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ABSTRACT: We analyze a bi-gravity model based on the first order formalism, having as funda-
mental variables two tetrads but only one Lorentz connection. We show that on a large class of
backgrounds its linearization agrees with general relativity. At the non-linear level, additional
degrees of freedom appear, and we reveal the mechanism hiding them around the special back-
grounds. We further argue that they do not contain a massive graviton, nor the Boulware-Deser
ghost. The model thus propagates only one graviton, whereas the nature of the additional de-
grees of freedom remains to be investigated. We also present a foliation-preserving deformation
of the model, which keeps all symmetries except time diffeomorphisms and has three degrees of
freedom.
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1. Introduction

Bi-gravity and massive gravity provide modifications of general relativity (GR) that have given
rise to much theoretical and phenomenological discussions in the literature, motivated by finding
alternatives to ACDM or by exploring potential quantum gravity models. Interest spiked after
the identification of ghost-free interactions [, B, B, which eliminated a first obvious obstruction
in the viability of these models — the so-called Boulware-Deser (BD) ghost [[]] which typically
appears in massive gravity models at non-linear level. Although the ghost-free interactions are
somewhat cumbersome-looking in the metric language, they are very natural in tetrad variables,
where they appear as the only polynomials generalizing the cosmological constant term which
can be written using differential forms [ (see also [f])."

!There is also a similar formulation using self-dual 2-forms [ﬂ], albeit only for the symmetric one of the 3
possible ghost-free interaction terms. See also [E, E, IE]



Nevertheless, there are other difficulties which plague these models, including a-causal prop-
agation [, [, [[3, [4] and reappearing of ghost instabilities around cosmological homogeneous
solutions [I, [[§. See [I1, [§ for recent reviews. In the bi-gravity context [[9, B{], these
difficulties are induced by the degrees of freedom of the second, massive graviton. This raises
the question of whether it is possible to find infrared modifications of GR in which eventual
additional degrees of freedom do not behave like a massive graviton.?

At the same time, the beauty and simplicity of the tetrad formulation of the ghost-free
interactions calls for being part of the story. But how can one avoid the appearance of the
second graviton in the presence of the two tetrads used to build these interactions? Consider
the following reasoning.

The other three known interactions of nature are all carried by a connection field taking
values in the appropriate Lie algebra. While Einstein’s general relativity uses the metric as
fundamental variable, it is known that it can be reformulated as a gauge theory, using a tetrad
and a connection valued in the Lie algebra of the Lorentz group. The connection is however
algebraically determined by the tetrad, and therefore does not have a fundamental dynamical
role. But regarding the connection as the carrier of gravitational interactions suggests that even
if one takes several tetrads, but charged under the same Lorentz connection, one would describe
just one graviton.

With such a motivation in mind, in this paper we analyze a model that implements this
idea. Defined by two Einstein-Cartan actions plus the polynomial interactions mentioned above,
see (B.4) below, it can be viewed either as a simple modification of the first order action of GR,
or as a variation on the theme of ghost-free bi-gravity. It takes as fundamental variables two
tetrads, but only one connection. Although the connection is still algebraically determined
by the tetrads by the equations of motion, it is a complicated function thereof which does not
coincide with the usual Levi-Civita solution. The resulting dynamics is thus quite different from
both GR and bi-gravity theories, and so is the identification of the physical degrees of freedom.

A version of the model considered here has already appeared in the literature [P3, but
with only one tetrad dynamical and the second one frozen, thus regarded as a modification
of massive gravity rather than bi-gravity. It was found that the model propagates a massive
graviton plus some additional degrees of freedom, although the analysis was not conclusive
about their number. In related papers [B4, Y], it was also shown that any attempt to modify
the kinetic term of GR (and our modification can indeed be considered as a modification of
the kinetic term) would introduce a BD ghost, since at least one of the second class constraints
removing it would be lost. As we show in this paper, the situation with both tetrads dynamical
and just one connection is quite different.

Our first result is that the linearization of the model around a large class of backgrounds
— including the doubly-flat one — contains a single massless spin-2 particle which obeys the
linearized Einstein’s equations, in agreement with the diffeomorphism invariance of the action.
This implies that this modified theory of gravity is indistinguishable from GR in this linear
regime, despite involving two tetrads. This is in a striking difference with standard bi-gravity
where the linear spectrum always contains a massive graviton.

2Bi-gravity models are not the only ones haunted by a massive graviton. For instance, Stelle’s renormalizable
theory of higher derivative gravity [ also propagates it, and this mode spoils unitarity of the theory. This
said, quantum corrections could restore unitarity by making the massive mode unstable, see e.g. @]



Next, we perform the canonical analysis of the model at non-linear level, finding that addi-
tional degrees of freedom do appear. Specifically, the model has 8 physical degrees of freedom
in total. This is deceivingly the same number as in old bi-gravity models containing a massless
graviton (2 degrees of freedom), a massive graviton (5) and the scalar BD ghost (1), however in
our case the behavior of the degrees of freedom and hence their interpretation are different. First
of all, the 5+1 additional degrees of freedom of bi-gravity models show up at linear level around
the doubly-flat background, whereas as stated above, in our model they are hidden around
this particular background, as well as around a much larger class.®> In addition, the origin of
the additional modes is very different from the origin of the massive graviton in bi-gravity, and
more similar to the additional modes discussed in [R3]. Hence, we argue that there is no massive
graviton in the spectrum. Furthermore, we also show that the spectrum is free from the BD
ghost because both constraints removing it in the usual ghost-free bi-gravity are still present.
These are the two desired features that we expected from our model. At the same time, the
precise geometric nature of the additional degrees of freedom remains to be investigated.

In the end of the paper we also consider a modification of our model obtained by imposing
an additional constraint, which can also be viewed as a restriction of the original model to a
particular sector of the phase space. The additional constraint introduces a preferred foliation
and breaks time diffeomorphisms, but is consistent with all other symmetries and leads to a
drastic reduction of degrees of freedom. We show that the modified model propagates only 3
degrees of freedom, similarly to various known examples of foliation-preserving modifications of
GR (27, £, E.

The organization of the paper is as follows. In the next section we present the model and
discuss its general features. In section [ we study its linearization, first around the doubly flat
background and then around arbitrary conformally related tetrads. Next, in section ] we explain
the results of linearization from the analysis of the kinetic terms. In section [j we provide the
complete canonical analysis. A special attention is paid to the case without potential terms of
the two tetrads when the model is shown to possess two additional gauge symmetries. In section
Bl we present a foliation-preserving modification of the model. Finally, section [] is devoted to
conclusions and discussion. A few appendices contain details of calculations and some useful
formulae.

Our conventions are such that the internal space indices I,J = 0,...,3 are raised and
lowered by means of the flat Minkowski metric n;; = diag(—, +, 4+, +). The Levi-Civita symbol
with flat indices is normalized as €p103 = 1. On the other hand, for the antisymmetric tensor
density with spacetime indices we use €923 = 1 and &% = £9%¢ where a,b, ... label spatial
directions. The symmetrization and anti-symmetrization of indices are denoted by (- -) and [- ],
respectively, and include the factors of 1/2.

3The hiding property, that we consider here interesting for phenomenological applications, is on the other hand
often frowned upon because it implies a strong coupling for perturbative expansions near the hiding backgrounds
[@] However, this strong coupling problem does not prevent us from considering such models as effective field
theories provided the kinetic terms generated by loop effects do not lead to any instability. Furthermore, the
negative viewpoint seems to stem, in our opinion, from the prejudice that field theories, especially their quantum
versions, should exist perturbatively. The existence of non-perturbative approaches such as loop quantum gravity
makes us inclined to go beyond this prejudice.



2. The model

General relativity can be described in the first order formalism, using tetrads and a Lorentz
connection as independent fields, by the Einstein-Cartan action [B{*

1
Sole,w] = 1 /5IJKL61 Ael N FEE(w), (2.1)
where I/ (w) = dw!’ + wlx A w7, The action is invariant under diffeomorphisms as well
as internal Lorentz transformations. In bi-gravity models written in this formalism ([, BJ] one
takes the sum of two actions Sy with independent tetrads and connections, plus an interaction
term:

Sbi_g[€+, €_,Wqy, (U_] = SO[€+, w+] + S(] [6_, (U_] + Sint [€+, 6_]. (22)

For generic interactions one finds 8 degrees of freedom including the scalar BD ghost. Ghost-free
models propagate only 7 degrees of freedom, corresponding to a massless and a massive graviton
around the doubly flat spacetime, and are characterized by the following five interaction terms:

4
Koo PR
Smler, e = - /811[2]3[4 Z ﬁ (:Ql eﬁf) : (i—{c\—i-l eﬁ) . (23)
£~ k! ! _

The mass-dimension-2 parameters are two cosmological constants y and 4, and three coupling
constants (31 23 determining in turn the mass of the second spin-2 particle appearing in the
spectrum. It is a beautiful consequence of working with tetrads that the ghost-free interactions
are the simplest ones that can be written down, and the only ones that can be written exclusively
using differential forms.

The model considered in this paper is obtained by keeping in the above action two different
tetrads, but a single Lorentz connection. This leads to the following action

Sley,e_,w] = i/EUKL (efr A ei +el A e{) A FEE(W) + Sicles, e_], (2.4)
where the interaction term Sy is taken to be as in (R.3)). Notice that we assumed the ‘Newton’s
constants’ of each sector to be positive, and reabsorbed them into a rescaling of the tetrads.
The signs are relevant for the physical interpretation of the model, and our analysis can easily
be generalized to arbitrary signs. One could also consider the mixed term where the curvature
is multiplied by efr A el but it can be removed by a linear redefinition of the tetrads. Up to
these redefinitions, (B.4) is the most general action constructed from one Lorentz connection
and two tetrads regarded as differential forms, which is linear in the curvature and invariant
under diffeomorphism and Lorentz gauge transformations including parity.

2.1 Gauge symmetries

The action (B.4) is clearly invariant under ‘diagonal’ local Lorentz transformations and diffeo-
morphisms, namely those acting in the same way on both tetrads. For the usual ghost-free

4In units 87G = 1, convenient to avoid numerous factors of 2 in the canonical analysis. Sometimes this action
is also called Hilbert-Palatini or tetrad Palatini formulation, in reference to Palatini’s first order formulation in
metric variables, see [B1].



bi-gravity (R.2), it makes sense to speak also about local Lorentz transformations and diffeo-
morphisms acting independently on each set of variables. They are symmetries of the first two
terms in (R.2), but not of the interaction term (B.3) generating the mass for one of the two
gravitons. In contrast, in the model (B.4) the ‘off-diagonal’ symmetries are broken already by
the kinematical first term. As was noticed in B3] (where the same action (2.4) was consid-
ered, but with only one tetrad dynamical and the second fixed), due to this fact one loses the
symmetricity constraint
el el = nrsel el (2.5)

responsible for the equivalence between the metric and tetrad formulations of bi-gravity. The
reason is the following. In the standard bi-gravity case, only the term Sj,; contributes to
the difference of the variations of the action (P-J) with respect to Lorentz gauge degrees of
freedom in the two sectors, since the first two terms are individually invariant. The resulting
equations (B.f) are purely algebraic, and allow one to exclude the corresponding ‘off-diagonal’
degrees of freedom even though the ‘off-diagonal’ Lorentz transformations are not a symmetry
of the full action. With the new action (R.4]), the kinetic term of the action does contribute
to the same (difference of) variations, so that the resulting equation includes the curvature
and turns out to be dynamical, instead of being a constraint like (2.§). As a consequence, a
metric implementation of the same idea explored here, namely an action S(gy,g_,I") given by
two Einstein-Hilbert actions sharing the same affine connection, plus the metric version of the
ghost-free interactions, will in general give a different dynamics.

In the particular case where all parameters 3, are set to zero, i.e. in the absence of all
interaction terms including the cosmological constant ones, the action (.4) turns out to have
two additional gauge symmetries. At the infinitesimal level, they act by

s I I
S1: ey, —ey, Teeq (2.6a)

Sy (fexell p — Jex (e Feezel ),

where ¢ is a transformation parameter. The first symmetry is evident by inspection of the
action. The second becomes transparent if one uses

1 ~v po 1%
Ze“ PerikLen ey = eere (2.7)

to rewrite the first term in (.4) as

/d4x (ex€ly jef j+e_e” e ) Fil(w). (2.8)

The appearance of these additional symmetries was quite surprising to us. In fact, we initially
inferred their existence from the constraint analysis, and only afterwards identified them at
the covariant level. As we show below in section p.2, the canonical realization of the second
symmetry is particularly non-trivial. Interestingly, the canonical analysis will show that the
presence of the additional symmetries does not change the number of degrees of freedom.

2.2 Equations of motion

An important difference of the model (B.4) with respect to the standard bi-gravity (R.2) is the
new form of the connection equation. Instead of the usual Cartan equation d,e! = 0 (here d,,



is the covariant exterior derivative with respect to the Lorentz connection w!”) with the unique
Levi-Civita solution w!”(e), one has

d,B'"7 =0, Bl = efr A ei +el nel. (2.9)
This equation is still algebraic with respect to the connection and can be rewritten as
BIE pwlle = ell A def + e A de?, (2.10)

however it is clear that its solution is in general not a Levi-Civita connection, neither the sum
of two Levi-Civita connections.

Furthermore, since the 2-form B’ is not simple (i.e. it is not a wedge product of two 1-
forms), it is quite involved to define the inverse of the algebraic operator acting on the connection
and find the general solution. Although in principle such general solution is known [[[(] (see also
[BF), it is a non-linear expression in B’/ constructed using the Urbantke metrics defined from a
general 2-form. This solution does not appear to significantly simplify in the special case (.9)
of our current interest, and we leave investigations of this approach to future work.

Instead, we note that the connection equation can be easily solved for any pair of conformally

equivalent tetrads, say
el = Qpel. (2.11)

In this case the 2-form B!’ is simple,

1
B = e*® el Ae”, o = 3 log (4 +Q2), (2.12)

and the connection is given by the Levi-Civita connection of e! plus a contorsion piece deter-
mined by &,

wi‘] = wi‘](e) + 2656‘””&,@. (2.13)

One can define then an ‘effective’ tetrad
el =e%e! (2.14)
for which the solution (B.13) reduces to the standard Levi-Civita connection

wi’ =wl’(e), (2.15)

as follows from the transformation properties of the Levi-Civita connection under conformal
transformations. As we will see below, it is the effective metric constructed from e’

O = mﬂiei = (Q%r + QQ_) nfjeiei, (2.16)

that acts as background for the massless graviton.
As for the tetrad equations, they give two sets at first sight similar to the ordinary Einstein
equations in tetrad language:

1
ZglJKLg'uypoei ,,FKL( ) i1(5k76+7€—)7 (2-17)

where the right-hand side comes from the straightforward variations of (B.3). However because
the connection is in general not Levi-Civita, its curvature is not equivalent to the Riemann
tensor, and the left-hand side does not reproduce the Einstein tensor.



3. Linearization

To get a first understanding of the dynamics of the model and its degrees of freedom, in this
section we study the linearization of (R.4)) around a given background. Following the standard
treatment of perturbation theory in tetrad variables (see e.g. [B4]), we define

I I 1J_ —1J 1J
ey, =€y, T fi, w, =0, +w,, (3.1)

where e, , and @ describe the (on-shell) background, whereas f{ , and w]” are the infinitesimal
perturbations. It is also useful to define the tensorial variables

f:l:,;u/ = nIJf;II;‘uéi,m (32)

which are related to the metric perturbations. Plugging the expansion (B.) into the action
and expanding to the quadratic order, one gets the linearized theory. Analyzing the resulting
linearized field equations, one can then elucidate the physical meaning of the perturbations.

3.1 Doubly-flat background

The first case we study is the doubly-flat background, which in ghost-free bi-gravity allows one
to provide a physical interpretation to all propagating degrees of freedom. It is defined by

et,=46., @)=0. (3.3)

Expanding the action at first order, it is immediate to see that the doubly-flat background is
a solution of the equations of motion only provided the parameters satisfy the following two
conditions

Ay =01+ 362+ 383+ 84 =0,

(3.4)
A =6y + 381+ 362+ 3 =0,

corresponding to the absence of an effective cosmological constant. These conditions allow to
exclude two of the parameters (3, for instance, 5, and Ss.
Introducing the ‘diagonal’ and ‘off-diagonal’ combinations of the tetrad fluctuations

f;w = f+,,ul/ + f—,,uuv buu = f—l—,uu - f—,;wa (35)

the action expanded to the second order reads
S = / d*x [ £L0w, " + [P0 — £.LOpw, " + 21pew), P, — gbu“‘by”] . (3.6)

where all indices are raised and lowered with the flat Minkowski metric, and can be con-
verted from spacetime to internal space indices and back using the flat tetrad 5{, Here 8 =
1 (Bo — 202 + B4) is the only parameter which remains in the linearized theory, and we observe
that the ‘off-diagonal’ variables decouple: for 5 # 0 they are fixed by their equations of motion
to zero, whereas in the case of vanishing § they remain undetermined describing pure gauge
degrees of freedom, corresponding to an additional shift gauge symmetry of the linearized theory.



The equation obtained by varying w,*? is linear and algebraic, and has solution

e 1 via 1
w,, B — 3 n [ nﬁ]ﬁ ((%slw + 5(9#“1/0) (3.7)

in terms of the symmetric s,, = 2f(,,) and antisymmetric a,, = 2f,,) parts of the ‘diagonal’
fluctuations. This expression is proportional to the Levi-Civita connection for fluctuations f,,
around the effective metric 27, see appendix [i] for details.?

Inserting the solution into the equation obtained by varying f,,, one finds that the anti-
symmetric part a,, drops out and remains unrestricted, whereas the symmetric part satisfies
the following differential equation

Gl ] = —% (6‘28,“, — 0,0,5," — 0,0p5," + 0u0,5,” + Ny (0,057 — 025,/))) —0. (3.8)

The second order differential operator appearing in (B.§) is nothing but the linearized Einstein
tensor G, on a flat background.

This analysis shows that the only propagating mode visible in the linear spectrum around
the doubly-flat background is the massless spin-2 graviton, described by s,,. The internal
Lorentz fields a,, are pure gauge, as in usual tetrad gravity. The crucial result is that the
‘off-diagonal’ field b,,,, which carries the massive graviton mode in usual bi-gravity theories, is
not dynamical in this linearization.

3.2 Conformally-related backgrounds

One may think that the reduction to Einstein’s gravity at the linearized level and absence
of additional propagating modes are a consequence of the high symmetry of the doubly-flat
background. As we now show, these features persist in more general conformally-equivalent
backgrounds, namely

el =Q.e. (3.9)

Let us first study the equations of motion that the background has to satisfy.

The equation for the connection can be solved as anticipated in Section B.J, so that @,ﬂ"
is the Levi-Civita connection evaluated on the effective tetrad ¢/ = e®e!, with ® defined as in
(B-12). Substituting this solution into the variation of the action with respect to the tetrads,
one finds the two equations

] e e
(@) = =2 55 B (3.10)
+

where G, (g) is the Einstein tensor evaluated on the effective metric g,, = n; JEiEZ, and

A =41Q% + 38070, + 36070 + 8,03,

3.11
A =B30% + 36020 + 351020, + B2 (3.1

generalizing A1 introduced in (B.4). Taking the difference of the two equations (B.10), one finds
a constraint on 4

Q_)\+ - Q+>\_. (312)

5The factor of 2 can be understood from (R.16) and setting Q1 = 1. Had we used the effective tetrad

eﬁ = \/§5£ to convert indices, we would obtain the right proportionality factor 1/4 in agreement with the

doubly-flat limit of the more general formula (B.14) derived below.



This algebraic constraint can be solved for generic values of the coupling constants. There is no
restriction on them as in the doubly-flat case, hence this perturbative expansion tests generic
properties of our action. In addition, the Bianchi identity requires that the function multiplying
the metric on the right hand side of (B.I]) be a constant, which can be identified with the
effective cosmological constant A. Thus, we have a stronger constraint

e_mg—i = 6_2(1)% = A = const. (3.13)
Finally, the two conformal factors must be such that the effective metric g, satisfies the standard
Einstein equations with cosmological constant A.

Next, we study the equations on the perturbations w{f and fy ,,, which again can be
conveniently decomposed in terms of ‘diagonal’ and ‘off-diagonal’ combinations (B-f]), with the
former split into its symmetric s,, and antisymmetric a,, parts. The analysis is a bit longer
than in the doubly-flat case, we thus present here an overview of the results and report the
details in Appendix [A].

e The solution for the connection is given by a covariant version of (B.7),
of _ =vlo=flo [ € e
Wy =89 VoS + §vuavr) , (3.14)

where V is the Levi-Civita connection of 9. Crucially, this solution is again a lineariza-
tion of the Levi-Civita connection for the ‘diagonal” perturbations f,,, around the effective
background g, .

e The symmetric diagonal perturbations s, satisfy the linearized Einstein equations on
the background described by the effective metric g,, with cosmological constant (B.T3),
namely

GW[g; 8] + Asp, = 0. (3.15)

n%
e The antisymmetric perturbations a,, are pure gauge.

e The ‘off-diagonal’ perturbations b,, are non-dynamical: they are fixed in terms of the
diagonal fields by an algebraic equation,

(8707 =W (3 +Q2)C.7°) bpe = (B 6457 — W(QF —Q2)C70°) fro (3.16)

where C’Wpa is the Weyl tensor of the effective background metric, and B and W are
functions of the background and parameters [ defined in ([A.1§).

We conclude that at linear order the model propagates only one massless graviton around
any background described by two conformally related tetrads. The main difference with respect
to the doubly flat case is that the ‘off-diagonal” perturbations do not have to vanish, but are
fixed in terms of the solution of the linearized Einstein equations.

We also remark that all solutions of the linearized GR are included in our model, provided
one can split the background metric as in (R.I6) so that the two functions €y satisfy the
constraint (B.13).



4. Kinetic terms

In this section we switch to a canonical analysis to explain why the linear spectrum on con-
formally related backgrounds contains only one massless graviton and no additional degrees of
freedom. To that end, we introduce a 3 + 1 decomposition of spacetime and analyze the kinetic
terms. We parametrize the tetrads as in the familiar ADM decomposition [B3, B, using a tilde
over or under the fields to indicate spatial density of positive or negative weight:

= (No XL+ Ngel ) dt + el ,da”. (4.1)
Here e} , and )N(i satisfy
UIJ)N(iei,a =0, UIJ)N(i)N(i = —(+, 771Jei a6i b = G+,ab, (4-2)

and gy o are the two induced metrics on the spatial slice, g1 are their determinants. An explicit
solution of these relations is given by®

)N(:{: = E:I: (1a Xil:) ) efl:,a = (Ei,aXi,ja E;iba) . (43)

Here the indices 7,7 = 1,2,3 are used to label spatial directions in the internal space, Efta
are spatial triads and E. their determinants. We will denote their inverses by Ef ;, and the
densities EjE = FLEL

The kinetic term of (@) following from this decomposition is

Skin = / dt dx (P, + P, ) ol (4.4)
where we introduced
~ 1 LE for [I.J] = [04]
pe = = gabee el el = £t o 4.5
+,1J 4 ITJKL®+ %+ ¢ {Ea[Xi,y} for [[J]:[Zj]. ( )

7 is not an elementary field, the structure of the kinetic

Since the momentum conjugate to wl
term should be further disentangled. This can be achieved through a change of variables which

generalizes the one used to bring the kinetic term to the canonical form in the case of one tetrad

(see [BY] and (C.13) in the last appendix),

S i i o
B = B £} (6] £dj), Xe =X —Cudj; £ ¢, (4.6a)
wot =y — Wi x5 + W (diy — Wi Gdy, wi = e*ry Bl + Eliw, (4.6b)

Here the first two relations define ‘diagonal’ (EZ“, x*) and ‘off-diagonal’ (d, ¢*) components of
the tetrad (analogously to, but in a more complicated way than in (B.])), whereas the last two
trade the 18 components of the connection w!” for 7!, the symmetric matrix r;; and the internal

6Notice also that in the single metric case the norm of the vector x* conveniently controls the nature of the
foliation, from the standard space-like one to time-like [B7] and null [Bg).

— 10 —



spatial vector w’. Using these new variables allows us to write the kinetic term of the action in
the following form:

Sun = [ at [ Exom + o' + MG | (4.7

The first two terms are in the canonical form and familiar from the single tetrad [BJ and
standard bi-gravity cases [BJ]. On the other hand, the momentum conjugate to r;; is still not
an elementary field. While we were not able to find a further change of variables which brings
it to the canonical form, this expression for the kinetic term is sufficient to draw some definite
conclusions.

In the case of GR in the first order formalism, there is only one tetrad, the fields dg and
¢" describing the ‘off-diagonal’ sector are absent, and so is the non-canonical last term in (f£7).
Hence the six components r;; of the connection have vanishing momenta and are non-dynamical
fields. In our case this is not true anymore. The momenta conjugate to r;; are non-vanishing
and are given by

w = ekl (4.8)

As a result, one expects that the model propagates up to six additional degrees of freedom, in
agreement with the results of [P3].
Let us consider however the linearization around any background with conformally related

tetrads (B.9). The crucial observation is that for such backgrounds

77 i o

di ~ 03, ¢'=0. (4.9)
Therefore, at linearized level the momenta ([[.§) are again vanishing! This fact explains why
the linear spectrum around these backgrounds contains only a massless graviton. It also shows
that the hiding mechanism at play is based on the non-linear dependence on the ‘off-diagonal’
variables of the momenta of the additional degrees of freedom.

5. Canonical analysis

In this section we perform the complete canonical analysis of the model (R.4) and find the
number of propagating degrees of freedom on generic backgrounds. Notice first that the action
of our model can be equivalently written as the action of the standard ghost-free bi-gravity (B.2)
constrained to have equal connections

Slexs ey, V] = Shigler, e wp,w-] + / d'x vl (W, — W), (5.1)

where v}, is a Lagrange multiplier imposing the constraint. Integrating out v}, one recovers
the original action (.4). Choosing (b.1) as the starting point allows to make the canonical
analysis similar to the one of the ghost-free bi-gravity, to see their parallels and differences.

5.1 Primary constraints

For the purpose of canonical analysis, it is convenient to treat the time components of the
connection directly as Lagrange multipliers. To be able to do this, we need to integrate out v,

— 11 —



in the action (b.1]) which imposes w;’rjo = wl 0, but leaves the other components independent,

thus making one step back towards the original formulation (B.4). Then decomposing the tetrads
as in ([L.1)), the action can be rewritten in the following canonical form (cf. [B1, 0, B2])

S = /dt d?x [Pi IJatw-i- ot pe IJatw + UIJ(W—Ii-Ja - Wﬁ{a) +wy'Gry
(5.2)
+ Niv-ha + NEV—@ _l_ ]X+%+ ‘l’ ]X_H_ 3

where the momenta JSi ;1 are given by ([L.5). The explicit expressions of Gr;, Vi, and Hy can
be found in ([C]). They form the set of primary constraints, together with

@DU—era—wU. (5.3)

—,a

One must also take into account that not all components of ﬁi ;s are independent: as for usual
gravity in tetrad variables, we have 6 simplicity constraints per sector,

1 ~
P = 2 e REPE P kp (5.4)

Thus, in total one has 6 +2 x 4 + 18 + 2 X 6 = 44 primary constraints. They are defined on a
72-dimensional phase space parametrized by P{ ;; and wi{a, with symplectic structure

{wi{a(x)7 ﬁ:?:,KL(Y)} = 525§(JL5(X7 y). (5.5)

Before we proceed with the study of the constraint algebra, it is convenient to replace V, ,
by their linear combinations. Namely, we define

1
Da = V+’a + V—7a +

5 (Wi, +w!,)Grs

. N ~
+ 47 2 (0P 1y — P Y1) Fwenr Py ey —wonr P (5.6)

o (Bb I . Bb 1) b L b I
=0y (P ity + P2 ywhl,) — PLp,0uwily — P 0,01,

- 1
Va = 5 (V-l—,a — V_@).

The advantage of this redefinition is that D, generates the standard spatial diffeomorphisms in
both sectors.” Similarly, the Gauss constraint G;; generates the local Lorentz transformations.
It is easy to see that both these constraints commute weakly with all other constraints in
agreement with their first class nature as generators of gauge transformations.

Let us now consider the simplicity constraints (f.4) together with the constraints (p.3).
Their Poisson brackets are non-vanishing so that one can expect that they form second class
pairs. But there are 18 constraints 1!/ and only 12 ¢% so that there should exist 6 combinations
of ¥!7 which commute with all simplicity constraints. One can check that this is indeed the
case and the following constraints have vanishing commutation relations with ¢%:

Yo = )N(iwa,u)w(f, (5.7a)

"Note that the interaction term Sin; does not contribute to D,.
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Ve = —2P¢ [ XWX = quqiel i’ XY, (5.7b)
1

~ab K L 1]
Yo = 3 ey pe ", (5.7¢)

where ¢ are the inverses of the induced metrics defined in ([3). We denote the set of these
constraints by 1y with X running over 6 values.

As a result, we remain with the set of constraints ¥y, V, and H. for which we should study
the stability conditions. This problem is very similar to what one has in the ghost-free bi-gravity
[BZ: the only difference is that there, instead of 1 x, one has the off-diagonal Gauss Grs given
by the difference of the Gauss constraints in the two sectors. Let us recall that in the case of
bi-gravity the stabilization of Gry gives rise to three secondary constraints S* which coincide
with the spatial components of the symmetricity conditions (R.5). Then Gr, form second class
pairs with V, and 8. At the same time, the stability of the two Hamiltonian constraints H4
also generates the secondary constraint [B3, Eq.(3.14)]

W= My, (o, — 1), 59
where
MG, = e re™ (Bre" el o+ 28:ek et .+ Baelf el ), (5.9)

which in turn forms a second class pair with a linear combination of H4, whereas another
combination remains first class. It is trivial to check that this constraint structure leads to 14-
dimensional phase space, i.e. to 7 degrees of freedom of one massless and one massive gravitons,
whereas the constraint ¥ (p.§) is nothing but the constraint removing the BD ghost.

In our case the constraint structure is certainly going to be different since we already
know that the symmetricity conditions do not arise in our model. On the other hand, it is
interesting that the constraint removing the BD ghost is still imposed. Indeed, the constraint
(F3) is simply a linear combination of our constraints 1./, Thus, both primary and secondary
constraints responsible for the absence of the BD ghost in bi-gravity appear now as primary
constraints, which allows us to conclude that our model is free from the BD ghost.

5.2 Absence of the interaction terms

Before treating the general case, it is useful to consider the case where all parameters [, are
taken to vanish, i.e. the interaction term S, is not included. As was noticed in section P, then
the model possesses two additional gauge symmetries (.6). Therefore, the first natural question
is: what are the first class constraints generating them? Since the symmetry transformations
do not affect the connections, it is clear that the generators must be linear combinations of
the constraints (p.7). Comparing their commutators with the canonical variables against the
transformations given in appendix [B, one can check that the generator of S; coincides with )y,
whereas the generator of S, is given by

= N, + Notp!, + N_y/ (5.10)

where N = N ¢ — N2 is the Lagrange multiplier of V..
These identifications make sense only if the corresponding constraints vy and v are first
class, i.e. commute with all other constraints. Potentially, the only non-vanishing commutators
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can be with V, and H.. We provide their explicit expressions in appendix [(J and prove that
indeed weakly commutes with all constraints.

The situation with ¢ is more complicated. First of all, it is already a bit unusual that
one has to consider a quantity which is not really a function on the phase space since it also
involves Lagrange multipliers. In fact, this is analogous to the generator of time diffeomorphisms
in any generally covariant theory which is known to coincide with the full Hamiltonian (see,
e.g. [, E)), i-e. it is the linear combination of first class constraints with coefficients given
by the corresponding Lagrange multipliers. But here there is an additional complication: the
constraints entering (B.I0) are not first class! Indeed, the matrix of commutators of 14 =
(1o, Vo, ) with Hy = (V,, Ho, H_) has the following structure

Aw B;' B;
{a(x), Hp(y)} = Mapd(x,y),  Map=|-BS 0 —C |, (5.11)
-B; C 0

where Ay, BE and C are defined in (C.§). However, it turns out that the vanishing of all
commutators is not necessary for ¢) to be a symmetry of the action! To see why this is so, let
us write the action in the canonical form as

S = /dt (P'Orgi + n*Ga) (5.12)

where ¢;, p’ are our canonical variables, G, is the set of all primary constraints and n® are their
Lagrange multipliers. Furthermore, we know that

{tbar,Ga} =ChGy, a# B

5.13
{wA/7HB}:CX’BG“/+MA’B7 ( )

and under the action generated by ¢*G,, the canonical variables and the Lagrange multipliers
transform as

0g; = {e"Ga,qi}, o' ={e"Ga,p'}, (5.14)
on® = 9™ — Cg.en. .
For the generator ¢ (F.10]), one must take e* = eN4 for a = A’, where N4 = (N“,]N\TJF,]X_),
and zero otherwise. Then applying the transformation (f.I4) to the action (p.13) and using the
constraint algebra ([5.13), it is easy to see that the variation vanishes provided the matrix My p
is antisymmetric. Remarkably, this is indeed the case for the matrix (p.17)).
Let us now turn to the stability conditions for the remaining constraints, i.e ¥4 and H 4.
It is clear that they reduce to the equations

MygNE =0, ¥ Mp,=-- (5.15)

B" are Lagrange multipliers for ¢y and the dots denote contributions from commutators

of H 4 with all other constraints. From the first equation, one finds

where v

N, =C'B;N°, N_=-C'BfN", (5.16)
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and
MpN' =0, My =Ap+C (BB, —B,B;). (5.17)

Since My, is a 3 X 3 antisymmetric matrix, it has a vanishing determinant and the equations
(b.17) fix only 2 of the 3 components of N* as

N = N M,,. (5.18)

This is consistent with the fact that one combination of the constraints H 4 is first class, whereas
4 remaining constraints are second class. In the following, it will be convenient to use notations
N4 for the functions on the phase space determining the Lagrange multipliers N* up to the
factor of IV so that we have NA = ]XNA.

It is clear that the second equation in (b.15) has a similar solution. More precisely, one
obtains v4" = NN A 4 ... where the dots correspond to terms proportional to the Lagrange
multipliers of the constraints contributing to the r.h.s. of that equation (i.e. ¢¢* and those ¢!7
which form with ¢% second class pairs). Importantly, one Lagrange multiplier remains unfixed
implying that one combination of 14/ is first class, whereas 4 others are second class.

Explicitly, the combinations of the constraints which are first class can be written as

H=NV+N,H +NH +-, =Ny +N,+N_ . (5.19)

where this time the dots denote terms proportional to ¢%° and 17 which can be fixed from the
stability equations of these constraints. The first class constraint 1 can be thought also as the
generator of the gauge symmetry Ss. However, this is true only on mass shell: this constraint
is proportional to the generator (b-I0) provided the Lagrange multipliers are set to their values
fixed by the stability conditions.

We conclude that in the absence of the interaction term the 72-dimensional phase space
carries 12 first class constraints Gy, D,, H, 1o, . and 32 second class constraints comprising
¢, 16 components of ¢!7 and 4 constraints out of (V,, Hy, H_). This leaves 72—2x12—32 = 16
dimensional phase space, i.e. 8 degrees of freedom. Two of them correspond to the massless
graviton, whereas the remaining six can be viewed as the components of the connection 7;;
becoming dynamical on general background, as suggested by (f.7).

5.3 Inclusion of the interaction terms

After adding the interaction term Si,, the structure of the commutators changes. Since there are
no the gauge symmetries (£.) anymore, there are no linear combinations of 1x which commute
with all H4. As a result, all of them give rise to non-trivial stability equations generalizing

(E-139)
{wx,/d?’yNAHA} = MxaN* =0, (5.20)

where My denotes the matrix of commutators. Its evaluation is discussed in appendix [(J
although we refrain from providing explicit expressions for its entries since they are cumbersome
and not illuminating. The stability conditions (p.2() represent a system of 6 linear homogeneous
equations on 5 Lagrange multipliers N4. Furthermore, the vanishing solution N4 = 0 is not
physically acceptable. Therefore, among these 6 equations there should exist at least 2 which
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are not conditions on the Lagrange multipliers, but secondary constraints. In this case the
solution necessarily has the form N4 = NN 4 where N4 are some functions on the phase space
fixed by the stability conditions.

Unfortunately, we have not been able to find any simple expression for the secondary con-
straints, but formally they can be represented as conditions of vanishing determinants. For
instance, they can be chosen as

Sy = det {v%, Hp} =0, (5.21)

where wf, denotes the vector of constraints (¢, 1+,%p). Then 6 constraints 1)y form second
class pairs with 6 constraints comprising Sy, S_ and 4 constraints out of (Va, H.,H_), whereas
the total Hamiltonian

H=NV,+ N H +N_H_+-- (5.22)

remains first class, as in (5.19).
The dimension of the constrained phase space in this case is given by 72 —2 x 10 — 36 = 16,
which again corresponds to 8 degrees of freedom having the same interpretation as above.

6. Foliation-preserving model

In this section we present another model which can be viewed as a restriction of the previous
one to a particular sector. The motivation to consider it comes from the observation that under
the condition
Xy = X", (6.1)

which can also be written in a Lorentz covariant form as

(e-i-,a)N(—) =0 & (e—,a)?-i-) = O> (62)
the commutators of constraints (see Appendix [Q) significantly simplify. In fact, these simplifi-
cations are not accidental, but reflect a degeneracy of the sector (6.]]), manifest already from
the fact that the constraints 1, defined in (5.74) become identically zero. Moreover, it is easy
to check that the 9 constraints defined by®

Vo = U0’ Xy (6.3)

weakly commute with both ¢4 and the constraints (f.2) which will be denoted by A,. This
implies that in the sector of equal ., the matrix of commutators of ¥!7 and ¢%* acquires an
additional degeneracy and some of the constraints which formed second class pairs do not do
this anymore.

More precisely, one finds that only 9 constraints among .7 form such second class pairs
with ¢% and A,. The other 9 constraints given in (f-J) remain commuting. As a consequence,
among ¢% and A, there are also 6 constraints commuting with all 1!/, Explicitly, they can be
represented as

Iuab _ ib + Cblib (64)

8There are only 9 independent constraints among v because they satisfy X7yl = 0. Here X! denotes either
X1 or X! which are equal under the condition () Note that this is not true however for X7 or XZ.
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a c b)c q— q K v
_nIKES (q-i-) efc_Q—) 6[—{,c> (\/ ae{hg +f¢gf “ qi_ I_g _ Qng—FEIJKLX_{_{XE),

where e} €] is the inverse of E_el T .+ E el and we notice that the last term is proportional to A,.
Thus, in this sector one gets more constramts which generate non-trivial stability conditions.
There are 9 + 6 + 3 + 2 = 20 such constraints: ., u®, V, and H.

Let us briefly discuss the resulting constraint structure without going into the details of
the calculations. First, the stability of 1! and u® generates 9 + 6 = 15 equations which
are homogeneous equations on 5 Lagrange multipliers N4 = (N ¢ Ny, N_). Thus, one could
think that, as in the previous analysis, the requirement of non-vanishing of the two lapses
guarantees that they fix only 4 Lagrange multipliers and the remaining equations generate 11
secondary constraints. However, now there is a new feature: the stability equations involve
spatial derivatives of the lapses which arise from commutators with u (£.4). In such situation
the system of equations is not required to be fully degenerate to have a non-vanishing solution.
Therefore, the 15 stability conditions fix all 5 Lagrange multipliers up to a constant and generate
only 10 secondary constraints. Altogether 30 constraints form 15 second class pairs and one
remains with 72 — 2 x (94 15) — 2 x 9 = 6 dimensional phase space, i.e. 3 degrees of freedom.

The striking difference with the previous cases is that now there are only 9 first class
constraints. This is because one lost time diffeomorphisms since both lapses have been fixed
by the stability conditions turning both Hamiltonian constraints into second class. This is
consistent with the observation that the sector analyzed here can be obtained by adding the
constraint A, directly to the action. However, the term generating it cannot be written in a
spacetime covariant form. The best one can do is to write

Sresler, e, w] = Sle,e_,w]+ /d4 Mg el el g, (6.5)

where A} is some Lagrange multiplier field. Such term preserves the Lorentz symmetry and
spatial diffeomorphisms, but breaks time diffeomorphisms. It is this breaking that is responsible
for the appearance of the third degree of freedom in this model.

Note however that the additional term in (£.9) is still invariant under reparametrizations
of time which are independent of spatial coordinates z° — 2/°(2°). This means that time dif-
feomorphisms are not broken completely, but their global zero mode remains to be a symmetry.
Remarkably, this is consistent with the canonical analysis sketched above which showed that
the lapses are fixed by the stability conditions only up to a constant which is promoted to a
function of time. These reduced symmetries are precisely consistent with a reduction of full
diffeomorphism invariance to foliation-preserving diffeomorphism invariance.

Thus, the model (6.5) represents an interesting mild modification of general relativity, in
the sense that there is only one additional degree of freedom, related to the breaking of time
diffeomorphisms.

7. Discussion

In this paper we analyzed a bi-gravity model obtained starting from the first order formulation
of ghost-free bi-gravity and imposing that the two tetrads are charged under the same Lorentz
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connection. We found that this changes strongly the dynamics and the spectrum of the original
theory. In particular, the linearization around any background with conformally related tetrads
reduces to linearized GR and thus propagates only the 2 degrees of freedom of a massless
graviton. This means that all solutions of linearized Einstein’s theory can be included in our
model, as argued at the end of section j.

At the non-linear level, we found 8 propagating degrees of freedom. Besides the 2 degrees
of freedom of a massless graviton, there are 6 additional modes which can be traced back
to the lost of the symmetricity conditions (P7) and thus to the absence of the equivalence
with the metric formalism. The precise properties of the additional degrees of freedom remain
to be investigated. To that end, one should either compute higher orders of the perturbative
expansion around the doubly-flat background, or linearize the theory around a background with
non-conformally equivalent tetrads so that these degrees of freedom become visible in the linear
approximation. The problem with the latter approach is that the solution of the connection
equation (P:I0) becomes much more complicated, see e.g. [[0], and one may expect that the
geometric interpretation of the corresponding results will be intricate.

While we have no definite results about the nature of the additional degrees of freedom,’
we were able to identify the mechanism at play in hiding them around conformally related
backgrounds: this originates in the non-linear dependence of their momenta on the off-diagonal
tetrad components. Furthermore, we claim that these additional propagating modes contain
neither the BD ghost, nor a massive graviton. This may appear at odds with the arguments of
[B4, BT, but it is simply a consequence of the fact that the two constraints which remove the BD
ghost in ghost-free bi-gravity, are still present in our model. At the same time, the absence of a
massive graviton is expected because the additional degrees of freedom originate from a different
set of canonical fields than the one which gives rise to such graviton in standard bi-gravity. In
our case these are the fields which are typically fixed by the symmetricity constraint (2-5). In
our model this constraint is absent and the corresponding fields become dynamical.'?

One may try to compare these results with [£3], where an equivalent action was considered,
but taking only one of the tetrads dynamical. In that case the authors argued that the phase
space of the theory should be either 2 x 10 or 2 x 8-dimensional, which was interpreted as
describing 5 modes of a massive graviton plus 5 or 3 additional modes. One could then think
that the extension to the bi-gravity case just adds the two modes of a massless graviton. If this
was true, our model would have either 10 or 12 degrees of freedom, among which one would
find, in particular, one massless and one massive graviton. However, such conclusion disagrees
with our findings.

It is interesting that our model has 8 degrees of freedom independently of the presence of
the interaction term (P-3) (which includes the two cosmological constants). In the case where
this term is absent, the model possesses two additional gauge symmetries which however do not
change the number of degrees of freedom: while they do convert two second class constraints
into first class, two other second class constraints drop out.

9The number of additional degrees of freedom suggests that they may be carried by the antisymmetric ‘off-
diagonal’ variables by,

10Note that degrees of freedom of a similar nature have recently appeared also in a three-dimensional model
introduced in [[t3.
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Our model has also an interesting twist presented in section . It is obtained by imposing
a set of additional constraints which restrict the model into a certain sector degenerate from
the point of view of the canonical structure. The resulting model turns out to be foliation-
preserving and propagates 3 degrees of freedom, a massless graviton and a scalar. This situation
is similar to other foliation-preserving modified theories of gravity such as Einstein-aether theory
(with hypersurface-orthogonal vector) [7], Horava-Lifshitz gravity [B§], which attracted much
attention, or the recently introduced generalized unimodular gravity [B9. These theories have
a wide range of applications [I4, ], and it would be interesting to further investigate and
compare to the existing literature the model here presented.

There are other possible generalizations of the model. For instance, one can include parity
breaking terms similar to the one which introduces the Immirzi parameter [6. With two
tetrads, there are three such new terms. One may also study more general interaction potentials
to see whether they lead to the appearance of the BD ghost, as it happens in the standard
bi-gravity. Another possibility is to consider more than two tetrads charged under the same
connection. As argued in the Introduction, we expect that such model should still contain only
one graviton in its spectrum. And of course, it is crucial to understand what is the correct way
to introduce matter couplings.

Coming to applications and further developments, one may hope that this model, or any of
its extensions including the foliation-preserving one, can be useful for cosmology. The modified
dynamics and the additional degrees of freedom may lead to phenomenologically interesting
infrared modifications of gravity, be it at cosmological or galactical scales. On the other hand,
the fact they are invisible at linearized level may be helpful in ensuring that the model is not
in contradiction with the known experimental results. Finally, it would also be interesting to
understand how our model changes the discussion of horizon structures and black holes from
ordinary bi-gravity [7).

To conclude, we wish to highlight a possible conceptual lesson of our work — the crucial
role of the connection field in carrying the gravitational interaction, as opposed to the tetrad
(or metric). In fact, one may expect that a theory with two tetrads will always contain two
gravitons, but we have shown otherwise, exposing a theory with two tetrads, a single connection
and a single graviton. This lesson resonates with many approaches to classical and quantum
gravity where one moves the emphasis from the tetrad (or metric) to the connection field (see,

for instance, [, [i9, B0]).
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A. Details of the linearization

In this Appendix we provide additional details and explicit formulas for the linearization con-
sidered in section B.3. The equation for the connection perturbations is given by

erare » (FE Ndget + el NdafE+ el Aty nel) = 0. (A.1)
s==+

- 19 —



For generic backgrounds, this presents the same difficulty of the full equation, namely the
bivector multiplying the perturbed connection is not simple, and its inversion is complicated.
The situation changes significantly for conformally related backgrounds. First, the background
connection is Levi-Civita with respect to the effective tetrad ¢/ = e®é!, as already shown in the
main text:

wl! =e'V,e). (A.2)

Here V,, is the covariant derivative compatible with the effective background metric g,,. As a
consequence, the covariant derivative D, = d, 4+ w,, is compatible with projecting the internal
indices using the effective tetrad, namely

D' =V, (ehh). (A.3)
In addition, we have the property
dyel = d(e™®Qy) N (A.4)

That is, the on-shell connection is Levi-Civita with respect to the effective tetrad, but carries
torsion with respect to the two fundamental tetrads. The torsion vanishes only when the
backgrounds coincide exactly, like for the doubly-flat background.

Secondly, we can identify the ‘diagonal” and ‘off-diagonal’ tetrad perturbations

®
e
fi,= E(ﬁ +0},), (A.5)

so that they are related to the tensorial perturbations, defined in the same ; way as in (B.5), by
f;w = fielua b,uu = bielu- (A6)

Using ([A-4) we can rewrite (A2]]) in terms of the ‘diagonal’ tetrad perturbations only,
EIJKL (QK/\d@fL—l-eK/\U)LM/\QM) =0. (A?)

This equation can now be recognized as the first order expansion of the standard torsion free
condition, and admits the unique Levi-Civita solution

_ 1_
wh = wh (e, 1) = el (vpsw + §vﬂayp> : (A.8)

We remark that even if the tetrad perturbation are arbitrary and not conformally related, the
on-shell connection perturbation is again Levi-Civita. This fact is crucial in recovering the
Einstein’s equations below.

To see that, we consider now the equations for tetrad perturbations which take the following
form

1 ~UVpo 1 — — === plo Cts
5 &?IJKLE“ p <§ finprrL(w) + €i7VDpwa) + ee[I“g”] SZ;E QQ—QS (fpo + pro) = 07 (A9)
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where we introduced
Crp = B0 +2B50_Q + B2,
Cim =cCoqp =B + 23,00 + 3502, (A.10)
= =60 +2610-Q4 + B2
These coefficients are related to the coefficients \. defined in (B.11]) by
Query +Q cp =Ny, (A1)
Qe +Qc_=_.

Substituting the solution (A]) for w/’ into (A.) and using the tetrad equations for the
background, one finds after some algebra

Gf}zx) [gu S] + Asuu - A:I:(fuu - gl/,ufpp> + Q:I:(bu,u - Qyubpp)

, AN (A12)
o (1 50 ) 7 7 5 7] =0

where C’H,,po is the Weyl tensor of the effective metric g,
1
G;(le) g5 8] = — 5 V VS + V@ Vs — 5 V VVSP D) 9 (Vo Vs =V, VP557)

1 (A.13)
+ R(MPSV)p — Rupvos™ + 2 guvachpo ) RSHV

is the linear term in s, of the expansion of the Einstein tensor evaluated on the metric g, + 5.,
and we introduced two sets of coefficients

2 A e*® 1 Cas
Ap=—2A-28 4 = &%
SR SRR To NP
. A.l4
A 624) 1 Cig ( )

S .
= E5m T 200,

Taking into account the definition of A (B.13), the constraint (B.1J) and the relations ([A.11)), it
is easy to show that these coefficients satisfy

PQ,+90°Q_ =0, (A.15)
QA +Q2A =0. (A.16)

Using these properties, the two equations ([A.12) can be rewritten as
Glgi 5]+ As (A17)

‘I'Q:I: ( guu ) (fl/u guu.fpp) - WCMPVU ((Qi + Q2_)bp0 - (Qi - QQ_)fPU)} = 0’

where 4 4 . .
_l’_ p—
=—=—, W = = — . A.18
Q. Q 202Q,  202Q_ (A-18)

Since ()4 # )_, the equations are equivalent to vanishing of the two lines separately. The

vanishing of the first line coincides with the linearized Einstein equations (B-179), whereas the
vanishing of the second gives the relation (B.1f) due to the tracelessness property of the Weyl
tensor. Thus, the ‘off-diagonal’ perturbations b,, are completely determined by the ‘diagonal
ones’, the symmetric part s,, of the ‘diagonal’ perturbations satisfies the linearized Einstein
equations, whereas its antisymmetric part a,, remains unrestricted and hence pure gauge.
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B. The action of the additional gauge symmetries

In this appendix we present the action of the gauge symmetries (B.f) on the variables appearing
in the 3 + 1 decomposition ([.1]).
For the first symmetry &p, one obtains

~ £
a _ ~abc K L
OPf ;= =+ 5 CITKLE  Cq b

I _ Sal _J
0XL = F2ePy jer,,

SN =e ¢ (—(etbe%c)](fc + (e_p X4 )N, £ (e+7b)?_)]y_> , (B

0N =e¢ <Q:El(e$,a5€:t)Na T (e ae—p)Ne T q;l()?ﬁ?—){ﬁ) :

For the second symmetry Ss, one first finds the transformation of the tetrad
5ei,u =tces B eiw%,eiw — eivue;“,ei,y} ) (B.2)

Taking into account that in each sector the decomposition ([l]]) implies the following form of
the inverse tetrad
e(} = —6_1X[, e? —e ! (NaXl - 2]NVPIGJXJ) , (B?))

where the determinant of the tetrad is given by e = —N X2 = NE?(1 - x?), the transformation
(B-2) can be rewritten as

1 \ v v v c
el , = ¢ [—5 et , <Nb(€j:,bX:F) + No (X1 X)) F Negzds (6+,b6—,c)>
+€i,u <Nbe;r|:,b)?:F,J = ]N\fi)?i)w(ﬂw + ],quQJFqb:Fcei,b@i,c)} : (B.4)

Starting either from this result or directly from (R.6H), one can also derive the following trans-
formations

5ﬁi,u = T enkniL [NG)N(LK)N(E} + ]N\7+Q+Qibe[fb5(£] + ]X—Q—qa_be[fb)?fq ;
~ ET A ~ ~ ~ o~ ~ ~ o~
5XL = = S [N (ena X XL + Vo (RERE + RL(R, X))
ENzeg (e a0 X1 (B.5)

ONG =& Ny [Na()%-i-)?—) + ]N\I+Q+Qib(e+,b5(—) + ]N\I—Q—ng(e—,bfar)] g
SNy = £2e N3(X, X).

An important observation is that in both transformations (B-]]) and (B1) the shifts enter
only in the combination N®. This is consistent with the general form of the transformation of the
Lagrange multipliers (p-I4) and the form of the constraint algebra. Another remark is that, in
contrast to the first symmetry, the transformations of the canonical variables under the second
are proportional to the Lagrange multipliers, whereas the transformations of the Lagrange
multipliers themselves are quadratic in them. This indicates that the canonical generator of the
second symmetry is constructed using these Lagrange multipliers, in agreement with (b.10).

— 22 —



C. Constraints and commutators

The constraints appearing in the decomposed action (p.2) have the following explicit form

Gryj = Dt(f)ﬁi,u + DC(L_)ﬁ(—I,IJ’
Via = _f):ll):,IJFaIbJ(w:t) + @;m;, (C.1)
He = QPi,IKPi’KJF;z;](Wi) +

+ . - . 5 ; .
where D) are the covariant derivatives with respect to wi’,, and Z" and S are contribu-

tions of the interaction term (B.3) given by
D =Bi(es.aX ) = o e Py 1 PE 1o — Bale o X 1),
A = = Pogy + BUK LX) + 28264 X P 1) — Bageds, (C.2)
A = = Prg-d_ +2Bpel XTPYL 5+ B3(Xi X0) = Pag-,

where we introduced a convenient notation dy = ¢%(ey 46— ).
Before we proceed, let us note the following useful identities!

- - - - - 1~ o o~
Py =/ X0, Prell = oKy, Phel = —50%.  PpX7 = —Jqas (C3a)
gebe] —q XX =0, (C.3b)
1 .~
%q‘weigbdeg ~1 ¢ XX = PI“KPI”KJ, (C.3¢)
1 - o o~
1 €IJKLXK€£ = {abcPIbKPC’KJ, (C.3d)
1 o~ -
55[JNL€CIL/ (T]NK + q_lXNXK) = gabCP}JJQCdeCIl{, (C3e)
and that the difference of two curvatures vanishes on the surface of the constraints ¢!, Indeed,
one has
Fyil (wi) = Fif (o) = 0y — 0 + 2050wy + 200 g™ (C4)
This property ensures that in the right hand side of commutators one can always do the re-
placement
1
Fygl (ws) m 5 (Fai (i) + Fog (w-)) = i (C.5)

First, we provide commutators between the constraints ¥x = (1, ¥+, ¥_, 1) (B.1) and
Ho= V., = s(Via—V_a), Hy, H_) (CJ) in the case of vanishing £y, k =0, ..., 4. Introducing
the relevant part of the Hamiltonian

H= / dx (Naf/a +N ML+ JNV_%_) (C.6)
and using the above properties, it is straightforward to obtain

{$a, H} = —(Xs X ) (Ny Vi + NV ) (C.7a)

We omit the indices & distinguishing the two sectors.
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+ (1\71’5(15(5 + Nogegioel X7 — N_X1q g’ ) nrxnnFRE,

{vi H} = Q+Qib€i bX—,I (NeVio = N-V_o) — 2N+(X+ “)H (C.7b)
+arqicel (N X7 — N_g_¢" 6_,d> Mo
(-, H} m q_qe’ Xy 1 (NaViw — NoV_ o) +2N_ (X, X )M (C.70)

+q_q*e’ (N bXT ¢ JNV+Q+qf’fei,d) nixnarFo,
~abc K L Nd 1J d d
{vo, H} = e"ersxrey el . 5 Fad T2 (NyPL = N_P? ) FLV ) (C.7d)

From this result it follows that the matrix of commutators defined in (F.11]) has the structure
shown in that equation with the entries given by

Aab = )%—F,I)N( JfIJ
B, = Q:l:qu):ce:t T ik Fay’ (C8)
C = c_prqjlfeﬂrr Lq-qe’ dUIKnJL]:IgL'

At the same time, one can prove that the commutator ([C.7d) is actually weakly vanishing.
Indeed, the first term can be rewritten as

{%, / d3XN“1>a} ~

1
4Nd e%eryrr (X gef o+ el get ) FL
1 N
) = Nég®ee, pr qi (et g€ d)e+ fe+c + ¢* (e_,geJr,d)el_(,feic
g (e X)X el — g7 e aX ) KE el ) Fl

cf

1
= —~ N k1 <5b (0% (esge—a)el e s+ q (e ger q)e” e )

4
2 (g (e a X)X E ek 4 g7 (ega, X)L ) U
= —N¢ (qfrg(&r,ge—,d)ﬁi,u + qa—g(e—,g&r,d)ﬁiu
+2q-|_-1(6—7d‘)?+)ﬁi,IKﬁiKJ + 29:1(6+,d)?—)ﬁ(—1,1KﬁEKJ> Fai)
~ C_Iib(eJr be— C)NC]A}-I— (O bE+ C)ch}—,a
—q ' N (e X )My — ¢ N (e X )H_, (C.9)

where at the second step we used the identity (C.3H) and at the fourth step we used the definition
of P{;; (E3) and (C.3d). The second term can be manipulated as follows

1
{%,/ng]NVJrHJr} ~ B Ny gobegdile I (‘J+ bfe—c_6+ b(et re—, c)) Fud

I J J J
= Niqrgicel g (6—,d — el jq¥ (er g a) + el ag? (er gep)
J KL
—(€+,d€—,g)Qif€+,f> NN Fap

= ],y+( giel X (Xie q) +4d, PYEPY )
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—4}31]K1517quid(6+,d6— ))7711\/]:
~ =N (X o)gVip+ 24 NoHy
1 ~a, C v
3 N,é Yerkrds (e+,ce—,g)X—|I—{€i,f'Fil;]> (C.10)

where at the first step we used the definition of 151 ;s and contracted the two e-factors, at the

third step we used (C.3H) and ([C:39), and at the last step we applied (C.3d) in the last term.
This last term can then be rewritten as

1 ~a, C 1 ~aoc v
3¢ gf’sIJKLQi (64— yg ) 6+ f]: - 3° ' EUKLqif ((6+7ge—,f)€i,c - (6+7g€—70)6i,f) Xf]:;l;]
1.
= —2d, P, PP FLY + 1€ e X el Tl
1 ~abc it s 1,5 S ~
~ —dy My — 2 <2§cgfqid(e_7dx+)Pf i+ q_l(XJrX_)sIJKLXf{ef’c) FL
~ —diHy + (Koo o)g™ Vo — ¢ (XXM (C.11)

where at the second step we again used ([C:3d) and (C3H), and at the third step (C-34). Thus,
the full commutator reads

{%,/d XN+H+} - N+(X+€— a)q+ V+b+N+(X+€— )qa_bV—,b

+ NidiHy — ]X+q:1()?+)%_)7'l_-

(C.12)

A similar formula holds for the commutator with 7_. It can be obtained by exchanging (4 < —)
and flipping the overall sign. As a result, all commutators with ¢y weakly vanish confirming
that this is a first class constraint. Furthermore, the obtained results are perfectly consistent
with the transformations of the Lagrange multipliers (B.]) and the general formula (f.14).

To include contributions from the interaction terms, one has to first extend the symplectic
structure to the variables XjE and eia which enter the contributions ([C.2), but cannot be
expressed through the canonical variables PjE ;s in a covariant way. One way to proceed is to
drop the covariance and decompose the connections as [B9]

ij __ _ijk l [i  Jl
Wi a e Ti,kl@:l:,a + E:I:,aw:l:v
07 7 ij
Wia=MNta =~ WiaX+js

(C.13)

so that nfm and w’. become canonically conjugate to Eil and Y., respectively, whereas rgf have
vanishing conjugate momenta (cf. ([E7)). Such formalism is equivalent to solving explicitly
the simplicity constraints (f.4) and changing the symplectic structure to the one given by
the corresponding Dirac bracket.!? However, the lost of covariance makes all computations
extremely cumbersome. Fortunately, it is possible to represent the resulting Dirac brackets in
a covariant form [B2]

{w:l: a’Xi(}D = -0 [Iei]au
K[l J
{W:I:a’e:l:b}D__2<Pibe:l:a+P %[) :Ija)‘

12T this formalism the distinguishing feature of the constraints (m) is that they are such combinations of
1J : ij
;" that are independent of r.

(C.14)
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But then the simple canonical commutation relations (p.5) are also replaced by the Dirac bracket
and become more complicated [0], which again makes computations quite involved.

Remarkably, in our case it is possible to apply (C.14) and still use the canonical form (p.5)
for the commutator of the connections with ﬁi 17, which in particular implies that the results
([C7) for the part of the commutators without the interaction terms are still valid. The reason
for this is that the relevant stability conditions only require to compute {¢x,Ha}p. But ¢¥x by
definition weakly commute with the simplicity constraints ¢% which reduces the Dirac bracket
to the usual Poisson bracket.

In this way one can compute all relevant commutation relations, {¢x, .@ént} and {¢x, H0
However, the resulting expressions are somewhat messy and not illuminating. In particular, we
have not been able to identify any simple form of the secondary constraints which they are

supposed to generate. Due to this reason, we do not provide them in this paper.
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