we use the basic homotopies A¢, v and £f to define the homotopies that govern the
behaviour of the zig-zagging chain maps Z]]\\,f}z, when composing them with maps £(f) and
()

Let us first consider composition from the left. Let (N’,n’) be an object in L/ and
(f,n):(sf,n+L(f)) = (tf,n) be a morphism in L/*. A zig-zagging chain homotopy for the
left composition is then a chain homotopy

ALY, € hom(LE(N'), £(tf)H (5.4.8a)
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such that
(2L — Zdn, =N, (5.4.8b)

We construct A{V”?n, as follows. First, note that there are two possibilities for the direction
of f compared to the zig-zag: it either points along the zig-zag,

(N, ') 25, (s fon + L(f)) —— (tf.n) (5.4.92)
or it points against the zig-zag,
(N', ) 528 (e f n) e (sf.n + L(f)) . (5.4.9b)

As with the examples of zig-zagging chain maps ((5.4.4)) we note that the orientation of the
zig-zag as written down here might be opposite to the one of the spiral (5.1.10). We then
define A{\’;,fn, to be

A{\’;L,n’ ': {O for direction ([5.4.9a (5.4.10)

A fZJt\f,’j;L, for direction ((5.4.90) .
To check that (5.4.8) holds we note that when f points along the zig-zag (5.4.9al) we have
e(f)ZmtH D) = gthn

SO Af\’,’,fn, = 0 indeed suffices. On the other hand, if f points against the zig-zag (5.4.9b)),

() ZLD — Zdn, = (e(He() T —id)Zn, (5.4.11)
= 0N 23, (5.4.12)
= OA (5.4.13)

because Z]t\f,’z, is a chain map. So A{V’tln, is indeed a zig-zagging chain homotopy for the left
Compositioni 7

Similarly, let (N, n) be an object in L/x and (f',n') : (sf’,n' + L(f")) — (tf’,n’) be a
morphism in L/*. A zig-zagging chain homotopy for the right composition is then a chain
homotopy

%", € hom(L(sf'), £(N)) (5.4.14a)
such that
N,n N,n o N,n
th,vn,g(f/) — Zsf,’n,JrL(f,) =0l . (5.4.14b)
We again distinguish the directions of f: along the zig-zag,
(sf'. 1 + L(f") —L—s (tf" ') 2525 (N n) (5.4.152)
or against the zig-zag,
(tf' n') —L— (sf' 0’ + L(f")) <522, (N n) . (5.4.15b)
Then
F}Y’Z, . 0 . for d%rect%on 5.4.15a (5.4.16)
; Zsf;,n’-‘rL(f’)ryf' for direction ([5.4.150) .

defines a zig-zagging chain homotopy for the right composition; proving this is analogous to
the case of left composition.
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Lastly, let (f,n) : (sf.n + L() = (tf.n) and (f,0) « (sf'sn' + L(f)) = (£, ') be
morphisms in L/*. A zig-zagging 2-homotopy is a 2-homotopy

=4, € hom(L(sf'), £(tf))2 (5.4.17a)
such that

SN T AL — AL () = 020, (5.4.17h)

We now distinguish five cases for the directions of f and [’ relative to the zig-zag:
s/ + L(f") —— (e ) <525 (sfon + L(f) —— (tf,n) . (5.4.180)
(sf/,n + L") —— (tf ) 25 (e fom) L (sfn+ L(f)) . (5.4.18b)
(tf', ) L(sf',n’u(f/)) W (sfon+ L) —L (thim) . (5.480)
(6 ) L (sf'n' + L(f) <525 (tfim) —L— (sfn+ L(f)) . (5.4.184)
(fin)=(f.n). (5.4.18¢)

The 2-homotopy

0 for cases ((5.4.18al), (5.4.18b)) and ((5.4.18c)
E;’/Tfn/ = q ArZ sf/n+L(f,)’yf/ for case ((5.4.18d) (5.4.19)
§r for case (5.4.18¢])

then defines a zig-zagging 2-homotopy, again by a similar proof to the previous two cases.
We note three things. First, in the case that f = id or f’ = id, the above case distinctions
are nonsensical. This is not a problem however, since we had chosen \jg = 0, 7,4 = 0 and
&aq = 0 so in this case our definitions for A, I' and Z are also zero in all cases. Second, like
the zig-zagging chain map ZJJ\\,],’Z, 5.4.5)), the zig-zagging homotopies are all Z-invariant. We
F}\QZ, for any k € Z. And third, we note that the purpose of these homotopy coherence data

immediately see that this follows from the Z-invariance of Z N,":L,. So for example, I'

. . N, . . .
is to relate the shortest zig-zag maps Z ,ZL, to longer zig-zags that are obtained by composing

Zﬁ}z, with a map £(f) on either side. In general we could continue this procedure, building
a tower of homotopies to relate any zig-zag between two objects to the shortest one, but we
will not need this for the Poisson structure 7y,.

We now have the tools to define the Poisson structure

7 LLi(L) ALL(L) — K (5.4.20)
on the strictified functor LL(£) = Tot®(£) : BZ — Chg (recall the definition of £ (5.3.5)).

To unpack the condition

dHEONELE) — @Ko 7 = 0 (5.4.21)
that 7y, is a chain map, we use the underlying bicomplexes: note that LL,(£) A LL (L) =
T0t®(£) A Tot®(£) = Tot®(£ A £). Decomposing the bicomplex £ A £ into chain complexes
(LA L), «n Of constant vertical degree, we first note that since £ is concentrated in vertical

7L ©
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degrees 0 and 1, £ A £ is concentrated in vertical degrees 0, 1 and 2. A Poisson structure
(5.4.20)) is then given by a family of n-chains

{TL’” € hom((£ A L)an, K)n} (5.4.22)

n=0,1,2
invariant under the Z-action on £ and such that
Tim 0 05 4 7 gy 0 A5 = 0 (5.4.23)

for all n, since dTet¥(EAL) — §EAL 4 oL,

So 71, has three nonzero components. To define them, recall that we write (N, n,z) € 3.70
for elements in £ of vertical degree 0 and (f,n,z) € fl.yl for elements of vertical degree 1,
and write 7y for the component at N of the Poisson structure 7 on £ € Fun(C, Chg). We
define 7, by

1 ! !
TL,O((N, n,z)® (N, n, m’)) =3 <7’N (x ® Z]]\\,[,’Z,x') + TN/<Z]J\\,7J’L" T® x’)) , (5.4.24a)
]. / ! !
ma((fnsa) @ (N 0,2)) 1= 5 (ry (S(Ha @ AR, @) + (1) (T 2 @ 0') )
(5.4.24D)
]. / ! !
i ((N,n,z) @ (f,n',2)) = (—1)‘9:'5(71\7 (z® sz\i:z/x/) + (=) 7 (A{\;Z r® £(f')a:’)) ,
(5.4.24c)
1 ! ’
na((fma)® (') = —(~1) 2 (ry (2()e © ZH') — g (B0 0 (7))
(5.4.24d)

PROPOSITION 5.4.2. The 7, defined in (5.4.24)) defines a Poisson structure on LL,(£) =

Tot®(L).
PROOF. Invariance under the Z-action follows from the fact that Z, A, I" and = are all

invariant.
For checking that 7, is a chain map, we see that the conditions (5.4.23]) that are not zero
are

TL,0 © d’g/\'2 =0 ; TL,0 © 52/\2 + TL,1© d’g/\/2 =0 ; TL,1 © 5’2/\2 + TL,2 © d’g/\'2 =0.

The first condition is immediate since all ingredients of 7y, ¢ are chain maps, so 7, is too.
The second condition follows from a moderately lengthy computation using the definition of
5* in and the definitions of A (5.4.10) and I (5.4.16[). The third similarly follows from
the definition of 6° and the definition of = ([5.4.19). O

This concludes the first of the two tasks we set for this section. The second one was to
prove that this new Poisson structure 7y, defines a Poisson structure on Q(£) that is homotopic
to the one defined by 7. For this, we first note that the functor L* : Fun(BZ, Chg) —
Fun(C, Chg) defines the Poisson structure L*(7) on L*LLi(£). With pullbacks along the
zig-zag of weak equivalences we thus get the two Poisson structures

qs(1) = 7(qe N qe) : QIYAQ(E) — K (5.4.25)
Te(L*m) = (L) (e Afe) = Q(E)AQ(L) — K o
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on Q(£) € Fun(C, Chg). Here we can then compare the two Poisson structures, and our
compatibility condition is to demand that they are homotopic:

(L) — gh(r) = dp = po dRENQ(L) (5.4.26)

for a p € hom(Q(£) A Q(£),K);.

Let us now construct the components py € hom(Q(L£)(N) A Q(L)(N),K), fora N € C.
We again use the underlying bicomplexes: Q(£)(N) = Tot®(£2(N)) (recall Definition (/5.3.8))
of £2) so we have

Q(L)(N) A Q(L)(N) = Tot®(L2(N)) A Tot®(L£2(N)) = Tot®(L2(N) A £2(N)) .
Decomposing the bicomplex £2(N) A £2(N) into chain complexes (£2(N) A £2(N)) n, the
homotopy py can now be defined by the family of n + 1-chains

{pN,n € hom((SA(N) A £A(N))°7H’K)n+1}

so that condition ([5.4.26)) becomes

neZ

SEANIALA(N) JEA (NAEA ()

TLn © (e ATg) — Tvm © (qe A ge) = pPNm—1© + PN ©

where we now consider the original Poisson complex (£(NN), 7y) as a bicomplex concentrated
in vertical degree 0, so 7y = 7y and 7n,, = 0 for n # 0.

As with 7,, pn, can only be nonzero for n = 0, 1,2 because of the vertical degrees of
the bicomplex £2(N). In fact, we only need the n = 0 and n = 1 components. Recall that
we write (g,7) € £2(N)a for elements of vertical degree 0, and (g, f,z) € £2(N)., for
elements of vertical degree 1. We then define

prol(9,0) ® (9,2) = 5 ((~)FImy(2(e)r © AL ya') + (AL 7 @ £(9)a'))
(5.4.27a)
pna((g: f2) @ (¢'sa")) = —(—D"”'%m( 9V ® £(g)a) (5.4.27b)
pna((g:2) @ (g f2)) = SN (L(g9)z © 24 a’) (5.4.27c)

2
where we have used that for any (g, f, z) of vertical degree 1, g = id.

PROPOSITION 5.4.3. The components py, defined in (5.4.27) define a natural chain
homotopy p € hom(Q(£) A Q(£),K); that satisfies ([5.4.26]).

PROOF. As in the case of Proposition [5.4.2] this is a straightforward calculation using
the properties of the zig-zagging homotopies A (5.4.10), I (5.4.16) and = (5.4.19), and the
naturality of the original Poisson structure 7. O

Propositions [5.4.2) and [5.4.3| allow us to upgrade the diagram ([5.3.14)) of chain complex-
valued functors on C to the diagram

(Q(L), ¢2(7)) = (Q(L), g (L))

as e (5.4.28)

~

2>

(£,7) (L*LL(L), L*m.)

of linear field theories on C.
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5.5. Relative Cauchy evolution for linear quantum field theories

With the results of the previous sections in hand, we can now use the machinery of
Chapter |3 to define a notion of relative Cauchy evolution for linear quantum field theories.
Recall (3.4.3) that we defined the quantization functor

ccr : PoissChr — dgAlga,,
of Poisson chain complexes, which in turn (3.4.2)) defined the quantization functor
CER = ccr, : hLFT(C) — hQFT(C)

of linear field theories (recall that since we are working on the small category C, there is
no orthogonality data, so we write C for C = (C,0)). Given a linear field theory (£,7) €
hLFT(C), this yields the homotopy quantum field theory

2 1= CER(L, 7) € hQFT(C) .
The strictified model (L*LL,(£), L*m.) then defines another homotopy quantum field theory,
At = CER(L*LL (L), L'm) = L*(CCR(LL(L), 7)) € hQFT(C) ,

which is constant on the objects of C. This field theory satisfies the strict time-slice axiom
by construction, since it is the pullback of €CR(LL|(L),7) : BZ — dgAlgs,. along the
localization functor L : C — BZ. So % is in fact a strict quantum field theory on C, since
the Einstein causality axiom is an empty condition when the orthogonality relation is empty.
Explicitly, recalling we see that on A% we have the explicit RCE automorphism

RCEyr ) = CCR(rcenrs) = CER(LL(L)(1)) : CCR(LL (L), 1) — CECR(LL(L), 1)
(5.5.1)
on the differential graded algebra €ER(LL(L), 71.) which 2 assigns to each object N € C.
So for linear quantum field theories, relative Cauchy evolution for the strictified model is
again addition by 1 to the level in the spiral (5.1.10]).
We now use both parts of Proposition [3.4.10] with the diagram (5.4.28). Denote the

canonical quantizations of the other two objects in the diagram by
g = CER(Q(L), gi(7)) € hQFT(C)
and
ng = CCR(Q(L),n:(L*m)) € hQFT(C) .
The weak equivalences gg and 7¢ in the diagram then define weak equivalences
CCR(qe) : Ag — A

and

~

CER(7e) : A 5 A

in hQFT(C) (and therefore in Fun(C, dgAlg,,.)) by the first part of Proposition[3.4.10, The
second part of the proposition then tells us that since 75(L*1.) = ¢&(7) + Op, there exists an
object Ag(e).qu(r).p € Fun(C, dgAlg,,.) together with a zig-zag of weak equivalences

g +—— Age) e — AY -
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Combining these two results we find that our constructions lead to the diagram of weak
equivalences

Ao —— Age)arme — AY
mm(qg)l~ Nlﬁ@‘i(fm)

Ql let
in Fun(C, dgAlg,,.). We have proven the following.

THEOREM 5.5.1. Let (£,7) € hLFT(C) be a homotopy linear field theory on C that
satisfies the homotopy time-slice axiom, so £ € Fun(C, Chg)'*! Tts homotopy quantum
field theory A = €ER(L, 7), which satisfies the weak time-slice axiom, is then equivalent
via a zig-zag of weak equivalences in the category Fun(C,dgAlg,,.) to the theory A% =
CER(L*LL(L), L*m,) which satisfies the strict time-slice axiom.

This is the main result of this chapter: a linear homotopy quantum field theory A =
CER(L, 7) which satisfies the homotopy time-slice axiom, for which the relative Cauchy
evolution would in general be an A, -quasi-automorphism, is equivalent to its strictification,
a linear homotopy quantum field theory % = €ER(L*LL (L), L*1) that satisfies the strict
time-slice axiom. From an abstract point of view, we are done: we have proven that a
well-defined concept of relative Cauchy evolution exists for linear homotopy quantum field
theories, using the adjunction . The field theory A is very unwieldy, however: the
complexes CER(ILL (L), ,) are very large. And moreover, the concept of relative Cauchy
evolution as addition by 1 to the level in the spiral has no clear physical interpretation. In
particular, it is not at all clear how to divine a stress-energy tensor from this point of view.

To remedy this, let us move forward by comparing linear observables in the theories
2A and 2%, in the spirit of Definitions , and of quantum fields as natural
transformations. Our plan is to interpret some of the linear observables in the theory 2l as
linear observables in the theory 2%, and to show that the strict relative Cauchy evolution
RCEy, = CER(LL(L)(1)) on AT for these observables is equivalent to the naive
approach obtained by quasi-inverting the maps involved.

For the original theory 2 = €CR(L, 7), we have the canonical chain map

L(M) — A(M) = ECR(L, 7)(M)
that assigns to any linear observable its corresponding generator in the CCR~algebra. Simi-
larly, there is the canonical map
LL (L) — A*(x) = CCR(LL(L), )

for the strictified algebra. Choosing the original spacetime M in C and the level n = 0, we
then define the chain map
t: £(M) — LL(£)
w o (M,0,w).
So we embed the original complex £(M) of linear observables on M in the complex of linear
observables ILL(£) of the strictified theory, at the level (M, 0) in the spiral. Composing ¢
with the canonical map,

(M) —— LL(&) — CCR(LL(L), )

we can then interpret the linear observables of the original theory £ on M as linear quantum
observables in the strictified theory 2/,
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On the complex CCR(LL (L), 7,) we have constructed a concept of relative Cauchy evo-
lution. On the complex £(M) we have not, but there is the naive guess

veell, = Zar0 = £(i-)8(j-) L) L0s) ! L(M) — £(M) (55.2)

of the zig-zagging chain map ([5.4.3|) that corresponds to moving down the spiral by one level
that is obtained by using the quasi-inverses ([5.4.2)). These two concepts of relative Cauchy
evolution agree per the following result.

PROPOSITION 5.5.2. The diagram
L(M) —— LL (L) —— CCR(LLI(L), )
Zif:?l / lrceM,h lRCEM,h (5.5.3)
L(M) ——— LL(£) —— C€CR(LL(L), 1)

is homotopy commutative: the right diagram commutes, and the left diagram commutes up
to a homotopy,

rceps pl — LZ]]\\/[J:? =00
where 6§ € hom(£(M),LLi(£)); is constructed in the proof.

PROOF. The right square in the diagram commutes strictly by the definition of RCE,
on 2 . For the left diagram, first recall that LL(£) = Tot®(£) is the totalization
of the bicomplex £ , which has elements (N, n,x) of vertical degree 0 and elements
(f,n,z) of vertical degree 1. £ has a vertical differential §° and a horizontal differential
d% obtained from the original complexes £(N). So we have

09 = (8° + a*)g + g
and after evaluating on an element x € £(M) we find that we need 6 to satisfy
(1, M, z) — (0, M, ZsiVx) = (6% + d)b(x) + 0(d*D(x)) .
We will construct 6 by transporting (1, M, x) along

(M,0) <= (M_,1) 55 (M, 1) &= (M, 1) 5 (M, 1) (5.5.4)

which is the part of the spiral (5.1.10]) that corresponds to the zig-zagging chain map Zﬁ’lo .

To do this, we again distinguish between the two directions of arrows in the zig-zag. Let
f: (sf,n+ L(f)) — (tf,n) be any of the maps in the zig-zag (5.5.4). If f points from
right to left, i.e. if there is a term £(f) in the map Zﬁ’? 5.5.2), we define the homotopy
O € hom(£(sf),LL(£)); as

O (2) := (1)1 (f,n, 2) .
Then
005 (x) = ((sf,n+ L(f), ) = (tf,n, &(H)2)) + (=D (f,n, dx) + (=1)1¥)(f,n, dz)
= (sf,n+ L(f), x) — (tf,n, £(f)x)
for all x € £(sf).
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Conversely, if f points from left in the zig-zag (5.5.4), i.e. if there is a term £(f)~! in the
map Zﬁ’? 5.5.2), we define the homotopy 6 € hom(£(tf),LL(£)): as
0+(2) = —(DFI(Fm, S() ) — (e, Aga)

where \; is one of the two homotopies (5.4.6) witnessing that £(f)~! is a quasi-inverse to
£(f). We then have

00+ (x) = —((sf.n+ L(f), £(f)"'x) — (tf.n, £())E(f)'x))

- (_1)‘x|(f7 n, dg(f)_ll‘) - (_1)|dx|(f7 n, ,S(f)_ldl')
- (tf, n, (d/\f + >\fd)$>

= (tf,n,2) — (sf.n+ L(f), £(f) ")

for all = € £(tf).
In both cases, the homotopies 97 and 6? move an element x from right to left in the

zig-zag (5.5.4). Composing these homotopies, we find the desired homotopy @,
0= (i )2 ) L0 0= + £ )2 ) e (i) !
+L(i-) 052 £(74) L0 ) ™ + 05 £(7-) T £(j1) £(i4) ™
O

We have found the second main result of this section: for the linear observables in 2 we
can use the naive definition of relative Cauchy evolution, which up to homotopy agrees
with the strict relative Cauchy evolution for the theory A*'. Crucially, this is only
true for the linear observables in 2, i.e. the image under the canonical map £(M) — A(M).
Indeed, since the components do not preserve the Poisson structure 7, the naive RCE map
A ]]\\ﬁ) will in general not lift to a map of algebras A — 2.

Summing up the results of this section, we see that Theorem [5.5.1] proves that a well-
defined concept of relative Cauchy evolution exists for linear homotopy quantum field theo-
ries. Proposition[5.5.2]then shows how to extract a computable RCE for the linear observables
in these theories that is compatible with the strict RCE for (.

5.6. Relative Cauchy evolution for linear Yang-Mills theory

We end this chapter by calculating the relative Cauchy evolution for the linear
Yang-Mills model of chapter . We first construct an explicit quasi-inverse £(f)~! to any
map £(f) corresponding to a Cauchy morphism f in Loc. We then give explicit formulas
for the relative Cauchy evolution of the four linear fields that generate A and we close
by computing the stress-energy tensor of the theory.

Recall the solution complex GollYM (4.1.10) of linear Yang-Mills theory, its complex of
linear observables £XYM (4.2.17), the inclusion map j : £ — Sol[1] (4.2.3), the retarded and
advanced trivializations A= (4.2.19) yielding the Green homotopies G* = j,c/reATt
and the causal propagator G (4.2.20]). To discern between maps, homotopies and other con-
structions on different spacetimes, we will add a subscript of the spacetime where necessary.

Let f: N — N’ be a Cauchy morphism in Loc. We will now construct the quasi-inverse
to £(f) : £(N) — £(N’), making two choices:

(i) First, choose two Cauchy surfaces 33 C N such that ¥, lies in the chronological
future of ¥_: ¥, C I n(2_).
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Note that the images ¥/, := f(¥1) C N’ of ¥ in N’ are also Cauchy surfaces, because f is
a Cauchy morphism.

(ii) Second, choose a partition of unity p/, on N’ such that p/, is zero in the past of ¥’
and p’_ is zero in the future of ¥/ ; i.e. a partition of unity subordinate to the open
cover {1y y/(X"),1_ n/(3 )} of N'.
Write py := f*(p/p) for the pullback of p/, along f; this defines a partition of unity on N
subordinate to the open cover {I; n(X_),1_ y(24)}. We then define the chain homotopies

Af = =0, Gy — p_Gl € hom (LM (N'), Sl ™M (N')[1]), (5.6.1)
Yp = —p+Gy — p-G¥ € hom (LM (N), Sol™ M (N)[1]) (5.6.2)
In turn, these homotopies define homotopies Ay on £(N’) and ¢ on £(N) as follows.

1

LEMMA 5.6.1. The chain homotopy A 7 factors uniquely through the inclusion chain map
dar s EEM(NT) — Gol™ ™M (N")[1] (4.2.3): there exists a unique chain homotopy

Ay € hom (g"M(N'), g M(NT)),
such that R
A f= j N’)\ f -
Analogously, the chain homotopy 7; factors uniquely through the inclusion chain map jy :
LIYM(N) — Gol™ M (N)[1], so there exists a unique homotopy

¢ € hom (£"(N), £ M(N)),
such that
Yf =INVf -
ProOF. The proofs for both claims are identical; we will give the proof for A 5. First,
notice that uniqueness is immediate, since the inclusion chain map j : £ — Sol[1] is injective.

For existence, we have to show that for any w € £2YM(N'), A;(w) € £(N'), i.e. that

Ar(w) = = Gi(w) = PGl (w)
has compact support. Since w has compact support, Gy, (w) has strong future compact
support. And since p/, has past compact support, —p' Gy, (w) is compactly supported by
Definition . Similarly, the other term —p’ G, (w) has compact support, so Af(w) has,
too. 0

REMARK 5.6.2. Since we will use them for computing the relative Cauchy evolution, let
us give explicit formulas for Af and 7. For any N € Loc, define the operator

Quv(x) =—dy(x) ; Qx@)=7v ; Qyla):=—0ga ; Qx(B):=0  (56.3)
for x € EHYM(N)_y, ¢ € EYM(N)o, a € EM(N); and B € LM (N),, Note that G5 =
jpc/chﬁQ N Where GjiQ are the retarded and advanced Green operators for the d’Alembert

operator [y, and recall that the map j,. . carries a minus sign in degrees —1 and 0, so the
signs of ) are the same as those of the retarded and advanced trivializations A* (4.2.19).
The chain homotopy Ay is then given by

and the chain homotopy vy is

Y= _p+G]_\[QN - p—GKQN . (565)
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Now consider the chain map
Jnr + On g - £(N') — Sol(N')[1].
Let w € £(N’) be any differential form. We investigate the support of
& = jar(w) + O dp(w) € Sol(N')[1] .
On Uy := I y(¥) € N’, the chronological future of ¥, , we have
‘D‘U+ - jN’(w)’w - 8N’g1:7/<w)|U+ =0

since p/, =1 and p” =0on U,, and jy = G, (4.2.7). Likewise, on U_ :=I_ y(X") C N/,
the chronological future of ¥’ , @ will be zero. So the support of @ € Gol(N')[1] lies in the
closed time-slab

TS N T (S) C F(N) SN
It is also clear from its definition that w has spacelike compact support, so as in Lemma/5.6.1
we see that the chain map jn» 4+ OnAs factors as
a4 Oy = g (id + O dy)

where
is a chain map that takes values in the subcomplex £(f(N)) C £(N’) and Ay is the homotopy
found in Lemma [5.6.1] On the subcomplex £(f(N)) C £(N’) the pullback f*: £(f(N)) —
£(N) of differential forms along f : N — N’ is defined, so we obtain the chain map

L) = (id + O Ap) : £(N') — £(N) . (5.6.7)
This is indeed a quasi-inverse of £(f) : £(N) — £(N').

PROPOSITION 5.6.3. Let f : N — N’ be a Cauchy morphism in Loc, with the corre-
sponding chain map £(f)~! (5.6.7) and homotopies A\; and v, defined in Lemma Then

we have

L(HL(f)™ —id = In Xy (5.6.8a)
L(f)7L(f) —id = Iny (5.6.8b)
S(F )iy — \E() = 0. (5.6.50)

In particular, £(f)~! is a quasi-inverse to £(f).

PROOF. Recall that £(f) = f. is the pushforward of compactly supported forms. For
the first identity we then have

L(HL) T —id = fof* (id+ InAp) —id = Onr Ay

since f,f* is the identity on the subcomplex £(f(N)) C £(N’).
Since the chain map jy is injective in every degree, the second identity is equivalent to

INE()TL(S) — dn = Jn (L) TIL(Sf) —id) = jnOnys = OnTr -
We see that
INS()TIE(F) — jn = dnt (id + OnAp) fo — v = On(f* A o)



142 5. RELATIVE CAUCHY EVOLUTION FOR HOMOTOPY AQFTS

where for the second equality we have used the naturality of j and 0 and the fact that
f*fe =id on £(N). We then find

F ML= [ (=0 G = PG e = =0 [ Gy f* = p- "G fo = A
because of the naturality of the Green homotopies and the definition of p., proving the
second identity.
For the third identity, note that for any w € £(N), both £(f)ys(w) and A\ £(f)(w) are

supported on f(N) C N’. So these forms lie in £(f(N)) and we see that the third identity
is equivalent to

L) = L)y -
We find that
FONES) = = GrQn fo = [0 GrnQni [
= —p1GNQn — p-GNQn =7 = ["L(f )y
where we use the explicit formulas for A\ (5.6.4) and v, (5.6.5). For the second equality we

use the naturality of G and ) and the definition of p*, and in the last step we use the fact
that f*f, =id on £(N). O

Equipped with the explicit formula for the quasi-inverse £(f) (5.6.7) and its ingredient
Af we can now write down an explicit formula for the RCE chain map of
linear quantum fields for the linear Yang-Mills model. To keep notation manageable, we
will suppress the pullbacks f* and pushforwards f, of differential forms: since all of the
morphisms f in C are subset inclusions, f* and f, are simply restrictions and extensions by
zero. We then have

Zyry = £(i-)L(j-) ' £(1) &0y !
= (id + ar, Ny ) (id + O,
=id + (Oag, Ay ) (id + O, ) + O i,
= id + ((On, — Oar)As ) (id + O Aiy ) + Onr (N + A5 (id + Dardi, ) -

Since in diagram (5.5.3)) of Proposition the RCE map on £M) is only determined up to
homotopy, so we drop the last term and redefine the relative Cauchy evolution for the linear
quantum fields to be

reeh, = id + ((Oa, — )N, ) (id + O A, ) + £(M) — L£(M) . (5.6.9)

Note that it is essential here that we are considering chain maps £(M) — £(M), which
allows us to drop terms dpsp for any homotopy p € hom(£(M), £(M)); when working up
to homotopy. We cannot do the same for terms 0y, p (and in fact these are the terms that
determine the relative Cauchy evolution).

Investigating the support properties of the different ingredients of the RCE map allows
us to simplify it further.

PROPOSITION 5.6.4. The chain map rcelﬁh ) is equal to
reejy, = id 4+ (4*) — d*M) Gy, Quy, (id + s, ) (5.6.10)

where Gy, is the causal propagator for the d’Alembert operator [, and @)y, is the operator
defined in ([5.6.3).
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PROOF. We saw ([5.6.6)) that the chain map

takes values in the sub-chain complex of differential forms supported on M, C M. We thus

compute

(On, = OMAG [ gag,y = (A5 = ASA) A [y 2y (@5 — a0 |
= (dS(Mh) )( P+ Gap, Quy, — P GMhQMh }2 (M)
= (@) — @*00) (= Gy, Qun) | gag,
= (@ — a*0) (G, = Gy, ) Qu, }2

_ (dS(Mh) _ Q&M )GMhQMh‘Q on) -

The crucial ingredient here is that since the differentials d*™) and d*(™») are differential

operator

this, since this shows that (dE(Mh) — dS(M)) }S(M = 0. Here we also used the formula (5.6.4

s, they are local, so they agree outside the support of h. In the second step we use

+)

for A;_, so the p. are the partitions of unity arising from a choice of Cauchy surfaces in M_.
In the third step we use that p, =1 and p_ = 0 on supp(h). And in the fourth step we use

that J s, (M) Nsupp(h) = 0. O

REMARK 5.6.5. Let us explicitly calculate the components of the chain map rcelﬁ,h
5.6.10) for the four linear fields of linear Yang-Mills theory. Recall the complex £(M)
4.2.17)) and the operator @ (5.6.3).

O(M), we find

reei s, (X) = X + (s, — Oar) Gag,d, (id + Oar A, ) (X)
=X + (Ou, — Bur) G, (id 4 Onr Ai ) (x) (5.6.11)
= x — Owm G, (id + O i) (x)
where we have used the fact that d;;, commutes with Gy, , that dy, = djy,, that

O, G, = 0 and that 6 = 0 on 0-forms, so O = dd on 0-forms.
For homology, we see that on O-forms,

Ua G, = Ondyr G,

For the linear ghost field observable y € £(M)_; = Q

= *deM(*M — s, ) A G,
= 5M(ld — *]TJI*Mh)dMGMh
where in the third step we use that
sar dar *ag, A G, = %37 %, 00, dos, Gag, = *3 *1, Oag, Gy, = 0

Since (id — */*yy, ) is only supported on supp(h), the resulting form is compactly
supported, so we see that Oy Gy, (id+ 0w Ai, ) (x) will be exact in the chain complex
£(M), so the relative Cauchy evolution is trivial in homology,

[reeyt ()] = [x] -
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e For the linear gauge field observable ¢ € £(M ), = QL(M), we find

reeny ,(¥) = ¥ + (6ar,dag, — Onrdar)Gag, (id 4+ Onr i )(¥) (5.6.12)

In homology this agrees with the relative Cauchy evolution for the field strength
tensor of Maxwell theory computed in Section 6.3 of [FL16|, if we take ¢ = dpw
for w € Q2(M,).

e For the linear antifield observable for the gauge field o € £(M); = QL(M), we find

reeh () = o+ (dag, — dar)Gar, O, (id + Oy ) (@) = @ (5.6.13)

because dyz, = da.
e Finally, for the linear antifield observable for the ghost field 3 € £(M)y = Q2(M),
we find

reeh; ,(8) = B (5.6.14)
because Quy, (8) = 0.

We find that the relative Cauchy evolution is trivial on the linear antifield observables o and
B and it is trivial in homology on the linear ghost field observable x, so it is only nontrivial
on the linear gauge field observables v, where it agrees with earlier results from [FL16].

We end this section by computing the stress-energy tensor of the linear Yang-Mills model.
In ordinary algebraic quantum field theory, this is done by varying the perturbation A of the
metric by multiplying it with eﬂ and calculating the first derivative

d in
Ly = arcelM,Eh o E(M) — L£(M) .

We want to interpret ¢y, as the commutator [Ty (h), —] with the smeared stress-energy ten-
sor, which in particular means that it needs to be a derivation on the algebra of observables.
The stress-energy tensor 7T, is then given by

Tar (Earn(w1) @ wo) Z/ hav Tiy (wr, wa)volyy
M

where w; are fields in the theory and a and b are spacetime indices.

To simplify the calculation, we once more perturb the formula for linear RCE, by choosing
observables that are supported on M. This means we can precompose the RCE map
with £(i4) : £(My) — £(M), which is in turn homotopic to the chain map

reeyyy = id + (M) — A* MGy Qug, - £(ML) — £(M) .

Considering the formula for rcej , and the explicit formulas of Remark we see
that this comes down to removing the map id + Oy A;, that restricts from M to M, from
the formulas.

We then compute the chain map

d in
tarh = ErceIM”JL o B(My) — &(M) .

To do this, we need to use index notation w = wg,...q, dz** A-- - Adz® for differential n-forms.
In these terms, the action of both d,; and d,, is expressed using the Levi-Civita connection
Vo, see e.g. Section 3 in [FL16]. For both of the nontrivial RCE maps on x (5.6.11)) and

2For any perturbation h there always exists an r > 0 such that (M, g + eh) € Loc for all € € [—r, 7], see
Theorem 7.2 in [BEE96].
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Y (5.6.12) we recognize that 5, — dar is the crucial ingredient. So we calculate for any
kE+ 1-form w = wyy...q, dz A - - - A dx?",

1
(5M€hw — 5Mw)a1...an = E(VMa(habwbal...an) — §(vMbhaa>wba1---an

k
D1 (Tarahion, )%y ) + O(E)
j=1

to first order in e. Here we use the usual notation a; for an index that has been removed,
and since we are working to first order in € we can raise and lower indices using either g or
g + €h. We find that

tan(x) = Vira(h®(daGrrx)e) — = (Varoh® ) (dyGarx)®

N | —

() = Varal B (A Garthe) — 5(Tarsh® ) (A Gart)

+ (VMahbc) (dMGM,lvb)ab
tM,h(Oé)c = 0
tan(B8) =0

for the observables x € £(My)_1, ¥ € £(My)o, v € £(My ), and 5 € L£(M)s.
One last issue now is that the chain map ¢y @ £(M;) — £(M) does not extend to a

derivation of algebras A(M, ) — A(M) relative to the algebra map (i) : A(M;) — A(M).

This is an artifact of rce J:/I;,J[ not preserving the Poisson structures, which to first order in €

(at infinitesimal level) is expressed as
To (tan ANL(ig) + L(ig) ANtprp) 0 L(M) AN LML) — R
Luckily, this can be remedied by adding a homotopy: if we define the map
tarn = tayn +0v: (M) — £(M)
where v € hom(£(M,), £(M)), is the homotopy defined by

(5.6.15)

1
v(X)y = §haa(dMGMX)b — hap(dpGarx)®

v =0  wv(a)=0 v(B)=0.
then
7o (bap A L(ix) + L(iy) Aap) =0
by integration by parts.

Following the arguments in Section 6.2 of [FL16|, we find that this defines the stress-
energy tensor

1
T3 (wi,wp) = ;lgab(le)Cd(szz)cd — (Fy)*(Fyp,) . (5.6.16)
through
i (Farn(en) ® £(i2 ) (wn) = / o T (w1, w2 )volar
M

for all w; € £(M, ). Here, Fy := dpyGptp € Q*(M) is the field strength 2-form of the gauge
field, which is only nonzero when the w; = 1; are gauge field observables. So, as one would
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suspect, we find that the ghost fields and antifields do not contribute to the stress-energy
tensor, and that for the gauge fields A it agrees with the usual Maxwell stress-energy tensor.



CHAPTER 6

Conclusion and outlook

In this thesis we covered several aspects of higher linear algebraic quantum field the-
ory. Recall from the introduction that homotopy algebraic quantum field theory is a natural
framework to study quantum gauge theories, since it allows for an appropriate handling of
weak equivalences. The formalism of homotopy algebraic quantum field theory has under-
gone rapid development in the past few years, but there were not many nontrivial examples
available beyond toy models.

The work done in this thesis has sought to remedy this. A general quantization func-
tor for homotopy linear field theories was developed, which was shown to be appropriately
homotopical. Using this functor the linear Yang-Mills model was constructed, a nontrivial
example of a homotopy algebraic quantum gauge theory that is not equivalent to an or-
dinary algebraic quantum field theory. The existence of a well-defined concept of relative
Cauchy evolution for linear homotopy algebraic quantum field theories was proven, yielding
a stress-energy tensor for linear Yang-Mills theory.

In chapter (3| we built on the work in [BSW20] to characterize algebraic field theories
in terms of operad algebras and in particular define a canonical quantization functor. We
gave a general definition of algebraic field theories of type P” on an orthogonal category C
satisfying the Einstein causality axiom (Definition , and found (Theorem that
these field theories are the algebras over a field theory operad Pg:

FT(C,P") = Algp. .

In turn, this yields several field theory adjunctions. For a full orthogonal subcategory
j : C — D, the adjunction j, 4 j* establishes the category of field theories on C
as a full coreflective subcategory of the category of field theories on D (Proposition [3.3.3),
characterizing j-local theories, i.e. theories that satisfy descent along j (Corollary [3.3.7). On
the other hand, for an orthogonal localization L : C — C[W 1], the adjunction L; 4 L*
establishes the field theories on C[IW~1] as a full reflective subcategory of the field
theories on C (Proposition , characterizing W-constant theories, i.e. theories that
satisfy the analogue of the time-slice axiom (Proposition .

The canonical operad map ¢ : uLie — As results in the linear quantization adjunction
Qi Wi , and £y, is the essential part of the canonical commutation relations

functor
CER : Qyiy 0 heis, : LFT(C) — QFT(C)

from linear field theories to quantum field theories. This construction applies to both vector
space-valued and chain complex-valued field theories. The category of chain complex-valued
field theories carries a model structure with objectwise quasi-isomorphisms as weak equiva-
lences (Proposition . The canonical commutation relations functor preserves these weak
equivalences and results in weakly equivalent theories when varying the Poisson structure by

147
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a homotopy (Proposition , and it also preserves homotopy j-local field theories and
W-constant field theories (Proposition [3.4.13).

In chapter [4] we constructed one of the first nontrivial examples of a linear homotopy
quantum field theory, the linear Yang-Mills model. The general construction is that from the
input data of a field complex F(M) that includes gauge transformations and an equation of
motion P, one forms the solution complex Gol(M) as a derived critical locus (Theorem [4.1.7).
The linear observables £(M) (4.2.1)) of the theory naturally embed into this solution complex,
which defines a 1-shifted Poisson structure T on Sol(M) (Definition [4.2.2)), the antibracket of
the BV formalism. Crucially, when working on a globally hyperbolic spacetime M, retarded
and advanced Green operators related to P allow us in special cases to trivialize this shifted
Poisson structure in two ways, and their difference defines an unshifted Poisson structure 7
on Gol(M) (Definition [£.2.8). This is a crucial result, since the Poisson structure allows for
the canonical quantization of the theory as found in chapter [3| (Corollary , and as such
yields examples of linear homotopy algebraic quantum field theories, provided all ingredients
are appropriately functorial (Section .

The examples of Klein-Gordon theory and linear Yang-Mills theory both define linear
homotopy algebraic quantum field theories on Loc (Theorem . The chain complex
model of Klein-Gordon theory was found to be equivalent to the usual vector space-valued
treatment of Klein-Gordon theory in algebraic quantum field theory (Remark , after
moving to the homology in degree 0 (the only degree where homology is nontrivial). The
linear Yang-Mills model is not equivalent to a vector-space valued field theory (Remark
, and as such provides a nontrivial example of a homotopy algebraic quantum field
theory that is not equivalent to an algebraic quantum field theory in the usual sense.

In chapter [5| we treated relative Cauchy evolution for homotopy algebraic quantum field
theories. Relative Cauchy evolution for a homotopy algebraic quantum field theory 2 is not
easily defined, because they only satisfy the homotopy time-slice axiom: Cauchy morphisms
f in Loc only lead to weak equivalences A(f) in dgAlg,,, which in general only have A..-
quasi-inverses. Using the adjunction L, 4 L* (3.3.7)) we reformulated the notion of relative
Cauchy evolution for ordinary algebraic quantum field theories, calculating the localization

L:C— BZ

of the category C of objects and morphisms relevant to relative Cauchy evolution (Lemma
5.1.1).

The strategy was to strictify the homotopy quantum field theory using the adjunction
Ly 4 L*. We restricted from Loc to C, and restricted to linear homotopy quantum field
theories 2 = €CR(L, 7) constructed in the previous chapters. We then strictified a homotopy
linear field theory (£, 7). First we proved a rectification theorem for the linear observables £,
deriving the functor L, (Theorem . Then we defined an appropriate Poisson structure
7, on the resultant object LL(£) (Proposition that is compatible with the original
Poisson structure 7 (Proposition through the diagram of equivalences

Qo)
7N

L*LL/(2) .

Using the results from Chapter [3[on the homotopical properties of the linear quantization
functor €€R we found that the above construction yields a strictification A% of the linear
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homotopy quantum field theory 2 = €€R(L, 7) (Theorem [5.5.1)). This theory satisfies the
strict time-slice axiom and as such carries a strict relative Cauchy evolution. The linear
quantum observables in 2 then carry a notion of relative Cauchy evolution obtained by the
naive quasi-inversion of the maps involved (Proposition . We obtained formulas for
relative Cauchy evolution for the linear Yang-Mills model, finding that only for the gauge
field it is nontrivial in homology (Remark [5.6.5)), and as such obtained a stress-energy tensor
that the ghost and antifields do not contribute to (5.6.16]).

Several avenues for further research present themselves. For one, while the existence of a
well-defined concept of relative Cauchy evolution was proven for linear homotopy algebraic
quantum field theories, it is still an open question if this can be done for a general homotopy
algebraic quantum field theory. This question can be attacked on various levels. At the level
of homotopy quantum field theories on the RCE category C (b.1.6]), one can follow the same
strategy as in Chapter [5| and derive the left adjoint in the adjunction using a bar
resolution. The simplicial bookkeeping this involves is heavier than that used in this text,
but it does not seem impossible.

Moving beyond the RCE category C and its localization BZ, it does not seem feasible at
the moment to find a workable model for the localization of Loc at all Cauchy morphisms.
But perhaps one could localize other interesting subcategories larger than C, such as the
category of all spacetimes M), obtained by a compact perturbation h to the metric of M and
all possible M,. If such a model were constructed, one could proceed in a similar way as
in this thesis, deriving the localization functor L, for either the linear observables or generic
homotopy algebraic quantum field theories.

Finally, one could try to directly compute the A.-quasi-inverses, ignoring localization.
For the case of linear quantum field theories A = €CR(L, 7) this is an exercise involving
corrections to the multiplication in 21 governed by 7. In both this case and the generic
one, one challenge is to ensure that these approaches lead to a result with a good physical
interpretation.

Another topic that demands further research is the question of descent for homotopy
algebraic quantum field theories. Recall that this is a local-to-global property: it tells us if a
theory on a general spacetime can be reconstructed using local data. In several approaches
to functorial field theory this plays a crucial role: for example, extended topological quantum
field theories are determined by their value on a point by the cobordism hypothesis [Lur09b].
And in the context of factorization algebras [CG16], factorization homology constructs a
theory on general manifolds from its values on disks [AF15]. The relevant example for
algebraic quantum field theory is j : Loc, — Loc. We found that a theory B on D satisfies
descent with respect to the full subcategory inclusion j : C — D if the component Lj,j*8 —
B of the derived counit is a weak equivalence (Definition [3.4.11]). The behaviour of 9B on a
spacetime M is then completely determined by its behaviour on spacetimes diffeomorphic to
R™.

As noted in Remark [3.3.8] a descent condition for Klein-Gordon theory was found in
[Lan14]. So far, however, descent for algebraic quantum field theory has not been systemati-
cally studied. The natural question to ask is now whether linear homotopy algebraic quantum
field theories such as the linear Yang-Mills model satisfy descent for j : Loc, — Loc. As in
Chapter |5 this involves deriving the left adjoint j; and now determining the derived counit
of the adjunction. Such a construction would allow us to answer if linear Yang-Mills theory
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satisfies descent; it would also shed a broader light on the concept and whether or not it is
natural to ask field theories to satisfy this powerful condition.

Finally, all quantum gauge theories that occur in Nature have nonlinear gauge groups,
so one should eventually go beyond the linear field theories presented in this thesis. The
first step would be to move from gauge group R to U(1), considering nonlinear (but still
non-interacting) gauge theories. This immediately asks for much heavier technical machin-
ery, moving from linear Poisson chain complexes to higher (derived and stacky) differential
geometry.

The constructions of chapters [3| and [4 are clearly rooted in chain complexes, but perhaps
analogous constructions for derived stacks of nonlinear non-interacting theories could be
found. When trying to pursue this, at every step of the way one would have to provide
constructions and make choices analogous to those made for linear theories. For example,
the solution space Gol(M) now is the derived critical locus of a function of a quotient stack
rather than the derived critical locus of a function on a chain complex; in the context of
derived algebraic geometry this was achieved in [BSS21]. Beyond this, a good analogue of
the linear observables £(M) would be crucial; Pontryagin duals might provide the solution
here.
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