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Abstract: In this note, we show that the noncovariant metric boundary term obtained from the
nonlinear sigma model worldsheet derivation of the bulk off-shell sphere partition function is closely
related to the Einstein boundary term in the Gamma-Gamma noncovariant action. In fact, when
expressed in terms of the trace of the extrinsic curvature tensor, we illustrate that this boundary
term has one-half the coefficient of the Gibbons-Hawking-York boundary term required such that
the total (bulk plus boundary) off-shell classical action has a well-posed variational principle with
Dirichlet boundary conditions.
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1 Introduction

In [1], using Tseytlin’s prescription [2–4], the off-shell classical action (sphere partition function) on
a bulk compact spacetime manifold M was derived from the worldsheet nonlinear sigma model
(NLSM) for the closed massless string modes using the non-manifestly covariant target space
coordinates1

Isphere = − ∂K0

∂ log ϵ
= α′κ2

0

[∫
M

dDY
√
Ge−2Φ

(
−R− 4(∇Φ)2 + · · ·

)]
+ boundary terms , (1.1)

where K0 is the sphere partition function in a particular renormalization group scheme [4]2

K0 := κ2
0

∫
dDY

√
Ge−2Φ , (1.2)

and the noncovariant metric boundary terms expressed in terms of Christoffel symbols are given by

−2ΓαµβΓµαβ + Γν
µνΓ

µ
αβG

αβ +Gαβ∂µΓ
µ
αβ . (1.3)

It is well known that if the spacetime manifold M has a codimension-1 boundary ∂M3, the
Einstein-Hilbert (EH) action must be supplemented by a boundary term in order to have a well-
posed variational principle. In such noncompact spaces, the usual choice of the boundary term is
the covariant Gibbons-Hawking-York (GHY) term [5–8]

Igrav = − 1

16πGN

[∫
M

dDY
√
GR+ 2

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
hK

]
, (1.4)

where h is the induced metric on ∂M and K is the trace of the extrinsic curvature tensor.
Making sense of and understanding the metric boundary terms (1.3) in (1.1) is the focus of this

note. Precisely, we would like to know what the boundary terms in (1.3) evaluate to on ∂M and
if they can be related to the covariant GHY boundary term but more importantly check if (1.1)
has a well-defined variational principle. The purpose of the note is to provide an answer to these
questions. We will assume a constant dilaton Φ0 in M in this note. The dilaton boundary term
was recently the focus of [9].

Before we attempt to answer these questions, we take a small detour to give an overview of the
Einstein LΓ2 Lagrangian [10–14]. Long before the GHY boundary term was written down, Einstein

1This is in contrast to the manifestly covariant Riemann normal coordinates.
2κ2

0 ∼ α′−D/2 ∼ 1
g2s

.
3We are assuming Euclidean signature in target spacetime where ∂M is always spacelike.
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used the Gamma-Gamma Lagrangian LΓ2 as the gravitational action density. The LΓ2 Lagrangian
is the sum of two terms: a term quadratic in Γµ

αβ (and thus is first order in derivatives of Gµν in
contrast to R which is second order) and a total derivative term

LΓ2 = Gαβ(Γν
µαΓ

µ
νβ − Γµ

µνΓ
ν
αβ) = R+

1√
G
∂µ

(√
GAµ

)
, (1.5)

where
Aµ = −GαβΓµ

αβ +GµαΓβ
αβ . (1.6)

In terms of K, nµA
µ can be expressed as [11]

nµA
µ = 2K − 2hαβ∂αnβ + nβhαµ∂αGµβ , (1.7)

where hαβ is the induced metric on ∂M and nµ is the normal vector. The last two terms in (1.7) are
thus the difference between the GHY term and the Einstein boundary term4. The total derivative
term in (1.5) is sometimes referred to as the Einstein counterterm [13].

For Dirichlet boundary conditions i.e. δGµν = 0 on ∂M, 2K is not the only possible choice
for the boundary term since we can always add any function of the metric, normal vector, and
tangential derivatives [11]. The difference from the GHY term in (1.7) is an example of such a
function of the boundary data. This is allowed because the variation of this function will be zero
for δGµν = 0 on ∂M. Therefore, from a variational principle standpoint, while LΓ2 (1.5) itself is a
noncovariant quantity, the physics is still covariant. This is because its variation gives the Einstein
equations as equations of motion and (1.5) still has the same diffeomorphism invariance of the EH
action [11, 12]5.

In this note, we show that the metric total derivative term (1.3) is identical to the first term in
Aµ (1.6) and is related to K when expressed as

nµG
αβΓµ

αβ = −K + hαβ∂αnβ +
1

2
nµnαnβ∂µGαβ . (1.8)

For Dirichlet boundary conditions on ∂M, we observe that (1.8) contains the GHY term but
only with one-half the coefficient of K required such that Isphere (1.1) has a well-posed variational
principle. Thus, the boundary term produced from the worldsheet derivation of the bulk off-shell
action (1.1) in this non-manifestly covariant coordinate system does not have full knowledge about
the boundary physics. This is not totally unexpected however, since the worldsheet NLSM path
integral does not impose any boundary constraints on Gµν . In fact, one may say that it is even
surprising that, at least in these non-manifestly covariant coordinates [1], the worldsheet path
integral knows anything about the GHY boundary term.

Therefore, a proper worldsheet path integral calculation which systematically accounts for the
presence of boundaries in target spacetime and imposes Dirichlet boundary conditions is required
to obtain the correct factor of 2K and hence a total action with a well-defined variational principle.
We will comment on the case for Neumann boundary conditions in section 3.

Motivation: The technology to systematically derive target spacetime boundary terms from
the string worldsheet is still lacking. Equivalently, we do not know how to constrain the string
path integral to impose boundary conditions on the target spacetime fields. For example, we do
not know to derive the on-shell classical action including the GHY boundary term [15, 16]

I =
1

8πGN

∫
∂M

dD−1Y e−2Φ
√
h (−K + 2∂nΦ) , (1.9)

4Another way to see the two boundary terms are different is to compare the total derivative term in (1.6) to its
counterpart in the ADM Lagrangian [14].

5See section 6.2 in [12] for a detailed discussion of this point.

– 2 –



from which the entire contribution to the classical black hole entropy in semiclassical Euclidean
gravity comes from. In Euclidean gravity, black hole entropy is calculated using the Gibbons-
Hawking formula [6]

SBH =

(
β

∂

∂β
− 1

)
βF (β) =

A

4GN
, (1.10)

where F (β) = − logZ(β)/β is the free energy of the canonical ensemble, − logZ(β) is the on-shell
classical boundary action, and β is the length of the thermal circle at infinity. While an on-shell
derivation or extraction of the GHY boundary term has so far proven difficult, an off-shell worldsheet
derivation may be possible [17].

In the AdS/CFT correspondence, the Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) formula [18, 19] and its generalization
to the quantum extremal surface [20] provide a geometric approach to computing the entanglement
entropy a boundary subregion A in terms of the generalized entropy

SA = Sgen =
⟨Area (γA)⟩

4G
+ Sbulk + · · · , (1.11)

where γA is the minimal co-dimension-2 surface in the bulk anchored to A. In [21], Lewkowycz
and Maldacena (LM) used the replica trick [22, 23] to give a bulk proof of the RT minimal area
prescription in Euclidean semiclassical gravity emphasizing the central role of boundary terms. A
stringy version of the LM derivation with and without U(1) symmetry thus requires the ability
to derive those boundary terms from the string worldsheet. (See [24, 25] for development in this
direction.)

A stringy worldsheet understanding of the target space boundary terms is also essential for a
statistical interpretation of the black hole entropy in terms of gravitational edge modes. (See for
example [26–29].)

Understanding target space boundary terms from the worldsheet is also important when considering
Dirichlet walls at finite distances in the bulk. We will have more to say about this in section 3.

Paper Layout: In section 2, we explicitly show that the difference between the bulk classical
effective action derived from the worldsheet path integral in [1, 30] can be expressed as the sum of
the Einstein-Hilbert term and a boundary term6

Isphere = −α′κ2
0

∫
M

dDY
√
GR+ α′κ2

0

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
hnµΓ

µ
αβG

αβ . (1.12)

We observe nµΓ
µ
αβG

αβ is the same as the first term of the Einstein total divergence term in the
LΓ2 Lagrangian (1.5). We then show that nµΓ

µ
αβG

αβ can be written in terms of K as

Isphere = −α′κ2
0

∫
M

dDY
√
GR− α′κ2

0

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
h

(
K − hαβ∂αnβ − 1

2
nµnαnβ∂µGαβ

)
.

(1.13)

We end this note in section 3 with some open questions and potential future directions. In
particular, we will comment on the fact that these boundary terms were obtained only in the non-
manifestly covariant target space coordinates [30, 31] but not when Riemann normal coordinates,
for example, are used.

6We absorbed the overall measure factor e−2Φ0 into κ2
0.
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2 The Einstein boundary term from the worldsheet path integral

The heat kernel-regulated NLSM worldsheet path integral to O(α′2) takes the form [1]

Zbulk = Zf

∫
dDY

√
Ge−2Φ (2.1)[

1 +
1

2
× 2α′(log ϵ+ h)∂µ∂

µΦ

− 1

4
α′(log ϵ+ h)GµνGλρ∂λ∂ρGµν

+
1

8
α′(log ϵ+ h)GµαGνβGρλ∂ρGµν∂λGαβ

+
1

4
α′(log ϵ+ h)GµλGνβGρα∂ρGµν∂λGαβ

]
,

where Zf is the free sphere partition function. Using

∂µGαβ = GανΓ
ν
βµ +GβνΓ

ν
αµ , (2.2)

we get

− 1

4
GαβGµν∂µ∂νGαβ +

1

4
GαβGµνGρσ∂νGβσ∂ρGαµ +

1

8
GαβGµνGρσ∂ρGαµ∂σGβν

=
1

2

(
ΓαβµΓβαµ −Gαβ∂βΓ

µ
αµ

)
,

(2.3)

where Γαβµ = GβρGµσΓα
ρσ and Γβαµ = GβνΓ

ν
αµ.

Ignoring the dilaton term ∂µ∂
µΦ term, Zbulk can now be expressed as

Zbulk = Zf

∫
dDY

√
Ge−2Φ0

[
1 +

1

2
α′(log ϵ+ h)Lbulk

]
, (2.4)

where
Lbulk := ΓαβµΓβαµ −Gαβ∂βΓ

µ
αµ. (2.5)

To analyze the relationship between Lbulk and the spacetime Ricci scalar R, we use the standard
expression of R in terms of Christoffel symbols [32]

R = −ΓαβµΓβαµ −Gαβ∂βΓ
µ
αµ + Γα

αβΓ
β
µνG

µν +Gαβ∂µΓ
µ
αβ

= Lbulk − 2ΓαµβΓµαβ + Γν
µνΓ

µ
αβG

αβ +Gαβ∂µΓ
µ
αβ .

(2.6)

We will next show that the difference between the Ricci scalar R and Lbulk in (2.6) is a total
derivative term. We carry out the analysis term by term.

The second term in (2.6) can be expressed as

−2ΓαµβΓµαβ = −2GνβΓα
µνΓ

µ
αβ

= −GνβGαρ(∂µGρν + ∂νGµρ − ∂ρGµν)Γ
µ
αβ

= −GαρGβν(∂µGρν)Γ
µ
αβ

= (∂µG
αβ)Γµ

αβ ,

(2.7)

where the cancellation in the second line happens because Gρν is symmetric in ρ, ν. We also used
the following identities to get from the third to the fourth line

0 = ∂µδ
α
ν = ∂µ(G

αβGβν) = Gβν∂µG
αβ +Gαρ∂µGρν ⇒ ∂µG

αβ = −GαρGβν∂µGρν . (2.8)
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Massaging the third term in (2.6) gives

Γν
µνΓ

µ
αβG

αβ =
1

2
Gρσ(∂µGρσ)Γ

µ
αβG

αβ

=
1√
G
(∂µ

√
G)Γµ

αβG
αβ ,

(2.9)

where we used ∂µ
√
G = 1

2

√
GGρσ∂µGρσ.

Adding (2.7), (2.9) and the fourth term in (2.6), we get

−2ΓαµβΓµαβ + Γν
µνΓ

µ
αβG

αβ +Gαβ∂µΓ
µ
αβ =

1√
G
∂µ

(√
GΓµ

αβG
αβ

)
. (2.10)

Therefore, we see that the difference in (2.6) between Lbulk and R is indeed a total derivative term
√
GLbulk =

√
GR− ∂µ

(√
GΓµ

αβG
αβ

)
, (2.11)

and then Zbulk takes the following form

Zbulk = Zf

∫
dDY e−2Φ0

[√
G+

1

2
α′(log ϵ+ h)

(√
GR− ∂µ

(√
GΓµ

αβG
αβ

))]
. (2.12)

Acting with Tseytlin’s prescription on Zbulk, we obtain the total off-shell classical effective
action as the sum of the bulk and boundary contributions

Isphere = − ∂

∂ log ϵ
Zbulk = −α′κ2

0

∫
M

dDY
√
GR+ α′κ2

0

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
hnµΓ

µ
αβG

αβ , (2.13)

where we used Gauss’s theorem to write the the total derivative term (2.11) as a boundary action
and absorbed the overall measure factor e−2Φ0 into κ2

0.
Comparing with the Gamma-Gamma action

−
∫
M

dDY
√
GLΓ2 = −

∫
M

dDY
√
GR+

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
h
(
nµG

αβΓµ
αβ − nµG

µαΓβ
αβ

)
, (2.14)

we observe that the boundary term in (2.13) is identical to the first term of the (Einstein) boundary
action in (2.14). This immediately proves our claim.

Rewriting the boundary term in (2.13) using the covariant decomposition of the bulk metric
into spatial and normal components

Gαβ = hαβ + nαnβ , (2.15)

gives an expression in terms of K

nµΓ
µ
αβG

αβ = nµΓ
µ
αβ(h

αβ + nαnβ)

= (−∇αnβ + ∂αnβ)h
αβ + nµΓ

µ
αβn

αnβ

= −K + hαβ∂αnβ +
1

2
nµnαnβ∂µGαβ ,

(2.16)

where K is defined by
K = hαβ∇αnβ . (2.17)

Using (2.16), the total off-shell classical action (2.13) in terms of K can now be expressed as

Isphere = −α′κ2
0 (IEH + Ibdy)

= −α′κ2
0

∫
M

dDY
√
GR− α′κ2

0

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
h

(
K − hαβ∂αnβ − 1

2
nµnαnβ∂µGαβ

)
.

(2.18)
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Imposing either Dirichlet (δGαβ = 0) or Neumann boundary conditions (which we will comment
on in section 3) for the metric, we observe that (2.18) does not have a well-defined variational
principle. This is because for both types of boundary conditions, the boundary term in (2.18)
does not have the correct coefficient of K such that Isphere (2.18) has a well-posed variational
principle. Therefore, we conclude that the bulk calculation of the classical effective action of the
string worldsheet nonlinear sigma model does not have full knowledge of the boundary physics.
The other factor of K comes from the second term in the Einstein boundary action (2.14)

−nµG
µαΓβ

αβ = −nαΓβ
αβ

= −∇αn
α + ∂αn

α

= −(hαβ + nαnβ)∇αnβ + ∂αn
α

= −K − nαnβ∇αnβ + ∂α(G
αβnβ)

= −K − nαnβ(∇αnβ − ∂αnβ) + hαβ∂αnβ + nβ∂αG
αβ

= −K +
1

2
nαnβnµ∂αGµβ + hαβ∂αnβ − nβGαµ∂αGµβ

= −K + hαβ∂αnβ − nβhαµ∂αGµβ − 1

2
nαnβnµ∂αGµβ .

(2.19)

Adding (2.19) to (2.16), we get the complete Einstein total divergence term in (1.7) [11, 13]

−2K + 2hαβ∂αnβ − nβhαµ∂αGµβ . (2.20)

3 Discussion and Outlook

In this note, we have demonstrated that the boundary action (2.18) obtained from the bulk
worldsheet derivation of the off-shell classical effective action [1] is identical to the first term of
the Einstein boundary action in (2.14). For Dirichlet boundary conditions, we observe that it only
has one-half the factor of the GHY term (2K) required for the total classical action (2.18) to have a
well-posed variational principle. It is reasonable to expect that a calculation that properly accounts
for the presence of a spacetime boundary and imposes Dirichlet boundary conditions in the path
integral directly gives the correct GHY or the perhaps Einstein boundary term (2.20). It would be
very exciting to see such a derivation of the GHY term and use it to obtain the black hole entropy
in string backgrounds. (See [15] for an example.)

In [9], the method of images was used to derive the off-shell classical boundary action for the
dilaton in half-space M = R+ × RD−1 such that the total (bulk and boundary) has a well-posed
variational principle for Neumann boundary conditions a posteriori as a boundary equation of
motion 7

Isphere = −κ2
0α

′
∫
M

dDY e−2Φ∂2Φ+ κ2
0α

′
∫
∂M

dD−1Y e−2Φ∂nΦ . (3.1)

Just as in the dilaton case, there is evidence that imposing the Neumann boundary condition
on the metric as an equation of motion gives a total classical action that has the same variational
principle as that for Dirichlet boundary condition [17]. This is surprising and further study of why
this happens to be the case is currently underway.

So far we have discussed Dirichlet boundary conditions but what about the GHY term for
Neumann boundary conditions [33, 34]? In this case, rather than holding the metric fixed on the
boundary, it is the following quantity that is instead held fixed8

πij = −
√
h

2κ

(
Kij −Khij

)
, (3.2)

7In (3.1), we used κ2
0 instead of Z̃nz in [9] to be consistent with this note.

8We are assuming a spacelike boundary but the discussion is equally valid for a timelike boundary in Lorentzian
signature.
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where κ = 8πG. In order to have a well-defined variational principle for Neumann boundary
conditions, the following boundary term must be added to the EH action

(4−D)

2κ

∫
∂M

dD−1Y
√
hK . (3.3)

It was noted in [33] that the boundary term (3.3) is proportional to K but with a different coefficient
that depends on the dimension D of the spacetime. As observed in [33], in D = 4 spacetime
dimensions, the EH action without any boundary terms has a well-posed variational principle.

Another subtlety we would like to address is that the boundary term in (2.18) is obtained only
when non-manifestly covariant coordinates are used in the NLSM expansion of the worldsheet path
integral on the sphere [1, 30]. If we use the Riemann normal coordinates [35] for example, we will
not obtain the boundary terms in (2.18) because by construction, the metric tensor Gµν at the
point p ∈ M (the origin of the coordinate system in target spacetime) is flat i.e. Gµν(p) = δµν , the
Christoffel symbols Γρ

µν(p) = 0, and the curvature tensor is given by Rµνρσ(p) =
∂2gνσ

∂xρ∂xµ

∣∣∣
p
− ∂2gνρ

∂xσ∂xµ

∣∣∣
p

without having to integrate by parts as in the noncovariant case [30, 31].
It is not known yet how to directly derive the covariant GHY term from the worldsheet in the

same way the EH action is. It is only when we use this non-manifestly covariant coordinate system
that we are able to obtain boundary terms from the string worldsheet path integral. In our opinion,
this coordinate system is a more natural choice for the NLSM action since it makes no gauge
(coordinate) choices. At the moment, we don’t know if this is a feature or a bug of this coordinate
system but it would be very interesting to figure out why this is the case on conceptual grounds. We
would hope that with a proper accounting of target space boundaries using a constrained worldsheet
path integral, one can use Riemann normal coordinates to compute the GHY boundary term in a
fully covariant manner.

It has been argued in [36] that target spacetime boundary terms in a CFT is probed by a
nonzero one-point function of general operators inserted on a spherical worldsheet

⟨O(z, z̄)⟩ = −1

2
(Vsphere)

D/2−1
∫

dDY ∂µ

{∫
d2z′ (z′ − z) e2ω(z

′,z̄′) ⟨∂Y µ (z′, z̄′)O(z, z̄)⟩′
}

, (3.4)

where ⟨.⟩′ means expectation value with respect to the worldsheet path integral of nonzero modes.
Is it possible to show that the following two quantities are the same∫

∂M
dD−1Y

√
hnµG

µαΓβ
αβ

?
=

∫
∂M

dD−1Y nµ

{∫
d2z′ (z′ − z) e2ω(z

′,z̄′) ⟨∂Y µ (z′, z̄′)O(z, z̄)⟩′
}

.

(3.5)
Generally speaking, our main goal is to develop an ADM Hamiltonian [37] formulation of closed

string boundary dynamics in target space where a worldsheet derivation of the Hamiltonian and
momentum constraints [7] is systematically given.9

Another exciting direction involves understanding the behavior of strings at a finite non-
asymptotic Dirichlet boundary on a bulk Cauchy slice in AdS [38–42] for TT̄-deformed CFTs.
The related question of placing a finite timelike boundary in an AdS black hole and in a dS static
patch requires an understanding of the behavior of strings near totally absorbing walls with a
Dirichlet boundary condition [43, 44].10 It would be very interesting if the work in this paper can
be generalized to address this question.

9We thank Aron Wall for numerous interesting discussions about this point.
10We thank Eva Silverstein and Aron Wall for a discussion of this point.
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