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Abstract

We find covariant canonical formalism for Weyl invariant gravity.
We discuss constraint structure of this theory and its gauge fixed form.

1 Introduction and Summary

It is well known that theories with reduced diffeomorphism invariance
are far less restricted than diffeomorphism invariant theories, striking
example is famous Horfava-Lifschitz gravity [I, 2]. Another example
of theories with restricted diffeomorphism are theories invariant un-
der transverse diffeomorphisms and Weyl transformations [3], 4] [5].
These theories offer very interesting alternative to General Relativity
(GR) and they firstly emerged with the observation that theory of self-
interacting gravitons does not need to be General Relativity. Instead
such alternatives could be Weyl transverse gravities (WTG) or uni-
modular gravities, for recent review, see for example [6] [7, [§]. It can
be shown that classical solutions of WT'G and GR equations of motions
are equivalent however WTG or their gauge fixed version which is uni-
modular gravity imply that cosmological constant is radiative stable
[11], for recent extended discussion see [7]. Another interesting check
of the consistency of WT'G was given in [9] [10], where Noether charge
formalism for these theories was developed. We would like again stress
that this is non-trivial result due to the restricted diffeomorphism in-
variance of WTG theories.

Since WTG theory possesses many interesting properties we mean
that it is natural to study WTG from different point of view. In this
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paper we focus on covariant canonical formulation, known as Weyl-De
Donder formalism [12] [13], of this theory. Main advantage of Weyl-De
Donder formalism is that it treats all partial derivatives as equivalent
when we define conjugate momenta which is especially useful in case of
manifestly diffeomorphism invariant theories. This alternative treat-
ment of the canonical formalism of field theories was further developed
for example in [14], [15] 16], for review, see [17].

In order to find covariant canonical formalism of WTG theory we
should proceed in similar way as in case of Einstein-Hilbert action
[20, 23] when we split Lagrangian into bulk part and boundary part. In
case of WT'G theory we should be very careful due to absence of the de-
terminant of metric in the action and we find that corresponding form
of bulk Lagrangian is different from Einstein-Hilbert action. Then we
proceed to the definition of conjugate momenta. Following very careful
analysis presented in [20] 22] we introduce new variable f% instead of
g® that is related to g2 by point transformation f* = /—gg®. An
importance of this variable was already stressed in [24] 25| 26]. As was
argued in [20] canonical form of Einstein Hilbert action has remark-
able simple form expressed with the help of variables (f?, N¢,) and it
is also independent on square root of f. In case of WT'G gravity the
situation is slightly different when introducing f® and conjugate mo-
mentum N, again simplifies canonical form of the action significantly
however the Hamiltonian still depends on the polynomial of the deter-
minant of matrix f*. On the other hand we will show that this fact
is crucial for the preservation of the primary constraints G¢ = f% o
whose presence is reflection of the invariance of the action under Weyl
rescaling of metric. In fact, in terminology of Dirac constrains system
it is natural to call G¢ as the first class constraint. Then we show that
this gauge symmetry can be naturally fixed by introducing unimodular
constraint \/—f = K where K is constant. In other words we repro-
duce using covariant canonical formalism that gauge fixed version of
WTG is unimodular gravity. Again this is rather non-trivial result due
to the fact that it is not completely clear how to deal with constraint
systems in covariant canonical gravity.

As the next step we perform covariant canonical analysis of Weyl
gravity which is formulated without auxiliary metric . We again per-
form splitting of the Lagrangian into bulk and boundary term. Then

2For another interesting applications of covariant canonical formalism, see for example
[18] [19].
3For recent discussion of this theory, see for example [29].



we introduce new variable f* = (—g)®¢® where « is arbitrary pa-

rameter. We choose general « in order to analyze possible dependence
of the Hamiltonian on «. Surprisingly we find that the Hamiltonian
does not depend on « at all. This is very remarkable result. Then
we identify corresponding Hamiltonian and primary constraints and
we show that they have exactly the same form as in case of the WTG
theory formulated in terms of auxiliary metric. Finally we express the
boundary Lagrangian as function of canonical variables and we show
that it can be derived from the bulk part of the Lagrangian which is in
agreement with the holographic relation between bulk and boundary
Lagrangians as was shown for example in [2I]. We mean that this
is again non-trivial result due to the fact that WTG theory is not
invariant under full diffeomorphism.

Let us outline our results and suggest possible extension of this
work. We found covariant canonical formalism for WTG gravity. We
identified primary constraint which is generator of Weyl transforma-
tion. We also found corresponding equations of motion and we argued
that this gauge freedom can be fixed by unimodular constraint. On
the other hand there is an important problem in this analysis which is
the fact that the equations of motion of gauge fixed WTG gravity do
not reproduce equations of motion of unimodular gravity that were de-
rived recently in [27]. Unfortunately we are not able to identify origin
of non-equivalence of these two formulations. It is possible that they
are hidden in the basic structure of covariant canonical formalism or
our approach how we deal with the constraints in covariant canonical
gravity is too naive and more powerful techniques, as for example one
developed by Kanatchikov in [I5] could be more appropriate for this
analysis. We hope to return to this problem in future. We also found
covariant Hamiltonian for WTG theory formulated without auxiliary
metric and we determined the boundary term as function of canonical
variables. We also shown that this boundary term can be expressed
with the variation of the bulk term with respect to the derivative of
canonical variable which is in agreement with the holographic inter-
pretation of WTG gravity.

This paper is organized as follows. In the next section (2)) we
introduce WTG gravity formulated with the auxiliary metric and we
determine corresponding covariant Hamiltonian. Then in section ([B])
we perform the same analysis in case of WTG gravity formulated in
terms of physical metric and we again find corresponding Hamiltonian
and primary constraints.



2 Weyl Invariant Theory of Gravity in
Covariant Formalism

In this section we present basic facts about Weyl invariant gravity and
we find its covariant form. The natural formulation of Weyl invariant
gravity is based on an introduction of auxiliary metric

gab:< o )igab (1)

—detg

that is manifestly invariant under rescaling

Gap(x) = Q) gap() - (2)

Note that n labels number of space-time dimensions. Further, w(z)
can be generally n dimensional volume form. For simplicity we will
presume that w is constant. Then we can write an action for Weyl
gravity in the form [4], [5]

S — / 2l L= ——wR(G) 3)

’ 167 ’

In order to find covariant Hamiltonian formulation of Weyl gravity it
is natural to split Lagrangian into bulk and boundary term. Recall
that R can be written as

R — kanlékmnl 7

kanl = 871Fé€m - alFI:Lm + Fﬁprfm - PZ’FIT)“” )
~ 1 _ 5

Qo = 5@ -5

(4)

From the definition of Q we get that it is anti-symmetric in the two

last indices ka”l = —anl". Then we can write the scalar curvature
as
R =20,(Qy""T},) — 2T, 0,Q,™" + 2Q, Tk I? . (5)

from this we immediately get both parts of Lagrangians. The boundary
part

w ~ ~ w . ~ - ~
Liound = w—ﬂan@@kmnlrfm) = m—ﬂan(gmlrfm — g™ T}, . (6)



and the bulk part
W A mnlpk T Yk g A mnl
Ly, = g@kmn ol — grzmaanmn =
W (cmnpl T —mnpl T
= o (7T, T, = g T, )
(7)
where we have used

20,Q," = o (T g + T7,5™) — g —Th,g™ . (8)

Before we proceed to the covariant canonical formalism we should
stress one important point which is the fact that I'], vanishes iden-

2
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tically. In more details, writing Gmmn as Gmn = QGmn , 2 = ol we
—g)m
get
~ 1. . 10,9 n
R
as follows from the fact that
Q0;
Q=29 (10)
n.g

Then using the condition f‘;:l = 0 the Lagrangian simplifies consider-
ably

L = Lyound + Louik
W mm =kl w ~ml T~
Lyuir = w—ﬂl“%g anm » Loound = 16—7Tan [Qm F?m] .
(11)

Now we are ready to find covariant canonical formulation of WTG
gravity. As the first step we introduce suitable canonical variables.
Recall that the theory is formulated with the help of auxiliary metric
(. At first sight we should select gy, as the canonical variable. On
the other hand it was argued by Padmanabhan in many places, see
for example [20], that natural variable for the study of dynamics of
gravity should be chosen f% that is defined as

N T (12)



In fact, an importance of this object was already stressed in [26] [24] 25].
Then it is natural to find direct relation between §,,, and f™". First
of all from (I2)) we obtain

f=detf, (=f)=(=9)""", (=g)=(=f)rz (13

Then after some manipulation we get direct relation between g, and
f% in the form

1
1 n 1
smn mn7 det g™ — — — 7 14
g (_WQ f> f g 2 (14)
where §™" is inverse t0 Gmn ;Gmng™ = 6F. Clearly (I4) is point
transformation.

Having selected f? as canonical variable we are ready to determine
corresponding conjugate momenta as

OLvui OLvyuirc O(OkGmn)

c __ —

D90 f®)  O(OGmn) O(Of®)
— _flmn <§ a(akgrs) ~ > ’

mr a(acfab)gsn
(15)
where M*™" ig defined as
OLypuik w O, - W= -
Mkmnziu:_ip slpp % mrrk In
a(akgmn) 8 8(8k§mn)g Ir 1671'9 g
(16)

as follows from definition of Ly, given in (II]) and where we also used
following variation

o,

Since (I4) is point transformation we obtain

a(akgrs) _ 50 agrs _
8((9cfab) k@f“b
1 —_ = 1 T S S ST 1 rs — C rs
= 0 ()" | 50085 + 520) — ~funf"| = 6B33
wn n

1
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Then the momentum conjugate to f% is equal to

c __ c _—llrs sr_l rs] __
ab — 167 F w;( f) [2(6a6b+6a6b) nfabf ]_

= S ) — ST

(19)

From ([9) we immediately obtain N¢ f%® = 0 and hence we have n
primary constraints

G° = NG/ ~ 0. (20)
As the next step we determine bare Hamiltonian that is defined as
Hp = 0.f"" NG — Lyu - (21)

Since Ly is function of G, instead of 2 it is natural to perform
following manipulation

cfab ab — — cfakamn ~mrék ggsn = 8kgmanmn (22)

using the fact that

. . s~ . 0g"® . . .
akgmn = _gmrakgrsgsn = _gmr%akfabgsn = _gmnggakfabgsn .
(23)
Then the Hamiltonian density has the form

- W g~
Hp = 0 NG — Loutk = Ocmn M — Lyt = Tl em TG,

(24)

Finally we should express Hamiltonian density as function of canonical
variables. This is slightly problematic due to the fact that the relation
between fgb and N¢, is not invertible. For that reason let us calculate
following combination

1., .
Nipg"'Na. = A[05,5 T + — 17,5 Gl d™]

(25)
n—2
where A = —%(—f)_%. We further have
- Ao, “m
NT abNttb = _F?sg gabrmng
(26)



Collecting these terms together we obtain that the Hamiltonian density
is equal to

My = o (~ )R NG f N, — N7 JNE]
o @
Then the canonical form of the action has the form
S = / d"w(0cf NG, — Hp — AGE) |
(28)

where we included primary contraints G¢ ~ 0 multiplied by Lagrange
multipliers A.. Note that we treat A. as independent variables which
should be varied when we search for extrema of the action. Explicitly,
the variation of the action has the form

(57‘[3 ab 57‘[3 c
§fab of SN, b

68 = / d"z (acé FONE, + D fPONE, —

—0AG° — A

5G4
g 6 f P — Ay ca;},):o
s fab SNE,

(29)
that gives following equations of motion

oHp 5G4

_ _A -
5Ne,  Y6Ne, 0,
SHp 5G4

W—FAdW:O,

8cfab

O:N&, +

(30)
or explicitly
acfab o Acfab _
) (PN PN SN, — SN ) = 0.

W'
0N + ANG, +

167 1
t——— (=) fab (NG F N, — N f N +
nw n
167 1
—=z (=) (NN = N Nj) =0, Ny f° =0
w n



Let us now return to the constraint G¢ &~ 0 and study its time evolution.
From the equations of motion above we get

(33)

NG = ANGI™ + o ()% (FUNENG — NG SN
©r (32)
JPNG = ~ANGT® — o (— )% (FNGNG, — NG INL) -
W
T VSN = NS
If we combine these two equations together we get
0c(NGf) =0 (34)

that shows that G¢ ~ 0 is conserved during time evolution without
any restriction on the value of Lagrange multiplier A.. In other words

¢ 2 0 can be interpreted as the first class constraint. Then Lagrange
multipliers A, will be determined by following way. Firstly we contract
the first equation in (31l with f,; and we obtain

fabacfab = Acn )
(35)

so that we can express A, as
1

The situation simplifies even more when we impose the condition
F=—-detf-K=0, (37)

where K is constant. This constraint determines the value of the
determinant of matrix f* and it is known as unimodular constraint.
Then from (30) we immediately get A. = 0.

On the other hand we should interpret F as gauge fixing constraint.
Such a constraint has to be added into action multiplied by appropriate
Lagrange multiplier €2 in order to be consistently included into dynam-
ics. Since F does not depend on N it is clear that the variation of F
only contributes to the equations of motion for N{, by factor Q%

9



Explicitly, the equations of motion for N, are modified by following
way

167

l m n C m ST n
+ n—2 (_f)"fab( cdfd Nmn_Nmsf Nnr)+
nw n
16
()R (NN — NN + Qo (—f) -
w n

(38)

If we multiply this equation with f% and use the gauge fixing function
F we obtain

167

1
0= ac gbfab + Ac gbfab + n—2 (_f)ﬁ( cnz}fanﬁln - N:gsferrrLLr) +
w n
167 1
— (=) (N fO N, — N f©ONT) + Qn(—f) -
w n
(39)
However if we combine this equation with
327 1
0= NGO f™ = ANy [ = 5 (= )7 (SPNEGNG, — NS Ni)
w n
(40)
we get
0=0.G°4+OnK (41)
so that the requirement of the preservation of the constraint G¢ =~ 0
implies 2 =0 .
In summary, the gauge fixed equations of motion have the form
167 1
0= 8:Ngy + —=z (=) fan(NEf Y N, — Nit fU NG ) +
nw n
167 1
7z (=) (Ve Ny — N Vo)
w n
167 1
O™ = g ()7 (SPNG + [TNE — 62 P Nty — L[ Niz, ) = 0.
w n
(42)

These equations of motion should correspond to the equations of mo-
tion of unimodular gravity that were derived recently in [27]. Unfor-
tunately these two set of equations do not agree. In more details, we

10



showed in [27] that consistency of the unimodular gravity in covariant
formalism implies the presence of the secondary constraint N/, = 0
while in Weyl gravity there is a primary constraint N, f% = 0. Fur-
ther, the way how we determined Lagrange multiplier in [27] is not
exactly in the spirit of the analysis of the constraint systems due to the
fact that in the covariant canonical formalism it is not possible to solve
equations 0./ fjb since the equations of motion of covariant canonical
formalism determine 0.INS, only. It is possible that the proper treat-
ment of this problem could be in the powerful method developed by
Kanatchikov in [28] 30]. We hope to return to this analysis in near
future.

2.1 Relation Between Surface and Bulk Lagrangians

So far, we were concerned with the bulk part of Lagrangian. Now,
we will focus on the surface part and find whether, there is a connex-
ion between it and the bulk part. Such connexion can be found for
Lanczos-Lovelock models as shown in [21]. In F'(R)—Gravity, the con-
nexion is not present [31]. Let us start with the boundary Lagrangian,
which has the form of

w ~ml T
Liound = Ean <gm F%l) : (43)
We would like to connect it with the canonical momentum. From (9]

we find its contracted form as

n—2

w n ~
Nf = ———— T 55, (44)
“ 16mn(—f)m "

there is clearly visible the similarity between the surface Lagrangian
and the contracted momentum. With little care one easily arrives to
the relation

Loound = Oy (anfafab> : (45)

We will discuss this relation in more details in the next section.
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3 Covariant Canonical Formalism for Weyl
Gravity Formulated without Auxiliary Met-
ric

In this section we develop covariant Hamiltonian formalism for Weyl
gravity that is formulated using the physical metric g, instead of the

metric gpy,. To do this we review basic facts about Weyl transformed

metric in n dimensions
9ij = Qgij ) (46)

where € is general function of space time. It is easy to see that un-
der this transformation Ricci scalar R/(¢') is related to R(g) through
following formula

p_ Lty A=n) (1 o g Ll — i
R = QR+ a 928299 8JQ+Q\/__982[\/ 99" 0;9]
4{123 (n— 2)(1 - n)2G9 9,0 .
(47)

In case of Weyl gravity we have Q = (=4 3 )71L so that

Y

0 (48)

Then using ([{7) we get

_ 1 (1 - n) Covaiing oL L o — i
(49)

so that the action has the form@

1 1 (1—-mn) g
Szi/dn [R+75n—28i 0,9+
P (=g)n 4ngg2( )0i99" 059
-1 1
W0 V=599, ] .

(50)

4This action was analysed recently in [9} 29].
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Now we would like to express this action in the form that is suitable
for covariant canonical formalism. First of all we use the fact that
Vigr: = 0 that implies

9igkt = TiGmu + L] g » (51)
that multiplied with ¢* gives
9ig = 205 . (52)

Using this result we find

A—mn) o i o on—1l 1 o — 0
<4n292 (5n —2)0;99" 0 " \/_—gaz[\/ 99”7 0;9] | =
2(n

+ 77; 1)&[(—9)%91'@’&] :
(53)

") F%’gijr%

Now we return to the first term in the action (50) and perform the
same manipulation as in previous section to obtain

1

(~9) R = (—g) R Q™ B = 2(—g) R Q"™ 0T, + T, T, ] =
=<>%kawm—<—§>"mwm——W1mHQ+

+20,[(—g) " QT |

S|=

(54)
where
RN . =0.TF, —ork, +Th 0 —TpTE
1
QM = §(le51? — ")
(55)
and we used the fact that
1 2 1
Oi(—g)" = ~Thi(—g)"
(56)
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If we then combine (53]) with (54) we find that the action (50]) can be

written as

2—-n 2
- / d"a(~g) " (Tkg " Thy + =5 Tigg Ty, = ~TTg"T,) +
1 (n—2)
i [ dedul(-g)h T, + 2T ) =
= /dnx(ﬁbulk +£bound) )

(57)

where for simplicity we set w = 1. Now we are ready to find conjugate
momenta. We firstly define M*™" as

Ly 1

kmn __ -
M = S Ggmn) ~ 16

1 (2-n)
(=9)7 g™ Tlpg™ + 59"

1 1
— _Fl;tgstgmn _ E(gkn‘gmrrgr + gm“gmkrgr _ gkrrgr‘gmn)

(58)
Now using (G58) we obtain
1 1 2—n
Mkmngmn = —(_g) " (gptrfp + ( )gkprgp -
167
1
—Ta9™ = — (26" g™ T} gmn — ng"'T},) =0, (59)

that implies an existence of primary constraints M*™"g,,, ~ 0. Then
clearly it is possible to find covariant canonical formulation of this
theory with canonical variables g¢,,, and M™". However we rather
introduce variable f® as in previous section where now we will be
more general and consider following definition

£ = (—9)"g" . (60)
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where v is arbitrary number. Then conjugate momenta N, are defined
as

c _ aﬁquad — 8£quad a(akgmn) _
b (e f®) D Okgmn) O(DefP)

mn cégmn mn Sc 597’5
1 __a
= _McmngmrgnS(g(égég + 0405) — J(=f) e T =
1 1l 1 c mn 2 cmp cTP c
:_E(_f) n[ ab_ﬁrmnf fab_‘_mf Fpmfab (5 r b+5b )]7
(61)
using the fact that
(—g) = (=f)mT = (= f) T (62)
that also implies
og"® 1 s ores _ o
3fa (5(5a5b + 6,0,) — > (=f) et (63)
It is remarkable that the conjugate momentum N7, does not depend
on a. Further, from (61l we get
N¢ fab _ _i(_f)—;[rc fab _ —FC fmn ifcmrp n— gfcbrp ] -0
abl T 16r b n2 pm n pbl
(64)

that implies set of primary constraints
G° = NG ~ 0., (65)

which are the same as in previous section. Then the bare Hamiltonian
is equal to
s

)
HB = ac]“lb]\/vgb - £bulk = _acfachmngmr %gns - Ebulk =

= OkGmn M™™ — Loy = TV, gon + angnm)M M L it =
1 1 2—n
= 167'('( )n (Fnkgklrlnm + 7 nk kmrlm - Fm an‘lm) :

(66)
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In order to find Hamiltonian as function of canonical variables we again
calculate

—2n®+2n—4

NG9 " Nby = A?[TE,g'T) + Lo Lg% +

3
n
3n? —nd—4n+4 1
+( o )F%agabfﬁb + ﬁffnngm”gcbfgquq] ;
(67)
where A = —ﬁ(—f)_%. We further have
N:agabeb =
2 —n)? 2—n 1
— A2[( - ) Fgagabrzb _ 2( — )Fgargsgrs + mF(sztgstgabri)nngmn] .
(68)
Collecting these terms together we find final form of the bare Hamil-
tonian
1
Hp = 16m(—f)n [NGf*'Neg — N[ f "Ny
(69)

which has exactly the same form as the Hamiltonian density derived
in previous section. We would like however stress one important point
which is the fact that we used generalized form of the variable f% =
(—g)*¢® and that the theory does not depend on « at all.

Finally we return to the boundary term that is equal to

_ 1 L Impn (n B 2) nmtl
ﬁbound - 1671'8”[( g) (g le + n g le)] : (70)
Since N, is equal to
1 _1.(n—2) 1

N =—(—f)n» e+ —T¢ ™ fl , 71
ra 1671'( f) [ n2 pa+n mnf f ] ( )

we again find that the surface term has the form
ﬁbound = nan [fnmN:m] ) (72)

that agrees with the result derived in previous section. Further, this
expression can be written as

Ebound = nan |:f 5@ G(E?cf"m)] ’
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that has the form of holographic relation between bulk and boundary
action with agreement with the general discussion presented in [21].
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