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ABSTRACT: Gibbons-Hawking-York (GHY) terms are typically neglected when performing
dimensional reductions of gravitational theories. We consider the reduction of such terms
for both two-derivative and four-derivative theories in general dimensions. We demonstrate
a robust consistency wherein the GHY term in the original, higher-dimensional theory
translates directly to the appropriate GHY term in the dimensionally reduced theory. In
particular, this gives a novel way of generating such terms for higher-derivative corrections.
We carry out this procedure for Gauss-Bonnet, Chern-Simons modified, and f(R) gravities
to derive novel boundary terms.
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1 Introduction and summary

The idea of dimensionally reducing a gravitational theory was considered nearly a century
ago by Kaluza [1] and Klein [2]. Such reductions have since found broad application from
string theory compactifications [3] to practical experiments [4]. The classic example is the
Scherk-Schwarz reduction [5], wherein the internal space is taken to be a group manifold
which becomes the gauge group of the effective lower-dimensional theory. In general,
one gets an infinite tower of massive states controlled by the size of the compact internal
dimensions. Much work has been done on classifying for which reductions it is consistent to
truncate this tower, both in terms of the allowed geometries (see e.g. [6-9]) and the effect of
higher-derivatives (see e.g. [10-12]). However, in such studies, the emphasis is often placed
exclusively on the bulk gravitational action, and integration by parts is performed without
concern for the resulting boundary terms. This is acceptable if we are only interested in
local data: equations of motion, conserved currents, symmetries, and Noether identities
depend only on the Lagrangian density. Nevertheless, ignoring the boundary terms is
equivalent to not specifying boundary conditions and makes the variational principle ill-
posed.



It was shown by York [13] and Gibbons and Hawking [14] that in order for the Dirichlet
variational problem to be well-defined, the bulk Einstein-Hilbert action,

SEH = 1/ de\/—gR, (1.1)
2I€D M

must be supplemented by a Gibbons-Hawking-York (GHY') boundary term

1
Sciy = — dP~levV/-h K, (1.2)
KD Jom

where R is the Ricci scalar for the metric g, on the spacetime manifold M, xkp = STrGg\?)

is the standard gravitational coupling in D dimensions, hyp is the induced metric on the
boundary OM, and K is the trace of the second fundamental form of 9 M. This is because
varying an action with second-order derivatives, as in (1.1), leads to terms schematically of
the form 996g,, , which, after integration by parts, lead to boundary terms proportional to
069, |am- Such terms are not automatically removed by the Dirichlet boundary conditions,

G| gpg =0, (1.3)

so we must add the GHY term (1.2) to cancel them. This has since been generalized to a
variety of higher-derivative theories of gravity, see e.g. [15-28]. There are also corresponding
generalizations to more general boundaries (spacelike, null, non-smooth, etc.) [29-35] and
to more general boundary conditions (Neumann, Robin, mixed, etc.) [36-39].

Such GHY terms are desirable as they ensure the path integral has the correct composi-
tion properties [14] and the action is functionally differentiable [40]. They are also necessary
to define conserved charges at infinity using the ADM prescription [41], and these charges
crucially depend on the choice of boundary conditions [42, 43]. For holographic theories,
these ADM charges are identified with the charges of the dual field theory, and the GHY
terms are necessary (but generally not sufficient) to regulate the IR divergences of the
bulk action in holographic renormalization [44]. Furthermore, the entire contribution to
semiclassical black hole entropy comes from the GHY term [45]. As such, it is important
to understand the role of boundary terms.

The dimensional reduction of an action with a well-posed variational principle should
lead to a reduced action with a well-posed variational principle. Hence, it is natural to
expect that the dimensional reduction of a GHY term should yield the corresponding
GHY term for the lower-dimensional theory. Indeed, it was observed in [46] that the
circle reduction of the GHY term (1.2) for the Einstein-Hilbert action yields precisely the
GHY term for the lower-dimensional theory. Refs. [47, 48] found similar results in sphere
reductions to 2d, although they kept only one KK scalar and omitted the KK gauge field.
One motivation for us is to show that this continues to hold for more general reductions.
A second motivation is that we are interested in constructing GHY terms. The procedure
of computing GHY terms for theories is oftentimes tedious, especially for higher-derivative
theories, since one must vary the action and determine what boundary terms will give
the same answer after variation. We propose that dimensional reduction is often a more
straightforward approach to obtaining such terms.



As we will see, the story for two-derivative theories is rather uneventful; the extra
terms that arise on the boundary from dimensional reduction are always canceled by equal
and opposite terms that arise from integrating the bulk action by parts. In particular, we
perform a group manifold reduction of the Einstein-Hilbert action and its GHY term on a
unimodular Lie group and show that the reduction simply amounts to

1 dDm\/jﬁk — 1/ dzv-h K . (1.4)
KD Jom Kd JoB
This is simply the statement that the only term in the two-derivative action that needs a
GHY term is the Einstein-Hilbert term, so no interesting new terms arise.

However, at the four-derivative level, we use this procedure to generate new GHY
terms. In particular, dimensionally reducing the Gauss-Bonnet action allows us to easily
show that the combination

/ AP 2/=g Ry poe UMP" — 4 / AP e/ —h UM n, K, i, (1.5)
M oM

leads to a well-posed Dirichlet variation of the metric, where U, is any tensor with the
symmetries of the Riemann tensor that does not contain derivatives of the metric. We
also demonstrate that the procedure can be used in reverse. Knowing only the answer for
D = 4 [49], we show that the term

/ TeRAR A Ap_y +4 [ CS(K) A Apa (1.6)
M oM

has a well-posed Dirichlet variation, where Ap_4 is a (D — 4)-form field and CS(K) is the
abelian Chern-Simons term for the extrinsic curvature. Finally, we use the dimensional
reduction of f(R) gravity to derive the appropriate GHY term for f(R,T) gravity:

/ dPzy/—g [f(R, T) +£matter} + 2/ dP'e/~hoprf(R, T)K , (1.7)
M oM

where T is the trace of the stress-energy tensor. Of these three main results, the first was
shown by [50], while the other two are novel as far as we know.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we show the two-derivative
group manifold reduction gives precisely the lower-dimensional GHY term. In Section 3,
we investigate the effects of adding higher-derivative corrections and their corresponding
GHY terms. In particular, we consider the Gauss-Bonnet term, the A A Tr R A R term,
and f(R) gravity. We conclude in Section 4 and discuss future directions. Some technical
details are relegated to the appendices.

Conventions

We use a mostly positive metric signature (—,+,+,---,+). We take the Riemann and
Ricci tensors to be given by

Rul/pa' = @J‘gu - 80'1—‘51/ + Fz)\ré,, - Fg)\rgy )



and R, = R’,,,, respectively. We choose to weight our antisymmetrizations as A, =
%(AW — A,,) and our symmetrizations as Ay = %(AW + Ayu). €uv... is always taken
to represent the Levi-Civita tensor and never the tensor density. The boundary is always
assumed to be a smooth timelike hypersurface, and we take the normal to be outward-

pointing and have unit norm.

2 Two-derivative reduction

In this section, we consider a generic two-derivative theory of gravity with action

5= [ @i (Rt L) + / LYY 3 2.1)
2kp Jm KD Jom

where Lopatter 1S SOme unspecified matter Lagrangian, which may contain a cosmological

constant. We will follow the convention that hats denote D-dimensional fields. We will use

early capital Latin letters for D-dimensional rigid indices and late capital Latin letters for

D-dimensional curved indices. Our index-splitting convention is summarized as

M — {u,i}, A—A{a,a}.

We will treat the reduction of the bulk Einstein-Hilbert action and the boundary GHY
term as two steps.

2.1 Einstein-Hilbert action

Let us do a standard group manifold reduction on a Lie group G, with metric! [5]
ds® = g, (x)datdz” + gi;(z)n'n, n' =o'+ A, (2.2)

such that the spacetime manifold M becomes a fibration, G — M — B, over a base

manifold B. Here the coordinates

correspond to M, z* to B, and gy’ to G. G 18
naturally the metric on B and g;; is a matrix of scalars charged under G. A' is a principal

G-connection, with curvature given locally by
A 1 A
F'=dAT = o f'A7 A AF, (2.3)

where fijk are the structure constants of g = Lie(G). The gauge field naturally has an
associated gauge-covariant derivative, which we denote as D. Given a g-valued form t‘, D
acts as

Dt =dt" — f'j A7 A ¢k, (2.4)

The o' are the left-invariant one-forms of G, satisfying the Maurer-Cartan equation,

. 1 . .
do' = —ifljkaj Aa®, (2.5)

'Note that we are working in the “string” frame. This is done for computational convenience and will
not affect the end conclusion, as we may always perform a Weyl rescaling of the metric.



and generate right isometries of the metric. We may define the Cartan-Killing metric as

1
hij = =56 (2:6)
which is used to lower g indices. We will not assume that G is semisimple and hence ;;
may be degenerate (or even vanishing). Hence, the inverse x% is generally not well-defined.
However, we will assume that G is unimodular, as this is required to get a consistent

truncation [5], and so
flij=0. (2.7)

Let e* denote the vielbein associated to g,, and e the vielbein associated with g;;. A
natural choice of vielbein is

et =e”, et = e’ (2.8)

such that ds? = na[géaéﬁ + 045€%€%. The corresponding spin connection on M is obtained
from the first Cartan structure equation

ded + o508 =0, (2.9)
and has components
W = W — fefFéﬂé“,

W™ = Q, e + %cc,abéﬁ (2.10)
where w denotes the spin connection associated with B, and we have defined
P, = ei(aDae?),
Q.% = ¢llap, e?],
Ceab = [k [efeﬁelg +ebelel —edel k. (2.11)

(@ naturally behaves as a composite G-connection. It is straightforward to compute the
Riemann tensor from the second Cartan structure equation,

RAB = A8 + 040 AQCB. (2.12)

Correspondingly, the Ricci tensor components are

~

1. .
Raﬁ = Raﬁ — iFé,yFé,Ygij - DBPacc - Poach,BCda

~

1 , 1 o 1 ;

Rap = §Dv <€?Fév) + Qe?FclweiD'ye? + §€chsz’YCC’

A ) 1 —

Ray = —D"Pyqp — Pyaa (eZDveg) + zegengldFia + PyavQrda = 2Pyafp| Pyel)

1 ‘ )
— ECf’acfljke{ejbekc. (2.13)



The Ricci scalar is
R 1 . .
R=R= FopF 595 = 2V Prec - PP — (P2 v (2.14)

where 1
V= 3 (Finf rngieg™ g™ + 2F 1. fiug™) (2.15)

is the scalar potential. The metric determinant decomposes as

V=3 =v=g\/detg,;. (2.16)

Now, we plug (2.14) and (2.16) into the action and integrate by parts. Jacobi’s formula
implies that

67\/(16'5 g,-j = \/det gij Pfycc . (2.17)

We are then left with the bulk gravitational action

1 1 S
SEH = 72/{ / ddxw/—g\/ det glj |:R — ZgUFCiBFOJz,B + (P’YCC)2 _ (P,uab)2 _ V , (218)
d JB

at the cost of a boundary term

1
e dd_lzv\/—g\/det 9ij 1" Pyce (2.19)

Kd JoB

where we have absorbed the factor arising from the volume of G into k4. Note that we
will not be concerned with the reduction of Ly atter Since we are interested only in what
happens to the GHY terms.

2.2 Gibbons-Hawking-York term

Now, we turn our attention to the boundary. Denote the spacelike outward-pointing unit
normal as fips. As a matter of notation,? we will use underbars to denote indices that have
been projected onto the boundary using the first fundamental form,? hp = 5§ — ntag.
That is,

Ta=haP%p, (2.20)
for any tensor T. Note that expressions of the form V4,%p should be interpreted as

Va(hp®%c) rather than hp©V4Tc. The second fundamental form of M is given by
the Lie derivative of h along 7

. 1 .
Kap = 5Lahas. (2.21)

The normal 73y should be independent of y?, and, since G is closed, we will assume
that
n® =n®, n*=0. (2.22)

2 Although not the most standard choice of notation, this is necessary to keep clear the distinction
between rigid vs curved, bulk vs boundary, and internal vs external indices.

3Strictly speaking, his only the induced metric after being pulled back to the boundary. As a standard
abuse of language, we will generally not distinguish between bulk indices that have been projected and
those that have been properly pulled back to the boundary.



This is automatically satisfied whenever OM is a level set, which is given by a constraint
f(#) = 0 [46]. This is because the standard KK reduction takes f to be independent of y,
which leads to a boundary of the form OM = 9B x G. So, the normal form is given by

Ouf

n =

which has no components along the internal directions. Since §"¥ = ¢*", the normal
remains unchanged under dimensional reduction. For example, boundaries defined by a
radial cutoff »r = R, are level sets.

Using (2.10) and (2.21), we may compute the extrinsic curvature components

A 1, .
Kop=Kog,  Kapy=5eFin", Ky =n"Pap, (2.24)
with trace
K=K +n"Py. (2.25)

Furthermore, since the normal has no component along G, it is clear that the metric
determinant decomposes as

\/—71% =V —hy/det g;; . (2.26)

Thus, the GHY term becomes
1
Soen = — / AT g/ Zhn/det gi; (K + 17 Pyoe) - (2.27)
d JoB

Combining this with the boundary term (2.19), we are left with just the d-dimensional

GHY term: 1

— [ d"'av—hy/detg;; K . (2.28)
Kkd JoB

Cancellations such as this were also noticed in [46-48] for more specialized reductions.

At this point, it is interesting to remark that the dimensional reduction also implicitly
reduces our boundary conditions, in the sense that the D-dimensional Dirichlet boundary
condition for pure gravity,

69MN|gp =0, (2.29)

becomes the Dirichlet boundary conditions for the reduced theory,

Sguv|pp =0, 04, 0,  dgij|s=0. (2.30)

los =
We also see that the number of degrees of freedom,

+(d—2)(D —d)+ (D_d)(l;_dﬂ) = D(D2_ 3), (2.31)

d(d — 3)
2

remains unchanged, as we would expect.



3 Four-derivative reduction

We now turn our attention to higher-derivative theories. As we saw in the previous section,
we can dimensionally reduce GHY terms to obtain the GHY terms for lower-dimensional
theories. We may put this to use as a procedure for generating GHY terms. Of course, the
addition of higher-derivative terms brings subtleties since the equations of motion are no
longer two-derivative in general. The simplest approach is to specify additional boundary
data, as will be the case for f(R) gravity. This corresponds to the fact that higher-derivative
theories generically have more degrees of freedom than their two-derivative cousins. Al-
ternatively, we may work with actions that lead to two-derivative equations of motion,
such as the Lovelock actions [51, 52]. Other possibilities, which we will not explore here,
include the use of auxiliary fields [53-55] as well as field redefinitions [20] to leverage the
perturbative nature of higher-derivative corrections.

3.1 Gauss-Bonnet

We now consider the reduction of a Gauss-Bonnet term

1 N ~ n n n ~ ~
Sap = 2/-@/ dPz/—g Xy, X, = RAPPRypcp — ARYBRAp + R (3.1)
D JM

The appropriate GHY term is [16, 17]

1 IR
SoGgB = — dD_lx\/ —h Qs

KD Jom

~

2 . NN 4. poo . 1o\,
Qs = — 2K + 2K KAPKyp — S KapKPCRo™ — 4<RAB - 2RhAB> KAB (3.2)

where R 4B and R are the induced Ricci tensor and scalar on the boundary, respectively.
Note that varying the action (3.1) (with the GHY term (3.2)) results in equations of
motion that are second-order in derivatives, and hence the metric does not propagate any
additional degrees of freedom compared to Einstein gravity. As such, it is sufficient to
specify only Dirichlet boundary conditions, dgarn|oa = 0.

Since the GHY term is more involved than the preceding cases, and since we will be
mainly interested in the curvature and field strength terms, we will use a simplified circle
reduction ansatz?

ds? = gudatda” + (dz + A,dzt)?. (3.3)

Hence, A is now just a U(1) gauge field and d = D — 1. This will be sufficient to tell us
the GHY terms, which we may then easily check. We again label the normal vector as 7
and assume N, = Ny, Nz = 0. The vielbein is naturally

e = e, & =dz+ A. (3.4)

40f course, such an ansatz will never be a consistent truncation, but it suffices for constructing lower-
dimensional GHY terms.



The Riemann tensor is easily found to be

R 1 1

Rapys = Rapys — iFab’FwS - iFa[VIFﬁW] )

R 1

Rapyz = —§V7Faﬁ ’

N 1

Ragﬂg == ZFOKYFIB’Y . (35)

The Ricci tensor components are thus

A 1 A 1 . 1
Rop = Rap = 5ForFoy,  Roz=V'Fay,  Rez= ZF2 , (3.6)
and the Ricci scalar is
. 1
R=R- ZF?. (3.7)

The Gauss-Bonnet action thus becomes

1 3 1
Sep = ~— [ dzy/—g (X4 — iRaWFaﬁFW + 4R, FFP., — S RF? + (VF)?

264 J
« 2 3 2\2 3 4
—2(VFy8)" + —(F°)" — <F* ), (3.8)
16 8
where Xy is the d-dimensional Gauss-Bonnet term. This may be integrated by parts to
give
1 d 1 B s oy o2 3 22 3a
Sa = — [ d%2V/—g| X4 — S Rapy s F"F° + 2R gF*"F°, — —RF* + —(F*)" — _F
2kq JB 2 2 16 8
1
+— [ a VR (0, FugVOFD 4 n® Fag VL D). (3.9)
Rd JoB

Note that we have not used any equations of motion, so this expression is valid regardless
of any other couplings we add to the action.

We may split this boundary term into its normal and tangential projections and rewrite
the tangential bulk covariant derivatives V in terms of the boundary covariant derivative
D (see Appendix A for a summary of the relevant mathematics). The normal projections
cancel, and we are left with

Ny FogVOF? 4+ n®FogVy FP = —n  FogD*FPT 4 n®FogDy PP — K2 Fo F3?
+ K9P F, Fgsn'n® — KFyo Fs®n'n’ . (3.10)

Now we turn to the boundary. The metric (3.3) leads to the second fundamental form

components
N 1 R
K%:K%, Kgg: iF’an’y7 K&==0, (3.11)
with trace
K=K. (3.12)



To find the induced Riemann tensor on the boundary, R ABCD, We may use the Gauss
equation,
Rapcp = Rapep + KacKpp — KpcKap, (3.13)

along with (3.5) and (3.11) to get

R 1 1

Rapys = Rapyo = 5FasFrs = 5 Fapy o)

R 1

Rapyz = —5DyFas

N 1

Razps = ZFQF§17 (3.14)

where D again denotes the boundary covariant derivative. This underscores the fact that
the induced Riemann tensor contains only intrinsic data about the boundary. In particular,
note that (3.14) is exactly what we would expect if we forgot about the bulk and just
reduced the boundary M on a circle,

2 _ n ..V i 2
do? = hyydat'da” + (dz + Aydat)

This is as expected from our discussion in Section 2.2.

The induced Ricci tensor is thus
N 1 N 1 o 1

Rag = Rap — 5 oy FY o = §D1Fﬂ, Rez = ZF%F@, (3.15)

and the induced Ricci scalar is

. 1
R=R- ZF%F%. (3.16)
Thus, the GHY term (3.2) becomes
1 1
Socp = | a1/ "h [Qg + 2K Foy FyY = S K FopF® — 3D oy Fpon’
— K°PF, o Fsgnn’ + KFmFéan”Ynﬂ . (3.17)

Combining (3.17) with the boundary term in (3.9), and suitably integrating by parts, we
get an effective lower-dimensional GHY term

1 1

— [ dav/—h|Q3+ | Kop — = Khap | FAFE | (3.18)
kd Jos - 2 - -

In particular, Qg is the GHY term corresponding to Gauss-Bonnet, so the remaining piece
must be associated with the RF'F' term. Indeed, we observe that this term may be written

as

1 1 1
— 5 Raps PO P 42Rag PR D RF® = — 2 Ro’ (F“ﬁFw — 461 FP Fy 4 5[0‘55]1?2) .

[y [y 4]
(3.19)

~10 -



We may then pull out the same combination of field strengths from the GHY term, (3.18).
In particular, the tensors we have available to work with are K,g, hag, and n,. Thus, we
see that the GHY term may be rewritten as

:d . AoV =h| Qs + (FO9Fys — 400 FA By 4 0[] F2 Jnans K, | . (3.20)
In particular, this suggests that, in general, a term of the form UO‘BWSRCX@W;, where U*#70
has the same symmetries as the Riemann tensor and contains no derivatives of the metric,
will have an associated GHY term of —4U*n nsK 8- Indeed, this is the case, as was
originally shown in [50].

Notice that the particular combination appearing in (3.20) means that the normal
components of F' precisely cancel. As a result, we do not have to introduce additional
boundary conditions for §(n*F), ), and we continue to have a well-defined Dirichlet prob-

lem.”

This is because we started with the Gauss-Bonnet action, for which the Dirichlet
boundary conditions are sufficient, and this continues to hold after dimensional reduc-
tion. More generally, the GHY term —4U**"0n nsK g Will be sufficient to allow Dirichlet
boundary conditions for the metric, but may create problems for other fields appearing in
U, such as A,. However, at least for the case of a gauge field, this could presumably be

fixed by the addition of a Hawking-Ross term [56].

3.2 Mixed Chern-Simons term

We have seen that we can reduce an action for which we know the GHY term to obtain
GHY terms for the reduced action. We can also go in reverse. That is, we can start with
a lower-dimensional action and infer what must generate that GHY term upon reduction.
We will demonstrate this for the case of the mixed Chern-Simons term in 5d:

() _ 1 APl A A
SE = 5 /M Te[RA R A Ag), (3.21)
where
~ o o o 1 -
Tr [R A R} = RPN Rpa = 7 RarvapRpPMda™ A di® £ da® A di?, (3.22)

and 121(1) is a one-form field. Terms such as these notably appear in the action of N' = 2,
D = 5 supergravity [57]. The appropriate GHY term is not known. However, we may
perform a restricted circle reduction

ds? = g datdz” 4 dz?, A=¢dz. (3.23)

This results in the 4d Chern-Simons modified gravity (see e.g. [58])

sS4 = /Tr[f%/\}ﬂ é, (3.24)
B

®Since §A,, vanishes everywhere on 9B, the tangential derivative must also vanish. Thus, having tangen-
tial components of the field strength does not adversely affect the consistency of the variational principle.

- 11 -



which is just a scalar coupled to the Chern-Pontryagin term. This is known to require a
GHY term [49]

2 1 ,
Shds = w1 o CS(K)¢,  CS(K)=T[K ADK] = S K, Dy Kpada’ Ada"da’ , (3.25)

which, notably, depends on the third fundamental form. This is precisely the boundary
term required for the Hirzebruch signature index theorem [59].

In particular, the reduction (3.23) is quite simple: The extrinsic curvature and bound-
ary covariant derivatives reduce trivially as

A~

Kaﬁ = Kaﬁ y Kaz = Nzz = 0, ﬁakﬁ'y = DaKBW . (326)

This implies that the 4d GHY term (3.25) should arise from a 5d GHY term
() _ 2 A A
Syog = — CS(K) A A(l) . (3.27)
K5 Joam

It is important to emphasize that if this did not yield a well-posed variational principle in
5D, then it would lead to an ill-posed variational principle in 4D. Since this is not the case,
we can be confident that (3.27) gives a well-posed variation.

More generally, one might consider the D-dimensional action

) _ _1 S AR A A
& =5 |, Te|[RAR| A Ap . (3.28)

where A(D_4) is a (D — 4)-form. Using a torus reduction
ds® = g datdz” + (5¢jdzidzj , Ap—g) = ddzt A AdZP T, (3.29)

it is clear that the corresponding GHY term should be

9 . .
sb) = CS(KYANAp_a . 3.30
aCcs k0 Jom ( ) (D—4) ( )

We verify this in Appendix B.1.

3.3 f(R) gravity
Let us now consider the case of f(R) gravity. The bulk action is given by [60]

1

Str)y = % Ja dPz\/~gf(R), (3.31)

where f (]?i) is a smooth function of R. The corresponding GHY term is simply given
by [15, 18, 61-63]

1 _ o
Saf(r) = @/aM APtz —hf (R)K . (3.32)

Note that, in general, this does not lead to second-order equations of motion, except for
the special case f (}A%) — R—2A. As a result, it is insufficient to specify Dirichlet boundary

- 12 —



conditions alone,® and we must fix the additional degrees of freedom. In particular, we
will have a good variational principle so long as §(f/(R)) vanishes on the boundary. This
is most naturally accomplished by

S(f'(R)|gpg = f"(R)OR|,,, =0 = 6R|,,,=0. (3.33)

As a result, f(R) theories with f”(R) # 0 have an extra degree of freedom compared with
two-derivative Einstein gravity. The condition (3.33) may seem a bit unsettling at first
glance; however, this approach suffices to correctly reproduce the ADM energy and the
semiclassical Wald entropy [19]. Alternatively, it is well known that (3.31) is classically
equivalent to an w = 0 Brans-Dicke theory with action [64-69]

SBD—% P/ =3[ 1(0) + F ()R~ )], (3.34)

in which case the condition (3.33) is just the Dirichlet boundary condition for the scalar,

dplom = 0.
It is now straightforward to reduce the bulk action (3.31), again using our restricted
circle reduction (3.3):

1 1
Str) = m/gddm\ﬁ—gf@ - 4F2> : (3.35)

We may expand this formally as a series

1 J — 1 1 5\"
St(R) 5 /B d®zy/ gn§_0 —f (R)< 1 (3.36)
Reducing the GHY action, we get

1 1
Saf(r) = /88 d*tav/—=h f' <R - 4F2>K, (3.37)

which may also be expanded as a power series

1 i 1 . 1 ,\"
Sof(r) = vad/%d 1x\/—hzaf( +1)(R)<—4F2> K. (3.38)
n=0

Hence, matching term by term, we see that combinations of the form

[ o= (r2)" + — | TR ()R, (339)
2/-{ Kd JoB

will have a well-posed variational problem so long as we fix appropriate boundary condi-
tions. Naively, we would expect to have

1 2
i(n-1r)

SHowever, Dirichlet boundary conditions are sufficient if one restricts to maximally symmetric back-

=0, (3.40)
oB

grounds [18].
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which is the dimensional reduction of (3.33). However, in separating the terms order by
order, we have implicitly decoupled R from F2. As a result, we must impose slightly stricter
boundary conditions:

Sguvlop =0,  0Au|,3=0,  6R|,z=0, O6F?| ,=0. (3.41)
More generally, given an action
1
Sirrn) = g, /B dley/=g f(R, F?), (3.42)

where f is again a smooth function, the above discussion tells us that it is sufficient to add

a boundary term
1

Soprrny = — [ d7'aV=hopf(R,F*)K, (3.43)
Kd JoB
so long as we have the boundary conditions in Eq. (3.41). This is indeed the case, as is
shown in Appendix B.2.
If the only matter content is a Maxwell field, then F? is proportional to the trace of

the stress-energy tensor, T'. This suggests a further generalization to f(R,T) gravity (see
e.g. [70]):

1
Srrry = 5— | A%av=g[f(R,T) + Liaster] , (3.44)
2/‘6d B
which should have a GHY term
1 _
Sop(rT) = o /a . dtev/—hoRf(R, T)K , (3.45)

subject to the boundary condition
6T |5 = 0. (3.46)

This is straightforward to check, as the proof is identical to that for the case of the f(R, F?)
action.

4 Discussion

We have investigated what happens to GHY terms upon dimensional reduction and found
that this method is useful for producing GHY terms without having to work out any
variations. In particular, we always get precisely the GHY terms of the reduced theory.
This is in disagreement with the result of [71], which found that the circle reduction from 5d
to 4d produces an additional abelian Chern-Simons term for the KK gauge field; however,
it seems to be the case that the result of [71] differs because the authors neglected to
consider the boundary term (2.19) when integrating the bulk action by parts. As a result,
the scalar derivative remained uncancelled, which, after the use of the equations of motion,
resulted in the seeming appearance of an abelian Chern-Simons term.

It is worth noting that nothing prevented the four-derivative analysis from being ap-
plied to a full group manifold reduction, such as in (2.2), keeping all the scalars. However,
it is considerably more technically involved and it does not seem that much insight would
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be gained from including the scalars. In particular, the GHY terms do not affect the equa-
tions of motion,” so our current investigation is orthogonal to the usual worries about the
consistency of truncations.

In some sense, this work is a proof of principle. It would be interesting to see if more
diverse and exciting GHY terms can be obtained using this prescription. In particular, the
GHY surface terms for the Lovelock lagrangians [51, 52]

1 c 2y VLV Von—_1V2n
Aon = 276511-"#2271 Ryt Byg i (4.1)
are known to be given by [16, 17],
1
- QpQop 1 é 1 ﬁ é 2 ﬁ ﬁ 1 é2n72§2n71 2 §2n72 §2n71
Qon—1 = 2”/0 dt 5&..@2%1[(&11 57295%?& -t KafKaef} [27%2”20%1 —t* Koo' 2 Koo'

(4.2)

In principle, our procedure should then be able to extract the GHY terms for terms of

the form R2FF. We expect they would show up in a combination akin to (3.20), where

the normal components of F' cancel, but with sufficient cleverness, one should be able to
extract the general form, as in (3.20).

A second application of the present work is an f(X}) term. This action and its corre-
sponding GHY term are given by [23]

1
2/‘$D

U dPzy/—g f(X)) +/ dPLav/—h f'(X,) Q3] , (4.3)
M oM
which must then be supplemented by the extra boundary condition

5 X4 0, (4.4)

‘8/\/1 =

analogous to Eq. (3.33) for f(R) gravity. In principle, we have already reduced X and
Q3, so there is no obstruction to writing down the reduced action. However, it is more
complicated to deal with the leftover derivatives. It would be interesting to see if any new
insights can be gained.

Finally, one might ask if something similar can be done for counterterms. Counterterms
are required to have a finite action and are important for holographic renormalization [44],
and holographically correspond to the usual CFT counterterms. However, they are also
more subtle than the GHY terms. For example, two-derivative gauged supergravity in D
dimensions requires a counterterm [74]

1 3 L L3 D-1
20 Sy th[W(@ T3 D _32D ) (Riﬁ‘ i 2>R2>} ’
(4.5)

where L is the inverse AdS radius, and the terms above are sufficient for D < 6. In

particular, the coefficients are all dependent on the dimension and the leading term W (¢)
depends on the matter content of the theory. We leave this problem to future work.

"Although not relevant to the current work, it should be noted that boundary terms can affect the
equations of motion in ADM reductions, see e.g. [72, 73].
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A Submanifolds

Here, we summarize some useful mathematics regarding codimension-one submanifolds,
mostly following [75]. Viewing the spacetime as the normal bundle over the boundary, we
write the metric as

Guv = by + 1y, (A1)

where, after being appropriately pulled back, n,n, is naturally identified as the metric of
the normal space, and h,,, is the induced metric on the boundary. Indices are raised and
lowered using the bulk metric, g,,. Thus, n, naturally forms an einbein for the normal
space. Written in terms of a frame e®, we have

Nag = hag + nang. (A.2)
The extrinsic curvature is given by
Kop = ha"hg®Vns, (A.3)
and so we may write
n*Kg, = n°hg’h,Vsne = hg’h,Vs(n“n.) = —hg’h,Vsh*. (A.4)

Given a tangential vector V¢ such that n,V® = 0, the intrinsic derivative D is defined as
the projection of the covariant derivative onto the boundary

DoVP = W BP5V VO = WV VP 40P KoV, (A.5)

where the second equality follows from (A.4). This extends linearly to tensors with multiple
tangential indices and is the unique covariant derivative compatible with the induced metric
on the boundary, Dohg, = 0. The associated connection coefficients v}, are precisely the
Christoffel symbols for the induced metric h:

1
Top = 51" (Ovhps + Iphuo — shup) (A.6)
The associated curvature is the intrinsic Riemann curvature, in the sense that
[D., Ds]V* = R%3,5V7. (A7)

The intrinsic derivative can be extended to act on vectors with normal indices W€, in
the sense that haﬁwﬁ =0, by

D W’ = b7 onPnsV, W0 = B Vo, WP — ng Ko W2, (A-8)
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where the second equality again follows from (A.4). This makes D compatible with the
normal metric n,ng. The associated curvature is the outer curvature, which vanishes for
a codimension-one submanifold:

[Da, DW= 0. (A.9)

This is just the statement that the normal space is one-dimensional and hence cannot have
any non-trivial curvature.

For tensors with both normal and tangential indices, we act with ha” V3 and tangen-
tially project indices that were originally tangential and normally project indices that were
originally normal. D then acts on indices that are not specifically tangential or normal by
first projecting onto the tangential and normal components and then acting according to
the preceding definitions. In particular,

'Dagﬁﬁ/ = 'Da(hgﬁ, + ngnﬁ,) =0. (A.l())

B Proofs of variations

Here, we present several proofs that our proposed GHY terms do indeed lead to a well-posed
variational problem.

B.1 Ti[RAR]AA

Consider the action

S = / TI'[R VAN R} VAN A(D74) +4 CS(K) A A(D74) 5 (Bl)
M oM

subject to Dirichlet boundary conditions,

5g;w|8/\/( =0. (B'Q)

For the purposes of verifying the variational principle is well-posed, it is easiest to work
with this action expressed in local coordinates:®

1 e
S = 1 /M de —q 6“1 MDRM1M2pO'RM3;L4UpAM5...'uD
. /8/\/1 4"/ =h emman‘“lKHQZD&KMA%“'#D . (B.3)

Varying this action with respect to the metric yields [49]

1 e
08 = 3 /M dPa —g et MDRPUHUQ5Rapu3,u4Au5.,.uD
" 4/ 47 _hEmm#Dnm5KH2ZDH3KMAH5-"#D : (B.4)
oM

8Note we have rescaled by an overall factor of (D — 4)!.

17 -



up to irrelevant terms. We have

ORM, pe = V,;(5FZU — VU(SFZP, (B.5)
and .
5PZp = igya(vu(sgap + vpfsg;w - Vafsgup) . (B.6)

Hence, integrating by parts yields
08 = — //\/l dPx —g EMMMDV% (RPUMMAM"'#D)(SFgM

+ /a/\/t dP1zv/=h et Hhbn,, (—ZR”UM“Sngn)‘v,\(Sgpu4 + 45KHQZDH3KM) Apseopip s
(B.7)

where we have dropped the tangential derivatives of the metric variation since these nec-
essarily vanish on the boundary. The first term needs to be further integrated by parts
to obtain the equations of motion, but it will not affect the boundary term so we leave it
alone. Finally, making use of the Codazzi equation

2 Rypo = Do Ky — DpKyo (B.8)

along with

1
S K = §huphy"n>‘v,\59pg : (B.9)

we see that the boundary term vanishes.

B.2 f(R,F?)
Consider the action
S = / dPxy/=g f(R, F?) + 2/ AP~ e/ —horf(R, F)K , (B.10)
M oM
subject to the boundary conditions
0guv|pp =0,  0Aul,z3=0,  6R|,z=0, OF*|,,=0. (B.11)

The Dirichlet condition on the metric automatically implies that 6k, = 0. Varying this
action results in

3= [ aPay=g] = 30" 60, f(R.F®) + Onf (R F)(R" b9, + 9" 5Fy)
M
+ 202 f(R, F2)F" ,F"PS g, + 402 f (R, FQ)F“”E)M(SAV]
+2 / AP~ tav/—h[0%f (R, F?)6R + OrOp f(R, F*)6F? 4+ Orf(R, F*)0K]| .
oM
(B.12)

It is straightforward to compute

Ry = V,01%, — V, 80",

o (B.13)
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and so, using the definition of the Christoffel symbols,
g""ORu, = g""NVP(Vubgup — Vp0gu) - (B.14)

We may also compute
1 v
0K = §mhvaagW. (B.15)

Now we plug this back into (B.12), integrate by parts, and use the generalized Stokes
theorem to get

58 = / dDwH[<83 f(R, F*)R* — VHV"Opf(R, F?) + 00rf(R, F*)g" — %g’“’ f(R, F?)
M

+ 2002 f(R, FZ)F“pF”p> Sguw — AV, (Op2 f (R, F2)F* )6 A,

+2 / dP=lev/~h [a%; F(R, F*)5R + Opdpa f(R, F2)SF + 4002 f (R, F2)F“”nu6A,,] :
oM
(B.16)

where we have already discarded terms that depend on 6g,,|sam and its tangential deriva-
tives. We see that the first two lines are our equations of motion, and the third line vanishes
per our boundary conditions, (B.11). Hence, the variational principle is well-posed.
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