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Abstract

Two Hamiltonian formulations of General Relativity, due to Pirani, Schild and Skinner (Phys.
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their phase-space variables are related by a transformation which satisfies the ordinary condition of
canonicity known for unconstrained Hamiltonians and, in addition, converts one total Hamiltonian
into another, thus preserving form-invariance of generalized Hamiltonian equations for constrained

systems.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Hamiltonian formulation of General Relativity (GR) is an old subject which is still
plagued by some long-standing questions. One of the most important problems, related to
essence of Einstein’s General Relativity, was the disappearance of four-dimensional diffeo-

morphism

5g;w = _gu;u - gvm (1>

in the Hamiltonian formulation of GR “that has worried many people working in geometro-
dynamics for so long” [1]'. According to some authors, in the Hamiltonian formulation of
GR, it is possible to restore only spatial diffeomorphism [2, 3] or, according to others, the so-
called “special diffeomorphism”, for which a non-covariant and field-dependent redefinition
of gauge parameters is needed, can be derived [4-].

In fact, the two Hamiltonian formulations that preserve four-dimensional diffeomorphism
have been known for a long time. They are the first Hamiltonian formulations of GR due
to Pirani, Schild, and Skinner (PSS) [7] and Dirac [8], both of which allow one to derive
the full diffeomorphism from their constraint structure [9,10]. These two formulations both
lead to the expected gauge invariance (). At the same time, they provide an example that
allows us to discuss the conditions under which different Hamiltonian formulations of GR
are equivalent. The study of the conditions for which a change of phase-space variables
preserves the properties of an original Hamiltonian system is of great importance for con-
strained dynamical systems. It is especially important in the Hamiltonian formulations of
General Relativity where it is customary to perform changes of variables or to introduce
new variables. The legitimacy of such changes must be verified. Without showing that a
change of variables is canonical, it is impossible to assert that the Hamiltonian formulation
of a new theory is equivalent to the original one. This what happened with the formulation
that prevailed all others for more than fifty years: the ADM gravity [11]. The introduction
of “lapse” and “shift” functions: N = (_900)—1/ > and Nt = —3—33, which is in fact nonlin-

ear and non-covariant transformation, leads to the formulation (ADM) that is not related

)

1 The word “diffeomorphism” is often used as equivalent to the transformation (I)) (the semicolon “;” means

a covariant derivative); in this paper the same meaning is employed.



to Dirac’s (and consequently, to PSS) formulation by any canonical transformation. As we
demonstrated in [10], one Poisson bracket is enough to prove the non-canonicity of the ADM

variables, e.g.

{N (), IT% (x’)} _ {(_900)—1/2 ’pki}gm _ _6;; (_900)—1/2 _ % (_900)—3/2 §%g% £ 0
(2)
(where II*¥ and p** are momenta in ADM and Dirac’s formulations, respectively, conjugate
to the space-space components of the metric tensor, g;).

As the result, the ADM formulation (the only one in which a restoration of gauge invari-
ance from the complete set of first class constraints has even been considered before) does
not produce the expected diffeomorphism invariance (), as it was recently demonstrated in
[6] using the method [12]. The derivation of [6] is the most complete one in the literature but
it is not new; the gauge transformations of the ADM variables have been discussed in part
previously in [4] and |13]. The gauge transformations that follow from the ADM formulation
can be presented in the form of diffeomorphism only if a field-dependent and non-covariant

redefinitions of gauge parameters are performed

QOk

fgiff = (—900)1/2 5i1_DM ) gsiff = EIZXDM + ﬁ (—900)1/2 5i1_DM ) (3)
which, according to [6], “demonstrate the unity of the different symmetries involved”. The
transformations of |6] are consistent with transformations obtained in [14] using the La-
grangian approach of [15]. However, as we have already pointed out in [16], the field-
dependent redefinition of gauge parameters contradicts the essence of all known algorithms
of restoration of gauge invariance, as all of them start from the assumption that the gauge
parameters should be independent of fields (for details see [16]). To prevent the situation
where some manipulations are needed to justify non-canonical transformations, it is better
not to perform such transformations from the beginning.

To the best of our knowledge, the equivalence of Hamiltonian formulations of GR, which
differ from each other by a change of phase-space variables, was never been analyzed. What
is only known to us is a brief statement of DeWitt, which he made for PSS formulation:
“four so-called primary constraints could, by a phase transformations, be changed into pure
momenta” (see [2] where the author refers to his unpublished report). The connection be-

tween the linearized versions of the two formulations of [7] and |8] was analyzed in [17] where
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it was demonstrated that the two formulations of linearized GR are connected by a change
of phase-space variables, which is in fact a canonical transformation in the sense of ordinary
(Classical Mechanics. Moreover, these formulations, despite having different expressions for
Hamiltonians and constraints, give an equivalent description, i.e. the corresponding genera-
tors built from the first-class constraints allow one to derive the same gauge invariance (the
linearized version of diffeomorphism invariance).

The main goal of this paper is to extend this analysis to the two Hamiltonian formulations
of full GR [7-10]. We investigate the relation between the corresponding phase-space vari-
ables in both formulations and discuss the effects of such a change of variables at all stages
of the Dirac procedure. Another aim is to formulate some general conditions that should
be imposed on transformations of phase-space variables for singular systems to preserve the

equivalence of different Hamiltonian formulations.

II. COMPARISON OF THE TWO HAMILTONIAN FORMULATIONS OF GR

A starting point of the Hamiltonian formulations of GR in both the approaches of [7] and
[8] is the “gamma-gamma” part of the Einstein-Hilbert (EH) Lagrangian which is quadratic

in first-order derivatives of the metric tensor (for more details see, e.g., |18, 19])

(e} 14 v 1 (07 vV
L =+/—gg g (Pgurﬁu - Faﬁrﬁu) 3V —gB o P 9ap G p (4)

where

BeBruvp gaﬁgwg/w _ gaugﬁvgw + anpgﬁvgw _ anﬁgwglm. (5)

To find the momenta 77, conjugate to the ten components of the metric tensor gns5, we
rewrite Eq. () in a form which explicitly contains the time derivatives of the metric tensor,

i.e. in terms of “velocities”

1

T pa v 1 a v 1 a v
L = 1 _gB pou Ogaﬁ,Oguu,O + 5 V _gB( Aol k)gaﬁ,oguu,k + Z V _gB Pl tgaﬁ,kg,uu,t ) (6>

where the Latin alphabet is used for spatial components and “0” for a temporal one. The
brackets (/) indicate symmetrization in two indices, while the notation (... | ...) is used for

symmetrization in two groups of indices, i.e.

Blabyluvp) — % ( BoBrmvp BWpaB'Y) )



Momenta conjugate to the metric tensor are defined in standard way, and (6] gives

4L
59“/0,0

iiad

1 (o2 4 1 (o2 v
= 5\/__gB(('v )0lp O)qu,O + 5\/__gB(('v )0lp l'f)gw€ ) (7)
By using (), one finds the explicit form of the first term of ([T)
B((vo)0]pr0) G0 = 900 EM7 g0 (8)
where
Ow ,0v
B9 = el — el el = gl — g9 ) 9)

00
Note that both e and E#*7? are zero unless all of the p, v, v, and o indices differ from

0. The notation e*™ designates the inverse of the spatial components of the metric tensor,

ie. gueP™ = 6™, and (Sg%e“” = (&]%E“’”” = 0. From (8)-@) it follows that we cannot

express some of the velocities in () in terms of momenta, therefore, d primary constraints

arise (here d is the dimension of space-time); they are

1 v
¢0cr — 71_00 o 5\/__gB((OU)OW k)g,uz/,k =~ 0. (10)

If v and § indices in () are space-like, then () is invertible and we find

1 2 5
Gmno = [mnpqﬁ (__gqu — B((pg)0ln k)gw}’k) (11)
where
1
Lonpg = mgmngpq — YmpYng; Imnpquqkl = 5fn5£L . (12)

The appearance of a singularity in ([I2]) for d = 2 corresponds to the fact that in two
dimensions none of the components of ([7) can be solved for “velocities”. The number of
primary constraints (three) in this case equals the number of independent components of
the metric tensor in two dimensions [20, 21].

The Hamiltonian is defined by H = 7*%g,59 — L. After using (1)) to eliminate all the

“velocities” gy 0, one finds the following total Hamiltonian:

Hyp = H,. + §00.090" + 29000, (13)



where the ‘canonical part’® is

1
He = V=99 Lnpgm™" T = g0 Lynnpgm™" BTN g,
1 1
n ’ —g - Imnqu((mn)omuk)B(pqO\aﬁt) _ BHvkapt Gy kGapit - (14)

For the detailed analysis of (I3]), including the constraint structure and derivation of the
corresponding generators and gauge transformations, see [|9].

In this Letter we want to compare the Hamiltonian formulation of GR given by (I3]) with
that of Dirac [8,10]. Dirac’s main idea was based on the fact that the Lagrangian, () (it is
called below Lpgs) can be modified in order to simplify the primary constraints by adding
a non-covariant combination of spatial and temporal derivatives that does not affect the

equations of motion. This modification leads to the following Lagrangian
Lp=Lpss— L* (15)
where L* |§] is taken by Dirac to be

00 g™ 00 g
L= {(v—gg ) & W] - {(x/—gg ) ﬁ] : (16)

The explicit form of (I6]) can be found using the identity F., = 5‘;% G,y for the metric-
dependent functional and rewriting the contravariant components of the metric tensor in
terms of e*? (see (@)). Finally, we find

1

L" = 5\/ —gAaﬁowkgaﬁ,oguu,k ) (17)

where we have introduced the following notation

Op ,Ov 0 Oa ,0v 0
Aaﬁolwk — eaﬁek,ugm/ . e,uuekaQOB + ekag Mg Vg i N k,ug ag Vg 5

g e 7900 ) (18)

This relation is obtained by taking into account symmetries af < fa and pr < vy in (I7)
due to the presence of gop 09,k The important property of A*?%* is its antisymmetry

with respect to interchange of the two pairs of indices

AoBOurk . _ ppu0afk (19)

2 We shall use this standard terminology, or alternatively ‘canonical Hamiltonian’, both of which however,
can be misleading because for the canonical treatment of singular systems the total Hamiltonian, Hp, not

its individual parts, is needed to provide the complete description.



Using the explicit form of (&) we can rewrite the coefficients B@%#%) in terms of the A*F0mwk
and E8r
B(aﬁomuk) — Aaﬁo;wk + QOkEaB;w . QQOHEaBkV, (20>

Now, the relation between Dirac’s Lagrangian Lp and the Lagrangian of PSS, Lpgg,

takes the form
1
Lp = Lpss — 5V —g AP G s 0 Gk - (21)

Note that at the Lagrangian level the difference between the PSS and Dirac formulations does
not affect the equations of motion and, in this sense, the two formulations are equivalent.
Now, we analyze this difference from the point of view of the Hamiltonian formulation. If
we have the two Lagrangians, then we can introduce the two corresponding Hamiltonians
which, as we know, give the same gauge invariance [9,[10]. Let us find the relation between
their phase-space variables and constraints. This will provide a clue about the changes
which can be performed at the Hamiltonian level in a constrained system that will preserve
its properties.

The two Lagrangians in (21]) differ from each other by the terms linear in time derivatives
of the metric tensor; this will affect the expression for conjugate momenta in these two

Hamiltonian formulations. For PSS we have

oL
7 = 58 (22)
59“/0,0
while for the Dirac formulation the momentum is
oL oL oL*
P D _ OLpss n (23)

B 5970,0 B 5970,0 5970,0.
To obtain the relation between these two momenta, we subtract the last two equations,

which gives

) 1
7 — p'ya = <_ V _gAaBOMngaB,Oguu,k) (24)
59“/0,0 2
or
1
P’ =77 — 5 /_gA(w)OWkng ) (25)

Equation (25]) represents the transformation of phase-space variables for two Hamiltonian
formulations of GR, [7] and [§].
Thus, we have two Hamiltonians with two sets of phase-space variables, (gag, ﬂ“ﬁ) and

(gag, po‘ﬁ); the momenta of these two sets are connected by the transformation of (25 and
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the components of the metric tensor are identical in both formulations. The two sets of

fundamental Poisson brackets (PB) are:

{gag. 7} = 5 (0605 + 0405) = AL, {gas. g} = {77, 7"} =0 (26)

N —

and
{goeB,puV} = Agg, {gaﬁagw/} = {paﬁ’p/ﬂ/ = 0. (27)

Note that the conjugate momenta have to be introduced for all generalized coordinates
irrespective of whether or not the corresponding time derivatives ( “velocities”) for particular
fields are present in the Lagrangian. In fact, in the first order, metric-affine, formulations of
GR due to Einstein [22] (for English translation see [23]) some fields enter the Lagrangian
with no derivatives, but nevertheless momenta, conjugate to all of fields, are needed |16, [24].

For regular, i.e. non-singular, systems, the two sets of phase-space variables are related

to each other by a canonical transformation if and only if the following relations are fulfilled
I G v — AM
{905, 0"}, , = {90 P (7, 9)} . = AUG

{gaﬁa g/w}g’p = {gaﬁa g/w}g,ﬂ = 07 {paﬁ’puu g.p = {paﬁ’puu} = 0. (28)

g,T
In our case, which is based on the use of phase-space variables of [7] and [§], we have to
explicitly check in detail only one PB (the rest of PBs is obviously fulfilled) to find
1 1
{pﬁa’pép}g’p — {ﬂ.’ya _ 5 /__gA('ya)O;wkguMk : 7 5 /__QA(ép)OaBmgaﬁ,m} —0. (29>
g,

Note that for pairs with at least one temporal index this PB was calculated in [7, 9], where

it is just the PB between primary constraints

{¢7%, 07} =0. (30)

However, this result is also valid for all indices. The PB of (29)) shows that Dirac’s mod-
ification of Lpgg at the Lagrangian level leads to a Hamiltonian formulation in which the
phase-space variables are canonically related to those of PSS.

Our next goal is to consider the effect of such a canonical change of phase-space variables
on all steps of the Dirac procedure. We can utilize the PB of (29), and, by rearranging

terms, present the canonical part of the PSS Hamiltonian in a different, but equivalent form



by explicitly creating (extracting) combinations that correspond to a canonical change of

variables
1
=7 =Sy —gAPOmEG e (31)

This simple rearrangement is very convenient to study canonical transformations and
allows us to present two Hamiltonians of [7] and [8] as one expression that will make trans-
parent the effect of such changes on all steps of the Dirac procedure. By substituting Eq.
(31) into the canonical part of the PSS Hamiltonian, (I4]), and using (I8) we obtain the
total Hamiltonian, (I3]), where H, written in terms of ¢*? takes the form

H.= mn¢pq ~00 (g Imn,t — 29 Gan m)

1
e

+ i\/—_g ﬁ (gOkE(m") e 9g0m pmm) k”) (9%d2 6 — goaéfnéfl) — B‘“’kaﬁt} GuvkGapit -
(32)
Note that (I3]) and (B2) simultaneously represent the total Hamiltonians for both formu-
lations, [7] and [§]. In the Dirac case ¢*? = p?; while for PSS, ¢’ is given by (BI). Both
equations (I3]) and (B2) manifestly demonstrate the effect of canonical transformations for

the total Hamiltonians:

H'IJ?SS (g? ﬂ-) |g,w=g,w; pWO':ﬂ-"/O'—%\/ng('YU)OMngHVYk: HJQ (g’p) 7 (33)

and for the generalized Hamiltonian equations:

9050 = { 9o, HE %}, 787 = {77, HI%Y = gapo = {gap, H }, 0% = {p*°, H}.
(34)
In [9] the PSS formulation was analyzed by considering the combinations of different
orders in 7*®. Here we will work in orders of ¢®° which, due to the simple relation
{gbo‘ﬁ (g,m), " (g, 7r)} (om) = 0, makes the amount of calculations absolutely the same for
the PSS and Dirac formulations. It also makes transparent the effect of the considered
canonical transformation.

Now we calculate the time development of the primary constraints,

& ={¢", H.}.

By working with combinations ¢®?, we can use associative properties of PB, and therefore

{¢% H. } = 5HC , where the variation is not performed inside the expression for ¢®?, since



{(;30‘5, (;SW} = 0. The variation —% leads to the following secondary constraint

1 1
2\/—

Oc

g mn o m 1 m
X =~ W Lynpg®™" 9 + o7, { (¢pkeq - §¢pqek )gpq,k}

1
ngn,kgpq,t (_Emnpqekt + 2Ektpn6mq + quntemk)“ ) (35)

This expression coincides with the secondary constraint in Dirac’s formulation [10] where

1
+ §v—gg°" — Gt BT

=

¢™" = p™. In order to show the equivalence of (B3]) to the secondary constraint of PSS [9],
one has to rewrite this result in terms of 7™ using (B1)).
Let us continue the Dirac procedure and consider the time development of the secondary

constraint
Xoéj = {XOU, Hc} + {XOJ, 900,0¢00 + 290k,0¢0k} : (36)

We have found it more convenient to perform the calculations in different orders of momenta
¢", which are indicated by the numbers in brackets. We start from the PB of y" with the

primary constraint for which the highest order contribution gives

007 @07 = g5 (S )t -
/ 2500, \ V=3 )

Using this higher order result, ([37), as a guide, we have to verify by calculation that

—T@. @D

to all orders of ¢*™ this structure is preserved. The explicit calculation confirms that the

following PB is valid to all orders of ¢*™
{XOU ¢0“{} 'poOO (38)

We obtained this relation for both formulations, [9] and [10], and it demonstrates the form-
invariance of the PB among the primary and secondary constraints for canonically related
formulations. Now we proceed and find the PB of the secondary constraints with the canon-
ical part of the Hamiltonian {x", H.}. As before, we start from the highest order contribu-
tion, which for this part is of third order in ¢,
Oc
(7 HY 6) = (0 (21 Ho2)) = =06 a5 (5 L™ )

(39)
it can be presented as a term proportional to Y% (2) or x%(2), or as a linear combination of
both. So, we have many possible and non-unique ways to present this result, which requires

us to investigate all combinations, to all orders. Such an approach involves a considerable
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amount of calculation. The wrong choice can lead to the erroneous conclusion that the
time development of the secondary constraint Y% is not proportional to the secondary
constraints and gives rise to tertiary constraints, etc. The approach that allows one to
perform unambiguous calculations (sort out the contributions uniquely in terms of secondary
constraints) is presented in the Appendix and here we give only the final result:

O' Oq

. - o9
{x*, Hc} = — \/_ Tygmi 0t 9% g0k + 297 gopk + 97 P (9pa.k + Gakp — Ipka) | X
1
58)(015 290k900,k>(00, (40)

which is easy to compare with the results obtained for the Dirac and PSS formulations in
[9] and [10]. Note that again the constraints and structure functions are different for the
two formulations; but the whole structure of (40) is form-invariant. In fact, (40) can be
presented in the following compact form {x°”, H.} = V7 (g, ¢, ) x* where upon a canon-
ical transformation not only the constraints, but also the structure functionals V) of one
formulation transforms into another independently. Equation (40]) proves at the same time
the closure of the Dirac procedure for both formulations. This equation, along with ([B8]) and
([B30), is sufficient to find the gauge generators and derive the gauge transformations for both
formulations. We do not want to repeat such calculations here, since they are given in detail
in [9] and [10] using two different methods described in [13] and [12]. The result of such
calculations is the four-dimensional diffeomorphism invariance ({II) (for both formulations)
that follows directly using each formalism, without any non-covariant and field-dependent
redefinition of the gauge parameters; and the gauge transformation can be written in the
covariant form ([IJ) for all components of the metric tensor. For completeness we provide the
expression for the canonical part of the Hamiltonian
Op

He = —=2g0ox" + (290m¢™) , — [V =9E™" gyn,i — \/__gg;w,igﬁ (979" — g"'9") @

In both formulations, H, is the sum of the term proportional to the secondary constraints,

—2g0,x", and the total spatial derivatives, despite having different expressions for % and

¢™* (for details see [9] and [10]).
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III. CONCLUSION

We have analyzed the relation between the two Hamiltonian formulations of GR, [7] and
|8], which allow one to derive four-dimensional diffeomorphism invariance [9,[10]. It has been
shown that the full sets of phase-space variables for these two formulations are related to each
other by a transformation of (25]), which satisfies the condition of canonicity (28)) known for
the Hamiltonian formulations of non-singular systems. It also preserves the form-invariance
of the expressions for the total Hamiltonians (B3). These properties are well known for
Hamiltonian formulations of systems with regular (i.e., non-singular) Lagrangians. Despite
these similarities with regular systems, the analysis of singular systems has a peculiarity; in
the former, condition (28] is necessary and sufficient for equivalence of the two formulations,
whereas in the latter case (for singular systems) this condition is necessary, but not sufficient.
For singular systems it is also important to preserve the form-invariance of the algebra of
constraints, as is the case for the PSS and Dirac formulations (see ([B0), (38)), and (@0)).
As we demonstrated in [10], if one is tempted to convert the ADM variables into canonical
ones then, to satisfy (28) all momenta have to be involved, which leads to the relationships

between “old” and “new” momenta given by Eqgs. (163-165) of |10]

1 1/2
P = 11k (™) (42
m ]‘ -1/2 m 1 m
po = H§ ( 00) / g() + Hk§€k s (43)
q 1 00\ —3/2 Op Oq 1 g0p kq g0q kp pq

or Egs. (166-168) for the inverse transformations (see [10], p. 608-609)

—1/2
M= —9 (_900) / o (45)
Hn = 2gmnp0m + 290np00a (46)
Oq ,0p Op Oq
_ 99 00 9 og 9 0
W =p" 4 o gml ~ P~ gl (47)
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where p®? and {II, IT;, 117} are momenta conjugate to g.s and { N, N*, gpq}, respectively.

This transformation (Egs. (163-165) or Eqgs. (166-168) of [10]) can be called canonical,
if only the PBs (28) among phase-space variables are concerned. However, as we have
shown for the example of ADM gravity, even if momenta conjugate to the ADM variables
are introduced according to (28]), which is a canonical transformation in the ordinary sense,
then these transformations nevertheless destroy the form-invariance of the total Hamiltonian;
the space-space “velocities”, which were eliminated at the first step of the Dirac procedure,
reappear again, and it is not clear what to do with them at this stage of the Hamiltonian
analysis (see Sec. 4.4 of [10] for the detail discussion).

For non-singular systems, the canonicity condition (28) is actually independent of the
particular form of the unconstrained Hamiltonian; and the canonical transformations au-
tomatically convert the Hamiltonian, written in terms of one set of phase-space variables,
into another Hamiltonian. Whereas for singular systems the Hamiltonian (that is, the to-
tal Hamiltonian) consists of two distinct parts namely, the ‘canonical Hamiltonian’ and a
linear combination of primary constraints, both of which play different roles. In particular,
the number of primary constraints corresponds to the number of “velocities” that cannot
be solved in terms of momenta, and, for systems with first-class constraints, it defines the
number of gauge parameters, an important intrinsic characteristic of a theory. Thus, in the
case of singular systems, the explicit form of the total Hamiltonian becomes crucial and only
transformations that preserve this form (as in ([33))) keep different formulations equivalent.
This additional condition makes the canonical transformations for singular systems much
more restrictive in comparison to non-singular systems.

We have considered two equivalent Hamiltonian formulations of GR, connected by a rel-
atively simple transformation that involves only a change of momenta. But even from this
simple case, it is possible to make a conjecture that the equivalence of different Hamilto-
nian formulations of singular systems (at least restricted to systems with only first-class
constraints) is preserved if the complete set of their phase-space variables is related by a
canonical, in ordinary sense, transformation, which in addition, must preserve the form-
invariance of the total Hamiltonian and the algebra of constraints. The transformation that
does not satisfy these conditions will not lead to a Hamiltonian formulation equivalent to
the original theory (Einstein’s GR, as well as any other singular system).

Let us demonstrate our conjecture by the simple example, or the toy model recently

13



analyzed in [25], which illustrates the importance of the compliance of both additional
conditions: the preservation of the form-invariance of the total Hamiltonian and the algebra
of constraints. The following model is considered in |25]:

laa®> 1

Li=—>" 4+>N 48
1 2N+2 a, ( )

which after the change of variables (“parametrization”, according to [25])

N=\u, a=a (49)

becomes

1 aa®
Ly, = —57 f (50)

The Hamiltonian formulations for these two Lagrangians, ([8) and (B0), are presented in

[25] (Sec. 3) including the restoration of gauge symmetries using the algorithm of [13]. The

two total Hamiltonians are:

HY =NP-NT,, HY =jr—2uTy (51)
where P and 7 are momenta conjugate to N and pu, respectively; and 77 and 75 are the sec-
ondary first class constraints of two formulations (all details and explicit form of constraints
can be found in [25]). The PBs among primary and secondary constraints for these two
formulations are:

[PT}=0, {mD}- iﬂ | (52)

This difference in the algebra of constraints is responsible for distinct transformations of
these two formulations, because the generators are built from all the first class constraints
(this is Dirac’s conjecture [27] realized as the algorithm in [13]). Consequently, they depend
on the algebra of PBs among all first class constraints. From the canonicity condition, which

reads for this model

NP = ﬁﬂP = /i (—P) = jm (53)

and using ([49) (in addition to (53])), we obtain the relation between the momenta:
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P =2/ur. (54)

This phase-space transformation and its inverse leads to

{N, P}Wr ={u,7}yp=1 (55)

(Note that in this simple model, the transformations of N and P are decoupled from the
transformations of a and p.)

The change of phase-space variables ([9]) and (54)) can be called canonical because of (53,
but this is not enough for there to be equivalence of the two Hamiltonians (B5Il) because
the algebra of constraints (52]) is different, contrary to the preservation of the constraint
algebra for PSS and Dirac formulations (see the discussion after (40])) that guarantees the
equivalence of gauge transformations. In [25, 26] great attention is paid to the condition of
canonicity ([28) and verification of it for different parametrizations is emphasized. However,
the example in [25] provides simple and explicit illustration of our point that the notion
of canonicity is more complicated for constrained Hamiltonian systems and the ordinary
condition on PBs is necessary, but not sufficient. For this simple example the variables
(49) and (54) have canonical PBs (55]) and there is no need to use the effective Lagrangian
(Sec. 4 of [25]) if only the PBs are concerned. The canonical transformation between Dirac’s
variables (metric and the corresponding momentum) and ADM is calculated in the extended
phase-space approach, and it was shown that it preserves the canonical structure of PBs.
However, we would like to mention that these transformations, Eqs. (12) and (18) of [26]
and Egs. (9) and (73) of [25], do not touch the variables from the gauge and ghost sectors
of the extended phase space and are in fact the same as we constructed before for ADM
gravity (see Eqgs. (166-168) of [10]) without reference to any extension of a phase space. In
[10] this was done to illustrate that it is possible to make changes from the Dirac to ADM
phase-space variables in such a way that the fundamental PBs preserve a canonical form,
but this change destroys the constraint structure and as such are not sufficient to ensure
the equivalence of the two formulations (see discussion on p. 609 of [10]). In the extended
phase-space approach, presented in [25, 26], this question cannot be analyzed because the
Hamiltonian for the effective action is presented neither in [26], nor in [25]. This was done

only for the simple model described above, where the PBs (B5]) are canonical. The extended
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phase-space Hamiltonian is written and the gauge transformations are obtained, but they
are different from the transformations that the author calls “correct” [25]; and both are
different from the transformations that should be called “canonical” [28].

The motivation for the approach of |25, 26] was based on the results of the ADM Hamil-
tonian formulation that is not related to the Dirac |8, [L0] and PSS [7, 9] formulations by a
canonical transformation [10, 29, 130], and consequently, leads to the gauge transformations
which differ from diffeomorphism. An answer in the affirmative to the question posed by
Shestakova in [25] “Would not it be better to restrict ourself by transformations in phase space
of original canonical variables in the sense of Dirac?” (i.e. metric) cannot be reconciled with
the statement of [25] “the ADM parametrization is more preferable” (but it does not lead
to diffeomorphism when the Dirac method is applied). The solution of this dilemma is pro-
posed in [25]: “we cannot consider the Dirac approach as fundamental and undoubted”, and
one ought to conclude (based on this choice) that the ADM parametrization is, at least,
more fundamental and less doubted. So, as an alternative to the Dirac parametrization-
dependent method, another approach is proposed: the extended phase space; by switching
from the original Lagrangian to another, effective, Lagrangian the equivalence of which to
the original was not proven; further many other questions, related to this proposal, remained
unanswered in [25, 26], e.g. “how to construct a generator of gauge transformations in phase
space” [26]. It is difficult to discuss in detail the alternative approach before, for example,
the equivalence of the EH and effective action is demonstrated. We argue that because
the Dirac approach allows unique selection of the canonical variables, it is more preferable
than approaches (if they exist) that lead to many canonical formulations. Our answer to
the above question (in italic) is “YES” and, because of this, we doubt that the approach
proposed in [25, 26] or any other approach “will restore a legitimate status of the ADM
parametrization” [25]. The detailed discussion of the many attempts to modify the Dirac
method to eliminate, what is, in our opinion, its the most attractive feature, the uniqueness

of a canonical formulation, is left for another paper.
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V. APPENDIX

In this Appendix we describe the calculation of {x%, H.}, [@Q), that proves the closure of
the Dirac procedure. This result is also needed to find generators and gauge transformations
which are discussed in detail for both formulations in [9] and [10].

As we have already pointed out, it is more convenient to perform the calculations in dif-
ferent orders of momenta ¢*, which are indicated by the numbers in brackets. Comparison
of contributions of the highest order in ¢*™ into the constraints x°, ([B3)), leads to a simple

relation: x™ (2) — ‘Z}OT?XOO (2) = 0. A generalization of this result to all orders gives

0 g’ 00 0
X" = WX =y (56)
where
1
¢0m — (bTZk 4 <¢pkeqm - §¢pqekm) Ipak - (57>

If the Dirac procedure is closed in terms of the constraints (x%,x°), then it is also
closed in terms of (x*°,¢%), and vice versa, which follows directly from (BG). However,
working with the (x°°,¢%) — pair allows us to sort terms unambiguously because we have
only the following non-zero contributions in both constraints: x% (2), x% (0), and % (1),
so separating terms of different order in ¢*™ simplifies calculations (note that in [9] this
procedure could not be simplified to such an extent).

Let us start with {x°, H.}. In the highest order, this PB, (39), unambiguously gives
(there are no derivatives of ¢*™ in this expression, so it cannot be proportional to %%):

O HY )= (@) H @) = =L a2 69
; e ;e =g g0gn0? lae

In the next order, we have contributions with and without derivatives of the momenta ¢*™:

I He Y (2) = (X" (2), He (1)} (609) + {x™ (2), He (1)} (¢9), (59)

which we consider separately starting from the terms proportional to ¢0¢. Such terms might
be presented as proportional to the corresponding orders of the (XOO,ka) — pair through

either derivatives of Y% (2) or (b(bf,';‘k, both of which have a particular structure in the indices.
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Again this allows us to sort such terms uniquely:

0k

(0 (@)1 (0} (609) = ~L50 2) (000) - " 08) (60)

2 mn
\/—_—gf mnpa®"" 55

where
1 mn 1 pq 1 mn /pq L
X% (2) = X% (2) (00¢) + X% (2) (¢9) = _\/—_—g]mnpq(b by — §¢ ¢ (\/_—g[mn;DQ) V
(61)
P = O (99) + YO (¢) = " + (cb” Fedm — %cb” qekm) Ipq k- (62)

By performing the completion of (60) to full expressions x% (2) and ¢% (1), and combin-
ing them with the second term of (59), we obtain

Ok

(™ (2), H. (1)} (¢0) + 2 () (00) + —— mnpqwg 0 ()

2
v—9
that, in case of closure, can be proportional only to x% (2). For the second order, we finally

have
0k 2

00 __9 o0y _ =2
{X ,Hc} (2) = gOOXvk (2) N

0k O 08 0k

ggg L ok (9 ) 00

+ T o2 Jask + 59 900k — | —o0 X (2). (63)
(9° ) 2 g% &

mn g
mnpq¢ ¢Oq

Next, the first order

X HG (1) = (X" (2), He (0)} + {X™ (0), He (2)} = (Eq-GF) (X (2) = x™ (0)) (64)

can be proportional to only ¥°*, where the last term comes from the completion of (58] to
the full (all orders) constraint x°°. Here and in what follows the equations (Fq.(#)) inside
the formulae are used to indicate that the right-hand side of (Eq.(#)) must be substituted
with the change indicated by “—".

In the last order, by using a similar compensation from the second order, we have

{X* He} (0) = {x™(0), He (1)} = (Bq.(@3)) (x* (2) = x™ (0),v™ = 0)  (65)

which, in the case of closure, should give zero. This is confirmed by explicit calculation.

By calculating ([64]) and combining it with the results of (58) and (63)), we obtain:

2 9" g™ g* 2 g%
00 _ 00 00 mn 0
{X ) Hc} - \/—g]mnpq¢pq googoo X goo X,k /—g ]mnpq¢ 001? 1

18



0k ,Oc 0k Oa ,08
g% g2 g% 1 g 99
| = ooz Jesk T =9 goo — (m) ] X" — wf}f - g0 Gop V™, (66)
k

(g)? 2 9"

and in terms of Y% and % equation (GG) gives:

00 2 mng g% g% ok ok L ok 00
{X ch} = - \/—_—g mnpk¢ g + goo 0 Yapk | X _X7k + 59 goo,k X - (67)

In a similar way, order by order, we consider the PB of ¢°* with H., which leads to

0 2 0k g g% 00 g 0k g% 0k

{¢ m’ HC} = ——_g [qun¢pq6mnw — _gOO WX’IC + gOO 77D,k + 2 <ﬁ) w
Y k
9" 0k
= ¢ (kg = Gpak — Gup) ¥ (68)
0Om 0q
99 1 " - - 1,
{goo ﬁeququ T goo (QOqek . QOkeq o 90 eqk) Jog.k 4 §€k goo,k] XOO

Now, using Eq. (56) and Egs. (66) - (68)) we find {\", H.} in terms of x% and y%*

Om

0om 0Om
{Xom H } { goo X _'_ womch} = Zw {XO(]’HC} + XOO {gviHc} + {woma Hc}

= — {—_g Lgin®?g™" + g Joo.k + 297" gop.x + ﬁgq (Ipk.q + Gpa.k — qu,p)} X0k+§gk gOO,kXOO
(69)
Finally, Eqs. (67) and (69) which are written in terms of (x", x°*) can be combined into

one covariant expression expression, Eq. (40), given in the main text.
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