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Abstract

We develop a framework based on the covariant phase space formalism that identifies gravitational
edge modes as dynamical reference frames. As such, they enable both the identification of the
associated spacetime region and the imposition of boundary conditions in a gauge-invariant manner.
While recent proposals considered the finite region in isolation and sought the maximal corner
symmetry algebra compatible with that perspective, we here advocate to regard it as a subregion
embedded in a global spacetime and study the symmetries consistent with such an embedding.
This leads to advantages and differences. It clarifies that the frame, although appearing as “new”
for the subregion, is built out of the field content of the complement. Given a global variational
principle, it also permits us to invoke a systematic post-selection procedure, previously used in
gauge theory , to produce a consistent dynamics for a subregion with timelike boundary. As
in gauge theory, requiring the subregion presymplectic structure to be conserved by the dynamics
leads to an essentially unique prescription and unambiguous Hamiltonian charges. Unlike other
proposals, this has the advantage that all (field-independent) spacetime diffeomorphisms acting
on the subregion remain gauge and integrable (as in the global theory), and generate a first-class
constraint algebra realizing the Lie algebra of spacetime vector fields. By contrast, diffeomorphisms
acting on the frame-dressed spacetime, that we call relational spacetime, are in general physical,
and those that are parallel to the timelike boundary are integrable. Upon further restriction to
relational diffeomorphisms that preserve the boundary conditions (and hence are symmetries), we
obtain a subalgebra of conserved corner charges. Physically, they correspond to reorientations of
the frame and so to changes in the relation between the subregion and its complement. Finally, we
explain how the boundary conditions and conserved presymplectic structure can both be encoded
into boundary actions. While our formalism applies to any generally covariant theory, we illustrate
it on general relativity, and conclude with a detailed comparison of our findings to earlier works.
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1 Introduction

The development of covariant phase space methods that are appropriate for the study of gravi-
tational dynamics in bounded subregions has generated renewed interest in recent years |10-25|. This
is in part motivated by the importance of quasi-local charges associated to codimension-two bound-
aries of spacelike submanifolds — known as corners — for classical and quantum gravity. They are, for
instance, essential ingredients in the analysis of asymptotic symmetries (see e.g. ,), as well
as in holographic derivations of Einstein’s equations in asymptotically AdS spacetimes ,. More
generally, at finite distance, understanding the unitary representations of classical Poisson algebras of
corner charges (or deformations thereof) might provide new insights into quantum gravity ,,
at a level of description that neither relies on asymptotic assumptions nor explicitly refers to the
infinitesimal structure of spacetime.

An objection one might raise against this program is that the presymplectic structure associated
to a corner suffers from ambiguities, which affect the structure of the corner algebra itself. The latter
contains a universal part providing a representation of intrinsic diffeomorphisms of the corner, and



additional contributions which are non-universal. A classification of those additional contributions was
proposed for metric and tetrad formulations of vacuum general relativity in |15], and various strategies
to select a particular presymplectic structure (hence, a particular realization of the corner algebra)
have been explored in the recent literature [11}|13}/19,21,/23-25]. To our knowledge, the question of
how corner ambiguities should be resolved depending on the physical problem at hand is not entirely
settled yet, and the present work is a contribution towards its resolution.

As first proposed in an influential paper by Donnelly and Freidel [10] and developed further in
[111]13}/15,12023,24,48], a convenient way of analysing the dynamics of a subregion described by Cauchy
data on a partial Cauchy slice ¥ in a gauge or gravitational theory relies on the introduction of non-
gauge-invariant extra fields — known as edge modesﬁ — living at the corner 8EE| Even though they can
be reasonably well-motivated by the principle of gauge-invariance, those new degrees of freedom and
their transformation properties are strictly-speaking postulated in such constructions. Nonetheless,
they can be used to impose gauge-invariance of the presymplectic structure associated to ¥ under
field-dependent gauge transformations. This procedure fixes corner ambiguities to some degree, but as
we will see, not completely.

In the present work, we propose an alternative derivation of gravitational edge modes, based on
the idea of post-selection of a global dynamics, performed in such a way as to induce a consistent
dynamics for a subregion. This procedure essentially selects from the space of global solutions those
that are compatible with the desired boundary conditions on the interface separating the subregion
from its complement. In particular, in contrast to previous works on edge modes that consider the
finite region in isolation and, as e.g. in [23,24,48]|, aim for the largest possible corner symmetry algebra
from that perspective, we shall treat it as a subsystem embedded into a larger spacetime and derive the
symmetries consistent with such an embedding. This will lead to advantages and crucial differences
that we shall explain, and it will clarify the physical interpretations of boundary symmetries and edge
modes.

We follow the same strategy as in the related paper |1], which was however limited to the study
of gauge theory on a background spacetime manifold. By focusing on the dynamical properties of a
subregion M bounded by a time-like boundary I' rather than a single causal diamond, this approach
is dynamical in nature. Moreover, edge modes are not introduced by hand in this framework, but
instead realized as specific non-local functionals of the global fields (with support in both M and its
complement M), which provide dynamical reference frames for the relevant gauge group in the same
sense in which they appear in the recent literature on quantum reference frames [49-64]. They can in
turn be used to construct gauge-invariant observables that capture relational information about M and
M. After post-selection of the dynamics relative to such relational observables and reduction down
to M, those dynamical frames materialize themselves as independent local fields on the boundary I,
which can contribute non-trivially to the regional presymplectic structure. Our proposed realization
and interpretation of edge modes as dynamical reference frames, initiated in [1], turns out to be
conceptually compatible with that advocated by Gomes, Riello and collaborators [65-H71] (traces of
this have also appeared in [34,38]). To our knowledge, they were the first to envision edge mode
fields — which initially resulted from an abstractly motivated phase space extension — as some kind of
dynamical reference frames (or observers in their language), though an explicit link with the recent
efforts on quantum reference frames [49-64] was not made. Technically, they implemented the choice
of frame through a choice of field space connection, an idea that our incarnation of dynamical frames
will indeed connect with. By linking this circle of ideas and extending it into the gravitational realm,
we believe the present work makes it all the more compelling.

Given an edge mode frame choice, the next task is to determine the regional presymplectic structure.
Our proposal is to fix the ambiguity in the choice of presymplectic form by requiring conservation
under evolution of the corner ¥ along the timelike boundary I', subject to the chosen gauge-invariant

4There seems to be no general consensus on the terminology in the literature. In many works, like here, one refers
to the non-invariant extra fields as “edge modes”, while in others one uses this term for the invariant charges on the
boundary, built using these extra fields.

59Y is the corner of the causal domain of 3, hence its name.



boundary conditions. The resulting presymplectic structure is similar to (but different from) earlier
proposals [10,/11},13}15,[20} 23,24} 48], as discussed in detail in Sec. . Interestingly, it is ambiguity-
free given a choice of boundary conditions, and to a large extent even independent of the boundary
conditions being imposed (see again Sec. [7|for precise statements). As a result, it can also be employed
to define unambiguous corner algebras, which are typically investigated in the absence of boundary
conditions (since the latter are not needed in a kinematical set-up).

In generally covariant theories, new conceptual and technical challenges arise from the fact that
the gauge group is a group of diffeomorphisms. In particular, dynamical reference frames will enter in
the very definition of the subregion and its boundary. As a result, we will find that post-selection is
best-implemented in a frame-dressed version of spacetime that we refer to as relational spacetime. At
the global level, and as observed in [10], diffeomorphisms acting on relational spacetime — that we call
relational diffeomorphisms — are in general physical, in contrast to gauge diffeomorphisms that act on
the original spacetime. The regional presymplectic structure produced by our post-selection procedure
has the main advantage of preserving this distinction. More precisely, we find that:

1. as in the global theory, all field-independent spacetime diffeomorphisms are gauge and integrable
off-shell, independently of their behavior in the vicinity of the timelike finite boundary, and gen-
erate a first-class algebra of constraints that is anti-homomorphic to the Lie algebra of spacetime
vector fields;

2. the pre-symplectic potential and form resulting from this construction are fully gauge-invariant
on shell, even under field-dependent spacetime diffeomorphisms;

3. on-shell of a set of boundary conditions, relational diffeomorphisms which preserve the invariantly-
defined timelike boundary are also integrable but generate non-trivial field-space transformations
in general.

To the best of our knowledge, this construction is the only one in the literature that satisfies these
properties. These distinguishing features arise, in large part, due to the above insistence that the
bounded region be considered as a subsystem within a well-defined global theory. All aspects of its
phase space structure, including its symmetries, must be inherited from, and consistently embedded
within, that global theory. Having a genuine Poisson bracket representation of the Lie algebra of gauge
diffeomorphisms seems especially beneficial for attempts at constructing a regional quantum theory by
seeking unitary representations of this algebra. In this regard, our construction resembles somewhat
the extended phase space construction of Isham and Kuchaf in canonical geometrodynamics without
boundaries [72,73].

Upon further restriction to relational diffeomorphisms that preserve the boundary conditions, one
obtains a subalgebra of conserved charges that generate rigid symmetries. We can also recover un-
ambiguous corner algebras from this presymplectic structure, by fixing a particular corner s along
the boundary, and restricting our attention to relational vector fields that preserve s. In vacuum
general relativity with standard choices of boundary conditions (which constrain components of the
induced metric and/or the extrinsic curvature tensor of the timelike boundary), the resulting corner
algebra provides a representation of diff (s), and therefore reduces to the universal part of the algebras
classified in [15]. Realizing other algebras — such as the algebra of Diff(s) x SL(2,R)* first described
in |10] and investigated further in [42] — is formally possible in our formalism, but to make complete
sense, would require the identification of an alternative family of boundary conditions that preserve
the well-posedness of the equations of motion. This is a question we have left open for future work.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [2] we introduce the notions of dynamical reference
frame fields and relational spacetime, that we rely on to provide a gauge-invariant definition of the
subregion of interest and its boundary. These frame fields are constructed from the degrees of freedom
of the global theory and will provide an incarnation of gravitational edge modes. After outlining
and contrasting the properties of two distinct classes of such frame fields — material and immaterial
frames —, we restrict our attention to the second class. We start Sec. [3] by a review of the covariant



phase space formalism, first in spacetime, then in relational spacetime. We then introduce a notion
of spacetime covariance relative to the frame, that we refer to as U-covariance (where U denotes
the frame field), and an ensuing decomposition of field-space objects into U-covariant and U-non-
covariant components. Those concepts play a central role in the rest of the paper, and particularly
so in Sec. [d where we implement the post-selection procedure leading to the definition of a conserved
presymplectic structure for the subregion. In Sec.[5] we define integrable charges for arbitrary spacetime
diffeomorphisms, as well as for a restricted set of relational diffeomorphisms. The former are found to
constitute an algebra of first-class constraints that thus generate gauge-transformations, while the latter
are physically non-trivial in general. Relational diffeomorphism charges are not necessarily conserved,
but satisfy elementary balance relations that we determine explicitly. Among those, conserved charges
form a closed subalgebra under the Poisson bracket induced by our presymplectic structure. In Sec. [6]
we explain how to encode the boundary conditions into a regional variational principle involving a bulk
and a boundary action that recovers the presymplectic structure of Sec. [d] This regional variational
principle follows from the global one upon post-selection on the subset of solutions consistent with the
desired boundary conditions on the interface. We illustrate the construction of the boundary action
in the context of vacuum general relativity, for three types of boundary conditions, and determine the
relational spacetime charges in each case. For instance, for Dirichlet boundary actions, the charges
are given by the Brown—York expression |74]. Sec. [7| provides an extensive discussion of our results,
and a detailed comparison to the related works [10,/11,/13,/15,20,23-25,48]. It has been designed to be
readable by a quick reader, independently from the rest of the manuscript. Finally, we close the paper
with a short conclusion in Sec. |8 and, for the reader’s convenience, some of our main notations are
collected in a glossary at the end of that section.

2 Invariant definition of the subregion

2.1 Dynamical reference frames

In a generally covariant theory, the notion of spacetime localization is subtle because it is intrinsically
relational. This was famously understood by Einstein, after initial struggles with the apparent para-
doxes stemming from his "hole argument" [75|. To resolve those paradoxes, spacetime events need to
be defined in terms of diffeomorphism-invariant concepts, such as coincidences, rather than points on a
representative spacetime manifold (M, g). In our context, since we are primarily interested in general
relativity, this implies that the introduction of a dynamical reference frame is necessary for the very
definition of a bounded subregion M C MH Dynamical reference frames will therefore play a dual
role in our analysis of gravitational edge modes: 1) in a first step, by providing a covariant, and hence
physically salient definition of the subregion M and its timelike boundary T'; 2) in a second step, by
allowing us to decompose the boundary fields into gauge-invariant and gauge-dependent contributions
relative to a particular choice of frame. The first item, which we will address in the present section,
is the main new feature of gravitational theories as compared to gauge theories in which the geometry
of spacetime is non-dynamical [1].

To motivate the general definition of dynamical reference frame we will adopt throughout the paper,
let us first outline three concrete implementations of the formalism. The first one is entirely dynamical,
and in this sense quite general. The second one, while dynamical too, relies on additional background
structure (in the form of a time-like boundary for the global spacetime M) but will prove quite useful
for illustrative purposes. The third invokes matter fields to set up a dynamical frame. Nevertheless,
formally, all three enjoy the same properties.

Let us first imagine that we are interested in describing the dynamics of a d-dimensional Universe
in which specific events are known to occur. For definiteness, these events might refer to astrophysical
observations of localized phenomena, such as supernovae explosions or black hole mergers. Under

5Besides localization, even bulk microcausality can be defined in a gauge-invariant manner relative to dynamical
frame fields |76].



suitable conditions (that we will not state explicitly), d such events can be used as references to
localize points in some neighborhood R of M, for instance by determining their geodesic distances
to any point p € R. We can formalize these ideas by introducing a field-dependent embedding map
E :{0,---,d—1} — M, such that E(A) represents the position of the A-th event in M. In order
for E to describe dynamically defined spacetime events, it must transform appropriately under a
diffeomorphism ¢ : M — M. Specifically, in order to consistently identify the events {E(A)} across
different representatives of the same diffeomorphism equivalence class of geometries, they should map
into one another under ¢, i.e. p((¢>FE)(A)) = E(A), where > denotes the action of the diffeomorphism
group. This requires the covariance property

e>E:=¢p loFE. (1)
For any p € R and A € {0,--- ,d — 1}, we can then define

U (p) = d(p, E(A)), (2)

where d(p, q) is the geodesic distance from p to ¢ (for simplicity, we assume that there is a unique
geodesic between any two points of R). Denoting by ¢.d the geodesic distance in the pulled-back
metric, it then follows that

> UA(p) = @ud(p, (9> E)(A)) = d(e(p), p((¢p> E)(A))) = U(¢(p)). (3)

Under suitable conditions, we thus obtain a diffeomorphism U : R — r, p — (U%(p), ..., U%p)), where
7 is an open subset of R%, which transforms in the following way under a spacetime diffeomorphism:

ppU=Uogp. (4)

In other words, U can be understood as a field-dependent local chart on R, defining a dynamical local
coordinate system. It is defined locally in spacetime, but also in field-space, as is made clear by the
construction we have just outlined: U is only well-defined in geometries where the d reference events
we implicitly invoked in the construction can themselves be covariantly defined (and, as alluded to
already, obey additional conditions). This construction is illustrated in Figure m

Figure 1: Given a set of reference events { E(A), A =0,...,d}, one can introduce a dynamical reference
frame U in terms of the geodesic distances U4 (p) := d(p, E(A)).

Let us now turn to our second example. In many situations of theoretical or experimental rele-
vance, one is interested in analysing the dynamics of spacetimes with boundaries, subject to specific
asymptotic boundary conditions. One may for instance think of asymptotically flat spacetimes, which
are especially relevant to the analysis of gravitational waves, or asymptotically AdS geometries which
play a prominent role in the context of holography. A number of subtleties (having to do with e.g. soft
symmetries or holographic renormalization) arise in the presence of asymptotic boundaries, but given

"The construction of geodesic reference frames that we just described, is similar to the strategy employed in |77]
to define gauge-invariant observables in three-dimensional quantum gravity on a manifold with boundary. It would be
interesting to explore this analogy in more detail.



that they are not directly relevant to our exposition we will simply ignore them. For definiteness, let
us focus on the case of asymptotically AdS spacetimes, and assume that the time-like boundary I’y
has been regulated in some way so that it is at finite distance from any bulk point. Distinct points
on 'y being physically distinguishable, the gauge group in this context is the subgroup of spacetime
diffeomorphisms that vanish on I'g. One way we can then introduce a dynamical coordinate system is
the following: 1) we first set up a global coordinate chart yo : Tg — R?~! on the boundary; 2) for any
point p in the bulk, we define z(p) as the geodesic distance between p and I'y; 3) if p is sufficiently close
to the boundary (and we work locally in field-space), we can assume that there is a unique geodesic of
length z(p) connecting p to I'y; 4) calling g € I'g the endpoint of this geodesic, we define y(p) := yo(q).
The function U(p) := (y(p), 2(p)) € R? then transforms as in under the gauge group, which as
already pointed out comprises diffeomorphisms that vanish on the boundary. In this sense, the func-
tional U defines a metric dependent — hence dynamical —local coordinate system. This construction
is illustrated in Figure [2]

Ty

Figure 2: If M has a time-like boundary I'g, a dynamical reference frame U(p) := (y(p), z(p)) can be
defined in terms of field-dependent tangential (y) and radial (z) coordinates.

As a third and final example, let us briefly mention dynamical coordinate charts defined by matter
fields. Indeed, in experimental or observational contexts, one usually resorts to matter to set up
reference systems from which to define coordinates in practice. An idealized setup in which this can
be done is given e.g. by Brown-Kuchat dust models [76}/78,/79]. The dust fluid turns out to define a
dynamical comoving coordinate system comprised of d scalar fields U(p) := (T'(p), Zi(p)) transforming
as in , where T is the proper time along the dust world lines and the Z; label the world lines. The
dust fields can then be used to deparametrize the theory [79-81].

The three specific constructions we have just described are far from unique. In the first picture,
one could for instance change the set of reference events we use to localize other events, or construct
the map U in terms of other observables than geodesic distances. Likewise, in the second example,
one can set up a dynamical coordinate system in the bulk by shooting in a congruence of geodesics
from the boundary at an angle specified by a boundary vector field. The anchor point and proper time
or length along the geodesics, for example, then furnish a dynamical coordinate system transforming
under diffeomorphisms (that vanish on the boundary) as in Eq. ()); see for instance [76] for a detailed
discussion of such a construction. Alternatively, one might decide to coordinatize the bulk in terms
of coincindences of families of null rays shot out from the boundary (as in e.g. [82]). Similarly, in the
third picture, one could invoke more complicated matter fields, incl. gauge fields to set up a dynamical
chart (e.g., see |76] for a general formalism).

Regardless of the specific construction one may want to consider, we will understand any field-
dependent local diffeomorphism U transforming as in under the subgroup of (field-independent)
gauge diffeomorphisms Diffo(M) C Diff (./\/l)lﬂ as defining a local chart and hence a local dynamical
reference frame. We will then say that an atlas of such local charts defines a dynamical reference frame

8Exactly which spacetime diffeomorphisms constitute gauge transformations depends on the setup, including any
boundary conditions. For example, as mentioned above, in the presence of an asymptotic boundary typically only
those diffeomorphisms are gauge that vanish on that boundary. Note also that the larger set of field-dependent gauge
diffeomorphisms need not in general form a subgroup of all field-dependent spacetime diffeomorphisms.



for Diffy(M); indeed, such a dynamical atlas can be used to parametrize the Diffy(M)-orbits locally
in field space |76]. This constitutes a dynamical frame in the same sense in which quantum reference
frames have recently appeared as frames associated with some symmetry group [49H64] and in which
edge modes in gauge theories are dynamical frames for the local gauge group [1]. Restricted to a
subregion M C M of interest below, we will identify such dynamical frame fields with gravitational
edge modes associated with the subregion. Specifically, as these frame fields are constructed from the
degrees of freedom of the global theory, the edge modes do not have to be added by hand in contrast
to the previous literature. Nevertheless, as we shall see in Sec. below, they will appear as "new"
degrees of freedom for the subregion.

For simplicity of the exposition, we will assume that the whole spacetime M can be covered by
a single chart, and therefore that a global dynamical reference frame is specified by a diffemorphism
U : M — m, from spacetime to a space of physically meaningful parameters m, transforming according
to . We will refer to m as the relational spacetimeﬂ Later, we will encounter the pushforward of
covariant observables under U from spacetime M to m. We will refer to those as relational observables
as they will describe the original observables relative to the frame in a gauge-invariant manner. As
shown in [1,|76], they are covariant versions of the canonical notion of relational observables [49.[56}79,
83-91]. Note that such a notion of a spacetime global frame is still local in field-space, and it would
be interesting to understand how to construct atlases that can in principle cover the whole field-space.
However, we will not need this notion here (see [76] for some discussion on this).

Given the nonuniqueness in constructing a dynamical frame field U, it is also clear that there does
not exist a unique edge mode field for a subregion, but in fact a continuous set of them. In keeping
these different choices of edge mode frame fields on an equal footing, it is desirable to be able to relate
the different frame-dependent gauge-invariant descriptions. We will not discuss this further in this
work. For gauge theories such a framework has been presented in [1], while for generally covariant
theories it can be found in |76|, giving rise to a notion of dynamical frame covariance (for quantum
frame covariance, see [49-64]).

Finally, we will equip m with the Lorentzian metric U*g, where U™ is the pushforward by U.

2.2 Subregion localization relative to the frame

Once we have settled on a choice of reference frame U : M — m, it is possible to define physical sub-
regions directly in the space of parameters m. Indeed, those parameters refer to Diffo(M) scalars such
as geodesic distances, hence to physical observables that can directly be employed to label spacetime
events. We will be interested in a partition of the form m = m Um where m is assumed to have trivial
topology, and where ~, the common boundary shared by m and m, has the topology of S4! x R. The
signature of v relative to the dynamical metric U*g is dynamical, but we will focus on a domain of
field-space where it is everywhere timelike. Similarly, o and & will denote everywhere spacelike hyper-
surfaces with support respectively in m and m, and such that ¢ U & constitutes a complete Cauchy
slice for the global variational principle.

Finally, we will use capital letters to denote the spacetime counterparts of the previously introduced
subregions and hypersurfaces, which are obtained by taking the preimage by U: M := U~!(m),
I =U"(y), ¥ := U (o), etc. Crucially, those quantities are both dynamical and gauge-dependent
since they explicitly depend on the dynamical reference frame.

The previous definitions are summarized and illustrated in Figure [3

It is possible to include additional structure in order to capture finer information about how M
relates to its complementary region M. For instance, if we fix a preferred coordinate system {U A} on
m, we can introduce the dynamical vector frame field

_ouA

Ozt

A

€. (p) (p) (5)
Since m corresponds to the local values of the frame field U, this space is also called the space of local frame

orientations in |76].




Figure 3: Background subregions and hypersurfaces are first defined in the space of observabes (m, U*g)
(right). Their preimages by U in the spacetime manifold (M, g) are dynamical (left).

on M, where {2#} is a local coordinate system in the neighborhood of p. The preferred coordinate
system {U4} might be operationally well-motivated by e.g. referring to the very definition of the frame
in terms of geodesic distances to specific events. Together with the dynamical reference frame U, it
defines a preferred dynamical basis in the cotangent space Ty M, and by duality in 7;,M. This might
turn out to be of interest in some contexts.

The vector frame field defined in does not capture independent dynamical information from
U since, apart from the explicit dependence on a choice of coordinate, it only depends on U itself.
However, it is easy to construct other examples of dynamical vector frame fields, which are dynamically
independent from U. For instance, in the example illustrated in Fig. 2, one might parallel transport a
local frame defined on I'y along a system of geodesics going into the bulk. Under suitable restrictions,
this would define a dynamical vector field él‘:‘, which is in general distinct from eﬁ. In fact, by being
sensitive to the local curvature in M (and not just geodesic distances from I'g), él‘j captures independent
dynamical information that cannot be inferred from U alone. Hence, if we decide to use a vector frame
field such as él‘:‘ to describe the subregion M, this may lead to additional edge modes that are not
already captured by U. If the background frame on I'y is chosen to be orthonormal, then éﬁ‘ defines a
dynamical tetrad field.

2.3 Embedding field, gauge transformations and symmetries

The initial edge mode construction of Donnelly and Freidel [10], as well as related proposals |11}
13| |15, [20} 23,24, 48] are formulated in terms of an abstract embedding field X, mapping a certain
reference spacetime into spacetime. Given the transformation properties of the embedding field, one
can consistently make the identification X := U~!, and thus reinterpret it as a dynamical reference
frame. Doing so allows us to recover the structure of edge modes deriving from the embedding field
formalism in a conceptually transparent physical set-up. In particular, it becomes clear that both the
embedding field itself and the physical charges that can be subsequently derived from this extended
structure can, from the point of view of the global field-space, be interpreted as nonlocal functionals of
the fundamental fields. As such, they should not be viewed as new local degrees of freedom that need
to be postulated in order to consistently describe the bounded subregion M, but rather as composite
objects that account for intrinsically relational information between M and M.

We will explain how this works in detail in the remainder of the paper, but we already emphasize
here that in this picture, the distinction between gauge transformations and symmetries put forward
in [10] is built-in from the outset. Gauge transformations are associated to the active diffeomorphisms
Diffg(M) of (M, g), and do not affect any physical observables. As we have seen in , they act on
the frame from the right. By contrast, diffeomorphisms of the relational spacetime (m,U*g) directly
act on physical observables and they act from the left on the frame, U — f o U, f € Diff(m). These
are what the authors of |10}23,48| refer to as symmetries. Note that in these works, the term sym-
metry is often used in a loose sense to qualify any transformation on the field-space associated to the
subregion M that acts non-trivially on physical observables. In the present paper, we will keep up
with the more traditional nomenclature: a symmetry is not only a transformation that affects physical



observables, but also a field-space transformation that maps solutions to solutions (and, in particular,
preserves boundary conditions). As will be explained in Sec. |5, under suitable conditions, a subclass
of diffeomorphisms of (m,U*g) will turn out to correspond to actual symmetries of the subregion M.
There are, of course, also actions of Diff (m) that do not amount to a transformation on field-space
and so we cannot unambiguously associate diffeomorphisms of m with symmetries. We distinguish:

(i) “Passive relational diffeomorphisms”. The transformation U — U’ = fo U, f € Diff(m), can be
induced by a redefinition of what we mean by the frame without changing field configuration on
M. This amounts to a mere change of coordinates on both field space and spacetime. Indeed,
spacetime events are now labeled by the new coordinates U4’ = fA/(UA). For instance, in
our first example for the frame U, spacetime events would now be labeled by some smooth
invertible functions of the geodesic distances to the events { E(A)}. If we permit f to depend on
the field configuration, this could be achieved, for example, by choosing some suitable distinct
set of reference events {FE’(A’)} relative to which we measure the geodesic distance, without
changing the field configuration in M. This amounts to a change of description of a given field
configuration, hence can always be done, and not an action of Diff (m) on field space. This action
of Diff(m) will be generated by Lie derivatives £, on relational spacetime m which act on all
fields on m, i.e. incl. any possible background fields.

(ii) “Active relational diffeomorphisms” = frame reorientations. The transformation U +— f o U for
the same f € Diff(m), can also correspond to a change of field configuration on M which
‘reorients’ the frame U and leaves the remaining degrees of freedom, say ®, invariant. Accordingly,
we call such transformations frame reorientations. For instance, in our first example for U, this
would amount to a change of field configuration that changes the geodesic distance between the
set of events {E(A)} and the spacetime points we are interested in, but not the values of the
other fields ® at those points. This action of Diff(m) will be generated by a field space Lie
derivative L;, where p is the field space vector field corresponding to a vector field p on m. As
such, it acts only on dynamical fields. We will see in Sec. that not all frame reorientations
will map solutions to solutions; those that do are the symmetries.

While the two actions are a priori distinct, they agree for covariant quantities, as we will discuss in
more detail in Sec.[3:4] However, not all interesting quantities on relational spacetime are covariant; for
instance, boundary conditions on v will become background fields. In what follows, we will be primarily
interested in the non-trivial case of frame reorientations (case (ii)), assuming they are dynamically
permitted, rather than the frame redefinitions (case (i)).

We note that embedding fields have been employed as dynamical frame fields in gravity before the
advent of the literature on edge modes, particularly by Isham and Kuchaf |72,73]. While formulated
in canonical (ADM) language, their discussion parallels aspects of the one in [10|, specifically the
distinction of the role assumed by diffeomorphisms acting on the embedding field from the left or
rightE Their work thus constitutes a canonical version of the extended phase space construction
appearing in the covariant setting of the literature on gravitational edge modes.

We conclude this subsection by illustrating the geometric role of Diff(m) (in the sense of (ii)) in
our three main examples of dynamical reference frames.

To begin with, a diffeomorphism f € Diff(m) might fail to leave the partitioning of m into m U m
invariant. This occurs whenever f does not leave v invariant: it may correspond to a change of field
configuration that affects the geodesic distance between the time-like boundary I' and the reference
events {E(A)} (in our first example), or the global boundary I'y (in our second example), or that moves
I" relative to the reference dust fluid (in our third example). The action of such a diffeomorphism can
be interpreted as a physical change of the subsystem decomposition of m U m relative to U. Hence,
from the point of view of m, it is intrinsically an open system transformation; therefore, we should not

10T particular, their changes of embedding correspond to our frame reorientations. They are symmetries generated by

—

smeared embedding momenta P(V') which are the canonical charges and realize the algebra of spatial diffeomorphisms.
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expect it to give rise to integrable charges. Indeed, we will find out that such a transformation is not
Hamiltonian with respect to the presymplectic form we will derive in Sec. [4

By contrast, any diffeomorphism f that leaves v invariant does not affect the invariant definition of
the subregion M in terms of the reference frame U. In our three examples, this means that the physical
location of I', as defined in terms of geodesic distances from dynamical or background reference events,
or as defined relative to the dust fluid, is not affected by f. In this sense, we can say that f induces a
closed system transformation of M relative to U. If f is taken to be infinitesimal, we should expect the
corresponding vector field p to be associated to an integrable charge Q[p]. Indeed, that is exactly what
we will find out in Sec. [5] for the canonical frame-dependent presymplectic structure derived in Sec. [4
In addition, we will also elucidate under which boundary conditions such charges can be associated to
proper symmetries of the subregion.

2.4 Dynamically (in-)dependent frames: material vs. immaterial

So far we have treated the various realizations of the dynamical frame U on an equal footing as
their transformation properties are the same. There is, however, a fundamental difference between the
geodesic frames of the first two examples and the dust frame of the third. The former are non-local and
immaterial, while the latter constitutes a local matter source of the equations of motion. This implies
repercussions for whether the frame can be dynamically independent of the metric or matter degrees of
freedom in the subregion M of interest (i.e. can be varied independently on the space of solutions) and
this, in turn, leads to consequences for the status of symmetries and charges. In particular, note that
in previous works on edge modes in gravity |10}/11}13,|15,20,23,24,/48| they were (sometimes tacitly)
considered as additional local and dynamically independent degrees of freedom in the subregion M.
We also note that the following differences between material and immaterial frame fields resemble
qualitatively those between matter and pure connection-based edge modes in gauge theory [1].

Let us begin with the dust frame. The qualitative argument should hold for any local matter frame.
The dynamical dust coordinates (T, Z*) couple locally to the metric [78] as defined by the Lagrangian
form Lgust = —%e,u(gO‘BVQVB + 1), where € is the volume form associated with g, V = —dT + WydZF
is the dust four-velocity one-form on m, and p the rest-mass density. As a result, the dust coordinates
locally source the Einstein equations in M. Hence, U = (T, Z*) cannot be varied independently of the
metric in M in an arbitrary manner while remaining on the space of solutions. That is, not all frame
reorientations U +— f o U, f € Diff(m), which amount to a diffeomorphism of the dust coordinates
(T, Z*), can be realized as symmetries (and lead to charges) of the theory. Indeed, as shown in [78], the
only diffeomorphisms of (T, Z k) that correspond to symmetries of the theory are those that preserve
the one-form V', which constitutes a preferred structure on relational spacetime. As the action of this
subset of Diff(m) on (T'(p), Z¥(p)) does not depend on p € M, it corresponds to global symmetries of
the total action from the point of view of M and gives rise to non-trivial charges.

The situation is quite different for the immaterial geodesic frames of the first two examples for U.
As they are non-locally constructed from the metric, they cannot be varied independently of g on the
global piece M U M of spacetime. However, when we restrict our attention to the finite subregion M,
there are circumstances, thanks to its non-local nature, when U becomes dynamically independent
from g and any matter degrees of freedom in M. Indeed, let us suppose that the geodesics defining U
have support in the causal complement of M in M so that U is not dynamically determined by the
physics inside M. For instance, in our first example, we could imagine the reference events { E(A)} to
all reside in the causal complement of M, while in the second example, we may consider the case where
all geodesics defining the distance between I' and I'g pass through the causal complement of M. Now
we can change the initial data in the causal complement of M without affecting the local physics inside
M itself. There will therefore exist global solutions on M UM which are diffeomorphically inequivalent
in M and agree in M (up to diffeomorphisms), except that they generally feature distinct values of U
in M. These distinct global solutions are thus related by symmetries and we can vary U on solutions
in some ways independently of the other degrees of freedom in M.

In fact, owing to the local nature of the Einstein equations, one can glue quite generic pairs of valid
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initial data surfaces across a common extended interface, in such a way that the initial data remains
unaltered but in an arbitrarily small neighborhood of the interface [92-96]. Accordingly, for a fixed
M, one can choose its causal complement to be sufficiently large by gluing a suitably large initial data
surface to an initial data surface of some neighborhood of M without modifying the initial data inside
M. This should give rise to a set of global solutions for M UM which in M agree up to diffeomorphisms
and the U configuration while creating sufficient “wiggle room” for varying the metric configuration in
the causal complement of M such that all frame reorientations U +— foU, f € Diff(m) can be realized
via symmetries of the global theory. Since the regional solutions for M are embedded into the global
ones, these frame reorientations will also map regional solutions into one another (though as they may
alter the frame-dressed boundary conditions on I', they may simultaneously change the regional theory
(see Sec. [6.3)).

In conclusion, dynamically independent frames—and thereby edge mode fields in line with the
previous literature [10}/11}13,|15}[20} 23,24, 48] — can typically only arise when we invoke non-local,
immaterial constructions like geodesic frames. As in the gauge theory context of |1], these edge
mode fields can then be viewed as “internalized” external reference frames for M that originate in
its complement. All frame-dressed (or relational) observables associated with “bare” quantities in M
then describe in a gauge-invariant manner how M relates to its complement. Most of our following
construction is assuming such immaterial edge mode fields, particularly when computing the charges
associated with symmetries. We will comment on steps where the construction would differ when using
material frames, though we do not pursue that route here explicitly and leave it for future work.

3 Covariant phase space formalism

In this section, we will start by recalling background material on the covariant phase space analysis
of a generally covariant system, defined by a Lagrangian d-form L on M. We will then apply this
formalism to the frame-dressed Lagrangian form U*L, defined on the relational spacetime m, which
we will argue to be the primary object of interest in our approach. The resulting frame-dressed
presymplectic current U*[w, |, which has already been extensively investigated in [23,24], will play the
role of bare presymplectic structure in the rest of our construction. Indeed, as we will explain in Sec. [3-3]
there is a sense in which U*[w,] can be further decomposed into gauge-invariant and gauge-dependent
contributions relative to U.

3.1 Spacetime variational principle

The covariant phase space formalism can be conveniently described in terms of Anderson’s variational
bicomplex [97]. In this framework, the standard exterior algebra (d, 4, A) on M is supplemented with
a field-space exterior algebra (9, -, A), together with axioms governing their interplay. In this language,
variations of the fundamental fields are described in terms of the field-space exterior derivative §. A
general form field « in the variational bicomplex can be graded by a pair of nonnegative integers (p, q),
p representing the spacetime degree and g the field-space degree. In this case, we will say that « is a
(p, q)-form. Likewise, d is a derivative of degree (1,0) while § is a derivative of degree (0,1). With this
convention, the two exterior derivatives, which both square to 0 (d?> = 0 and §? = 0), also commute
among each other ([d, d] = O)H We will recall other relevant properties of the variational bicomplex as
we proceed, but encourage the interested reader to consult the appendix of reference |15 for a complete
list of axioms compatible with our conventions. Finally, as is common in the literature, we will keep
the field-space wedge-product A implicit.

Given a Lagrangian density L — that is, a (d,0)-form — on the spacetime manifold M, one can

"Different conventions regarding the grading of forms may be found in the literature. Here, we adopt the bigraded
convention common in the physics literature. In this convention, § and d commute, while they might anticommute in
other conventions.
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compute the fundamental variational identity
0L =FE+do, (6)

where F is a (d, 1)-form encoding the Euler-Lagrange equations of the system, and the (d — 1, 1)-form
0 is known as the presymplectic potential. For instance, vacuum general relativity can be defined by
the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian L = Re where R is the Ricci scalar and e the volume form associated
to g. Taking the variation of this Lagrangian and using the Leibniz rule to pull-out a bulk contribution
proportional to variations of the metric rather than its derivatives, we find @ to hold with

1
E = E"5ge = <—R“” + 2R9’“’> Sgwe  and 0 := (ga“gﬁ” —g*? 9“”) Vaoguwea,  (7)

where €, := dque. The global action S = | v L s then stationary provided that the Einstein equations
hold in the bulk and suitable boundary conditions are imposed to make 6 vanish on OME

To any field-independent vector field £ on M, we associate the field-space vector field é , which
provides a field-space representation of the spacetime Lie derivative L¢. That is, it acts on the metric
as f 09 = L¢g, and similarly for any other dynamical field contributing to L. We can also introduce
a field-space Lie derivative Lé, a derivative of degree (0,0) whose action on general forms is specified
by Cartan’s magic formula Lg = 55 . —i—é - 0. It follows that the anomaly operator |98|

vanishes on any form that is covariant with respect to &, and in this sense can be used to quantify the
degree of covariance of a theory. In the rest of the paper, we will assume the Lagrangian density L to
be generally covariant, and the presymplectic potential entering @ to be anomaly-free, in the sense
that:

V¢ € %(M) s AgL =0 and Ag@ =0. (9)

Those two relations hold in particular for the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian and the presymplectic po-
tential provided in @

The notion of covariance under field-independent diffeomorphisms can be extended in several ways
to the field-dependent context. We will invoke two such notions in this paper, which need to be carefully
distinguished. The first notion relies on an extension of the anomaly operator (10 encompassing field-
dependent diffeomorphisms (see e.g. [19,098]):

A{ = Lé - ,C,g - 52 (10)

The inclusion of the third termE which vanishes for a field-independent £ and when acting on field-
space 0-forms, ensures that A, acts point-wise in field-space just like its field-independent counterpart.
Hence, given our assumptions in @, we automatically have A¢L = 0 and A¢f = 0 for any field-
dependent £. As a second option, we can define a notion of covariance with respect to £ that directly
compares the respective actions of Lé and L¢ (that is, without including the correction term —5\5-
entering the definition of the anomaly operator). This notion is genuinely more stringent than the
field-independent notion of covariance, since covariance under the latter does not imply covariance
under the former. To avoid any confusion when discussing field-dependent transformations acting on
forms of field-space degree at least one, we will say that:

2Depending on the desired boundary conditions, one may need to include an additional boundary contribution to
the action in order to achieve this. For instance, Dirichlet boundary conditions may be imposed after inclusion of the
Gibbons-Hawking-York boundary term.

135A§ can be understood as a field-space one-form valued in the space of field-space vector fields — that is, an object
of degree (—1,1) — as follows: its action on dynamical fields is defined via Cartan’s magic formula for spacetime forms
by 57{ 0P = L5e® = dFELP + §£dP. In this sense, 5A£ produces a field-space one-form upon contraction with another
field-space one-form.
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e « is non-anomalous with respect to £ if Aca = 0;
e « is covariant with respect to £ if Léa = Leo.

We will moreover say that a is anomaly-free (resp. generally covariant) whenever the first (resp. second)
statement holds for any field-dependent £. From our assumptions in @D, L is both anomaly-free and
generally covariant, while € is anomaly-free but not necessarily generally covariant. In particular, the
Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian is both anomaly-free and generally covariant, while its associated 6 in ([7))
is anomaly-free, but not generally covariant.

The covariance of the Lagrangian translates into:
0:AgL:é-éL—d@Lzé-E—kd(é-@—fJL), (11)
from which we infer that the Noether current

Je:=£€-0— €L (12)

covariant theories is that the Noether current is trivially conserved['’| in the sense that it can be
expressed in the form

is conserved on-shell of the equations of motion: dJg = £ Ex OA crucial feature of generally

Jg = Cg + dq§ , (13)

where C¢ is a constraint that vanishes on-shell (C¢ ~ 0). The quantity g¢, usually referred to as the
charge aspect, is furthermore linear in £ and will play a central role in our construction. For illustrative
purposes, let us see how this comes about in vacuum general relativity. Given , we can directly
compute:

£ E=2B"V,£e =2V, (E"¢,)e— 2V, E"¢,e = —dCe — Dg, (14)

where Cg¢ := —2E"¢,¢, ~ 0 and D¢ := 2V, EF ¢, e. Furthermore, given that § parametrizes a local
symmetry, D¢ must actually vanish identically (which implies the Bianchi identity V,E* = O)H It
follows that d.J; = dC¢, where C¢ is a constraint. There must therefore exist a (d — 2,0)-form g¢ such
that holds. After a standard computation, one can prove that

q¢ ‘= euuvufu ) (16)

where €., := 0,10, €, is a valid choice.
Let us now examine the consequence of the anomaly-freeness of the presymplectic potential postu-
lated in @D From our definitions, we have:

0=Ah =L — L — 080 =060+ 00— de0 — €adf — 6 -0 (17)
= 6Je — Jse + €00 — dELO + ELE (18)

where @ and have been invoked in the second line. Introducing the presymplectic current w := §6
and using the expression of the Noether current, we obtain the standard but central relation

—&-w=0C¢ — Cse + E2E +d (5ge — gse — €20) ~ d (3ge — qse — £0) . (19)

14 As is standard in the literature, we use the weak equality symbol ~ for relations that hold on-shell of the equations
of motion E = 0 (which define the solution space §). When a weak equality involves forms of non-vanishing field-space
degree, a pullback to S is implicitly assumed, so that field space variations are horizontal in the space of solutions.

5We refer to |99] for an interesting historical and philosophical discussion of this point.

!8This can be seen by integrating the relation dJse = dCf¢ + Dj¢, where f is an arbitrary smooth function with
compact support on M. By Stokes’ theorem, this results in the identity:

0:/ Dfﬁz/ [De. (15)
M M
This holds for any f if and only if D¢ = 0.
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In vacuum general relativity, the presymplectic current takes the form
W = PQ/B’Y/\uyfaégﬁfyv)\éguV s (20)

with €, := 0yu€ and

P (Qavgx\vgﬂu _ lgaﬂgx\vgw _ lga#gkvgﬂv + lga/\g#vgﬂv _ 1ga/\gwgﬂu> .
2 2 2 2
One obtains a presymplectic form for the global variational principle by integrating w over a com-
plete and background Cauchy slice Yy of M:

Q(Xo) ::/E w. (21)

If one requires # to vanish on any global spacetime boundary (as is necessary to obtain a well-defined
variational principle)m we can make the following observations. First, owing to the fact that dw = 0,
which follows from @, Q(Xp) is independent of the choice of Cauchy slice on-shell. Moreover, the
balance relation leads to the fundamental on-shell identity

éQ%é/ qf/ q(gg. (22)
0% 00

For field-independent vector fields (6¢ = 0), this tells us that é is the Hamiltonian vector field generated
by the boundary charge fazo ge. Equivalently, one says that é is integrable relative to €. If £ is
assumed to converge to zero sufficiently rapidly at the global boundary, the left-hand side of
actually vanishes, in which case f generates a gauge transformation.

3.2 Frame-dressed variational principle

The standard construction recalled in the previous subsection needs to be amended to accommodate
the fact that the spacetime structures we are primarily interested in — such as the subregion M, its
time-like boundary I" or the Cauchy slice YUY, — are defined relative to the frame U, and are therefore
field-dependent. This means, for instance, that a natural Ansatz for the action of the subregion M is

SM:/MLJF/FK:/ U*L+/£, (23)
m v

where ¢ is some boundary Lagrangian (d — 1,0)-form intrinsic to v and ¢ := U,f. Given that both
m and -y are background structures, this takes the form of a standard variational principle in the
space of gauge-invariant observables m, with bulk Lagrangian U*L. We will refer to U*L, a Diff (M)
scalar, as the dressed or invariant Lagrangian. Once we realize that it is the natural bulk Lagrangian
to consider, the construction of a canonical presymplectic structure for the subregion (together with
a compatible boundary Lagrangian), can proceed in the same systematic manner as in [1]. The two
main inputs of the algorithm outlined in this previous work, which focused on gauge theories defined on
non-dynamical spacetime geometries, were indeed a gauge-invariant action principlem together with
a dynamical reference frame for the local gauge group of interest. From there, the derivation relied
on a canonical frame-dressing of the form fields entering the covariant phase space formalism. We
will follow the same strategy here, which will in particular lead to an additional frame-dressing of the
presymplectic current derived from the invariant Lagrangian U*L.

Before elaborating on this second layer of frame-dressing in the next subsection, we introduce
the main covariant phase space identities relevant for the analysis of U*L, which have already been

17 Again, this may require the contribution of a suitable boundary action.
8More precisely, the bulk Lagrangian had to be invariant under gauge transformations, up to boundary terms.
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extensively discussed in [23,]24]. Given the physical relevance of diffeomorphisms of m (in contrast to
spacetime diffeomorphisms, which are gauge), it is convenient to introduce a distinct notation for their
associated field-space vector fields: given a vector field p € X(m), we will follow [24] and denote by p
the associated field-space vector field. In particular, one has p-dg = 0 and p - §[U*g] = L,[U*g].

To analyze variations of dressed forms such as U*L, it is useful to first understand the commutation
relation between § and U*. The latter can be conveniently expressed in terms of the left-invariant
Maurer-Cartan form associated to the frame U:

x:=06UtoU, (24)

whose definition is described in more detail in Appendix This is a form of degree (—1,1) on M, or in
other words, a X(M)-valued field-space one-form. From a physical point of view, it is a natural object
to consider since it is invariant under a frame reorientation U — foU, where f is a (field-independent)
diffeomorphism of m. It is important to remember that x is not in general closed. Rather, one can
prove that

1
ox + 506X =0, (25)
where [, ] denotes the Lie bracket on X(M). Furthermore, given £ € X(M) and p € X(m), one has:

Following [24}65], it is also convenient to introduce the flat field-space covariant derivative canonically
associated to x, which can be defined as:

Sy =06+ Ly, (27)

where L, a derivative of degree (0, 1), is defined through Cartan’s formula: £, := dx2 + X_Id.E The
relation is nothing but a flatness condition for d,, since it is equivalent to

5 =0. (28)

With all of this in place, one can finally state the central commutation relation that will be repeatedly
used in the rest of the text [10L[24]:
(U ) = U*(0y) . (29)

For completeness, let us determine the transformation properties of y under spacetime diffeomor-
phisms, as well as diffeomorphisms on the space of parameters. Given ¢ € Diff (M), which we allow

to be field-dependent, and imply that:

1 1

pox =@ oxop+dp T op. (30)

For a field-independent ¢, we recover the transformation ¢ >y = @, x expected of a spacetime vector-
ﬁeldﬂ and more generally, y transforms as a field-space vector potential under a field-dependent gauge
transformation. This implies that the covariant derivative d, = 6 + L, is indeed covariant, in the sense
that:

Pe[(0 + Ly)a] = (6 + Loy ) (prv) And P[0yl = (p > dy)(pxa) (31)

for any local field form «. In particular, this means that if « is covariant with respect to ¢ (i.e.
P> a = pea), then
P (0ya) = (p> o)) (@ a) = pu(dya), (32)

19Tn other words, £, acts as an anti-derivation with respect to the field-space wedge-product and as a derivation with
respect to the spacetime wedge-product.

200ur notations are a bit formal here: ¢! o ¥ should not be literally understood as a composition, which does not
make mathematical sense, but rather as the composition with the differential of ¢~* (which is the natural action induced
by ¢! on a vector). With this understanding in mind, ¢! o x o ¢ is the pushforward of x by ¢!, or in other words,
the pullback by ¢.

1
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from which we conclude that d,c is also covariant with respect to ¢.
At the infinitesimal level, equation leads to

Aegx =0, (33)

for any field-dependent €. In other words, x is anomaly-free. Likewise, implies the commutation
relation

[Gy.Lg — L] = 0. (34)

As a result, if « is covariant with respect to £ (resp. generally covariant), then d, « also is. By contrast,
we note that d, does not in general commute with the anomaly operator A¢. One can indeed prove
the identities

[4, AE] = Aéﬁ and [‘CX7 AE] =0, (35)

from which it follows that
[0y, Ag] = Ase . (36)

Finally, following [47]|, we remark that Lé — L¢ can be interpreted as the covariant Lie derivative
associated to y, defined as R
sz =0y, & 4 = Lé — Le. (37)

This provides an alternative explanation for the validity of equation (34)).
Under a diffeomorphism f € Diff(m) on relational spacetime, x transforms instead as:

fox=x+U1to@f of)oU=x+Uof"of]. (38)

In particular, x is invariant under any field-independent f, which can be interpreted as a frame reori-
entation. The general expression will be useful to determine how our formalism behaves under changes
of frame.

Using , the variation of the invariant Lagrangian can be put in the form
SU*L =U*E +dU* [0, ], (39)
where, following [24], we define the extended presymplectic potential a@
0y =0+ xaL. (40)

The basic variational identity is the analogue of @ in the frame-dressed setting, and demonstrates
that U*[6,] is the presymplectic potential associated to the invariant Lagrangian U*L. Invoking
again, the resulting presymplectic current on relational spacetime can be expressed as

SU[Bx] = Urlwy], (41)
in terms of the spacetime extended presymplectic current
Wy 1= O30y . (42)

As first proven in |11] and rederived in [23}24], this current can be expressed as

1
wy =w— x2E+d (xﬁ + 2XJXJL> , (43)

2n [24], this quantity is referred to as the covariant presymplectic potential. We adopt a different nomenclature
here to avoid confusion with the notion of U-covariance we will develop in Sec. 3.3} we will indeed find that 6, is not
U-covariant in general.
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and only differs from w by a boundary term on-shell. It was recently proposed by Ciambelli, Leigh
and Pai in [23], and Freidel in [24], that

QT (0) = [ U7, (14)

which on-shell only depends on the position of the corner do, provides a compelling presymplectic
structure for the family of partial Cauchy slices associated to a fixed corner (or, equivalently, for the
causal diamond associated to o). The rationale behind this proposal is that leads to a non-trivial
representation of the so-called extended corner algebra. Following 48|, the latter can be defined as a
certain maximal subalgebra of spacetime vector fields associated to the corner 03, which, as its name
indicates, can be seen as an extension of the so-called corner algebra first investigated in [10]|. For any
element ¢ of the extended corner algebra, the field-space vector field é turns out to be Hamiltonian
relative to , and is furthermore generated by a non-trivial charge. This was seen in [23| as an
advantage of the presymplectic structure over earlier proposals: specifically, the presymplectic
structure introduced by Donnelly and Freidel in [10] and generalized by Speranza in [11] does attribute
integrable charges to spacetime diffeomorphisms, but these turn out to vanish. In |11], they vanish
even off-shell, while in 10|, they are only integrable for Lagrangians, like the one of vacuum general
relativity, that vanish on-shell (see Sec. m for details). By contrast, in these latter works, the corner
symmetry algebra came from diffeomorphisms in what we call relational spacetime.

As we will see in the following, the symplectic structure resulting from our algorithm is a partial
return to the Donnelly—Freidel-Speranza (DFS) choice in the sense that all spacetime diffeomorphisms
are once again pure gauge, however we find a nontrivial representation of the constraint algebra for
arbitrary generally covariant theories. This is entirely consistent with the physical picture developed
in Sec. Indeed, at the global level, any vector field £ € X(M) (that vanishes sufficiently rapidly
at the global boundary) is by construction immaterial and therefore corresponds to a gauge direction.
Restricting our attention to the subregion dynamics, and therefore to the action of such vector fields
on the subregion M C M, should not change this physical fact. Hence, whether £ is part of the
extended corner subalgebra or not, it should better lie in the kernel of the regional presymplectic
structure. By contrast, physical charges should be attributable to elements of X(m), since those
vector fields directly act on physical observables. Indeed, we will find our systematic derivation of the
presymplectic structure to be consistent with those expectations. We will furthermore show that the
physical version of the extended corner algebra — one defined in terms of vector fields on m rather than
M — cannot be represented in full on the regional phase space, as one would physically expect, given
that some relational diffeomorphisms amount to open system transformations (cf. Sec. . We will
therefore find the CLPF presymplectic structure to be unsatisfactory in our framework. It might
still be relevant in other contexts, but our analysis suggests that this would require going beyond the
framework of general covariance (see also the discussion in Sec. [7)).

Coming back to the definition of an action of the form for subregion M, we find upon variation

that:
5S=/E+/(9X+6XZ)+/ GX/ Oy - (45)
M r Yo 2y

In this set-up, the Harlow-Wu consistency requirement [14] that any boundary condition on I'" must
obey is therefore:

(U] +00) | 2dC & (6 +8,0) |, 2 dULC, (46)

where C is some (d — 2,1)-form on . Here we introduce a second weak equality, which we will
employ throughout this work: the symbol & entails equality when both the equations of motion and
the boundary conditions have been imposed. A pullback to the relevant submanifold of solutions is
furthermore implied when this equality involves forms of non-vanishing field-space degree, as is the
case in equation . We will derive suitable £ and C for a wide class of boundary conditions in Sec. |§|
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3.3 Canonical decomposition of a form relative to the frame

In analogy with our definition of the invariant Lagrangian U*L, given any tensor field T on M, we
can define its invariant component relative to U by the pushforward to m

Ty := U*T . (47)

We would now like to extend this prescription to non-covariant objects, including arbitrary field-space
forms. Consider a functional of the form «ag, ¥], where ¥ collectively denotes dynamical tensor fields
other than the metric. Given a diffeomorphism ¢ : M’ — M, we can define the gauge-transformed
functional on M’ by:

o> (afg, ¥]) = alp.g, 0. ¥] . (48)

With this convention, > defines a left-action of field-independent diffeomorphisms: given two field-
independent diffeomorphisms @1 : M’ — M and s : M” — M’ we find that

(10 w2) > (alg, V]) = @2 > (p1 > (alg, ¥])). (49)

In particular, whenever a[g, U] is a tensorial expression, we recover > (a[g, ¥]) = ¢ (alg, ¥]). Taking
M’ =m and ¢ = U™, we can then define the invariant component of alg, ¥] as

(g, U])inv := UL > (afg, ¥]) = a[U*q, U*V]. (50)

This name is justified since aj,y, now an object on relational spacetime m, is invariant under a (field-
dependent) spacetime diffeomorphism ¢ : M — M:

o> (alg, ¥])iny = a[U @ g, U "0 V] = a[U*g, U* V]| = (a[g, ¥])iny - (51)

It is convenient at this stage to extend the definition of U* and U, to non-covariant objects by means
of the standard coordinate expression. We can then introduce a canonical decomposition of U*[a] into
wnvariant and gauge components relative to U:

U*a] = ttiny + Ogauge » iy = U >, Qgange 1= U [a] — Ulsa, (52)

where, from now on, we lighten our notations by omitting explicit dependences in (g, V). The gauge
component gayge transforms under gauge transformations in the same way as U*[c], hence its name.
We will also find convenient to pull this decomposition back to M. To this effect, we introduce the
projector

Pra:=U U '>a), PE =Py . (53)

With such definitions at our disposal, we can canonically decompose « into covariant and non-covariant
components relative to U

a=ay+op, with  af == Pra, arf =(1-Py)a, (54)

which is nothing but the pullback of , given that U*[af;] = ainv and U*[off] = ogauge. We will
call any field-space form which lies in the image of Py (or, equivalently, in the kernel of 1 — Py) a
U-covariant object. By construction, any U-covariant quantity af; is also covariant, in the sense that
e [af] = puaf;] for any (field-dependent) spacetime diffeomorphism ¢. At the infinitesimal level,
this implies that

(Lé - Eg)a‘(} = 0, (55)

for any spacetime (and possibly field-dependent) vector field £, which indeed corresponds to the notion
of general covariance we defined in Sec. 3. However, the converse is not true: not all covariant
field-space expressions lie in the kernel of 1 — Py;. It is then clear that the non-covariant component
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agf vanishes when « is a tensor, in which case we recover definition (47)), and otherwise measures the
failure of « to transform as a spacetime tensor ]

The abstract construction we just outlined is general enough to apply to field-space scalars that
do not transform covariantly, as well as to variations of tensorial quantities that nonetheless fail to be
covariant due to the nontrivial commutator . The second situation is the most relevant one for our
purpose, but for completeness, the covariant dressing of Christoffel symbols is described as an example
of the first situation in Appendix The basic consequences of that will prove most useful in
our construction are:

—

(aﬁ)inv = ainvﬁinv 5 (5a)inv = 0Qlinv , 56)

where a and j are field-space forms of arbitrary degrees. The second relation is equivalent to (dov); =
dyafr, and will guarantee consistency relations such as 66iny = (06)iny = Winy-

One basic example of a non-tensorial quantity entering the covariant phase space formalism is the
field-space derivative of the metric tensor dg. By and , we find that:

(09)inv = U*[0yg] # U*[dg], (09);r =0xg  and  (dg)7 = —Lyg- (57)

The reason why (dg)f, # dg is that, even though dg transforms as a tensor under field-independent
diffeomorphisms of M, it is not covariant under field-dependent diffeomorphisms. However, its covari-
ant component d,¢ is. This observation applies to any field space one-form 07", where 7" is a tensor:
one then has (07)¢; = 6,7 and (6T);F = —L,T. Given ({56), it is then straightforward to extend this
discussion to arbitrary field-space forms involving tensors and their variations.

A field-space form of primary interest is the extended presymplectic potential ¢, whose invariant
and covariant components relative to U are determined to be

(Hx)inv = einv = U*[O + 5(\ ’ 0] 3 (QX)([:J = 9(C] =0+ 5(\ ' 0> (58)

where X is the field-space vector field associated to £, (and X- thus defines a derivative of degree (0,1)).
To see this, we first notice that (x)iny = 6(U" > U)o (U™ >U) = 0 and therefore (0y)inv = Oiny-
We can then express the potential in local Darboux coordinates as 6 = m,0¢%, where both 7, and ¢*
are covariant tensors, to find that:

05 = Tl = 0+ Loy =0+ %- 0. (59)

As for the non-covariant component of 6,, it turns out to be equal to (minus) the Noether current
Jy = X - 0 — xuL associated to the variational vector field x. In summary, we have obtained the
following decomposition of 6, relative to the frame@

0= 0o+ )y, with (O )y =0=0+x-0 and (67 = —Jx. (60)

We also note that the fundamental variational identity can be reexpressed in terms of frame-
covariant quantities as:

(0L)g = Ei+db;, (L) =6,L, Ey=E+X-E, 05=0+X"-6. (61)

221t is perhaps illuminating to illustrate the previous definitions in the non-gravitational context. Following [1], the
invariant part of a g-valued connection one-form A relative to a G-valued reference frame U is Ainv = U ' A=UtAU-
dU'U. The quantity A, := UAin U "' = A—UdU ! is then covariant, in the sense that a gauge transformation acts on
it by the adjoint g> AY := gAF g~ '. The analogue of U* in this context is therefore the adjoint action A — U 1AU. It
is also clear that the quantity A% := A — A$; = UdU ! transforms in the same way as A under a gauge transformation,
and is in this sense non-covariant: g A% = gA¥ g~ 4 gdg™'. We finally note that |1] relied on a different (but however
consistent) definition of Agauge, namely Agauge = A — Ainy instead of Agauge = U ~LAU — Ainy. The reason we depart
from this definition here is that it is not very natural in the active treatment of the diffeomorphism gauge symmetry we
adopted in the present work.

ZNote that, while the standard and extended potentials have the same covariant component (85 = (8,)§), their
non-covariant parts differ: 07° # (05)7 .
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Given that Ef; ~ 0, 0f; is a legitimate choice of presymplectic potential, but is better behaved than 6,
in the sense that ¢ > 07, = ¢, 0f;, even for a field-dependent diffeomorphism ¢. As an aside, we note

for later use that, because xf; = x + X - x must identically vanish, we must also have X - x = —x.
Turning to the presymplectic current w,, we find by applying J, to that
wy = Oy (03t + 0 (6x)77 = (66x)T — OxJy - (62)
In addition, we also know from U~! >y = 0 that
(W)t = (30x)5 = (30)f = i - (63)

Altogether, we therefore obtain the following decomposition of w, relative to U:

oy = @)f T @B, with  (w)p =wp  and (@)l = k.| (64)

By invoking local Darboux coordinates, one can also show that, for a two-form like w, one has the
general formula:

X-X-w- (65)

N o
N =

Wi =w+ X -w+
See Appendix [B:2] for a proof.

We conclude this section by noting that, for any (p, ¢)-form «, and any (possibly field-dependent)
spacetime vector field &:

£af =0 (66)

In other words, we have the operator identity f - Py = 0. This observation will play an important role
in Sec. 5| It is trivially true when « is a field-space scalar (¢ = 0). For exact one-forms such as dg, it

is a direct consequence of and :
£ (09)g =€ 0yg=E- (64 L)g=Leg—Leg=0. (67)

More generally, when ¢ = 1, we can use the general expression in to explicitly check that:

rap=¢-(a+X-a)=§a-§-a=0, (68)

where we have used [£-,%:] = —¢-. Similarly, when ¢ = 2, we can explicitly check the validity of

by means of ; see Appendix Finally, by virtue of , relation must in fact hold for any
value of ¢.

Together with , the identity implies that
A¢a; =0 (69)

for any field-dependent vector-field £&. In words, the U-covariant component of a form is not only
generally covariant (as we saw in (55))) but also anomaly-free.

3.4 (Non-)covariance in relational spacetime: material vs. immaterial frames

Let us briefly consider the covariance properties of frame-dressed observables under diffeomorphisms
of relational spacetime m. As a special case, we will then consider the relational covariance of the
frame-dressed bulk Lagrangian U*L and what this entails for the charges of the theory.

Suppose « is some field-space (p, g)-form on M and p some (possibly field-dependent) vector field

on m. Then, using and , we have

AU a=p-U5+ LyJa+8p-Ua — ULy, 0 —dp- Ura. (70)
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Now assume « is independent of the frame U and its variations, so that it is oblivious to what happens
in relational spacetime m. In this case, we find

p-a=0, p-oa=0, Sp-a=0. (71)

As a consequence, we also have p- U*L,a = U*Ly, ,a and, altogether, those identities allow to infer
from that, for all field-dependent p € X(m),

AU a=0. (72)

Hence, the relational observable U*« is anomaly-free in relational spacetime m.

Specifically, if the bulk spacetime Lagrangian L is independent of the frame U, as is the case for
the immaterial geodesic frames (cf. Sec. , we find that the dressed Lagrangian of the variational
principle in m is relationally generally covariant in the sense that A,U*L = 0 for all p € Diff(m). This
means that any field-space vector field p corresponding to a relational diffeomorphism p should be
tangential to the space of solutions. However, this does not mean that diffeomorphisms of relational
spacetime m are gauge and neither that all of them correspond to Hamiltonian charges, both of which
depend on the regional presymplectic structure. Indeed, after constructing a dynamically preserved
regional presymplectic structure in the next section, we will see in Sec. [5| that a class of the relational
diffeomorphisms correspond to non-trivial Hamiltonian charges, while others constitute non-degenerate,
yet non-integrable directions and, depending on the boundary conditions, another set may in principle
turn into gauge directions (even though the latter situation will not occur in the examples discussed in
Sec. . This is consistent with the fact that the map U : M — m defined by the frame constitutes
a deparametrization of the spacetime theory.

By contrast, if a depends on the frame U, we can at best hope to find for special relational
diffeomorphisms p. For example, in Sec. we have seen that if we set @ = Lgugt, where Lgugt 1S
the Lagrangian associated with the dust frame, we find the conditions in ([71)) satisfied —and hence
A, U*Lgyst = 0— only for diffeomorphisms of m that preserve the dust four-velocity V' [78]. For other
relational diffeomorphisms we have A,U*Lg,st # 0, so that in this matter frame case the variational
principle on m is not fully relationally generally covariant. In particular, only the relational diffeomor-
phisms preserving V' correspond to field-space vector fields p tangential to the space of solutions.

4 Regional presymplectic structure relative to the frame

We now turn to the problem of identifying the full presymplectic structure for a subregion theory,
relative to a choice of frame. To achieve this, we implement the process of “splitting post-selection”
outlined in [1], here adapted to gravitational theories where the gauge group is general diffeomorphisms.
The goal of the post-selection process is to generate consistent and self-contained subregion theories
via restriction from a more global theory in a systematic manner. Decomposition of the global theory
into theories on complementary subregions results in a whole family of subregion theories, each appro-
priate to different physical conditions at the interface (which enter the subregion theory as boundary
conditions).

We will illustrate the post-selection procedure in two stages, here at the level of symplectic structure,
and later at the level of actions (in Sec. @ In the former case, it is the global symplectic structure
itself that is factorized, on shell of both the equations of motion and a particular choice of boundary
condition. Under some minor assumptions, the subregion symplectic structure is uniquely inherited
from that of the global theory. In particular, we assume that the subregion bulk symplectic structure is
locally identical to that of the global theory, so that it takes the same form as worked out previously (6,
in equation and w, in equation , as well as the associated decompositions and ) It only
remains to identify possible boundary contributions. To proceed, our primary guiding principle is that
the total subregion symplectic structure should be conserved (i.e. that it is independent of any choice
of Cauchy slice), whenever gauge-invariant boundary conditions are imposed. This strongly restricts
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the boundary contribution, and in fact has the additional implication that the resulting symplectic
form is invariant under field-dependent gauge transformations. This is an illuminating feature which is
particularly clear in this context: the extension of the standard gauge-invariance condition to include
field-dependent gauge transformations can be motivated not only as an aesthetically pleasing feature,
but a requirement owing to the conservation of symplectic structure under gauge-invariant boundary
conditions.

In Sec. [6] we will return to the idea of splitting post-selection as a means of generating subregion
actions. Analogous to the process just described for symplectic structure, the action of the global
theory is decomposed into pieces associated with a subregion and its complement. Assuming a local
equivalence between bulk actions of the global and subregion theories, the decomposition is obvious
up to the inclusion of boundary terms. These are chosen to achieve two goals: to dynamically impose
the boundary conditions and to enforce the conservation of symplectic structure just described. The
former may be achieved through the inclusion of Lagrange multiplier terms on the boundary I'. To
meet the latter, we will apply criteria ascertained in this section from consideration of symplectic
structure alone. This is one reason for considering the post-selection process in two stages; it allows
us to conceptually disentangle these distinct roles for the boundary action.

As described in Sec. 2.2 we take the subregion of interest, which we call m, to be invariantly
defined on relational spacetime m. The region and its bounding surfaces are illustrated in figure [d We
take it to have the topology of a cylinder. It has time-like boundary -, and is bounded to the past and
future by partial Cauchy surfaces o1 and o3, respectively. These surfaces can be arbitrarily extended
into the complement region, forming complete Cauchy surfaces o1 U &1 and o2 U g2. We refer to the
complement region between &; and g9 as m, and to the union m = m U m as the “global" relational
spacetime (excluding, as a matter of terminology, any region not between these Cauchy surfaces).
Each of these relational spacetime subregions/submanifolds may be pulled back by U to corresponding
subregions /submanifolds on spacetime M = U~!(m). We denote these spacetime manifolds with the
corresponding upper-case letter:

M=UYm), M=UYm), T =U1(y), Si=U Yoy), i =U &) for i=1,2. (73)

Figure 4: A subregion m on relational spacetime, is deliniated by boundaries labelled as shown.

To proceed we first assume that the global theory is already well-defined, in the sense that a global
symplectic form €, is known, and if necessary suitable boundary conditions have been imposed on
some more distant, possibly asymptotic, boundary.

Let the space of solutions to the global theory be denoted by S. We consider a foliation of S such
that each leaf corresponds to a distinct choice of boundary conditions on v. To clearly distinguish
gauge conditions from physical boundary conditions, we require the latter to be gauge-invariant. In
the context of diffeomorphisms, this is in large part a statement about the specification of the boundary
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itself. The timelike boundary I' dividing M from M on spacetime is, by construction, related to the
invariant submanifold ~ in relational spacetime via v = U(T"). A gauge-invariant boundary condition is
then ultimately a restriction on a U-covariant combination of fundamental fields and their derivatives,
pushed forward to m and pulled back to 7. We denote such an invariant combination as x® (collectively
x), and assume boundary conditions of the form 2% = z§ (collectively x = xp). This can equivalently
be written in terms of spacetime fields on I" by simply defining X = U,(x) and Xy = U,(zo), and
imposing X = Xg. A key difference is that while x( is taken to be a background structure in the
variation, such that dxg = 0, the corresponding condition imposed on Xy is that §,Xg = 0. The
foliation of the global solution space can then be written

S=| |80 Sup={® € S|z =0} (74)
o

Of course, the boundary condition z = xgy (or X = Xy) must also be suitable to the dynamical
problem on the subregion: it must be restrictive enough for a well-posed dynamical problem, but not
so restrictive that it does not allow the free specification of initial data on an interior Cauchy slice.
We will restrict the physical symplectic flux through + by requiring that (wy )inv, after pulling back
to 7, is of the form
(Wx)inv‘7 ~ dé Biny- (75)

for some invariant (d — 2,1) form Si,, on 7. Remember that the notation & indicates that equality
holds when both equations of motion and boundary conditions have been imposed, i.e. within the
restricted space S, of solutions. In particular, the field-space two-forms appearing in are pulled
back to &;,. This can equivalently be written on spacetime, as a restriction on the U-covariant part
of the symplectic current (w,)f; on I':

(wx)g\r SELNG (76)

The condition may appear as a generalization of that considered in [1], where it was required
that the analogous quantity in various gauge theories vanishes on I', forcing the physical (gauge-
invariant) part of the symplectic flux through the boundary to vanish. Condition is analogous but
allows for a nonvanishing contribution of a form which could be understood as a shift in the symplectic
potential by an exact, U-covariant term. As a result, allowing for a non-vanishing flux as appearing
on the right-hand side of has no physical implications; it is only a matter of convenience.

With this condition in place, we proceed to seek the appropriate symplectic structure €2, of the
subregion m via decomposition of the global presymplectic structure Q, of m = m U m. We first
assume that these are locally identical to €y, in the bulk of m and m, and that the decomposition is
additive. This fixes €2, and ;7 up to possible equal and opposite boundary terms on do. Expressed

in terms of integrals on m, the decomposition is
s [ [
o Jdo

O = l U*[wy] _/8 wo + Qo(ous)

Here, wy is a (d — 2,2)-form on ~, possibly comprised of both bulk and boundary fields. We have
allowed for the possibility of boundary contributions to the global symplectic form through Qg,uz),
though the details of this structure are hereafter not important. We also suppose that wg can be taken
to originate from a boundary term in the presymplectic potential of m, that is wg = d8y for some
(d — 2,1)-form 65. With this definition at hand, we can introduce the following off-shell forms:

O(o) := / U*[0y] +/8 0a Qo) :=6(0), (78)

O 2 Qo + Qm,  with (77)

such that
Q= Q(U)L%O . (79)
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The requirement that €2, is independent of the choice of Cauchy slice o strongly restricts the form of
wy, and thereby 63@ In particular, using the fact that dw, ~ 0, this condition entails that

U [wy] \7 & —dwp. (80)

The U-covariant part of the symplectic flux is already restricted in equation . And as we have seen
in equation , for the covariant Lagrangians we are considering, (wy)if = —0yJy = —ddyqy. We
can then rewrite as

doU* [gy|r — B) & dws. (81)

Inserting wg = §0y into equation this condition can be solved by defining 65 as

0o = UlaxIr — Bp] + 6La (82)

for some (d — 2,0) form £3 on ~, and

wy = 0U[qy|r = A7l | (83)

In writing these expressions we have ignored possible spacetime-exact terms, as they will not contribute
to the symplectic structure upon integration over do. Equation guarantees the conservation of
the subregion symplectic structure, in the sense that

Qo) = [Vl + [ wora, (s1)

is independent, fully on-shell, of the choice of o = U(X) in these integrals. In the remainder of this text,
we will denote the resulting on-shell presymplectic structure for subregion m by €, and reserve the
notation Q(o) for off-shell computations. We also note that the final expression of the presymplectic
form is independent of any specific choice of boundary condition (see Sec. for a discussion
of this point). Investigating how to turn the subregion into a closed subsystem turned out to be a
powerful guiding principle, but as we will illustrate below, the resulting presymplectic structure is in a
sense universal. In particular, it is equally relevant to the analysis of a fixed corner do in the absence
of any boundary condition: in this context, it can be used to correctly discriminate between gauge and
physical transformations acting on the corner, as was first observed in |10| (using a slightly different
presympletic structure) and will be described again in Sec.

5 Gauge transformations and symmetries

We can now determine the subalgebras of X(M) and X(m) that can be represented by Hamiltonian
vector fields relative to the regional presymplectic form Q(o) = €,,, as defined in , and compute
the respective Poisson algebras generated by those Hamiltonian vector fields. Consistently with our
general expectations, we will find out that: 1) any spacetime diffeomorphism is integrable and also
null with respect to (o) on-shell of the bulk equations of motion, and therefore generates a gauge
transformation; 2) only a subalgebra of X(m) gives rise to integrable charges, and those are non-
trivial in general. Furthermore, once boundary conditions are taken into consideration, we will find
that both the integrable character of an element of X(m) and its physical interpretation (e.g. as a
gauge transformation or a non-trivial symmetry transformation) may explicitly depend on the choice
of boundary conditions.

241n the present section we are primarily interested in defining the on-shell quantity Q,,, but we will here define 6,
and wy off-shell, completing the definition of ©(c) and (o) as off-shell forms. The on-shell restriction of Q(c) then
defines §,,,, which is required to be independent of the choice of slice o, whereas the on-shell restriction of © (o) will still
depend on this choice.
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5.1 Algebra of spacetime diffeomorphisms

To determine the Hamiltonian charges associated to spacetime diffeomorphisms and their algebra, we
are interested in computing —é -Q(0) off-shell, for a field-independent &. In particular, we need to pick
up a preferred o in order to run this computation, since (o) is not conserved off-shell. Using
and , we immediately obtain

~

—Ewy ==& (W)l = 0y (Ce + dge) & d(Syge) - (85)

As a result, in terms of the CPLF presymplectic two-from (equation (44])), we find that
_E.QPU (o) = §He(0),  where  He(o) = / U*[Ce + dag] ~ / U*(ge] = / . (86)
o do )

Hence, QCPLF (5) assigns a non-trivial boundary charge to any &. Including the boundary contribution
f 5o wo into the presymplectic structure preserves integrability, but turns any & into a gauge direction.
To see this, we first compute:

—€- by (ax — BE) = 0x& - (ax — B) — Aelay — B) = —0x(ae + & B) = —0yge (87)
where we have used [é, O+ = Lg —Le = Ag, £ ¢y = —q¢ (which follows from the fact that ¢, is a

field-space one-form linear in x), the fact that ¢, and f5f; are anomaly—free as well as f B =0. It
follows that

—£-Q(0) = 6He(o),  where  He(o) = / U*[Ce] = 0. (88)

As anticipated, a field-independent ¢ is integrable with respect to Q(co), irrespective of how it
behaves close to the boundary v, and the resulting diffeomorphism charge H¢(o) vanishes on-shell of
the bulk equations of motion. Note that the U-covariance of 3, played a crucial role leading to this
result. If this were instead some arbitrary field-space one-form 3, H¢ would have received a correction
of the form [, U* [€ - ], which in general does not vanish on-shell.

As a side remark, we note that for a field-dependent &, we find the more general relation

&)= ([vica) - [vicsd o, (39)

which in turn implies that (o) is invariant under € on-shell:

Lefto) = 5(6-0(0) =5 ( [ 0*[cu]) ~ 0. (90)

From the point of view of the original edge mode derivation of |10|, this invariance property should
be understood as a primary postulate defining (o). By contrast, it is conceptually secondary in our
approach, but nonetheless a necessary consequence of our construction.

Let us finally determine the off-shell algebra of spacetime diffeomorphism charges induced by (o).
We define the kinematical Poisson bracket associated to the Cauchy slice o in the usual way:

{He,(0), Hey(0)} := &1 - 0Hgy (0) = —61 - & - Qo). (91)

?The anomaly-freeness of ¢, follows from the fact that y is itself anomaly-free, as stated in equation . The
anomaly-freeness of ff; follows from its U-covariance, and the fact that I" is defined through its relation to the invariant
boundary « on m, via v = U(I") — in other words, it is crucial that I" is itself a covariantly defined submanifold. See
Appendix |§| for a discussion of this point.
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To determine this algebra, we first remark that A¢, C¢, = C_r, ¢, = —Cl¢, ¢,), which directly follows
from the fact that C¢ depends linearly on the background vector field £, while every other field entering
its definition is covariant. We can then compute:

{He, (o), Hey(0)} = & -6 / U*[Ce,) = & - / U*[0,Ce,)
:él-/z(5+£X)C§2 :/Z (60— £e) Ce,

:/ (Lél _‘C§1> Ce, = / A, Cg, = _/ Cler 2]
b b %

- _H[§17£2} (o). (92)

In other words, the spacetime diffeomorphism charges form the first-class constraint algebra:

{H& (o), He, (o)} = _H[§17§2} (o), (93)

which in particular is anti-homomorphic to the algebra of spacetime vector fields. The latter is thus
properly represented on the covariant phase space in terms of the constraints of the theory and without
central extension. In this regard, our construction differs from previous ones [10,|11},23}24, 48|, as we
discuss in more detail in Sec. [Z.1]

We thus see that the inclusion of the embedding fields into the regional phase space leads in our
presympletic structure to a Poisson bracket representation of the Lie algebra of gauge diffeomorphisms
regardless of how they act near the boundary. In gauge-fixed constructions without edge modes this
is not possible as diffeomorphisms with support on the boundary are no longer gauge and only diffeo-
morphisms which vanish there can be properly represented. This resembles somewhat the situation
in canonical geometrodynamics where only the action of diffeomorphisms that preserve the spacelike
nature of the Cauchy slice is defined on the standard ADM phase space [3},72,[73|. Of those, only the
spatial diffeomorphisms (i.e. the ones tangential to the slice) come with a proper Poisson bracket repre-
sentation, while the full set of spacelike preserving diffeomorphisms gives rise to the Dirac hypersurface
deformation algebroid. As Isham and Kuchaf showed in [73], if one extends the standard ADM phase
space by the embedding fields that describe the Cauchy slices, one obtains a proper Poisson bracket
representation of the full Lie algebra of spacetime diffeomorphisms also in canonical geometrodynam-
ics (in the absence of boundaries). Our construction gives rise to essentially the same feature in the
covariant phase space description of spacetime subregions.

5.2 Boundary symmetries: integrability and charges

Let us now turn to the analysis of frame reorientations and their charges. In this discussion, we shall
assume the frame U to correspond to a non-local immaterial frame (as the geodesic frames in Sec. .
This will entitle us to assume all frame-dressed quantities below to be anomaly-free on relational
spacetime, see Secs. and , which will simplify the analysis substantiallyﬁ We will also restrict
our attention to field-independent diffeomorphisms on relational spacetime, for which the notions of
anomaly-freeness and covariance coincide.

Given a field-independent vector field p € X(m), we start by computing the contraction of p with

26 As an exception, note that thus far U*[3§] is only defined on the timelike boundary ~ through equation . To
compute its Lie derivative in any direction not tangential to v requires some prescription for extending this quantity off
the boundary. We leave open the possibility of such an extension here, though for most of the ensuing discussion we will
be interested in the case that p is tangential to 7.
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the symplectic form:

- 0la) = =p- ([ 00,00+ [ Ul5y(ar - 550 (91)
—pa([vind+ [ UU*[qX— 5]) (95)

— (-t ) ([ 0]+ )
=<—£p+6p‘>(UU*[0x]+ 1) + /AU*/ﬁU (97)
/

=9 p_lU*L—i-/ U~ [qU*p U*p > deU* (98)

do

/a (p2U[0x] + podU* gy — ] + dpaU*[ax — Bl — A,U*(Bp)

5 (/8 U g — ﬁ?p-m) (99)

+ [ 0B+ [ (s (U0 = O+ AU (55D + AU 55
g g

In moving to equation , we have used that the integrals on the right are anomaly-free with respect
to diffeomorphisms of m, with the possible exception of U*[ff;] (which we will come back to shortly).
This assumption holds for the geodesic, but not necessarily for the material frames (cf. Sec. ; the
following steps would thus have to be modified for the dust frame (or restricted to those p € X(m) that
preserve the dust four-velocity V). In moving to (98], we have made use of p-U*[6,] = U*[p-(6+xL)] =
U*[(Usp)oL)] = poU*L and p-U*[(q —B)] = U*[qU*p—[E-B] In moving to equation (99)), we have
assumed that do has no boundary to discard the exact term in the boundary integrand, used to
infer that 0i,, = U*[0,] + U*[C\] +dU*[qy], and podU*[0,] = po (0U*L — U*E) = §(poU*L) — pU*E.
All-in-all, we have obtained the fundamental off-shell relation

=5 Q(0) = 6Q,(30) + Fy(0), (100)
where the charge @, and flux F, are defined as
Qp(ag) = /8 U*[QU*p - ﬁ*\p : /8] = /8 (U*[QU*p] —p- /Binv) ) (101)
Fo(o) = /U p UE + /6 P U7C) = i+ AUV + /6 A,U7(5) (102)
= [ psOm i)+ [ Byfin (103)
do oo

The presence of a non-exact flux term F),, even on-shell, means that additional restrictions need to be
imposed on p and/or field-space in order to render p integrable. This is a key difference with local gauge
theories such as Yang-Mills theory, for which any analogue of the symmetry generator p is integrable
off-shell (see, for instance, Sec. 7.4 of [1]). The reason behind this difference is however clear: given that,
in gravitational systems, the definition of the subregion M is frame-dependent, certain transformations
of the frame will not leave it invariant; such transformations cannot be understood as closed subsystem
transformations, and therefore cannot be Hamiltonian with respect to Q(o).

2T We have used U*[ﬁ*\p -B]l = p - Binv = p- U By, which can be checked by writing 8 = 8,0¢* in components:

U Uep - B] = U [BaLu.pd"] = U [Ba L,U[6%] = 5+ (U [Ba]dU" 6°]) = 5+ U [Badx™) = - Binw -



By construction, the contribution of A,Bin, to the flux in must vanish identically for any p
that is tangential to . The case of non-tangential vector fields may be interesting to consider, but it
would require a prescription to extend B,y off of 7. A natural option may be to require A,Bi,, = 0
for transverse p. However, from the next paragraph onwards, we will always restrict our attention to
vector fields leaving v invariant. Even for such vector fields, one might still worry that 3;,, depends
not only on x and the pullback of fields to the boundary, but also on the boundary geometry. For the
case of timelike boundaries, this geometric structure can be expressed in terms of the normal vector to
the surface v, n®. It can be shown (see Sec. that A,n® = 0 for any tangential p, and thus B,y itself
is anomaly-free for such vector fields. The contribution of A, can thus be dropped unambiguously
(see Appendix [C| for some related discussion).

From ((100), one can pursue several (standard) strategies to turn p into an Hamiltonian vector
field. As a first option, the flux term can be made field-space exact if one imposes suitable boundary
conditions. In our framework, boundary equations of motion on v will always be such that

(Oiny + 00) |, = dPiny (104)

7 S

(with Biny = U*[ff;]) for some boundary Lagrangian form ¢ on vy, where the symbol = indicates
g

that the equality only holds for field configurations that lie on S;,. Said differently, S, is defined as
the locus of field configurations in & where (6, + /) L{ = dfiny holds. This is a stronger statement

than the weak equality (finy + 0) ‘7 ~ dfinv, as the latter also involves a pullback to S, {*°| We defer
a more in-depth discussion of this point to Sec. [f], but as a first consistency check, nofe that this
condition does imply winy = 06iny = ddBiny on 7, which coincides with the assumption made in ([75)).
Moreover, remembering that i, = U*[0;] = U*[0y] — U*[(0y)gauge] and (6y)gange = —Jy = —dgy, we
can reexpress this condition in the same form as derived in :

(U*[6x] +60) | ~ dU[B — qy] - (105)

In particular, we can identify C from as C := U*[Bf; — q] = Binv — U*[qy]. If, in addition to the
boundary condition (104) (which involves a pullback of 6i,, to ), we assume p to leave v invariant,
then our boundary equations of motion imply that pi(6iny — dBiny) = —d(pal) on Oo, and therefore

0

Fp(0) & 0 ( J Py ,0_16). Under these conditions, p becomes integrable in the sense that
zo

- 0(0) = 5QH(00), (106)

o

with Hamiltonian charge defined as:

QM(s) = Qu(s) + / pall = / (U*lgup] — - B + pot) (107)

where s is any corner contained in + (that is, a spacelike cross-section of 4 with the topology of S%~2),
As a consistency check, we verify that £,Q(c) = L;Q(0) = 6(p - Q(o)) = 0: this should be the case,
since L,82(c) = 0 is the infinitesimal version of the conservation equation we required Q(o) =~ €, to

verify on-shell in Sec.

28This is similar to the way the solution space S is defined, namely as the locus of field configurations in F where
E := E,69* = 0 holds. This entails that £, = 0 on S, which is indeed a stronger statement than the pulled-back
equation E =~ 0.

29Note that this conservation statement can only be made after pullback to Sz, as is already clear from the derivation
in Sec.i Indeed, we could have —p - Q(0) = 0QN (90) + Yod®*, where Yo = 0 but 6Y, # 0. It is then clear that

0 S:no
)) = 6Y,09% # 0 in general. However, pulling back the forms to Sz,, we do recover §(p- Q(c)) = 0 from

zq

0(p- Qo
oY, = 0.
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As a second option leading to integrable charges, one can obtain a vanishing flux without recourse
to boundary conditions if we impose stronger conditions on p itself. For example, the flux F,(o) in
(100) vanishes off-shell if one requires p to leave the Cauchy slice ¢ invariant. However, this type
of integrability depends explicitly on a kinematical choice of Cauchy slice 0. We are led to a more
interesting situation if we only fix the boundary of this Cauchy slice (i.e. the corner) s = do while
working on-shell of the bulk equations of motion E ~ 0. Then, Q(¢’) & Q(c) for any Cauchy slice o’
such that do = do’. We can therefore view (o) as a function of s which we denote Q(s) by slight
abuse of notation. In this set-up, any vector field p leaving the corner 0o invariant is integrable relative
to Q(s), independently of any boundary condition. Furthermore, the associated Hamiltonian charge is
Q4 (s) = Qp(s), which is also consistent with (107)).

In summary, we have found two particularly interesting situations in which leads to integrable
frame reorientations:

1. Boundary conditions of the form are being imposed: then, any p leaving ~ invariant
is integrable fully on-shell, and gives rise to boundary charges QE(S) (107) relative to (s),
where s is a corner contained in 7. In addition, the conservation equation ensures that
5QE(5) > 5Q§(s') whenever p leaves the boundary conditions invariant (or in other words,
whenever p is parallel to the leaf Sz, ), in which case we can directly write —p - Qy, = 5@5.

2. Bulk equations of motion are assumed, but no boundary condition is being imposed: then, any p
leaving a fixed corner s invariant is integrable relative to (s), and gives rise to boundary charges

Q' (s) = Qp(s) (107).

The second situation has received a lot of attention since the pioneering work of Donnelly and Freidel
[10], under the umbrella name of local holography (see e.g. |20] and references therein).

Before concluding this subsection, let us reexpress our findings in terms of the CLPF presymplectic
structure. To start with, (100) yields:

- QOLPE () :/

g

p U [E] - /a U0, (108)

The right-hand side only contains a flux contribution, which means that, on-shell, any generator from
the corner symmetry algebra is null with respect to QCMPF In our construction, this conclusion is
unsatisfactory since those are not in general gauge transformations. If one instead tries to define
charges on-shell of physical boundary conditions of the form , one is led to

5O () = 5( / M)+ | pstla - g1, (109)

We now pick up a non-trivial exact contribution, but the non-exact second term does not vanish unless
we impose further restrictions. Moreover, it is not clear which type of extra condition may prove useful
for that purpose: asking p to be parallel to v is not sufficient to cancel the flux in general, and asking it
to leave the corner do invariant leads us back to trivial charges, as we have just discussed. We observe
once more that, in our construction, the CLPF form is not the appropriate one to consider. As we have
already seen, it is not conserved in the presence of boundary conditions (since conservation requires
the inclusion of the boundary contribution in equation ) It also attributes non-vanishing charges
to diffeomorphisms on M (which are gauge directions). We have now identified a third defect: QCLPF
does not associate Hamiltonian charges to frame-reorientations that leave v invariant.

5.3 Conservation equations

The boundary charges QE(S) are not in general conserved, meaning that their numerical values depend
on the choice of corner s on which they are evaluated. To see this, consider two corners s; and s
included in ~, and let us assume for definiteness that the latter is in the future of the former (this
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assumption can be relaxed). We can then call vs, 5, the portion of the boundary ~ that is delimited by
those two corners, as illustrated in Fig. |5l Integrating d(U*[qu, ] — p - Binv + p2€) on s, and invoking
Stokes’ theorem, we then obtain:

QM(s2) — Ql(sy) = / AU gu.p) = 7 Biae + p0)

Vs1s9

- / p+ (Biny + 60 — dBiy) — U*[Cl ) — AL, (110)
ot

$189

where we have used the off-shell identity dU*[qu, ,] = U*[Ju,,—Cu,,) = U* [(7;)-0— (Usp)sL—Cuy,p) =
p - biny — poU*L — U*[Cy,,] and the fact that p is parallel to 7. The second term in vanishes
on-shell of the equations of motion, while the first vanishes on-shell of the boundary conditions by
(104). In other words, in the post-selected theory, the change in the charge along s, s, is determined
by the anomaly of £, that is, its failure to be covariant under pﬂ

- AL (111)

Vs1sg

Qp (s2) — Qp (51)

0

In particular, QE defines a conserved charge whenever the boundary Lagrangian ¢ is covariant with
respect to p. For the boundary Lagrangians constructed in Sec. [6] any such p will be a symmetry of the
background fields defining the boundary conditions (such as, for instance, a Killing field of the induced
metric on 7). Hence, conserved charges are associated to rigid symmetries, as one might expect.

g9 32

Vs1s2

o
1 s

m m
Y

Figure 5: The boundary charges computed on s; and s only differ by an integral over the portion of

the time-like boundary ~s,s, they delimit, as specified by equation (111)).

We can also deduce an infinitesimal version of the balance equation (111)). If we take sy to be an
infinitesimal deformation of s; = s by the vector field ps, and define p; = p, (110]) implies:

£,,QH (5) = / P23 (71 - (B + 60— ABine) = U*[Crrop] = B, ) = = / Pl L. (112)
o S

s

Taking ¢ = 0, we finally obtain an off-shell expression for £,,Q,, which will prove useful below:
£P2QP1 (5) - /'OQJ (ﬁl : (Qinv - dﬁinV) - U*[CU*PI]) . (113)

5.4 Boundary symmetry algebras

Let us turn to an analysis of the Poisson algebra generated by the previously defined charges. We start
by computing the quantity

—p1 - P2 - SUo) = p1 - (0Qp,(90) + Fp, (o)) (114)

30Remember that in this section p is assumed to be field-independent. Hence A, = L; — £,, which means that
covariance and anomaly capture the same concept.
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fully off-shell, and will then discuss appropriate conditions under which a Poisson bracket for boundary
charges can be extracted from it. The first term in (114} can be evaluated in the following way:

p1 - 5QP2 (o) = L QP2 (0o) = £P1 sz (o) — Qﬁplm (o) = £P1 sz (o) — Q[m,pz}(ag) - (115)

In the second equality, we noticed that @, is linear in the background vector field ps, and its only
other dependence on m is through U, which transforms covariantly. We can then turn to the flux
contribution:

pr-Fpy(0) = pr- (/ p2aU”E + /a p22 (UX[Cy] = Oiny + dBinv)) (116)
- /8 P23 (U*1Cp] — 1+ (Bruy — ABiny)) = — Ly Q1 (90) (117)

where in the second line, we have used (113) together with the fact that p; - U*E = 0 (since E only
involves variations of spacetime fields). All in all, we conclude that

—p1-p2- Q(U) = _Q[m,pz](aa) + £P1 sz (60) - ‘CPQQPI (80) (118)

or, if we express the last two contributions as in ((113):
—p1-p2 - Qo) = —=Qpy py)(00) (119)
+ /a (P12 (P2 (Binv — dBiny) — U™[C,p,]) = p22 (1 - (Biny — dBinv) — U [Cu,p1])) -

Note that this result is valid completely off-shell.

Let us now discuss two ways in which allows to define a corner symmetry algebra: first at
the off-shell level, then on-shell of the bulk equations of motion. What we need is to impose conditions
such that the vector fields p; and p2 are both integrable relative to (o). Given that Q(o) is field-space
closed, we are then guaranteed that the bracket {Q,,(00),Q,,(00)}s := —p1 - p2 - Q(0) verifies the
Jacobi identity, and thus defines a Poisson bracket.

As we have discussed in the previous subsection, the functionals {Q,(s)} do not generically con-
stitute Hamiltonian charges of integrable field-space vector fields off-shell. Indeed, remember that at
the off-shell level we need to commit to a particular Cauchy slice o. If we do so, then the charges
{Q,(00)} are off-shell integrable with respect to (o) for any p leaving o invariant. This subclass of
vector fields generates the off-shell algebra:

{Qpl (80)7 sz (80)}0 =—p1-p2- Q(U) = _Q[pl,pz](aa) ) (120)

where the notation {-,-}, emphasizes that we have defined a purely kinematical notion that depends
on a choice of Cauchy slice 0. Note from that the £,,Q,,(00) contributions vanish because the
integrable vector fields p; leave the corner do invariant.

If we instead decide to work on-shell (but still without imposing boundary conditions), the charges
{Q,(00)} are integrable for any p leaving the corner s = Jo invariant. Furthermore, given that
Qo) ~ Q(0’) whenever do = s = do’, the choice of Cauchy slice in the bulk is irrelevant provided that
the corner s is kept fixed. We thus obtain a closed corner algebra indexed by arbitrary vector fields
leaving the corner s tnvariant:

{Qm (s), Qp» (8)}s == —p1-p2- Qo) = _Q[PLPQ](S) ) (121)

where the notation {-,-}s emphasizes that we have now obtained a Poisson bracket that only depends
on a choice of corner s. Upon quotienting by gauge directions (that is, vector fields p such that
dQ,(s) = 0), this defines a corner algebra as initially investigated in [10] in the context of vacuum
general relativity. It has a universal part, that generates a non-trivial representation of Diff(s), and
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depending on the choice of 3 in , it may also include additional factors |15|.E| As we will discuss
in Sec. the original proposal of [10] is recovered from the standard presymplectic potential of
general relativity with 8 = 0. The resulting corner algebra is then isomorphic to the Lie algebra of
Diff(s) x SL(2,R)®: in addition to intrinsic surface diffeomorphisms of the corner which are encoded
in the first factor, vector fields whose normal component to s vanish on s but not in a first order
neighborhood of s — the so-called surface boosts — also contribute.

Let us now repeat this construction for the Hamiltonian charges {QE(S)} in the presence of a
boundary condition ensuring that holds. To ensure integrability, there is no question that we
need to work fully on-shell in this case. Given that £ is also a potential source of non-covariance, we
have (note the extra term in the first line as compared to ):

pr - 0QH (5) = Ly, QU () = £, QML (s) — QF,(s) + / praBpit (122)
S?O —Qﬁl’pQ](S) —l—/SpQJAplf—/SleApr, (123)

where we invoked ((112)) in arriving at the last line. This leads to the following definition of the bracket
in the presence of boundary conditions:

{QI,;Il(S)> 52(5)}7 = _Qﬁhpﬂ(s) - Km,pg(s)a with KP17P2(8) = /(pl—'Apzf - P2—'Ap1€) .

S

(124)
The notation {-,-}, indicates that this bracket explicitly depends on a choice of boundary conditions
on the time-like boundary ~y, and that the vector fields p; and ps are required to leave v invariant. If,
in addition, one assumes p; and po to be parallel to &, the bracket is also independent of the choice
of corner s C 7 on which it is evaluated. The quantity K,, ,,(s) contributing to the right-hand side of
(124)) identically vanishes for vector fields p; and py that are parallel to s. It is therefore clear that, for
each corner s C 7, the associated corner algebra is a subalgebra of the codimension-1 boundary
algebra generated by .

The structure of the second term in is consistent with the results of [19], which we recover
here in their frame-dressed version. In that work, an expression of the form was proposed at the
fully off-shell level, for what is known in the literature as the Barnich—Troessaert bracket |30]. In the
present construction, {-,-}, is more straightforwardly understood as the Poisson bracket associated to
Q(s) in S, and as such, it is guaranteed to obey Jacobi’s identity.

The physical interpretation of a charge QEI (s) is in general dependent on the specific boundary
conditions being considered, or equivalently, on the choice of boundary Lagrangian ¢. Following the
nomenclature of |1, it may in principle generate one of three types of transformations:

e a boundary symmetry, that leaves the boundary conditions invariant and can be recorded by a
non-trivial variation 5@5(8) % 0;

e a boundary gauge transformation, that leaves the boundary conditions invariant but leads to a
trivial variation of the charge 5QE(3) ~ 0;

e a meta-symmetry, that does not leave the boundary conditions invariant, but still defines a
symplectomorphism (to a solution space associated to different values of the background fields
that define the boundary conditions).

3n [15], the possible structures of the corner algebra are actually classified in terms of a choice of Lagrangian form.
This is made possible by a specific choice of presymplectic potential that ties the ambiguity encoded in the choice of £
to a choice of Lagrangian. We do not take this step in the present work, and therefore directly discuss the ambiguity in
terms of 5.
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We will illustrate this classification in the specific context of vacuum general relativity in Sec. below.
However, we can already show that infinitesimal boundary symmetries and boundary gauge transfor-
mations must generate a closed subalgebra under the bracket {-,-},. To exclude meta-symmetries, we
assume in the rest of this subsection that any vector field on m preserves both v and the boundary
conditions, unless otherwise specified. For any such p;, with 1 <+¢ < 4, we can show that:

{QE;), (8), KPI:pZ(S)}’Y =0, {KPhPQ(S)’ Kp37p4(5)}7 =0. (125)

As a result, we do obtain a closed algebra of charges, which consists in a representation of the algebra
of vector fields preserving v and S,,, or a central extension thereof. In order to prove , we observe
the following: given that 6/ &~ —0;,, — dBinv and both 6, and Bi,, are covariant with respect to
diffeomorphisms on m, it follows that A,d¢ = 0 whenever p is parallel to S;,. That is, even if the
boundary Lagrangian ¢ may fail to be covariant, its variation is always covariant once pulled-back to
Sz,- Since we are only considering field-independent vector fields p, we can equivalently say that the
pullback of §(A,f) to Sy, vanishes. Given , this in turn implies that

5KP1,P2(5) ~ 0. (126)

By definition, the bracket {QE3 (8), Kpy,po(5)} is obtained by contracting the previous expression with
p3, which therefore vanishes. More generally, we conclude from that K, 5,(s) is a central element
in the algebra of gauge-invariant observables on S, equipped with {-,-},, which proves .

Consider a second corner s’ C 7. Given that Q(c) is independent of o (and hence s = do) fully
on-shell, we always have 5@?(5) = 6Q§(s’ ), even though QE(S) # QE(S’ ) in general. Hence the algebra
is completely independent from the choice of corner, meaning in particular that:

{Q5, (), Qs ()} = {@p, (51, @, ()}, (127)

which is of course consistent with the conservation of the presymplectic structure once pulled-back to
Sz,- However, the values of the central charges themselves may a priori depend on the corner on which
they are evaluated. More specifically, combining and with the previous equation leads to
the following balance relation for the central charges:

Knn&) = Konn(s) = [ Bpp (128)

Vss!

In its infinitesimal version, it yields

LB (s = [ 11805t = = [ 000800, 8,1 (129)

where ps is assumed to preserve -, but not necessarily the boundary conditions. By contrast, we
emphasize again that p; and po must preserve S;, in order for these balance relations to hold, which
implies that p; and py are rigid symmetries.

We could in principle extend the algebra defined by and to also represent vector fields
p that are parallel to «y, but that fail to preserve the boundary conditions (that is, such that p has a
transverse component to Sxo)g This would require computing the Dirac bracket [100L/101] induced
by the boundary conditions, which can typically be viewed as a set of second-class constraints defining
the constraint hypersurface Sy, C S. The Dirac bracket does coincide with {-,-}, in the subalgebra of
vector fields that preserve the boundary conditions, as considered in the previous paragraph, but we
leave its complete construction for future WOTk.@

32Following the nomenclature introduced in [1], such vector fields generate meta-symmetries.
33We refer the interested reader to [102] for an explicit comparison of the Barnich-Troessaert and Dirac brackets in
asymptotically flat spacetimes.
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6 Boundary actions

6.1 General construction

We now turn to the problem of identifying suitable actions for the subregion m = U(M). As with the
case of the symplectic structure in Sec.[d] we do this via the process of splitting post-selection developed
in [1], to which we refer for further details on some of the steps. Beginning with a global action on
mUmm, we seek a consistent factorization such that the variational problems are well-defined separately
on both m and its complement, and when combined, are equivalent to the global problem. In the case
of the symplectic structure, we considered a restricted space Sz, of solutions already satisfying a choice
of gauge-invariant boundary condition & = ¢ on the timelike interface v = U(I"). Here we will impose
these boundary conditions dynamically. An integrable condition such as dxz = 0 may be imposed at
the level of the action as a holonomic constraint through the use of Lagrange multiplier terms in the
global action.

To proceed with the factorization, we assume that the bulk action for each subregion is locally
identical to the global action. This fixes the subregion actions up to possible additional boundary
terms on «. By including equal and opposite boundary contributions in the subregion actions for M
and M, the sum of the subregion actions remains equivalent to the global action. Demanding that the
total subregion action defines a consistent variational problem in its own right leads to a set of possible
boundary terms appropriate to a wide class of different boundary conditions. From the perspective
of the restricted variational problem on subregion m, the additional boundary term fills a role that
would have been played by the complement region, effectively retaining some information about how
the subregion theory is embedded within the global theory.

Recall that m = U (M), m = U(M) provide an invariant specification of complementary subregions
under the reference frame U, thought of as a field-dependent map from spacetime to an invariant
parameter space we call relational spacetime. The same map also provides an invariant specification of
subregion boundaries, including the time-like interface v = U(T"), and future and past Cauchy surfaces
0; =U(Z;) and &; = U(E;) for i € (1,2) (see figure[d)). We first suppose that we are given some action
for the global theory, and express it as

S = / U*[L] = Sy + Sim. (130)
mUm

We assume that this action poses a well-defined variational problem for the global theory, possibly
necessitating the inclusion of boundary terms for the complement region, which we leave implicit in
Sim. To further impose gauge-invariant boundary conditions at the interface between the two regions,
we employ Lagrange multipliers. As discussed in Sec. [ rather than fixing fields on I' C M, we fix
invariant data on U(I') = 7. We express the boundary condition as

x' = b, (131)

where the z¢ (collectively z) are functionals comprised of the invariant part of fundamental fields
pushed forward to m and pulled back to v, and zq is a corresponding background configuration. Such
boundary conditions may be imposed by adding

S be = / Ni(x® — ) (132)
Y

to the global action, where the \; are Lagrange multiplier densities on 7. Defining A; := U,\; and
X' := U,x", this can equivalently be written in terms of spacetime fields on I', with the understanding
that the condition (131)) will not impose §X* = 0 but rather 0 X ¢ = 0. In other words, the variation
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of S, be can be written as either (henceforth leaving the sum over ¢ implicit)

055 be = / (OA(z — m0) + Adx) | (133)
Y
or

55, e = / U5, A(X — Xo) + Ad, X] | (134)
Y

and this action will be stationary when the boundary conditions are satisfied. Note that there is no
separate boundary condition imposed on y alone. After adding this term, we denote the resulting
global action as

Stot = SmUﬁL + S ,bc - (135)

Next, to split this global variational problem into subregion variational problems, we consider additional
boundary terms on 7y (S, and Sy, in Siet are only uniquely defined up to these local integrals over ),
defining

S’m = Sm + / ‘gcorra Nm = Sm — /fcorr . (136)
v Y

where leopr 18 a (d — 1,0) form on ~, the details of which are to be determined@ The primary
requirement for the consistency of the subregion variational problem is that

55 & / U*[6,] + / U*[c]. (137)
g2—01 80'2780'1

for some (d —2,1) form C. This condition amounts to the statement that for field configurations satis-
fying both the bulk equations of motion on M and the boundary condition, we must have stationarity
up to terms on the past and future Cauchy slices o1 and o9 (and their corners doy,doq). This is
achieved if

U*[0y] + 0lcorr % —dC (138)

where the equality sign = indicates that terms defined in the bulk are pulled back to v, and both
gl

equations of motion and boundary conditions have also been imposed. This condition imposes that
the variation of the added boundary term fcoy must combine on shell with U*[f,] from the bulk
variation to give a total derivative term on . The minus sign in equation results from reaching
Oo surfaces via Stokes theorem on v as opposed to 0. When the boundary conditions are not imposed,
a sufficient condition to satisfy is that

§loors ~ —U*[fy] — dC + yo. (139)
Y

This can be thought of as the key consistency condition on the choice of £.o;;. This will require choosing
a decomposition of U*[f,]|_, and a corresponding identification of suitable C,z, and y, as we will see
in examples shortly. Once Zcorr has been identified, we can proceed to impose the boundary conditions
at the level of the subregion action via the same Lagrange multiplier term as in the global problem:

S =St [ (teoms 4 Mo = 20)). (140)
Y

The variational problem for z¢ simply tells us that \; = —y;, where the y; are the densities (implicitly
summed) appearing in equation (139). This can be reinserted into the action to give a variational

34We choose the convention that the orientation of the surface v is always that induced by the subregion M, with
outward pointing normal from this region.
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problem for the remaining degrees of freedom. Thus, our final boundary action for the subregion
problem on m will be

Sy1= [ £= [ oo —vto = o). (141)

It remains to find a satisfactory £eorr. Thus far we have required that it satisfy equation ((139). Of course
a complete choice will depend on the theory at hand and the context under consideration, but we can
say a few more things generally. We have shown in Sec. [3.3]that for covariant Lagrangians, the extended

symplectic potential can always be decomposed as 0, = (6y)f; + (6y)7F where (6,)FF = —Jy = —dg.

The condition ((139) becomes

To proceed, we assume a decomposition of 6;,, on ~ of the form

Oiny = —0liny + dfBiny + 7Tinv6¢inv (143)
i

for some fiyy and Siny, where minyddiny constitutes a sum (left implicit) over conjugate pairs of degrees of
freedom on which the boundary conditions will by imposed. Note that this decomposition is compatible
with the condition considered in Sec. || for the symplectic structure. Under such a decomposition,

equation (|142)) becomes
(Mcorr ? 5€inv + (y(sfﬁ - 7Tinv(SQZ)inv) - d(c + ﬂinv - U* [QX]) (144)

At this point it is clear that we can take

€ i= U*gy]) = By - (145)

It is also clear that if we wish to impose Dirichlet boundary conditions on fields ¢y, then we may
choose

Tr = ¢inva Y = Tinv

(146)
‘écorr = Einva
Alternatively, we could hold fixed the conjugate variables iy, on 7 by choosing
T = Tinv, = —@inv
in Yy ®in (147)

Loorr = liny — Tiny Pinv

More generally, we may choose x and y to be nontrivial combinations of 7y, and ¢y which render
the right hand side of field-space exact, thus identifying an appropriate boundary term £.q,,. For
example, in the gauge theories explored in |1], actions appropriate to a variety of mixed (Robin type)
boundary conditions are easy to identify in this format. In the case of general relativity, the options
are more limitedﬁ but we explore some alternative choices in the next section.

35For example, as we will see below, in general relativity we can have ¢inv,uv = hye and 71'1‘:; = P", where h,, is the
induced metric on v and P*¥ is related to its extrinsic curvature. If one wanted to define mixed boundary conditions in
terms of linear combinations x = a ¢iny +b Tinv, where we have left the field indices implicit, the coefficients would have to
be tensors such that the index structure of the two terms agrees. When the theory on m is relationally generally covariant
and there are thus no background structures available, as is the case with the immaterial geodesic frames assumed here
(see Sec. , the tensors a,b would have to be field-dependent. This complicates the analysis considerably as one will
be dealing with field-dependent canonical transformations that may only be valid in infinitesimal neighborhoods on field
space. By contrast, the case of dust frames may offer an advantage here: the dust four-velocity V represents a preferred
structure on relational spacetime that could possibly be used as a background field to define field-independent coefficients
a,b and canonical transformations. However, we shall not explore this direction here further.
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6.2 Einstein-Hilbert gravity

We illustrate the procedure of post-selection of subregion actions for the case of Einstein-Hilbert (EH)
gravity, where the sole fundamental field is the metric. We must first achieve a decomposition of @i,y
of the form in equation ([143]), which we repeat here for convenience:

Oinv ? —0liny + dBiny + TinvdPiny
Because the bulk Lagrangian satisfies the property U*Lgnlg] = Lgnlg], where g is the metric on
spacetime and g = U*g is the metric on relational spacetime, Hﬁlj takes the standard form for the
Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian (with 167G = 1):

95113 = gaﬂguu (V,uégﬁu - V,B(Sg,uu) €a- (148)

but now this form and the fields comprising it are defined on relational spacetime m, and so crucially
they do not transform under spacetime diffeomorphisms: & - 0515,1 = 0. Upon pulling back to a timelike
boundary ~, this can be written

Ohn y = —0(2Ke,) — Dy (M"'n%0gua) €y + (KR — K*) e46h, - (149)
This notation is fairly standard, but let us here define the various terms appearing in this expression.
First, suppose that the hypersurface v is specified as a level set of some scalar function f on relational
spacetime. The extension of f off v should be smooth, and we take it to increase away from the subre-

. . . . . . Y A

gion m, but it is otherwise arbitrary. The unit-normalized vector field n, = 7W is orthogonal to
7 (and all other level sets of f), and is used to define the tensors hy, = g —nun, and Ky, = huavanl,
in the vicinity of v where f is defined. Evaluated on <, the former is the projection tensor onto -,
and the latter is the extrinsic curvature tensor of 7, with trace K = h*YK,, = g K,,. As before,
€4 denotes the induced volume form on the hypersurface v, which is related to the full volume form
as € = n A\ €. Lastly, the derivative D, = h,’V, projects the covariant derivative tangential to the
hypersurface v. When acting on tensors with only tangential components (as is the case in ((149) it
acts as the covariant derivative intrinsic to the hypersurface. This allows us to write the last term in
(143]) as a total derivative term, in terms of the exterior derivative intrinsic to :

D, (W' n%0gya) ey = d(V 2ey), (150)

where the vector field V is the field space one-form and an element of the tangent space of v, with
components in d-dimensional relational spacetime given by V# := h**n%dg,q.

As a side remark, we observe that the normal n is non-anomalous with respect to any diffeomor-
phism p that is tangential to . To see this, consider a second vector field p/, also tangential to -y, and
compute

0=Ay(p"na) = [p, p'1%Na + p'*Dpna = p*Apng . (151)

We have used that dp® = §p'* = 0 in the second equality, and the fact that [p, p/] is parallel to v in
the third. Given that the last equality must hold for any tangential p’, we conclude that Apn, = wyn,
for some function w,. In addition, we can infer from the normalization condition nn, = 1 that
n*A,ng = 0. Hence we must have w, = 0, which proves that A,n, = 0. Note that this argument
would not exclude a non-vanishing w, if we had taken < to be null. This is consistent with the fact
that the normal to a null boundary is known to introduce anomalies in certain situations; see for
instance [19].

The field-space exact term in may be recognized as (minus) the field space exterior derivative
of a standard Gibbons-Hawking-York (GHY) term.

gGHY = 2K€’y . (152)
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Defining

PHY = (KW — K" e, (153)

we may rewrite (149)) compactly as
pEH L = —0baiy — d(Vaey) + P ok, . (154)
As a brief aside, note that in our interpretation the invariant part 651 can be thought of as arising

from the U-covariant part (6,)f; of the extended symplectic potential on spacetime, pushed forward

to relational spacetime m. From the results of Sec. (64 )¢ is related to the bare (non-extended,
non-dressed) symplectic potential % on spacetime simply via the replacement § — 0. We then have

(05| = —dyLany — d(Vyer) (155)

where the overbar indicates the spacetime fields as opposed to relational spacetime fields, e.g. g = U,[g]
and V) = B“”ﬂa5xgm. The only subtle point in this procedure is that the function f on spacetime,
whose level sets define T, is not itself a background function on M. Rather it is v = U(I") which is
defined by a background function f on relational spacetime, and f = U,[f] may be taken to be the
pullback of this function to M. Therefore in principle, the bare potential HEH’F on spacetime would

involve some nonstandard terms arising from the variation of f, but these terms do not appear in 0rr }F

due to the replacement § — 6, because 0 f = U*[d, f] = 0. We can therefore always ignore such terms

in .

Returning to the problem of identifying subregion boundary actions, we compare ({154 to the
decomposition ([143)), identifying

Tinv0 Qiny = PlW(Sh,uu >
binv = LcHy , (Einstein-Hilbert) (156)
Binv = _V—’G’y .

The condition on the boundary contribution f.q then gives
0lcorr ? Mauy + (yox — P*ohy,,) —d(C — Vae, — U*gy]) - (157)
We can immediately take
C:=V.ie, +U"gq], (158)
and
Otcors 2 Olany + (ydw — P 0hy) . (159)

To solve the remaining condition, we seek choices of x, y that render the right-hand side field-space
exact. Of course we have the Dirichlet and Neumann cases (see equations ([146)) and (147))). For the

former, we fix the induced metric on v to a background boundary configuration h,(f,),) yielding the action

(141)) in the form
S’ly)irichlet _ / (EGHY — P (hy, — hg),,))) . (160)
2l

For the Neumann case, we can fix P* = P(’ég on v utilizing

S,l;]eumann — /y <€GHY - huyp(%l)/> . (161)
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The choice of P(’é'; cannot be made arbitrarily, but must solve the necessary constraint equations on ~y

In general this is a nontrivial condition. Another choice [103,|104], which may actually be preferable
from the point of view of the well-posedness of the boundary value problem [105,/106], is to hold fixed
the conformal metric on v, together with the extrinsic curvature K. For these conditions, we write the

conformal metric as 3 )
h;uz = h_ﬁhwj ) (162)

where h is the metric determinant and d — 1 is the dimension of 7 in a d-dimensional spacetime. Then
defining
~ - i 1
PeE:=pa1 (P¥ — (d—1)"'h*P) ,
P :=h,,P" = (d—-2)Ke,,

i 2d=2) (163)
(-1
_ &
€:= —=,
Vh
we rewrite o 3
P18y, = (P Sk, + KoVR) €, (164)
and equation ([159) becomes
Oeons  Olarry + yow — (P*Shy + KoV €. (165)

Thus far the index structure and summation on ydx has been left implicit. Here we break it into two
parts:

yox = (g 62, + §oT) €, (166)
and choose immediately to hold the conformal metric fixed:
G =y, GV =P, (167)
Finally, equation becomes

8 eors ~ dleny + (g]éfc — f(é\/ﬁ) €. (168)

There remains a final choice to fix either the volume factor or its conjugate variable K. In fact, as a
slight generalization from the usual case, we can choose to fix a linear combination of these. Let

= AVh+ BK,
. (169)
j=CVh+ DK,
with background scalar functions A, B, C, D satisfying
AD—-BC=1. (170)

Under this condition, we have

<g<55; - f(ax/ﬁ) ¢ = %5 (g@ - f(x/ﬁ) . (171)

36Namely, in general, one must ensure that the momentum constraints D,, (Kh** — K**) = 0 and the scalar constraint
SR+ K? — K, K" = 0, where 3R is the Ricci scalar curvature of the induced metric on v, can be satisfied. In the
Neumann case, the momentum constraints directly translate into the conservation equations DHP{(‘;)’ =0.
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In combination with the GHY term in (168]) this gives

Coorr = <<2 - 22> Kf+ ) (172)

In conjunction with the Lagrange multiplier terms imposing the boundary conditions, the full boundary

action is then (see equation ((141)))

SOHY —L [((2 ;”) Kf+ > — P (hyy — 1) Q(:Ei”(o))] ¢

:/ [(2— 32> K\F— ~§i + P () +gi<0>} é
Y

(173)

where we have remarked that P*” is traceless in going to the second line.

6.3 Interplay between boundary symmetries and boundary conditions

We have now all the information we need to discuss how the algebras of charges defined in Sec. are
realized in vacuum general relativity. Given a corner s, we introduce the future-pointing unit normal k
on v, such that e, = k Aes, where ¢ is the induced volume form on s. In particular, we have k,n* = 0.
This can be used to evaluate the pullback of (ey), := 0,€ey and €y, = 0,10, 2€ to s as:

<€W)H‘5 = ke, 6“”'7 = (kyny — kuny) €. (174)

For any vector field p leaving v invariant, we find using , (101)) and (156]) that

Q(s) = [ W lav.n) = 5+ ) = [ (V"0 = (5 V)e) = [ (u¥"0" + (e)umn (95" + 7791))

’ ’ (175)
which, together with (174)), evaluates to
Qp(s) = 2/k:un,,V“pV€5 = —2/p”kuV“n,jes = —Z/kup,,K‘“’es. (176)

Those charges generate a corner algebra , indexed by vector fields p that are parallel to s. Since
the expression does not involve the derivatives of p in directions normal to s, it is found to be
isomorphic to the algebra of vector fields intrinsic to s, namely X(s) [15]. In particular, the surface
boosts of [10] are not represented in this charge algebra. Hence, we conclude that, with our presym-
plectic structure, they do not play any role when standard boundary conditions are being imposed on
v, by which we mean: boundary conditions that annihilate the presymplectic form on ~, such that
dP* Sh,,, ~ 0. We could recover a non-trivial representation of Diff(s) x SL(2,R)® by ensuring that
Q,(s) is given by the Komar expression f U*[qu, p), which corresponds to choosing an alternate decom-
position of Hinv{ —00,  +dBl,, + 7l ¢, such that 8], = 0. In view of relation (104), this would
in turn require to impose boundary conditions that make 505}3 to vanish on 7. It would be interesting
to investigate whether physically interesting boundary conditions of this type can be identified in some
contexts while preserving the (formal) well-posedness of the variational problem.

Let us now discuss the additional terms contributing to the charges , starting with the cases
of Dirichlet and Neumann boundary conditions, as respectively prescribed by the boundary actions
and . Including the contribution of gy which contributes to in both cases, we find
that

Q,(s) + / palany =2 / kup T ey, TH = K" — KM (177)
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We recognize the expression of the Brown-York charge [74]@ expressed as an integral of the Brown—
York stress tensor THY, which we recover here on relational spacetime. In the Dirichlet case, the
Hamiltonian charge QE reduces on-shell to the Brown—York expression:

Qll(s) =2 / Kby (T“” - %h”“(T - T”‘%SE)) €5 A2 / ko TH € . (178)
The quantity K, ,,(s) can also be expressed in terms of the Brown-York stress tensor as
Ky pa5) = / ((p2oP™ )Ly BS) = (1P ), hlS)) (179)
E
~ / [(D¥p{ + D" py) p5 — (D" p5 + D ply) pf] Ty kacs - (180)
s

Specializing to p; and po that preserve the boundary conditions, and are therefore Killing fields of the
background metric h,(f)y), we conclude that the central charges defined in identically vanish.

To discuss Neumann boundary conditions, it is convenient to introduce the densitized Brown—York
stress tensor TH” := v/hAT". in terms of which we can reexpress

P & ng s TR T(‘g; , (181)

where T(’é'; is a background field. The Hamiltonian charges then take the form

~ 1 1 1
Hegy — a wy = of3 2 Wy _ v
Qp (s) = 2/8 (p hao T 2p haﬂT(0)> \/Ekues = Q/Sk:up,, (T 2h T) €s, (182)
while
Km,pz(s) = / (PIJ'CMP( 0) P2J£p1p( )) (183)

Restricting to vector fields p; and po that preserve the boundary condition in the last equation, we
again find identically vanishing central charges.

In the two examples just described, the Hamiltonian charges generate a representation of the algebra
of symmetries of the boundary background fields, without central extension. Moreover, given that the
charges computed in and are non—trivialﬁ they are generators of boundary symmetries
in the nomenclature of [1]. On the other hand, any vector field p; that is not a symmetry of the
background fields, generates a meta-symmetry: that is, a symplectomorphism from S;, to another
leaf in the foliation , where both leaves are equipped with the presymplectic structure induced by
Q(s) on Sﬁ Given such a transformation, we have in general K, ,,(s) # 0, even if py itself leaves
the boundary conditions invariant. For instance, taking p; to be conformal Killing (but not Killing)
with respect to h,(B,) in , and ps to be Killing, we find that K, ,,(s) = d 2) f psky Dy ph Keg is
directly sourced by the extrinsic curvature K, and does not identically Vamsh unless p2 is parallel to
s.

Finally, for the mixed boundary conditions defined by the boundary action (173]), we find that

1~ 1 1
H L v ~~
Qp (S) ~ —2/Sk‘upl,TM €s + l |:—2K\/E+ 2y$:| ﬁpukﬂes (184)

- 1 1 - 1 1
= _2/Tuyhal/\/ﬁkupa65 +/ |:—2K\/E+ 2173?] ﬁpukpes (185)

37Up to a factor of 167G which was fixed to 1. Note that it is common to find the convention 87G = 1 in the literature,
in which case there is no factor 2 in the expression of the charge.
*By "non-trivial", we mean that 5Q} (s) % 0 in both cases. Indeed, we find that 6Q} (s) & S 2 [ kupydTH e in the

Dirichlet example, and (SQP ~2 f (p Shan TH — 2p”§ha£ (0)) ﬁkues for Neumann boundary condition. To obtain

(0)
the second formula, we observed that dp* = 0 and § (ﬁkues) =0.

391t is crucial here that Q(s) only depends on the foliation by , not on the background field entering the boundary
condition = & zg.
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and

1
—kq€s . 186
i (186)

When A = D =1 and B = C = 0, we recover Dirichlet boundary conditions and expressions consistent
with and . As a second example, we can take A = D = 0 and B = —D = 1 in equation
, which leads to # = K and § = —v/h. In this polarization, the conformal metric iLw/ and the
extrinsic scalar curvature K are both held fixed on v, and QE(S) is sourced by the traceless part of
the Brown-York stress-tensor:

Kpip(s) = / [_ (P”V,Cmﬁg:/) + gﬁpzi’(o)) Pl + (P“”Emilf?,) + Qﬁpli(0)> Pg}

1
H 2, v v
Ql(s) & —Z/kupy (T“ - T> s . (187)

s

In this example, boundary symmetries are generated by conformal vector fields on -y that also preserve

K.

Before closing this section, we note that boundary gauge symmetries do not seem to naturally occur
in general relativity. This is to be contrasted with gauge theories, where they do [1|. For instance, in
Yang-Mills theory, it suffices to impose a Neumann boundary conditioﬂ to trivialize the charge. Any
non-trivial symmetry of this boundary condition must then generate a gauge transformation on S, .
We have not found a similarly simple mechanism in general relativity, but we cannot exclude that such
accidental gauge symmetries might play a role in more complicated situations.

7 Discussion

We have implemented the strategy of post-selection outlined in [1| to derive symplectic structure
and actions appropriate to subregions, viewed as subsystems within a global diffeomorphism invariant
theory. The use of a dynamical frame field U, both to define the subregion itself, and to parse physically
meaningful observables, played a central role in this analysis. At this point we pause to relate our choice
of symplectic structure to various alternatives which have appeared in other recent literature.

We first recall some pertinent facts, which motivate an extended phase space. Starting from some
anomaly-free Lagrangian L, satisfying the relation 6L = E + df on spacetime@ any vector field
& generates an infinitesimal diffeomorphism with associated current J¢, which is exact on shell (cf.
(11-13):

Je:=E€-0 — 1L = Ce + dge ~ dge .

The contraction of field-independent ¢ with the standard (pre)symplecti form Qy = [, 66 in the
absence of any embedding fields or extended phase space, results in

£y = /Z (0 + €.E) — /8 R /8 (o0 —€.0). (188)

For £ that vanishes sufficiently rapidly near the boundary 93, the right-hand side vanishes on shell,
and these transformations represent pure gauge transformations. By contrast, when g¢ is nonvanishing
on 0¥ it provides a nontrivial symmetry charge (though elsewhere in this work we reserve the term
“symmetry” for transformations on relational spacetime). However if the right-hand side of fails
to be field-space exact, the transformation does not correspond to a Hamiltonian generator. The non-
exactness is controlled entirely by the third term, which is nonzero if 6 fails to vanish at the boundary

40That is, to fix the pullback of (the edge mode dressing and hence invariant form of) xF' to the boundary, where F
is the curvature of the connection.

41 Ambiguities of this procedure will be discussed in Sec.

42T6 obtain the true symplectic form on the phase space from the pre-symplectic form, one must project out degenerate
directions of the latter. The identification of such degenerate directions is a primary task in the ensuing analysis, but
for brevity we will usually neglect the prefix “pre” except where directly relevant.
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and £ has nonvanishing normal component to 9%. This non-integrability may be unsurprising, as
such transformations shift the bounding surface and render the system open. Nevertheless these
transformations can be canonically incorporated into the subregion’s algebra of symmetries and/or
constraints by considering an extended phase space which includes embedding fields.

7.1 Alternative symplectic potentials

Donnelly and Freidel [10]| considered an extended symplectic structure with the inclusion of embedding
fields which locate the subregion and boundary in some reference frame. Many other works have
since explored related choices of symplectic structure, utilizing embedding fields to extend the phase
space [11,13}20,23},24,|48]. We will refer collectively to these extended symplectic structures with a
subscript “ext”. Given a choice of extended symplectic potential ey, one obtains a corresponding
extended symplectic current weyt, extended potential form Oeyi(0), and extended symplectic form
Qext (o) through the relations

Wext = 5xgext ) (189)
Gext(U) = / U*[eext] = / eexm (190)
o P

Ot (0) = 8Os () = / U [wext] = /Z et (191)
g

where d, := 0 + L, is the extended field-space covariant derivative with flat connection (5>2< =0) and
X is the Maurer-Cartan form y := §U ! o U. We have here made explicit that the resulting forms
might be considered as corresponding to either the relational Cauchy surface o, or to the corresponding
spacetime surface ¥ because of the equivalence of integrating (for instance) wext on 3, versus U*[wext]
on o. The crucial point is that in the variational principle, a field-space variation passes freely over
fg, but not fz' For this reason we label the forms by the corresponding relational manifolds, treating
these as primary.

The original work of Donnelly and Freidel |10] was in the context of vacuum general relativity with
vanishing cosmological constant. Using diffeomorphism invariance as a guiding principle, they arrive
at an additional boundary term in their extended symplectic potential, which in our notation we write
ad™]

OPY .= 0 + dg,. (192)

Speranza [11] generalized this to other diffecomorphism invariant theories in a manner more amenable
to the case that the on-shell bulk Lagrangian is nonvanishing. The potential chosen there was

oPFS =g+ 1 -0 (193)
and the corresponding symplectic form gives
£-QPFS(g) =0, (194)

Therefore one finds that all diffeomorphisms, even field-dependent, correspond to gauge symmetries.
In fact, the charges vanish identically and are thus not (non-trivially) proportional to the constraints,
in contrast to our and . A new family of nontrivial symmetries is available for these choices,

43We follow the nomenclature introduced in Sec. that any entity on spacetime M may be pushed forward to
“relational spacetime” m via the map U : M — m. We consider U as a type of dressing that moves gauge covariant
objects to an invariant space. Note, however, that many other works establish a similar map in the opposite direction
(more properly “embedding” submanifolds within spacetime). Since the map is assumed invertible, it is of course a matter
of convention. We also denote the pushforward by U* and the pullback U,. If the opposite convention is chosen on both
matters, the result is that formulas look the same, but the words applied differ. Of course the conceptual content is
unchanged.

4Gince the relation 6L = E + d@ leaves some ambiguity in the choice of @, here and elsewhere in this section we only
insist that 6 denotes a “bare” potential, i.e. that it has no dependence on x. Ambiguities will be discussed in
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however, by considering transformations acting not on fundamental fields but only on the embedding
map U. In our terminology, this comprises the action of diffeomorphisms on relational spacetime m,
as opposed to those on spacetime M. As pointed out in [25|, the resulting charges and integrability
conditions are equivalent to those of , as can be seen by making a particular gauge choice for the
embedding field. So in fact the phase space has only been extended by an enlarged gauge symmetry.

An alternative choice of symplectic structure for the extended phase space was suggested by
Ciambelli, Leigh, and Pai [23], and Freidel [24|{"]

oY — 9 4+ L, (195)
leading to
€0 (o) =5 [ Ut gg) - [ U (196)
~6 [ Utlad~ | U fase (197)
do do

Interestingly, all field-independent diffeomorphisms now correspond to integrable charges, regardless
of their behavior near the boundary.

In Table [I we have summarized the behavior under spacetime diffeomorphisms of the choices of
symplectic structure resulting from (192)), (193)), and (195). We have also included a row for the choice

O = 0 + xoL + dgy, (198)

which is related to our choice of potential in Sec. [4] (see equations and ) and will be discussed
further throughout the rest of this work. The full potential utilized there also includes boundary terms
enforcing conservation along a particular timelike boundary, but 0,, is the part that is independent of
this choice of timelike boundary. We will discuss the relevance of these additional terms in Sec. but
for now note that they do not alter the results for spacetime diffeomorphisms from 0,,. To interpret
Table [If recall that for each 6y considered, the corresponding presymplectic structure is obtained
as in equations through . Particularly, the corresponding extended symplectic current is
Wext = Oylext as opposed to d0c¢, and the relevant field-space Lie derivative is L?, defined in ,

because (for example)

LéU*[eext] = [4, é']-ﬁ-U*[eext] = U*[[éx’g']+eext] = U*['-?eext]- (199)
BOext é * Ooxt Lgeext _é * Wext I—?Wext
OPF | 64 dgy B(§) | B(6€) | 6xB(&) — B(d¢) | 6, B(6¢)
OOFS [ 91 x-0 0 0 0 0
gCLPE | g + xaL Jg J(sg 6XJ§ — Jgg 6XJ5§
(. 0+ xoL + qu Cg 055 6)(05 — C(sg 6XC5E

Table 1: Various choices for extended symplectic potential currents and their properties with respect
to local spacetime diffeomorphisms are shown. Results in the #PF row are abbreviated in terms of
the quantity B(§) = C¢ + £.L, though it is important to note that the original use of this form [10]
was only in the context of vacuum general relativity with vanishing cosmological constant, where the
term proportional to the Lagrangian vanishes on shell. The form 6, is related to the choice utilized in
the present work (see Sec. , though the latter also includes terms enforcing the conservation of the
symplectic form along a particular timelike boundary. The form 6, is the piece that is independent of
this choice, though the inclusion of those terms does not alter the results in the table.

45Note that in Sec. we have taken the same form, 6 4+ x1L, as our starting point for a bulk symplectic potential
(denoting it 0y), and then proceeded to include boundary terms which render the full symplectic form independent of the
choice of Cauchy slice through a subregion m. Likewise, the DFS choice in is what we have called the U-covariant
part of the symplectic potential 67, = 6 + x - 6.
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Note that all the entries in the last three columns can be expressed simply in terms of the result
for { foxt. For instance, using the fact that [§ O+ = LA —Le=A¢ + (5§ the entries in the —§ Wext
column can all be expressed as

_é * Wext = (5x(é : aext) - 5\5 : eext (200)

for any extended potential, so long as it is anomaly-free. This entails that field-independent £ are
always associated with integrable charges given by fz: é - Bext. Manipulations identical to those of
then show that such charges always satisfy a closed algebra anti-holomorphic in the spacetime vector
fields, since the sole anomalous element in such charges is the vector field itself.

Considering now the L%‘Qext column, these entries illustrate the general fact that for any anomaly-

free fext (or even the bare potential #), the resulting presymplectic form Oy, = f U*[fext] satisfies the
gauge invariance condition Lé®ext = 0 if the generators are field-independent. ThlS follows trivially
from the pushforward to relational spacetime (which can be thought of as shifting the integration
domain to negate the effect of the pullback), and is insensitive to the choice of y-dependent terms.
Invariance under field-dependent generators (6 # 0) is a much stronger condition, and the various
extended potentials behave distinctly in this regard. The choice 8PF is on-shell invariant only if the
Lagrangian vanishes. The choice §PFS is off-shell invariant, trivially, due to vanishing charges. The
choice §CPF is on-shell invariant only if the charge aspect vanishes. Lastly, the choice O, is always
on-shell invariant@ Analogous statements hold for the on-shell gauge invariance of eyt as seen
from the last column. In particular, the only presymplectic structure that is non-trivially preserved
under arbitrary field-dependent gauge diffeomorphisms, LéQext = 0, for general Lagrangians is the one

produced by 5X0~m in the last row.

Although the various choices in Table [I|may be appropriate to different contexts, the point of view
taken in this work is that the symplectic structure for a subregion, viewed as a subsystem of a larger
diffeomorphism invariant theory (and irrespective of the asymptotic structure of that global theory),
ought to retain the fact that spacetime diffeomorphisms acting locally at the subregion boundary are
pure gauge transformations. It should also leave intact a nontrivial off-shell representation of the
algebra of spacetime vector fields as the generators of these diffeomorphisms. For this purpose the
appearance of the constraints C¢ in the 0,, column of Table [1|is crucial. In view of constructing a
quantum theory for the subregion, it may be beneficial to have a proper constraint algebra at hand for
which one can then attempt to find quantum representations. As pointed out at the end of Sec. our
construction thereby mirrors the achievements of Isham and Kuchar |72,[73] in their work on canonical
geometrodynamics, which similarly obtains a nontrivial off-shell representation of the full Lie algebra
of spacetime diffeormorphisms through a phase space extension with embedding fields, though their
focus was not on subregions.

With this proliferation of symplectic potentials, it is interesting to consider whether they arise by
treating the fundamental fields ® on spacetime, or the dressed fields U*[®] on relational spacetime, as
primary. The variation of the dressed Lagrangian may be written in multiple ways suggesting different
choices of extended symplectic form:

SU*|L] = U*[E)SU*[®] + dU* [0 + ¢ - 0]

— Ot =OPTS =0+ -0 (201)
or
SU*|L] = U* [ES®] 4+ dU* [0 + L]
— Oext = 0T = 0+ UL (202)

Here we make explicit that the equations of motion term is a field-space one-form. Of course, the
resulting equations of motion are unaffected under these two rewritings. From the perspective of this
work, the status of U as a dynamical reference implies that its dynamics is inherited solely through

46Recall that this does not change with the inclusion of a U-covariant 3¢ term.
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its dependence on the fundamental spacetime fields ® (possibly including fields outside the subregion
of interest). This could be taken to justify taking d® as the fundamental variation and utilizing
GCLPT - But the result of Sec. {| is that, even taking #°FF as a starting point, by considering an
invariantly defined subregion m = U(M) with boundary conditions on 4 C dm, the conservation
of symplectic structure demands a boundary contribution at least including ¢, (see equations ,
[222)). Taken alone, this term restores on-shell equivalence with QP¥S. In a sense, the primacy of
relational spacetime quantities is thus enforced. Note however that our choice Q(o) still differs from
QOPFS off-shell through the constraint term Cs, as well as the possible additional boundary contributions
which will be revisited in Sec. [7.3] The resulting symplectic form at least shares the common feature
with QPFS that all spacetime diffeomorphisms are returned to pure gauge. This is a marked contrast
with the results that come by taking §“FF as the final extended potential. In that case, the fact that
all spacetime vector fields with nonvanishing g¢ are represented by integral charges is suggestive, but
it is also mysterious, since these are certainly gauge directions of the global presymplectic potential.
The interpretation we adopt here is that these should remain gauge, while any physical charges and
symmetries associated with a true gravitational subsystem should arise through consideration of frame
reorientations (transformations on relational spacetime) which we will consider next.

7.2 Relational spacetime symmetries

In addition to the standard spacetime diffeomorphisms, for each of the extended symplectic structures
discussed above, we may consider the action of diffeomorphisms on relational spacetime m. These
are “frame reorientations” acting on the map U alone, and not on the spacetime fields. The resulting
integrability conditions, charges, and algebra were discussed in detail in Sec. [5.4] for our choice of
symplectic structure (o). Here we catalogue the corresponding charges and integrability conditions
associated to alternative extended structures.

We start with a field-independent vector field p € X(m) generating an infinitesimal diffeomorphism
on m. In this section, we will denote the pullback of p to M with an overbar:

pi=Up (203)

Recall that p acts trivially on all fundamental fields ®, and its contraction with y returns the corre-
sponding vector on spacetime:

500 =0,
pﬁ-xzﬁ 20y

Results are collected in Table[2 For comparison, these are placed alongside the corresponding expres-
sions for field-independent spacetime diffeomorphisms generated by ¢ € X(M) (redundant with the
second-to-last column of Table .
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Oext —p - Wext —€ - Wext
oPF | 0+ dg, —d (pabext) + po(E + dxaL) + 6, (dgs — poL) | 0y (Ce + &0L)
OPFS 194 x-0 —d (pbext) + po(E + X - E) + 6y J5 0
O T | 9+ yJL —d (pabext) + poFE Sy (Ce + dge)
Oy, 0+ xoL + dgy | —d (psbext) + poE + 6, dg; 6, Ce

Table 2: Various extended presymplectic potentials and their properties are shown with respect to
relational spacetime diffeomorphisms generated by field-independent p € X(m), which act not on
fundamental fields but only on the frame U. We denote p := U,p. For comparison, the final column
shows the behavior under spacetime diffeomorphisms generated by field-independent £ € X(M). The
results for 6, are included here for completeness, though under relational spacetime diffeomorphisms
they do not actually coincide with our full choice of symplectic structure €2,,, due to additional boundary
terms included in the latter (see Sec. .

The analogue of expression (200)) for relational spacetime diffeomorphisms is

—,6 * Wext = (Sx(ﬁ . Hext) - 57) : Qext - Eﬁeext- (205)

Rewritings of the last term for the various choices of eyt (as well as restriction to field-independent
generators 0p = 0) are responsible for the diversified expressions in table Note that with the
exception of the first row, the on-shell expressions for —p - wext all reduce to a boundary contribution
(and even for the first row, if the Lagrangian vanishes), and they all including a term of the form
—d(pibext) which controls the question of integrability. Of course, the actual expression for fey differs
in each row. This situation mirrors the case of the unextended symplectic structure under the action of
spacetime diffeomorphisms (see equation and surrounding discussion). As pointed out in [25] in
the case of 8PS, the similarity is no coincidence. For that choice, the new found gauge freedom under
arbitrary spacetime diffeomorphisms can be used to make a gauge choice setting y = 0, which renders
the comparison even more explicit by sending ey — 0. The case of CTPF differs in that spacetime
diffeomorphisms at the boundary can carry nonvanishing, integrable charges. The corresponding &
cannot be utilized in gauge fixing. This choice instead has additional gauge directions under relational
transformations generated by p which preserve the corner do (noting that a charge aspect term always
appears on one side or the other in table . We will revisit this point in section The CLPF choice
generically has no nontrivial charges on the relational spacetime side unless, working on-shell of some
boundary condition, the term p.fey is found to be field-space exact (see discussion under equation
(1108)).

Finally we note that the results for 0,,, under relational spacetime diffeomorphisms do not actually
coincide with those for our full choice of symplectic structure (o), due to additional boundary con-
tributions in the latter. We include the row for ,, here merely for completeness. Our full choice will
be discussed in the following subsection.

7.3 Ambiguities and their resolution

Early implementations of the covariant phase space formalism due to Iyer and Wald are subject to
certain ambiguities in the definitions of key objects [6,[8]. In particular, shifts of the form

L - L+da

(206)
0— 60+ da+db

do not affect the equations of motion or alter the key relation § L. = E+df. However they can affect the
expressions for Hamiltonian charges. As emphasized by Speranza 25|, the extended potentials 6PYS and
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GCLPF differ on shell by just such an exact term, dg,. Such ambiguities can be resolved [14,/19,1071109]
if the corner surface 9% is considered as a cut of a hypersurface I' bounding a spacetime region M,
as in the present work. In the standard (unextended) case, the resolution proceeds by choosing a
decomposition of the symplectic potential on I’ aﬂ

0|, = —0l+dB+e (207)

where ¢ is required to vanish when boundary conditions are imposed. The quantity /£ is then added to
the Lagrangian as a boundary contribution for the subregion bounded by I', leading to

S:/ML+/FZ, (208)

and the symplectic form is then modified to

Q:/w—é 3. (209)
by o%

The resulting symplectic form is conserved on shell (independent of the choice of ¥), and the cor-
responding charges are free from ambiguities resulting from shifts of the form (206). Given such a
decomposition for the bare symplectic potential 6., Speranza [25] identifies a related decompo-
sition for the extended potential 9°“FF on the boundary v = U(T):

U*[°EFF) = U6+ xL] (210)
= U*[—60 +dB + & + xuL] (211)
= SU*[—0] + dU*[B + xol] + U* [e + xu(dl + L)) (212)
and so identifying
lowe = U"10] (213)
Boxe = U*[B + x] (214)
S = U [e+ xu(dl + L)] (215)

with corresponding conserved symplectic structure

05 == QP (o) — /6 SU*[B + x 0] . (216)

This symplectic structure is appropriate to the case that vanishes under the boundary conditions,
and particularly y is set to zero on the boundary. The details of this symplectic structure are discussed
in [25].

The procedure that we have outlined in this work, as an extension of the procedure in [1|, may
be considered as an alternative choice for this decomposition. We began by splitting the symplectic
potential #°PY into U-covariant and non U-covariant parts:

U*[0°MPY] = U0 + yoL]
=U*0+x-0)+ (—x -0+ xoL)] (217)
= U0y — Jy]

Then the spacetime U-covariant part 0, is decomposed on I' as

Ulp = —0x08 + dBE +ef (218)

4TWe denote the quantity ¢ with an overbar here merely to distinguish it from boundary terms defined on relational
spacetime discussed in previous sections.
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This decomposition may directly mirror that taken for the bare symplectic potential in , but
requiring the U-covariant part ef; to vanish if boundary conditions are imposed, as opposed to &
itself@ This is appropriate when boundary conditions are to be imposed only on gauge-invariant
combinations of x and fundamental fields on v = U(I"), while x does not have a boundary condition
of its own. The gauge part of then divides naturally between extended 5 and ¢ terms by writing
Jy =dgy + Cy:

lot = U5, (219)
ﬁext = U*[B(C] - QX] ) (220)
cext 1= U~[ef; — Cy]. (221)

This leads to the modified conserved symplectic structure utilized in this work, written in equation
and denoted €2, when evaluated on shell. This may also be written as

Qo) = QY (o) + [ U gy — BY] ~ Qy - (222)
do
This symplectic structure is ambiguity-free in the same sense that (216) is; once a quantity ef; has
been chosen to vanish at the boundary on the relevant leaf of solution space (under a particular type
of boundary condition), the resulting symplectic form does not change if the Lagrangian is shifted by
spacetime exact terms, or the bare potential by a field-space exact term. Furthermore, the form (o)
is independent of the choice of boundary conditions in the following sense. Suppose a decompositon
has been chosen of the form
einvl,y = —0liny + dBinv + €inv ,
(223)

Einv = 7"'invéﬁbinv 5

where we now denote the pushforward of the U-covariant forms to m as invariant: i,y := U*[((;], Biny 1=
U*[B5], and ey := U*[ef;]. Suppose iny and ¢iny are conjugate pairs of degrees of freedom, and fixing
Dirichlet boundary conditions of the form ¢;,, = qﬁi(r?\), defines a well-posed dynamical problem for the
subregion m. Any alternate choice of boundary condition that amounts to a canonical transformation
relative to the symplectic current dejny only involves shuffling terms between ei,, and fi,y, but does
not alter fSiny (or 8f;), and therefore results in the same on-shell symplectic form Qm@ Of course, the
corresponding boundary action does shift under these alternate choices, by a term that can precisely
be interpreted as a generating function for the said canonical transformation. Essentially, a choice of
Binv designates conjugate pairs of degrees of freedom, and the symplectic form €2,,, appropriate to these
pairs is fixed. The sense in which €2, can still depend on the choice of boundary condition is if an
alternate decomposition

91nv|,y = 76‘€§nv + dﬁilnv + 5{nv (224)

designates a different set of conjugate pairs of degrees of freedom which still define a well-posed dy-
namical problem on m.
We now compare the behavior of these “ambiguity-resolved” symplectic structures

QCLPF(O_) _5 ; ﬁext

48Gince 45 is a field space 0-form, the notation indicating its U-covariance does not entail any dependence on x. We
keep the label as an explicit reminder that it arises from a choice of decomposition of 6, ]F. Also note that at this stage of
discussion, if £f; is added to the subregion boundary Lagrangian as in , it does not yet include a Lagrange multiplier
component which we use in section [6] to impose the boundary conditions dynamically.

49For example, a switch to Dirichlet boundary conditions requires

ginv — éinv - ¢inv77inv 5 Einv — _(binvéﬂ'inv 5 ﬁinv — 6inv .
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under the alternative choices and for Bext- We consider both spacetime diffeomorphisms
and relational spacetime diffeomorphisms, here restricting to field-independent generators in each case.
A more complete analysis of our choice (o) ~ €, (equivalent to using fext = U*[Bf; — ¢y]) is given
in Sec. |5, and a more complete discussion of Q25 (which uses Bext = U*[8 4 xJf]) is given in [25]. The
contributions from QCPF () can already be ascertained from Tables [1| and

QO (g) = § / U +6 [ Ulael

0o (225)
= CLPFO_ — LU* o U* L.
p-Q (o) /UpU[E] /&TpU[H—i—XL]

All that remains is to compute the modification due to the added boundary term —¢ fag Bext under
contraction of field space vectors —é and —p. Using the fact that for any form «

£-0U*[a] = U*[Aga] — SU[E - o

S . . (226)
p-0U o] = (A, + Ly)U [a] = 0U [ - al,
we have
- 0UX[B + xal] = U*[Ae(B + xl) — 6, (€ - B — £20)]
p-SU[B + xal] = AU B + xol] + poUr[d(B + xl) — 6,(] (227)

[

[
- oU™ By
p - SU (B — ax] = AU BE — ax] + padU*[BE — ax] + 6U*[q5 — p - B
where we have dropped total derivative terms that will vanish upon integration over do.

When combined with the terms of (225]), and using (212)) to simplify, the former choice gives the
following results for

Q5 = QMY (o) — [ SU*[B+ x) : (228)
do
£ 0SS i U*[q§+§j_g.5]+/a U*[A¢ (B + x00) ] (229)
—p- S~ — / pU* [0+ xoL + 6,0 — d(B + xol)] + / AsU*[B + xof] (230)
o do
—pl- 08 = _/ Pl LU [e + x (L + db)] . (231)
do

The third expression considers the case that p is tangential to the timelike boundary ~. We have left
possible anomalous flux terms for generality, allowing for agnosticism about how 5 and ¢ are extended
off of I'. However for p” along the timelike boundary we assume vanishing anomaly. A full discussion
of the utility of this symplectic structure is given in |25]. Here we note that on the relational spacetime
side, there are generically no nondegenerate, integrable charges. Transformations preserving do are all
pure gauge, and on shell of boundary conditions there are additional gauge directions along p preserving
7. (Recall that for this choice of Bey;, the quantity €5, = U*[e + xo(L + df)] vanishes if boundary
conditions are imposed.)
Taking the choice Bext = U*[Bf; — qy] gives the form arrived at in section

Q= QP () — ; SUBY — qy] - (232)
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After a few manipulations, the contractions reduce to

—£-Q~0 (233)

pe O [ U+ asi) 46 | U= peBil+ [ AU (234)

—ﬁ” . Qm ~ _/ —|€an + 5/ q H + IOH—IEIHV ” . 6inv> . (235)
do

This coincides with the results of Sec. 5| (recall that p = U,[p]). As expected, the spacetime diffeo-
morphisms are all gauge. For the relational spacetime diffeomorphisms, when p preserves do there is
generically a nonvanishing charge. On shell of the boundary conditions (with eip, = 0) the symmetries
are enhanced to include transformations tangential to the timelike boundary . These constitute the
symmetries discussed in Sec. Note that the integrable charge density appearing in takes the
same form on relational spacetime as that in for spacetime transformations. The form matches
Harlow and Wu’s [14] systematic treatment of covariant phase space with boundaries, but now in
terms of dressed quantities on relational spacetime m, as should be expected given the shared criteria
of conservation of subregion symplectic structure and well-posedness of the action variational problem.

As emphasized by Speranza [25], the fact that spacetime diffeomorphisms are pure gauge transfor-
mations for the choice (| - ) could be used to set x = 0 as a gauge choice. The action of a generic
frame reorientation would be incompatible with this choice, as p - x = p, but in conjunction with the
rule ‘f x = —&, the condition on x can be held fixed through the combined action of p + fp with
§p = p. A similar statement can be made about the choice , in that gauge directions of both p
and ¢ preserving the corner can be used to set y =0 everywhere off the corner, and under this choice
the boundary condition itself sets y = 0 on the boundary. These statements seem to call into question
the utility of the extended phase space. However we believe that the ability to canonically represent
extended corner symmetries (first claimed in 23] and [24], even though we do not take this choice of
symplectic structure here), the off-shell canonical representation of the constraint algebra of general
diffeomorphisms (see equation ), and the enhanced flexibility in identifying bracket structures are
all clear indications that the extended phase space represents an important step forward, though its
ultimate role is yet to be fully understood.

8 Conclusion

The inclusion of dynamical embedding fields in the gravitational phase space has led to new insights and
reinvigorated old questions on the road to quantum gravity: How is a phase space of a local subregion
properly defined? What is the appropriate symplectic structure and associated canonical bracket which
lends itself most naturally to the analysis of symmetries, charges, and ultimately, quantization? The
original appearance of edge modes in this context |10] from variations of a dynamical embedding map
indicates that the added structure is necessary to account for the relational gluing of a subregion and
its complement in a diffeomorphism invariant theory [110].

In this work we have tried to put more “meat on the bone” in the interpretation of dynamical
embedding maps (denoted U) as diffeomorphism-valued, relational reference frames. Spacetime tensors
are rendered gauge-invariant by dressing with a reference frame U. At a mechanical level, a “dressed
tensor” is invariant in the same sense that a spacetime tensor, expressed in a particular coordinate
system, is trivially invariant under additional coordinate changes owing to the already-explicit reference
to a fixed frame. But in Sec. [2] we have outlined some physically-motivated constructions of such
reference frames U that are intrinsically relational, relating dynamical degrees of freedom of a theory
amongst themselves, hence also justifying the frames’ status as dynamical. This leads to a conceptually
powerful picture of the map U : M — m as moving between spacetime M and what we call relational
spacetime m.

In Sec. we reviewed the variational principle in the framework of the covariant phase space
formalism, both in the presence and absence of frame fields. We there provided some crucial formalism
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and terminology around the dressing of noncovariant objects on spacetime, generalizing the procedures
outlined in |1] for other gauge theories. Generically, spacetime forms of nonzero field-space degree divide
into a U-covariant part, and a non-U-covariant part on spacetime. When pushed forward via U to
relational spacetime, these become the invariant and gauge parts, respectively.

With this machinery in place, we proceeded in Sec. [4] to identify the symplectic structures appro-
priate to subregion theories through the process of splitting post-selection, again following the program
outlined in [1]. One of the key guiding principles employed in this construction, which differentiates it
from other proposals in the literature, is the consideration that the region of interest is a subsystem
within a well-defined global theory. The bulk form of the subregion symplectic structure is directly
inherited from that of the global theory, while any additional boundary contribution should, in a sense,
justify itself as only playing the role that would have been played by the complement region in the
full theory. This also entails that the symplectic structure of the complement region, under the same
construction, includes equal-and-opposite boundary contributions such that together they are additive
to the global theory; nothing has been fundamentally added which was not already present in the
global theory. Similar considerations apply to the analysis of symmetries and gauge transformations.
Gauge directions of the global presymplectic structure remain such upon reduction to the subregion.
Those that act nontrivially anywhere in the subsystem, inluding at the boundary, are generated by first
class constraints which close an algebra off-shell. Cleanly distinguished from these are the relational
spacetime transformations, which may act either as the physical symmetries of the subregion theory
or as open system transformations.

A closely tied guiding principle is that the subregion boundary itself is defined relationally, and
any boundary conditions which might be imposed should only constrain gauge-invariant (relational)
combinations of degrees of freedom. Upon choosing a suitable class of boundary conditions (deciding
which quantities are to be held fixed on the boundary), we enforce that the symplectic form is conserved:
we consider subregions of cylindrical topology with timelike boundary and choose that the symplectic
form is independent, on-shell, of any choice of Cauchy surface transecting this cylinder. Under these
conditions, we find that the resulting symplectic structure has a universal contribution that corresponds
to using U*[0, + ...] = U*[0 + xuL + dgy, + ...] as an extended symplectic potential current, where
0 is the (any) “bare” potential current and x is the Maurer-Cartan form. The ellipses indicate a
non-universal part, with terms that may appear depending on a choice of boundary condition on the
timelike boundary.

In Sec. 5| we demonstrated that for this choice of symplectic structure, all spacetime diffeomor-
phisms are gauge transformations regardless of how they behave near the subregion boundary. This
is in line with our physical expectation that any gauge transformation of the global theory ought to
remain such on a subsystem. There remains, however, an off-shell representation of the first-class
constraint algebra which is anti-homomorphic to the Lie algebra of spacetime vector fields generating
spacetime diffeomorphisms (see equation ) Having a proper representation of the Lie algebra of
diffeomorphisms may prove advantageous in the quantum theory. We also investigated the action of
relational spacetime diffeomorphisms, or frame reorientations acting on the frame U. Transformations
along the timelike boundary are integrable, on shell of chosen boundary conditions, and those which
preserve the boundary conditions constitute a subalgebra of conserved charges. Transformations pre-
serving a chosen corner on the timelike boundary manifest a corner algebra, which universally includes
Diff(s) and may, under alternate implementations, be extended (though in our example of Einstein-
Hilbert gravity, the natural choice when considering Dirichlet or Neumann conditions on the boundary
induced metric only includes Diff(s)).

In section [6] we described the systematic generation of subregion actions from a global action via
the process of post-selection. The method conceptually distinguishes two boundary contributions to
the subregion action, one which ensures the validity of the variational problem and the conservation
of subregion symplectic structure under a given type of boundary condition, and another which dy-
namically imposes a specific boundary condition and implements a specific gluing of the subregion
theory into the complement. After illustrating this procedure for a variety of boundary conditions in
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Einstein-Hilbert gravity, we concluded in section [7] with a relatively self-contained discussion of how
our choice of symplectic structure relates to the many alternatives explored in recent literature.

At present, the full utility of the extended phase space is probably yet to be fully appreciated
or understood. We believe that our choices for extended symplectic structure in this work are well-
motivated by a strong adherence to the principle of general covariance. This includes the idea that
subsystems of a diffeomorphism invariant theory ought to themselves be relationally defined, any
boundary conditions imposed ought to restrict only gauge-invariant combinations of degrees of freedom,
and any gauge transformations of the global theory ought to retain their status as gauge transformations
when acting on such a subsystem. In view of the quantum theory, these gauge transformations should
maintain their algebraic properties of the global theory, in this case a Poisson bracket representation of
the Lie algebra of spacetime vector fields in terms of the constraints of the theory. Furthermore, since
the dynamical frame fields introduced for these purposes are built out of the fundamental fields of the
global theory as seen in section [2] the latter does not have to be extended by the embedding fields. As
such, it is natural to also consider the resulting edge mode fields within the ensuing subregion theory and
hence the extended phase space, even though this is equivalent to a gauge-fixed construction without
edge modes. In particular, the nonlocal nature of the (immaterial) edge mode frame fields permits one
to encode how the subregion of interest relates to its complement. These principles lead to a set of
presymplectic structures that have not appeared elsewhere in the literature, and which are naturally
related to choices of conjugate variables on which boundary conditions may be imposed. Aside from the
examples in Einstein-Hilbert gravity in section [6.2] specific implementations of the formalism to various
diffeomorphism invariant theories have been left to future work. Likewise, generalizations to include
null boundaries, higher codimension corner terms, subregions of nontrivial topology, and applications
to specific boundaries such as horizons all remain interesting future directions to investigate.

Main notations

For the reader’s convenience, we collect here our main notations.

Spacetime structures

U Dynamical frame field U : M — m, mapping spacetime into relational spacetime
U* (resp. Uy) Pushforward (resp. pullback) by U

m=muUm Decomposition of relational spacetime into two complementary subregions

M=MUM Induced decomposition of spacetime relative to U

v (resp. I') Time-like boundary in relational spacetime (resp. spacetime)
o (resp. X) Partial Cauchy slice in relational spacetime (resp. spacetime)
d Spacetime or relational spacetime exterior derivative

A Spacetime or relational spacetime wedge product

J Spacetime or relational spacetime interior product

13 Spacetime vector field

p Relational spacetime vector field

Le¢ (resp. £,)  Spacetime (resp. relational spacetime) Lie derivative
Field space structures

1) Field-space exterior derivative
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Field-space wedge product (kept implicit)

Field-space interior product

Field-space vector field induced by the spacetime vector field &
Field-space vector field induced by the relational spacetime vector field p
Field-space Lie derivative with respect to & (resp. p)

Anomaly operator

Left-invariant Maurer-Cartan form associated to U

Flat field-space covariant derivative associated to x

Weak equalities

&Q

Q&

Seg

Equality on the kinematical field-space F
Equality under pullback to S (bulk equations of motion imposed)

Equality under pullback to S, (bulk equations of motion and boundary conditions
imposed)

Equality on S, C F, without pullback

Presymplectic structure

Presymplectic potential (defined on F)

Presymplectic current w := §6

Extended presymplectic potential (resp. current)

Boundary presymplectic current ((d — 2,2)-form on )
Presymplectic form associated to o (Q(0) := [ U*(wy) + [,, wa)
Pullback of 2(¢) to Sz, (independent of o)

Gauge transformations and symmetries

He(o)

Hamiltonian charge (or constraint) associated to the spacetime diffeomorphism &, rel-
ative to Q(o)

Charge and flux contributions associated to the relational space-time vector field p

Hamiltonian charge associated to the relational space-time diffeomorphism p relative
to Q(o), after boundary conditions have been imposed

Poisson bracket for observables on S,

95



Acknowledgements

We would like to thank Josh Kirklin, Fabio Mele, and Antony Speranza for some useful discussions.
In the course of this project, SC was supported by a Radboud Excellence Fellowship from Radboud
University in Nijmegen, the Netherlands. PH is grateful for support from the Foundational Questions
Institute under grant number FQXi-RFP-1801A. This work was supported in part by funding from
Okinawa Institute of Science and Technology Graduate University. In addition, this project/publication
was made possible through the support of the ID# 62312 grant from the John Templeton Foundation, as
part of the ‘The Quantum Information Structure of Spacetime’ Project (QISS). The opinions expressed
in this project/publication are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of the
John Templeton Foundation.

A Intuition behind the Maurer—Cartan form y

The inclusion of dynamical embedding maps into phase space |10,[11] naturally leads to the emergence
of the Maurer—Cartan form y as an important object. When first encountered it may be somewhat
counter-intuitive, so we here offer an informal explanation of some of its key properties.

For any tensor «, dressed with dynamical reference frame (or embedding map) U, an arbitrary
field space variation of the object U*[a] should allow for contributions from both the tensor variation
« and the variation of the map U:

SU*a] = (8U)*[a] + U*[dc] .

Intuitively, the first term expresses the difference between the pushforward of a under two infinites-
imally nearby maps U; and Us. It is always possible to relate two such maps by a spacetime diffeo-
morphism ¢ : M — M such that Uy = U; o ¢. By saying the two maps are “nearby” we mean we can
take ¢ to be arbitrarily close to the identity diffeomorphism. For instance, if we had a one-parameter
family of diffeomorphisms ¢,, these define a one-parameter family of maps Uy by

Uy=Uody. (236)

where U is a fixed map and ¢y —g is the identity diffeomorphism. Then we could freely compute

LU0,y = lim L (U 0 63)*[0] — (U o 60)*[o]
e (@) = @p() 237
_u [;135 (W])] (237)
— U [Lu(0)

where v is the spacetime vector field that generates the one-parameter family of diffeomorphisms:

o
odA

J
A=0
which can also be extracted through the relation

dut
o= 29
d\

o Uy (238)

A=0

In the absence of a specific one-parameter family of diffeomorphisms ¢, or maps Uy, a general field
space variation of U leads to an analogous object:

x:=0UtoU (239)

o6


https://www.templeton.org/grant/the-quantuminformation-structure-ofspacetime-qiss-second-phase

which is both a field space one-form and a spacetime vector field. It is defined such that

£ x=-¢, (240)

where é is the field space vector that generates diffeomorphism associated with the spacetime vector
field £. This recovers for diffeomorphisms. It also ensures that U*[«] is diffeomorphism invariant
if a is a covariant spacetime tensor and field-space zero form. More generally, o may be of arbitrary
field-space degree if it is what we have called a U-covariant object in the main text (see Sec. , such
that é -0a = Lea. A general variation is then

SU*[a] = U*[dar + L0 — £-0U*a] =0. (241)

We recommend section IIT and appendices of [24] for a concise but relatively complete exposition of
properties of x as field-space connection and its incorporation into the variational bicomplex [97].

B Examples of U-covariant forms

B.1 Covariant frame-dressing of Christoffel symbols

As an example of covariant dressing of a non-covariant field-space scalar, let us consider the Levi-Civita
connection one-form I'[g] (i.e. the Christoffel symbols) associated to (M, g). The defining equation
simply means that (I'[g])iny = I'[U*g] is the connection one-form associated to (m,U*g). Plugging-in
the coordinate expressions of the Christoffel symbols, we obtain

oUA da® 9a® O*U" 0xt da’
. A = — g —
(F[g]mv)BC oz OUB 8UC’P[9]I’C Oxedxb QU B oUC’

(242)
which can be equivalently interpreted as a (passive) change of coordinates form z® to U4 on M. The

covariant and gauge components are finally obtained by pulling-back this expression to M:

dr® 92UA dr® 92UA

(Clgli)te = Tl — spriozs (Tl = srr e (243)
B.2 Covariant dressing of a field-space two-form
Consider a field-space two-form a. We want to prove that its U-covariant component is
a%:a—kgﬁ-a—l—%i‘)@a, (244)

which coincides with the formula stated for w in equation (65)). By linearity, it is sufficient to prove
this formula for o = §PdQ), where P and @) are two field-space 0-forms. We this assumption, we find
that

0 = 5, P6,Q = a+ (L P)IQ + 0P(LyQ) + (Ly P)(LyQ) (245)

On the other hand, we can compute
R-a= (L P)IQ + 6P(L,Q). (246)
as well as (by invoking X - x = —x)
X-X-a=—(LyP)6Q — 6P(LyQ) + 2(Ly P)(LyQ) . (247)

As a result, we can write the last equality as (£, P)(£,Q) = 5 (X - X - @+ X - @), which, together with

(246), allows to identify (245]) with the looked-for expression (244]).
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Finally, we can check that formula (244) is consistent with the general observation we made in

equation :

é-a%—é-(wgi-w;i-x a) (248)
—éats(véa—Ea)ty(véxa-ixo) (249)
—éat)(véa-fa)ty(vxéa-xEa—éxa) (250)
=fat) (v a-Ea)ty (v R éa-2xEatia) (251)
zf-oz—kg(x-éoz—é a)+%(—3£-f'a+f-a)20, (252)

)

A-, and in the last line, we remarked that because

S :
Ea=—x-¢ .

)

—
~

where we have repeatedly used the relation [é :
& - ais a one-form, we must have Y- Y- £ -a =X X

C Anomalies from the corner term

In our post-selection of symplectic structure, the corner contribution to the symplectic form of a
subregion included a (d — 2,1) form Sf; (see equation (83))). As with other U-covariant objects, we
relate this to the invariant form Siny on do as Biny := U*[B{;]. In our analysis of the charge algebras, we
allowed for an anomalous contribution from [j,, under relational spacetime diffeomorphisms, but no
such contribution from Sf; under spacetime diffeomorphisms. The asymmetry arises from the fact that
the relational Cauchy surface o = U(X) and timelike boundary v = U(I") are seen as fundamental in
defining the subregion, and held fixed in the variational principle. We explain this below with reference
to the timelike boundary +, though similar statements apply to o and the corner do.

The pullback of a U-covariant form to the boundary I' implies a geometric dependence which, for
timelike boundaries, can be entirely expressed in terms of the unit normal n to I'. Letting I" correspond
to a level set of some smooth function f on spacetime, we can give an explicit coordinate expression
to ny, aﬂ

py o Vet (253)

\/ gaﬁvafvﬁf

where f is given arbitrary smooth extension around I' so that this defines a normalized vector field
in the vicinity of I'. Because the surface v = U(T") is held fixed in the variational principle, the
function f = U*[f] is considered a background function on relational spacetime, implying that Oy f=0
on spacetime. The result is that U*[n] may be anomalous with respect to the relational spacetime

diffeomorphisms which do not fix «, whereas n is not anomalous under any spacetime diffeomorphism:
Aen,, = ¢ ony — Leny,
¢ (2 g 55+ 2 s0) — Len (254)
avaf “ agaﬁ Jof S

0

0Tn our example of general relativity in Sec. we let n denote the normal to v on relational spacetime, what is
here denoted U*[n]. For the illustrations of this appendix we find it convenient to work primarily with the objects on
spacetime. We do, however, use an overbar on f and 5, to strongly distinguish these from their relational spacetime
counterparts f = U*[f] and p = U*[p], which are taken as background objects in field space variations.
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whereas (denoting U,[p] as p)

AU ny) = p - 60U [ny,] — L,U%[ny]

65Xga5] - L,U*[n,] (255)

In the latter we used the fact that J, f = 0. The last expression can be written explicitly as

AU ] = =U*ngh,*Vap® + p°Vany, (256)

from which it can be confirmed that for any p tangential to I', the anomaly vanishes. For p which
is not tangential to ~, the anomaly may be nonvanishing. However it will depend on the arbitrary
extension of f away from = (equivalently, a choice of foliation by nearby level sets). There is a
corresponding possibility of anomalous A,Bin, for p not preserving the boundary. We therefore allow
for this contribution to the flux in equation , though it has no impact on the charges algebras
discussed afterward, which focus on p tangential to ~.
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