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We present an alternative formulation of generalized unimodular gravity (GUMG), extending the
Henneaux-Teitelboim approach to unimodular gravity (UMG). The central feature of this formula-
tion is the consistent incorporation of time reparameterization, which enhances the gauge structure
and reveals a spatial nonlocality hidden in the dynamics of the original formulation. We examine the
resulting dynamics, emphasizing the effects of spatial nonlocality, and outline the constraint struc-
ture. In particular, we show that the gauge symmetry in the gravitational sector is extended by a
functionally incomplete symmetry, as occurs in the unimodular gravity. Furthermore, we identify a
subset of GUMG models for which the alternative formulation preserves manifest locality.

I. GENERALIZED UNIMODULAR AND

UNIMODULAR GRAVITY THEORIES

Modifications of general relativity are an active area of
research, driven by open problems in cosmology, quan-
tum gravity, puzzles of dark energy and dark matter.
Among these modifications, it is worth noting models
that deform Einstein’s general relativity (GR) by im-
posing additional restrictions on the configuration space.
A prominent example of restricted gravity theories is
unimodular gravity (UMG) with the local restriction√
|g|=1 on the spacetime metric determinant [1–6]. Al-

though UMG preserves the local physical dynamics of
general relativity, it introduces subtle changes by con-
straining the spacetime volume and leaving the cosmo-
logical constant undetermined. A virtue of this theory is
the alternative covariant formulation proposed by Hen-
neaux and Teitelboim [7].
Generalized unimodular gravity (GUMG) models, in-

troduced by Barvinsky and Kamenshchik [8],

S
GUMG

[g, λ⊥] =

∫
dt dx

(√
|g| d

R(g)− λ⊥

(
N⊥−F (

√
γ )
))
, (1)

are the simplest generalizations of unimodular grav-
ity. In the action (1), gµν is the unrestricted
d-dimensional spacetime metric, decomposed into
Arnowitt–Deser–Misner (ADM) components [9, 10] as

gµνdX
µdXν = γmn(dx

m+Nmdt)(dxn+Nndt)−N⊥2dtdt,

where N⊥ is the lapse function, Nm are shift functions,
and γmn is the induced metric on t = const hypersur-
faces. The first term in (1) is the GR Einstein-Hilbert
action and the second term via the Lagrange multiplier
mechanism enforces the GUMG restriction condition,

N⊥ ∼= F (
√
γ ) , (2)
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which expresses the lapse function in terms of some posi-
tive monotonic function of the square root of the induced-
metric determinant

√
γ —=

√
det γmn. The choice of F

defines a specific model in the GUMG family.

The observation, which drew attention to GUMG, was
that the restriction term in (1) generates an energy-
momentum tensor of the cosmological perfect fluid,
T µν = ̺ uµuν + p (gµν+uµuν) , on the right side of the
Einstein equations (uµ — timelike unit vector field, nor-
mal to t = const hypersurfaces). Expressions for energy

density, ̺ = λ⊥

2
√
γ
, and pressure, p = λ⊥

2
√
γ

FW
N⊥ , on the re-

striction surface (2) imply the equation of state

p ∼= W̺ , (3)

where barotropic equation-of-state parameter,

W (
√
γ ) —=

d lnF (√γ )

d ln
√
γ

, (4)

is the derived characteristic function which depends on
the induced measure factor of spatial sections [11].

Besides initial motivation for a new dark energy mech-
anism, the dynamical and constraint analysis of GUMG
[12, 13] reveals additional features, such as the possibil-
ity of inflationary scenario consistent with observations a
certain subclass of F . The dynamical nature of W is also
an attractive feature in cosmological phenomenology.

Unimodular gravity emerges as a special case of the
GUMG family, defined by

F (
√
γ ) =

√
γ−1, W (

√
γ ) ≡ 1 . [UMG] (5)

However, this is an exceptional case, whose dynamical
content is almost general-relativistic, whereas GUMG
describes gravitational dynamics in the presence of ad-
ditional physical degree of freedom associated with the
cosmological perfect fluid [8, 12]. Also, unlike unimodu-
lar case, GUMG models imply a preferred time direction,
reflecting the space-time anisotropy of the prefect fluid.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.16139v1
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II. GUMG ANALOG OF THE

HENNEAUX-TEITELBOIM ACTION FOR UMG

Henneaux and Teitelboim suggested an alternative for-
mulation of unimodular gravity via the so-called covari-
ant action [7], providing unrestricted diffeomorphism in-
variance while remaining physically equivalent to the
standard UMG setup.
We claim that analog of the Henneaux-Teitelboim rep-

resentation for GUMG theories is

S alt
GUMG

[g, Λ,V ] =

∫
dt dx

√
|g|

(d

R(g)− Λ
)

+

∫
dt dx ∂µVµÊF

√
γΛ , (6)

where
d

R(g) — scalar curvature for unrestricted space-
time metric gµν ,

√
γ is the covariant induced measure on

t = const hypersurfaces, Λ is the so-called cosmological-
constant field, Vµ is the auxiliary Henneaux-Teitelboim
field, and Ê is the spatially nonlocal, nondegenerate op-
erator defined by the kernel

E(t|x;x′) = δ(x;x′)− W−1(t, x)W (t, x′)

V
+

1

V
, (7)

where W (t, x) —= W (
√
γ (t, x)) and V —=

∫
1 is the back-

ground spatial volume. Integrals without explicit mea-
sure denote spatial integration

∫
f(t) —=

∫
t=const

dx f(t, x) . (8)

In the unimodular case (5) the factor ÊF
√
γ tends to

unity and the UMG covariant action [7] is restored.
Another convenient form of the action,

S alt0
GUMG

[g, Λ0,V ] =

∫
dt dx

√
|g|

(
d

R(g)−√
γ−1F−1Ê−1Λ0

)

+

∫
dt dx ∂µVµΛ0 , (9)

is obtained from (6) via nondegenerate redefinition

Λ0

—= ÊF
√
γΛ . The inverse operator Ê−1 has the kernel

E−1(t|x;x′) = δ(x;x′)− W−1(t, x)∫
W−1(t)

− W (t, x′)∫
W (t)

+ 2
W−1(t, x)V W (t, x′)∫

W−1(t)
∫
W (t)

. (10)

The convenience follows from the gauge invariance of Λ0

field, which is a spacetime constant on shell.
The origin and consequences of the delocalization will

be discussed later. Here we highlight a prominent GUMG
subfamily, termed w-GUMG and defined by

F (
√
γ ) =

√
γ w, W (

√
γ ) ≡ w = const , [w-GUMG] (11)

for which spatial delocalization disappears because Ê and
Ê−1 become identity operators with kernel δ(x, x′). [14]

III. TIME PARAMETERIZATION OF GUMG

CANONICAL ACTION

In this section, we derive the alternative GUMG ac-
tion, which simultaneously establishes the equivalence of
the representations. The key step is the consistent time
parametrization of the canonical extended action of the
theory, which deserves special discussion.
We start with the extended canonical action, previ-

ously analyzed for general GUMG in [12] using the Dirac
scheme. Here, we briefly revisit this through a concise
Hamiltonization approach. First, we reduce (1) with re-
spect to the λ⊥, N

⊥, then introduce conjugate momenta
πmn for the spatial metric γmn via a Legendre trans-
form. This yields a canonical theory on the phase space
(γmn ,π

mn) with a Hamiltonian density F (√γ )H⊥(γ, π)
and primary constraints Hn(γ, π) = 0, corresponding to
spatial diffeomorphisms. The structures H⊥ and Hn are
identical to the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints
in canonical Einstein gravity [10],

H⊥(γ, π) = 1√
γ

(
πmnπmn− 1

d−2π
2
)
−√

γR(γ) ,(12)

Hn(γ, π) = −2γnmπmk
;k , (13)

where πmn
—= γmkπ

klγln, π —= γmnπ
mn, R(γ) is the scalar

curvature of t = const hypersurfaces, and semicolons de-
note spatial covariant derivatives. It is important to note
that in GUMG H⊥ (12) is not a constraint, but a com-
ponent of the nontrivial Hamiltonian density.
Dynamics do not preserve primary constraints Hn = 0

(for W 6= 0, [15]) and the Dirac consistency procedure
reveals the secondary constraints,

(
W (

√
γ )F (

√
γ )H⊥(γ, π)

)
,m

= 0 , (14)

which have a form of spatial gradient (f,m
—= ∂mf). Pre-

suming spacetime is foliated into t = const hypersurfaces,
this effectively constrains the inhomogeneous component

W̃FH⊥ ≡ WFH⊥−WFH⊥ = 0. We denote average-free

and spatially homogeneous components of local functions
with tildes and overlines respectively, [16]

f̃ (t, x) —= f(t, x)− f(t) , f(t) —=
∫
f(t, x)/

∫
1 . (15)

The constraintsHn=0 and (WFH⊥),m=0 form a com-
plete set [17], so GUMG concise extended action reads

S
E
[γ, π,N, µ] =

∫
dt dx

(
γ̇mnπ

mn − FH⊥

−NnHn − µm(WFH⊥),m

)
.(16)

Time parameterization of the field-theoretic canonical
action in a mechanical-like form by means of the lo-
cal fields, which was applied in [7] for UMG, remains
valid for w-GUMG subfamily, characterized by constant
W ≡ w= const and F → Fw =

√
γ w, for which the
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parameterized action can be written as

S par
w [γ, π, τ 0, π0, λ

0, N, µ] =

∫
dt dx

(
γ̇mnπ

mn+ τ̇ 0π0

−λ0(π0+FwH⊥)−NnHn − µm(wFwH⊥),m

)
. (17)

To ensure the equivalence of the original and param-
eterized representations of general field theory, two con-
ditions must be satisfied. First, the new parameterized
Hamiltonian constraint must introduce a new first-class

constraint into the extended set. This new constraint is
not necessarily the parameterized Hamiltonian itself, it
may involve a linear combination with the original con-
straints. Second, there must exist an accessible gauge
fixing (e.g. τ 0− t= 0) for the new first-class constraint,
which recovers the original action (16) upon reduction.
These requirements are satisfied in w-GUMG

and UMG for the local parameterized action (17).
Notably, in w-GUMG (w 6=−1) the new first-class
constraint introduced through parameterization is∫
εPI

—=
∫
ε(π0+FwH⊥) =

∫
(επ0+ εFwH⊥), which in-

volves only the spatially homogeneous component of
the Hamiltonian density. (By ε, ζ, η, ξ, etc. we
denote local gauge parameters.) This mean that the
time reparametrization gauge symmetry introduced in
(17) by local parameterization, in the sector of metric
fields manifests as a functionally incomplete symmetry
with a homogeneous parameter ε(t). Whereas in the
sector of the auxiliary fields this symmetry remains
local. The constraint

∫
εPI is a linear combination

of the local parameterization constraint
∫
ε(π0+FwH⊥)

and the secondary constraint
∫
(∂nη

n)(wFwH⊥) with
(∂nη

n)= −ε̃ w−1. Both of which are second class. This
suggests that the local parameterization (17) is valid
because the average-free part of the Hamiltonian density
was constrained (14) prior to parameterization [18].
In the general field theory, particularly for GUMG with

nonconstant W (√γ ), a mechanical-like parametrization
similar to (17) does not yield an equivalent theory. The
local constraint π0+FH⊥ fails to introduce a new first-
class constraint. From the Poisson brackets

{∫
ξnHn,

∫
ηmHm

}
=

∫
(ξm∂mηn−ηm∂mξn)Hn,{∫

ξnHn,
∫
ηmT,m

}
=

∫
ξn(∂η)T,n +

∫
(∂ξ)(∂η)Ω T ,{∫

ξnT,n,
∫
ηmT,m

}
=

∫ (
(∂ξ)

↔

∂n(∂η)
)
γnmF 2W 2Hm,

(18)

and

{∫
ε(π0+FH⊥),

∫
ε′(π0+FH⊥)

}
=

∫ (
ε

↔

∂nε
′)F 2γnkHk,{∫

ε(π0+FH⊥),
∫
ηnHn

}
= −

∫
ε,nη

n 1
W

T +
∫
ε(∂η)T,{∫

ε(π0+FH⊥),
∫
ηnT,n

}
= −

∫ (
ε

↔

∂n(∂η)W
)
F 2γnkHk

−
∫
ε(∂η)Θ π T ,

(19)

where we use shorthand notations T —= WFH⊥,

(∂ξ) —= ∂nξ
n, (f

↔

∂ng)
—=(f∂ng−g ∂nf) and introduce

Ω(√γ ) —= d lnW
d ln

√
γ
+W +1 , Θ(√γ ) —= 1

d−2
d lnW
d ln

√
γ

F√
γ
, it

follows that the Poisson bracket matrix for the constraint

set
(
π0+FH⊥,Hn ,(WFH⊥),m

)
has a greater rank than

for the initial set
(
Hn ,(WFH⊥),m

)
[19]. To maintain

the rank and satisfy the correspondence condition, one
may extend all constraints with O(τ 0

,n) terms. This
extension results in an infinite series in powers of τ 0 and
its spatial derivatives. Furthermore, since the structure
functions in (18),(19) are spatial differential operators,
and some constraints are functionally incomplete, the
result becomes uncontrollably nonlocal.

However, for field theories in which the weighted

average-free part of the Hamiltonian density is con-
strained in the original theory, the equivalent parameter-
ized action with local auxiliary fields can be constructed
in a concise explicit form at the cost of simple spatial
nonlocality. Conceptually, the desired representation of
the theory is achieved in two steps, each of which clearly
preserves the physical equivalence of the representations.
First, a universally valid homogeneous time parameteri-
zation [20] is applied to (16) by introducing homogeneous
fields τ 0(t), π0(t), λ

0(t). Then, the average-free parts of
these fields are added via separate pure-gauge combina-

tion ˙̃τ 0π̃0 − λ̃0 π̃0. After this, it becomes possible to com-
bine a functionally complete H⊥ term in a constraint,
which is necessary to obtain the desired generalization of
the Henneaux-Teitelboim representation.
For the general GUMG model, this parameterization

yields the equivalent parameterized action in the form

S par[γ, π, τ 0, π0, λ
0, N, µ] =

∫
dt dx

(
γ̇mnπ

mn+ τ̇ 0π0

−λ0(π0+FH⊥)−NnHn − µm(WFH⊥),m

)
, (20)

where auxiliary fields are combined into local fields
τ 0(t, x), π0(t, x), λ

0(t, x). It can be verified that the rank
of the matrix of Poisson brackets of constraints does not
change, the gauge τ 0− t=0 is accessible, and the reduc-
tion with respect to

(
π0+FH⊥,τ

0−t
)
reproduce (16) [21].

The form of the new first-class constraint, introduced
during such parameterization, can be guessed from gen-
eral principles. This is PI = π0+FH⊥+Un

0 Hn , where
Un
0 (γ, π) is an on-shell solution for the Lagrange multipli-

ers Nn, which in w-GUMG can be chosen equal to zero,
but is nontrivial in general GUMG [22]. The new first-
class constraint

∫
εPI and the transverse diffeomorphisms∫

ζn(t)Hn, (∂kζ
k
(t) = 0), generate the canonical gauge alge-

bra of the model. The secondary constraint and longi-
tudinal spatial diffeomorphisms are the second-class con-
straints.
For w-GUMG (w 6=1), this reproduces the constraint

structure derived from the local action (17). The
newly introduced parameterization symmetry acts homo-
geneously on the metric phase-space fields, with the rea-
son for this being more transparent in this scheme. Only
the homogeneous part of FH⊥ from PI generate gauge
transformations, while the inhomogeneous part of FH⊥,
constrained by (WFH⊥),n = 0, remains second-class. For
the UMG case W ≡ w= 1, parameterization (20) clari-
fies how the lacking homogeneous mode of

√
γ−1H⊥ enter
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the game, with the inhomogeneous part of the new sym-
metry acting entirely within the auxiliary sector. Unlike
in GUMG, the inhomogeneous part of the Hamiltonian
constraint and the longitudinal part of spatial diffeomor-
phisms are initially first-class, so the homogeneous mode
just completes the original gauge symmetry to full dif-
feomorphism invariance in the metric sector.
This parameterization scheme also clarifies that only

the homogeneous time-reparameterization transforma-
tions are shared by both the metric and the auxiliary
fields, while the remaining symmetries act independently
on these sectors.
To derive the generalized Henneaux-Teitelboim form

of the action from (20), we rearrange its constraint basis.
The constraint equations π0+FH⊥=0, (WFH⊥),m=0

are equivalent to the set π0+FH⊥+W−1(W̃FH⊥)= 0,
(WFH⊥),m=0. The first constraint in the latter set can

be recast as π0+ÊFH⊥=0, where the operator Ê, with
kernel (7), is nondegenerate and acts to the right on the
Hamiltonian density FH⊥. This is the origin of the spa-
tial nonlocality in the parameterized GUMG: it is gen-
erally not possible to merge functionally incomplete con-
straints into functionally complete local combinations.
To assemble the dynamical metric dependence into a

GR-like combination, the H⊥ must be consolidated into
a single constraint. Substituting FH⊥=−Ê−1π0, where
Ê−1 is defined in (10), into the secondary constraint re-

sults in (WÊ−1π0),m = 0. The latter looks awkward but
simplifies to π0,m = 0, [23]. In the new constraint basis
the canonical action becomes

S par′ [γ, π, τ 0, π0, λ,N, ν] =

∫
dt dx

(
γ̇mnπ

mn+ τ̇ 0π0

−λ(π0+ÊFH⊥)−NnHn − νmπ0,m

)
.(21)

The equivalence of (20) and (21) is straightforward, as
they are related by a nondegenerate redefinition of the

Lagrange multipliers, λ0 = λ− ∂kν
k , ∂kµ

k = −λ̃W−1.

Finally, the effective lapse function N⊥ is recov-
ered via the redefinition λ = N⊥F−1Ê−1, which com-
pletes the formation of the canonical expression for
the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian. The Legendre reduc-
tion to Lagrangian action proceeds identically to GR,
which leads to the action (9), where spacetime metric is

gµνdX
µdXν= γmn(dx

m+Nmdt)(dxn+Nndt)−N⊥2dtdt,
the cosmological-constant field Λ0 is just the renamed π0,
and the Henneaux-Teitelboim field is Vµ =

(
τ 0, νm

)
.

IV. DYNAMICAL PROPERTIES

The variational equations of motion for action
Salt[g, Λ,V ] (6) with respect to the auxiliary fields Vν ,

∂ν(ÊF
√
γΛ) = ∂νΛ0

∼= 0 , (22)

generalize the cosmological constant behavior, implying
that Λ0 is an unfixed on-shell spacetime constant. Oper-

ator Ê (7) introduces spatial nonlocality into the classical
behavior of the cosmological-constant field Λ,

Λ ∼=
√
γ−1F−1Ê−1c0 =

√
γ−1F−1 W

−1

W−1
c0 , (23)

where c0 is an on-shell constant value of Λ0 and W−1(t)
is the average of W−1(

√
γ (t, x)) over t= const hypersur-

face. For w-GUMG subfamily (11) W−1/W−1= 1 and
the spatial nonlocality disappears. In the unimodular
case (5), Λ coincides with Λ0 and on shell equals to c0.
The variational equation with respect to Λ gives

√
|g| ∼= ∂µVµÊF

√
γ , (24)

with Ê acting to the left.
For GUMG models, unlike the exceptional unimod-

ular case (5), two average-free second-class constraints
arise. Differential consequences of the equations of mo-
tion impose two constraints on metric components, which
in canonical treatment are the Lagrange multipliers at
these constraints. First, the lapse function N⊥ satisfies

Ñ⊥F−1 ∼= 0 . (25)

This and (24) imply ˜∂µVµÊ∼( ˜∂µVµW−1) ∼= 0, leading to

∂µVµÊ ∼= ∂µVµ = τ̇ 0 , (26)

and reinstating the GUMG restriction condition
(2) as N⊥ ∼= τ̇ 0F (√γ ) . Factor τ̇ 0(t) reflects time
reparametrization gauge ambiguity in parameterized
GUMG, which acts on the gravitational variables homo-
geneously, and is equal to 1 in the correspondence gauge
τ 0− t = 0. The second constraint concerns Lagrangemul-
tipliers for longitudinal spatial diffeomorphisms,

∂nN
n ∼= τ̇ 0

(
Ω−1Θπ − Ω−1

∫
Ω−1Θπ

/∫
Ω−1

)
, (27)

where Ω(
√
γ ) —= d lnW

d ln
√
γ
+W+1 , Θ(

√
γ ) —= 1

d−2
d lnW
d ln

√
γ

F√
γ
.

Finally, the variational derivative of Salt[g, Λ,V ] with
respect to gµν leads to the Einstein equations

d

Rµν− 1
2

d

Rgµν ∼= 1
2T

µν , (28)

where the Einstein tensor for spacetime metric gµν is
on the left, and terms proportional to Λ are attributed
to the matter sector, whose contribution is encoded
on the right-hand side in the energy-momentum tensor
T µν —= 2√

|g|
δSmat

δgµν
. The latter can be cast on shell to

T µν ∼= Λnµnν +WΛ
(
gµν+ nµnν

)
, (29)

where nµ is a unit vector field orthogonal to constant-
time hypersurfaces. In (29) ̺ ∼= Λ is the energy density
and p ∼= WΛ is the pressure, reproducing the perfect
fluid equation of state (3),

p ∼= W̺ . (30)

Note that for nonconstant W (
√
γ ) the on-shell behaviour

of energy and pressure bears the imprint of the spatial
nonlocality due to (23).
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V. CONCLUSIONS

In this letter, we introduced an alternative formulation
of generalized unimodular gravity (GUMG), inspired by
the Henneaux-Teitelboim action for unimodular gravity.
We derived this formulation, addressing issues of consis-
tent parameterization, and highlighted its key dynamical
and gauge features, including the emergence of spatial
nonlocality. A more detailed discussion, including a com-
plete analysis of the gauge structure of the Lagrangian
theory, a comprehensive specification of exceptional par-
ticular cases, some geometric and functional aspects of
the formalism, and a note on the quantum implications
of the nonlocality, will be presented elsewhere [23].
The parameterization approach and the alternative ac-

tion in the generalized Henneaux-Teitelboim form, along
with the underlying techniques for dealing with function-
ally incomplete quantities and constraints, can be ex-
tended to restricted gravity models with more general
restriction conditions. These methods can also be ap-
plied to other field theories where the gradient of the
weighted Hamiltonian density vanishes on the constraint
surface. Such theories can be generated by restricting
diffeomorphism-invariant gauge theories, where the re-
striction relates the field serving as the Lagrange multi-
plier in the Hamiltonian constraint (analogous to N⊥) to
a rather arbitrary function of the Lagrangian dynamical
fields (analogous to γmn).
In conclusion, we remark on the nature of the emerged

spatial nonlocality. While one might view the nonlocality
encoded in Ê as an artifact of the “unfortunate” param-
eterization by local auxiliary fields, we argue that this
nonlocality is implicitly present in the physical sector of
W 6= const GUMG models already in the original formu-

lation. In the canonical framework, the integrated Hamil-
tonian density FH⊥ is a gauge-invariant constant of mo-
tion, with its on-shell values parameterized by a constant

−c0. The secondary constraint W̃FH⊥ is a gauge invari-
ant that vanishes on shell. Thus, ÊFH⊥ is functionally
complete (but spatially nonlocal) gauge-invariant con-
stant of motion — a property that the alternative pa-
rameterized representation makes explicit.
The significance of this observation is further sup-

ported by the perspective of the restricted-theory for-
malism [24, 25], which sheds light on the connection
between the effective actions of the parental and re-
stricted gauge theories. An important element is to un-
derstand and conveniently describe the change of phys-
ical space when passing from the parental to the re-
stricted theory, when the restriction is not a pure gauge
fixing [24]. In GUMG the deformation of the physical
space is parameterized by a constant. While the physi-
cal trajectories of the parental theory (GR) are tied to
the constraint surface H⊥= 0, Hn = 0, in the restricted
theory (GUMG) the constraint surface expands [26] to

H⊥= −F−1Ê−1c0 = −F−1W−1

W−1

c0, Hn = 0.

We anticipate that our results and the methods devel-
oped for generalized unimodular gravity will provide a
useful basis for further exploration of such theories and
their quantum properties.
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