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ABSTRACT

The geometry of heterotic supermanifolds is discussed with particular reference
to patching conditions and gauge fixing. Superfield formalism is used and the associated
torsion constraints are solved explicitly in an arbitrary gauge, that is without imposing
gauge conditions. Finite gauge transformations are constructed. The structure group
associated with Wess—Zumino type gauges is obtained and is reduced by further refinements
of the gauge conditions up to the stage at which the standard description of the super
Riemann surface is recovered. It is shown that any invariant functional of the super 3-
bein can depend only on a finite number of parameters, i.e. the meduli and super moduli.
Chiral superfields and the structure of action functionals are discussed and, finally the
integration measure in supermoduli space is derived by an application of the Faddeev-
Popov prescription.




1. INTRODUCTION

The geometry of super Riemann surfaces !} is a topic of crucial importance for
the understanding of superstring dynamics. It has been studied intensively in recent years
but, in spite of this, there are still some points in need of clarification. The purpose of this
paper is to provide a careful examination of the gauge fixing procedure. This procedure
amounts to establishing a rule for selecting a representative member from each class of
equivalent geometries ?) and defining a measure with which to sum over the classes ),
Since the discussions of this mechanism so far available in the literature do not, to our
knowledge, explicitly address the question of global consistency of the commonly used
Wess—-Zumino class of gauges, we shall do this here. Our conclusion is that the Wess—
Zumino gauges are consistent and that no meaningful information is lost when they are
used. In particular, the classification of superconformal geometrics by means of moduli,
3(+ —1) even and 2(+ — 1) odd parameters for surfaces of genus -y > 1, is complete. There
are no hidden noduli in the configurations of the several auxiliary fields that are set to
zero in the Wess-Zumino gauges. Although this result only confirms what was believed
on heuristic grounds, it is an important matter of principle whose justification requires a
study of finite superconformal transformations and patching conditions.

We shall follow the approach of Howe 4 as adapted to the heterotic case by Nel-
son and Moore ). This involves establishing a conformal geometry on a supermanifold
whose coordinates (z™, ) comprise two commuting and one anti-commuting component.
The geometry is intended to be conformal in the sense that it reduces locally to flat su-
perspace. The interesting questions are concerned with the global characterization of the
supermanifold and its geometry. The geometry iz expressed through frame and connec-
tion forms, the superdreibein dz* E{y and spin connection, d2 (1, respectively. These
geometrical elements are globally defined.

The geometrical quantities are subject to a number of restrictions-the torsion
constraints. In order to express these elements in terms of independent fields it is necessary
to solve the constraints. Although this can be an extremely lengthy process, in the absence
of Wess-Zumino gauge ** ®) gimplifications, it is feasible in the case of heterotic geometry,
to which our considerations are restricted, where each superfield has enly two components,
one bosonic and one fermionic. The solution is given in Sec. 3. With this it becomes
possible to show explicitly that the most general configuration of the geometrical felds
can be reduced to the Wess—Zumino form by a superconformal transformation and that
the reduction is globally meaningful. The required transformation is exhibited in Sec. 5.

Although the question of the global characterizztion of a general configuration is
partially solved by the transformation constructed in Sec. 5, this gsucceeds only in reducing
the problem to that of treating Wess—Zumino gauge configurations, There remains the
problem of further reducing these to what might be called the “super conformal gauge”.
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This latter problem is in fact much simpler and can be treated most effectively by means
of Ward identities, which are the subject of Sec. 4. There it is shown, by examining
the response of invariant functionals to infinitesimal transformations and drawing on the
established theorems concerning holomorphic differentials on Riemann surfaces ®, that
such functionals can depend only on a finite set of moduli #), 3(v — 1) even and 2(y — 1)
odd (anticommnuting) moduli for surfaces of genus v > 1.

Secs. 3, 4 and 5 comprise the main body of this paper. However, to establish
notation and define the problem more precisely, the principles of heterotic geometry are
reviewed in Sec. 2. The frame and connection forms are introduced, together with the
torsion conditions by which they are restricted. Their response to the gauge group, i.e.
reparametrizations, frame rotations and Weyl scalings is defined. It is to be emphasized
that the spin—connection transforms canonically with respect to frame rotations but not
with respect to Weyl scalings 4. This peculiar behaviour of the connection, which stems
from its origins in solving the torsion constraints, leads to some restrictions in the form
of conformal invariant action functionals. These are discussed in Sec. 6. An example of
an invariant action functional is the Faddeev—Popov ghost action which is derived in Sec.
7. Some consideration is given here to the role of ghost zero modes in determining the
structure of the Faddeev-Popov determinant. This discussion is included for the sake of
completeness although equivalent descriptions are available in the literature 7).

2. HETEROTIC GEOMETRY

To describe the geometry of a super Riemann surface it is possible to start
from a quasi Riemannian geometry on a supermanifold and proceed by imposing con-
straints . This procedure was developed by Howe ¢! and later adapted to the heterotic
case by Nelson and Moore 9, The underlying supermanifold is parametrized locally by the
bosonic (or even) coordinates z™, m = 1,2 and the fermionic {or odd) coordinates, # and
. It is natural to think of # as a complex odd element of a Grassman algebra, and of § as
its complex conjugate. Local superfields will be polynomials in # and §. For the discussion
of heterotic geometry the coordinate § is irrelevant and we shall henceforth discard it *).
All fields of interest will be independent of 4.

By this step we are precluding the operation of complex conjugation as applied to Euclidean
superfields. In a Lorentzian formulation the Grassman odd coordinates 8 and # would be
replaced by independent real variables 8, and #_. Complex conjugation would there
remain a meaningful operation even after dropping &_.
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To convey the geometry it is necessary to introduce a set of frames

EA = deMED
=dz™EA + d0ES, (2.1)

where the index A takes the bosonic values +, — and the fermionic value, s. It is necessary,
further, to adopt a group of frame rotations with respect to which the geometry is required
to be invariant. One might have considered the supergroup, OSp(1,2), for this role. This
would correspond to super Riemannian geometry but it is not conformal. The appropriate
choice for the frame group is a combination of the U/(1) rotations,

EE _ gt FH
E* — EfevHI, (2.2)

and a somewhat more complicated Weyl scaling to be described below. To implement the
invariance with respect to frame rotations it is necessary to introduce a connection form

n=E*0, (2.3)

which transforms according to
1-0N+dH (2.4)

with the help of this connection it is possible to construct the torsion 2-forms, T#. They

are given by
T = dE* + inE*

T* = dE* + %m«:‘ (2.5)

which are invariant with respect to coordinate reparametrizations as well as frame rota-
tions.

To arrive at a conformal geometry it is necessary to impose some restrictions
on the components of E and 1. Such resirictions are given covariant form by requiring
that certain parts of the torsion should vanish. The basic idea is that the remaining
independent components should be pure gauge degrees of freedom, i.e. removable by gauge
transformations. The available gauge transformations comprise three reparametrizations
5z, the frame rotations, H and the yet to be defined Weyl! scalings, W, a total of five
superfields. The geometric variables Ef; and 14 comptise twelve superfields. It is therefore
necessary to impose seven constraints. They should be chosen so that the supermanifold
is locally conformal to flat superspace. The following set was found by Nelson and
Moore %),

ThH=12 1%,=0

T,,=0 T_,=0 . (2.6)

Ty =0 T:, =0 T3,=0
These constraints are manilestly compatible with coordinate reparametrizations and frame
rotations but it remains to be nroved that they are also compatible with the Weyl scalings.
This problem was solved by Howe 4) who defined the action of Wey! transformations on
the frames by

Ef BV
E* — (E* — Eta,W)e~W/2, (2.7)

where the operator 4, is defined in terms of the inverse components, FX 3y = 84. These
transform according to

3+ — CW (a-q- + (alw)al)1
a_ —Ma_,

a, — Wi, (2.8)

This means that the action of the Weyl group on the frame components is not linear.
However, it is straightforward to prove that (2.7) is a valid non-linear realization of the
Weyl group. The action of this group on the connection, {1, is obtained by requiring that
the constraints (2.6) be covariant. One finds that, with respect to the combined frame
rotation and Wey! groups,

N, - ¥HE(L {8 (W 4 iH) + 28°W — 9,H3,W)
0. - H I —ia (W +iH))
N, - A FHEN 4, (W - iH) (2.9)
or, more succinctly,
1—0+d{H+iW)-2E W (2.9)

The components {14 are of course related to the frame components Eff by means of the
constraints {2.6). Indeed, all components must be expressed in terms of five independent
“superpotentials”, V@, when the constraints are solved ?}.

There remains the question ag to whether these superpotentials can be gauged
away. At the local level this must certainly be possible. It would necessitate integrating
the infinitesimal transformations,

Ve =R3 6¢°, a=1,...5 (2.10)

where §£° represents the collection of infinitesimal variations, 6z™, §H and 6W. The
coefficients B3 are differential operators in superspace. The integration of a set of equations

6



such as (2.10), however, involves global considerations, and the interesting part of the
question concerns the possible existence of global obstructions. It is well-known from
the classical theory of Riemann surfaces that there is an obstruction represented by the
existence of holomorphic quadratic differentials #. In this case it is known that an arbitrary
deformation of the metric tensor cannct be represented by a combination of coordinate
reparametrizations and Weyl scalings,

Bg™ = UER + U™ 4 g™mE, (2.11)
Rather, these latter variations are subject to the compatibility condition,
j 3% upmabg™" =0, {2.12)

where the integration extends over the entire Riemann sutface and the coefficient, 4, is
any symmetric tensor density which satisfies the equations

V™mn =0 and g™ upmp =0 (2.13)

On a compact Riemann surface of genus v > 1 (say) there are 6(v — 1} linearly inde-

pendent {real) solutions to the system (2.13). This is guaranteed by the Riemann-Roch

S). It follows that, in the neighbourhood of any given metric, g™, there i a
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6(v — 1)-dimensional family of inequivalent metrics, g™® + §g™" with 6g™" given by

§g™" = Témiv]*", (2.14)
where the tensors v; are chosen to be dual to some basiz of solutions to (2.13),

fd’zui,mu;"" =6, i,7=12,...,60v—1). (2.15)

It is straightforward in principle to extend this logic to the supermanifold. To
discover glebally inequivalent geometries on the supermanifold it is necessary to solve the
variational problem,

Dzjdazu.,b'V"
- [ d2u RI6E°. (2.16)

One expects to find a finite number of linearly independent solutions, some even and some
odd. At present, however, the super Riemann—-Roch theorem does not have the same status
as its classical parent. We shall therefore proceed in a somewhat piecemeal fashion.

There is a technical deficiency in that we do not possess a useful representation
of the superpotentials. On the other hand, since there is only a single anticommuting

7

coordinate each superfield has only two components, one fermionic and one bosonic. It is
therefore quite feasible to work with these components directly. The torsion constraints
are algebraic in the component fields and can be solved explicitly. All fields can then be
expressed in terms of five fermionic and five bosonic fields drawn from among the compo-
nents of the superdreibein, Ef;. Their response to an infinitesimal gauge transformation
can be evaluated and then used to formulate the variational problem (2.12). This will be
undertaken in Sec. 4.

Up to this point the discussion has been general in that no particular choice of
gauge has been made. Although it will turn out that the Wess-Zumino gauge is the most
useful one, we do not want to prejudice the outcome by eliminating any components which
might be capable of harbouring moduli or supermoduli, i.e. which cannot be set to zerc in a
globally meaningful way. In the next section we shall therefore consider the transformation
properties of the component fields and the structure of the torsion constraints, without
regard to choice of gauge.

2. COMPONENT FIELDS

The components of the superdreibein, Ef{, can be expressed in terms of ordinary
two~dimensional Fermi and Bose fields as follows,

E2 =2 +0al, Bl =Xm+t0m

E§ =n°+0uw®, Ej=u+6¢, (3.1)

whete m = 1,2 and @ = +, —. Bose and Fermi component fields are represented by Latin
and Greek letters, respectively. The inverse dreibein, EA | can be expressed in the same
fashion,

E™ =" +8a™, El=4d,+ 0,

E™ ="+ 6™, E'=u+0f (3.2)

The components entering here are to be expressed in terms of those in (3.1},

o oaae 5 o M e

T A A TR G G v L F
I s ¥ T e e
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€ =eq T+ kxan™

E=(e—n-x)""
fia = —kXa
Xa = —kNa

E=—(u—n-x)"2+k(n-a-x+w-x—n-v)
i = —(u—n-x)" v —knoj — &n°
w,=—(e—n- x)'lua + ka:"x;, - é.'x.,
&l = —ﬂz —k(ogx. — vd)’?b - kxa(ﬂ"ﬂz + wb) - Xuénb! (3.3)

where the factor k is defined by

1 1
k==+—45nx (3.4)
u u

In these formulae the two—dimensional frame and world indices are related by means of

the zweibein, €2, and its inverse , e, i.e. n™ = n%e*, 7% =n"Te;,, ete.

The frame components of the torsion 2 forms (2.5) are given by
TSp = (-} NEYEY (9 EF — (-)™VOnEG) - 0%p + ()"0, (85)
where the signature factors are defined in the usual way,

(—)5¥ = 1, for B even {odd) and N even (odd}
-1, for B even (0dd) and N odd (even) ’

The connection components QSB are given by
o c
0% =0aLlp

= (1, diag (i, —i, %) (3.6)

in accordance with (2.5). From (3.5) and (3.6) it is easy to see that among the seven
torsion constraints {2.6) there are four which do not involve the connection,

Th=2and T,,=TF =7, -T_,=0. (3.m)

These can be used to eliminate four Bose and four Fermi fields from the set (3.1). The
remaining three torsion constraints,

T}, =T, =T =0 (3.8)
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then define the connection components N14,{}— and {1,, respectively. The constraints
{3.7) are solved by strictly algebraic manipulations o that there can be no question of
global obstructions at this stage. For example, they can be used to eliminate o2 ,v,, and
w?, leaving €3,,¢,n%, Xm and £ as independent variables. A lengthy but straighforward
treatment of the constraints (3.7) yields the result,

2 2
ol =Vint+ ;E + 2ux+ —4n- XX+ + ;n“nbvau
ot =V_nt +2ux_ — 29 -xx_
ey =Vin~
- - 2 2 a b
a_=V_n" - S xe — oy ViXa
2
wh = =% — =n e+ 2unTxy + (n-x)?
2 _
wo o= —n"§
u
vy = Vet —fxy + et [V, Voln-
+ T V4B T Xy 2uﬂ +s V=N
1 - - n-X
+Zm (V4 Volutn (1 + T) (Vox+ — V4x-)
1 .
vo=V_u+ ;Ex_. +ux+x— —nt (1 + %) (Voxs — Vax-)- (3.9

In these formulae the covariant derivatives are with respect to the ordinary frame rotations.
The component Bose and Fermi fields in E3, , Eyy and E}, carry the respective weights
-1,+1 and —% with respect to this group. Hence,

Vant = (81 +iwy)n®,

Vaix- =(8+ + giwi)X—,
etc., where *) 94 = el d,, and wy is the usual two—dimensional spin connection,
wy = i€ e (Ome] — Onel). (3.10)
The existence of the solution {3.9) indicates that the choice of the set

€ 8,1 X € {3.11)

as independent variables is an acceptable one, If, alternatively, we had chosen the four
fermionic variables o (say) as independent then the dependent n* would have to satisfy

We use the notation &4 to represent the two—dimensional frame components when this
operator is applied to a component Bose or Fermi field. The same symbol indicates dreibein
components when applied to a superfield.
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differential equations, and this would have global implications. On the other hand, we
could choose to eliminate £ and x_ in favour of “1 and ot without any difficulty. There
are several alternatives of this kind. It should be noted that we have made free use of the
zweibein and its inverse, as well as v and 1/u, in these formulae. This implies that det(e}
and u should be non-vanishing in any acceptable gauge.

The infinitesimal gauge transformations are comprised in the rules,

§EL = —62NAnEL — 8\ 82V EL — (W £ i6F)EL
SEL, = —8zM 3y El, — 3rbz" Ely — %(6W +i6H)EYy — EL,6W.  (3.12)

We adopt the following expressions for the component field of —6z™,6W and §H,

—6z™ = p™ + ™

—68=c+0g
W =r+ 8¢
§H =t + 6r. (3.13)

1t is straightforward to substitute these expressions into (3.12) and extrac: the component
field transformation rules. The result is

1) Reparametrizations

el = p"Onel, + Omp™en + caly, + Imen®
&% = p"3.n® + ew® + el + qn
ExXm =P 0nXm T OmD " Xn 1 EUpm + Omeu
fu=p"d.t +eé + 1 xn + qu
Sl = pt 0,02, + Imp ol — Omew® + VO en + It e, + qaf, + Fumgn®
Sw? = pr A, w® + v (90" — al) + 2qu*
BV = P Ontm + Omd ™y — Om€l + V"8 Xm + Ot Xn + qUm + Omqu
€ = p A&+ " (Fat — va) + 2¢€. {(3.14)

11

2) Frame rotations and Weyl scalings

*

m
=+

Set = Fitet —re
&n® = Fitn® -~ r
Sxm = —%txm - —;rxm — eE (FBar + Gd)
fu = —%tu — %ru —nH(E"0,r + )
sw® = Fi(twt + rat) ~ (rut + énF)
v = _%(tum +TXm) — %(rvm + dxe) — A (X Onr + Gd)
— e ([T Bur — X" nd + £¢)
8¢ = A%(tf +71u) — %(rﬁ + ¢u) — wH{i™d,r + id)+
4 g (" 8ar — $"8nd + £0), (3.15)

where ¥, i, etc. are given by (3.3).

To conclude the section we give the finite transformation formulae. Consider an
open superdomain U, and let the finite reparametrizations be expressed in the form

£™ = fm(2") + 0'v™ (=)
8 = g(z") + #'g(z’). {3.18)

The component fields ¢® and n° then transform according to

ek = (G [ ek +eay) + Dlasln® +ew®)]

n't = e UE)g(n* 4 ew?) + v™{ed + eel)], (3.17)

where ¢' and ' are functions of 2’ as are also the parameters f*,g,v%,e,r and ¢. The
unprimed components ¢,n, a, etc., are functions of the variable

™ = (') (3.18)

i.e. the #—independent part of z™. Explicit formulae like (3.17} for the components x;,
anc u' would be very complicated and we therefore give only an implicit version,

X = g‘%(’*“)[af._f"(xﬂ + ev,) + Fe(u + £)) + ﬁ'(n'kagr —¢)
X' = e 30y toen,) + Ol e(u + e8)] (3.19)
ul = e THOG ('8l 4 G) o (ef +eat) + glnT +ewt)], {3.20)

where 94 = e;';”d,',n and @ = (&' — #' - x’)”1. Finally, we have an equation for &'

12



g = - e CH (0 By + G)( + i7) + 5 5B~
— @'n'*aLe + £'B|L (et + o) + glnt + ewt))
+ e G (n* 3l r 4 @)L (v Bret + gat — evFBial)
— g(v Bt + guwt — e*Giwt)]
; 1 .
e U2 (g +ir) (WM (xn + eve) + glu + £€))~
— U™(V*Brxn + GV — EVFBL0,)
+ (" dpu + g€ — ev*8i )], (3.21)

where
- -y F oot g
5 k _ —§'w & _ krn babk _ Efn .k‘

The formulae (3.17)-(3.21) although not fully explicit, can be used to deduce the
form of gauge transformation needed to reduce a general configuration to the Wess—Zumino
form. This will be the subject of Sec. 5. These formulae can also be read as transition
elements on the overlap U N U’ of two open superdomains U and U’. In this case the
parameter functions r,¢,e, etc. are defined up to gauge equivalences.

4. WARD IDENTITIES

The world sheet, seen as a supermanifold with heterotic geometry imposed, is not
globally equivalent to flat superspace. If is now well-known that these geometries fall into
equivalence classes characterized by a finite set of moduli, the number of which depends
on the topology. Te gain some understanding of these global distinctions it is helpful to
examine the structure of a functional, I'(E, 1), which depends on the geometry but which
is invariant with regpect to the superconformal transformations, i.e. the coordinate super-
reparametrizations, frame rotations and Weyl scalings. Such a functional, which might, for
example, be the vacuum amplitude of a matter supermultiplet “propagating” on the world
sheet, can depend only on the conformal class of the world sheet geometry, It must take the
same value for any two geometries related by a superconformal transformation. In other
words, it can depend only on the moduli. The natural place to begin the investigation of
such functionals is with their Ward identities.

The Ward identities are obiained by considering the response of I'(E, {1} to an
infinitesimal change in the supergeometry. The most convenient way to achieve this seems
to be by choosing a set of independent Bose and Fermi component fields to represent the
supergeometry. When the torsion constraints are solved there remain five each of Boze and
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Fermi components from among the fields appearing in (3.1). For the reasons indicated in
Sec. 3 we choose the components

€mi® Xm,% and £ (4.2)

as independent variables. The other components, a3,, v,, and w?, as well as all components
of {} are given in terms of the set (4.1) by the formulae (3.9). An infinitesimal variation of
I' therefore takes the form

6T = f d*2(6e.T™ + b7ya + Sxms™ + buh + 6¢6), (4.2)

where the coefficients T;", etc. are variational derivatives of T'. If T is invariant then (4.2)
must vanish when the variations d¢f;,, etc, are induced by infinitesimal super conformal
transformations, i.e. when they take the form (3.14) or (3.15). On substituting from
{(3.14) and (3.15) into the general variation {4.2) and requiring éI' to vanish, one obtains
the various Ward identities. Here it is advisable to proceed in steps.

Observe firstly that the infinitesimal parameter, 7, appears only in §£. The
invariance of I with respect to this particular transformation therefore implies

0=uf
6T
5¢’
If we require that u(z) shall not vanish in any admissible gauge, it follows that ' must be
independent of £(z}.

=u (4.3)

We can therefore discard the contribution , 6¢8, to the remaining identities. Next
consider the contributions of r,¢t and ¢ to §I". These give

. 1 1 1 . .
0= [d“a:[ —(r+)( T+t + Exmg"‘ + Ehu - Eam(n"‘;*’ — hi™yt))
N pm L - 1, .. -
L Y Y )

—¢(cti —hntd) ]

The requirement u # 0 implies also that ¢ is non-vanishing. Hence

0=¢t —hpt
0=T"+95"_
1 1
0=T}+n*y4 + ZXm¢™ + Zhu. (4.4)

Two more identities result from a consideration of the contributions of the super—
reparametrization components +™ and ¢. These are,

0= 4n + Xnh
0=n"v, + hu. (4.5)
14
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Taken together, the identities (4.5) imply h(u + 5™7,) = 0, which can be satisfied only if
h=0.

The identities (4.3), (4.4) and (4.5) lead directly to the conclusion that T' must be
independent of &,u and n*. The most general conformal invariant functional can depend
only on e% and X, and this dependence is constrained to satisfy

1
+ — .
Ty = 2; xX-
T- =0
¢t=0 : (4.6)

Finally, the contributions of p™ and ¢ to 8T give rise to the respective identities,

0 =3, (e3el T — 3,62 P TE 4+ 8,0 (Xnt™) — FnXme™ 4.7)
0=30m(uc™) — vt™ + (9T — a0 T (4.8)

The latter identity involves the dependent variables, v, and a2,, as well as the independent
variables, n® and u. But we now know that 52, u, x4, and £ are absent from the functional
I'. These absent variables must of course disappear from (4.8) when the dependent variables
are eliminated by substituting from (3.9). It will therefore be sufficient to evaluate (4.8)
on the subspace,

w=1, E=n"=x4=0, (49)

where the relevant dependent variables given in general by (3.9), take the simple form

f
_==0N.
-=3
ai =a; =0
at =2x_. (4.10)

When the values (4.9} and (4.10) are substituted into (4.8) it reduces to

0= Bulc™e™) — %w-g' —2x_TT. (4.11)

The total content of the requirement that I' be invariant with respect to infinites-
imal superconformal transformations is now expressed in the Ward identities (4.6), (4.7)
and {4.11). The generality of this conclusion is limited only by our particular choice of
independent variables (4.1) and the requirements that u(z) and dete{z) should have no
zeros in any admissible gauge.

The structure of the Ward identities can be simplified by expressing them in a
conformal frame. By this we mean choosing complex coordinates z and Z such that two of

the zweibein components vanish,
e; =0=c¢f. (1.12)

3
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These coordinate conditions are compatible with holomorphic coordinate reparametriza-
tions as well as frame rotations and Wey! scalings,

4z

-&-E,-e; exp(—r + 1t).

e?—i

In the frames (4.12) it is usual to redefine the independent variables so as to make them
neutral with respect to Weyl scalings and frame rotations, viz.

Tiw= e:(’;)_lT;
Trz=(ef) lefTT
x = ()25 x-
¢ = (M) s (4.13)
With respect to the holomorphic reparametrizations the new quantities T,., T3 3, x and

¢ transform as (2,0), (0,2}, (—%,1) and (2,0) forms, respectively. In terms of the new
variables the general infinitesimal variation (4.2) takes the form

6T = / d?z(—be% 5 T,z — bel e Te 5 + 6x¢). (4.14)
The only surviving variational derivatives, T;,,T5 5 and ¢ are subject to the Ward identi-
ties,
1
0= 05T — Fax¢ — Eax(xg) (4.15&)
0=8,Ts 5+ xdss {4.155)
0=285¢— 2xT.x (4.15¢)

to which the identities (4.7) and (4.11} reduce in the conformal frames. These identities
reflect the invariance of I'(e, x) with respect to the infinitesimal transformations

be* = —e* (B5p* + 2eX)
be3 = —eid,p"

1 —
bx = p*@:x — 59.P7x + 3x(p*x) + 95¢ {4.18)

and it is possible to make a further simplification by exploiting this invariance. In analogy
with the selection of a conformal frame wherein e; = el = 0, it is possible to choose
x = 0 as well. This can be effected in every open set of the covering of the Riemann
surface *). In consequence, the Ward identities {4.15) reduce to the statement that T, is

The global validity of this remark is justified by the discussion in Sec. 5.

16

' Lo R R T

i

g



a holomorphic (2,0) form, T; 3 is an antiholomorphic (0,2) form and ¢ is an holomorphic
(2,0) form. As such, these variational derivatives of the invariant functional I' can be
regarded as belonging to finite dimensional vector spaces

Tar = ET;u'(2)
T; 5 = TToui(z)
¢ = E¢av®(2). (4.17)

For a Riemann surface of genus v > 1, the apace of holomorphic (2,0) forms has complex
dimension 3(y — 1) and is spanned by the basis u*(z). The space of antiholomorphic (0,2)
forms is spanned by their complex conjugates, FG)-, and the gpace of holomorphic (%,0)
forms is spanned by the basis v®{z), o = 1,...2{y — 1). The coefficients T;,T; and ¢, are
related to derivates of T with respect to the moduli. To make the relation precise it is
necessary to define Beltrami differentials, which we now consider briefly.

The expressions (4.17) for the variational derivatives indicate that I'(e, x) depends
on a finite set of parameters, the moduli,

mA = (mi1m§’#a)’

where 1,1 = 1,...,3(y — 1} and & = 1,...,2(vy — 1). These parameters must distinguish
the inequivalent superconformal geometries. If we suppose the classes are represented by
the zweibein, €3(m) and gravitino x(m), specified functions of the moduli, then we can
define the Beltrami differentials,

va(z) = —e}dael,

Va (z) = “CEaAB‘_

UA{Z) = d,X. (4.18)
where 84 = 8/3m#, The variation §T due to an infinitesimal change in the moduli is then
given by

6T = sm? / @2 2(vaTex + TaTs 3+ bag)
= smA(va, 0 )T + (Fa, )T + (14, v)5als {4.19)
where
(va,u') = [ P a(2)u (2), (4.20)

etc. The linear form (4.19) thus serves to define the modular derivativea of I' in terms
of the components T;,T; and ¢.. A more refined discussion would yield more detailed
properties of the differentials {4.18). For instance, one should be alble to prove ') that

ci and x depend holomorphically, on m’ and u® while ¢* depends only on 7, i.e.

- = o = g = Ty = .21
v;=Vi=ur="a 0 (4.21)
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The analysis of Ward identities given here has shown that the invariant functional
I'(E,Q)} can depend only on the moduli. The same result could have been obtained by
finding » finite gauge transformation, globally defined, which reduces an arbitrary
configuration, e3, xn, n®, v and ¢ to the specific form,

a

en = en{m), Xn=xnlm), n*=0, u=1, {=0. (4.22)

{13
n
The transformation which effects part of this reduction, viz.

X+ =0, n°=0, u=1, £=0 (4.23)

is given in Sec. 5. This transformation can be used quite generally to “gauge away” the
variables (4.23) in functionals which involve supermultiplets of matter fields as well as the
geometrical fields. For example, the action functional which governs the propagation of a
neutral scalar superfield,

X = y(z) + 8(z)

can be shown to be a functional of €2, x -,y and 4, where ¥’ is given by

_¥-—n-9y

¢ =t (4.24)

In effect, the auxiliary geometrical fields x4+,n and u are elinimated by a redefinition of ¥.

5. WESS-ZUMINO GAUGES

In Sec. 4 it was argued on the basis of Ward identities that an invariant functional
of the supergeometry, I'(E, {1}, must be independent of the components, x4,n%, v and £.
It can depend omly on the zweibein, €3, and gravitino, x_. This obgervation can be
generalized to include invariant functionals which contain matter fields as well. That
is, by means of a gauge transformation it must be possible to explicitly eliminate these
redundant components. The appropriate transformation will be given in the following.

The Wess-Zumino class of gauges is defined by the conditions
x+=1*"=£=0 and u=1. (5.1}

If these conditions are imposed in every neighbourhood of a coordinate covering of the
supermanifold then a number of restrictions on the transition elements are indicated. These
transition elements, which are maps from the overlaps of coordinate neighbourhoods into
the gauge group, define the global structure of the geometry. Our first problem is to show
that the restrictions implied by (5.1) can be satisfied, i.e. that it is indeed possible to
impose the gauge conditions (5.1) in overlapping neighbourhoods. We shall verify that

18




the transition elements which are reduced versions of the transformations (3.17)-(3.21)
are well defined. They take their values in a subgroup of the full structure group. This
subgroup, given by (5.14}, can be identified as the stability group of the WZ section defined
by (5.1). The choice of a WZ gauge implies a partial fixing of the original five superfield
degrees of freedom. Still allowed are the two—dimensional reparametrization and tangent
space transformations and a local supersymmetry. These transformations constitute what
we call the stability group of the WZ configurations.

There is a technical peculiarity concerning the non—canonical response of the
connection form to super Weyl transformations that is worth remarking. The connection
is determined by the torsion conditions {2.6) and its transformation rule is given by (2.9}
or

0 — O+ d(H +iW) - 2E~_W. (5.2)

where H and W are superfield parameters of the frame rotations and Weyl scalings, respec-
tively. It is clear that {} does not transform like a connection unless 8. W = 0. Because
of this, it is possible to construct invariant action functionals only for a restricted class of
matter superfields, those which are neutral with respect to one or other (or both} of the
tangent space subgroups generated by H + W and H — {W. This effect will be discussed
in Sec. 6. Here we wish only to remark on the global structure of the Wey! group. To this
end, let the collection {E2} represent the superdreibein in a covering of the manifold by
neighbourhoods, {U/,}. In the overlap U, N g we have the transition rules

E} = e t+es B, (5.3)

etc., where Ay.g is a superfield defined over U, N Ug. In each U, the frames can be
modified by a tangent space operation.

EY 5 E = M=EF, (5.4)
etc. where A, is defined in U,. The transition elements are modified accordingly,
Avag + Miap = Ayap — Ao+ Ayp, (5.5)

and similatly for A—4p. The Grassman even part of the transition element, exp(—A+as),
takes its values in @©*, the set of non—zero complex numbers, which is not simply connected.
The implied topological non-triviality of these elements, however, can be confined to the
imaginary part 21Hag = Ayap — A_ag. In other words, it should always be possible to
choose the frames such that the transition elements are mere phase factors,

e~Atup = (Fitan, (5.6)

This would amount to nothing more than a particular choice of gange. The WZ gauges,
however, are not of this type. Their associated transition elements are rather more compli-
cated, as we shall see. Something of their nature can be seen by considering the analogous
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but simpler choice of gauge in the case of ordinary Riemann surfaces. Here the frames are
represented by collections of 1-forms {eX} relative to the coordinate covering, {/a}. In
the overlap, U, N Ug we have

et =dapef and e =, 4¢;5 (5.1)

where the transition element ¢,p takes its values in €*. By means of conformal transfor-
mations in each /., it is possible to bring the frame representatives into the simple
form *

ef =dz, and eg =dZa (5.8)

in which case the transition elements must be given by

dzy
Gap = E; (5.9)

As a result, the tangent space transition elermnents are determined by the coordinate tran-
sition functions and they are holomorphic.

Consider now the heterotic supergeometry. The problem is to find a gauge trans-
formation which, in a given neighbourhood, reduces & general configuration to the W2
form. The resulting frames and connection should be

Et =dz™(e} + 26e,x_)—db 0
bl e

E™ =dz™e,,
B = dz™(esx- + %wmﬁ) +db
N =Etwy + E - (w_ — 20881 x + $wy X)) + E*fwy (5.10)

corresponding, in our choice of independent variables to (5.1). The available gauge trans-
formations are, as described in Sec. 2,

E'*(2') = e A+ 1PV E2(2)
E'*(2") = e 38+ N B () - e 4D EF ()W (), (5.11)

In this gauge the torsionless connection (3.10) must vanish along with its associated cur-
vature form. However, it does not follow that the Kuler characteristic must vanish as well,
This is because the torsionless connection fails to transform canonically with respect to the
Weyl group and therefore cannot be used to compute the Euler characteristic in gauges
such as (5.8), where the transition elements (5.9) involve Weyl transformations. Instead
one should use a connection which responds canonically to the structure group which is
(1
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where, in compact notation,

™ = fm(zf) -+ arym(xl) -
8 = e{z') + #'g(z)
Ay =rit + 0(p % i), (5.12)

The components transform according to the rules given implicitly in the formulae (3.16)-
{3.21). Using these, a lengthy but straightforward analysis gives the result,

Vi=—(u—n-x)7n"
g=(u—n-x)"*
¢ =x+
i = x4+ 2(u—n-x)7HE 40 v —n-Bu— "0 Bmxn) (5.13)

together with r = ¢ = £ = 0 and f™(z) = ™. This transformation will serve to reduce a
general configuration to the form (5.1). It is not unique, of course. The most general such
transformation is obtained by combining (5.13) with an element of the stability group of
the WZ configuration. The elementa of the latter group are given by

v™(z') = B e (2)e (2)

g(z.r) = =v}(:-+|'t)
Bz} = edTHI(B, + 2wy (2)ela)
ir(zf) = 305, %w+(i))s(z'), (5.14)

where £ = f™{z'), r = r(z'),¢ = t{z’) and £(z') are unrestricted. In effect, the elements
of the stability group are defined by the #-independent parts of the various superfield
parameters.

If the WZ gauge conditions {5.1) are imposed in al] neighbourhoods of the cov-
ering then, the structure group must coincide with the stability group. All transition
elements must satisfy (5.14), where (z™,8) and (z'™,8%) are now to be interpreted as
alternative coordinates in the overlap of two neighbourhoods, U/ and U’. With such tran-
sition elements the collection of WZ gauge representatives {eX,x_; eX,x';...} will patch
together consistently to provide a global description of the supergeometry. In the overlap
U N U’ patchings are given by

et = e HND (et + 2ee, x2) + €dlyE]

- c-—[r—n‘t}a:nfnc;

Lo

-

xL = e‘;("‘s"‘)[x_. +(A-+ é—w_)z + 255...57(_ +ed e8¢, (5.15)
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where the primed fields together with the group parameters are evaluated at z’ and the
unprimed fields are evaluated at £ = f(z').

One can proceed further with the gauge fixing to arrive at what might be called
the “superisothermal” gauge,

et = dze}
e =die;
X- =0. (5.16)

In a given neighbourhood, this configuration is obtained by means of a gauge transforma-
tion in the stability group (5.15). It must satisfy the conditions

0=208%f"(e} +2ee;x-) +edie
0=2a,f"e,
- N - -
0=x-+(8-+ —z-w_)e + 268 ex. +edped_e. (5.17)
These equations are to be solved for f™(2',%') and e(2f,2'). The stability group of the

superisothermal gauge is easily discovered by impoaing the conditions (5.16) on both sides
of {5.15}). One finds

Hf* =0,/ =0 and F({ef) V%) =0. (5.18)
The tangent space elements r and ¢ are as yet unrestricted. On going one step further and

imposing the gavge conditions
et =e =1 (5.19)
the stability group will be determined entirely in terms of f*, f* and . The tangent space
elements are now given by

et = 9L fF L ede

e = Bpft. (5.20)
In this “superconformal” gauge the frames are represented in each neighbourhood, U,, by
the simple forms

E} = dz, - db,8,

E; = dz,

E, =déb, {5.21)
and the connection vanishes everywhere. The transition elements appropriate to this gauge
are obtained by substituting from {5.16), [5.19) and {5.20) into [5.14),

v = (8. f? +53,r5)1/25 = (6,-]")1/25
vF=0
g= (0, f" +edye)'/?
et = (8,17 +e8,e)(1 +208,6) = 3, f* + €d,e + 288,
et- = aLfv. (5.22)
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where 3z f* = 8,f7 = 8ze = 0. Notice, in particular, that the reparametrization part of
the transition element takes the form

z= f7(2') + 8'(3 f7) ()
8= &(2) + 0'(82 f* + €8,406) /3 {5.23)

in the overlap U N U’. This agrees with the standard definitions of the super Riemann
surface ).

6. LAGRANGIANS

To describe the behaviour of matter fields on a supermanifold with heterotic
geometry one can use the superdreibein and connection defined in Sec. 2 to set up invariant
action functionals. Since a density factor is available in the superdeterminant of Ef, we
can assume without loss of generality that all matter fields transform as scalars with respect
to the super—reparametrizations. This leaves only their classification with respect to the
tangent space group to be considered. The representations of this group rre characterized
by a pair of weights {A4,A_) which may be integers or half—integers. In general then, we
have

B eMhttA-A-g (6.1)

for a superfield of type (A4, A_). However, most of these cannot be used in the construction
of conformal field theories. This is because the tangent space group is not fully gauged.
Heterotic geometry as described in Sec. 2 involves only a single connection form (1, defined
by the torsion constraints (2.6). Its transformations under the action of the tangent space
group are given by (2.9) and these are clearly not canonical. With respect to pure frame
rotations, A3 = +{H, it does indeed behave like a U/(1) connection. With respect to the
Weyl scalings, however, it is not a connection. The frame components (I_ and (1, do
transform in a fashion very like that of connection components, viz.

0. — et (0 —73_A4)

0, bt (n, +id,A_) {6.2)
but 24 does not. Because of the transformations (6.2) it follows that we can define a
covariant derivative V_ acting on fields of type {A4,0), and V, acting on fields of type

(0, A_). These are
V_®, = (8- — A 0_)0,

and
V. @ = (8, +1A_M1,)0_ {(6.3)
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where ® and ®_ are fields of type (A4,0) and (0,A.), respectively. It is also clear
from (6.2) that these covariant derivatives transform as fields of type (A4,1) and (4,3_)
respectively.

In the case of a field X of type (0,0), the two components, @_X and 3,X, are
covariant. They transform as fields of type (0,1) and (£,0), respectively.

There are no other possibilities. The most general heterotic conformal field theory
must be constructed out of fields which are either neutral, type (0,0), or chiral, types {A,0)
or (0, A). In addition to these fields, which comprise the dynamical variables of the theory,
there is of course the superdreibein Efy which characterizes the geometrical background
itn which the other fields propagate. It is involved implicitly in the covariant derivatives of
these fields and also in the density factor, sdetE, which must appear as a factor in every
term in the Lagrangian. This factor, which transforms as a reparametrization density, also
carries weights with respect to the tangent space group,

sdetE — e~ A+~ 2-gdet E. (6.4)

This is obtained from the transformation rules for the frames,
Et e M EY E- o e A-ET g o M4 (E - EYO,W). (6.5)
It follows that the action functional for a heterotic conformal field theory takes the form

5 =/dazsdetEﬂ(X,B_X,B,X,¢I>+,V_(I’+,§_;V,‘I’-), (6.6)

where £ is a scalar of type (%,1). At the classical level the Lagrangian is otherwise
unconstrained, When quantum effects are taken into account there will arise, of course,
the usual considerations about anomaly cancellation and modular invariance.

The archetypal theory is the original heterotic superstring model 12} for which
the Lagrangian is given by

L=38_X"3,X"+¥*"V,¥*+ B, V_CL +B_V,C_. (6.7)
where g = 1,...,10 and @ = 1,...32. The fields in (6.7) are assigned the following weights,
supercoordinates X* ~ (0,0}
“internal” coordinates W* ~ (0,%)
Faddeev — Popov ghosts By ~ (%,0)
Cy ~ (_1’0)

B_ ~(0,2)
c_ ~ (0,-1).
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The Lagrangians (6.8) and (6.7) can be reduced to the component notation discussed in
Sec. 3. Generally it is necessary to have expressions for the components of the connection
as well as the dreibein in terms of a set of independent Bose and Fermi components, e.g.
€2, 1, Xm,n* and £. However, these ate all gauge fields and they can be largely eliminated
by means of gauge transformations. It was shown in Sec. 4 that any invariant functional
must in fact be independent of «, x4+, 7® and £. In the case of the invariant action functional
{6.6) which involves a set of matter fields as well as the dreibein components, this argument
can be generalized to show that the latter fields can be absorbed in redefinitions of the
former. It is therefore possible to express a functional such as (6.6) in terms of e}, x—
and the redefined {i.e. gauge transformed) matter field components (such as (4.24)). The
results are obtained most directly by employing the Wess—Zumino gauge description of the
dreibein and connection *),

+ - - - i
A _ feh F2Weox- e, e x-+ E0wm

Ly = (—e 0 1 (6.8)
i —30wy

Eff=|em—0eTx- —x_— 0w (8.9
B 1
Wy

N,y = | wo —200(04 +wy)x- (6.10)
[

The superdeterminant of (6.8) is given by
sdetE = detel), = ¢ (6.11)

In the expressions (6.8)—(6.10) the notation is two-dimensional: frame components are
defined with respect to the zweibein, 2, and its inverse ¢*; the spin connection is defined
by the vanishing of two—dimensional torsion, i.e.

we =it e (FmeT — Bnel).

The notation &4 is intended to indicate zweibein components of 8, when applied to
two-dimensional Bose or Fermi fields. There should be no confusion with the operators
83 = EM 3 which are applied to superfields.

The generic fields and their covariant derivatives in WZ gauge are given by the
following list, with the corresponding weights at the left,

Our notation differs from that of Nelson and Moore ¥) but we should point out that their
equation {1, = 0 seemns to be in error.
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(0,0) X =y+ty
Q1)  9-X =d_y—x-$+0(V_p - x_343)
(4,00  8,X =¢+8a,y
(*,0) Cy =c+iy
(A1) VCp =V e—x-v+8(V_v—x_Vic—- 22V, x_c)
{0, %) C. =¢+0F
(1,2 v.C. =F+4v,2 (6.12)
The covariant derivatives which appear among the components on the right-hand sides
of these equations are defined by
Vg = (- - tw )y
Vie = (84 —thwi)e
Voy = [0 —i(A+ fw_y
Vix- = (84 +idwy)x-
V-t = (84 +1dwy)E (6.13)

With the exception of V¢ and V,x. they are covariant with respect to the two-
dimensional reparametrizations, frame rotations and Weyl scalings. Although V¢ and
V 4+x- are not separately covariant with respect to Weyl scalings, the combination
X-Vic + 2AV i x_¢c which appears in V.C,, is covariant. The action of the two-
dimensional gauge transformations on the various W2 gauge component fields is derived
from the f#-independent parts of the transformations discussed in Sec.3 together with a
supplementary rule, § — 0:“"""‘), needed to maintain the WZ gauge. The WZ gauge also
admits a local supersymmetry associated with the infinitesimal parameter £(z) as in Sec.5.
The derivatives {3.13) are of course not covariant with respect to these transormations
although the action functional will be invariant. In the case of the heterotic string (6.7),
the action reduces in component notation to the form
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5= f dPre[d_y oyt + V_vtyF — 2x_¢Paut
+ AV A% FoRe
+OV_e+ AV_ v+ x-by— F(x-V4e~2Vix_e)
+bV4E+G F|, (6.14)

where the components of X#,C and C_ are as indicated. in (6.12) and, in addition, we
write

T = A"+ 9F"
By =8+8b
B_ =b+40G. (6.15)

The conformal gauge version of the action {6.14) is obtained by setting ¢} = e = 1,

e =ef =0, x_ =0, and wy = 0, so that &; = 8, and 8_ = d5. The ghost field terms

in this action can be obtained by the Faddeev-Popov construction which will be examined
in Sec. 7.

7. FADDEEV-POPOV FACTOR

Although the construction of the Fadeev—Popov determinant is well known, we
give here, for the sake of completeness, a brief treatment of its main features as they
apply in the case of heterotic geometry. The problem is to define a sensible prescription
for integrating over the space of equivalence classes of geometries on the world sheet.
The integrand generally includes an invariant functional, e~T(%x), which stands for some
amplitude of the underlying superconformal field theroy. It must also include a factor,
Ale, x), the Faddeev-Popov determinant, which can be thought of as the “volume” of a
class of equivalent geometries. The argument goes as follows.

Within each class it should be possible to single out a representative element
{e(m), x(m)), where m = (m) stands for a set of moduli. A general configuration in the
class can be represented in the form

(cy x)= (t(m)ﬂsX(m)n)u

where the superstript, {1, denotes the action of an element of the supergroup. The general
transformation involves the entire collection of independent gauge fields, ¢, x,n,u and &,
but we have seen that T depends only on e and x, so we can ignore the others. This means
that, without loss of generality, we can restrict 2 to the subgroup of gauge transformations
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that act only on ¢ and x (Eq. (5.15)). As we saw in Sec. 5, it is the transition elements
belonging to this subgroup which completely determine the global structure of the world
sheet. In the neighbourhood of the identity the transformations are parametrized by p™, r,t
and ¢,

Set = pmBnet + Omp™el — (r +it)el + 2ex_e,,
Se, = p"One,, + Bppte, — (r —it)e,

1 . 1
§x— = p"Bpx- + E(r —3it)x- + (8- + —2—w_)£. (7.1)

The central feature of the Faddeev—Popov construction is the change of integra-
tion variables from e and x to  and m. This is effected by the formal insertion,

1= /(dﬂ) jdmA(e,x)&(z ~ e[m)™)8(x — x{m)9), (7.2)

where the pair (e, x} representa a general configuration and the invariant functional A(e, x)
is supposed to be determined by (7.2). By means of a formal interchange of the orders of
integration one writes,

[ttty exp(=T(e.) = [ () [ dmasietom), xm)) exp(Ce(m)®, x(m) ).

If T is invariant then the integrand is independent of [I and it becomes meaningfu! to
discard the volume factor, [(dfl). The quantity of interest is the remaining (modular)
integral,

[ dmA (e{m), x(m)) exp(~T{e(m), x(m)).

Although the modular integration is not well understood for world sheets of genus > 2,
the first problem is to compute the Faddeev Popov factor,

A(m) = Ale(m), x(m))
which is given, according to (7.2) by

1 —_—
Ale,x)

[ @) [ dmse - etmy®)60c - x(em)). (1)

This representation is meaningful to the extent that for any configuration (e, x) there
must exist an {} and m in the integration domain for which the delta functionals are non-
vanishing. Indeed, it is only the infinitesimal neighbourhood of this point which needs to
be considered. In effect the integral (7.3) can be replaced by an integral over the tangent
space at the points in question,

[ (d) ] dm — / (d®pdrdtde) ] drn.
28
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To facilitate the evaluation one can choose e = ¢{ma)}, x = x(m¢) and expand the argu-
ments, e(m)? — e(my) and x(m)? — x{mo) to firat order in th, p", etc.
(e(rm)® — e{mo))s = B"Bue + Bmp™el — (r + it)es
+2¢ce x- +Wmid el
(e(m)n — e(zo});, = P One,, + Bmpe, — [r—it)e,, + rﬁAaAe;
x- (M) — x_(mg) = p"Bux - + %(r —3it)y. +(8_ + -;—w_)e +midy_, (T4)
where th = m — mg and the fields on the right-hand sides are evaluated at m;.

The integrand of (7.3) comprises four even delta functionals corresponding to the
four components, ¢%,, and one odd one corresponding to x_. Their arguments can be
simplified by choosging a conformal frame,

e; (mo) = & (mo) = 0. (7.5)

However, it is necessary to retain the modular derivatives, d4¢;, 9.2} which need not
vanish in the frame (7.5). Derivatives of the diagonal components, d4¢} and 34¢;, on the
other hand, can be absorbed by Weyl scalings and frame rotations. Th-se can therefore
be set equal to zero. The integral representation for A{rmg) then takes the form,

- [ (dpdrdtde) f dmb[3u(p*el) + P s} — (r + it)e?]
Afmo)
8(8z(p%e;) + p*Oues — (r — it)es] 6[0.p%eF + MmABae]]
Slospe} +2eesx- + r‘h“a,;e;']
6[p*dax- + P Osx- + %(r — Bithx- + (8- + %w-)s +mAdax-]. (7.6)

The values of r and ¢, whose derivatives make no appearance here, are fixed by the first
two delta functionals. These give, in particular, the combination

%(r - 3it) = —-Ll;eila. (P e}) + P 35| + 2 185(p" 5 ) + p*B.e]]

which is to be substituted in the argument of the last delta functional. Having eliminated
two of the delta functionals by integrating over r and ¢, one can represent the remaining
three by Fourier integrals. The result is

1 [ (pd?qdeds) / drin

A(rmo)
exp / d%2[q(dsp et + 2ex-e5 +mAdet) + F(8.0%e; + M e )+

3
— 2e3(0.0p%e0) + 5705 Ix- + L (@x(7er) + 5B} (1)

+ E{p Bax- + P Orx- + (8- + sw Yo+ mABax_—
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when ¢,7 and £ are Lagrange multipliers. The zweibein components can be largely elimi-
nated from this expression by converting to field variables which are neutral with respect
to r and ¢ transformations. These are
b=clg, b=e7,  B=(et)(e) %
¢ =", T=ph,  y=(ef)M%

(7.8)
and

x=(e) e x-

Finally, in order to have an integral expression for A(m) rather than 1/A(m), it is necessary
to reverse the Grassman type of all integration variables including the quantities 4. This
gives

A(m) = f (d*bd*cdfdy) [ drix
exp f 4%z [b{5c + i es dael) + b(,E + M€ Dae])
+B(85y + ' 34x)

+2yx+ 8 (—%B,cx +edyx + %(Ex))] ) (7.9)

where 5,5, ¢ and € are odd and 8, are even. If the components »i4, tangent to the space
of moduli, are integrated one obtains the final result *),

8(m) = [ (@oedpar) 8((5,v4) + B,74) + (Bv)
exp / &2z [ba;c + 03,% + By
+2yx + 8 (—%B,cx +edyx + BI(EX))] ) (7.10)

where v4,¥, and 14 are the Belirami differentials defined in Sec. 4. The inner products
appearing in the arguments of the delta functions are defined by

(Bova) = [ & zb(zpv al2), (7.11)

etc., as in (4.20).

We do not have expressions for the representatives e(m), x(m) or their deriva-
tives, the Beltrami differentials. Since the moduli space of the classical Riemann surface

*

The ghost action (7.10) agrees with the conformal gauge version of the ghost part of the
invariant action (6.14) if we make the redefinitions § — —2f, 4 — —~/2 and discard the
irrelevant term 833(¢x).
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has a complex structure, one expects that something analogous is true for the heterotic
geometries discussed here !1). More specifically, one would like to have a natural partition
of the modular coordinates, N

(m*) = (m?,m?, n*), (1.12)

where m? = mi, hi=1,... »3(y—1) and @ = 1,...,2(y — 1) such that, in a local system
of coordinates on the world sheet with ¢J = e = x = 0, the Beltrami differentials are
restricted by

Fi=Va=vy=v;=0. (7.13)

The product of delta functions in the integrands of (7.10) would then assume the form

I}((b,v,-) + (B,v)) I;I(E!V}) I}&((bﬂ'a) + (B, va))- (7.14)

It is then possible to effect a formal evaluation in terms of the determinants det 8, and
det 35 72 defined by

/(dbdc)b(zl) e b(st_s)ef #2897 . det B, det ui(z) -

[(dﬂdv)ﬁ(m) e B2ay—z)e] TP = (det Bayg) ™" det v2(z5), (7.15)

where u'(2) and v®(z) denote bases for the holomorphic 2 forms and 3/2 forms, respec-
tively. The quantities det d; and det 3, /2 are sensitive to the choice of basis but the
products which appear on the right-hand sides of (7.15) must be independent of this
choice. The integral (7.10} with x = 0 and with the assumptions (7.13) then reduces to

A(m) = / (d%bd%cdBd) l;'[[(b'v") +8,v;)] 1(5, %5) E[J((b,va] + (B,va)]

exp [ d?z(b8z¢ + $0,€ + f:)

=2 § oo a g,
- 1det5a[7 det(tr',v,-)sdet‘ ' v3) (o 45) | (716}
deta;,fz (u‘,v,g) (Umsyﬁ)

In this formula the 2 forms, u‘,'tF and the 3/2 form v® are all even in the Grassman sense.
So also are the Beltrami differentials V’—., v; and vz, The remaining Beltrami differentials,
v and vy, are odd.

In conclusion it should be remarked that the Faddeev—Popov fields # and y have
a wider role in superstring theory. They, or rather one of their bosonized components, is
involved also in the stucture of emission vertices ¥, More complicated multiple corre-

lators of the B+ system than indicated in {7.15) are therefore needed. According to the
Verlindes '*} such correlations can develop “unphysical” singularities on the world sheet.

We have nothing to add to that discussion ¥,
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8. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We have analyzed the question of gauge fixing in heterotic super conformal field
theories and shown that the various auxiliary components, describing the geometry, can
be chosen in a globally well defined way. To do this we realize the geometry in terms of
a set of independent Bose and Fermi fields defined relative to a covering of the superman-
ifold by coordinate neighbourhoods. The transition functions which define the patching
are given as elements of a structure group which is generally a subgroup of the super-
reparametrizations, frame rotations and Weyl scalings. The subgroup is defined relative
to a choice of gauge since it can be interpreted as the stability group of a gauge slice — a
space of configurations restricted by gauge conditions. We give explicit formulae for the
action of this group on the Wess-Zumino class of configurations and also for the more
restricted “superconformal” configurations. In the latter case we recover the transition
elements employed in the standard definition of super Riemann surfaces.

We find that superfield notation is useful to the extend that it makes clear the
group property of the various finite transformations. It is also useful in the treatment of
superconformal matter multiplets, particularly in the construction of action functionals.
However, because of the torsion constraints, which take the form of differential equations in
supempace, but which can be solved algebraically in component notation, it is advisable to
adopt the latter in order to be able to deal with independent variables. We have solved these
constraints in component notation. This has enabled us to express the transformations, at
least implicitly, through their action on sets of independent variables, and in particular to
give explicit form to the finite transformations of the WZ stability group. We have further
been able to show that the more stringent gauge conditions which define the superconformal
gauge (wherein the geometrical elements are reduced to flat superspace form) define a
“holomorphic” stability group. Transition elements drawn from this group define the
standard super Riemann surface.

In general the various geometrical fields can be absorbed by redefining the matter
fields. Such redefinitions are effected by means of finite gauge transofrmations. For the
particularly simple case in which no matter fields are present, we have used the Ward
identities to argue, on the basis of infinitesimal gauge transformations, that the dependence
on geometrical fields is expressed entirely through a finite set of moduli.

In addition to the generalized discussion of heterotic conformal field theories
involving chiral (and neutral) matter superfields, in which we give the superspace rules
together with the WZ gauge expressions for the various covariant derivatives, we have
included a treatment of the Faddeev—Popov procedure. This leads to an expression for the
integration measure in super moduli space.
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