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Abstract

After a study of the Hamiltonian group of gauge transformations, whose
infinitesimal generators are the 14 first class constraints of a new formula-
tion of canonical tetrad gravity on globally hyperbolic, asymptotically flat
at spatial infinity, spacetimes with simultaneity spacelike hypersurfaces >,
diffeomorphic to R?, the multitemporal equations associated with the con-
straints generating space rotations and space diffeomorphisms on the cotriads
are given. Their solutions give the dependence of the cotriads on X and of
their momenta on the six parameters associated with such transformations.
The choice of 3-coordinates on ¥, namely the gauge fixing to the space dif-
feomorphisms constraints, is equivalent to the choice of how to parametrize
the dependence of the cotriad on the last three degrees of freedom: namely
to the choice of a parametrization of the superspace of 3-geometries. The
Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation, corresponding to the choice of
3-orthogonal coordinates on >, and adapted to 13 of the 14 first class con-
straints, is found, the superhamiltonian constraint is rewritten in this canoni-
cal basis and the interpretation of the gauge transformations generated by it is
given. Some interpretational problems connected with Dirac’s observables are
discussed. In particular the gauge interpretation of tetrad gravity based on
constraint theory implies that a “Hamiltonian kinematical gravitational field”
is an equivalence class of pseudo-Riemannian spacetimes modulo the Hamil-
tonian group of gauge transformations: it includes a conformal 3-geometry
and all the different 4-geometries (standard definition of a kinematical grav-
itational field, Riem M*/Diff M*) connected to it by the gauge transfor-
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mations generated by the constraints, in particular by the superhamiltonian
constraint. A “Hamiltonian Einstein or dynamical gravitational field” is a
kinematical one which satisfies the Hamilton-Dirac equations generated by
the ADM energy: it coincides with the standard Einstein or dynamical grav-
itational field, namely a 4-geometry solution of Einstein’s equations, since
the Hilbert and ADM actions both generate Einstein’s equations so that the
kinematical Hamiltonian gauge transformations are dynamically restricted to
the spacetime pseudodiffeomorphisms of the solutions of Einstein’s equations.
Also the problem of the physical identification of the points of spacetime by
means of Komar-Bergmann individuating fields is discussed and some com-
ments on the theory of measurement are done.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the paper [[J] [quoted as I in the following] a new formulation of tetrad gravity was
given and the 14 first class constraints of its Hamiltonian description were found. In that pa-
per there was a long Introduction about the research program whose aim is to find a unified
description and a canonical reduction of the four interactions based on Dirac-Bergmann the-
ory of constraints. Since the canonical reduction is based on the Shanmugadhasan canonical
transformation, in which the original first class constraints are replaced by a subset of the
new momenta (whose conjugate variables are Abelianized gauge variables, in the terminol-
ogy of gauge theories), its use in generally covariant theories has not yet been studied, being
associated with a breaking of manifest general covariance. This second paper will explore
this approach, because it is the natural one from the point of view of constraint theory
(namely presymplectic geometry), like the search of coordinate systems separating the vari-
ables is natural in the theory of partial differential equations. There will be a presentation
and a (often naive) solution of an ordered sequence of mathematical and interpretational
problems, which have to be understood step by step to arrive at a final picture (in a heuristic
way at the first stage, when nothing better can be done) and which will require an exact
mathematical treatment in future refinements of the theory.

First of all, after a discussion about the parametrization of lapse and shift functions,
following the treatment developed for Yang-Mills theories in Ref. [B], in Section IT we shall
study the Hamiltonian group of gauge transformations whose infinitesimal generators are the
14 first class constraints of tetrad gravity. We shall concentrate, in particular, on the gauge
transformations generated by the action of the rotation and space pseudodiffeomorphism
(passive diffeomorphisms) constraints on cotriads and on the associated stability groups
connected with Gribov ambiguity and isometries.

Then, in Section III, we will define the multitemporal equations associated with the
constraints generating space rotations and space pseudodiffeomorphisms [they form a Lie
subalgebra of the algebra of gauge transformations|. Their solution allows to find the depen-
dence of cotriads and of their conjugate momenta on the rotation angles and on the three
parameters characterizing space pseudodiffeomorphisms (changes of chart in the coordinate
atlas of the simultaneity spacelike hypersurface ¥.). As a consequence a generic cotriad,
which has nine independent degrees of freedom, becomes a function of three angles, of three
pseudodiffeomorphims parameters and of three unspecified functions.

In Section IV it is shown that the problem of the choice of the coordinates on the
simultaneity spacelike hypersurface X, is equivalent to the choice of the form of the func-
tional dependence of the cotriad upon these three unspecified functions. The functional
dependence corresponding to 3-orthogonal and to normal coordinates around a point on
¥, is explicitly given. Since X, is assumed diffeomorphic to R?, the 3-orthogonal and nor-
mal (around a point) coordinates are globally defined. Then we find the Shanmugadhasan
canonical transformation Abelianizing the constraints generating space rotations and space
pseudodiffeomorphisms [other seven first class constraints are Abelian from the beginning]
in 3-orthogonal coordinates. This allows to get a parametrization of the superspace of 3-
geometries in these coordinates.

In Section V a further canonical transformation on the superspace sector, plus its
conjugate momenta, allows to put the 3-metric on ¥, in a Misner form: the 3-metric



in 3-orthogonal coordinates is parametrized by its conformal factor ¢(7,&) = e?79)/2 =
[det 3g,,(T,5)]'/12 plus two other variables r4(7,7), @ = 1,2, whose conjugate momenta are
denoted m4(7,0), (7, ). Since now 13 of the 14 first class constraints have been trans-
formed in new momenta, we can write the last superhamiltonian constraint in its final form
in the 3-orthogonal gauge. This constraint is no more an algebraic relation among the sur-
viving canonical variables (the three parameters labelling 3-geometries and their conjugate
momenta: they are the Dirac observables with respect to the gauge transformations gen-
erated by 13 constraints, superhamiltonian one excluded), but an integro-differential one
for the conformal factor ¢ of the 3-metric (namely the reduced Lichnerowicz equation), be-
cause the momenta conjugate to the cotriads are related to the new momenta conjugate
to 3-geometries by an integral relation. The last gauge variable of tetrad gravity is not a
configurational quantity, but the momentum 7,(7, ) = 2¢~1(7, &) p(7, &) conjugate to the
conformal factor ¢(7, ). This momentum describes a “nonlocal” information on the extrin-
sic curvature of the spacelike hypersurfaces >, and replaces the York internal extrinsic time
3K (r,7) [in the 3-orthogonal gauge *K is determined by an integral of m4(7, &) over all %,
with a nontrivial kernel]. The interpretation of the gauge transformations generated by the
superhamiltonian constraint is given.

Therefore, if we add the natural gauge-fixing (7, ) ~ 0 [p(7,d) =~ 0], instead of the
maximal slicing condition 3K (7, &) & 0 of the Lichnerowicz-York conformal approach, we get
an identification of the two pairs of canonical variables r;(7, &), (7, &), a = 1,2, describing
a “Hamiltonian kinematical gravitational field” (the equivalence class of spacetimes modulo
the Hamiltonian group of gauge transformations, but not solution of the Hamilton-Dirac
equations): it is an equivalence class of 4-geometries (standard kinematical gravitational
fields as elements of Riem M*/Diff M*) containing a conformal 3-geometry. The reduced
ADM energy is playing the role of the physical Hamiltonian for the evolution in the mathe-
matical time parameter labelling the leaves 3, of the foliation of spacetime associated with
the chosen 3+1 splitting.

In Section VI there are some conclusions and a discussion of the interpretational problems
deriving from the two conflicting point of views based on gauge invariant deterministic
Dirac observables and on generally covariant (but not gauge invariant) observables. It is
shown that if we define a “Hamiltonian Einstein or dynamical gravitational field” as a
kinematical one satisfying the Hamilton-Dirac (and therefore the Einstein) equations, it
coincides with the standard Einstein or dynamical gravitational field, namely a 4-geometry
solution of Einstein’s equations. It is underlined that this is a consequence of the fact
that both the Hilbert and ADM actions (even if they have different Noether symmetries)
generate the same Einstein equations, so that on the space of their solutions the Hamiltonian
gauge transformations are forced to be restricted to the dynamical symmetries of Einstein’s
equations, namely the spacetime diffeomorphisms of the solutions. Also a discussion of how
to give a physical identification of the points of spacetime by means of the Komar-Bergmann
individuating fields is given, and some comments on the theory of measurement are done.

In Appendix A there are some notions on coordinate systems. In Appendix B there are
some notions concerning isometries and conformal transformations. In Appendix C there is
a review of the Lichnerowicz-York conformal approach. In Appendices D and E there is the
expression of certain 3- and 4-tensors in the final 3-orthogonal canonical basis of Section V.



II. GAUGE TRANSFORMATION ALGEBRA AND GROUP AND THE
STABILITY SUBGROUPS.

As said in I, we shall consider only globally hyperbolic, asymptotically flat at spatial
infinity spacetimes M* with simultaneity spacelike hypersurfaces ¥, (the Cauchy surfaces)
diffeomorphic to R3. The configuration variables of our approach to tetrad gravity are: i)
lapse and shift functions N(7,7), N(7,7) [the usual shift functions are N = 3ef, Na)];
ii) boost parameters ¢q)(7, 7); iii) cotriads *e(q),(7,5) on X,. Their conjugate momenta are
aN(r, ), %g) (1,3), 7?20;) (7,3), *7(, (1, 7). The fourteen first class constraints and the Dirac

Hamiltonian are [¢ = 4= according to the chosen signature convention for M*: e(+ — ——)]

N (r,7) =~ 0,
%éz) (1,0) =0,
ﬁi)(T, 7) =0,

37 o] 37 = 3 N Bar (=

Mw)(7,9) = Se@eie "Moo (7:0) = €@ “ewr(T,0) e (T, 5) = 0,
80,(7,5) =27, (7,3)0, *e(a)s(7,5) — Os[Pe(a) (7, 5) *Fiy (1,6)] =
= =St (T, ) H ) (T, 7) — w0 (7, 5) * Mo (7, 5) = 0,
H(r,3) = elk e e *elay ety *Qrste)

1 3 3 3~r 3 3~5s -
= g3 Go@®)@) “C@r Ty “e@s T(g)](T,0) =0,

H(D) = /d?’a[Nr]:[ — N(a)f}:[(a) + )\N7~TN + )xég)ﬁ'a) + )\i)ﬁ'i) + ,u(a)gM(a)](T, 5) =
_ /d?’a[N?:[ + N30, + AN + AR AR+ AL RE + i Mw)(r,F). (1)

Here, (a) = (1),(2), (3) is a flat index, while 0 = {7;0"} [A = (7,7)] are ¥, -adapted coor-
dinates for M*. As shown in Section III of I, in each point of ¥, quantities like an internal
Euclidean vector V{4 (7, &) transform as Wigner spin 1 3-vectors under Lorentz transforma-
tions in TM* at that point. The constraints 6, (7, &) are the generators of the extension
of space pseudodiffeomorphisms (passive diffeomorphisms) in Dif f 3, to cotriads on 3,
[they replace the secondary constraints 7:[(a)(7', 7) =10, 37?(2) — €(a)(b)(c) “Wr(b) 37?(0)}(7', 7) =0
(SO(3) Gauss laws), see 1], while M, (7, ) is the generator of space rotations.

Since one of the most important motivations of our approach to tetrad gravity is to
arrive at a unified description of the four interactions [[If], we need to find a solution to
the deparametrization problem of general relativity [fl. This means that in the limit of
vanishing Newton constant, G — 0, tetrad gravity plus any kind of matter should go in the
description of the given matter in Minkowski spacetime with a 3+1 decomposition based on
its foliation with spacelike hypersurfaces, and, in particular, it should be possible to recover
the rest-frame Wigner-covariant instant form description of such a matter [fB]. This was
the main reason for the restriction to the above class of spacetimes.

In the next paper [[] we shall study the asymptotic behaviour for |&| — oo of the fields

of tetrad gravity so that an asymptotic, at spatial infinity, Poincaré algebra of charges exists



without problems of supertranslations [JHLI] and the asymptotic part of spacetime agrees
as much as possible with Minkowski spacetime [our definitions at this preliminary stage
will be coordinate dependent, because the Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity is
not yet so developed to be able to translate in it coordinate independent statements about
asymptotically flat spacetimes [[Z-B7]].

For the time present, however, we must anticipate some of the results of that paper re-
garding the allowed class of lapse and shift functions: these functions must be parametrized
in a form allowing their identification at spatial infinity, in a class of asymptotically
Minkowskian coordinate systems, with the flat lapse and shift functions which can be defined
in the description of isolated systems in Minkowski spacetime on spacelike hyperplanes.

In Ref. [{] scalar charged particles and electromagnetic fields in Minkowski space-
time were described in parametrized form on an arbitrary foliation of it (3+1 splitting)
with spacelike hypersurfaces still denoted ¥,, whose points 2z (7,&) [(i) are flat Carte-
sian indices| are extra configuration variables with conjugate momenta p(,)(7,7): this
is possible, because, contrary to curved spacetimes, in Minkowski spacetime the tran-
sition coeflicients bff = zA from arbitrary to X,-adapted coordinates are flat tetrads
defining a holonomic basis of vector fields. Indeed, in each point of ¥, the gradients
Z%)(T, 7) = 02W(r,5)/0c” (in Minkowski spacetime we use the notation A = (7;7) to
conform with Ref. [[f]) form a flat tetrad, ie. 4p®®) = U7 454B.0) with 49AB heing the

inverse of the induced 4-metric * g A B = zg‘) 4n(u)(u)zgj) on X, with the evolution vector given

by 2% = Nij(fran!™ + N fraty? ), where [*)(7, &) is the normal to %, in 2% (7, #) and

Niis1at) (7, 7) = V1Grr =377 Mg 1075 = 9/,
Nieyp1anye (7, 6) = °is(T, F) N (fay (T, F) = o

are the flat lapse and shift functions defined through the metric like in general relativity
[here 3y™@4g,. = 67 with 3™ = —3¢™ of signature (- - -) to conform with the notatlons
of Ref. [{]]; however, they are not mdependent variables but functionals of 2" (7,#) in
Minkowski spacetime. The independence of the description from the choice of the foliation
is manifest due to the presence of four first class constraints whose structure is independent
from the system under investigation:

M (T,5) = py(7,0) = Uy (T, 8) T o (T, F) — 2o (T, G) Ty (T, F) & 0,

system system
where T77, ... (7,7), Tl e (7, ), are the components of the energy-momentum tensor in the
holonomic coordinate system on ¥ corresponding to the energy- and momentum-density of
the isolated system. These four constraints satisfy an Abelian Poisson algebra being solved
in four momenta: {H (7, ), Hu)(7,6)} = 0.
The original Dirac Hamiltonian contains a piece given by [d*c A (7, ) () (T,0) with
v)

A (7, 3) arbitrary Dirac multipliers. By using *np®W®) = [[W]0) — ”) 3g7 z( (7, &) with

347 [inverse of 397:5] of signature (+++), we can write

5(}‘) (1, 6V HW (1,5) = [(Al™) Uiy HY) — (A28 Cg™ 25y HO)] (7, &)
= Nptaty (1. 3) (Lo HW) (7, 3) — Nprarye (1. 7) (3™ 250y H” ))(T, o)



with the (nonholonomic form of the) constraints (I, H")(7,&) ~ 0, (g™ 25, HW)(7,5) =
0, satisfying the universal Dirac algebra [see the last three lines of Eqs.([])]. In this way we
have defined new flat lapse and shift functions

N ftar) (1,8) = A (1,81 (1, 5),
Nistaty (7, 6) = Ay (7, 8) 20" (7, G). 2)

which have the same content of the arbitrary Dirac multipliers A, (7, &), namely they mul-
tiply primary first class constraints satisfying the Dirac algebra. In Minkowski spacetime
they are quite distinct from the previous lapse and shift functions Nz fiat), Niz)(fiat)r, defined
starting from the metric. In general relativity (where the coordinates z*(7, &) do not exist)
the lapse and shift functions defined starting from the 4-metric are also the coefficient (in the
canonical part of the Hamiltonian) of secondary first class constraints satisfying the Dirac
algebra [as shown in I, this is evident both for ADM canonical metric gravity, see Eqs.(77)
and (79) of I, and for canonical tetrad gravity, see Egs.(59), (60) and (62) of I].

Therefore, it is not clear how to arrive at the soldering of tetrad gravity with matter
and of the parametrized Minkowski formulation for the same matter. However, when the
parametrized Minkowski formulation is restricted to spacelike hyperplanes, the two defi-
nitions of lapse and shift functions coincide [and have the same linear grow in ¢ as the
asymptotic ones of tetrad gravity , in suitable asymptotic Minkowski coordinates, according
to existing literature on asymptotic Poincaré charges at spatial infinity [§H]] and we get a
consistent soldering with canonical tetrad gravity if its 341 splittings are restricted to have
leaves X2, approaching flat spacelike hyperplanes at spatial infinity in a direction-independent
way.

Instead if we want to reduce the description of parametrized Minkowski theories to one
restricted to flat hyperplanes in Minkowski spacetime we have to add the gauge-fixings
2 (7,3) — 2W (1) — bt ()o™ ~ 0. Here z¥)(7) denotes a pomt on the hyperplane ¥,
chosen as an origin; the b )( )’s form an orthonormal trlad at 2 (1) and the T-independent
normal to the family of spacelike hyperplanes is () = b = e )5, )b ( )b(ﬁ (1 )b:(,) )(7').
Each hyperplane is described by 10 configuration Varlables, xg“ (1), plus the 6 independent
degrees of freedom contained in the triad bf:” ) (1), and by the 10 conjugate momenta: p#)
and 6 variables hidden in a spin tensor S{W®) [f]. With these 20 canonical variables it is
possible to build 10 Poincaré generators p% = p) JW) = 20 pl) — 20)p0) 4 GG@)

After the restriction to spacelike hyperplanes the previous piece of the Dirac Hamiltonian
is reduced to

5\(“)(7)7-[(“)( ) — %5\ (7 T)H () (7),

because the time constancy of the gauge-fixings 2" (7, 5) — W (r) — ( Yo' mphes

A (7,3) = Ay (1) + M) (M0 with A9(7) = =30 (7), AW (”( ) —A) ( ) =
%Z,;[b,ﬁ”)bf!’) — b H)(7) [ “means d/dr]. Since at this stage we have 2 (7, 3) ~ ( ),
so that 2 (7, &) & Niyj(ptar (7, )W (7,5) + NI jrany (7. 6L (7, ) = &09(7) + bV ( ) =
—AW(7) — 5\(“)(”)(7')6;,(”)(7')07‘, it is only now that we get the coincidence of the two defini-
tions of flat lapse and shift functions, i.e.



Ni(ftaty = Nigiatys Nij(slar = Nfiatye-

The description on arbitrary families of spacelike hyperplanes is independent from the choice
of the family, due to the 10 first class constraints

HW (1) = [ dBoHW (1,5) = pi) —
[total momentum of the system inside the hyperplane] ™) = 0,

HOW (1) =0 (1) [ dPo o™ HW (1,5) — b (1) [ dPo o™ HW) (1, )
= SWW) — [intrinsic angular momentum of the system inside the hyperplane]W®)
= W — (W ()@ — b (7)100) [boost part of system’s angular momentum]™

— (b (T (1) = b (1) (7)) [spin part of system’s angular momentum]™ ~ 0.
Therefore, on spacelike hyperplanes in Minkowski spacetime we have

Nf1at) (7, 7) = A (T, 5’)1(“) (1,0) —
= Niftar) (T, 0) = Nizj(p1at) (T, 5) =
= =2 (DI = 19X ) (1B ()0,
Nistary #(1,7) = Ay (1,3)28 (7, 5) >
= Niftar) (T, 0) = Nizj(p1atyr (7, 5) =
= =2 (M (1) = B (1) Ay (1B (7). (3)

This is the main difference from the treatment of parametrized Minkowski theories given
in Refs. [ff]: there, in the phase action (no configuration action is defined), one uses Ny (fiat),
Ny (fiatyr in place of Ngiar), Nifiarys also on arbitrary spalike hypersurfaces and not only on
spacelike hyperplanes.

In Ref. B§ and in the book in Ref. B9] (see also Ref. [§]), Dirac introduced asymp-

totic Minkowski rectangular coordinates z((g) (1,0) = ZEE/;C)))(T) + b&)f(f)af in M* at spa-

tial infinity [here {0} are the coordinates in an atlas of 3., not matching the spa-

tial coordinates z((i)o)(r, 7)]. For each value of 7, the coordinates :cggg) (1) labels a point,
(W _

near spatial infinity chosen as origin. On it there is a flat tetrad b&) Alr) = (L) =
bg’;)))T = " ) bg)i(T)bgg)é(T)b&)g(T); b (1)), with lgg) 7-independent, satisfying

(c0) 7

bgg)A‘ln(u)(y) bEQ)B = "nap for every 7 and assumed to be tangent to the boundary S?  of

X

This suggests that, in a suitable class of coordinate systems asymptotic to Minkowski
coordinates (for the sake of simplifying the notation the indices 7 are replaced with r) and
with the general coordinate transformations suitably restricted at spatial infinity so that it
is not possible to go outside this class, the lapse and shift functions of tetrad gravity should
be parametrized as

N(T7 O_:) = N(as) (7—7 53) + n(Tv O_:)u n(T7 O_:) 73| =00 07
Nw)(7,7) = Nias)(a) (T, &) + n(a) (1, 7) =,

8



= 36@1)(7', 5)[N(a5)r(7, a) + n.(1,7)], n(a)(T, 7) 5] =00 0,

Nias)(7.7) = =X (D) = 1 Xy o) (DB (7)o" =
N 1~
= -\ (1) — §>\T5(T)as,
Niasye(7,3) = =b), (1) A (7) = b, () Ao (ML) (T)0" =
- 1~
=-\(7) — §>\TS(T)US. (4)

This very strong assumption (which will be studied in more detail in Ref. [f]]) implies that
we are restricting the allowed 3+1 splittings of M* to those whose leaves ¥, tend asymp-
totically at spatial infinity to Minkowski spacelike hyperplanes in a direction-independent
way and that only asymptotic coordinate systems are allowed in which the lapse and shift
functions have asymptotic behaviours similar to those of Minkowski spacelike hyperplanes;
but this is coherent with Dirac’s choice of asymptotic rectangular coordinates [modulo 3-
diffeomorphisms not changing the nature of the coordinates| and with the assumptions used
to define the asymptotic Poincaré charges. In a future paper [B(j] it will be shown that in this
way we can solve the deparametrization problem of general relativity. It is also needed to
eliminate consistently supertranslations and coordinate transformations not becoming the
identity at spatial infinity [they are not associated with the gravitational fields of isolated
systems [B]]]]. With these assumptions we have from Eqgs.(6) of I:

* ) 6{[N(a8 + n] [N(as)(a) + n(a)][N(as)(a) + n(a)]}(T U) - 6{[ (as) _'_ n] [N(as)r +
nr]?’efa) €l [Nas)s + 1] 3(7, ),
) = —€ele@r (Nas)@ + n@))(7,7) = —€[Nias)r +1:](7, )

and the following form of the line element
ds* = €([Nias) +1J* = [Nias)r + ey *efay [Niasys + ] (dr)* =
— 2€[N(as)r + n,)drdo" — ege(a)r 3e(a)sdard08 =
= 6([N(a5 + n] (dT) [3e(a)rdar + (N(as)(a) + N(a) )dT] [36(a)5d0's + (N(as)(a) + n(a))dT]). (5)

By using A (7) = {\(7); M(T)}, Aan(1) = =Apa(7), n(r, ), N()(T,7) as new configu-
ration variables [replacing N(7,J) and N, (7, )] in the Lagrangian of I only produces the
replacement of the first class constraints 7 (7, &) & 0, ﬁg (1,7) =~ 0, with the new first class
constraints 7 (7,7) = 0, ((1,7) ~ 0, 74(7) = 0, 747 (1) = —=7"4(7) ~ 0, corresponding
to the vanishing of the canonical momenta conjugate to the new configuration variables [we
assume the Poisson brackets {4 (7), #2(7)} = 6%, {Aap(7), 7P (1)} = 6§05 — 6R6%]. The
only change in the Dirac Hamiltonian is

[ 3o AN + )\é\z)ﬁé\z)](ﬂ F) — Ca(T)TA(7T) + Cap(n)TAB (1) + [ dPo [\, 7" + )\" Z](T, 7)

(the problem of its differentiability and of the needed surface terms [B3] will be discussed in

Ref. [A]).



A minimal set of (angle independent to avoid supertranslations [J]; this is also in accord
with what is needed to define color charges in Yang-Mills theory [F]) boundary conditions
on the canonical variables of tetrad gravity, which will be justified in the next paper [f], is
[r=la]]

36((1)7‘(7—7 53) —7r—o0 5((1)7‘ + 3’(1]([1)7«(7', O_:)u

- fw as)(a r(7—> -
Sway(7,0) = % +0(r7),
grs(Tv O_:) [ €(a)r 6( )s ](7-7 O_:) —r 00 57‘3 + 3hrs (7-7 O_:)u
3h7’s (77 0_:) - [5 (a)r w(as)(a)s(T) + 3w(as)(a)r(7_)5(a)s} + O(T_2)>
39" (1,0) = [ Ta €l (T, 0) =r 500 0" + Sh"E (1, 7),
3hrs (77 ) [5(11 w(sas)(a) (7_) + 3wzas)(a) (T)éfa)} + O(T_2),

7Ai-(a) (7-? 5:) _>7“ —0Q 31:)(7{0/) (7-7 0_:)’

iy (7.5) = Pasio7) Z“jg“’ o6,

I (7,5) = i {3€Ta) 37~Tfa) + 36‘5@) 37?((1)} (T, 5) =1 00 “k"5(, 7),
3frs _ Skf%;(T) O,

3k(a8 (1) = [CV 3I5fas )@) T Ofa) )(a)} (1),

n(7,3) = 400 O(r79),

Ny (T,0) = [?’e’("a)nr](f, T) = 00 (g N (T, 3) + O(r~ (1+e))

Y

N (T,0) =4 00 O(r™°),

(T, &) =200 O(r™?),
7?@) (7,8) =1 500 O(r™3),

(6)

No special requirements are needed at this stage for the asymptotic behaviour of the
configuration variables ¢, (7, 7).

Let us momentarily forget the asymptotic variables As(7), Aap(7) and their conjugate
momenta 74(7) ~ 0, #8(7) ~ 0. In the 32-dimensional functional phase space T*C

spanned by the 16 variables n(7,d), n(7,5), @@ (7,7), *e@)(7,) of the Lagrangian
configuration space C and by their 16 conjugate momenta, we have 14 first class con-
stramtszr (1,0) = 0, 7T()(7‘ 7) = 0, 7T()(7‘ ) ~ 0, M()( G) ~ 0, H(r,6) ~ 0 and
either 30,(r,7) ~ 0 or H(a)(T, ) =~ 0. Seven pairs of conjugate canonical variables,
{n(r,0), 7" (1, 3); ne@ (1, 7), 7?27)(7' 7); p(a)(T,0), %i) (1,5)}, are already decoupled from the
18-dimensional subspace spanned by {%e), (7, 7); 377( y(7,5)}. The variables in C, =

10



{n(7,0),n)(7,0), pa)(T,7)} are gauge variables, but due to the decoupling there is no need
to introduce gauge-fixing constraints to eliminate them explicitly, at least at this stage.

Therefore, let us concentrate on the reduced 9-dimensional configuration function space
Ce = {Pey(1,0)} [C = Cy +Ce, T*C = T*Cy + T*C.] and on the 18-dimensional function
phase space T*C. = {’e(a)r(1,7), 7(,)(7,7)}, on which we have 7 first class constraints
3Muy (1,8) = 0, 30,(1,d) ~ 0, H(r,d) ~ 0, whose Poisson brackets, defining an algebra g,
are given in Eqgs.(63) of I

{* M) (7,3),* My (1,5)} = e@pyie) "My (1, 7)8°(3, ),

e N G
(Ml (r.9), 0,(1,8)) =l (r,7") ZLZT)
(*6,(7,),0.(r,5)} = [*6,(7, &) LAY ,a)i]a?’(a,&’),
do* do”
~ ~ ’ ~ ’ 3(&, 5
((7,9),%6,(r.7)) = H(r,7) 2 0T)
(H(7.5), A7)} = Py (r.8) o (7,5) +
L 0837,
+ 3¢ a)(T,U)’H(a)(T,U)]% —
= ([Pefw) *elay Os + *ws * M| (7. 5) +
a5
n {3%) Sedy 20, + wy( )3M(b>]]( )) % (7)

Let us call G the (component connected to the identity of the) gauge group obtained
from successions of gauge transformations generated by these first class constraints. Since
3M( )(7, &) [the generators of the inner gauge SO(3)-rotations| and 30,(7,7) [the generators
of space pseudodiffeomorphisms (passive diffeomorphisms) in Dif f ¥, extended to cotriads]
form a Lie subalgebra gr of § (the algebra of G), let G be the gauge group without the su-
perhamiltonian constraint and Gror its invariant subgroup containing only SO(3) rotations.
The addition to g of the superhamiltonian #(7, ) introduces structure functions [the last
of Egs.([])] as in the ADM Hamiltonian formulation of metric gravity, so that g is not a Lie
algebra.

The gauge group Gz may be identified with the automorphism group Aut LY, of the
trivial principal SO(3)-bundle LY, ~ ¥, x SO(3) of orthogonal coframes, whose properties
are studied in Ref. [BJ]. The automorphism group Aut LY., contains the structure group
SO(3) of LY, as a subgroup, and, moreover, Aut LY, is itself a principal bundle with
base Dif f ¥, (which acts on the base ¥, of LY, ) and structure group the group of gauge
transformations [Gau LY, ; see Ref. [ for a review of the notations| of the principal bundle
LY : therefore, locally Aut LY, has the trivialization [U C Dif f ¥,] x SO(3) and we have

Aut LY, — LY, ~ %, x SO(3)

J } (8)
DiffS, - %,

Since the geometric nature of the gauge transformations generated by the superhamilto-
nian constraint in the fixed time Hamiltonian description is different from time diffeomor-
phisms, see for instance Ref. [B4BH], let us concentrate on the study of the non-Abelian
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algebra gr and of the associated group of gauge transformations Gz. Since G contains
Diff %, (or better its action on the cotriads), it is not a Hilbert-Lie group, at least in
standard sense [BAB3] (its differential structure is defined in an inductive way); therefore,
the standard technology from the theory of Lie groups used for Yang-Mills theory [see Ref.
[B] and the appendix of Ref. B7]] is not directly available. However this technology can be
used for the invariant subgroup of gauge SO(3)-rotations. The main problem is that it is not
clear how to parametrize the group manifold of Dif f > : one only knows that its algebra
(the infinitesimal diffeomorphisms) is isomorphic to the tangent bundle 7%, [B4].

Moreover, while in a Lie (and also in a Hilbert-Lie) group the basic tool is the group-
theoretical exponential map (associated with the one-parameter subgroups), which coincides
with the geodesic exponential map when the group manifold of a compact semisimple Lie
group is regarded as a symmetric Riemann manifold [BY], in Diff ¥, this map does not
produce a diffeomorphism between a neighbourhood of zero in the algebra and a neighbour-
hood of the identity in Dif f ¥, [BGBJ. Therefore, to study the Riemannian 3-manifold
Y., we have to use the geodesic exponential map as the main tool [B9,A{], even if it is not
clear its relationship with the differential structure of Dif f¥,.. The “geodesic exponential
map” at p € M* sends each vector 'V, = V9, € T,M* at p to the point of unit param-
eter distance along the unique geodesic through p with tangent vector *V,, at p; in a small
neighbourhood U of p the exponential map has an inverse: ¢ € U C M* = ¢q = Exp?V,
for some *V}, € T,M*. Then, 4Vp“ are the “normal coordinates” x4 of ¢ and U is a “normal
neighbourhood” (see Appendix A for a review of special coordinate systems). Let us remark
that in this way one defines an inertial observer in free fall at ¢ in general relativity.

In Yang-Mills theory with trivial principal bundles P(M,G) = M x G [}, the abstract
object behind the configuration space is the connection 1-form w on P(M,G) = M x G [G
is a compact, semisimple, connected, simply connected Lie group with compact, semisimple
real Lie algebra g|; instead Yang-Mills configuration space contains the gauge potentials over
the base M, A = g*w, i.e. the pull-backs to M of the connection 1-form through global
cross sections o : M — P. The group G of gauge transformations (its component connected
to the identity) acting on the gauge potentials on M is interpreted in a passive sense as
a change of global cross section at fixed connection w, VAW = U~19AW U + UdU (if
oy =0 -U with U : M — G): this formula describes the gauge orbit associated with the
given w. In this case, the group manifold of G [which is the space of the cross sections of
the principal bundle P(M,G)] may be considered the principal bundle P(M,G) = M x G
itself parametrized with a special connection-dependent family of global cross sections, after
having chosen canonical coordinates of first kind on a reference fiber (a copy of the group
manifold of G) and having parallel (with respect to the given connection) transported them
to the other fibers. In this way we avoid the overparametrization of G by means of the
infinite-dimensional space of all possible local and global cross sections from M to P (this
would be the standard description of G). The infinitesimal gauge transformations [the Lie
algebra gg of G: it is a vector bundle whose standard fiber is the Lie algebra g¢] in phase
space are generated by the first class constraints giving the Gauss laws I', ~ 0. By Legendre
pullback to configuration space, we find

O'+60'A(UJ) — O’A(UJ) 4 50 JA(w) — O'A(UJ) 4 U—l(dU 4 [(714(9.))7 U]) — O’A(UJ) 4 D(A)Oé — JA(w) 4
{7AW [} if U =1+ a.
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In our formulation of tetrad gravity the relevant configuration variables are globally de-
fined cotriads 3e(a)r (7,7) on the hypersurface ¥, ~ R3, which is a parallelizable Riemannian
3-manifold (X,,3¢,s = 36((1)7“ 3e(a)5) assumed asymptotically flat (therefore noncompact) at
spatial infinity and geodesically complete [so that, due to the Hopf-Rinow theorem [B9],
every two points of X may be connected by a minimizing geodesic segment and there exists
a point p € ¥, from which X, is geodesically complete, that is the geodesic exponential map
is defined on the entire tangent space T),%,]; with these hypotheses we have TS, ~ %, x R?
and the coframe orthogonal principal affine SO( )-bundle is also trivial LY, ~ ¥, x SO(3)
lits points are the abstract coframes *6(,) (= *e(q),do” in global coordinates)|. In the phase
space of tetrad gravity the rotations of the structure group SO(3) are generated by the first
class constraints 3M(a) (1,7) =~ 0. Therefore, in this case the abstract object behind the con-
figuration space is the so(3)-valued soldering 1-form 30 = R(® *0(a) [R® are the generators
of the Lie algebra so(3)]. This shows that to identify the global cotriads *e (4, (7, 5) we have
to choose an atlas of coordinate charts on ¥, so that in each chart 26 — R@ 3e(a)r (1,8)do".
Since Y, is assumed diffeomorphic to R3, global coordinate systems exist.

The general coordinate transformations or space pseudodiffeomorphisms of Dif f X, are
denoted as & — & (7) = £(3) = & + £(7); for infinitesimal pseudodiffeomorphisms, £(7) =
03 () is an infinitesimal quantity and the inverse infinitesimal pseudodiffeomorphism is
3(7) = & — 63(3) = & — £(@"). The cotriads ®e(a), (7, &) and the 3-metric 3g,,(7, ) =
ey (T,0) ®ea)s (1, 7) transform as [see also Egs.(30) and (31) of I; V(£(#)) is the operator
whose action on functions is V(£(3))f (&) = f(£(3))]

’ VAN 80'8 =
36([1)7«(77 U) — e a)r(T7U ( )) = 90" 3e(a)s(7, a),
. 0&°(0) 5 o 0&°(0) ~ = _, / R
= e (r.0) = 2D g 6(5) = O (E(5) 2.,
, N do¥ Oo?
2911, 5) 12 24,16 () = 55 Gl 5,
536(@7‘(7_’ U) = 36/((1)7“ (77 5l(6)) - e(a)r(77 0_:) - 50 6(0,)7“(7_a U) +€ (0_:)08 36(&)7“(7—a 5:) -
do?

= 80_17, 36((1)5(7-7 53) - 36((1)7’(7— U) = —8 5 ( ) e(a 5(7-7 53)7

’

do 3e(a)r(7'a 7) = 3e(a)r(o_:) - 36(6&)?( 7) = —[0, 58( )+58€u( 7)0 ] e(a)S( T,G) =
- [»C_ésas 3e(a)u(7_a E)dgu]r = _{36(@7“(7_’ 6)>/d301€8(61) é8(7> 51)})

5397»5(7', 5:) = grs(T o ( )) 97“8(7- U) = 0o 97“8(7_ U) + gu( )au 397“8(7_’ 5:) =
do* do” . wn fvl= ve fuf= -
- 9o’ Oo's 3guv(T U) 97‘8(7—7 U) = _[57" 885 (U) +00,¢ (‘7)]39uv(77 ‘7)7
50 3gTS(T7 53) = 39;5(7—7 U) - gTs(T7 U) =
= —[010.6°(5) + 610,€"(5) + 6102€" (5) 0w |* Guo(T, ) =

= [E—éwaw *gun(7,5)do" @ do*,s = —{Pg,s(T, 5>’/d30158(51) 0,(r, 1)}
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(9)

Instead the action of finite and infinitesimal gauge rotations of angles oy (7) and dov() (0)
is respectively

Seay (1, ) = *Riaywy (a()(5)) >y (T, 7),

8o ey (1, &) = PPen(r, &), / Pory80i) (7)) P Moy (7,51)} =
= €()b)(0)00) () ey (7, 7). (10)

To identify the algebra gp of Gg, let us study its symplectic action on T7Ce, ie. the
infinitesimal canonical transformations generated by the first class constraints *M,) (1, &),
30,(t,d). Let us define the vector fields

Xo(7,0) = —{-,j”M(a)(T, 7},
Y, (r,5) = —{.,°0.(7,7)}. (11)

Due to Egs.([) they close the algebra

/

[X(a) (T7 53)7 X(b) (7-7 ol )] = 53 (537 o )E(a)(b)(c) X(C) (Tv 0_:)7

. L 2633, o
[X(a)(T7 0>7 YT(Tv o )] = _%‘X(Q)(Tv o )7
) L 0GE), . 0GF)
Y, (7,5),Ys(7.5)] = —Wyr(ﬂa ) — TYs(Ta ). (12)

These six vector fields describe the symplectic action of rotation and space pseudod-
iffeomorphism gauge transformations on the subspace of phase space containing cotriads
3¢y (7, @) and their conjugate momenta 37?61)(7', 7). The non commutativity of rotations
and space pseudodiffeomorphisms means that the action of a space pseudodiffeomorphism
on a rotated cotriad produces a cotriad which differ by a rotation with modified angles
from the action of the space pseudodiffeomorphism on the original cotriad: if & — &' () is
a space-diffeomorphism and ®R 44 (o) (F)) is a rotation matrix parametrized with angles
oz(c)(ﬁ), then

= TRaym) () (7)) Pery (7 (),

= (@ (@) = ar), (13)

i.e. the rotation matrices, namely the angles «(,(d), behave as scalar fields under
space pseudodiffeomorphisms. Under infinitesimal rotations 3R(a)(b)(5a(0)(5)) = Oa)b) +

5@(6)(5’)(1%(0))(&)(1,) = O(a)b) + €(a)b)()0(c)(F) and space pseudodiffeomorphisms & (&) =
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G+ 03(3) [R© are the SO(3) generators in the adjoint representation; doyey(d), 00(F) are
infinitesimal variations], we have

/ Pordioy  50°(2)000 (G1)[Ys(T, 32), X0 (T, 31)Peqay (7. 7) =

55(0)( )_ 503( )

= 0y (F) = a(F —65(5)) = a(F) — 08 (F) = doa(F) = —66() (7).
(14)

The group manifold of the group Gp of gauge transformations [isomorphic to Aut LY,]
is locally parametrized by £ (¢) and by three angles (&) [which are also functions of 7],
which are scalar fields under pseudodiffeomorphisms, and contains an invariant subgroup
Gror [the group of gauge transformations of LY,; it is a splitting normal Lie subgroup of
Aut LY, [B3 |, whose group manifold (in the passive interpretation) is the space of the cross
sections of the trivial principal bundle ¥, x SO(3) ~ LY, over %, like in SO(3) Yang-
Mills theory [B], if 3, is “topologically trivial” (its homotopy groups m;(3,) all vanish);
therefore, it may be parametrized as said above. As affine function space of connections on
this principal SO(3)-bundle we shall take the space of spin connection 1-forms 3w,), whose
pullback to 3, by means of cross sections o : ¥, — ¥, x SO(3) are the (Levi-Civita) spin
connections *w,(,)(7,7)do” = 0" *w(,) built with the cotriads ®e(q),.(7, &) [they and not the
spin connections are the independent variables of tetrad gravity| such that 3¢, = 36(a)r 3e(a)8.

Due to our hypotheses on X, (parallelizable, asymptotically flat, topologically trivial,
geodesically complete), the Hopf-Rinow theorem implies the existence of (at least) one point
p € X, which can be chosen as reference point and can be connected to every other point
g € X, with a minimizing geodesic segment +,,; moreover, the theorem says that the geodesic
exponential map Exp, is defined on all T),2.. If X, is further restricted to have sectional
curvature *K,(II) < 0 for each p € X, and each tangent plane IT C 7,3, the Hadamard
theorem [BY says that for each p € ¥, the geodesic exponential map Exp, : 1,2, — ¥, is
a diffeomorphism: therefore, there is a unique geodesic joining any pair of points p,q € >,
and Y, is diffeomorphic to R® as we have assumed.

In absence of rotations, the group Gp is reduced to the group Diff X, of space-
diffeomorphisms. In the active point of view, diffeomorphisms are smooth mappings (with
smooth inverse) ¥, — X,: under Dif f 3, a point p € 3, is sent (in many ways) in every
point of 3. In the passive point of view, the action of the elements of Dif f 3, called pseu-
dodiffeomorphisms, on a neighbourhood of a point p € X, is equivalent to all the possible
coordinatizations of the subsets of the neighbourhood of p [i.e. to all possible changes of
coordinate charts containing p].

A coordinate system (or chart) (U, o) in ¥, is a homeomorphism (which is also a diffeo-
morphism) ¢ of an open set U C ¥, onto an open set o(U) of R3: if 0 : U — o(U) and
p € U, then o(p) = (6"(p)), where the functions ¢” are called the coordinate functions of o.
An atlas on X, is a collection of charts in ¥, such that: i) each point p € 3, is contained in
the domain of some chart; ii) any two charts overlap smoothly. Let A = {(U,, 0,)} be the
unique “complete” atlas on X, i.e. an atlas by definition containing each coordinate system
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(Uy, 04) in X, that overlaps smoothly with every coordinate system in \A.

Given a diffeomorphism ¢ : ¥, — ¥, (i.e. a smooth mapping with smooth inverse)
and any chart (U,0) in A, then (¢(U),0, = 0 0 ¢~1) is another chart in A with o(U) =
o4(¢(U)) C R® and, if p € U and also p € ¢(U), o4(p) = (0 0o ') (p) = &(p) [ie. T —
G4(0) = £ (6)]. Therefore, each diffeomorphism ¢ : ¥, — 3, may be viewed as a mapping
¢4 A — A If we consider a point p € ¥ and the set A, = {(Uj,05)} of all charts in
A containing p, then for each diffeomorphism ¢ : ¥, — X, we will have ¢4 : A, — A,.
This suggests that a local parametrization of Dif f 3, around a point p € X, (i.e. local
diffeomorphisms defined on the open sets containing p) may be done by choosing an arbitrary
chart (UP, oP) as the local identity of diffeomorphisms [E () = 7] and associating with every
nontrivial diffeomorphism ¢ : X, — X, [ — & () = £(5)] the chart (U5 = P(UE), 0% =
oP o ¢ 1). Since ¥, ~ R? admits global charts Z, then the group manifold of Dif f Y, may
be tentatively parametrized (in a nonredundant way) with the space of smooth global cross
sections (global coordinate systems) in a fibration ¥, x ¥, — ¥, [each global cross section
of this fibration is a copy X{%) of ¥, with the given coordinate system Z|: this is analogous
to the parametrization of the gauge group of Yang-Mills theory with a family of global cross
sections of the trivial principal bundle P(M,G) = M x G [see next Section for G=SO(3)].
The infinitesimal pseudodiffeomorphisms [the algebra TS, of Dif f ¥, [BA]; its generators
in its symplectic action on T*C, are the vector fields Y, (7, )] would correctly correspond
to the cross sections of the fibration ¥, x 7>, — ¥,.. With more general ¥, the previous
description would hold only locally.

By remembering Eq.(§), the following picture emerges:

i) Choose a global coordinate system = on X, ~ R3 (for instance 3-orthogonal coordinates).
ii) In the description of Dif f 3, as 3, x 3. — 3. this corresponds to the choice of a global
cross section oz in X, x X, chosen as conventional origin of the pseudodiffeomorphisms
parametrized as ¢ — £(7).

iii) This procedure identifies a cross section &= of the principal bundle Aut LY, — Dif f ¥,
whose action on LY., will be the SO(3) gauge rotations in the chosen coordinate system =
on X,.

iv) This will induce a =-dependent trivialization of LE to ¥ x SO(3), in which X, has =
as coordinate system and the identity cross section O’I ) of B x SO(3) corresponds to the
origin of rotations in the coordinate system = (remember that the angles are scalar fields
under pseudodiffeomorphisms in Dif f ¥,).

v) As we will see in the next Section, it is possible to define new vector fields Y, (7, &)
which commute with the rotations ([X(a(7,7),Y,(r,7)] = 0) and still satisfy the last line
of Egs.([). In thls way the algebra g of the group Gg is replaced (at least locally) by
a new algebra gy, which defines a group Gp, which is a (local) trivialization of Aut LY.
It is at this level that the rotations in Gror may be parametrized with a special family of
cross sections of the trivial orthogonal coframe bundle ¥() x SO(3) ~ LY, as for SO(3)
Yang-Mills theory, as said in iv).

We do not know whether these steps can be implemented rigorously in a global way for
¥, ~ R3; if this is possible, then the quasi-Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation of
Section IV can be defined globally for global coordinate systems on X..

Both to study the singularity structure of DeWitt superspace [} for the Riemannian
3-manifolds ¥, (the space of 3-metrics g modulo Diff3,), for instance the cone over
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cone singularities of Ref. 4], and the analogous phenomenon (called in this case Gribov
ambiguity) for the group Gror of SO(3) gauge transformations, we have to analyze the
stability subgroups of the group Gp of gauge transformations for special cotriads ey (1,7),
the basic variables in tetrad gravity. In metric gravity, where the metric is the basic variable
and pseudodiffeomorphisms are the only gauge transformations, it is known that if the 3-
metric 3¢ over a noncompact 3-manifold like ¥, satisfies boundary conditions compatible
with being a function in a Sobolev space W?%?® with s > 3/2, then there exist special metrics
admitting “isometries” [see Appendix B]. The group Iso(3,,3g) of isometries of a 3-metric of
a Riemann 3-manifold (X,,3g) is the subgroup of Dif f ¥, which leaves the functional form
of the 3-metric 3g,,(7, &) invariant [its Lie algebra is spanned by the Killing vector fields:
the pseudodiffeomorphism & — &' () = £(G) in Dif f ¥, is an isometry in Iso(3,,3g) [see
Eqgs.(30) of I] if

(7, (0) = 20,5 (8)) = 9007 24, (7. ) (15)

The function space of 3-metrics turns out to be a stratified manifold 3] with singular-
ities. Each stratum contains all metrics >g with the same subgroup Iso(X,,3%g) C Diff %,
[isomorphic but not equivalent subgroups of Dif f ¥, produce different strata of 3-metrics];
each point in a stratum with n Killing vectors is the vertex of a cone, which is a stratum
with n-1 Killing vectors (the cone over cone structure of singularities [[4]).

From
59ra(1,5(3)) = 3g,,(1,5(7)) = 21, (7,5 (5)) Py (1,7 (7)) = 25-99-3g,,(7,5) =
90 007 3¢ o)y (T, 7) Be(ays (T, 7),

36,((1)7’(7_ o ( )) R(a ( ( 70_:/(_))))3;: 3e(b)u(77 0_:)

lat the level of cotriads a pseudodiffeomorphism-dependent rotation is allowed], it follows

that also the functional form of the associated cotriads is invariant under Iso(%,,3g)
3 NN 3/ PR VAN aO’ 3 R
ey (7,0 (7)) = "€, (1,7 (7)) = Rayp)(V(7, 7 (U)))aa”“ ew)s(T,7). (16)
Moreover, 3g,,(7,7 (3)) = 3¢..(1,7 (&) implies *T% (7, (&) = *T%(r,7 (5)) and

SR (1,5 (7)) = 3R%.4(7,5 (7)), so that Iso(¥;,3g) is also the stability group for the
associated Christoffel symbols and Riemann tensor

Th(r,7(9)) =°T4(r,7 (9)) =
do'* o™ do™ 5, %0 do'
7

= 90v 90" 0o’ mn(T> @) + 9o’ c’s Do’

SR (7,6 (7)) = 2R (7,7 (5)) =
80 v da' da™ Jo" 4
RYpn(T,0). 17
~ Jov 00T Od's Dot (7, 7) (17)
Let us remark that in the Yang-Mills case (see Ref. [f] and the end of this Section) the
field strengths have generically a larger stability group (the gauge copies problem) than the
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gauge potentials (the gauge symmetry problem). Here, one expects that Riemann tensors
(the field strengths) should have a stability group Sg(2,,3g) generically larger of the one
of the Christoffel symbols (the connection) Sp(3;,3¢), which in turn should be larger of
the isometry group of the metric: Sg(3;,39) 2 Sr(X,,3g) D Iso(X,,3%g). However, these
stability groups do not seem to have been explored in the literature.

Since the most general transformation in Gr for cotriads *e(a)r(T,7), spin connections
R 3w, (7, ) and field strengths R@ 3Q, o) (1, &) is [we send A — A~ in Egs.(32) of I to
conform with the notations of Ref. [B]]

, s . 0o® R
3€(f)r(77 7 (7)) = 3R(a)(b)(a(c)(7—7 U))aalr 3€(b)s(7—7 7),

~ i 80’“ A - —
R@ 3 (7,5 (¢ [33 Hae)(1,3)) R Pwu(a) (1,5) Rlae) (7, 7)) +
oo (T, >> *Rla(r,5))] =
[ &) + R (0o (7, 7)) DY) P R(ae) (7, )] =
= R ><m< 7)) + R (e (1,5)) DY) Ray, (1,5 (7)),
ROSQR (r7(5)) = 22 07 3R (0 (7,6)) RO 3t (7, 7)  Rlage) (1. 7)) =
rs(a 80_/7, 80_/5 (e)\T uv(a)\ 7> (e)\
oot Oo? /A
S 975 i (7,6) +
+ 3R N ape)(1,6)) [R® * Q) (7, 7), *Rlage (1,6))| ) =
R@3Q (1. (5)) +
+ 3R (o <T (6)) R 2 (7,5 (7)), *Rla, (7,7 ()] (18)
where (Dr(,w))(a)(b) = E))(b)r(T’ 5) = 5((1)(6)& + E(a)(c)(b) 3wr(c)(7', 5) and 3R(a(e)) are 3 X 3

rotation matrices, the behaviour of spin connections and field strengths under isometries
can be studied.

Let us now briefly review the Gribov ambiguity for the spin connections and the field
strengths following Ref. [f]. All spin connections are invariant under gauge transformations
belonging to the center Z3 of SO(3): 3R € Z3 = 3w§(a) = 3Wr(q).-

As shown in Ref. [, there can be special spin connections 3w,q)(7, &), which admit a
stability subgroup G¢or (“gauge symmetries”) of Gror, leaving them fixed

SR(ae)(7,5)) € Gy, = D(“’ SR (,5)) =0 = ? Wi )(7', &) = wpa) (T, 7). (19)

—

From Eq.([@), it follows that under an isometry in Iso(,,%g) we have *w,, (7,7 (7)) =
3w, () (T, @ (7)), namely the rotations *R(y(7, 7 (7))) are gauge symmetries.

When there are gauge symmetries, the spin connection is “reducible”: its holonomy group
®“ is a subgroup of SO(3) [®* C SO(3)] and G [which is always equal to the centralizer of
the holonomy group in SO(3), Zsoe)(®*)] satisfies GRor = Zsos) (P¥) D Zs.

Moreover, there can be special field strengths 3,4, which admit a stability subgroup
G2or of Gror leaving them fixed
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*Rla(r. 7)€ G = [RQ0)(7,7), Rl (1. 7)) = 0
3Qrs(a ( U) - rsa( T, ) (20)

We have Gio D G401 = Zso@) (®¥) D Z; and there is the problem of “gauge copies”: there
exist different spin connections ®w,(q) (7, &) giving rise to the same field strength 3Qps(a) (T, ).

A spin connection is “irreducible”, when its holonomy group ®“ is a “not closed” irre-
ducible matrix subgroup of SO(3). In this case we have Gor D Goor = Zso) (P¥) = Zs
and there are gauge copies, but not gauge symmetries.

Finally, a spin connection *w,(q) (7, @) is “fully irreducible” if ®¥ = SO(3): in this case
there are neither gauge symmetries nor gauge copies [GRor = G¥op = Z3] and the holonomy
bundle P¥(p) of every point p € ¥, x50(3) coincides with 3, x SO(3) itself, so that every two
points in ¥, x SO(3) can be joined by a w-horizontal curve. Only in this case the covariant
divergence is an elliptic operator without zero modes (this requires the use of special weighted
Sobolev spaces for the spin connections to exclude the irreducible and reducible ones) and
its Green function can be globally defined (absence of Gribov ambiguities).

In conclusion, the following diagram

— 3Wr(a) — 3Qrs(a)

%€(ayr i (21)
— 3¢, — 3TY% — 3R%,,

together with Eqs.([[§), ([§), implies that, to avoid any kind of pathology associated with
stability subgroups of gauge transformations, one has to work with cotriads belonging to a
function space such that: i) there is no subgroup of isometries in the action of Dif f ¥, on the
cotriads (no cone over cone structure of singularities in the lower branch of the diagram); ii)
all the spin connections associated with the cotriads are fully irreducible (no type of Gribov
ambiguity in the upper branch of the diagram). Both these requirements point towards the
use of special weighted Sobolev spaces like in Yang-Mills theory [BAT] (see Appendix C and
its bibliography).

It would be useful to make a systematic study of the relationships between the stability
groups Sg(X,,39) 2 Sr(X,,%9) 2 Iso(X,,3g) and the stability groups Gior 2 Gior and
to show rigorously that the presence of isometries (Gribov ambiguity) in the lower (upper)
branch of the diagram implies the existence of Gribov ambiguity (isometries) in the upper
(lower) branch.

In Ref. [ there will be a complete discussion on the definition of proper gauge trans-
formations [ Eqgs.(d) plus boundary conditions on the parameters of gauge transformations
(implying their angle-independent approach to the identity at spatial infinity) will be needed|
, problem connected with the differentiability of the Dirac Hamiltonian, with supertransla-
tions, and with the asymptotic behaviour of the constraints and of their gauge parameters.
There will be also the definition of the asymptotic Poincaré charges, which are the analogue
of the non-Abelian charges (generators of the improper ‘global or rigid’ gauge transforma-
tions) of Yang-Mills theory; see Refs. [EGA7] for interpretational problems. Instead, see Ref.
g for a treatment of large diffeomorphisms, the analogous of the large gauge transforma-
tions (due to winding number) of Yang-Mills theory [B], not connected to the identity.
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III. MULTITEMPORAL EQUATIONS AND THEIR SOLUTION.

In this Section we study the multitemporal equations associated with the gauge trans-
formations in Gg, to find a local parametrization of the cotriads 3e(,),(7, &) in terms of the
parameters &.(7, &) and a(,)(7, &) of Gr. We shall assume to have chosen a global coordinate
system Z on X, ~ R? to conform with the discussion of the previous Section.

Let us start with the invariant subalgebra gror [the algebra of GROT] of rotations, whose
generators are the vector fields X(,) (7, @) of Eqs.([d). Since the group manifold of Gror is a
trivial principal bundle ¥ x SO(3) ~ LY, over X, endowed with the coordinate system
=, with structure group SO(3) [to be replaced by SU(2) when one studies the action of Gror
on fermion fields], we can use the results of Ref. [J]] for the case of SO(3) Yang-Mills theory.

Let a(q) be canonical coordinates of first kind on the group manifold of SO(3). If r@ are
the generators of so(3), [r(@, r®] = €, 4@ [instead R@ are the generators in the adjoint
representation, (}?(“))(b)(c) = €)(b)(0)], and if 74 (s) = expso(s) (sa(a)r(“)) is a one-parameter
subgroup of SO(3) with tangent vector a,)r(® at the identity I € SO(3), then the element
Ya(1) = expso)(awr'®) € Np € SO(3) [N; is a neighbourhood of the identity such that
expso() is a diffeomorphism from a neighbourhood of 0 € s0(3) to N;] is given coordinates
{o@w} If }7([1) and é(a) are dual bases (iy,(a)é(b) = (o)) of left invariant vector fields and
left invariant (or Maurer-Cartan) 1-forms on SO(3), we have the standard Maurer-Cartan
structure equations

Yoy, Yl = €@@yo) Yo

Yioylr = r@ € s0(3)] and
dBay = —3€@®)0) 00 N Oo)

0|1 = 7@ € s0(3)*, the dual Lie algebra; TSO(3) = so(3), T*SO(3) = so(3)*]. Then,
from Lie theorems, in arbitrary coordinates on the group manifold we have

Yy = By (@) gey O = A (@)dag, Ala) = B~ (a), A0) = B(0) =1,

and the Maurer-Cartan equations become

PAme(®) _ A
ba T e = —C@@® Aw e () Aw e (),

¥ O 0B(4)(c) (@)

OBy ()
Yio) Blay(e) (@) = Y(e)Bayw) (@) = By () — Bluy(e) (@) =2 = Bay(w) (@) €y p)(0)-

8a(u) 8a(u)

By definition these coordinates are said canonical of first kind and satisfy Agye (o) ey =
Q(q) [compare with Eq.(A4) of Appendix A], so that we get A(a) = (ef'* — 1)/Ra with
QRO&)(G)U,) = (R(C))(a)(b)a(c) = €a)()(c)%(c)- The canonical 1-form on SO(?)) is (:)50(3) =

O™ = Awe (a)dapr'® [= a ' (a)dsop ale), ala) € SO3); dso@) is the exterior
derivative on SO(3)]. Due to the Maurer-Cartan structure equations the 1-forms 6, are
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not integrable on SO(3); however in the neighbourhood N; C SO(3) we can integrate them
along the preferred defining line 7, (s) defining the canonical coordinates of first kind to get
the phases

A (@) = 0 77 U)o = 20 5 Ay (@)daig).

If d,, = ds2w

la=a(s)
ds  Oa(q)

we have d,, Q) (a(s)) = é(a (a(s)) and d,, é(a)(a(s)) =0 = d? = 0. The analytic atlas
N for the group manifold of SO(3) is built by starting from the neighbourhood N; of the
identity with canonical coordinates of first kind by left multiplication by elements of SO(3):
N = Uasesom) {a - Ni}.

As shown in Ref. @] for R? x SO(3), in a tubular neighbourhood of the identity cross
section o7 of the trivial principal bundle R3 x SO(3) [in which each fiber is a copy of the
SO(3) group manifold] we can define generalized canonical coordinates of first kind on each
fiber so to build a coordinatization of R* x SO(3). We now extend this construction from
the flat Riemannian manifold (R3,4,,) to a Riemannian manifold (3, 3g,) satisfying our
hypotheses, especially the Hadamard theorem, so that the 3-manifold ., diffeomorphic to
R3, admits global charts.

Let us consider the fiber SO(3) over a point p € 3., chosen as origin ¢ = 0 of the
global chart = on 3., with canonical coordinates of first kind o) = ovq)(7, 6) For a given
spin connection 3wy, on L&) x SO(3) let us consider the 3w-horizontal lift of the star of
geodesics of the Riemann 3-manifold (,,3g,, = e(a)r e(a)s) emanating from p € Y, through
each point of the fiber SO(3). If the spin connection *w(, is fully irreducible, ¥, x SO(3)
is in this way foliated by a connection-dependent famlly of global cross sections defined by
the 3w-horizontal lifts of the star of geodesics [they are not 3w-horizontal cross sections, as it
was erroneously written in Ref. [P], since such cross sections do not exist when the holonomy
groups in each point of 3. x SO(3) are not trivial]. The canonical coordinates of first kind on
the reference SO(3) fiber may then be parallel (with respect to *w(,)) transported to all the

= dgo(g)\%(s) is the directional derivative along ~,, on 7,

other fibers along these *w-dependent global cross sections. If p = (p; aq)) = (7, 0; Q) (T, 0))
is a point in X, x SO(3) over p € X, if o« By — U x SO(3) is the *w-dependent
cross section through p and if 3w ))(T 7)do" = 06 )3w(a), then the coordinates of the point
intersected by oz on the SO(3) fiber over the point p' of ¥, with coordinates (7, 7) are
( (p) .
0y (7, 7) = agy (7,0) o) (@,0:7) =

7 dzr R(©) 3,(P)
= Oé(b) <T7 O) (Pﬁ/ , efa dz"R( )3wr(c)(7_’z)) (22>

(b)(a)’
where C (0 0; T) is the Wu—Yang nonintegrable phase with the path ordering evaluated
along the geodesm Yy from p to p . The infinitesimal form is

. o Oay (T, 0)
Q) (T,d0) = oy (T,0) + (8)7

~ ag)(7,0)[00)(@) + (R) (@) *wrie) (7, 0)do™], (23)

|5:0dO'T ~

implying that the identity cross section o7 of T(5) x SO(3) [aw) = aw@(T, 0) = 0] is the
origin for all SO(3) fibers: (q)(7,7)|,, = 0. As shown in Ref. [B], on o; we also have
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Or0(q)(7,0)|s; = 0. The main property of this construction is that these coordinates are
such that a vertical infinitesimal increment dov(q)|a=a(r#) of them along the defining path
(one-parameter subgroup) va(r#(s) in the ﬁber SO( ) over g € ¥, with coordinates (7, &)
is numerically equal to the horizontal infinitesimal increment 0,0 q)(7, 7)do” in going from
0 tod+ddin X,

da(g)la=a(re) = da(T,0) = Oroya) (T, 5)do". (24)
With this coordinatization of (%) x SO(3), in the chosen global coordinate system = for

Y., in which the identity cross section oy is chosen as the origin of the angles, as in Ref. [}
we have the following realization for the vector fields X4 (7, &) of Eqgs.([])

. . 0 5 . .
X(a) (7—7 U) = B(b)(a)(a(e) (7—7 U>)5Oé(1,) (7_ 0—,») = 5@(@) (7_ 0—_») = A(b)(a)(a(e) (7—7 U))X(b) (7—7 U)v (25>

where the functional derivative is the directional functional derivative along the path
Ya(r5)(8) In BE) x SO(3) originating at the identity cross section o; (the origin of all SO(3)
fibers) in the SO(3) fiber over the point p € 3, with coordinates (7, &), corresponding in
the above construction to the path ~,(s) defining the canonical coordinates of first kind
in the reference SO(3) fiber. It satisfies the commutator in Eq.([d) due to the generalized
Maurer-Cartan equations for ¥, x SO(3) [A = B™1]

. OB ) ((e)) IB(u)(0) (2(e))
B (a) (a(e) (T, 7)) daw la=a(r5) — Buym) () (T, 7)) T la=a(rs) =
= B (e (T, 7))@y )w):
8A<a><c>(a(e>)| IR0 (a<e>)| o
0a(b) a=a(T,d Do . a=a(T,0)
= o) Awo (e (T:0)Aw)e (e (T, 7)), (26)

holding pointwise on each fiber of (%) x SO(3) over (7,&) in a suitable tubular neighbour-
hood of the identity cross section. B
By defining a generalized canonical 1-form for Gror,

w = é a) Q(a)(T, 5) = H(a)(a(e)(T, E))da(a)(T, 5),
where

0(a) (7, 7) = O(0) (0(e) (7, ), Ort(e) (7, 7)) = Oy (7, 3)d0™ = Aoy (0ve) (7, ))dovy) (7, 5)

are the generalized Maurer-Cartan 1—f0rm§ on the Lie algebra gror of Gror and where
we defined the matrices Hy) () (T, 7)) = R Ay (e (1, 7)), the previous equations can
be rewritten in the form of a zero curvature condition

OH(a)(e)) OH ) (e))

a=a(T,0)

la=a(r.g) + [Hia) () (T: 9)); Hpy (o) (7,9))] = 0. (27)

Doy daa)

Eq.(64) of T and Egs.([1)) and (PF) give the following multitemporal equations for the
dependence of the cotriad ®e(,), (7, ) on the 3 gauge angles o (q) (T, &)
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/ =/

— N 536 a T(T’ 0—3)
X(b) (T7 o ) 3€(a)r (7—7 0') = B(c)(b) (Oz(e) (T, boi )L _

50&(0)(7', 5/) -

= — ety (1,7), "M (1,5)} = —€@yv)(e) “een (1, 3)0°(7, ),

0 €ur(r. ) |
#:_ac A, . ~3M \53(5.5) =
o (7,5 ) €)@ A o) (e (T, 0)) Peay (T,5)8°(, 7))

= [R9Aw 0 (e (7, 3)]

= [Huw(aw(7,d))]

W C@n(T0)0°(F,7) =

) Seqay (1, 3)0%(¢,5). (28)

These equations are a functional multitemporal generalization of the matrix equation
4U(t,t,) = hU(t,t,) , Ulto,t,) = 1, generating the concept of time-ordering. They are
integrable (i.e. their solution is path independent) due to Eqgs.(7) and their solution is

Pe(a)r(T,7) = Riay) (o) (T, ) *E) (T, ), (29)

where [I is an arbitrary path originating at the identity cross section of ¥ x SO(3); due
to the path independence it can be replaced with the defining path v (s) = ¥(7, 7; 5)

« (7,8)
3 7)) — W Jo @ Hiey(6(e))Déice) —
Ry (@) (7, 7)) = (Pew Jo )(a)(b)
(o) (1,5) B B
= (P e Jo H<c>(a<e))Da<c)) -

) (a)(b)
— (P eQ’Y(a(e)(T,E))) (30)

(a)(b)’

is a point dependent rotation matrix [3Ra)(b)(a) = 3R(_a%(b)(a) since R@T = —R(@),
In Eq.(B0) we introduced the generalized phase obtained by functional integration along
the defining path in (%) x SO(3) of the generalized Maurer-Cartan 1-forms

5 . Ya(r,&;s) A (CL) ~
Q (a(e) (T7 O-’ S>> = (;Y) I R e(a)"ya(‘r,&’;s) =
a(e)(T,E;S) _ _
= ®) /0 Ha)(0e)) ey =
a(e)(T,0;8) ~(a) 3 :
=@ /0 B Ay (0e)) Pagy)- (31)
As shown in Ref. [P, we have
ds V(0o (1,5 8)) = B0y () (7, 53 ), o) (7,5 5),
where d is the restriction of the “fiber or vertical” derivative dy on X5 x SO(3) [the
BRST operator| to the defining path, satisfying d% = 0 due to the generalized Maurer-
Cartan equations.

In Eq.(29), %€, (7,d) are the cotriads evaluated at a(,)(7,d) = 0 (i.e. on the iden-
tity cross section). Being Cauchy data of Eqs.(B§), they are independent from the angles
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) (1, 3), satisfy {3€(),(7,), M) (7,7 )} = 0 and depend only on 6 independent functions
[the a()(7, &) are the 3 rotational degrees of freedom hidden in the 9 variables *e(q. (T, 7)).

We have not found 3 specific conditions on cotriads implying their independency from
the angles ayq).

Since from Eq.(34) of I we get for the spin connection [béj;))(b)r(ﬂ @) is the SO(3) covariant
derivative in the adjoint representation]

(5 3wT(a) T

7)
)

l
~—

X —/ 3 (o ’_, :Bc . ’_,/ .
(7, 0) "wr(a) (T, ) = Boyw) (a(e)(1,7)) S (7

—_ —{3(,07,(@)(7', (?), 3M(b) (T, 5,)

3 —

= [0 0r + ey *wre) (T,
7))

/

)|8%(@,6") =

= [5((1)(1,) (97, — (R(c) 3&)7,(0) (7‘, 0’) a)(b)} 53( _), 0_" ) = DE:))(b)r(T’ 5)53(5, c
(

Qy

/

)7
32)

which is the same result as for the gauge potential of the SO(3) Yang-Mills theory, we can
use the results of Ref. [ to write the solution of Eq.(B2)

3 (7)

Wr(a) (T, 0) = Ay (e (T, 7)) Orxy (T, ) + 3wr(a) (1,0, e (1,0)),
with
(93 T(a (7‘, 5, Oz(e))

— T —
lama(rd) = —€@@ (0 A (0w (1,6)) w1, &, a0 (1, 7). (33)

(90((1))
In 2w,(o)(7,0)do" = é(a)(T, 7) + 3w7(f8) (7,70, a(e)(7,7))do", the first term is a pure gauge
spin connection (the BRST ghost) while the second one is the source of the field strength:

3peta) = O ) S(a — 8, 3w T(a — €a)b)(e) W 7(~(b)) 3w§(c)). Moreover, the Hodge decomposition

theorem [in the functional spaces where the spin connections are fully irreducible] implies
that Swﬁ(a)) (1,0) = 3w£(a)) (1,3, ey (1, 7)) satisfies 3V 3w T(a =0.

Since we have X (7,7 )3w£(a)) (7,0) = =€) o) wﬁ(lc)) (1,5)8%(7,5), we get

Vel (r.d) =o. (34)

The transverse spin connection 3@((”) (1,5)is 1ndependent from the gauge angles Q) (T,0)

and is the source of the field strength *Q,. 4, = 9, 3w s(a 8 3% r(a €(a)(b)(c) ﬁ(b)) i(c))

invariant under the rotation gauge transformations. Clearly, 3@ T(a) is built with the reduced
cotriads &), .

Let us remark that for *w/, (1, 5)do" = 0(a)(T,5) we get 3Qm (@) (T &) = 0 and then
3R,sus = 0: in this case the Riemannian manifold (X,,3¢,, = e(a)r e )s) becomes the

Euclidean manifold (R3, 3¢L)) with 3¢, the flat 3-metric in curvilinear coordlnates Now
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Eq.(29) implies that 3g,, = 3¢(,), *€(s)s and then 3¢l (7, 5) = 9229225, = 3¢ (3), if 5%(F)
are Cartesian coordinates, so that

3pFu _ Oa* 0%5" 30 _ 3 AU
FTS T 06™ Bo"dos e(a a Ars

(see after Eqs.(21) of I); then, for an arbitrary 3¢ we have 3% = 3AY + 3[“ with

3F u =3¢ ?)36(1))8 3wr(a)(b) the source of the Riemann tensor. This implies that

— v 3=F

Therefore, a flat cotriad on R? has the form

ﬁ 95" (9)
Selayr (1:0) = * Ry (ae) (T, 7)) O o) dor (35)
Eqgs.(64) of I give the multitemporal equations for the momenta
Xo)(1,8) *7a (1,7) = By (o 4)53%) o
b)(T, 8 )T (7,0) = Boyw (e (7,0 ) ————~ =
®) (@ @®) (@) 5o (1,7
—€(@)b)(0) Tl (1, 5)6°(7,5 ), (36)
whose solution is [*7(,)(7, @) depends only on 6 independent functions|
Tl (1, 7) = * Riayw) (o) (7, 3)) °T gy (7, ). (37)

~ With the definition of SO(3) covariant derivative given in Eq.(BZ), the constraints
Ha)(7,7) = 0 of Egs.(61) and (62) of I, may be written as

7:[(a)(7', 7) = —3€Ta) (1,5) [3éT + 3w M(b }( &) =
= D)y, (1, 3) *7, (1,5) ~ 0, (38)
so that we have [37?((5))r (7,5) is a field with zero SO(3) covariant divergence]
i (1,5) =70 (1.5) = [ & (e (,757) Ry (7.7,
D& (7.6) %7 (r.5) = 0. (39)

In this equation, we introduced the Green function of the SO(3) covariant divergence, defined
by

Do (7.5) Gty (6, 7) = =000 (5, 5). (40)

In Ref. [, this Green function was evaluated for ¥, = R3, the flat Euclidean space, by

using the Green function & — &) of the flat ordinary divergence [A = —9?] in Cartesian
coordinates
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— —/

/ o—ac n
47T\a—a\3_47r(

SHEST

= /

8,86 —&)=—8%5—&), (41)

where 7(5 — &) is the tangent to the flat geodesic (straight line segment) joining the point
of coordinates &@ and &, so that fi(G — &) - d, is the directional derivative along the flat
geodesic.

With our special family of Riemannian 3-manifolds (32,,%g), we would use Eq.(f]) in
the special global normal chart in which the star of geodesics originating from the reference
point p becomes a star of straight lines. In non normal coordinates, the Green function
¢(@ — &) will be replaced with the gradient of the Synge world function [E9] or DeWitt
geodesic interval bitensor [[H] opw (&, ) [giving the arc length of the geodesic from & to 7]
adapted from the Lorentzian M* to the Riemannian Y., i.e.

d; (5, 5/) = %O’BW(O_:, 5/) = %3v20'Dw(5", 5l) = %8; O'Dw(a", 5l)

giving in each point & the tangent to the geodesic 7, joining the points p and p of

coordinates & and & in the direction from p to p. Therefore, the Green function is

0,d., (7, ) = —0%d,7); dT’ (J’ &) 0, is the directional derivative along the geodesic
pp

Y,y &t p of coordinates 7]

C((;J))(TI;)(a gi7)=d, (7, 5/)(Pw | els ot RO 3ws(c)(7,51))

pp

(@)(b)’ (42)
with the path ordering done along the geodesic v, . This path ordering (Wu-Yang noninte-
grable phase or geodesic Wilson line) is defined on all ¥, x SO(3) only if the spin connection
is fully irreducible; it is just the parallel transporter of Eq.(R32).

Egs.(R9) show the dependence of the cotriad on the 3 angles o) (7, 5), which therefore
must be expressible only in terms of the cotriad itself and satisfy {o (7, &), ap)(1,6)} =
0. They are the rotational gauge variables, canonically conjugate to Abelianized rotation
constraints 7T 7,0) ~ 0. From Egs.(P3), since the functional derivatives commute, we see
that we have é

ﬁg)(T, 5) = SM(b)(T, 5)A(b)(a)(a(e)(7', E)) ~ O,

{a(a)(T, O'),?T(Og)(T,(? )} = —A(C)(b)(a(e)(T, 5/))X(C)(T, 5l)a(a)(7, 5) =

!

= —5(a)(b)53(5, o ) (43)
The functional equation determining o) (7, @) in terms of e, (7, &) is
- 5(a)(b)53(6> 5l) = {a( )(7‘ O‘) T,O )}A )(b) (Oz(e)(T )

(o
= €(¢)(u)(v) e(ur’( 5){ o) (T, 5), W(U( 5)}/1 o) (o) (7,07)) =
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’ ’ 50& ( )
J— — 3 —
= €)@ Ao (e (T,0)) “ew. (1, )W,

0 (q) (T, ) V302 =
= EO)@() 3€(u)r( )53 (7, 7) = _B(a)(b)(a(e)(Tv 0’))53(070' )
3 7V A (SOé(a ( _‘) S 53 -
€(b)(u)(v) 6(u)r(7>0){ (@) (e (T, U))—5 3oy ( 5,>} = —0(a)r)0°(F, 7 ),
59 ( o)(7,0)) )
) w)(v) ey (T a) = 1) 0° (5,7 ),
(0)(w)(v)  E(u) (5 6(w( .G) (a)(b)

5Q?a) (Oz(e) (7‘, 5))

3 r N3/ =2 =
= €O 53en (1, 7) = ~30%@0) €w (7,7 )0°(0, 7),
0 (o) (T, ) 1 - ,
o = ~(R®)w) *ef,) (1,5)5%(3, ). (44)

(5 36((,)7,(7', 5/) 6

This equation is not integrable like the corresponding one in the Yang-Mills case [P].
Having chosen a global coordinate system = on X, as the conventional origin of pseudodif-
feomorphisms, the discussion in Section II allows to define the trivialization ¥ x SO(3)
of the coframe bundle LY. If:

i) a§:) is the identity cross section of X() x SO(3), corresponding to the coframe 39(1@) =
Sl do” in LY, [0 are the coordinate functions of =J;

ii) o® is an arbitrary global cross section of () x SO(3), corresponding to a coframe
6’(a = e y-do” in LY., in a tubolar neighbourhood of the 1dent1ty cross section where the

generahzed canonical coordinates of first kind on the fibers of (%) x SO(3) (discussed at

the beginning of this Section) are defined;

iii) O’(H)( ) is the family of global cross sections of (%) x SO(3) connecting EgE) =0 (s =0)
and £ = ¢(®)(s = 1) so that on each fiber the point on O’}E) is connected with the point

on X&) by the defining path 4 of canonical coordinates of first kind;

then the formal solution of the previous equation is

]_ e(a)r(Tva)

67 bt gy B )®) "l Dot (45)
(a)'r ’

Qly (e (7, 0)) = (u
where the path integral is made along the path of coframes connecting *0f,) with 30, just
described. As in Ref. [f] , to get the angles o, ( ,0) from Q?a)(a(e) (1,7)), we essentially
have to invert the equation Q(a (a@) =45 Jo " Ay (@)dag with A = (ef* —1)/Ra.

Let us now study the multltemporal equatlons associated with pseudodiffeomorphisms
to find the dependence of e, (7, &) on the parameters £"(7, @). Disregarding momentarily
rotations, let us look for a realization of vector fields Y, (7, ) satisfying the last line of

Eqgs.(I3). If we put
¥, -\ _868(7_7 5:) 6
B dor 6&3(1,0)’

(46)
we find
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o (r,a) o oY (r,7) 9§ B
dor  6&™(t1,d)’  Odo’s  0gv(r, 5")] B
_ 0¢"(r,9) 083(3,7) o ogu(r,d)00%(3,3) &
do™ do's  s¢u(r,d) 0o’ dor  6&v(1,5)
06"(1,7) 98° (7, i) 6 N ocu(r,7) 053 (3,7) &
do" dos  6&Y(1,d") do's do'm 6&%(T, )

B IEN(T, ) 5, D*¢(1,0) 5, )
B { 805( dor 09,5 )) + dordo* 00,5 )} o&u(r,a") +
85 (T,(E/) 3/ 82£u(775/) 3> o (5 .
_'_ |:8O_/ ( 80_/3 5 (0-70- )) 80_/7‘80_/3 5 (070 )i| 5£u(7-7 5—’) o
L 98%(e,5) 0g"(r,d) 9§ 08%(3,d) 9€"(1,6) &
B dos da'r §&u(T,d") da'r dos  6¢u(t,d)
0633,V . . 063G, 0 ) e, .
UL R ) (47)

in accord with the last of Eqgs.([J). Therefore, the role of the Maurer-Cartan matrix B for
rotations is taken by minus the Jacobian matrix of the pseudodiffeomorphism & — £(7).

To take into account the noncommutativity of rotations and pseudodiffeomorphisms [the
second line of Eqs.([4)], we need the definition

B - o&(r,d) 8 Do (r,3) 6
- _{ 3 = — -
}/;.(T, 0’) e {,’ ('_')7« (T, U)} 80_7‘ 553 (7_7 5—’) 80’T 50{(a) (7—7 5) . (48)

Clearly the last line of Eqgs.([]) is satisfied, while regarding the second line we have
consistently

S

S 8&(0)(T,5l) ] .
Sam(t,3)"  do'"  day(r,d)

/

[(X(a)(7,0), Yo (7,0)] = =By (e (1,9))

96%(3,6) o
= —B
(b (a (Oé(e) (T U)) ao, r 60{([7) (7_’ 0—_»/) _'_
Ao (1,0) ;5. OBy () o
+ o 5°(d,a) Do la a(rd)5 Ne
853(ﬁ &) i
80’/’" X(a) (7’, g ) (49)
From Eqs.(f§) and (P7) we get
J dos (€) L\ 0oy (T,7)
557«(7_’ O—_») = - 8£T |_': ﬁ(’r,&) [}/;(T> U) + A(a)(b) (a(e) (T> U)) oS X(a) (Ta U)} -
803(5)
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> R =006.9),
{#(r.0).7(r.5)} =0, (50)

where 7~r§ (1,0) is the momentum conjugate to the 3 gauge variables £"(7, ), which will
be functions only of the cotriads. On the space of cotriads the Abelianized form of the
pseudodiffeomorphism constraints is

70 ) = 2O 0. 5) + Bl (7. F). Do (7, 7)) "N (7.7)] =

Der e
~90%(€) s 00 51, o
T agr ‘ﬂzg(T(?)[ @3 + Do 7T(a)} (7—7 O') ~ Y, (51)

and both £"(7,) and 7~T§(7‘, &) have zero Poisson bracket with o (7, o), 7??;) (1,5).
Therefore, the 6 gauge variables " (7, &) and o) (7, &) and their conjugate momenta form
6 canonical pairs of a new canonical basis adapted to the rotation and pseudodiffeomorphisms
constraints and replacing 6 of the 9 conjugate pairs e, (1, 7), 37?61) (1,5).
From Egs.(64) of I and from Eqs.(f§) and (B9), we get

(05“(7', 6/) ) N ooy (T, 7) 0 ) _
do’s  ogu(r, &) 00" da(r,7)
- PR (0@ (7)) ey (7,6)| =
. 85“(7 5,)536(b)r(775>
_ 3 ? _
=~ Fonlo [ 9) =5 7 a0 7
Doy (1,7) 8 Ry (o) (1,9)) 5
do's doyey(T,0")
. 85“(7, 6,) 536(1))7“(7'7 (?)
_ 3 _
=~ Rl 9) =5 7 a7

_ 0°Riayp) (e (7,5)) 5(
do*®

Y;(T, 5/)36(G)T(T, 5) = —

é(b)r(T, 5) =

7,7 ) 3em(1,5) =

/

= —{Pe)(1,5),%0,(1,7)} =
(9 36(,1)7,(7‘ ’

)
— _ ) 63 - = 3 o)s ’—» _
g (0,0 ) + "€(a)s(T,0) —F———=

= = Riay) (o) (1, 7))

3 —
— (bﬁ(jie)( na))s e (1,0)0%(3,5 ) +

0 3é(b)r(T, o

dos

+ *Riayoy (o) (7, ) *Eye (1, 6)—5
so that the pseudodiffeomorphism multitemporal equations for *€(q),. (7, &) are

U (1,8") 6 3e(ayr (1, F) _
do's dE (TU)

}7(7‘ U)gé(a)r( 5)
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836(@?(7,6) / 853(5,5/)

_ 3(2 2’y _ 35 -
= pyn 1) (O’, i ) e(a)s(T, O’) DT (53)
Analogously, from Eqs.(64) of I and Egs.(fd) and (B7) we have
N2 . o (1,7) ) Do (1,7 )
Y; 3= - _ .
(r.8) (. 8) = =(Z 5% Sei(ra) | oo 5mﬁnaﬂ
PRa (0 (7,5)) 7 (7,5)| =
NN 33 , 106%(5,7)
— 3 = 3=r — 9
= —{ R(a)(b)(a(e)(T,O’)) W(b)(T,O' )}W +
T zu N 853 53, O_:l
+ 0. Riayo) (o) (7, 0)) ° T 3y (7, 7) %, (54)
and we get the pseudodiffeomorphism multitemporal equation for 37:rra) (1,5)
~ _/ =r o 8&'11,(7_ 5,) 537?7(11) (T, 5)
_ Y 3 — ) _
(1,0) Ty (1,0) dos oEu(r, 7))
—r . 00%(F, 5 ra=u L 003G, 7
= _37r(a) (7-? 9 )% - 53 37T(a) (Ta U)% (55)
Let us remark that the Jacobian matrix satisfies an equation like (53)
</ —/ 85“(7, 6:) . a&v (T> 5l) 6 agu(,r’ 5) o
YWo) e T "o et oo
oM, 7)) 08%(5,7) B _8“(7', &) 06%(7,0) B
- o' dor do's oo’r
_9¢"(1,5) 96%(a, ) 0T, T) 4, B
B dos da'r + do"do® 08,7) =
0 06T, G), 5, oy OEY(T,0)06°(0, 7)
- 80'8( 80_7« )5 (Uv g ) 80’8 8O'IT . (56)

—

so that the identity 85’;22&)6@2,(5;;?))) = ¥ (Ta’i(: D) §3(3,5'), implies the following solu-
tions of the multitemporal equations [again V(€(r,)) is the operator with the action

V(E(r, @) f(1.3) = f(r,€(r,7)): and Eqs.([3) is used]

_ o 0&(T,0) 5. S 08°(T,0) 2 oy 3. S
eqae(r.9) = ST 3¢, (5 6 ) = ELE 0, 2) %1007, 9),
53é(a)r(7,5) —0
s¢s(r,d)

Pe(ar(7,5) = *Riay (@(e) (1, ) =5 = P (m,€(7,9)) =
858 T,O_: ’ - R R hug 5
= B9 3y ey . €0 30) P 1.9,
o 0€%(1,0) 0" (T,7) 5. S el L
g, ) = ELD O s (2, E17.8)) (7,07, ). (57)
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Here the cotriads ¢,), (7, ) depend only on 3 degrees of freedom and are Dirac observ-
ables with respect to both Abelianized rotations and pseudodiffeomorphisms. Again, like in
the case of rotations, we have not found 3 specific conditions on the cotriads implying this
final reduction. This is due to the fact that, even if one has a trivial coframe bundle, one
does not know the group manifold of Diff >, and that there is no canonical identity for
pseudodiffeomorphisms and therefore also for rotations inside the gauge group Gg.

Eqs.(B7) are the counterpart in tetrad gravity of the solutions of the 3 elliptic equations
for the gravitomagnetic vector potential W" of the conformal approach (see the end of
Appendix C).

If a‘(;;'(f) é=&(r) 18 the inverse Jacobian matrix and | % | the determinant of the Jaco-

bian matrix, the following identities

0@ 0erd)
S ggn &EmA) T Ggs 7
0 00" (€) d0* (£) 90" (£) 0*¢(r,7)
= v u |ﬁ=ﬁ(TCﬁf'):_ u ‘ﬂzﬂ(T&') w ‘ﬂzﬂ(T,Er’) 05
dov  0E o€ o€ dovdo
N 6007, _ 90O 00, 9857
551;(7_7 5»/) 8£u =£(7,5) 8£“ =£(7,5) 853 =£(7,6) Do )
{
— . 00m(§)
_}/;(7-7 g ) a&-u ‘ﬂ: _'(7—,&) =
_ 9 007§ s~ 4y L 5 07"() 06,7
= —( Jer e ) 0(3,5) + 0] Se i g (58)
and [use is done of §lndet M = Tr (M~'6M)]
0 0(r.3), _ 0(r,d) 00°(E),  5(r,0)
dom'  Oo B do ocu =) 9ordos
6 0(n3), _ %(r3), aa&(@‘ﬂ 00%(3,7)
5¢r(r,a) 9o ' Oo o¢r &8I s 7
{
¥, -/ 05(7_7 6:) _ 05(7_7 6:) 053(67 6:,)
Yts(Ta 9 )| 80' | - | 80' | ao_/s ) (59)
allow to get
2oy (1, G) = *Riayw) (o) (7, 0)) *7) (7, 5) =
o 0&(T,0) 0" 3 s -
= 3R(a)(b) (Oé(e) (’T, U)) | 5(00_ ) | aé-(f-) |_,:g(7_75:) 37T(b) (Ta (7-9 U)) =
L O0€(T, 0 80"5 Ao 348 .
=Rl (ro) | S| T VEnanF e, (©)

where 37:?21) (1,7) are Dirac observables with respect to both Abelianized rotations and pseu-
dodiffeomorphisms. In a similar way we get
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36?{1) (T7 O_:) = 3R(“)(b) (Oé(e) (T7 53)) 8£s ‘ CE(r,5) 3é7(db) (Tv (7—7 53))7 (61>

58 = ([N 402 = N 1 20 160, 80, @07 O 5, 4] 0 -
— 2¢[Nias)r + n,]drdo” — egi 38 (@ (€) *eay (€ gi do"do® =
= ([N ~ @ ot + 260y (N + ]
(2o + 221 627 (N, + i) (62)

To get £'(7,7) in terms of the cotriads we have to solve the equations [use is done of
Eq.(B0), of (62) of I and of {¢"(7, &), 3 My (1,5 )} = 0]

056%(7,5) = {€'(7,3),75(1,0)} =
oot g r = 4
- 8£(s )|_‘:§(T5l) {5 (7—’ U)>3@u(770 )} =
_ 80“(5)% o [(83e(a)v(7, 7) 0wl 5’)) ()
ogs =) Jo' Jo'v d3e(ay(T,0")
o 0 0 (1, 0)
_ 3 )
6(‘1)“(7_’ ’ )aalv 0 36([1)0(7-’ 6/)} ’
Y
/ / / _‘/ 5
({5(@(’))‘% - 36Ua>(au O 5v3€(b)u)} (1,0 )536(b)v(7 7') -
~ 2\3 u L, 0 r —
+0%(3,6) el (1. 8)5 4 )€ (1.5) = 0. (63)

We do not know how to solve these equations along some privileged path in the group
manifold of Dif f >, after having chosen a global coordinate system = as a conventional
origin of pseudodiffeomorphisms [this identifies a conventional identity cross section %) in
the proposed description of Dif f Y, with the fibration ¥, x ¥, — X, for the case ¥, ~ R?],
due to the poor understanding of the geometry and differential structure of this group man-
ifold. Presumably, since the fibers of X, x ¥, are also copies of 3, on each one of them one
can try to define an analogue of canonical coordinates of first kind by using the geodesic
exponential map:

i) choose a reference fiber ¥, in ¥, x X over a point p = (7, 6) chosen as origin in the base
(and then connected to all the points in base with geodesics; for ¥, &~ R3 this is well defined;
the global cross sections corresponding to global coordinate systems should be horizontal
lifts of this geodesic star with respect to some notion of connection on the fibration);

ii) if ¢, is the point in 3, x 3, at the intersection of ¥, , with the conventional identity cross

section (%) and ¢; the point where 2,0 intersects a nearby global cross section Zf/) = is
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another global coordinate system on ¥,|, we can consider the geodesic v,,4, on X, ;
iii) use the geodesic exponential map along the geodesic 7,4 to define “pseudodiffeomor-
phism coordinates E (T, O) descrlbmg the transition from the global coordinate system = to
E over the base point p = (7, 0);

iv) parallel transport these coordinates on the fiber X, o to the other fibers along the geodesics

of the cross sections Z(TE/).

If this coordinatization of the group manifold of Dif f 3, for ¥, ~ R3 can be justified,
then one could try to solve the previous equations.

Instead, we are able to give a formal expression for the operator V(£(7)) [for the sake
of simplicity we do not consider the 7-dependence|, whose action on functions f(&) is

V(E(3)f(5) = F(£(5)). We have

~ = 5(0) 80’ (u)

V(E(@)) = Py P, (64)
where the path ordering is along the geodesic 7 in X joining the points with coordinates
& and & = £(& ) For infinitesimal pseudodiffeomorphisms & — & (@) = £(3) = & + 65(7)

[with inverse & = = U(f) = f 50(5)], we have

do 9 9
V(3 +05) = 1+ [00°(5) = 5(9 eo)-sa€en) 57 = L+ 00°(@) 5
a1z
- 16) e 1(0) +00" ) DD ~ 15+ d5()) (65)

Formally we have [if §/5£7(7) is interpreted as the directional functional derivative along
gl

—

0 oEan s = 5. 208 9 e pia -
5£T(5,)[V(£(0)>f(a>]—5(o:a) oer leeio) 5 [V (6(0) ()] =
L 0o Of(E( g o Of(E
=§°(d,0) a§S§)|g:*(a) f(ai(s ) =6°(6,7) £§§)|“:g(a)
0f(€(3))
@) o

By using Eqs.([0) and (64) of I, we get

D) (1,3)  {CS 0 (3.31:7), Mgy (7,52)} =

= —€w)d { wy(@)(7,3),*0u(,52) } )0 (G, 71 7). (67)

Then Eqgs.(64) of I, (B3) and () imply the following transformation properties under rota-
tions and space pseudodiffeomorphisms of the Green function of the SO(3) covariant diver-
gence (which we do not know how to verify explicitly due to the path-ordering contained in
it)
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(Cn (@,50:7),  2Ou(r,d2)} =

Collecting all previous results, we obtain the following form for the Dirac Hamiltonian

FI(D)ADM = /dga[nﬁ — Nay Se(ayr 2O, +
+ A T N FE) + A RE 4
+ Ca(m)7A (7 >+<AB< )7 AB(T) =
—/d3 [ —
+ Ny Ty + AT ZD +( (b)B<b><a)(a(e>)+

S A@)fr@) + A FEy + fi Tl | (T, 5) +
+ ()7 () + Cap()7HE(7), (69)

where fi(,) are new Dirac multipliers.
The phase space action, which usually is incorrectly written without the primary con-

straints, is
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In conclusion the 18-dimensional phase space spanned by 36((1)7, and 37?@) has a global
[since X, ~ R?] canonical basis, in which 12 variables are ay, 7%, =~ 0, &, 7 ~ 0.

The remaining 6 variables, hidden in the reduced quantities 3é(a)r, 37?? are 3 pairs of

a)’
conjugate Dirac’s observables with respect to the gauge transformations in G, namely they
are invariant under Abelianized rotations and space pseudodiffeomorphisms [and, therefore,
weakly invariant under the original rotations and space pseudodiffeomorphisms| connected
with the identity and obtainable as a succession of infinitesimal gauge transformations.
However, since space pseudodiffeomorphisms connect different charts in the atlas of ¥, and
since £"(7,0) = ¢” means to choose as origin of space pseudodiffeomorphisms an arbitrary
chart, the functional form of the Dirac’s observables will depend on the chart chosen as origin.
This will reflect itself in the freedom of how to parametrize the reduced cotriad *é (4. (7, &) in
terms of only 3 independent functions: in each chart ‘c’ they will be denoted Q9 (7, &) and,
if ‘c+dc’ is a new chart connected to ‘c’ by an infinitesimal space pseudodiffeomorphism of
parameters £(7, #), then we will have Q%) (7, §) = %Q@(T, (7, 7).

The real invariants under pseudodiffeomorphisms of a Riemannian 3-manifold (2,,3¢)
[for which no explicit basis is known|, can be expressed in every chart ‘¢’ as function-
als of the 3 independent functions Q(°)(7,#). Therefore, these 3 functions give a local
(chart-dependent) coordinatization of the space of 3-geometries (superspace or moduli space)
Riem X, /Dif f ¥, B3ET).

By using Egs.(p7) and (B0) in the Hamiltonian expressions of the 4-tensors of Appendix
B of I, we can get the most important 4-tensors on the pseudo-Riemannian 4-manifold

(M*, *g) expressed in terms of \a, 7 ~ 0, Aap, 748 = 0, n, @ = 0, N, %2) ~ 0,
Q(a), 7?&) ~ 0, &, 7~T§ ~ 0, and of the (non canonically conjugate) Dirac’s observables with
respect to the action of Gp , i.e. 3¢, 37:?21)- If we could extract from 3¢, 37?21), the Dirac
observables with respect to the gauge transformations generated by the superhamiltonian
constraint 7—2(7, 7) =~ 0, then we could express all 4-tensors in terms of these final Dirac
observables (the independent Cauchy data of tetrad gravity), of the gauge variables n, n(,),
Q(q), & and of the gauge variable associated with 7:[(7‘, d) ~ 0 (see Section V), when all the
constraints are satisfied. Therefore, we would get not only a chart-dependent expression of
the 4-metrics ‘g € Riem M*, but also of the 4-geometries in Riem M*/Dif f M*.

In the next Section we shall study the simplest charts of the atlas of ¥, namely the
3-orthogonal ones. See Appendix A for more information about special coordinate charts.
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IV. THE QUASI-SHANMUGADHASAN CANONICAL TRANSFORMATION IN
3-ORTHOGONAL COORDINATES.

The quasi-Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation [pl]] [“quasi-” because we are
not including the superhamiltonian constraint #(r,7) ~ 0] Abelianizing the rota-
tion and pseudodiffeomorphism constraints 3M(a)(7, F) ~ 0, *0,(r,d) ~ 0, will send
the canonical basis e, (7,5), *7(,(7,5), of T*C. in a new basis whose conjugate

pairs are (a(a)(T, E),frfa)(T, J) ~ O), (fT(T, 6),7?5(7, ) =~ 0) for the gauge sector and
(QT(T, &), 11" (r, 5)) for the sector of Dirac observables.

Therefore, we must parametrize the Dirac observables *¢(,),(7,7) in terms of three
functions Q,(7,7), 3¢, (T,5) = *€(4)r[Qs(7,7)], and then find how the Dirac observables
37%7(“(1) (,) are expressible in terms of Q. (7, &), II"(7, &), #(t, &), 7?(02) (1,7) [they cannot de-
pend on a,(7,7), &(7,0), because they are Dirac observables]. Since from Eqgs.(p7) we
get

397“8(7-7 0_:) = 36(0,)7"(7_’ 5:) 36(0,)8(7-7 0_:) - 3é(a)r(7_a 5:) 3é(a)s(77 0_:) =

ORI 0T 5 1Qu(r, €7 3)) Pl Qu(r, €3] =

do” dos
_ 08"(1,0) 9¢"(1,0) 3. -
O D@l T ), ()

the new metric gy, (7, E) must depend only on the functions @, (7, E) This shows that the
parametrization of *¢ (4. (7, &) will depend on the chosen system of coordinates, which will be
declared the origin E (1,0) = & of pseudodiffeomorphisms from the given chart. Therefore,
each Dirac observable 3-metric g, is an element of DeWitt superspace [[]] for Riemannian
3-manifolds: it defines a 3-geometry on X..

The simplest global system of coordinates on ¥, ~ R3, where to learn how to construct
the quasi-Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation, is the 3-orthogonal one , in which 3Gy,
is diagonal. In it we have the parametrization

0a)

ear(1,7) = frQr(r,7) = "6(r. ) =

= 3.@7’5(7_’ 5:) = TSQ?« (7-7 0_:)7

90" (&) 1 905
ds” = €([Nias) + 1° = [Ny + 2,13 gggf) Q(¢) Zéf)

[Niasys +n])(dr)?* =

— 2€[N(4s)r + ny]drdo” — GZ 05“ Ogi do"do® =
aev 1 do" (€
= e([N(as) + n]2(d7')2 — 0w [Qu 8£Tdar + @ gg(“ )(N(as)r + n,.)d7]
[Qv agv d + = ( ) (N(as)s + ns)dT]a (72)

Qv 35”

with Q,(7,5) = 1+ h,(1,3) > 0 to avoid singularities. The 3 functions Q?(7,) give a
local parametrization of superspace; the presence of singularities in superspace depends on
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the boundary conditions for Q. (7,d), i.e. on the possible existence of stability subgroups
(isometries) of the group G of gauge transformations, which we assume to be absent if a
suitable weighted Sobolev space is chosen for cotriads.

Let us remark that if we change the parametrization of 3¢, giving it as a differ-

ent function of 3 Q,, this amounts to a canonical transformation Q,,II" Qr,ﬂr with
O(ayr@r = 3é(a)r[QS] together with a redefinition of the origin of space pseudodiffeomorphism
[the new global chart is the new origin defined as { '(1,8) = & with { " that functional of {
dictated by the pseudodiffeomorphism connecting the two global charts; however, { " can be
renamed E being a canonical variable of our basis|. In the quasi-Shanmugadhasan canoni-
cal transformation we will study in this Section, this will be reflected in the change of the
expression giving 37?((1) in terms of the new variables.

The choice of the parametrization of 3é(a)r is equivalent to the coordinate conditions
of Refs. FAA]. See Eqs.(BH) of Appendix A for a parametrization of the cotriads ®¢(,),
corresponding to normal coordinates around the point {7,6 =0} € ..

Since the rotation constraints M(a) = €(a)(b)(c) 36(1,) 377((;) = % €(a)(b)(c) M(b)(c) may be writ-
ten as

SMaym) = ey *Tly = Peyr Ty = €@)t)(0) “Mie) = €@ b)) T Blaye) (o))

due to Egs.(B9), we may extract the dependence of 37 Ty (7, 0) from W(a)(T a)

"y = el s Ty =
= %36&) (36(6) ey T s 37~T(sb)) + % Sl (3€(b)s ) — e@s 37~T(sb)) =
_ % ety (Sews *ln) + el *ily) -
- %3 ehy oo T Bl (@) <
el % Sely) [Zm)(b) — €@)®)( T gy Bayo) (a(e>)]
Ziay) = Zio(a) = (@ Ty + 2eys iy = Ziw ey, €, 78, Qr, 1. (73)

To extract the dependence of *7(, (7, 7) on 7~r§ (1,0), let us recall Egs.(62) of I, (BY) and

(ED)

Hia) (7, G) = D)y, (7.7) *7 0y (7, ) =
— _3 2“)(7‘ 0_)[3@ + wr(b) M(b)](T 7) =

L r0& _» oaw . -5 .
= ey (1, 0) oo+ (B (o) “rie ~ o) 7] (7, ), (74)
and Egs.(B9)
i (1.5) =27 (1.5) = [ o () (G505 7) o (7, 51). (75)
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Then we have

Ziayty — €@e) 7 By (@) (7.6) = 2[Peqy 7y | (7,6) =
= 2[36(1,),, 37?((5)”} (1,8) — 2%y, (1, ) /d301 C((:))(TC)(ﬁ, G157V e (7,61) =
= S (7,0) —
— [ @oi[Pewn(n, ) (e (3,515 7) + e (7.8) Cotey (3,505 ) [ Flo (7, 1) +

3 3~(T)r _ 3 3~(T)r
+ [ e oy — Eayr T }

—

T, 0_:) -

with

Zayo >( 7,0) = Sw)(7,0) —
/d o1|*ewyr (T, 7) C(: (G015 7) + %e(ayr (T, 5) C((;)(Z)(E, 51;7)}7:[(6)(7, 71),

~(T)7‘ ~(T)7‘ =\ a —
Peqar 3% - 3€(b> 3%) (7,6) = €@moF ey Baye ()] (7, ) +

so that we obtain the following dependence of 37 () O1 7r(a and 7T5

el (1,51) [ ~ frg + (Bayn () *wuip) — m-2)il| (7, 51)). (79)

Therefore, all the dependence of 37?@) on II” is hidden in Sye)- To find it, let us impose
the canonicity of the transformation

e My > Q) Wiy, €78, Qp, I

) T

by taking into account that

{Oz(a (7‘ 5) 77'8))(7' 5,)} = 5( )(b )5 (f? 5)

{¢(7,5),7(r,8)} = {Qu(7,5). 11" (7,5} = 6:6°(5, & ,

and that {e(u (7.7), a@)(1.7)} = Lo (1.5), &(7,8)} = {Pe(r(1.5), Qu(7, &)} = 0
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/

070 (a)( 53(5 7g)= {36( ) (T,0), 37?(17)(7‘ 7)Y =
— [ @ [Cewr(n,3), 7 (.30 Haw (7, 31), *Fy (7, 7)) +
+ {Peqar (T, 0');7?5(7 7)) HE (T, 01), ﬂfw( *')}+

+ {Pe(ay (1, 3), 1(7,3) HQu(T, 51), W(b M =
_ [ 56(ar70)57r (1.5 ( )537T(b( 7)
/d 6a(c T,01) 57r (7351) + 55 (T’Ul) 5“( ,01) :

(80)

53 €(a)r(7,0)5 Ty ( 5)}
0Qu(T,71) 61‘[“(76) '

—

[we could replace o q)(7,7) with oq)(7,£(7,0)), since the angles are scalar fields under
pseudodiffeomorphims].

Since () (7,5) = >Ry (o) (7, 7)) %r80)uQu(, £(7, 7)), by using Egs.(B0) and
Hgy(a(e) = R Ay () we get

8£u T, 53 g —
Z aaT >5(m)UQU (T7 5(7’, U))a
536(@)7“(7_’ 6:) ! 8£v T, U) 8QU(T 5) 3(=2 =
6¢u(r, 1) Feaen (r.9) 25n U{ do” oEn legr5)0° (05 01) +

- 90° (0,01)]
’ oo™ ’

ey (1,0) 4 ot (1, 7) B
Z \rA\ T Ran . 7" 7’5n1}5u53 7). 7). 81
3Qu (7, 51) (a)(n) (o) (T ‘7)); 9o Omwly (&(r,0),01) (81)
Then, Eqgs.([9) give
§37s (1,8) 1
B\ __ 3_s / / 3o o
07l (r3) 2 et (1,9 ( = €wmm B (01 (1,583, 5) -
= Pewn(, &) o (6, 657) + Peann(r, &) (ot (13 7)] -
w (= da, o
ety (1.9 B (@) *wuip - aa(%,) [ a1)),
5375, (1,7 ) 1 , /
~g) = _53%)(770’ ){ge(b)t(T,U)C( Je (0,01 T) +
o7a(T, 01)



348 -
n ) ety BT (52)
so that Egs.(BJ) become
8w 6°(0,7) =
= —%%)(n)(d) Ry (0¥(e) (7, 5)) Z 8508(; 7) 8o Qu(T, (7. 7))
etn (7.5 (crm@d*(3.5) + ey (7, 5) [Py (1.9) = Awo (0 (7. 5)) -
aa(g’ai’ =] Ty (@ 7:7)) -
- %3R(a><n)(a<e) (1,9)) Zv:%)v( 853(;; %s (7, 9)
‘9@5(5;’ )3efh) (7. &) Ty (7 - 1 7) +
+ Qu(1, €(7,5)) Pefy (1.6)
‘ a(zr Pefio >ﬂ)afggla)Tw)(h)(k)(ﬁ',5, )+
+ %3R(a><n>(0&<e> (r,3)) Z afg(;; ) (m “€{ny (7, g;slfz(f)ﬁ(:’,o;))y (83)
where we introduced the notation
Ty (@ 3 7) = 2eau(r.7) (i (7, G 7) + Pequn(m, &) (oot (7,53 7) =
= 2 Qe ) 0 GGy (75 7) + dunr iy (7, 657) | =
= ZT:QT(T, g)d; , (&,5)
[5(17)7‘ (P ' p ef;l ot R By ) )(h)(k) T
+ S (B, els 41RO o man)) o) (84)

By multiplying this equation by PR (a)(1,0)) = PR ((e)(7,5)) and then by
sending (g) — (a), we get

o0& (t, o s 68w (T, 5)
3 D, i) AT
v a OIIv(7,&(T,0))
=207 *Roya)(00) (1, 6))8°(7, 7)) +
. Ly 980(r, )
+ PR (0 (7, ) epymia) * Rmyom () (7, ) 3 —5——
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“ 7 = Lo Oage (T, 5)
+ %€y (7, 7) Cwna) (T, 7) — Ao (e (T, a))(a)T)

- Tlymw (@ 557)] +
+ S pslut/iitt €r.9) 4

do™ Do 6?}2) (77 0_:) 3efh) (77 o )

- Toymw (3, 5;7) +
+ Z 5(a)va(Ta 5(77 0_:)) 3efh) (77 0_:/)

0 w R afv 7_,5: VAN
" B [3%) (T, 0)#%@)(@ (0, T)] :

(85)
From Egs.(B0) and (BI)) and from Eq.(5.32) of the second paper in Ref. [P, we have

SR @€ m@ Rimyom) = PR RD 3Rl (@yimy = (R™)(@)(m) *Riny(d) = €(a)(m)(m) > Rimy(a)

and, then, E(a)(m)(n) R(n)(d)E(b)(g)(d = [ﬁf(a 3R I%(b] (9)- Then, by multiplying the pre-
vious equation by %e(,(7, ) we obtain [also using Eq. ()]

285”(7, 5) (5 55(9)@)(7', 5,) o

—~ " Jo (@) 5Iv(r,5))
(2% (7.8)* Ry () (7, 9)) = [B *Rlage (r.9) O]
. 235”8“;") e Qul(r, €7, ) 67,5 +

85 (1,0) o A . R
+ Z Seliy (1, 0) (| R *Rla)(r, a))](m)(d)a(m)vcgv(f, (7,)) -
. 3%(”2) (T, G, (T,0)) +

0Qu(7,€(7,5)) o
£ 28wy =g T (7 67) +

+ 2 b Qu(r. Elr N et r. ) g (7 557

and by multiplication by 22 (%u © |é¢(r.5) We have [there is no sum over u]

08T d) o IS (TF)

- (2 Se(g)e(T,5) 00°€)

3
— [R“°Rlaw(1,8) RY] SumuQu(r, €(7,)))8°(5,6) +



+ ([B°Rlaw (1, )] SumuQul(r,8(7,6)) *wli) (7, 5, a0 (,6)) +

aQu 7_,5 770_: w — N
T Oar (amg ) )2eti (7. &) Toyo (7 33 7) +
N (3 O 13 L.08(1,5) L
+ 25(@@@@(7, (.9)) e ‘”:g(ﬂ;) Do {3 (k)( ,0) Do Ty (g) (k) (0 ,0,7')} =
80’"(3

+ [ @by 25%53 G50

- (Peliy (7. 1) Ty (67,545 7) -
o ) o )
(IR Rl (7, 31 m@ O Qo (7, 67, 31)) i (7,1, ey (7, 31)) +

0Qu(r,€(7,51)) |+

+ 5(c)v 80{”

S 0ot 0 13 w o (r, 0 o
+ > 8 @e(T,&(7, 1)) il )I;g(ﬂal)aar Petiy (7, Ul)MT(b)( (@, 3157)] ).
t

o€ 1 doy’
(87)
This is the final equation for S(g)e) in terms of I1*. Since we have [no sum over u,v]
650vﬁv 7_) 7_’, I NP
[ (© ~ (T 5—(*7— 7 - 5(a)u5(c)v5553( (Tv 0)7 (T,O’ )) =
1) [(5((1)“1_[“(7', 5(7’, Vi
63 (7,0
= da) (@00 Tae = (88)
|55 (7.9)]
the final solution for S(,)@) is
S (7, 7) =
o€ 90" (&)

= (.0) - (2 2% (7.9) e =) “Ripy(e) (o) (1, 5)) —
- [R 3R(a(e) (7—7 5)) I:{(b)](m (a (m) UQU( g( ))} (5(0)1)1:[”(7'7 (Tv O_:)) +
S |5 (7, 1))
+ d30_1 6chv(7—7£(T7 O_:l)) el
/ 2% % (7,5)|
. ( 361&) (7‘ 51) T(b)(a)(k)(6> 51; 7‘) .
- [[R 2 Rlae) (7, 60)) my Smye @ (7, €(7, 51)) Pl (7, 61, ey (7,61)) +

0Qu(7, (7, 1))

+ (S(C)U 00'1”

| +
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; 8£v = (T,&l)
O 50 08 (1T,01) L
e el (T, Ul)WT(b)(an) (3,1:7) ) ). (89)
We have put equal to zero an arbitrary integration constant, namely an arbi-
trary function fie (a(c §T Q.), which would contribute a term 9y = 3 SO0 e(b =
L fan 0, &%, Q)0 to 77 +. Let us remark that the canonical transformatlon
20, J () (0) (& (a)°

36((1)7’7 37}&) = Qa), 57” Qru 7}821)7 ﬁﬁ, ﬁr

is a point transformation ¢',p; — ¢, p; with ¢¢ = ¢"(¢) , pi(¢#,pr), which is de-
fined modulo a so called trival phase canonical transformation ¢‘(¢’), pi(¢,px) + fi(§@)
with fi(¢/) = 0f(¢’)/0¢". Therefore, even if we cannot check explicitly the validity of
{37?@) (1,7), 37?5,) (7,6} = 0 due to the presence of the path-orderings in the expression of
the momenta in terms of the new variables, these Poisson brackets imply that 9(a) 1s the
gradient of a function of a(q), ", @, so that our choice f(4)) = 0 amounts to a trivial phase
canonical transformation.

Therefore the cotriad and its momentum have the following expression in terms of the
new canonical variables [Eqgs. (B3) and ([9) are used]

Y@y (T,3) = *Riayp) (o) (7, ) % d()s Qs(7,&(7, 7)),

1 g o€,
5@(7‘0) 00( 7)1
(

37?( )(’T U)

0 w o o 8@1}(7—7 5(7—7 51))
(X %T(bxa)(k) (7,1 7) [Oeyo Do +

+ [RO P R(a (7, 60)) @) Sy Qo (7, 67, 31)) iy (7, 81, ey (7, 01)) | +

+ 3 60 Qu(, E(7,51))

doi(§)
ev

Spyw 0 (1,51) —
5 [zw: Qu(T,01) 0Jof T(b)(“)(k)(g’al’ﬂ} )) -

1 567) ~d - -
“50.0r.9) (@m0 (7. 7) Baye) (@ (T, 7)) +
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+/dsO'lT(b)(a)(C)((?,O_:l;T)2762 ((C)_, .

T, Ul)
06" _¢ (T) .
' [8010 7+ By () *wiih (- 00) 7y | (7, 51) ) =

1 o 3
5@(7’0) do

o (ae)(T, ) 25(,1 sQs(T,0)

(1,9) [

/ '801”1 3 Sl (r, ()

0Q,
<><a>(>(5>51 7) < (Téf—fT 20

( 5(c v

, 903 (€
+ Zé(c)tQt(T>€(7—a 6:1)) 216(1) )|_‘=_'(T,51) ’

9 S 0 (7,51) L
. G i
doy [Zw: Qu(r,d1)  odov O (@ 3157)] ) )

1 0 o )
- 2Qu(7.5) ( e o (m 3 Baye (o (7,5)) +

-+ /d30'1 T(b)(a)(c)(av 51;7)2% .

T, Ul)
¢ ¢ .
. ~& 3,,(T) ~ 0 = _
[801” s + By (o) ww(f)(-a a(e)) 71'(d)} (1,01) ) =

= | .z 37?211)(7', 7). (90)

a

(q)=0,§"=0" ,ﬁ(a) :7r$=0

and from Eqs.(57) and (84) of I we get

€QrQsQu
3Krs - Z 3Go(a c)(d) 5((1)7’5 6(c )u 7T(d

4kQ1Q20Q)3
3 — _; 317 — 3~r
= 2kQ1Q2Q3 i 4kQ1Q2Q3 zr:é @ W

+ [ a) a) } '
4t Q, Qs

Due to the presence of the Green function it is not possible to rewrite the final expression
of 377, explicitly in the form of Eq.(EQ).

However, the functions *T'%, *R,sy, *wy(a), *Qrs(q) and ,by using Egs.(57) of I, *K,, [and
also the metric ADM momentum 3II"* of Eq.(84) of T and the Weyl-Schouten 3C,, and
Cotton-York *H,, tensors defined after Eq.(9) of I] may now be expressed in terms of o),
Ty € ey Qp, 117, and then Eqgs.(38), (39), (40), (43), (46), (47), (A1), (Ad), (A5), (A6) of

167“&37‘“1’.8[1 68 34
(a) ()_'_ (

21:[7“5 — €kQ1Q2Q3(3KTS _ Q?érs 3K> — (91>
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I, allow to reconstruct the functions gz, 4Eff), 4Fg7, *Ruvas, *Wue)@), *Qu@)(8) *Chvas,

in terms of the canonical basis A4, 74 &~ 0, Aap, T8 ~ 0, n, 7 ~ 0, N(a), ﬁ@) ~ 0, V@),

ﬁi) ~ 0, a), 7??;) ~ 0, &, 7?5 ~ 0, Q,, II". In the new basis only the superhamiltonian
constraint of Eq.(61) of I is left. Instead the inverse canonical transformation cannot be

computed explicitly till when one does not understand how to solve Egs.(63).
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V. A NEW CANONICAL BASIS AND THE SUPERHAMILTONIAN
CONSTRAINT.

_ Let us study the reduced phase space spanned by the canonical coordinates Aa, T4 =0,
Mg, T8 =0, n, 7" ~ 0, N(a), 7?@) ~ 0, Ya), 7?22) ~ 0 (for the spacetime description), and
Q,, I (for the superspace of 3-geometries) obtained by adding the gauge-fixing constraints
P(a)(T,0) 2 0 [their time constancy implies A\, (7, 7) =~ 0], a(o)(7,7) = 0, {'(7,7) =~ 0" and
by going to Dirac brackets. This means to restrict the Cauchy data of cotriads on X, by
eliminating the gauge degrees of freedom of boosts, rotations and space pseudodiffeomor-
phisms, i.e. by restricting ourselves to 3-orthogonal coordinates on ¥, and by having made

A
the choice of the X -adapted tetrads {y, ), [see Egs.(39), (40) of T rewritten in terms of
the Dirac observables 3éfa) dual to 3é(a)r] as the reference nongeodesic congruence of timelike

“nonrotating” observers with 4-velocity field (4(r, 7).
By remembering Eqgs.([[J) and (p0), the Dirac brackets are strongly equal to

{A(r,@) , B(r,6)}" ={A(7,),B(1, )} +
+ / o1 [{A(7,3), (7, 80 AL, (r,81), B(r, &)} —
— {A(r,3), 70 (1, 1) Hoe (1, 61), B(r, 7 )} +

,Eﬂ( 7.6 H#8(r,51), B(r, &)} —
w8 (r, 00 HE (1, 61), (7‘,5')}}5

!

/

o [ [{Alr.3). a0 (r. 50} (N (. 52), B 7)) -
— {A(7,8), *My)(7, 1) Haw (1, 61) B(7,5)}] -

—

80-1 (5) |ﬁ . .
ogr 1&€na)
- {A(5,8),6"(r,3)H*04(r, 31), B(7, )} -
— {A(7,5),°04(r, 1) HE (r,81), B(r, 5 )}] +

—

00f( ) 80&((1 (T 0'1)
oer ey Ame (o (T ))T'

- {A(7,6),6"(r, 3} M) (7,61), B(r, &)} —
—{mfw.Mme»&vanB@é»D. (92)

- Ay (o) (7,01)) + — 7

+

Since the variables o q)(7,7), {"(7, ), are not known as explicit functions of the cotriads,
these Dirac brackets can be used only implicitly. As it will be shown in Ref. [{], we must
have aq)(1,) — O(r~%9) and £"(1,5) — 0" + O(r~°) for r — oo to preserve Eqgs.(f).
We have seen in Section III that the differential geometric description for rotations al-
ready showed that the restriction to the identity cross section () (7,d) = 0 implied also
Orovq)(T,7) = 0; we also have Awyw) (v e)(T,7))la=0 = 0. When we add the gauge-fixings
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() (T, 7) = 0, the derivatives of all orders of o) (7, &) weakly vanish at o q)(7,0) = 0. Sim-
ilarly, it can be shown that, if we have the pseudodiffeomorphism E (1,0) = & + &(1,0)
so that for £(7,8) — & we have &(7,8) — 6(r,&), then the quantities 3¢ e(ayr (7, 7),

Oy 3e(ays (T, 5), Bwr(a)(T, @), *Qurs(a) (T, 7), become functions only of Q,(,d) for &(r,5) — &
and o q)(7, &) — 0 only if we have the following behaviour of the parameters £"(7, &)

déo" (1, 7) - o (7, 3) e 82¢" (7, ) B
ao_s ‘5:8_0: 00-8 |§:5—'—587 ao_sao_u |§:5—O,
oo’ (1,5) _ 0 0do"(t,0) B
lloilolon = =0 = [%Tg‘ “rolle=s = 0.
03507 (1, 3) 9 o7 (€) B
905004 Ha? ‘5— =0= [301@01) aEs e *(T,a)H“:& =0. (93)

These conditions should be satisfied by the parameters of pseudodiffeomorphisms near the
identity, i.e. near the chart chosen as reference chart (the 3-orthogonal one in this case).
With the gauge-fixings (7, 0) =~ & all these properties are satisfied.

By using the Dirac Hamiltonian (9)

Hpyapy = [ dPo[nH — AT+ A7 + Afa)ﬁi) + ) Ty (7, @) + Ca(T)TA(7) + Cap(T)745 (1)

Sl gﬁ: = ny 2g™ ggm the time constancy of the gauge fixings gives

with n" = N(q)

8Ta(a) é,L~L(a) ~ 0 and 87- [57’ — UT] éff = N(a) 3€fa) gﬁ; ~ O,

so that we get the three new constraints n, (7, ) ~ 0 implying the vanishing of the part
of the shift vector associated with proper gauge transformations [and Ny = Nas)(a), see
Eq.(l)]. Then we have 9,n,) = )\?a) ~ 0. Now n((7,0) ~ 0 implies n"(7,0) ~ 0 and, from

Eqs.([@),
ds® = €([Nas) +n]* = Xy Niooyu/ Qa)(dT)? — 2¢N(o),drdo” — €32, Q7 (do™)?.

If we would add the extra gauge-fixings N(,), ~ 0, this would be the definition of “syn-
chronous” coordinates in M*, whose problem is the tendency to develop coordinate singu-
larities in short times [53,p4] [see Ref. [BF] for the problems of the fixation of N and N” in
ADM metric gravity (coordinate conditions to rebuild spacetime) and for the origin of the
coordinates used in numerical gravity (see Ref. [Bf] for a recent review of it)].

However, as we shall see in the next paper [ff], these results will not be valid after the
addition to the Dirac Hamiltonian of the surface terms needed to make it differentiable.

Since, as already said, a change of coordinate chart with a space pseudodiffeomorphism
implies the redefinition of the functions £(, &), we should explore systematically the effect of
other gauge-fixings of the type &| (1,0) — F (1,7) =~ 0 for arbitrary vector functions f [so that
O (8" — [7) =na) *ely % — 0.7 ~ 0, which implies n¢ ~ * ara§58 fe or n,3g@o,fr ~
O, f7], which describes the “residual gauge freedom” of going from a 3- orthogonal gauge “in

M* to another one [the allowed canonical transformations Q,., II" — Q" (Q), II (Q IT) which
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leave 3¢, diagonal]. Let us remark that a redefinition of the functions £ (7,5) also implies a
redefinition of the angles a(q) (7, &) [rotations and pseudodiffeomorphisms do not commutel:
therefore this “residual gauge freedom” allows to go from a 3-orthogonal gauge A; to another
one A, “rotating” with respect to A; [so that for instance we could get n,.(7,d) = 2€,40°w":
for the observer in (7, ) in A; the triad *¢f, (7, &) would be Fermi-Walker transported along
his worldline, while in A, it would rotate Wlth angular velocity & with respect to the one in

Ay [B2.63]]-

The Dirac Hamiltonian reduces to
Hpyapm,r = fd?’a[n?:[R + M 7(7, ) + Ca(T)TA(T) + Can(T)TAE(7),

where H is the reduced superhamiltonian constraint.

This amounts to the Schwinger time gauge: Eqs. (46), (40) of I imply for the cotetrad

o = () x (o) % (0) = (a) = (a) R
4E1(4) - ( )EA Wlth (%) E = N(as) +n, ?E)Er :AO’ ?Z)ET = JY(QS)(a)> ?E)Er ~: 3e(a)7’~

At the level of Dirac brackets the constraints H, ~ 0 (or O, ~ 0) and *M,) ~ 0 [and
also the derived ADM constraints 3H7’5|8 ~ 0 as shown in Section V of I] hold strongly, so

that the reduced quantities *é(,), and 37%7(11) [which now describe only three pairs of conjugate
variables in each point of 3] must obey

3é(a)7’ 37:725,) — ey 37T(a) =0, . O, 37:T€a) — €@ “Wr(y) 37:7&) =0,
s 0

or (‘9 6([13—8(3@() W(a))E
or 031_[ +3F’" ST = 0.

Y

ATSs ATSs

Therefore, the ADM momentum *I is strongly transverse, *II = 3II, o and, accord-

grs 2rs

ing to the result (C4) of Appendix C, can be written as °II, = *II,, + HTH with both

Ars

the terms transverse and the first one traceless. Since now *II, contains only 3 independent

2Ts

degrees of freedom [the 3117 (r, U)] we see that 3I1; should describe the spin-two wave part

of the ADM momentum, while HTM should describe the mean extrinsic curvature through

A~

its trace. However, Eq.(84) of I does not imply {*I1 (7,d),°Il (7,61)}* = 0 at the level
of these Dirac brackets, smce 317 (7, a) does not commute with the supermomentum con-

straints [one would get {3H (7‘ a), il (7‘ a1)}* = 0 if these would be the Dirac brackets
only with respect to the second class pairs 7?&) ~ 0, a(q) ~ 0, in accord with Section V of
1.

Some algebraic calculations for £(7,5) — o give [to get the expressions with n, # 0,
replace Nqs)r With Nige), + 1y

€(a)r g 6 _5(117’@7“7

57‘
3 r 3Ar (a)
€a) 77 "Cla) T 0,
3 _d t 3 . 3A_ L0
e = det [*e(),| = /7 = 6—\%—@1@2@3,
3 3 3

Grs = "Ca)r €(a)s F7 3.@7"3 = Tquz«v
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397’5 — 367’a) 365@) — 3@7’5 — 57’5/@7%’

N2CLS u
ds? — dg® = e[(N(as) +n)? — ; é)z) }(dT)2 —

— 2eN(gs)rdrdo” — EZ Q*(do")? = e{(N(as +n)%(dr)* —
Gun(Qudo 1+ N é?u 7)(Qudo” + Ngz’” dr)],

0y Qu 0uQy Qu0:Qy
+ 0! — 5uul” _
Qu Qu Q3

317 31w r
I, — I, =0,

_ 5uv5’“(g“)2a 10 Qu + 80,10 Qu + 67 0uln Qu,
. OuQr ,
Wity 7 *Wr(a) = €@®) OB QQ = €(@))(e) Op)rd(e) g Duln Q. (94)

The expressions for *Q,(a), *Rrsuvs “Rrs, *R, will be given in Appendix D after a final
canonical transformation.
Moreover, from Eq.(PQ) we have

37 (1, 5) o 3y (1, 5) = / Py K, (7,61 71Q] T1°(, 71),

Za)s(6> 0_:1a T|Q] = 5€a)5§53(67 0_:1) + 722)5(0_:a Ela T|Q]a

oL ‘ Opw O0Qs(T,01)
T Q) (k)
T (U 01, ’7'|Q] 2Qr(7> 0—:) [wz;ﬁs Qw(Ta 6_»1) 80}“

+ dysm= L))k (T, F1; T)} >

L. S . 7 oy S RO
Oty Ty (3, 617) = Qu(r, A)ds,, (3,31) (Prp, ey (011 )(a)(k) +

S ooy er J7 dog 3, RO
+ Zé(a WQu(T,0)dy,, (5, 51)0( (Pvpm e )(bxk)’
(95)

so that we have

3I(7‘s'_>3f<rs:i QTQS +6su6a7‘_ rs (a)u " 7T
000 & 0 @ ) QR
3K»—>3IA(:3A”3K'TS:—L 32u

! k; Q1Q2Q3

0a)

. aTs 07\ uns ar
I 3 = [ g 4+ 1237 }—3Ht = 5Ly + Ty

_ 1%
=1l Q. Qs @
S = 3¢, *T1" v 5T = —2¢k Q1Q2Q3°K = B Z Qrdayr *T(a):
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3717 3 3 3&T 3AT
iy = *e(ar *es T = gy ZQr{ @ sy + 00y )| (96)

The determination of the gravitomagnetic potential W’ (7, &), see Appendix C, by solving the
elliptic equations associated with the supermomentum constraints in the conformal approach
to metric gravity, has been replaced here by the determination of the kernel IC’("G)S(J', 7 7|Q]

connecting the old momenta 37%7(;) (7,) to the new canonical ones IT" (7, &).
The reduced superhamiltonian constraint becomes [in the last line Eq([]) is used; k =
¢®/167G with G the Newton constant]

H(T, 5) = € {]{336 E(a)(b)(c) 36@) Sefb) 3Qrs(6) —
1 3 3~

3 3~r 3 s —
T3 Col)e@ “Cayr o) e 7y (7,5)

» - 5 a 7"5 s 3 A
= Hp(T,0) = 6%@1@2@36(@)(1))(@ > % S s(e) —

1 . .
8k 0.0504 (57«5(5[1 +5ar5 5_5CL85 r 7“37} ssﬁa T,& =
8k 1Q2Q)3 ;( (@)(®) T are) (@)@ (b) )Q () @s T )}( )
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The constraint is no more an algebraic relation among the final variables, but rather an
integrodifferential equation for one of them.
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Let us now consider a new canonical transformation from the basis Q, (7, @), II*(t, ) to
a new basis q, (T, 7), pu(7, ) defined in the following way

{Qu(77 5)) Pu (’7‘, 5l)} = 5u1)53(6:> 0—,»’)’
Qu(r,5) =™ IY(7,6) = e " p,(7,5). (98)

It is convenient to make one more canonical transformation, like for the determination
of the center of mass of a particle system [{], to the following new set
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where 7, are numerical constants satisfying [H]

1
Z’V&u =0, Z YauVou = Oaps Z YauYav = Ouv — 3 (100)

In terms of these variables we have (we reintroduce n, # 0 to take into account more
general situations)
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ATS

The momenta, 3 ( ) and 3II and the mean extrinsic curvature 3K are linear functions of the
new momenta p and 7z, but with a coordinate-dependent integral kernel. The variables p

and r; replace 3K and K755, [or 311 and ®I1,. | of the conformal approach respectively (see
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Appendix C) after the solution of the supermomentum constraints (i.e. after the determi-
nation of the gravitomagnetic potential) in the 3-orthogonal gauges. It would be important

ATSs

to find the expression of p and 75 in terms of 3§,, and 3K, [or 311 ].
In terms of the variables ¢, r;, we have the following results
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See Appendix D for the expression of other 3-tensors and Appendix E for the corre-
sponding expression of 4-tensors.

Since the proper gauge transformations go to the identity at spatial infinity, Eqs.(Pg),
(B9), (P3), (B4) and (B) imply the following boundary conditions
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By using Appendix D, we find that 3R, (7, &) and 3Qm(a)(7', 7) go as O(r=3) for r — oo.
The superhamiltonian constraint takes the following final reduced form
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The last line is equal to eke® ®R[q, ry).

The conformal factor ¢(7, &) of the 3-metric has been interpreted as an “intrinsic inter-
nal time” [it is not a scalar and is proportional to Misner’s time ) = —% Inv4 [Bg for
asymptotically flat spacetimes (see Appendix C): ¢ = —%Q], to be contrasted with York’s
“extrinsic internal time” T = —Zek3K = %311 [see Ref. [Bg] for a review of the known

results with York’s extrinsic internal time, Ref. [f9 for York cosmic time versus proper time
and Refs. [6061]] for more general reviews about the problem of time in general relativity].

Let us also remark that if we would have added only the gauge-fixing oq)(7,7) =~ 0
[so that the associated Dirac brackets would coincide with the ADM Poisson brackets for

—

metric gravity as already said], the four variables £(7, ), ¢(7,J) [with conjugate momenta
7?5 (1,0) = 0, p(r,d)] would correspond to the variables used in Ref. [60] to label the points
of the spacetime M* (assumed compact), following the suggestion of Ref. [F2)], if ¢(7, )
is interpreted as a time variable (see Section VI for a different identification of points).
However, the example of the foliation of Minkowski spacetime with rectangular coordinates
by means of spacelike hyperplanes, shows that both internal intrinsic [¢(7, )] and extrinsic
[3K(1,d)] times cannot be used as time labels to identify the leaves: i) 3K = 0 on every
leaf; ii) ¢ = 0 on every leaf. Therefore, we shall not accept ¢(7,d) as a time variable for
M*: the problem of time in the Hamiltonian formulation will be discussed in Ref. [A] (see
also Section VI). A related problem (equivalent to the transition from a Cauchy problem
to a Dirichlet one and requiring a definition of which time parameter has to be used) is
the validity of the “full sandwich conjecture” [F3[63] [given two nearby 3-metrics on Cauchy
surfaces ¥, and X, there is a unique spacetime M*, satisfying Einstein’s equations, with
these 3-metrics on those Cauchy surfaces] and of the “thin sandwich conjecture” [given 3g
and 0, 3g on ¥, there is a unique spacetime M* with these initial data satisfying Einstein’s
equations]: see Ref. [64] for the non validity of the “full” case and for the restricted validity
(and its connection with constraint theory) of the “thin” case.

See Appendix C for some notions on mean extrinsic curvature slices, for the TT-
decomposition, for more comments about internal intrinsic and extrinsic times and for a
review of the Lichnerowicz-York conformal approach to the reduction of metric gravity. In
this approach the superhamiltonian constraint (namely the elliptic Lichnerowicz equation)
is solved in the variable ¢(7, 3) = €299 namely in the conformal factor ¢(7, &) rather than
in its conjugate momentum p(7, ). In the conformal approach one uses York’s variables
[63], because most of the work on the Cauchy problem for Einstein’s equations in metric
gravity [see the reviews [665g] with their rich bibliography and Ref. [(7], where it is shown
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(see the end of Appendix C and Eq.([C7) for the notations) that if one extracts the transverse
traceless part 3f[§§T of 311’;18, one may define a local canonical basis with variables T, Pr,
30,s, 3IZITTST: it is called the York map] is done by using spacelike hypersurfaces ¥ of constant
mean extrinsic curvature in the compact case [see Refs. [bd,68,69]] and with the maximal
slicing condition 7 (7, &) = 0 (it may be extended to non constant 7°) in the asymptotically
free case [see also Ref. [[[(] for recent work in the compact case with non constant 7 and Ref.
[77] for solutions of Einstein’s equations in presence of matter which do not admit constant
mean extrinsic curvature slices|. Let us remark that in Minkowski spacetime 3K (7,5) = 0
are the hyperplanes, while 3K (7,5) = const. are the mass hyperboloids, corresponding to
the instant and point form of the dynamics according to Dirac [(J] respectively [see Refs.
[[3] for other types of foliations]. It would be extremely important to have some ideas how
to find explicitly the canonical transformation from our canonical basis in the 3-orthogonal
gauges to the canonical basis whose existence is assured by the York map [67].

Instead in Ref. [B§] in the case of compact spacetimes the superhamiltonian constraint is
interpreted as a “time-dependent Hamiltonian” for general relativity in the intrinsic internal
time ¢q .

We shall see in Ref. [f, that in asymptotically flat (at spatial infinity) spacetimes the
canonically reduced superhamiltonian constraint 7 r(7,7) =~ 0 in 3-orthogonal coordinates
has to be interpreted (like in the conformal approach) as an integrodifferential equation, the
reduced Lichnerowicz equation, for the conformal factor ¢(r,d) = 3179 whose solution
gives it as a functional of the canonical variables r;(7,d), 7;(7,7), and of the last gauge
variable: the momentum 7,(7, &) = 2¢~(75)p(7, &) conjugate to the conformal factor. The
evolution in 7 (the time parameter labelling the leaves 3, of the foliation associated with
the 3+1 splitting of M*) will be shown to be generated by the ADM energy [absent in closed
spacetimes]. The solution ¢ = e%/? ~ ef'l'amarl of the reduced Lichnerowicz equation deter-
mines an equivalence class of 3-geometries (or conformal 3-geometry) parametrized by the
gauge variable p(7,d) [conformal gauge orbit]; the natural representative of an equivalence
class is obtained with the gauge-fixing p(7, ) ~ 0: 3g,, = etflrama0l 3gdiag.. 7 1.

The functions r;(7,d), a = 1,2, give a parametrization of the Hamiltonian physical
degrees of freedom of the gravitational field and of the space of conformal 3-geometries [the
quotient of superspace by the group Weyl 3, if by varying p the solution ¢ = e%/2? ~ ef'lra-mar]
of the Lichnerowicz equation spans all the Weyl rescalings|: it turns out that a point (a 3-
geometry) in this space, i.e. a 3G%% [it is simultaneously the York [f5] reduced metric and
the Misner’s one [BJ] in 3-orthogonal coordinates; see the end of Section VIJ, is a class of
conformally related 3-metrics (conformal gauge orbit).

When we add the gauge-fixing p(7, &) ~ 0 to the superhamiltonian constraint and go to
Dirac brackets eliminating the conjugate variables ¢(7, ), p(7, &), the functions r3(7, &) and
7a(7, ) become the physical canonical variables for the gravitational field in this special
3-orthogonal gauge; this does not happens with the gauge-fixing 3K (7, ) ~ 0 (or const.).
The ADM energy, which, in this gauge, depends only on 75, 7; is the Hamiltonian generating
the T-evolution of the physical (non covariant) gravitational field degrees of freedom [this
corresponds to the two dynamical equations contained in the 10 Einstein equations in this
gauge|. In Ref. [] there will be a more complete discussion of these points.

Since there are statements [see Ref. [[4]; Ref. [[J contains a recent review with a rich
bibliography] on the existence and unicity of solutions of the 5 equations of ADM metric
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gravity (the Lichnerowicz equation or superhamiltonian constraint, the 3 supermomentum
constraints and the gauge fixing (maximal slicing condition) 3K (7,5) = 0) and since our
approach to tetrad gravity contains metric gravity, it is reasonable that this demonstration
can be extended to the reduced Lichnerowicz equation [obtained by putting into it a solution
of the supermomentum constraints possible only in tetrad gravity since it uses the Green
function (f2)] with the gauge fixing 3K (7,7) = 0 replaced with p(r,d) = 0.

Let us remark that Minkowski spacetime in Cartesian coordinates is a solution of Einstein
equations, which in the 3-orthogonal gauges corresponds to ¢ = p =1; = 15 = 0 [¢ = 1]
and n = n, = N, =0, N(gs) = € [for ¢ = p = 1z = 0 Eq.(Bg) implies 37?&) proportional to
7z; the condition Y, = R? implies 3K, = 0 and then 7; = 0.

Therefore, it is consistent with Einstein equations to add by hand the two pairs of sec-
ond class constraints r;(7,0) =~ 0, m5(7,5) ~ 0, to the Dirac Hamiltonian with arbitrary
multipliers,

HED)ADM,R = Hpyapar + [ d*0[Xa(para + vama))(1, G).
The time constancy of these second class constraints determines the multipliers

0r1a(7,3) = va(7,G) + [ dPoin(r,61){ra(r, &), Hr(r,51)}* =~ 0,
O0,ma(1,0) = — pa(T, ) + [ dPoyn(r, 61){ma(7, &), Hr(T,51)}* =~ 0.

By going to new Dirac brackets, we remain with the only conjugate pair ¢(7, ), p(T,5),
constrained by the first class constraint Hp(7,&)|r,—r—o ~ 0. In this way we get the de-
scription of a family of gauge equivalent spacetimes M?* without gravitational field (see Ref.
[@]), which could be called a “void spacetime”, with 3-orthogonal coordinates for ¥,. They
turn out to be “3-conformally flat” because *g.s = €?d,5. Now, the last of Egs.(09) [with
ra = my = 0] is an integral equation to get p in terms of *II [or 3K] and ¢ = sin?g.

If we add the extra gauge-fixing p(7,5) ~ 0, we get the 3-Euclidean metric d,s on X,
since the superhamiltonian constraint has ¢(7, ) ~ 0 [¢(7, ) ~ 1] as a solution in absence
of matter. The time constancy of p(7,5) &~ 0 implies n(7, &) =~ 0. Indeed, for the reduction
to Minkowski spacetime, besides the solution ¢(7, ) = 0 of the superhamiltonian constraint
[vanishing of the so called internal intrinsic (many-fingered) time [[@]], we also need the
gauge-fixings Nqs)(7,0) = €, Nigs)r(7,7) = 0, n, = 0. Many members of the equivalence
class of void spacetimes represent flat Minkowski spacetimes in the most arbitrary coordi-
nates compatible with Einstein theory with the associated inertial effects as in Newtonian
gravity in noninertial Galilean frames. Therefore, they seem to represent the most general
“pure acceleration effects without gravitational field (i.e. without tidal effects) but with a
control on the boundary conditions” compatible with Einstein’s general relativity for globally
hyperbolic, asymptotically flat at spatial infinity spacetimes [see also the discussion on gen-
eral covariance and on the various formulations of the equivalence principle (homogeneous
gravitational fields = absence of tidal effects) in Norton’s papers [[7]].

Void spacetimes can be characterized by adding to the ADM action the Cotton-York
3-conformal tensor with Lagrange multiplier [see Appendix D and Eq.(DZ)], but this will be
studied elsewhere.

See the future papers [[,B0] for the use of this reduced symplectic structure for a solution
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of the deparametrization problem in general relativity in presence of matter.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS AND INTERPRETATIONAL PROBLEMS: DIRAC’S
OBSERVABLES VERSUS GENERAL COVARIANCE AND BERGMANN’S
SPACETIME COORDINATES.

In this second paper dealing with a new formulation of tetrad gravity on globally hyper-
bolic, asymptotically flat at spatial infinity, spacetimes with Cauchy 3-surfaces ¥, diffeo-
morphic to R? (so that they admit global coordinate systems), we analyzed the Hamiltonian
group of gauge transformations whose generators are the 14 first class constraints of the
model. After introducing a new parametrization of the lapse and shift functions, suited
for spacetimes asymptotically flat at spatial infinity, we studied in detail the subgroup of
gauge transformations associated with rotations and pseudodiffeomorphisms of the cotriads,
namely the automorphism group of the coframe SO(3) principal bundle. We pointed out
the necessity of using weighted Sobolev spaces to avoid the presence of stability subgroups
of gauge transformations generating the cone over cone structure of singularities on the con-
straint manifold and creating an obstruction to the canonical reduction [Gribov ambiguity
of the spin connection and isometries of the 3-metric|. This description will be valid, in a
variational sense, for a finite interval A7, after which conjugate points for the 3-geometry
of ¥, and/or 4-dimensional singularities will develop due to Einstein equations.

Then we defined and solved the multitemporal equations for cotriads and their conjugate
momenta on Y, associated with rotations and spatial pseudodiffeomorphisms. This required
a proposal for the parametrization of the group manifold of these gauge transformations.
Also the corresponding six first class constraints have been solved and Abelianized. The
final outcome was the explicit dependence of cotriads and their momenta on the three
rotation angles and on the three pseudodiffeomorphisms parameters. The Dirac observables
with respect to these gauge transformations are reduced cotriads depending only on three
arbitrary functions [the reduced momenta also depend on the momenta conjugate to these
functions|. We have shown that the choice of the coordinate system on 3. is equivalent to the
choice of how to parametrize the reduced cotriads in terms of the three arbitrary functions,
and this also gives a parametrization of the superspace of 3-geometries (Riem ¥, /Dif f ¥,).

By choosing a parametrization corresponding to global 3-orthogonal coordinate sys-
tems on ¥, ~ R3, we were able to perform a global (at least at a heuristic level) quasi-
Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation to a canonical basis in which 13 first class con-
straints are Abelianized. Next we defined the Dirac brackets corresponding to 3-orthogonal
gauges (choice of 3-orthogonal coordinates and of the origin of angles; there is a residual
gauge freedom corresponding to rotating 3-orthogonal gauges; the choice of a congruence of
timelike observers now depends only on the choice of the 3 boost parameters ¢, ), we made
a further canonical transformation to more transparent canonical variables and reexpressed
all 3- and 4-tensors in this final basis. Besides lapse and shift functions, the final configu-
ration variables for the superspace of 3-geometries are the conformal factor of the 3-metric
¢ = e¥? = 4112 and two functions r; (the genuine degrees of freedom of the gravitational
field) parametrizing the diagonal elements of the 3-metric. Moreover, there are the two
momenta 7, of the gravitational field and the momentum p [, = 2¢~'p] conjugate to the
conformal factor ¢ [¢]. The momentum p, containing a nonlocal information on the extrinsic
curvature of ¥;, and not 3K (which depends non locally upon p) is the last gauge variable
of tetrad gravity. The only left first class constraint is the reduced superhamiltonian one,
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which becomes an integrodifferential equation for the conformal factor [in metric gravity it
would correspond to the Lichnerowicz equation after having put into it the solution of the
supermomentum constraints| as it will be justified in Ref. [f]. A comparison has been made
with the conformal approach of Lichnerowicz and York.

In future papers [fB0] there will be the study of the superhamiltonian constraint (with
the refusal of its quantum version, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation, as an evolution equation),
of the asymptotic Poincaré charges, of the ADM energy as the physical Hamiltonian (and
of the related problem of time), of the deparametrization of tetrad gravity in presence
of matter (scalar particles) . In this way, we will see that the 3-orthogonal gauges are the
equivalent of the Coulomb gauge in classical electrodynamics (like the harmonic gauge is the
equivalent of the Lorentz gauge): this will allow to show explicitly the action-at-a-distance
(Newton-like and gravitomagnetic) potentials among particles hidden in tetrad gravity (like
the instantaneous Coulomb potential is hidden in the electromagnetic gauge potential).
Spinning particles will be needed to study precessional effects from gravitomagnetism. Also
a reformulation of the canonical reduction done in this paper in local normal coordinates on
¥, will be needed as a first step towards the study of normal coordinates in M*, necessary
to define local nonrotating inertial observers and to study the geodetic deviation equation.

Our approach breaks the general covariance of general relativity completely by going to
the special 3-orthogonal gauge with p(7, ) =~ 0. But this is done in a way naturally associ-
ated with presymplectic theories (i.e. theories with first class constraints like all formulations
of general relativity and the standard model of elementary particles with or without super-
symmetry): the global Shanmugadhasan canonical transformations (when they exist; for
instance they do not exist when the configuration space is compact like in closed space-
times) correspond to privileged Darboux charts for presymplectic manifolds. Therefore,
the gauges identified by these canonical transformations should have a special (till now
unexplored) role also in generally covariant theories, in which traditionally one looks for
observables invariant under spacetime diffeomorphisms (but no complete basis is known for
them in general relativity) and not for (not generally covariant) Dirac observables. While
in electromagnetism and in Yang-Mills theories the physical interpretation of Dirac observ-
ables is clear, in generally covariant theories there is a lot of interpretational problems and
ambiguities.

Therefore, let us finish with some considerations on interpretational problems, whose
relevance has been clearly pointed out in Ref. [[g].

First of all, let us interpret metric and tetrad gravity according to Dirac-Bergmann theory
of constraints (the presymplectic approach). Given a mathematical noncompact, topologi-
cally trivial, manifold M* with a maximal C*-atlas A, its diffeomorphisms in Dif f M* are
interpreted in passive sense (pseudodiffeomorphisms): chosen a reference atlas (contained
in A) of M*, each pseudodiffeomorphism identifies another possible atlas contained in A.
The pseudodiffeomorphisms are assumed to tend to the identity at spatial infinity in a way
which will be discussed in the next paper [[]. Then we add an arbitrary C* metric structure
on M*, we assume that (M?,%g) is globally hyperbolic and asymptotically flat at spatial
infinity and we arrive at a family of Lorentzian spacetimes (M* 1g) over M*. On (M* 1g)
one usually defines [B3,[[9 the standards of length and time, by using some material bod-
ies, with the help of mathematical structures like the line element ds?, timelike geodesics
(trajectories of test particles) and null geodesics (trajectories of photons), without any ref-
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erence to Einstein’s equations [see the conformal, projective, affine and metric structures
hidden in (M*,1g) according to Ref. [BQ], which replace at the mathematical level the “ma-
terial reference frame” concept [B]-B3] with its ‘test” objects]; only the equivalence principle
(statement about test particles in an external given gravitational field) is used to empha-
size the relevance of geodesics. Let Diff M* be the extension of Dif f M* to the space of
tensors over M*. Since the Hilbert action of metric gravity is invariant under the combined
action of Dif f M* and Dif f M*, one says that the relevant object in gravity is the set of all
4-geometries over M* [(M* *g) modulo Dif f M* or Riem M*/Dif f M*] and that the rele-
vant quantities (generally covariant observables) associated with it are the invariants under
diffeomorphisms like the curvature scalars. From the point of view of dynamics, one has to
select those special 4-geometries whose representatives (M?,%g) satisfy Einstein’s equations,
which are invariant in form under diffeomorphisms (general covariance). The variation of
a solution “g,,(z) of Einstein’s equations under infinitesimal spacetime diffeomorphisms,
namely Leog, 29, (), satisfies the Jacobi equations associated with Einstein’s equations or
linearized Einstein equations [see Refs. [B4-80]; with our assumptions we are in the non-
compact case (like Ref. [Bf]) without Killing vectors: in this case it is known that near
Minkowski spacetime the Einstein empty space equations are linearization stable|: therefore
these Noether (gauge) symmetries of the Hilbert action are also dynamical symmetries of
Einstein equations.

One can say that a “kinematical gravitational field” is a 4-geometry (an element of
Riem M*/Dif f M*), namely an equivalence class of 4-metrics modulo Dif f M*, and that
an “Einstein or dynamical gravitational field” (or Einstein 4-geometry or equivalence class of
Einstein spacetimes) is a kinematical gravitational field which satisfies Einstein’s equations.

However, the fact that the ten Einstein equations are not a hyperbolic system of differen-
tial equations and cannot be put in normal form [this is evident if one starts with the ADM
action, because the ADM Lagrangian is singular] is only considered in connection with the
initial data problem. Instead, the ADM action (needed as the starting point to define the
canonical formalism since it has a well posed variational problem) contains the extra input of
a 3+1 splitting of M*: this allows the identification of the surface term containing the second
time derivatives of the 4-metric to be discarded from the Hilbert action. As a consequence
the ADM action is quasi-invariant under the pullback of the Hamiltonian group of gauge
transformations generated by the first class constraints (as every singular Lagrangian) and
this group is not Dif f M* plus its extension Diff M*, as it will be shown in Ref. [§. In
particular, the ADM action is not invariant under diffeomorphisms in Dif f M* skew with
respect to the foliation of M* associated to the chosen 341 splitting, even if the ADM theory
is independent from the choice of the 3+1 splitting. However, the ADM action generates
the same equations of motion, i.e. Einstein’s equations, so that the space of the dynamical
symmetries of these equations is the same as in the description base on the Hilbert action:
but now not every dynamical symmetry of Einstein’s equations is a Noether symmetry of
the ADM action.

Regarding the 10 Einstein equations, the Bianchi identities imply that four equations are
linearly dependent on the other six ones and their gradients. Moreover, the four combina-
tions of Einstein’s equations projectable to phase space (where they become the secondary
first class superhamitonian and supermomentum constraints of canonical metric and tetrad
gravity) are independent from the accelerations and are only restrictions on the Cauchy
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data. As a consequence, the Einstein equations have solutions, in which the ten components
*g,,, of the 4-metric depend on only two dynamical (but not tensorial) degrees of freedom
(defining the physical gravitational field) and on eight undetermined degrees of freedom
[more exactly the four components of the 4-metric corresponding to the lapse and shift
functions and on the four functions depending on the gradients of the 4-metric (generalized
velocities) corresponding, through the first half of Hamilton equations, to the four arbitrary
Dirac multipliers in front of the primary constraints (vanishing of the momenta conjugate
to lapse and shift functions) in the Dirac Hamiltonian].

This transition from the ten components *g,, of the tensor g in some atlas of M*
to the 2 (deterministic)+8 (undetermined) degrees of freedom breaks general covariance,
because these quantities are neither tensors nor invariants under spacetime diffeomorphisms
(their functional form is atlas dependent in a way dictated by the 3+1 splittings of M*
needed for defining the canonical formalism). This is manifest in the canonical approach
(we discuss metric gravity, but nothing changes in tetrad gravity except that there are six
more undetermined degrees of freedom):

i) choose an atlas for M*, a 3+1 splitting M3 of M* (with leaves %, of the foliation assumed
diffeomorphic to R?), go to coordinates adapted to the 341 splitting [atlas for M3T! with
coordinate charts (04) = (7,), connected to the M* atlas by the transition functions
Vi(1,d) of Section II of 1] and replace Diff M* with Diff M3+ (the diffeomorphisms
respecting the 3+1 splitting);

ii) the ten components *g4p of the 4-metric in the adapted coordinates are non covariantly
N 3ﬂrs;

r o

replaced with N, N7, 3g,,, whose conjugate momenta are 7y, 7
iii) there are four primary [y = 0, 7?7{\7 ~ 0] and four secondary [H ~ 0, H" ~ 0] first class
constraints;

iv) therefore, the twenty canonical variables have to be replaced (with a Shanmugadhasan
canonical transformation) with two pairs of genuine physical degrees of freedom (Dirac’s
observables), with eight gauge variables and with eight abelianized first class constraints;
v) this separation is dictated by the Hamiltonian group G of gauge transformations which has
eight generators and is not connected with Dif f M3+! [except for spatial diffeomorphisms
Dif f¥, C Dif f M3, which has only four generators and whose invariants are not Dirac
observables [the so called time-diffeomorphisms are replaced by the 5 gauge transformations
generated by 7y, ﬁﬁ , and the superhamiltonian constraint;

vi) as already said at the end of Section V of I, the eight gauge variables should be fixed by
giving only four gauge fixings for the secondary constraints (the same number of conditions
needed to fix a diffeomorphisms), because their time constancy determines the four secondary
gauge fixings for the primary constraints [and, then, their time constancy determines the
Dirac multipliers (four velocity functions not determined by Einstein equations) in front of
the primary constraints in the Dirac Hamiltonian].

Since no one has solved the metric gravity secondary constraints till now, it is not clear
what is undetermined inside 3g,, (see Appendix C for what is known from the conformal
approach) and, therefore, which is the physical meaning (with respect to the arbitrary
determination of the standards of length and time) of the first four gauge-fixings. Instead, the
secondary four gauge-fixings determine the lapse and shift functions, namely they determine
how the leaves ¥, are packed in the foliation (the gauge nature of the shift functions, i.e.
of *g,;, is connected with the conventionality of simultaneity [R§]). Let us remark that the
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invariants under spacetime diffeomorphisms are in general not Dirac observables, because
they depend on the eight gauge variables not determined by Einstein’s equations. Therefore,
all the curvature scalars are gauge quantities at least at the kinematical level, as can be
deduced from the expression of 4-tensors given in Appendix B of I and in Appendix E.

In this paper we have clarified the situation in the case of tetrad gravity, and, as a con-
sequence, also for metric gravity since we started from the ADM action. The original 32
canonical variables N, Ny, ©(a), *€(ayrs TN, Ty, %i), STy (we disregard the asymptotic
part of the lapse and shift functions for this discussion) have been replaced, in the case of
3-orthogonal coordinates ¢ on ¥, and therefore in the associated coordinates (7,5) of an
atlas of M3*! by the Dirac’s observables r,, m; [the gravitational field], by 14 first class
constraints [13 have been abelianized] and by 14 gauge variables: N, N, ©(0), ), &,
p [the momentum conjugate to the conformal factor ¢ of the 3-metric; ¢ is determined by
the superhamiltonian constraint or Lichnerowicz equation]. Now we have to add 10 primary
gauge-fixings: .

i) 6 gauge-fixings, determining ¢,y and o), for the primary constraints 7?22) ~ 0, 3M(a) ~ 0

[which do not generate secondary constraints|: they fix the orientation of the tetrads 4Ej(4a)
in every point [the gauge fixings on the ¢(,’s are equivalent to choose the (in general non-
geodesic) congruence of timelike worldlines with 4-velocity field u4 = 4E{(‘)) corresponding to
local observers either at rest or Lorentz boosted; the gauge fixings on the a,)’s are equiva-
lent to the fixation of the standard of non rotation of the local observer;

ii) 3 gauge-fixings for the parameters £ of the spatial pseudodiffeomorphisms generated by
the secondary constraints 30, ~ 0: they correspond to the choice of an atlas of coordi-
nates on Y. [chosen as conventional origin of pseudodiffeomorphisms and influencing the
parametrization of the angles a(q)] and, therefore, by adding the parameter 7, labelling the
leaves of the foliation, of an atlas on M3*!. The gauge-fixings on &7, whose time constancy
produces the gauge-fixings for the shift functions and, therefore, a choice of simultaneity
convention in M* (the choice of how to synchronize clocks), can be interpreted as a fixation
of 3 standards of length by means of the choice of a coordinate system on X;

iii) a gauge-fixing for p, which, being a momentum, carries an information about the extrinsic
curvature of 3, embedded in M* [it replaces the York extrinsic time 3K of the Lichnerowicz-
York conformal approch| for the superhamiltonian constraint. The gauge-fixing on p has
nothing to do with a standard of time (the evolution is parametrized by the parameter 7
of the induced coordinate system (7,5) on M*; see also Ref. [f]), but it is a statement
about the extrinsic curvature of a ¥, embedded in M* [the Poisson algebra of the super-
hamiltonian and supermomentum constraints reflects the embeddability properties of ¥ ;
the superhamiltonian constraint generates the deformations normal to >, which partially
‘replace’ the 7-diffeomorphisms| and is one of the sources of the gauge dependence at the
kinematical level of the curvature scalars of M* [the other sources are the lapse and shift
functions and their gradients]. The natural interpretation of the gauge transformations gen-
erated by the superhamiltonian constraint is to change the 341 splitting of M* by varying
the gauge variable p(7, &) [i.e. something in the extrinsic curvature of the leaves ¥, of the
associated foliation], so to make the theory independent from the choice of the original 3+1
splitting of M*, as it happens with parametrized Minkowski theories. However, since the
time constancy of the gauge-fixing on p determines the gauge-fixing for the lapse function
[which says how the X, are packed in M?], there is a connection with the choice of the
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standard of local proper time. Let us remark that only the gauge-fixing p(7,5) ~ 0 [im-
plying 3K (1,6) ~ 0 only in absence of matter and of gravitational field] leaves the Dirac
observables r;, m;, canonical; with other gauge-fixings the canonical degrees of freedom of
the gravitational field have to be redefined.

Therefore, according to constraint theory, given an atlas on a 341 splitting M3*! of
M*, the phase space content of the 8 nondynamical Einstein equations is equivalent to the
determination of the Dirac observables (namely a kinematical gravitational field not yet
solution of the 2 dynamical Einstein equations, i.e. of the final Hamilton equations with the
ADM energy as Hamiltonian, see Ref. [f]), whose functional form in terms of the original
variables depends on choice of the atlas on M3t and on a certain part of the extrinsic
curvature of ..

Let us define a “Hamiltonian kinematical gravitational field” as the quotient of the set
of Lorentzian spacetimes (M3t! 1g) with a 3+1 splitting with respect to the Hamiltonian
gauge group G with 14 (8 in metric gravity) generators [Riem M3t!/G]: while space dif-
feomorphisms in Dif f M3+ coincide with those in Dif f ¥,, the “r-diffeomorphisms” in
Dif f M*1 are replaced by the 5 gauge freedoms associated with p, N and N(,).

A representative of a “Hamiltonian kinematical gravitational field” in a given gauge
equivalence class is parametrized by r;, m; and is an element of a gauge orbit I' spanned
by the gauge variables ¢, a(q), ", p, N, N. Let us consider the reduced gauge orbit
I obtained from I' by going to the quotient with respect to ©(a), Aay; &~ The solution
¢ = e?/? of the reduced Lichnerowicz equation is p-dependent, so that the gauge orbit I"
contains one conformal 3-geometry (conformal gauge orbit; see the end of Appendix C),
or a family of conformal 3-metrics if the p-dependence of the solution ¢ does not span
all the Weyl rescalings. In addition I contains the lapse and shift functions. Now, each
3-metric in the conformal gauge orbit has a different 3-Riemann tensor and different 3-
curvature scalars. Since 4-tensors and 4-curvature scalars depend : i) on the lapse and shift
functions (and their gradients); ii) on p both explicitly and implicitly through the solution
of the Lichnerowicz equation, as shown in Appendices A and B of I and in Appendix E in
the 3-orthogonal gauges (with the corresponding 3-tensors given in Appendix D), and this
influences the 3-curvature scalars, most of these objects are in general gauge variables from
the Hamiltonian point of view at least at the kinematical level. The simplest relevant scalars
of Dif f M*, where to visualize these effects, are Komar-Bergmann’s individuating fields (see
later on) and/or the bilinears * R, *R*?7, *R .0 €*? *Ro5°7. Therefore, generically the
elements of the gauge orbit I are, from the point of view of M* based on the Hilbert
action, associated with different 4-metrics belonging to different 4-geometries (the standard
“kinematical gravitational fields”).

According to the gauge interpretation based on constraint theory, a “Hamiltonian kine-
matical gravitational field” is an equivalence class of 4-metrics modulo the pullback of the
Hamiltonian group of gauge transformations, which contains all the 4-geometries connected
by them and a well defined conformal 3-geometry. This is a consequence of the different in-
variance properties of the ADM and Hilbert actions, even if they generate the same equation
of motion.

Let us define an ‘ Hamiltonian Einstein or dynamical gravitational field” as a Hamiltonian
kinematical gravitational field which satisfies the final Hamilton equations with the ADM
energy as Hamiltonian (equivalent to the two dynamical equations hidden in the Einstein
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equations).

These Hamiltonian dynamical gravitational fields correspond to special gauge equivalence
classes, which contain only one 4-geometry whose representative 4-metrics satisfy Einstein’s
equations, so that they “coincide” with the standard dynamical gravitational fields. This
highly nontrivial statement is contained in the results of Refs. [B4BGRT (in particular see
Ref. [BG] for the noncompact asymptotically free at spatial infinity case). The implication
of this fact is that on the space of the solutions of the Hamilton-Dirac equations (which,
together with the first class constraints, are equivalent to Einstein’s equations) the kinemat-
ical Hamiltonian gauge transformations are restricted to be dynamical symmetries (maps
of solutions onto solutions; with them there is not necessarily an associated constant of
the motion like with the Noether symmetries of an action) of Einstein’s equations in the
ADM presentation and this implies that the allowed Hamiltonian gauge transformations
must be equivalent to or contained in the spacetime pseudodiffeomorphisms of M* (which
are dynamical symmetries of Einstein’s equations as already said). The allowed infinitesimal
Hamiltonian gauge transformations on the space of solutions of the Hamilton-Dirac equa-
tions must be solutions of the Jacobi equations (the linearized constraints and the linearized
evolution equations; see Refs. [8]] for their explicit expression) and this excludes most of the
kinematically possible Hamiltonian gauge transformations (all those generating a transition
from a 4-geometry to another one). In the allowed Hamiltonian gauge transformations the
gauge parameters N, N, p,... are not independent but restricted by the condition that
the resulting gauge transformation must be a spacetime pseudodiffeomorphisms. However,
since the infinitesimal spacetime pseudodiffeomorphisms of a 4-metric solution of Einstein’s
equations (i.e. Lerg, *g,m(x)) are solutions to the Jacobi equations in the Hilbert form,
it turns out that among the dynamical symmetries of Einstein’s equations there are both
allowed strictly Hamiltonian gauge trasformations, under which the ADM action is quasi-
invariant, and generalized transformations under which the ADM action is not invariant (see
Appendix A of the next paper [{]). This derives from the fact that the Noether symmetries
of an action and the dynamical symmetries of its Euler-Lagrange equations have an overlap
but do not coincide. This is the way in which on the space of solutions of Einstein’s equa-
tions spacetime diffeomorphisms are rebuild starting from the allowed Hamiltonian gauge
transformations adapted to the 3+1 splittings of the ADM formalism. The kinematical free-
dom of the 8 independent types of Hamiltonian gauge transformations of metric gravity is
reduced to 4 dynamical types like for Dif f M*; partially, this was anticipated at the kine-
matical level by the fact that in the original Dirac Hamiltonian there are only 4 arbitrary
Dirac multipliers, and that the gauge-fixing procedure starts with the gauge fixings of the
secondary constraints, which generate those for the primary ones , which in turn lead to the
determination of the Dirac multipliers.

This state of affairs implies also that the Dirac observables (namely the invariants under
the kinematical Hamiltonian gauge transformations and without any a priori tensorial char-
acted under Dif f M?) restricted to the solutions of the final Hamilton-Dirac equations (and
therefore of the original Einstein’s equations) must be expressible in some way in terms of
quantities scalar under Dif f M* when M* is an Einstein spacetime. A step in this direction
would be to find the connection of our Dirac observables r;(7, &) in the 3-orthogonal gauges
with the symmetric traceless 2-tensors on 2-planes, which are the independent gravitational
degrees of freedom according to Christodoulou and Klainermann [PJ], and with the in some
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way connected Newman-Penrose formalism.

In generally covariant theories (without background fields) the interpretational difference
with respect to the Dirac observables of Yang-Mills theories, is that one has to make a
complete gauge-fixing to give a meaning to “space and time” (in the above sense) before
being able to identify the functional form of the Dirac observables for the gravitational field
and moreover we have to formulate the problem only for the solutions of Einstein’s equations
(this is not necessary for Yang-Mills theory).

This deep difference between the interpretations based on constraint theory and on gen-

eral covariance respectively is reflected in the two viewpoints about what is observable in
general relativity (and, as a consequence, in all generally covariant theories) as one can
clearly see in Ref. [BI]] and in its bibliography:
i) The “non-local point of view” of Dirac [RY], according to which determinism implies that
only gauge-invariant quantities (Dirac’s observables; they do not exist globally for compact
spacetimes) can be measured. The “hole argument” of Einstein [B9] (see Refs. [BI[(§] for its
modern treatment) supports this viewpoint: points of spacetime are not a priori distinguish-
able (their individuality is washed out by general covariance, i.e. by the invariance under
spacetime diffeomorphisms), so that, for instance, R(7, &) [a scalar under diffeomorphisms,
but not a Dirac observable at the kinematical level] is not an observable quantity. Even if
4R(7,5) =0 in absence of matter, the other curvature scalars are non vanishing after having
used Einstein equations and, due to the lack of known solutions without Killing vectors, it
is not possible to say which is their connection with Dirac observables. More in general,
the 4-metric tensor ‘g, is a not observable gauge variable. As said in Ref. [[§] an Einstein
spacetime manifold with a metric corresponds to a dynamical gravitational field, but a dy-
namical gravitational field corresponds to an equivalence class of spacetimes. The metrical
structure forms part of the set of dynamical variables, which must be determined before the
points of spacetime have any physical properties. Therefore, one cannot assume in general
relativity what is valid in special relativity, namely that the individuation of the points of
Minkowski spacetime is established by a framework of rigid rods and clocks.

In Appendix E this is clearly shown at the kinematical level (i.e. before the restriction
to the solutions of Einstein’s equations) in the 3-orthogonal gauges: there is the explicit
dependence of the 4-tensors on (M%,%g) on the residual gauge variables (to be fixed to
have a reconstruction of M? and, therefore, a coordinate system on it) N = Nsy + 1,
N@ = 3éfa) [N(as)r + 1], p, and on the conformal factor ¢ of the 3-metric, which has to be
determined by the superhamiltonian constraint (and this will introduce an extra dependence
on the last gauge variable, its conjugate momentum p; this is the only gauge freedom of the
3-tensors on (X,,3g) given in Appendix D). Instead in the Appendices A and B of I there is
shown the general gauge dependence of 4-tensors on all the gauge variables before choosing
a coordinate system.

Fixing the gauge freedoms in general relativity means to determine the functional form
of the 4-metric tensor *g,,: this is a definition of the angle and distance properties of the
material bodies, which form the reference system (rods and clocks). At the kinematical level
the standard procedures of defining measures of length and time [BI]63] are gauge dependent,
because the line element ds? is gauge dependent and determined only after a complete
gauge-fixing and after the restriction to the solutions of Einstein’s equations (note that in
textbooks these procedures are always defined without any reference to Einstein’s equations):
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only now the curvature scalars of M* become measurable, like the electromagnetic vector
potential in the Coulomb gauge. The measuring apparatuses should also be described by
the gauge invariant Dirac observables associated with the given gauge (namely identified by
the Shanmugadhasan canonical transformation associated with that gauge) as we shall try
to show in Refs. [B,B0], after the introduction of matter, since an experimental laboratory
corresponds by definition to a completely fixed gauge.

See also Ref. [P] for the relevance of the “hole argument” in the discussions on the na-
ture of spacetime and for the attempts to formulate quantum gravity. Even if the standard
canonical (either metric or tetrad) gravity approach presents serious problems in quantiza-
tion due to the intractable Lichnerowicz equation (so that research turned towards either
Ashtekar’s approach or superstring theory with its bigger general covariance group), still the
problem of what is observable at the classical level in generally covariant theories is open.

ii) The ‘local point of view’, according to which the spacetime manifold M* is the mani-
fold of physically determined ‘events’ (like in special relativity), namely spacetime points are
physically distinguishable, because any measurement is performed in the frame of a given
reference system. The gauge freedom of generally covariant theories reflects the freedom of
choosing coordinate systems, i.e. reference systems. Therefore, the evolution is not uniquely
determined (since the reference systems are freely chosen) and, for instance, *R(7, ) is an
observable quantity, like the 4-metric tensor *g,,. See Ref. [PI] for a refusal of Dirac’s
observables in general relativity based on the local point of view.

In Ref. [BT] the non-local point of view is accepted and there is a proposal for using some
special kind of matter to define a “material reference system” (not to be confused with a
coordinate system) to localize points in M*, so to recover the local point of view in some
approximate way [the main approximations are: 1) to neglect, in Einstein equations, the
energy-momentum tensor of the matter forming the material reference system (it’s similar
to what happens for test particles); 2) to neglect, in the system of dynamical equations, the
entire set of equations determining the motion of the matter of the reference system (this
introduces some indeterminism in the evolution of the entire system)], since in the analysis
of classical experiments both approaches tend to lead to the same conclusions. See also
Refs. [BAE0,E] for a complete review of material clocks and reference fluids. However, we
think that one has to consider the use of “test objects” as an idealization for the attempt
to approximate with realistic dynamical objects the conformal, projective, affine and metric
structures [B(] of Lorentzian manifolds, which are used to define the “ideal geodesic clocks”
[63] and the basis of the theory of measurement.

Let us remark that in applications, for instance in the search of gravitational waves, one
is always selecting a background reference metric and the associated (Minkowski like) theory
of measurement: the conceptual framework becomes the same as in special relativity. The
same happens for every string theory due to necessity (till now) of a background metric in
their formulation.

Since in Refs. [AB0] we shall present a different solution for the time problem (in a scheme
in which a “mathematical time” is identified before quantization and never quantized), we
delay the discussion of these problems to these papers. In them the deterministic evolution
of general relativity, in the mathematical parameter 7 labelling the leaves >, of the foliation
(to be locally correlated to some physical time), is generated by the ADM energy (see also
Ref. [Bd]) and there is a decoupled “point particle clock” measuring 7. Let us remark that

67



the refuse of internal either intrinsic or extrinsic times implies that the superhamiltonian
constraint has to be interpreted as a generator of gauge transformations [so that the mo-
mentum p, conjugate to the conformal factor q of the 3-metric, is a gauge variable] and not
as a generator of time evolution, contrary to the commonly accepted wiewpoint for compact
spacetimes (see Kuchar in Ref. [p7]) .

Instead, we accept the proposal of Komar and Bergmann [P3p4] of identifying the phys-
ical points of a spacetime (M*,1g) without Killing vectors, solution of the Einstein’s equa-
tions, only a posteriori in a way invariant under spacetime diffeomorphisms extended to
4-tensors, by using four invariants bilinear and trilinear in the Weyl tensors [as shown in
Ref. [Pg] there are 14 algebraically independent curvature scalars for M*, which are reduced
to four when Einstein equations without matter are used|, called “individuating fields”,
which do not depend on the lapse and shift functions. These individuating fields depend
on rz, m; and on the gauge parameters £ (choice of 3-coordinates on 3.) and p (replacing
York’s internal extrinsic time *K): note the difference from the proposal of Refs. [6067]
of using £" and ¢ for this aim. The 4-metric in this “physical 4-coordinate grid”, obtained
from *g4p by making a coordinate transformation from the adapted coordinates o4 = (7, 7),
depends on the same variables and also on the lapse and shift functions.

By using Appendices A, B of [ and E, one can see that these individuating fields are not
Dirac observables at the kinematical level. They must not be Dirac observables also when
restricted to the solutions of Einstein’s equations, because the freedom in the choice of the
mathematical coordinates o is replaced by the gauge freedom in the choice of ¢ and p.
However, in every complete gauge (choice of the coordinate systems on Y, and on M3*1)
they describe a special gauge-dependent coordinate system for M*, in which the dynamical
gravitational field degrees of freedom in that gauge can be used (at least in some finite
region) to characterize distinct points of M*, as also remarked by Stachel [[§] in connection
with Einstein’s hole argument [but without taking into account constraint theory|. In this
way we get a physical 4-coordinate grid on the mathematical 4-manifold M* dynamically
determined by tensors over M* itself with a rule which is invariant under Dif f M* but with
the functional form of the map “04 = (7,&) — physical 4 — coordinates depending on the
chosen complete gauge: the “local point of view” is justified a posteriori in every completely
fixed gauge.

Finally, let us remember that Bergmann [04] made the following critique of general co-
variance: it would be desirable to restrict the group of coordinate transformations (spacetime
diffeomorphisms) in such a way that it could contain an invariant subgroup describing the
coordinate transformations that change the frame of reference of an outside observer (these
transformations could be called Lorentz transformations; see also the comments in Ref.
BI] on the asymptotic behaviour of coordinate transformations); the remaining coordinate
transformations would be like the gauge transformations of electromagnetism. This is what
we began to do in Section II with the redefinition of lapse and shift functions and which
will be completely accomplished in the next papers [B,B0] on Poincaré charges and on the
deparametrization of tetrad gravity in presence of matter. In this way “preferred” asymp-
totic coordinate systems will emerge [see the preferred congruence of asymptotic timelike
observers in Ref. [f]], which, as said by Bergmann, are not “flat”: while the inertial coordi-
nates are determined experimentally by the observation of trajectories of force-free bodies,
these intrinsic coordinates can be determined only by much more elaborate experiments (for
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instance precessional effects on gyroscopes), since they depend, at least, on the inhomo-
geneities of the ambient gravitational fields.

See also Ref. for other critics to general covariance: very often to get physical results
one uses preferred coordinates not merely for calculational convenience, but also for under-
standing. In Ref. [P7] this fact has been formalized as the “principle of restricted covariance”.
In our case the choice of the gauge-fixings has been dictated by the Shanmugadhasan canon-
ical transformations, which produce generalized Coulomb gauges, in which one can put in
normal form the Hamilton equations for the canonical variables of the gravitational field
land, therefore, they also produce a normal form of the two associated combinations of the
Einstein equations which depend on the accelerations.

This discussion points towards the necessity of finding suitable weighted Sobolev spaces
such that: i) there are no isometries of the metric (Gribov ambiguities of the spin con-
nection); ii) there are no supertranslations; iii) Poincaré charges at spatial infinity are well
defined; iv) there is a well defined Hamiltonian group G of gauge transformations which pre-
serves properties i), ii) and iii). It is hoped that its pullback G, acting on tensors on M3*!,
will contain asymptotic Poincaré transformations as an invariant subgroup (implying the
existence of Bergmann’s “preferred” coordinate systems). These problems will be studied
in the next paper [f].
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APPENDIX A: SPECIAL SYSTEMS OF COORDINATES.

The gauge freedom of general relativity, due to its invariance under general coordinate
transformations or spacetime diffeomorphisms, reflects the arbitrariness in the choice of how
to describe space and time since coordinates have no intrinsic meaning. The choice of a local
coordinate system is equivalent in standard presentations to the definition of an observer with
his ideal clocks and rods and the principle of general covariance states that the laws of physics
are independent from this choice. However in trying to solve Einstein partial differential
equations or to find local canonical adapted bases with the Shanmugadhasan canonical
transformation one has to look for those coordinate systems (if any) which separate the
equations. Therefore, the choice of adapted bases and probably also some future definition
of elementary particle in general relativity (so that the standard Wigner definition will re-
emerge in the limit of flat Minkowski spacetime) require a breaking of general covariance. At
least locally one has to choose “physical coordinate systems adapted to the physical systems
under investigation”, study there the equations of motion and then use general covariance
in a passive way as mathematical coordinate transformations, which possibly can transform
localized concepts in spacetime delocalized ones.

While the weak (or Galilei) form of the equivalence principle (implying the equality of
inertial and gravitational masses) is common to Newton and Einstein gravity [the laws of
motion of free particles in a local, freely falling, nonrotating frame are identical to New-
ton’s laws of motion expressed in a gravity-free Galilean frame: they will produce straight
worldlines in a local Lorentz frame (i.e. in a freely falling nonrotating frame) as in special
relativity, in absence of electric charge, for small angular momentum, for gravitational bind-
ing energies much less of rest masses and in a sufficiently small neighbourhood such that the
effects of the geodesic deviation equation are negligible|, the Einstein medium-strong and
strong forms assert the existence of local Lorentz frames for all the nongravitational laws
and all the laws of physics respectively. In particular, the strong form implies that there
are no gravitational effects in a local freely falling nonrotating frame in a sufficiently small
spacetime neighbourhood [63[73] in which tidal effects are negligible.

“Ideal” rods and clocks are defined as being ones which measure proper length As =
€4 AFAY (AP spacelike) or proper time AT = /etg,, AFAY (AF timelike); one must
then determine the accuracy to which a given rod or clock is ideal under given circum-
stances by using laws of physics to analyze its behaviour [63] (see the Conclusions for the
interpretational problems).

See Refs. [P§ 3] for a review of relevant coordinate systems [Ref. [Pg] uses e = +1].

We shall add only some informations about geodesic coordinates, harmonic coordinates
and holonomic versus nonholonomic coordinates. See the previous references and Appendix
A of I for coordinates 1) geodesic along a specified curve [which include Fermi-Walker and
Fermi transport of tetrads (gyroscopes) and Fermi normal coordinates|; 2) semigeodesic
[which include Gaussian normal (or synchronous) coordinates]|.

A)“ Coordinates ' geodesic (or locally inertial) at a point p € M*” chosen as origin
2], = 0. They are such that ‘T'§,(z; = 0) = 0, so that at p the geodesic equation is

Aa)“ Local Lorentzian (or Minkowskian or inertial or comoving) frames”. An observer
falling freely in M* makes measurements in his local Lorentz frame, defined by
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4guu(xl - O) = 477(#)(1/)7 a0c49/w|961=0 = 07 = 4Fg-y(x1 = O) = 0. (Al)

The observer is at rest in his local Lorentz frame, i.e. his worldline is {z¢ arbitrary, =% =

Z‘M
0} : his velocity is uf = dd_q—l|:(:1f:0 =V, ulll|:clf:0 = (4Vugu(1)|xff:0a0) = uf T, u1|x';=0 = 0.
Therefore the observer is freely falling since he moves along a geodesic [*V,,u} = 0; in the

local Lorentz frame the geodesic is an extremal of proper time, dr = \/ e4n(a)(5)datga)dzzgﬁ )
and has no acceleration, ay = d—u1 0]. Local Lorentz frames remains geodesic at p € M*
under linear transformations of coordinates, because the Christoffel symbols behave like
tensors under such transformations.

Ab) “Riemann coordinates x4 geodesic at p € M*”, where z4|, = 0. Their distinctive
feature is that geodesics passing through p € M* satisfy the same equations for straight
lines passing through p as in Euclidean geometry with Cartesian coordinates: if 7 is an
affine parameter along anyone of these geodesics (7 = 0 in p), the geodesics through p

have the form x4 (1) = &7, where &* = dth( )|p is the tangent to the geodesic at p (it
is constant along the geodesic). Riemann coordinate systems at p € M* are related by
linear homogeneous transformations, which preserve the form of the geodesics. They exists
in a neighbourhood V of p € M*, in which the geodesics emanating from it do not cross
each other [P9) inside V, so that p can be joined to each point of V by means of them (V is
geodesically complete). The singularity theorems tend to say that every pseudo-Riemannian
M* cannot be geodesically complete; instead Riemannian 3-manifolds like 3, (only spacelike
geodesics) may be geodesically complete.

Necessary and sufficient criteria defining Riemannian coordinates at p € M* are:

() The geodesics through p € M* have the form z4(7) = 47, with & = const..

(8) The Christoffel symbols satisfy ‘I'%, (22) = 0 (i.e. Riemann coordinates are geodesic
at p), so that the equation for the geodesics through p is & x2 (T) = 0.

(y) If *g,, are analytic functions in a neighbourhood of p, the following symmetrized
derivative of the Christoffel symbols vanish at p: 0, Oy, - - - Oy, 4T§‘1V2)(x2 =0) =0, and one
has [similar expansions hold for every tensor]:

1

49#!/(552) = 49;“/(0) - _4Ruauﬁ (0)x§x§ - 58,) 4Ruw/6‘w2=0x§x§$§ +
1 16, . o o
+ 5,[ 60505 * Ryavslws—o + = 3 *Ryus(0) 4Rﬁuas(0)]1’2$21’2$5 +e (A2)

Abl) “Riemann normal (or simply normal) coordinates y*”. It is a special system of
Riemann coordinates for which one has g, (0) = *(,(); in it one has

1 14 1 v
49 = |det (4.9#1/)‘ ={1- §4Rw(0)$5$2 - 58,) 4RuV|r2=0$§$g$2 -

1.4 4
l[ 4Ruu(0) 4Ra5(0) + _4Rupl/\(0) 4R0¢>\5P(0) +
4 3 15
+ Eauau *Ragloy—olabxhasah + .}, (A3)
so that, if 'R, (0) = 0, then g = €[l + &R, (0) *Raxs”(0)zhz5z5as + -] A normal

coordinate system at p € M* is defined to w1th1n a linear Lorentz transformation.
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Normal coordinates exploit to the full the locally Minkowskian properties of pseudo-
Riemannian 4-manifolds: an observer who assigns coordinates in the neighbourhood of a
given event p € M* by theodolite measurements at p and interval measurements from p
as if spacetime were flat, will assign normal coordinates; i.e. the observer at p [where an
inertial observer in using a frame (tetrad) *Ey(,) = 4Ef(a)8/ oz'] fills spacetime near p with
geodesics radiating out from p, with each geodesic (with a suitable choice of affine parameter)
determined by its tangent vector at p.

Cartan [[[0[I0T] showed that, given Riemann normal coordinates y* at p € M* [y*|, =

0], one can choose adapted orthonormal frames and coframes 4E((i\§) = 4E((i\g)“ (y)0/oyH,
HgIN@) — 4 EIN@) (y)dyk, obtained from 4E |p = 0(oy0/Oyt, 19N, = () dy*, by paral-
lel transport along the geodesic arcs orlglnatmg at p Then one has the following properties
4E£N)(a) (y) yH = 5£a)yu
L) = 5 [dyt + yPy” N* on(y) dy],

Nupox = =Nppor = —Nppro- (A4)

Since normal coordinates are the most natural from a differential geometric point of
view, let us look for a parametrization, in this system of coordinates, of the Dirac observ-
ables ?6€(q),(7,7) on X, in terms of 3 real functions @), (7, &), whose conjugate momenta will

be denoted IT (7,&). Eqs.(B4) give the Cartan definition of orthonormal tetrads adapted
to normal coordinates for Lorentzian 4-manifolds. This suggest that for Riemannian 3-
manifolds like ¥, the reduced cotriads *é(q)(7, &) may be parametrized as follows

3é(a)r(7_a 6:) = 5(8a) [67’5 + Z ErunesvngungH(Ta 6:)]
= 3é(a)r (7—7 O_:) o' = 5((1)7‘ UT; (A5>

with Ngyp(T,0) = X, esunemn@n(T, 7) = —Nusro(7,0) = —Ngyor (T, 5) = Nypsu(T, ). Then
one gets
3.@?3(7-7 O_:) = 3é(a)r(7—7 53) 3é(a)s(7—7 O_:) = 5rs +
+ oto” [Z Erun€son (2 + 02 Qn(T,3))Qn(T, &) — Z Erun€som0 0" Qn(T,3)Qu (T, 7)],
(AG)
to be compared with Eq.([AZ).
A special case of normal coordinates, y* = £*, (with a special orientation of the tetrads

by means of SO(3,1) rotations) is realized, even when torsion is present, with the “radial
gauge” [I02] (see Ref. [[03104] for a review). To get it, one imposes the gauge conditions

&y () =0 = i) (0) =0,
HEM(E) =0Mer = 1EM(0) =0,

4 4p4()4(a) 4 4(a)

= 5“ e, = 4Ef’a) £"0, 4Eu gﬂg”‘*rp = 0. (A7)
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The first condition means that the tetrads are parallel transported from the origin £* = 0
along the straight lines ¢#(s) = sv#, 0 < s and v* = const., while the second one means
that these lines are autoparallel, so that in absence of torsion they are geodesics. These
equations determine univocally both the coordinate system &* and the tetrad field 4Eé‘a)
in a neighbourhood of the origin [the point with coordinates £ = 0], so that the gauge
conditions are locally attainable and complete. There is a residual global gauge freedom due
to the arbitrariness of the choice of the origin and to the possibility of making a Lorentz
transformation of the tetrad in the origin.

In ¥ -adapted coordinates 04 = (7,7) and with the tetrads 4E§f‘) of Egs. (45), (46) of
I, the second condition becomes o4 4E% (60) = 6 a4, 4E™(0) = 6 together with the
first condition on the spin 4-connection they determine the gauge variables of tetrad gravity
without using explicitly the 341 decomposition of the 4-metric.

The radial gauge conditions can be regarded, in a sense, as an operational prescription
which permits one to locate the measuring instruments in a neighbourhood of the observer,
who lies at the origin £# = 0. In fact, a simple way to explore this neighbourhood is to send
from the origin many “space-probes” carrying clocks, gyroscopes and measuring instruments.
A space-probe will be launched with 4-velocity v(® with respect to the given tetrad 4Eé‘a)
and, if 7 is the proper time measured by the clock, £# = Tv* are the normal coordinates (in
the absence of torsion). Of course, in Minkowski spacetime only the interior of the future
cone can be explored in this way:.

B) “Harmonic coordinates x5”. Given an arbitrary system of coordinates y*, let us con-
sider the wave equation in M*, *Op(y) = *V,*VFp(y) = \/1@8,1(\/@49‘16 ds)p(y) = 0.
The harmonic coordinates are defined as = = ¢#(y) with p*(y) four independent solu-
tions of the wave equation, so that the harmonic coordinate condition can be written as
\/1@8,1(\/@49“5 ) = 0. See Ref. for a discussion of these coordinates, which have to be
used for the study of the Cauchy problem for Einstein equations [maximal Cauchy devel-
opments, Cauchy stability,...]. If harmonic coordinates hold on an initial data slice, they
give a “reduced” form of the Einstein equations that is hyperbolic and preserves both the
constraints and the harmonic condition in the evolution.

C) “Nonholonomic coordinates”. Given anyone of the previous coordinate systems, one
can define “coordinate hypersurfaces” x* = const. and “coordinate lines” on which only one
of the z# is not fixed. Moreover, since one has local coordinate bases 9/dx* and dx* for
TM* and T*M* respectively, it turns out that the tangent vectors to the a# coordinate line
are [(,) = 0(,,0/9z" [we put the index y inside round brackets to emphasize that it numbers
the tangent vectors] with controvariant components I, = d(,) = 9z”/0z" and that their
duals are 8 = §Wdz” with covariant components 8% = §) = 9z# /02", Therefore, O
are a system of 4 gradient vectors : %) = 9,2*, 9,04 — 8,,6’;”) = 0.

A system of coordinates is said “holonomic” if the basic covariant vectors are a field of
gradient vectors. When this does not happen, the coordinate system is said “nonholonomic”
(it can only be defined in a region of M* which can be shrunk to a point): in this case
one has local dual noncoordinate bases [tetrads and cotetrads, frames and coframes,..; see
Section IT of 1) *Ey = 4E(”u)(x)8/8x” and 40 = 4EW (z)dx” With4EE/a) 1EP) = 5((53

Nonholonomic noncoordinate bases may be chosen orthogonal 4Efﬁ) 4EAé’a) = 4. The basic

covariant vectors 6% of a nonholonomic coordinate system are a nonintegrable field of
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tangents to 4 coordinate lines, which define coordinates z(*) [dz(®) 49 since 4El(}‘) are not
gradients|. In Ref. [I0F] it is shown how to construct a local nonholonomic coordinate system
2 from local holonomic ones y* defined in a neighbourhood of a point p € M* [chosen as
origin: y*|, = 0], with associated orthonormal frames and coframes *E(,) = 4Eéfx) (y)0/0y*,
49(@) = 4Eff) (y)dy*. In the neighbourhood of p, where the coframe matrix 4Eff) is regular,
the new coordinates are z(® = *E(® (y)y", so that y* = 4Efa)(x(y)):v(a).
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APPENDIX B: ISOMETRIES AND CONFORMAL TRANSFORMATIONS.

See Section II of I for the notations and Refs. [[0G,09.

A diffeomorphism ¢ € Diff M* is an “isometry” of a pseudo-Riemannian manifold
(M*,%g) if 1g,,(z'(z)) = *gu(z) with 2 = ¢#(z) [it is called isometry since it pre-
serves the length of a vector; ¢ can be interpreted (in the active sense) as a rigid mo-
tion]. The isometries of a given 4-manifold form a group. The infinitesimal isometries
() = 2"+ &4 (x) = 2+ Spat = 1+ eX 41" [ is an infinitesimal parameter] are generated
by a vector field X, called a “Killing vector field”, satisfying the equation

[£X¢4g]uu = Xgap 4g;w + auXZ 4gp1/ + aVX£ 4gup = Oa
which becomes
(4VMX¢)V + (4VVX¢)M = 0y Xoy + 0, Xp ) — 24Ff\wX¢>\ =0

[Killing equation] with the Levi-Civita connection. The Killing vector fields of a 4-manifold
span the Lie algebra of the isometry group.

A diffeomorphism of (M*,*g) such that *g,,(z'(z)) = €*®g,, (z) is a “conformal isom-
etry” of the 4-manifold, namely a particular conformal transformation [it changes the scale
but not the shape; the angles are preserved|]. In general, conformal transformations [a:'“(:c)
such that ‘g, (¢'(x)) = e*®4g,,(z)] are not spacetime diffeomorphisms; the conformal
transformations form a group, Conf M*, and the conformal isometries are conformal trans-
formations in Dif f M* N Conf M* , the only conformal transformations under which Ein-
stein metric gravity is invariant. The conformal transformation preserve the time-, light-
(or null-) and space-like character of the objects. One has the following effects of conformal
transformations

G () = 49,;”(:8 () = >

(),
"Ths(z) = Tag(a (2)) = "Ths(x) + 0500 (2) + 84050 () — “gas(x) 'g" ()00 (x),
R avp(a) = "R ans(a /(l’)) ="RV'a5(2) = "gap() "B (x) — "gau(x) "Bl () +
+ gap( )['BY(x)d5 — *Bf(x)ds],
Ry () = 4R (2 () = "Ry (2) = g0 () ' By(2) = 2" B (),
‘R(z) = 'R (2 (z)) = e *@D['R(z) - 6'B}(x)),
Chvas() = 1Cppap(2'(2)) = "Cpuas (@), (B1)
where ‘Bt = —0,0 *g"" 0,0 + *¢"*(0,0,0 — ATZP&YU) + %5ﬁ4g°‘60a0050, ‘B, =*By,.
Instead for 3-manifolds one has [3V, is the covariant derivative associated with the 3-
metric 3¢,

397"5 — 3@7"5 = ¢4 397“57

Ty, v ST = 5Ty, 4 2071 (00 V0 4 01 °V,6 — 29, 79" V19,
SR SR = ¢—4 SR — 8¢—5(3guv 3Vu 3vv)¢‘
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Given two 4-metrics *g and g on the same 4-manifold M*, they are called “conformally
related” if g, () = e%(®) 4g, (x); the equivalence class of the conformally related 4-metrics
on a 4-manifold M* is called a “conformal structure”. The transformation g +— €27 4g is
called a “Weyl rescaling” and the set of Weyl rescalings on M* is a group Weyl M*.

If every point z# € M* of the pseudo-Riemannian manifold (M*,%g) lies in a coordinate
chart where *g,,, = €7 %5, then (M*,%g) is said to be “conformally flat”; the vanishing of
the Weyl tensor *Cl,,5 is the necessary and sufficient condition for conformal flatness.

An infinitesimal conformal isometry is generated by a so called “conformal Killing vector
field” X, which satisfies the conformal Killing equation

Xpap4guv + auXp49pv + 8vXp4gup = i49uv [Xp4gaﬁap4gaﬁ +20,X7].
The dilatation vector field D = x#0, is a conformal vector field of Minkowski spacetime.

Since X,n#, with n* tangent to a geodesic 7, is constant only for null geodesics [n#n,, = 0],
conformal Killing vector fields give rise to constants of motion for light rays.
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APPENDIX C: THE LICHNEROWICZ-YORK CONFORMAL APPROACH TO
THE CANONICAL REDUCTION OF METRIC GRAVITY.

To give an idea of the Lichnerowicz-York conformal approach to canonical reduction
[[463] [see Refs. [B6,63,[F for reviews|, we need some preliminary concepts. See Section V
of I for a review of ADM canonical metric gravity.

A) Since the hypersurfaces T = —5ek *K = const. of constant mean extrinsic curvature
[CMC slices] play an important role for the reduction of Hamiltonian constraints in the
conformal approach [*K(7,d) — const. ~ 0 is the gauge-fixing for the superhamiltonian con-
straint, which is interpreted as an elliptic equation for the conformal factor of the 3-metric],
for numerical solutions of Einstein equations and in the proof of the positive gravitational
energy conjecture, let us give some results about these hypersurfaces [BO[I07 [see Ref. [7]]
for solutions of the Einstein’s equations with matter, which do not admit constant mean
extrinsic curvature hypersurfaces].

In Refs. [I0§F3 T it is shown that * K defines the chosen rate of volume expansion of
an initial slice ¥ relative to local proper time. In fact, an element of proper volume ,/7yd*c
[y = 3g] on a spacelike hypersurface 3, undergoes in the next unit interval of proper time,
as measured normal to X, a fractional increase of proper volume given by

—K = lu;u = _3gwj 3K;w = %39“11‘61 3guu = %ﬁlﬁ = ﬁl(ln ﬂ) = _@(49, l)a

where © is the “expansion or dilatation” of I* [so that 3K is equal to the “convergence
of the normals [#” in (M* 4g); see Appendix A of I]. For the volume to be extremal this
quantity must vanish at every point of ¥, [this is satisfied in a Friedmann closed universe
and in a Taub closed universe at that value of the natural time-coordinate t at which the
universe switches from expansion to recontraction, so that the sign of K could be used
to distinguish the expansion and contraction epochs; see also Refs. [76]]. Moreover, it can
be shown [ that the rate of change of 3K in timelike directions tends to be positive as
a consequence of the equations of motion [for a freely falling observer (3a* = 0) one has
L;3K >0, i.e. 3K increases with respect to the local standard of proper time; 3K is essen-
tially the volume Hubble parameter|, and that 3K defines a definite class of foliations. See
Ref. [p9 for York cosmic time 7 versus proper time.

Instead, Misner’s choice [pJ| of the internal intrinsic time €2 = —%ln VY =—q=-2In¢
[the logarithm of the volume] is acceptable for open always expanding universes; for closed
universes, {2 stops its forward flow at a moment of maximum expansion and begins to run
backward. The other problem with €2 is that it is “not a scalar” and thus has utility only
in the presence of a definite choice of 3-dimensional coordinates. Moreover, 2 contains
the conformal factor of the 3-metric, which is the natural variable in which to solve the
superhamiltonian constraint. Since £; Q = k3K, both these variables define the same family
of hypersurfaces in homogeneous models. The use of 3K as time (and of the associated
foliations ) does not depend on any assumptions of homogeneity, nor does it restrict in any
way the anisotropy of the universe. Finally, with the choice of 2K as “time”, its conjugate
variable [the natural Hamiltonian to be introduced as an “energy” after having solved the
constraints in this approach] is the scale factor /¥, so that the “energy” becomes equal to
the volume of the universe. See Refs. [7] for the connection of 3K with the “many-fingered
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time approach”.

A number of theorems regarding the mean extrinsic curvature exist, based on the lin-
earization of the map 7.

a) Compact Slices- See the results in Ref. [L09]

b) Noncompact Slices. More difficult to study because of a lack of sufficient knowledge
of the invertibility of the corresponding Laplace operator. There is one important particular
case: ¥, diffeomorphic to R? with *g asymptotic to the Minkowski 4-metric at spatial infinity.
Theorem [[09[10]: Every Lorentzian manifold (M?,4g) in a neighbourhood of Minkowski
spacetime (R?,%n) admits a “maximal” (i.e. with 7 = Tr3K = 0) spacelike submanifold.
It has been conjectured that all spacetimes satisfying the strong energy condition, and that
can be continuously deformed into Minkowski spacetime, admit a maximal hypersurface. It
is known that there exists a maximal submanifold of Minkowski spacetime passing through
a bounded regularly spacelike 2-dimensional boundary [see Ref. [Bg] for references|. One
knows also that “maximal slicing” exists in many cases when Y. is “noncompact” but
“not” diffeomorphic to R?, for example, in the Schwarzschild, Reissner-Nordstrom and Kerr
spacetimes as well as general vacuum static and stationary spacetimes [pOLIT]].

One may use T = —%e?’K = const. # 0 slices when ¥, is “noncompact”; here the slices
are analogous to the “mass hyperboloids” of Minkowski spacetime and are asymptotically
null [[TZIT]. In Minkowski spacetime (R?*,%n) the most interesting spacelike slices [F9] are
the (future and past) “mass hyperboloids” [asymptotic to the (future and past) null cones]
with 3K = const. and the standard 2° = const. hyperplanes with 3K = 0.

In Ref. [Bd] it is reported that when, in the asymptotically flat case, one uses weighted
Sobolev spaces, which prevent the existence of stability subgroups of gauge transformations
(and therefore the Gribov ambiguity) for the spin connection, then there are no “conformal
Killing vectors” for the Riemann manifold (3,,%g) [the equation £0,3¢,s + 0" 3gus +
0,643, = %3grs (€439 Dy 3 gym + 20,€"] has no solution £“9,]. In these weighted Sobolev
spaces one can also show [B,[T3] that the Laplace-Beltrami operator As, is an isomorphism:
this implies that (X,,3g) has no isometries [i.e. Killing vectors 0, satisfying £“0,3g,s +
0,43 gus + 0,63 g,, = 0], because no such vector can tend to zero to infinity.

B) Let us now consider two kinds of decompositions of symmetric 3-tensors 77% = T*" =
3T7s defined on a Riemannian 3-manifold (3,,3g,), whose validity in the noncompact case
requires the use of weighted Sobolev spaces. A closed manifold means a compact manifold
without boundary. One can show that in closed manifolds ¥, every vector field on X, is
the sum of a Killing vector field for 3¢ and the divergence of a symmetric 3-tensor field [all
vector fields can be written globally on X, as such divergences if and only if 3¢ has no Killing
field].

1) “Transverse decomposition” [L14]. Following Ref. [[0g], it is defined as

Trs — jvtrs 4 T}rs7
T}rs — (KX)rs = 3v7"Xs + 3VSX7‘ — (KX)ST,
3vs rIZ"s — Trs‘s — 3vs Trs — 3VS(KX>TS — O,

=
WKX)® = COX) = AX" +3V (VX%) + 3R X° =V, T (C1)

78



Here the longitudinal part 77 = (KX)" is the “Killing form” of X" [(KX),s = Lx 3grs
and (KX),s = 0 is the Killing equation for determining the infinitesimal isometries of the
3-metric 3g,,]. While 3A is the ordinary Laplacian for the 3-metric, /A is a linear second-
order vector operator, the K-Laplacian.

The trace-free part of T7%, i.e. Ty* — 1 3¢g"™T, [T, =3¢, I7* =T — 23V, X", T =3¢, ,T"],
is no longer transverse, because, in general, 3V, T} = 3V, (T — 23V, X?®) # 0.

If we make the transverse decomposition of this trace-free part of T7°, we get

Trs — %3grsT — (Trs _ %3grsT)t + (Ks)rs

for some S”. Now, (T"* — 2 3¢g"T), is transverse, but not trace-free: ®g,,(T* — 5 3¢™T), =
23V,S5% # 0 in general.

2) “Transverse-Traceless decomposition” [[0§] [see Ref. [[1J] for more mathematical
properties on the solution of the elliptic equation for Y, which is connected to the lin-
earization of the Cotton-York tensor]. It is defined as

T™ = Ty + T3 + T,

1
Tjrﬂf« — §3grsT’ T = 3gT8Trs’

Y9 Tr = "V Tr = 0,
2
T[T,S — (Ly)rs = 3vrys + 3vsyr _ g?)grs 3vuyu —

2
— (Ky)rs _ §3grs 3vuyu’

3grsT£s = 07
BVS(Ly)rs = (3ALY)T _ 3AYT’ + %3vr(3vsys) + 3RT5Y8 —
1
=3V (T = Pg™T). (C2)

3

Now, (LY)"™ is the “conformal Killing form” of Y", because, if 3§, = v~ %/33g,, is
the “conformal metric” (independent of arbitrary overall scale changes: if 3¢, — ¢3¢y,
then 3§,, +— 3Gs), then Ly 3§, = 73 (LY),, (this describes the action of infinitesimal
coordinate transformations on the conformal metric) and Ly 3j,, = 0 is the conformal
Killing equation, determining the conformal Killing vectors (if any) of 2§,

The TT-decomposition gives a unique result. It turns out that Tr-, TT- and L-tensors
are mutually orthogonal. This is the content of York’s splitting theorem [pg].

It can be shown [L0§] that one has

Irp = (TtTS)TT = T’I“ff)ta
(Trp) = (KV)™ =0,
(T*)rr =0,
(T7°)p = (LM)"™ = (LY )" — (LX)"™ =
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2 1
_ £s _ [(KX)TS _ §3grs 3vuXu] _ Tzs _ Tvlrs + 5397*37—2’

17 = (17)rr + (T7°) L + (171 =

1
= T+ [L(Y = X)I* + %7 =

1
— 71;_‘ 4 TES _ T}rs + §3grsT}’

17 = (0 )rr + (L) + (I =
1
=(LZ)" + ggg”’Tl, for some Z",
T=T+T, T,=2°V,X",

Try = (Trp)e + (Trp) = (Trp)e,

T = (TP)o+ (TP = ()0 + 17 = 9T (©3)

For closed 3, one has the theorem [[0§]: Let Y" be a harmonic function of 3/ with
nowhere vanishing norm on a closed manifold M; then, there always exists a manifold M
conformally related to M for which Y” is a harmonic function of 3A .

Every transverse symmetric tensor 77% on (X,,3g,,) can be split uniquely and orthog-
onally into a sum of a “transverse tensor with vanishing trace” and a “transverse tensor
with nonvanishing trace”. From (17%)pr = Tpy and T = T75 + (LM)™ 4 13¢™T, with
M"=Y" - X" we get

rs __ rrs TS
T‘t - TTT +TTr,t’

1
Tpry = (LM)™ + 2%g™T,,

3
1 1 1
3VST77}:¢ — 3VS(LM>7‘S 4 §3vr T;f — 3vs(jwtrs - §3gr37vt) 4 §3vr7vt — 07
3 rs __ 3 s 13 rs _
GrsTrpe = "grs|(LM)™ + 3°g" T = Tt (C4)

It follows that the gradient of the trace of a transverse tensor is always globally orthogonal
to conformal Killing vectors, when X is closed.

Therefore, T;* contains a T'T part, 177, plus another tensor 77, which can be expressed
as a functional only of T} due to the equations 3V (LM)"™ = —%3V’"Tt. Since the supermo-
mentum constraints for metric gravity, i.e. 3 of the Einstein equations, imply that

SK™ 3K = 3Ky + 2K, with K73, = (LM)"™ 4 $%¢™ 3K,

one can say that K7 contains the “wave” part [purely gravitational spin-two TT-tensor],
while 3K = Tr 3K is a kinematical function defining an essentially arbitrary “gauge” degree
of freedom.

C) In the conformal approach it is assumed that the superhamiltonian constraint be-
comes the “scale or Lichnerowicz equation” [Bq], which is a quasilinear elliptic equation for
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B(r.3) = 10D = [3(r, /12 =310 = [Pr(r, 7))

In Ref. [6] it is shown that ¢ and a 3-vector X" (the vector part of the TT-decomposition)
can be interpreted physically as generalizations of the single potential function that satisfies
Poisson’s equation in Newtonian gravity: one has for r = |&| — oo the following results

=1+ E/167r + ...,

X" =S P (Tr0; + 0"0%) + ...,

where E and P" are the asymptotic Poincaré translation charges [modulo the supertransla-
tions connected to asymptotic gauge transformations|.

The conformal approach can be formulated either in terms of 3g,, *K,, or in terms of
the ADM canonical variables 3g,,, *II"* (see Section V of I). The ADM supermomentum
constraints for the tensor density 311" are proportional to the Einstein equations

G = e[ ICKS = 62K)];s20, Le. )
0~ 3078 = k[ FCK™ — g3 K))s = ek /7 1Gy" =0

One has *II = —2¢k,/7°K with °K =3¢g" 3K, = Tr3K.

The idea is to make a suitable separation between physical and unphysical degrees of
freedom to identify four candidates for the variables in which either the Einstein equations
Gy =0, *G;, =0, or the ADM constraints, have to be solved [in the ADM approach a
separation is made based on a TT-decomposition referred to a flat background spacetime;
this is suited for weak fields and linearized theory].

First of all, one makes a “conformal transformation” on the 3-metric,

397"5 = ¢4 3 Grs

g = ¢35 3R = ¢*3R — 8¢ 93A¢ with *A the Laplacian for the 3-metric 3g,]
with ¢ an arbitrary definite positive function (positivity is crucial for the study of the exis-
tence and uniqueness of solutions of the Lichnerowicz equation [pf]); essentially, one uses

¢ = el/? = A1/12 = 3¢1/6,

so that 3§, = 3g,s, where 3§, is the “conformal metric” with det3g,, = 1 [at each point it
gives only the ratio between any two “local” distances; the absolute distances are fixed by
the scale factor ¢.

Secondly, one defines the trace-free part 3A™ (also called the “distortion tensor”),
397“8 3Ars — 0’ of 3K7’5:

3K7‘s:3Ars+%3grs3Kor
31]rs :Ekﬂ(3Ars _ §3grs3K) :31:[25_'_ %397*331:[’ 3gr83ﬂrAs —0.
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Now the supermomentum constraints become
either *A" |, — §3vr SK =0 or 31:[?‘5 + % 3V 3T & 0.

Then, in the simplest version of the approach [F@[pT], one makes the “conformal rescal-
~ ~ xrs
ing” 3A™ = ¢193 A B¢ = ¢~19311, ], so that

3Ars‘s — 3VS 3ATs — ¢—10 3?8 3Ars’ 3Yr3K = ¢—4 3Vr3K
BV, 3T = ¢~ 103V, 3ﬁ:’ BV = ¢ 13V A1),

The next step is to make a TT-decomposition of 3A™ [3f[7:]: SArs = 3Ars, 4+ 3AT with
A = (LW)" and

3?3 3A71“/s _ (3ALW>T — 3?8 3Ars o %¢6 3?7‘ 3K

[3ﬁA :v 3]j_:[é’TT + gﬁA’L Wlth g_]jA’L - (LWT()TS and 3?3 3f[A,L - (3ALWW)T - 3?3 3]'::[14 ~
—2¢°3V7 3. The equation *Gy =0 becomes the scale or Lichnerowicz equation

§ . § § : § 2 .
8°A¢p —*Ro + (PAZ, + 3A25)(3ATT7T8 + 3AL,,,S)¢_7 — g(gK)quE’ =0, (Ch)

[the same happens for the superhamiltonian constraint], which is in general coupled with

the equations *Gj, =0

2

Z¢P3VT3K. (C6)

Svs 3AT8 — (3ALW)T’ — Bvs 3A7”S o ;

The four Einstein equations [ADM constraints| have to be solved in ¢ [the “conformal
or scale factor”] and in the longitudinal part ®A7* [4111:7 ;] of 3A™ [3111:], i.e. in the vector
W [W!] [see the previous subsection B)], which is named the “gravitomagnetic vector po-
tential”; these four functions become functionals of 3g,, and of the parts *A%%. and *K of

3Krs [31:IZTT and *T1 of 3I1"*]. While ®K [*II], the mean extrinsic curvature, is interpreted as
the internal extrinsic time conjugated to the momentum ¢, 3 components of 33,, have to be
interpreted as conjugate to the vector W7; 3Arz. [the free part of the conformally rescaled
“distorsion tensor”] and the remaining two degrees of freedom hidden in 3g,, are the genuine
(gravitational wave) physical degrees of freedom in this reduction. For constant or vanish-
ing (maximal slicing) *K, the supermomentum constraints decouple from the Lichnerowicz
equation. See Ref. [7] for a review on the existence and unicity of the solutions of Egs.([C]),
(CG) when 3K = 0or const. and Refs. [6G68E9] for the classification of the known solutions
of this equation. The Yamabe theorem is a fundamental tool in this classification [LL6].

In presence of matter in a closed universe, the conformal current 2;” of mass-energy has
to be orthogonal to the conformal Killing vectors of the conformal 3-metric (if any). This
is the “condition of confinability” for the gravitomagnetic vector potential W7 [I5,IT7] [it
is like in electrostatic, where, in a closed space, the Poisson equation A¢ = —4mwp implies
[ d*x\/7p =0 (i.e. the vanishing of the total source charge) [[5]].

82



The previous decomposition suggests to use the variables T = —%ek SK = # I, Py =

— /s 3005 = 3gns /713, P10 = 3117 — 13¢5 *11, which satisfy the Poisson brackets
{T(T> 0_:)7 PT(T> 0_:/} = _53(0_:a 6:)7
~ / 1 1
{Pors(1,0), "Iy (1,0 )} = (58705 — 6,0;) — 530'“” S0,5)(7,)8°(d, 7),

- . , 1 . -
(I (7,5), 2T (.8} = 5 (o™ ST = 207 11 (7, 5)6%(5, ). (1)

In Ref. [B7] it is shown that there exists a canonical basis [*o,., 3115 hidden in the vari-
ables 30,,, *II’{ [but it has never been found explicitly] and that one can define the reduced
phase space (the conformal superspace) S, in which one has gone to the quotient with re-
spect to the space diffeomorphisms and to the conformal rescalings. It is also shown that one
can define a “York map” from this reduced phase space to the subset of the standard phase
superspace (quotient of the ADM phase space with respect to the space diffeomorphisms
plus the gauge transformations generated by the superhamiltonian constraint; it is the phase
space of the superspace, the configuration space obtained from the 3-metrics going to the
quotient with respect to the space- and ‘time’- diffeomorphisms of the ADM formalism)
defined by the condition 3K = const..

The “conformal superspace” S may be defined as the space of conformal 3-geometries
on “closed” manifolds and can be identified in a natural way with the space of confor-
mal 3-metrics modulo space diffeomorphisms, or, equivalently, with the space of Rieman-
nian 3-metrics modulo space diffeomorphisms and conformal transformations of the form
3g,s — ¢*3g,s, @ > 0. Instead, the “ordinary superspace” S is the space of Lorentzian 4-
metrics modulo spacetime diffeomorphisms. In this way a bridge is built towards the phase
superspace, which is mathematically connected with the Moncrief splitting theorem [I1§,64]
valid for closed X, [see however Ref. [B6] for what is known in the asymptotically flat case
by using weighted Sobolev spaces].
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APPENDIX D: 3-TENSORS IN THE FINAL CANONICAL BASIS.

By using the definitions given in I, Egs.([[09) imply the following expressions for the field
strengths and curvature tensors of (3,,3g) [we also give their limits for r; — 0 and ¢ — 0]

N

3
Lrs(a) = €@B)e) D Iy

(5(b)se% Za('Yfzs_'Yfzu)T’ |: 1 uC_I‘l' Z’}/bsa Ty Z Yes — 'ygu)arrg+

V3
1
_l_auar + - = _sauar/r_ -
q /3 ZB: Vo b}
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_5(6)7“6% Za('yar-_"/au)r |:\/7 g + —= \/— Z %Tﬁ Ty Z(’}/m« Véu)as’ré +
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1 e
_)q—>0 _%Z( \/—Z’yau’ybua Taa Tb+e fz e Z’Vau'
2
82 a B~ bu — Vb av Tzav b T o _uav &8v b
[ T +\/§zb:(%u Vo0) OuTa0ury \/gzb:% T 7’bD+
b S e EE S [t S duradurs] (D1)
\/g u a \/g b
The Weyl-Schouten tensor

3Crsu = 3vu 3Rrs - 3vs 3Rru - i(ggrsﬁu 3R - 39m83 3R>

of the 3-manifold (3,,%g) [see after Eq.(9) of I and Ref. [[0F]] satisfies 3C",., = 0,
3C sy = —3Chusy 2Crgy + 3C s +2Csur = 0 and has 5 independent components. The re-
lated York’s conformal tensor [63,63]

3yrs — 71/3 Eruv(?)Rvs _ i(si 3R)\u _ ;,}/1/3 ruv 3 sm 3Cmuv

it is a tensor density of weight 5/3 and involves the third derivatives of the metric| is
symmetric PY"* = 3V traceless [*Y", = 0] and transverse [*Y"*; = 0] besides being in-
variant under 3-conformal transformations; therefore, it has only 2 independent components
Y = Y]5 according to York’s decomposition of Appendix C] and provides what York calls
the pure spin-two representation of the 3-geometry intrinsic to .. Its explicitly symmetric
form is the Cotton-York tensor given by

3yrs — %(31/’7“8 + 3Ysr) — %’}/1/3(6”“) 3gsc 4 esw 3grc)3va\u — _if}/l/i’)(eruv 3gsm +
ey 3grm)3cmm}.

A 3-manifold is conformally flat if and only if either the Weyl-Schouten or the Cotton-York
tensor vanishes [6363,[[06). We have

1
3Crsu = 3vu 3Rrs - 3vs 3Rru - 1(397«3(% 3R - 3gruas 3R) —

~ ~ 1 ~ ~
— 3Crsu - 3Rr8\u - 3Rru|s - 162(17.(57“80’!1 3R - 5ruas 3R)7

1
3ymn = 571/3 Z(Emur 3gns + €nur 3gm8)3Rr8\u —
~ 1 ~
— 3ymn - 56% Z” e Z 6—2% (Emur(sns + Enur(sms)gRrs\u -
1

= 562(1 Z 6—245 (Emuréns + Enuréms) ’
rsu

(888 QT+QS ZQt QT+QS>88 QT_'_qS ZQt

—0rqu0u0s(qu + qs — th 05qu0u0p(qu + ¢ — th
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| (Vo + 75) Dus15 — % ; VosVevOuT50sTe —

—\if 3 %0 Y100 = 30010t + (o =) Oeridird] +
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Since the condition r; = 0 corresponds to conformally flat 3-manifolds ¥, the Cotton-York
conformal tensor vanishes in the limit r, — 0.
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APPENDIX E: 4-TENSORS IN THE FINAL CANONICAL BASIS.

From the results of Appendix B of I and Eq.(p9) for 3727Ea)> we get the following expressions
for the reconstruction of 4-tensors on M? [here N = Nws) +n and Ny, = 3‘%) N, =
3‘%) [Nasyr + 1) = €793, 5((1)6_% >_aarra [Nasyr + 1] [0, = 0 as after Eq.(P3) will no more
hold after the addition of surface terms to the Dirac Hamiltonian to make it differentiable,
see Ref. [[d]; when n, # 0, one has to replace N(as)r With N4q), +n, in the following formulas]
are the total lapse and shift functions; only in the Christoffel symbols we shall put the explicit
expression of Ng:
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:N(a)=0 NaTN7
€3
4k

1 e e
Z e% Za('Yar' 'Yas+'Yau) aé(b)sN as 6(0 u ﬂ_(d):| —
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To get 0, 3w, (a)p) and 9, 3K, we need Eqgs.(65) of I, where in Appendix B it is noted that

0, 3Kr8 needs the use of the second half of Hamilton equations.

The York almost canonical basis of Appendix C takes the form [T (7, &) is the “extrinsic
internal time” proportional to the “mean extrinsic curvature”; 3o,,(7, &) is the “conformal
metric” [det (3c,,) = 1], which is a density of weight=-2/3 like the momentum 11’ (7, #)]
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Pr(r,d) = =7 = Pr(r,5) = =¥,
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Using Eqgs.(68) and (69) of I, Ashtekar’s variables become
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With the further gauge fixing S\T(T) =0 [i.e. when n, =0 and N = 0] the 4-geodesic
and 4-geodesic deviation equations given at the end of Appendix A of I become respectively
in the 3-orthogonal gauges
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