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Reference frames are crucial for describing local observers in general relativity. In quantum
gravity, different proposals exist for how to treat reference frames. There are models with either
classical or quantum reference frames. Recently, different choices appeared for investigating
these possibilities at the level of the classical and quantum algebra of observables. One choice is
based on the covariant phase space approach, using gravitational edge modes. In the canonical
approach, there is another choice, relational clocks, built from matter or geometry itself. In
this work, we extend existing results and show how to relate edge modes and geometrical
clocks in linearized gravity. We proceed in three steps. First, we introduce an extension
of the ADM (Arnowitt—Deser—Misner) phase space to account for covariant gauge fixing
conditions and the explicit time dependence they add to Hamilton’s equations. Second, we
show how these gauge fixing conditions recover a specific choice of geometrical clocks in terms
of Ashtekar—Barbero connection variables. Third, we study the effect of the Barbero-Immirzi
parameter on the generators of asymptotic symmetries and the corresponding charges. This
parameter, which disappears from metric gravity, affects the generators for angle-dependent
asymptotic symmetries and the corresponding super-translation charges, while it has no effect
on the global charges.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Formulating a physical model often requires a choice of reference frame. This becomes particularly
important in systems that involve gravity as well as for systems that are fundamentally quantum. In
general relativity (GR), reference frames are linked to the diffeomorphism invariance of GR. For quantum
systems, the question arises whether to consider reference systems as classical or as fundamentally
quantum. In quantum gravity, these two aspects of the problem are no longer separable.

Whether we are working with classical or quantum reference frames, the first step is to select a
suitable subset among the fundamental degrees of freedom as a reference frame, see for instance [1] for
scalar reference fields as classical reference frames in the context of loop quantum gravity and [2—-10] for
recent works on quantum reference frames. In the relational formalism [11-17], we can then understand
the evolution of the remaining degrees of freedom relative to this dynamical and physical reference
frame. In general relativity, this amounts to choosing a dynamically coupled reference frame. For
any such dynamical reference frame, there will be backreaction between matter, geometry, and the
specific fields that determine the reference frames. The resulting evolution equations often assume a
Hamiltonian form with a physical Hamiltonian. Unlike the canonical Hamiltonian of GR, the physical
Hamiltonian is not just a linear combination of constraints and does not vanish in the physical sector
of the theory. Furthermore, it generates a non-trivial relational evolution of the physical observables
relative to the chosen reference frame, thus avoiding the problem of time in GR [18-20].

The difference between classical and quantum reference frames is analogous to the difference between
reduced phase space quantization and Dirac quantization. In the case of classical reference frames,
we perform a symplectic reduction with respect to the constraints associated with diffeomorphisms
in general relativity. At the classical level, this reduction amounts to constructing Dirac observables
for the remaining degrees of freedom relative to the reference system. Given a choice of reference
frame, the relational formalism provides a systematic way to achieve this [14-16]. The starting point
for the quantization is then the algebra of these Dirac observables. Quantizing this algebra provides
direct access to the physical Hilbert space. Each different choice of reference fields yields in general a
different—perhaps unitarily inequivalent—physical Hilbert space. In this way, the final quantum model
becomes dependent on the choice of observer.

On the other hand, we could also seek to treat the reference frames as fundamentally quantum. In
this case, one directly quantizes the kinematical phase space, including the reference frames themselves.
This process yields a kinematical Hilbert space as an intermediate step. On this auxiliary Hilbert
space, one then needs a representation of the classical constraints as operators. The physical states
of the system are those that are annihilated by all constraint operators. Given the set of physical
states, one then needs to construct an inner product to turn it into the physical Hilbert space. The
quantum Dirac observables can then act on the physical Hilbert space and exhibit a non-trivial evolution
thereon. In the case of Dirac quantization, all kinematical degrees of freedom are treated on equal
footing. This allows us to select from the kinematical phase space a subset of variables that serve
as the reference system at the quantum level. This is analogous to the role of quantum references
frames (QRFs) in ordinary quantum theory (see, e.g., [2-10] for modern approaches), in particular in
the perspective-neutral approach, in which the description with respect to different QRFs is obtained
from a Hilbert space, which contains all possible perspectives [4, 5, 7].

Both approaches come with technical challenges and offer solutions for different parts of the problem.
Each gives new insights in different directions. Reduced quantization can fail when attempting to find



representations of the algebra of observables, hindering the quantization of the physical sector of the
theory. In contrast, for the program of Dirac quantization, finding the physical states and turning them
into the physical Hilbert space is very challenging, especially when it is applied to full GR. In simpler
models, there is often the possibility to choose one of the two approaches or even combine them, by
solving part of the constraints already at the classical level and the remaining ones at the quantum level.
In the case of loop quantum gravity without assuming any symmetry reduction, it is very challenging
to access the physical Hilbert space in the canonical approach using Dirac quantization. It remains an
open problem until today. It is for this reason that in [1, 21-25|, a reduced phase space quantization
for either the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraint or only the Hamiltonian constraint
was favored.

To formulate concrete models, it is necessary to choose a specific reference frame, be it classical or
quantum mechanical. Reference frames can and have been modeled in many different ways. Proposals
for reference frames that are built from the gravitational field alone date back to the early days of
general relativity, see for instance [26, 27]. Within the framework of parameterized and Hamiltonian
field theories, embedding fields have been introduced as part of an extended phase space in the seminal
works [28, 29]. Moreover, matter reference systems have been used to construct Dirac observables, thus
circumventing the problem of time in GR. Such matter reference frames have been built from dust
fields, see [30, 31] for a seminal work, or from suitable sets of scalar fields as in [32-34] and |1, 21-25|,
where in the latter works such reference systems have been applied in the context of loop quantum
gravity. In addition to matter reference frames, so-called geometrical clocks have been considered as
reference frames as well. Geometrical clocks are constructed entirely from the gravitational degrees
of freedom alone. These are a particularly convenient choice for vacuum spacetimes or perturbations
around them. Such clocks were already discussed in the early works on the Hamiltonian formulation of
GR [35, 36] and have, for instance, been applied more recently in [37-39]. Compared to [35, 36], the
geometric clocks were extended in all these latter works to include the additional Gaufs constraint that
is present when formulating GR in terms of Ashtekar—Barbero variables. The extensions chosen in [37]
and [39, 40| differ slightly and a comparison is discussed in the appendix of [39].

Finally, reference frames also emerge naturally in the context of bounded subregions in general
relativity as edge modes for the diffeomorphism group [41-65]. While gauge degrees of freedom are
typically considered irrelevant redundancies in our description of physical systems, they do carry
physical significance when considering subsystems or bounded subregions. By restricting ourselves to a
finite region, we can consider large gauge transformations that change the field configuration at the
boundary. Such transformations are then no longer a redundancy in our description of the system.
The boundary modes that carry a representation of these large boundary gauge symmetries encode
otherwise missing information, crucial for gluing adjacent regions back together, see [66-68].

The prototypical example for this mechanism is gravity in three spacetime dimensions. In three
dimensions, gravity is topological—there are no gravitational waves and the only physical degrees of
freedom in the bulk are non-local moduli such as holonomies around non-contractible loops. However,
if we restrict ourselves to a finite region, the situation changes dramatically. The co-dimension
two boundary surrounding the system carries its own boundary phase space. This is, in fact, why
three-dimensional gravity is truly holographic.

In modern treatments, following [43], edge modes are typically studied within the covariant phase
space formalism [69-72]. There, the emergence of additional boundary degrees of freedom can be
observed by studying the symplectic structure on the phase space. Under large gauge transformations,



the symplectic two-form changes by a boundary term, which encodes the phase space structure of gauge
group-valued fields and their conjugate momenta at the boundary of the spacetime region. In the case
of general relativity, the relevant symmetries are diffeomorphisms. The corresponding edge modes take
the form of coordinate or embedding fields, depending on the formalism. This already suggests a close
connection between edge modes and reference frames, which is made explicit in [62, 63, 73, 74|, where
it is shown that edge modes can serve as dynamical reference frames in gauge theory and gravity.

In this paper, we focus on two distinct proposals for reference frames, which have emerged recently
in the literature and which share, despite their formal differences, the same regime of applicability. The
first approach, developed in [39], uses geometrical clocks within the ADM formalism, employing a 3 + 1
decomposition and Ashtekar-Barbero variables [75, 76]. The second approach, found in [74], studies
coordinate fields, which become physical edge modes at the boundary, within the covariant phase space
formalism to draw a connection to quantum reference frames. While both of these frameworks deal with
the same physical regime, that is linearized gravity, and do not draw upon additional matter degrees of
freedom to construct the reference frames, they differ substantially in the mathematical framework.
This raises the question whether we can establish an explicit relation between the two.

The aim of this paper is to answer this question by linking the canonical and covariant formulations
employed in these works. This is achieved in several steps. First, starting from the canonical description,
we propose a new extension of the ADM phase space that enables the formulation of covariant gauge
fixing conditions. Second, beginning with a covariant phase space description, we incorporate the
Barbero—Immirzi parameter, used in the definition of the Ashtekar—Barbero variables, in the derivation
of edge modes and their conjugate momenta. Finally, we demonstrate that covariant gauge-fixing
conditions imposed at the level of the covariant phase space reproduce the geometrical clocks in the
canonical formalism for a specific partial gauge fixing. Thus, the geometrical clocks of [39] can be seen
as a specific choice of the coordinate reference fields of [74]. In other words, the latter constitute a
gauge-unfixed version of the former. The gauge fixing condition that will play a prominent role in
establishing this link is the harmonic gauge fixing condition. In [32], it was shown how the harmonic
gauge can be implemented in in the canonical theory using matter reference frames constructed from
scalar fields. Since we are interested in linking the harmonic gauge condition to geometric clocks,
however, we must follow an alternative strategy here.

Our work deepens the previously explored connection between edge modes and dynamical reference
frames (62, 63, 73, 74], although some differences exist. While the edge modes in [62, 73] arise from
the complement of the subregion in spacetime, we consider here the subregion as primary. Moreover,
we focus on the context of linearized general relativity and determine an explicit mapping between
two specific choices of reference frames in this regime. Since, from our perspective, these reference
frames are chosen with the goal of formulating models of quantum gravity in mind, the algebra of the
observables associated with these reference frames plays an important role. At the non-linear level,
this algebra generally has a complicated structure that confronts us with a challenging problem of
representation theory in the context of canonical quantization. The algebra simplifies drastically in the
linearized theory, though. In this regime, these technical challenges can be avoided and our specific
choice of reference fields poses no obstacles to quantization.

In addition to linking these different types of reference fields, our work presents several new features.
First, our construction of the extended phase space differs from previous works [32, 77-80] in multiple
aspects. Our choice of the extended phase space is primarily guided by the aim to implement covariant
gauge fixing conditions in vacuum GR. Unlike [32], we do not introduce additional matter fields to



implement the harmonic gauge conditions. Instead, we include additional coordinate fields that can be
linked to the edge modes, together with two additional (co-)vector fields that play the role of a normal
vector field and a time-flow vector field with respect to a given foliation. The elementary variables
making up the extended phase space thus differ from those in [77-80], which introduced lapse and shift
as well as their conjugate momenta as additional phase space variables, as well as [81], in which all
components of the spacetime metric, and thus also lapse and shift, are part of the extended phase
space. Our different choice for the extension of the phase space not only facilitates the implementation
of generic gauge fixing conditions, but also allows to include temporal derivatives of all quantities
dependent on the additional fields—similar to [28, 29|, but without being restricted to a Gaussian or
any other specific coordinate condition.

Second, our research highlights the effects of the Barbero—Immirzi v parameter on the boundary
charges. Specifically, we show that while v has no effect on the global Poincaré charges—the gravitational
energy and momentum when taking the subregion to infinity—it does influence higher multipoles,
obtained by integrating the charges non-uniformly over the asymptotic two-sphere. We also discuss the
potential effects for the quantum theory and argue that, while the generators of global translations remain
unaffected, the Barbero—Immirzi parameter can affect the generators of angle-dependent translations
and thereby also the corresponding quantum reference frame transformations.

Most importantly, however, our work provides a bridge between two rather different formalisms for
modeling reference frames—based on the canonical ADM and covariant phase space formalisms—within
the concrete, tractable scenario of linearized gravity, for which the construction of the corresponding
quantum theory is possible. By studying the linearized regime, we gain, as a first step, valuable insights
for studying such questions in the non-perturbative regime.

The paper is structured as follows: After the introduction in Section II, we start from the canonical
formalism and construct an extended ADM phase space, which facilitates the formulation of covariant
gauge fixing conditions. In Subsection II B, we then compare our extension of the ADM phase space to
existing work in the literature. The covariant phase space formulation is the topic of Section III, in
which we add the Barbero—Immirzi parameter in the derivation of the edge modes, placing particular
focus on the linearized regime. These results provide the basis for two applications of the formalism
introduced in this work. The first application in Section IV is to investigate the conserved charges,
which are dual to boundary reference fields and to examine the effects of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter
on the boundary phase space. The second application, presented in Section V, is to demonstrate the
covariant harmonic gauge condition reproduces the geometrical clocks of the canonical formalism under
an appropriate partial gauge fixing for the additional variables in the extended phase space. We close
in Section VI with a concluding discussion and an outlook on future work.

Notation
Vs four-dimensional tensor indices
a,b,... three-dimensional tensor indices
a, B, ... four-dimensional internal indices
Ty e three-dimensional internal indices

spacetime manifold

= <

flat target space of the coordinate fields



Guv

Cauchy hypersurface
four-metric
three-metric

metrical volume element on M

metrical volume element on ¥
/

internal Hodge operator(*X,5 = %eaﬁo‘lﬁ Xopr)

Levi Civita tensor on M (ep123 = /| det g|)
Levi Civita tensor on X (€123 = Vdet h)
Levi Civita tensor density on ¥ (€123 = 1)
ADM canonical momentum

extrinsic curvature

coordinate fields

conjugate momenta to X*

time-flow co-vector field

conjugate momentum to ¢,

normal vector to X

conjugate momentum to n*

lapse function

shift vector

Hamiltonian constraint

spatial diffeomorphism (vector) constraint
tetrad

triad

densitized triad (E;% = \/det(h)e,%)

spin connection in M
pull-back of spin connection onto X

Ashtekar-Barbero connection

gravitational coupling constant (k = 167QG)
symplectic form

symplectic potential

exterior derivative on field space

covariant derivative (dressed variation) on field space

background configurations are labeled with (0), here for ®'

first order perturbations are denoted by §, here for &’



II. REFERENCE FRAMES IN THE CONTEXT OF THE (EXTENDED) ADM PHASE
SPACE

When certain reference fields are chosen in either the canonical or covariant phase space, they are
usually associated with particular gauge fixing conditions that these reference fields must satisfy. To
associate a particular choice of reference fields in the covariant phase space with a choice of geometric
clocks in the canonical theory, we need to implement a covariant gauge fixing in the canonical phase
space and vice versa. In this section, we will introduce the necessary tools to perform this step. For this
purpose, we first introduce an extension of the ADM phase space in Subsection II A, which is strongly
motivated by the goal of implementing covariant gauge fixing conditions in the canonical theory. Second,
we apply this framework to implement a harmonic gauge condition on this phase space and discuss a
suitable reference frame thereon. Since there are other extensions of the ADM phase space available, in
Subsection II B below, we compare the extension formulated here with others available in the literature.

A. Extension of the ADM phase space

To formulate the extension of the ADM (Arnowitt—Deser—Misner) phase space [35] we start from the
Einstein—Hilbert action with boundary terms

Senlguw] = i[/M d%gR—l{)M d3vy, K} (1)

where  := 167G, with G being Newton’s constant, g, denotes the spacetime metric on M, the Ricci
scalar is R, and K is the trace of the extrinsic curvature. In what follows, we need the action as a
functional on the reduced ADM phase space, where the lapse function N and the shift vector N* are
treated as Lagrange multipliers. We obtain this action upon introducing a 3 + 1 decomposition of the
spacetime manifold. Assuming M ~ ¥ x R, we obtain the bulk action
1 .
Slhap, 7% N, N = = / dt / d%[frabhab - N(Qabcdﬁabﬁcd - det(h)(3)R) - Qﬁ“bDaNb]. 2)
K bY
Notice that y,v, ... are abstract tensor indices in M, raised (lowered) with the metric tensor ¢"” (g, ),
whereas a, b, c,... are abstract tensor indices on the spatial submanifold ¥ C M. Spatial indices are

raised (lowered) using the spatial three-metric A% (hyy). To obtain the action in (2), we followed the
standard ADM procedure, in which we use the Gauss—Codazzi equation

R:(3)R+(KabKab_K2)_2vu(ﬂﬂ_n“K), (3)

that relates the Ricci scalar in four dimensions to the one on the spatial manifold X, where K is the
extrinsic curvature and S* denotes the acceleration, each given by

1 /.
Koy = AY5AYGV,m, = oo (hav = 2Dy ). (4)
BH =n"V,nt. (5)

In (4), we introduced embedding maps dY'; which are T M-valued one-forms on . We construct them
as follows. If {Y?¢} is a local coordinate chart of M that overlaps with a local coordinate chart =" on



¥, the components of the embedding maps dY*, are defined by

ar® [ ) ]“: 8(Ygoaj_1)[ 0

n
Ba" " aye} €TM|s ©)

In addition, we introduced the Wheeler—-De Witt super-metric Ggpeq, i-€. an inverse tensor density on
), and its inverse, which is a tensor density of weight one,

Crabed _ \/m<ha(chd)b _ habhcd>7 (7)

Gabcd = (ha(chd)b - %habhcd) . (8)

1
Vdet h
It is now immediate to perform a Legendre transformation that replaces the velocities of the spatial
metric hgp by their canonical ADM momenta

77[_ab — é«abchcd — det(h)(Kab _ habK). (9)

The resulting kinematical phase space is vastly bigger than the physical phase space that describes the
two radiative modes of gravitational waves. One way to access these modes is to use appropriate gauge
fixing conditions—so their solutions exist. On the covariant phase space, we may use covariant gauge
fixing conditions, such as, for example, harmonic gauge, that is O,X* = 0. This equation imposes a
condition on four scalar fields X*#, intended to serve as reference frames, as well as on some of the
metric components. There is a dependence on the metric, simply because the condition involves the
d’Alembertian Oy = ¢**V,V,. On the other hand, when working on the ADM reduced phase space,
we can find geometrical clocks, which impose conditions on the components of the spatial metric hqp
and their conjugate momenta 7. Hence, two problems arise when translating covariant gauge fixing
conditions such as O, X* = 0 into the reduced ADM phase space. First, not all metric components
are dynamical on this phase space, as lapse and shift are treated as Lagrange multipliers. Second, the
covariant gauge fixing condition is usually applied to reference frames that play the role of embedding
fields on the canonical side, see for instance [28, 29, 81]. Lapse and shift, on the other hand, are related
to the normal and tangential projection of the velocities of these embedding fields. The first problem
can be circumvented by working in the extended phase space introduced in [80, 82, 83|, in which lapse
and shift and their conjugate momenta become elementary phase space variables besides the ADM
variables (hgp, Tap). This solution was developed in [69, 77-79, 82, 83]. However, once we also take the
second problem into account, such an extension is not the most convenient one from the perspective
of this work, since the entire four-dimensional history of lapse and shift is required to recover the
embedding fields from them. For this reason, we choose a different extension of the ADM phase that
we introduce in the following.

As mentioned above, the chosen extension of the ADM phase space is mainly guided by the goal to
implement covariant gauge fixing conditions. To elaborate on this in more detail, we consider that a
physical reference frame is defined in a relational way. In the Lagrangian theory, a simple choice is to
use harmonic coordinates X¢ : M — M that satisfy the wave equation

0,X¢ = ¢"'V,V,X? =0, (10)

with embedding fields X¢ taking values in an unspecified target space M, e.g. M = R* 5 (X0, X1, X2,



X3). If we then want to solve the gauge conditions (10), we need to specify initial data
XQ‘EO, n“VMX9|EO =n? (11)

on some initial surface ¥,, where n* € TM is the future pointing time-like normal vector to %,.
To make the construction covariant, two more obstacles must be overcome. First, we need to select
a coordinate invariant condition to select the hypersurface ¥,. We could say, for instance, that it
defines an extremal surface, i.e. a surface at which the trace of the extrinsic curvature vanishes, i.e.
K = K% = 0. Second, we need to provide initial data on the then selected hypersurface ¥, using,
once again, some coordinate invariant prescription. A simple possibility is, for example, to require
that n*V,X?x, = &¢, Xo‘zo =0, and A, X" = h®D,DyX* = 0 such that we only have to fix the
residual initial data for the next-to leading order of X’ = r# 4+ 6Q% (", p) + O(6?) at the asymptotic
co-dimension two boundary! of 3,. From the perspective of the canonical ADM formalism, this residual
corner data for the harmonic reference frames is a good candidate for making the connection to the edge
modes that appear in the covariant phase space approach. We will discuss this point below in Section
IV B. In a neighborhood of ¥,, we thus obtain a reference frame X¢, which depends as a functional on
the metric and as an ordinary function on the points on the spacetime manifold. This functional will
be covariant, i.e. it satisfies for any diffeomorphism ¢ € Diff (M) that

XQ[SO*QW] = XQ[QW] o Y. (12)

There are two main drawbacks with this construction. First, we cannot expect the so-defined coordinates
to cover all of spacetime, let alone to separate points on a sufficiently large class of solutions to Einstein’s
equations. Second, the construction becomes highly non-local and non-linear when we try to make
sense of it on the reduced ADM phase space. As mentioned above, in this phase space, there is no
longer a spacetime metric tensor available. We only have the cotangent bundle of spatial geometries
to work with. To translate the reference frames X?¢[g,,] into a functional on the reduced ADM phase
space, we would need to take the exponential of the Hamiltonian vector field and evolve our initial
data (hgp, 72°) from the K = 0 hypersurface back into a generic configuration of (hgp, 7%°). This seems
unpractical: solving Hamilton’s equations is equally challenging as solving Einstein’s field equations
at the full non-perturbative level. A strategy to implement the harmonic gauge fixing condition in
the canonical theory is presented in [32]. In this construction, a different extended phase space was
used than the one we will introduce here. In [32], which builds upon the seminal work in [28, 29|,
the phase space consists of the ADM variables (hgp, frab), four additional scalar fields, which serve as
reference fields, and their respective momenta. In addition, there are four more scalar fields that serve
as Lagrange multipliers to impose the harmonic gauge condition for the four reference fields as well as
Lagrange multipliers for lapse and shift. The harmonic gauge fixing condition is then implemented at
the level of the action. This action is a functional of eight additional scalar fields besides the metric.
The system has first-class and second-class constraints. Upon imposing the second-class constraints,
one ends up with a system of first-class constraints that has four additional massless scalar fields. In
this model, these four additional massless scalar fields, which are minimally coupled to gravity, serve
as matter reference frames. Such a matter reference frame plays a double role. It induces a foliation
of spacetime and provides embedding fields, mapping kinematical observables into Dirac observables.
This procedure amounts to a non-perturbative dressing, c.f. [84]. One of our aims is to link edge modes

'In here, r is the radial coordinate r = \/6;; X*XJ — oo and #* is the radial unit vector with respect to the background
metric dap = 0550, X" 0p X’ on .
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with the geometrical clocks in [39]. Such geometrical clocks are built directly from the ADM data.
Therefore, the strategy developed in [32]| to implement the harmonic gauge condition through a matter
reference frame cannot be applied in our case.

To proceed here, we will work on an enlarged phase space, but compared to [32] the choice of
elementary phase space variables is different. Furthermore, we will not implement the harmonic gauge
condition at the level of the action. Instead, let us first consider the 3+1 split of the covariant gauge
fixing condition (10). We obtain

0,X¢ = —(n"V,)2 X% + 8D, X? — Kn*V, X2+ ApX?, (13)
where Ay, is the Laplacian of hy, and 5% is the acceleration (5), which can be written as
By = dY 4qn”V,n* = N"'D"N, (14)

with N denoting the lapse function. One of the main problems is now manifest. While the differential
operator Ay and the trace of the extrinsic curvature K can be written in terms of the elementary
ADM variables, this is not possible for n#V, and 8 = h®DyIn N. At this stage, they are treated
as mere c-numbers that Poisson commute with all phase space variables. Neither the lapse function
nor the normal derivative n#V, exist as operators or functionals defined on the reduced ADM phase
space. Thus, the reduced ADM phase space, i.e. the cotangent bundle of the superspace of spatial
three-metrics, is too small to accommodate the covariant gauge fixing (13) as a local constraint thereon.

To resolve this issue, we introduce additional configuration variables and corresponding conjugate
momenta. First, we need to add the reference fjelds X* to the extended phase space, and introduce a
corresponding densitized momentum variable P,, which is a T*M-valued three-form on 3, i.e.

Xt:Y M, P,cQ¥Z:TM). (15)

Next, we have to take care of normal derivatives of X¢ on the enlarged phase space. To be able to
express n*'V, X? = n?(X) on the extended phase space, we introduce another canonical pair

n € QOM: TM), p, € QM : T*M). (16)

Finally, we need to be able to also express the lapse function, which appears in the covariant gauge
condition (13) through the acceleration vector 34 = N~"1D%N, as a functional on the extended phase
space. The lapse function is the normal component with respect to X of the time-flow vector field
denoted by t* and given by

th = Nn# 4+ N¢,  NF:=dY" N (17)

For reason that will become clear later, it is useful to rearrange the multipliers N and N into a target
space covector field ¢, with canonical conjugate momenta IT#,

t, € QO(M : T*M), TI* € Q*(M : TM). (18)
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We equip the extended ADM phase space with a natural symplectic potential

1 _ _
o—1 / 7l + / Pdx" + / (T, + pudn® ). (19)
P % M

K

The non-vanishing Poisson brackets on the extended ADM phase space read
{h b(9), 7(d } = k06,0809 (g, ') (

{X"(0), Pula) } = 38 (a, ), (21)
{tule), (") } = 6237 (2, 2), (
{n(2). B (a')} = 50 (

)
)
) 22)
)

23)
Note that the first two terms define Poisson brackets that are local on ¥, which can be understood here

as an abstract 3-dimensional hypersurface, whereas the last two terms are local on the target space M,
which is 4-dimensional.

If we now take the flat metric 7, on the target space M, we can split the three-metric hg, into a
background plus a perturbation

hab = 5ab + 2faba 6ab = mwaaX“é’be- (24)

In an asymptotically flat spacetime, the perturbation f,, falls of as p=t for p = /1, X# XV — co. If
we include the boundary terms at the asymptotic two-sphere, the canonical Hamiltonian H on the
extended ADM phase space has the following form:

H-— / —n# (X)t(X) (H -+ (X)) + D X4, (X) (Ho + DuX"P, ) | (25)

+ % d%a (—n“(X)tu(X)ab( F s pey 4 DbX”tM(X)w“b),

where 0, is the covariant derivative for the background metric 6,5 and d?v, is the directed area element
at the boundary, i.e. a co-vector valued two-form with components (d?vq)pe = €ape. Furthermore, we

defined
kH = Gapeaw™7 — \/det(h) PR (26)
kHy = 2Dy7°, (27)

The Hamiltonian is a functional H [hgp, Fab Xh ]5,“ n*,t,] on the extended ADM phase space. The
corresponding action on the extended ADM phase space has 12 primary constraints

P,~0, II"~0, p,~0. (28)

- |
The stability of the primary constraints, that is {P,(¢), H} = 0 and likewise for the remaining primary
constraints yields the secondary Hamiltonian constraint and the spatial diffeomorphism or vector
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constraint

H=0, H,=0. (29)

Since the secondary constraints commute with all primary constraints and satisfy the ADM hypersurface
deformation algebra, there are no further constraints. In total, the system has 16 first class constraints
on the extended ADM phase space. Considering this, we have 18 kinematical degrees of freedom? in the
extended ADM phase space and two physical degrees of freedom. This is, of course, the same number
of physical degrees of freedom that we have in the reduced ADM phase space for vacuum GR.

Given the extended canonical Hamiltonian H we can write down Hamilton’s equations for the set
of canonical variables (hgp, 7%; X*, ﬁ#;t#,ﬁ“; n*,pu), ie.

d

ahab = {hap, H} = Xpr[hap), (30)
d ~ab __ ) ~ab — ~ab

Sat = {F H| = Xu[i (31)

and likewise for the other canonical variables where Xg = {., H} denotes the Hamiltonian vector field
of H. The full set of Hamilton’s equations together with the 12 primary and 4 secondary constraints is
equivalent to Einstein’s equations in the Lagrangian formulation.

A symplectic reduction with respect to the 12 primary constraints listed in (28) recovers the reduced
ADM phase space with only (hap, 7%) as elementary phase space variables. On this phase space,
we have the corresponding Hamilton’s equations, as well as the 4 secondary constraints, namely the
Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraint (29). See Figure 1 for an illustration.

The lapse function as well as the shift vector can be expressed on the extended ADM phase space as

N = —n*(X)t,(X),  N%=h"®gX"t,(X)=h"N,. (32)

Hence, after the symplectic reduction with respect to all primary constraints, the auxiliary variables
nt,t, and X# are no longer dynamical variables such that N and N,, that is lapse and shift, become
Lagrange multipliers in the reduced ADM phase space.

Given the extension of the ADM phase space described above, we have achieved our first intermediate
result. We have a phase space at hand, which allows us to write down the covariant harmonic gauge
condition as a not too complicated yet local functional on the extended phase space. As illustrated in
Figure 2 below, the next step ahead is to understand the relation between the coordinate fields used in
the study of edge modes and geometric clocks. We will achieve this by choosing appropriate gauge fixing
conditions for the 16 first-class constraints 7:[, 7:10, 15#, p*,11,,. For this purpose, we select a second-class
constraint partner for each of the first-class constraints, or, more precisely, for combinations thereof.
Of course, such a choice is not unique, but for a given fixed choice, the order in which the individual
constraints are implemented is weakly equivalent. However, the choice of the second-class partners
for the first-class constraints defines a specific choice of gauge fixings, which can, in turn, be related
to a specific choice of reference frame. Different gauge conditions lead to different descriptions of the
same physical system with respect to different reference frames. Not all such descriptions are equally
useful. Depending on how tractable it is to construct the resulting algebra of Dirac observables, some

2These are represented by 36 phase space dimensions.
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FIG. 1. The extended phase space constructed in this work is represented by the three-dimensional object on
the left-hand side. Each point is a configuration (hqp, 7%%; X#, 15”; t, I#; nt, Pu)- By performing a symplectic
reduction with respect to the constraints Pmﬁ“, and p,, we obtain the reduced ADM phase space, where
each point is a configuration of the gravitational degrees of freedom (hqp, 7%°) only. It is depicted as the blue
embedded surface on the left. The different colors represent its additional dimensions, fanned out on the right.

reference frames may be be better than others. This becomes particularly important when considering
the canonical quantization of the physical sector of the model.

Instead of considering the Hamiltonian and diffeomorphism constraint directly, we consider the
following four combinations of equivalent first class constraints

_ 0H
= 61,(X)

where t,(X)(q) := (tu o X)(q) and we defined the inverse metric on ¥ with respect to the reference
frame X* : ¥ — M in target space via

= g™ P, — n"(X)H + D* X", (33)

G(X) = g [hap, X', 0P = —n# (X)n”(X) + h®De X* Dy X" . (34)

For a suitable choice of gauge fixing conditions for n* and X* it is possible to identify H° and H¢
with the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraint in the reduced ADM phase space if we
additionally require Pu = 0 to be satisfied. In addition, we have the remaining twelve first class
constraints that set P , H to zero. As shown in Figure 2, we perform the gauge fixing in the
following way:

(i) First we implement the gauge fixing ®* = 0 as the second class partner for the constraints H*.

(ii) As a second step, we choose a gauge fixing for both n* and ¢, as a second-class partner for I~
and p* respectively.

(iii) Finally, we impose a gauge fixing condition for X* as a second-class partner for Pu-

Let us elaborate a little further on why we perform this type of gauge fixing, why we do it in this
specific order, and what kind of reference systems the whole procedure corresponds to. First of all,
we note that the gauge fixings for X#,¢,, and n* all include one of the configuration variables linearly
in addition to some functions on either M or M. In contrast, the harmonic gauge fixing condition
Ot = 0yX# = 0 is a functional of several variables, namely X*,¢,,n#, hap, 7%, which reads on the
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H,#0
H,=0

(a) Extended Phase Space (b) Reduced ADM Phase Space

FIG. 2. (a) On the level of the extended phase space, we first implement the harmonic gauge fixing condition
®# = [0, X* = 0, which relates the coordinate fields to the gravitational degrees of freedom, as the second class
partner for the constraints H* = 0 (gray horizontal surface). To return to the ADM phase space, we additionally
have to impose the constraints ]SM =" = P, = 0 and impose appropriate gauge fixing conditions on their
conjugate partners n#,t,, and X* (blue vertical surface). The intersection of these two gauge-fixing surfaces
reproduces the gauge-fixing obtained by fixing the values of a particular set of geometrical clocks §X* = (7, z?)
and setting the constraint H,, to zero on the level of the ADM phase space (b), as depicted by the dotted line on
the H,, = 0 hypersurface.

extended phase space

habﬁ.ab
2/det(h)

The three second-class pairs in (ii) and (iii) each remove four degrees of freedom (eight phase space
dimensions) from the extended ADM phase space. In this way, we can successively remove the canonical
pairs (X*, P*), (t,,11") and (n*,p,) from the extended phase space. Going back to (i), we will be left
to impose the remaining gauge fixing condition ®# = (0. At this stage, it will be a condition on the
gravitational degrees of freedom alone, removing 8 phase space dimensions from the set of canonical
variables (hqp, 7%). Notice however that the condition ®* = 0 depends on the gauge fixing conditions
for the other first-class constraints II* = 0, p* = 0 and P* = 0. As we will see in the further part
of this research, this observation is crucial. It provides exactly what we need to relate edge modes
and geometrical clocks. This also explains why we reverse the order and perform the harmonic gauge
fixing condition first (as indicated in the list above). Since we now impose ®* = 0 first, we obtain
correlations between the ADM data (hgp, ﬁ“b) and the auxiliary configurations of X#,¢, and n*. Thus,
the constraint ®# = 0 provides a more general gauge-fixing on the extended phase space and thereby
also a more general reference frame than the geometrical clock variables that have been constructed in
[39]. However, as we will demonstrate below, for a particular simple choice of gauge fixing conditions
for X#,¢,, and n* the two constructions agree on the reduced ADM phase space. In this sense, we will
understand the extended phase space introduced here, together with the harmonic gauge fixing condition
®H = 0, as the gauge-unfixed version of the geometric clocks constructed in [39]. The equivalence will
be demonstrated explicitly below, when comparing the two frameworks at the level of linearized gravity.

O = —(9,n")(X)n¥(X) + (8,In N)(X)DIX D, X" — (X)) + ApX" =0. (35)

In the following, let us first briefly discuss how the geometrical clocks can in principle also be chosen
as reference frames at the full non-linear level. This is possible in principle, but there are are also
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practical challenges that are drastically simplified when considering the linearized theory.

At the non-linear level, the Poisson bracket of the second class pair (®#, H") is given by
{2"(q), H"(¢")} = Og{X"(q), H"(¢")} + {Og, H"(¢') } X" (q)- (36)

To compute the contribution of the first Poisson bracket, we consider the smeared version of the
constraints H" and the generator H

He= [ 60050 (37)
>

where &,(q) = (£, 0 X)(q) is a co-vector field on ¥. Then we have

{X*, He} = (9"6,)(X) (38)
and from this we immediately obtain
{X"(q), H ()} = 9" (X)3}5% (.9). (39)

Furthermore, for a generic metric g, also the second contribution involving {04, H"(¢')} will be
non-vanishing so that in the non-linear theory we have

{2"(q), H"(d)} # 0. (40)

However, for ®* to be a suitable second-class partner for H”, the Dirac matrix M*(q,q) =
{®*(q), H"(¢")} must satisfy det(M*")(q,q') # 0 to be invertible. In the case of a gauge fixing,
this is necessary to construct the corresponding Dirac bracket. In the relational formalism, this condi-
tion must be fulfilled. Otherwise, it is not possible to construct the corresponding Dirac observables
with respect to a reference frame defined by ®*. Moreover, the algebra of these observables can be
shown to be weakly equivalent to [17]

{Of, Og} ~ O{fvg}?qw,HV) (41)

where we denote the Dirac observable of a function f by O and {, -}E‘@ pvy denotes the Dirac bracket
associated with the symplectic reduction of the pair of second class constraints (®#, H").

At the non-linear level, two problems arise. The first is that inverting the matrix (M*)(q,q")
normally also requires inverting the d’Alembert operator O,. This in turn means that the corresponding
Green’s function must exist for generic g,,,. And even if we were able to invert (M*)(q,q’), then
a further problem arises. At the non-linear level, for most elementary phase space variables in the
extended phase space, the Dirac bracket {-, '}?@7 HY) does not coincide with the Poisson bracket, because
in most cases at least either the configuration variables or the momenta of the canonical variables
will not commute with ®* or H* or both. For this reason, the algebra that one has to consider upon
imposing the gauge conditions, or the algebra that the Dirac observables fulfil in the relational approach,
is a very complicated algebra that does not conform to the standard canonical Poisson brackets. At
the classical level, this may not be a problem, but if we aim to find a representation of this algebra at
the quantum level, this means that we have to deal with a difficult and non-standard representation
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problem. Whether suitable representations exist in this case is an open problem.

The fact that we encounter these difficulties is not too surprising. In the canonical approach, one
finds that the search for non-linear geometric clocks, with respect to which the physical sector of
the theory can be quantized, is a daunting task that remains largely unresolved. To circumvent the
problems just discussed, we will consider edge modes and geometric clocks in the framework of the
linearized theory, as in [39], where the problems mentioned above do not exist. The fact that these
problems are drastically simplified in the linearized theory can already be guessed from the observation
that the linearized constraints H* are Abelian. The details of the linearized theory will be presented
in V. However, by discussing the structure of the linearized constraints and gauge fixing conditions, we
can already understand here at this stage why it leads to a simplification.

Consider thus the linearized harmonic gauge fixing condition, i.e.

sor = Oogxr + (50,) O xH (42)

where we denote background quantities with a label () and perturbations with 8. From (35), we realize
that (6 Dg)(o) depends on the perturbations én*, 0t,, dhqay, 57 as well as the corresponding background
quantities. If we choose a background metric (©) 9uv, such as for instance the Minkowski metric for
which the Green’s function of the d’Alembert operator exists, we can solve §®* for § X* and obtain an
equivalent gauge fixing condition that is linear in § X*. Similarly, from (33) we obtain at the linearized
level

oH" = g6 P, — O (X)6H + O D, X 5H,, (43)

where we used that it is possible to choose a background in which the constraints (ON)PV, 7% and
07, are satisfied and thus trivially vanish. Moreover, $ H* can be easily solved for 0P, yielding an
equivalent set of linearized constraints that satisfy

(OO0 1504 (q), ©g,,6H?(¢')} = 6162 (g, ') + 0(52) (44)

and have the property that the (©) Gup0HP(q') are weakly Abelian up to the order in perturbation theory
that we are interested in. However, the four components of (OO0~ 1§+ (¢) will not mutually Poisson
commute. In [39], a set of mutually commuting geometric clocks was obtained by introducing the
method of the so-called dual observable map, which leads to a weakly equivalent but extended version of
the geometric clocks. Whether this strategy can be generalized to the covariant theory is an interesting
question that we will investigate in future work.

Notice also that, at the linearized level, picking a gauge-fixing surface ®* = 0 amounts to imposing
a functional dependence between the configurations of dhgp, 67, X H, 0t,,. For given 6 X*,dt,, and on*,
we can interpret the resulting residual constraints on (hgp, 07%) as the gauge-unfixed version of the
gauge-fixing condition associated with the geometrical clocks used in [39].

One further step is required to show that for a certain choice of gauge-fixing conditions for 6 X*, 6t
and dn* we can reproduce the exact functional form of the geometrical clocks reported in [39] in this
way. What is still missing is to translate our results into first-order spin-connection variables to match
the representation of the geometrical clocks in terms of Ashtekar—Barbero variables, see [39]. For this
purpose, we consider reference frames for the first-order tetrad variables on the covariant phase space,
see Section III below. The results of Section III form the basis for linking edge modes and geometric
clocks in Section V. Before doing so, we will discuss below the relationship between the extended phase
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space introduced in this section and existing work in the literature.

B. Relation to existing work

In the previous subsection, we established an extended ADM phase space that contains reference frames
XH# ¥ — M. These reference frames form a second-class constraint pair with the four-dimensional
diffeomorphisms generators H* given in (33). To compare our construction to earlier results developed
in [38, 77-80, 82, 83, 85|, where a different extension of the reduced ADM phase space is given, in which
the lapse function and shift vector are promoted into elementary canonical variables, we examine here
the Hamiltonian generators of diffeomorphisms further and compare them to the Lagrangian theory.
We then use our results to discuss the similarities and differences between our construction and the
extended phase space given in [77-80] and [28, 29, 81|. Finally, we will compare our formalism for
imposing the harmonic gauge condition to earlier results on this topic at the canonical level, given in
[32].

The starting point is the extended phase space introduced in Subsection ITA. Given a point
(hap, XH,n*, t,,; 7ab, 15”,1:[“, 7,) on the extended phase space, we have initial data to integrate the
Hamiltonian flow of the extended canonical Hamiltonian H, see (25). Besides the usual ADM initial
data, which consists of configurations of the three-metric hy, intrinsic to ¥ and the ADM conjugate
momentum 7%, there is in addition auxiliary initial data for the embedding fields X# : ¥ — M on X.
To integrate Hamilton’s equations, we then also need to choose a configuration of n* : M — TM and
t, » Ml — T*M, which, along with their conjugate momenta, are both part of phase space as well. The
initial data given by any such (t*(z),n,(x)) is rather unusual. In field theory, phase space is usually
built from fields at co-dimension one boundaries. Here, we are in a different situation: both n*(z)
and t,(z) have a four-dimensional functional dependence on points x € M in target space. This is
unusual, but we are led to this specific choice to accommodate for the gauge modes that the spacetime
metric and its conjugate momenta inherit from the Lagrangian theory. A different choice would be to
follow the construction given in [77-80]. This approach is, however, less useful four our present goal to
promote the harmonic gauge condition of the Lagrangian theory into a gauge-fixing constraint on a
suitably extended canonical phase space.

As discussed above, the additional gauge modes are removed by a total of 16 constraints. The
conjugate momenta ]5“, II* and 7, to X#, t, and n* vanish as primary constraints. Moreover, the
Hamiltonian flow of the extended canonical Hamiltonian preserves the primary constraints provided
the ADM initial data (hab,fr“b) satisfies the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraints.
Given the extended canonical Hamiltonian (25), we can now generate a one-parameter family of fields

(h(t) 7ot XH )ier intrinsic to X, such that

ab> " () ()
d, ® g = D)
G = (i Hy = xulhy). (15)
d ~ Q ~ — ~ Q
&7{'(3 = {71' tg’ H} = %H[TF(S], (46)
dyn {X“ H} = X [X"] (47)
at”® (t) = FHIAm)
where Xg[-] = {-, H} is the Hamiltonian vector field of the extended canonical Hamiltonian H on the

extended phase space. We proceed to build the metric tensor on the spacetime manifold M =R x 3.
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First of all, we define an auxiliary time coordinate ¢ such that ¢(7,q) = 7 for all (1,q) € M =R x X.
In (34), we introduced the coefficients of the inverse spacetime metric g"” restricted to ¥ with respect
to the embedding fields X*. Given initial data, the Hamiltonian flow can now generate an entire
t-parameter family {gé‘t';} of such four-metrics on X. If the inverse metric gf;'; is invertible for all ¢, we

will now also have a metric tensor g/(B = g (X))

In (37), we further introduced a Hamiltonian generator Hy, which is related to four-dimensional
diffeomorphisms. In fact, it is immediate to see that the Hamiltonian vector field Xg, = {-, H¢}
generates the usual ADM representation of four-dimensional diffeomorphisms in terms of hy, and
7% In addition, it also generates shifts of X*, see (38). If, however, we act with the Hamiltonian
vector field on g, itself, there is a deviation, i.e. Xp,[g.] # Legu- The reason for this deviation is
that, while the generator H in (38) is a functional of hgp, 7 XH, 15” and n*, it does not depend on
t,,p" and [1#. This implies that the action of the Hamiltonian vector field X H, on in particular n* is
trivial and does not describe diffeomorphisms. To obtain a generator that acts as a four-dimensional
diffeomorphism on the spacetime metric coefficients g,,,, we need to extend the generator H¢ so that it
has the correct action on the composite functions that define the lapse function and shift vector and
their conjugate momenta, see e.g. (32) above. After all, these together with the ADM data (hgp, 7)
build the space-time metric and its momenta.

For this purpose, we identify appropriate coordinates on the extended phase space that are conjugate
to lapse and shift as introduced in (32). We define the following quantities:

B .— / At {H, X0} } (9, 511") (X ), (48)

@5, / dt {H, X5 }(Dy o5, (X ). (49)

where X éi) = exp(tXg)" X* is the pull-back on phase space of X* under the Hamiltonian flow generated

by the extended canonical H. Note that II* and 7, are (co)vector-valued four-densities on target space,
in other word, four-forms. In addition, d,,- denotes the interior product between these four-forms and
the tangent vectors a)% on target space. Upon performing the one-dimensional smearing, ()II# and
(S)ﬁu are thus (co)vector-valued three-densities on X.. It is now easy to check that the fundamental
Poisson brackets (21), (22), (23) imply

{(ty 0 X) (@), O (¢)} = 656 (q.¢'). (50)
{00 X)(q), Vpu(d)} = 0468 (q.4)). (51)

Thus, the spatial and normal components of GI* and (3)7?“ are each conjugate to lapse and shift in
(32), e.g. {N(q),T1"(q)(n, 0 X)(¢")} = 5(23) (q¢,q'). Furthermore, the momenta each vanish as a primary
constraints, i.e. 3T ~ 0 and (3)7?# ~ 0.

As expected, these canonical momenta are defined through a non-local smearing with respect to the
target space time coordinate. This is different from the situation in [38, 80, 85|, where the conjugate
momenta of lapse and shift are still local quantities. As discussed in the previous subsection, this is
due to our choice of elementary variables in the extended phase space. This choice was mainly guided
by our aim to implement the covariant harmonic gauge fixing condition as a local constraint on the
extended phase space.
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After having defined the smeared momenta (50) and (51), we can now introduce the improved
generator

Gf = Hf + / [taf]u(g)ﬁﬂ - /(‘Cﬁny)aaXyaaXu(g)ﬁu7 (52)
b b

In the following, we view dX*, := 9,X* as an abstract soldering form between TS and TM, with all
its indices raised and lowered with respect to the respective metric tensors, e.g. dX,* = habgw,é?bX v,
Now, the second term contains the projection of the Lie derivative h*L¢n, of the co-normal n,. This
term can be expressed implicitly as a functional on the extended phase space. A short calculation gives

dX“a/.,‘g’rL“ = fj_ﬁa — 8a§J_, (53)

where ¢ is the acceleration, see (14). Both additional terms involve primary constraints so that H
and G¢ are weakly equivalent. The first term, on the other hand, contains the TM-valued Lie bracket
[t,€]*, which is defined on phase space by

[t, 8" = {({X", He}, Hy — {{ X", H, X"}, He} = { X", {H¢, H}}. (54)

Furthermore, target space indices are raised and lowered using the metric tensor g"” (g, ), which is
defined as a functional on the extended phase space in (34) above. In other words, [t,&], = [t,£]"gup-

To conclude this subsection, we compare our results to those of [69, 77-80, 82, 83]. First of all, since
(hap, 7%) commute with the extension of H, ¢ in the improved generators G¢, the Hamiltonian vector
field of G¢ reproduces the standard ADM commutation relations. To see this explicitly, we introduce

the decomposition of the target space tangent vector £#(X) into its spatial and temporal components
on X. This reads

&= M (X)E(X), & =dXxreg,(X). (55)

Then we obtain
Than, Ge} = 2(& Ka + Datl) ). (56)

Next, we compute the action of the improved diffeomorphism generator G¢ on the lapse function V.
As shown in Appendix A, we get

{N,G¢} = —Nn*V,n, = Nn'V &1 + NEG B, (57)

Taking into account that t* = Nn# +dX", N® and the definition of the acceleration vector 3¢, see (14),
the above result can be rewritten as

[N,G¢} =€ — N°Dy&) +£4D,N, (58)

where £ = —t"9,(n"¢,) = {¢,, H}. This result agrees exactly with the result in [38, 77, 85]. However,
there is a difference in the treatment of the descriptor £&. While its temporal derivative 5 | can be
expressed on the extended ADM phase space in our approach, the descriptor &, as well as its orthogonal
and spatial projections, are external parameters in [38, 77-80, 85].
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Finally, we consider how the improved diffeomorphism generator acts on the shift vector. Going
back to the definition of (52), we end up with

dXH* {N® Ge} = ¥, [Nn,&in+ &) + NAXH (€1 By — D& ).

In here, p, v, ... are abstract space time indices, whereas a, b, ¢, ... are abstract indices for tensor fields
intrinsic to ¥, which are raised (lowered) with the ADM configuration variable k% (hy;). Now, since
Nnt = t¢ —dX*, N® we obtain

(NG} = £ — N°Dy&ff + €DyN + h** (£, DyN — NDy& ), (59)
where
& = {dXM¢,(X), H} = dX,"L,(dX",€)). (60)

Here, too, we obtain agreement with the results in [80]. Just as in the case of the lapse function, we
realize the temporal derivative fﬁ on the extended ADM phase space, which contrasts earlier work on
the topic, see [38, 80, 85].

In summary, the extended phase space introduced in this work is consistent with the extension
introduced in [77-80]. However, there are also differences. The first difference is that the extended ADM
phase space introduced in here is larger because it also contains the embedding fields X* themselves.
Second, the underlying field content is different in the two extensions. While in [77-80], lapse and shift
and their momenta are added as canonical variables, here, in addition to the embedding fields, the
extended phase space also involves ¢, and n* together with their conjugate momenta. Consequently,
lapse and shift are expressed as composite functions of the additional phase space variables. The same
applies to their momenta, which can be reconstructed as temporally non-local functions.

Nevertheless, as the above discussion shows, similar to the extended phase space in [77-80], there is
a canonical generator for four-dimensional diffeomorphisms that has the correct action on all metric
components, not only the ADM data, but also on lapse and shift with the additional advantage that the
embedding fields X* are part of phase space as well. Another difference is that temporal derivatives
of the descriptor £ of the improved generator G¢ can be expressed entirely in terms of the extended
ADM phase space introduced in Subsection II A (of course, this also applies to H¢). This has the
advantage that successive applications of G¢ also directly correspond to the action of four-dimensional
diffeomorphisms in the Lagrangian formulation, since the involved time derivative of £ is automatically
taken into account in expressions such as L¢(Le(g)) -

Finally, let us compare the extended phase space introduced here, with other works where embedding
fields are included in an extension of the ADM phase space, too. The seminal work in this directions
can be found in [28, 29]. There, the reduced ADM phase space is extended by four embedding fields and
their canonical momenta, while lapse and shift are still treated as Lagrange multipliers. Furthermore, a
Gaussian condition for the metric is introduced in 28], so that the metric components gog, go, and
their momenta are not elementary variables of the extended phase space. An extension of the ADM
phase space that includes lapse and shift and their canonical momenta as well as the embedding fields
together with their canonical momenta was introduced in [81]. The difference to the extended phase
space introduced in this article is that in [81], in addition to the embedding fields, all components
of the spacetime metric and their momenta are part of the extended phase space, expressed by the
spatial metric, lapse and shift and their momenta, while here, in addition to the embedding fields,
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the spatial metric, the normal vector field n# and the co-vector field ¢, encoding the time flow are
included. In the latter case, lapse and shift and thus also the metric components ggg, go. are only
derived quantities, which are expressed as functions or functionals of the different choice of elementary
phase space variables. As already mentioned, the choice of this set of phase space variables in the
extended phase space was primarily motivated by the goal of implementing covariant gauge fixing
conditions on the extended ADM phase space introduced in this paper. An alternative approach for
implementing the harmonic gauge condition in the canonical theory can be found in the seminal work
of [32], where the reduced ADM phase space is extended by four scalar fields as well as four additional
Lagrange multipliers that impose the harmonic gauge condition for the first four scalar fields. In this
case, one imposes the harmonic gauge condition by means of this chosen matter reference frame, while
in the present work no additional contributions to the actions other than the Einstein—Hilbert action
and a boundary term are considered. The latter is needed for our purpose because we are aiming at
linking edge modes to the geometrical clocks used in [39], which are constructed entirely from the
gravitational sector without any contributions of additional scalar fields. Thus, the way the harmonic
gauge condition is implemented here and in |32] differs by the number of physical degrees of freedom.

III. REFERENCE FRAMES IN THE COVARIANT PHASE SPACE

In the previous section, we saw how to extend the ADM phase space to allow for the formulation
of covariant gauge fixing conditions on the reference fields for the diffeomorphism group. In this
section, we turn to the covariant phase space description and show how such reference fields arise at
the boundary of spacetime subregions as edge modes for the diffeomorphism group. Since we will
relate these coordinate fields to geometrical clocks constructed from Ashtekar—Barbero variables, we
start from the Hilbert—Palatini action with Barbero-Immirzi parameter v in deriving the symplectic
form. In Subsection III A, we derive the corresponding bulk and boundary pre-symplectic two-form for
full general relativity. In Subsection III B, we restrict ourselves to small perturbations around a flat
spacetime background. In either case, we find that the resulting boundary terms describe additional
degrees of freedom, which act as reference frames for diffeomorphisms and internal Lorentz rotations.

A. Pre-Symplectic Form

The pre-symplectic form is obtained from the variation of the action. We start from the Hilbert—Palatini
action with Immirzi parameter -,

1 1
Sle, A] = e /M (*(ea Neg) — ;ea A 65> A FP[A]. (61)
Our conventions are: F% = dA%; + A% A AA/B is the curvature of the SO(1,3) spin connection
A?g and V,[] = 0u[-] +[A, ] is the corresponding exterior gauge covariant derivative with curvature

two-form F aﬂ = [Va, Va]® g In addition, e, is the tetrad and * denotes the internal Hodge operator:

*(eq Neg) = %eaﬂo‘lﬁlea/ A eg. Given the action, the pre-symplectic potential  is inferred from the
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variation by

5S[@l] = Ejsol + g[®!, 50, (62)

oM
where ®! denotes the dynamical fields. Setting E; ~ 0 imposes the equations of motion. This procedure
for inferring @ from the variation of the action does not fix the symplectic potential uniquely—instead,
there are ambiguities arising from the freedom to add an arbitrary exact form to € and from the freedom
to add additional boundary terms to the Lagrangian [70]. See [49, 59, 65, 86-88], for further background
on the physical relevance of these ambiguities. Given the action (61), a possible choice for @ is given by

1
6(0) = 167G

(+ =7 )(ca Aeg) NOAY = Tl A dAP(9) (63)
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where, in the second part, we have introduced the conjugate momentum Il,5 = (* -7 Y (ea Neg) as well
as an exterior derivative d on field space, which is related to variations of the dynamical fields (tangent
vectors 0®! in field space) by d®!(§) = 6®!. The Poisson brackets are inferred from the pre-symplectic
two-form, which is obtained by taking the exterior field-space derivative of the pre-symplectic potential
and integrating the resulting expression over a Cauchy hypersurface X:

1
Oy = dIl, 5 A dAP. 64
>~ 167G /E p (64)

Now, the action (61) is invariant under both four-dimensional diffeomorphisms and internal SO(1, 3)
frame rotations. This leads to a degeneracy in the pre-symplectic two-form 2sx. To deal with
this redundancy, we introduce covariant reference frames for both groups: X* : M — M for the
diffeomorphisms and A%, : Ml — SO(1,3) for the SO(1, 3) gauge transformations.®> These can be used
to parameterize the fundamental variables relative to the reference fields, as

e = A% (X)(dXF + [, (X)dXY) = A%, (X)(dXH + f*(X)), (65)
A%y = A%, (X)dA S (X) + A%, (X)A", (X)Ag"(X). (66)

In fact, as noted in [74], at the linearized level, such a choice for the reference frames is always possible,
because any flat line element determines a set of inertial reference fields { X#} and vice versa. In this
sense, the reference fields can be seen as encoding the same information as the flat background metric.
Taking into account variations of the reference frames is the same as making the background metric
dynamical. For the time being, we will not impose gauge conditions, such as those considered in Section
II, on the coordinates X* and Lorentz reference frames Aau. We will do so in Section V, where we
connect our results to the canonical formulation of [39] in terms of Ashtekar-Barbero variables.

To express the symplectic two-form in terms of the parameterization (66) and (65), we consider the
variation of the tetrad and connection as we change the embedding fields X* : M — M. To simplify
our notation, we introduce

X =dX*
x5

] = dX*9,, (67)

3Note that the internal gauge transformations are themselves expressed relative to a given choice of coordinate fields X*,
i.e. they take elements of M rather than M.
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as a vector-valued one-form on field-space to encode variations of the coordinate fields. Note that X
is not an exact form on field space. Instead, it satisfies the Maurer—Cartan equation dX = %[X, X,
where [+, ] is the Lie bracket between vector fields on spacetime. Note that there is a similar equation
in the BRST approach to the quantization of gauge systems. Indeed, the anti-commuting fields X
are analogous to the Fadeev—Popov ghost for the diffeomorphism group, see e.g. [45, 60]. In here, the
main purpose of the reference fields A%, and X* is to distinguish between physical variations of the
fundamental fields and variations that can be absorbed by mere gauge transformations. To this end, we
introduce a covariant derivative on field-space, i.e. a dressed variation D [45, 74], which is defined by
removing all variations that can be absorbed into a change of the reference fields X* or Aj:

De® = de® — Lxe® — [DAAT]" ¢’ (68)
« « «@ —17«
DA% = dA% — Lx A% + V[DAAT]",, (69)
where DA has an explicit dependence on the coordinate fields. Specifically, we have

DA%, = dA®, — X[A%,] — [XUA]*4AP = dA®, — VxA®,. (70)

The covariant field space differentials De® and [DAO‘ﬁ encode the physical variations of the tetrad and
connection fields, that is, those variations that cannot be undone by simply performing an appropriate
diffeomorphism or internal gauge transformation on the transformed fields.

Inserting (68) and (69) into (64) and using that LxA = XJF, we obtain a bulk and a boundary
term for the pre-symplectic form:
Qs = Ok L Qs (71)
The bulk term is

bulk __
wt =

1
/ DIlys A DAY 4+ 2X,DH® + (X1Gap) A (DA + XIF)™?
167TG »
— 2(Deq + VXa) A XSH® — 2Ty Xp A X[ (x — 4 1) F]*

— Gop(DAA'DAA) 4+ (DGop + LxGap) (DALY (72)

where X, := X_ue, and

H® = [(x =7 HF]",ne =0, (73)
T, = Veq ~ 0, (74)
Gop = Vilng = 2(%%;’/3’ — 7000 ) Vew Ay ~0. (75)

denote the constraints. The symbol = indicates that the constraints vanish only on-shell, i.e. upon
imposing the Einstein equations. Note that on-shell, the bulk term reduces to the simple canonical form

1
Qbulk ~ / DIL, 5 A DAP. 76
= 167G Jy, P (76)
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Then, we also have a boundary contribution to the symplectic form. It is

1
N 167G oY

Qo [Haﬁ (DAA'DAAY) Y — (DTT + LxIT) 5 (DAA)?

+ (XaTTag) A DA + X Xg((x — v HF)* . (77)

This boundary contribution encodes the symplectic structure of the reference fields X* and A®, and
their conjugate momenta. Since these fields enter the symplectic two-form through a boundary term,
they are referred to as edge or boundary modes (e.g. [43, 65]) on the covariant phase space. While they
encode only gauge-redundant information in the bulk, they become physical at the boundary. That
is, to obtain a full description of the subsystem, it is not enough to specify the radiative degrees of
freedom alone. In addition, we also need to specify the configuration of the reference fields and their
conjugate momenta at the corner 03.

The conjugate momenta of X* and A, can be interpreted as boundary currents for momentum
and spin respectively. However, for generic boundaries, the resulting symplectic form does not assume
the simple Darboux form in terms of X* and an conjugate momentum (i.e. dP,dX* for some P, and
similarly for the Lorentz reference fields). Thus there is no immediate way to identify the Poisson
brackets for the reference fields. The situation is different for asymptotic boundaries: if we take the
corner to spatial infinity, a canonical pair can be readily identified. This is shown explicitly in Appendix
B, where we derive the boundary momentum current P, and intrinsic spin current S, conjugate to
the reference fields at spatial infinity, 7,, and show that these currents are conserved. In particular, we
find that

1 - v

Pulox—i, = %(*A — 7 A AdXY, (78)
1 — o

Suwlos—i, = -z (%GPUW _ 15}55}) dX, A fo), (79)

where, in the definition of the intrinsic spin current, we have subtracted the vacuum contribution, which
diverges quadratically in r = 1/ X; X*. The two quantities can be combined to produce the total angular
momentum current

JMV = QP[#XZ,] + SIW’ (80)

This current, which is a two-form at the boundary, is conserved in linearized gravity i.e. dJ,, = 0.

B. Linearized Theory

In above, we introduced reference frames for covariant gauge fixing conditions using covariant and
canonical phase space techniques. The goal of this section is to connect our construction to the more
standard procedure in linearized gravity. Thus, we take linearized perturbations around a flat spacetime
background ((9ee,©) Aaﬂ). It is important to note that we do not distinguish at this stage between
gauge variations and the variations of the true, albeit linearized, physical degrees of freedom. Therefore,
we include perturbations of the clock variables around a fiducial background configuration X5. We
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thus write
XH :X(‘)‘+(5X“+(’)(52). (81)

In the same way, we also include perturbations of the internal reference fields A*,(X). Notice that the
Lorentz frames carry an explicit dependence on the coordinates. Linearizing both A%, and X* will
have a combined effect. There are variations § X* of the coordinates alone and variations that only
change the Lorentz reference frames while keeping X* fixed. We encode variations of A(X) that do
not result from changing X* into an so0(1,3) Lie algebra element §\",. Combining both variations, we
obtain

AaM(X) — (O)AaM(Xo) + (O)Aay(Xo) (5)‘)VM|X(, + (ay(O)Aau) (X,)6X" + 0(52)

= A%, (Xo) + A%, (X,) (M) . » (82)
where, in the second line, we introduced the so(1, 3)-form
SN, = 0N, + DN (X,) (0, VAP (X)) 0 X7 (83)

to simplify our notation as we move forward. Next, we consider perturbations of the linearized tetrad
and connection,

FHX) = (0f)(Xo) + O(67), (84)
A¥(X) = (6A)",(Xo) + O(6%). (85)

The triple (6 f#,5X#,5A\",) defines a tangent vector in field space. This tangent vector is based at a
flat solution. In turn, we have a perturbative expansion of the tetrads (65) and connection (66) around
this solution. We write

e® = e 4 52 + 0(5?) (86)
A%y = 4% 1 54%, + 0(6?) (87)

where the background configurations are
O = Op> (Xp)axt,  ©A%y = OA (X,)(dDA)(X,). (88)
Leaving the dependence on X, implicit* from now on, the first-order perturbations can be written as
«
Je* = [<0>A (5>\)<O>A—1} ﬂ<0>eﬂ + 0N (dSXP + 51, (89)

54% = ~[OA d(a;\)@)A—er + | ©a@Ea)@a aﬂ- (90)

To derive the linearized symplectic form, we need to consider variations of the dynamical fields. In

“That is, we write f* = 5f*(X,), 6A", = A", (X,), IN", = A", (X,), DA%, = DA, (X,), wh,, = wh,,(Xo).
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the following, we will keep the background reference field configurations fixed, i.e.

dOA*, =0,  dXk=0. (91)

In this way, the variations of the coordinate fields can only depend on the first-order perturbations and
we have

X 1= Xoe® = DA d(5XH) + O(5%). (92)

Going back to (68), (69) and (70), we then immediately find that

De® = DA, d(3f*) + O(6?), (93)

DA%, = DA d(6A",) DAL + O(6?), (94)
a _ (0O)pr«a v 2

DA%, = DA%, d(5X)”, + O(5%). (95)

Next, we insert the perturbative expansion into the constraints. Going back to (73), (74), and (75), we
obtain

AO‘M (=7 7Hd(©EA)]* AdXY +0(8%) = DA sH: + O(5%), (96)

@ v 2y — (0) A« 2

R u(d(éf“) AN, AdXY) + 0(82) = QA 6T + 0(6?), (97)
Gaﬁ = <0>AQ’H<O>A/3’,,(%Q,B, — 297 80515 ) OTH A XY +0O(52). (98)

7 =squv

Finally, we have all the ingredients at hand to compute the perturbative expansion of the pre-
symplectic two-form s, which we introduced in the previous section at the non-perturbative level.
First, we evaluate (y at a configuration, which is flat—that is, we consider the symplectic form for
the tangent space T, P around a point s, € P in phase space that describes a flat configuration
720 = (Ve (O)Ao‘ﬁ) as in (88) above. We restrict ourselves to a flat solution, while imposing no
constraints on the variations de®, dA®g of the fundamental fields—thus exploring all directions T ,,P
of tangent space for z, fixed. We obtain

Ox| = DIl 5 A DA% + 2X,DH® + DGys(DAA"Y)*
Zﬂo e z[ aB N + + Gﬁ( ) ]
1 -1 —1\aB8
* 160G D [Haﬁ(DAA DAA™Y) (99)

— (DIT+ LxI0),,4(DAA )P 4 (XUIL,p) A DAaﬁ] .

Next, we insert the perturbative expansion back into (99). This way, we obtain the first-order
contribution to the pre-symplectic form, (VQys;. We identify three terms:

(I)QZ _ (I)ng?d + (I)Q%u‘f + (I)ngrentz. (100)
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The first term describes the radiative modes at the linearized level. It consists of the bulk integral

(Mopad — ! / AXP Ad(@ ) [(x — v~ Hd(A)] - (101)
¥

871G
Next, we have the contribution from the reference fields for the diffeomorphisms. At the linearized
level, these are the perturbations . X* of the coordinate fields. The resulting contribution to the total
pre-symplectic two-form is a sum of two terms:

MO — &TlG/Ed(éX“)d]@HH) — fgz d(6X") d(P,). (102)

The first term, which is a bulk integral, vanishes once the constraints are imposed. On-shell, the
only non-zero contribution comes from the boundary term, which allows us to identify the momentum
current 0 P, conjugate to the first-order linearized coordinate fields,

1

0P, = rG

[(x — v 1)oA] o NAXT. (103)
From (102), we conclude that X* is indeed a reference frame for the constraint, i.e. {X*(q), H,(¢')} ~
or 5(3)((], ¢') in analogy to (38). This does not imply, however, that the reference frames also Poisson
commute among themselves. Instead, we have

{6X"(q),6X"(¢))} = ©"(q,q), (104)

for some bi-tensor field ©#¥(q,¢’) that does not vanish on the constraint hypersurface H, = 0, G, = 0.
This non-commutativity has a simple geometric origin. The field space covariant derivative D introduced
in (68) and (69) removes the gauge variations from the functional derivative of the fundamental fields.
It does not remove, however, transversal variations that take us away from the constraint hypersurface
H, =0,G,, =0. This has an important consequence. Consider coordinates (a+, a+, H,, X*, AO‘M) in a
vicinity of the constraint hypersurface such that (a4,a+) parameterize the two modes of gravitational
radiation thereon.® Since D removes the pure gauge variations from the exterior derivative, we have

0 4] 0 0
D= Eo Chr H,—— v~ |- 1
/ELZ; (d]a 5o, Tda 5as)+d] #5H#+dG“ G (105)

If we now return to (72), we see that for any such choice of (a4,a+) phase space coordinates the
momentum conjugate to H,, can not be the reference frame X* alone. At the linearized level, it is
simply X*# shifted by terms linear in the constraints. Since the constraints do not commute with
the reference fields, this in turn creates the non-commutativity of the embedding fields X*. We will
comment on this non-commutativity for linearized clocks in Subsection V A below.

Finally, there is the symplectic structure for the internal Lorentz reference frames,

1 1
(1) oLorentz __ wo_ - bare pv 1
Ol e /E d(0G ) d(6X)™ fa (58 ) 0 (5N (106)

Again, the first term vanishes upon imposing the constraints and we are left with a boundary term for

5In linearized gravity, we can access these modes via a standard projector onto e.g. the transverse and traceless modes.
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the first-order linearized Lorentz frames. In here, we introduced the bare spin current 5SBﬂre, which is

conjugate to the internal Lorentz frames. It splits into a background contribution and the contribution
for the intrinsic gravitational spin of the perturbation,

5523% = 5SZV + 55/“’7 (107)
where
o ]' 1 —1 / v
05y, = %(ieu’fﬂp[u =Y pfr o) AXE A X 0"+
1 —1 ’ v
+ e, (§E,uzz,u’l/’ - nH[N/nV']V)ng /\d(éX ), (108)
L -1 ' v
55’/“/ = R(Eewjﬂl’/ -y nu[ulnyl}y)ng A 5f . (109)

We thus find that the covariant phase space for linearized general relativity describes, in addition to
gravitational radiation, the linearized reference fields § X* for the diffeomorphism group and ()"
for the Lorentz group at the boundary of the spacetime region. Moreover, the explicit form of the
symplectic structure (100) allows us to infer their canonically conjugate momenta: the momentum
current 0P, and the spin current 4.5,

In the remainder of this work, we will further analyze two aspects of these coordinate fields. In
Section 4, we examine how the Barbero-Immirzi parameter affects the charges and higher multipoles
derived from their conjugate momenta and discuss its potential implications for the quantum theory.
In Section V, we turn to the relationship between the linearized reference fields 0 X# and geometrical
clocks in the canonical formalism. There, we will see that imposing the covariant gauge fixing conditions
introduced in Section II on these coordinate fields indeed reproduces the geometrical clocks, constructed
from the linearized Ashtekar-Barbero variables, which are utilized in [39].

IV. BOUNDARY CURRENTS AND CHARGES

In the previous section, we identified the boundary contributions to the pre-symplectic two-form. It is
because of these boundary contributions that otherwise unphysical gauge directions become physical at
the boundary. In the following, we compute the resulting charges for the gauge symmetries in linearized
gravity.

A. Charges and the Barbero—Immirzi Parameter

The study of boundary charges and the symmetry algebra they generate is a large and active area of
research, with many distinct extensions of the classical phase space, and various boundary conditions
imposed (see e.g. |64, 65] for recent reviews). Here, we obtain the charges by integrating the linearized
currents over the two-dimensional boundary 9%. This yields, first of all, the linearized momentum

1
oP, = oP, = —— x —~v HeA]  AdXY. 110
1 o5 87TG a5 [( v ) ]MV o ( )
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Notice an important subtlety here. While the momentum current (103) carries a dependence on the
Barbero-Immirzi parameter v, the total charge is independent of . This follows from the linearized
torsionless equation—the constraint §7% = 0—which implies that d[6 f*] + dA¥, AdXY = 0. In fact,
by applying Stokes’s theorem, we quickly see the second term in the integral (110) indeed vanishes,

1 1
A NdX] =

d[5fH) = 0, (111)

8mYG Jos - 8mG Jos

leaving us with a linearized momentum that is independent of ~:

1

5P, = —
K 81G %

[%0A], A dXY. (112)

A similar observation holds for the global angular momentum. This charge is the asymptotic integral
of the boundary spin current 65, plus an orbital contribution, which is the cross product (6P A X)),
While both terms each separately depend on +, the integral of their sum over the boundary 9% does not.
All terms proportional to v combine to form a total derivative whose integral over 9% will vanish. In
fact, if we look at the term in 6.5, that depends on v, we obtain after performing a partial integration

f dxlraepl = — f xkdsfrl = ¢ XA A dX2. (113)
ox ox ox

The term on the right hand side of this equation cancels the y-dependent contribution from the cross
product ¢,.(6P A X,),,. We obtain

1
§IH = ¢ 6 =~

1
— XA AdXE — —
ox 4G o2 ( ° [*5 } P nd 0 26

o dX NS f”’l), (114)

with no more dependence on ~ in the surface integral.

Connection to SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero variables. Finally, let us write the energy and momentum in
terms of the linearized Ashtekar-Barbero variables, which are the densitized triad

E;* = d3z det(e) e (115)
and the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection
Aia = Fia[e] + 'VKiaa (116)

where I, [e] is the SU(2) spin connection and the su(2)-valued one-form K°, is obtained from the
extrinsic curvature Ky, through K¢, = e Kp,. In Subsection VB below, we introduce a specific choice
of Lorentz frames to connect the perturbations of the Ashtekar-Barbero variables with the perturbations
of the spin connection dw", := pEdA",. Upon choosing this gauge, we obtain

0K, = dw'y,, 0T, = Le.o6u/, . (117)

In the following, any terms proportional to dX? vanish, because we are integrating over a surface of
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constant time 7' = X?. Thus, starting from (110), we obtain the linearized energy

1 4 1 ,
0Py = —— P TR L — oT; A dX? 118
0 167TG ﬁzejk « 87TG on ° ( )

where 6T is a function of the linearized weighted triads, namely (cf. (2.17) in [39])

A 1 . .
Ty = Sdafe™ 12610800y — 810500y + 04061 0} | 050 B0, (119)

Similarly, we find the linearized momentum in terms of the Ashtekar-Barbero connection,
5P = 7{ €0t A dXI = —— e KR A dX
811G on J ° 81G on J ‘
1 .
- k0 AT A dXE, 120
87TG’Y éz ez]k o ( )

where in the last line we simply added a term proportional to eijkdfj ANdX (’f . This term vanishes when
integrating over 0% by the above arguments. In Appendix C, we further show how these observables
are equivalent to the negative value of the linearized ADM energy and momentum [35, 89| respectively.

B. Effects on the Quantum Theory

The considerations above show that the Barbero—Immirzi parameter drops out from the global ADM
charges. This raises the question whether there are any observables that can differentiate between
different values of v. One obvious answer lies in higher multipoles, obtained by weighting the momentum
and spin currents with some angle-dependent test function before integrating them over the boundary
two-sphere. This leads us to integrals of the form ¢, p#(6, )P, for some angle-dependent p*(, ¢).
While the term proportional to v~!, which contributes to this integral, is a total derivative, the total
integral is not and the contribution from the Barbero-Immirzi parameter survives. At the classical level,
this amounts to a mere relabeling of the charges, which has no observable consequences. At the quantum
level, this is no longer true, cf. [90]. To be more precise, we need to distinguish between the charges
o, which are inferred algebraically as the generators of the symmetries, and the theory-independent
observables O, that we can measure in the real world. While there is no need to make this distinction
for global charges, such as the total momentum or angular momentum, the difference matters once
we consider the higher multipoles. For such observables, the canonical charges will be a y-dependent
function of the theory-independent observables, i.e. Qo = f({O4},7). At the classical level, this map
does not affect the possible range of values the physical observables O, can take. The observables O,
can be always written in terms of the metric and its derivatives alone. There is no dependence on  at
this stage. At the quantum level, however, we have to take a detour: we start from the algebra of the
abstract gauge charges, quantize them, find the possible eigenvalues {Q,} of Qa, and then invert the
relation between {O,} and {Qn} to determine the corresponding observables Oq({@a},7) such that a
~v-dependence can appear at the level of the physical observables.

There are other similar effects of the addition of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter at the quantum
level. For example, it enters the LQG quantization of the proper area of a surface [12, 91, 92| and
it determines an upper bound for the matter density in the very early universe [93]. More recently,
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it was found that there is a potential upper bound for the radiated gravitational wave power, which
depends on v as well [94]. We believe that the way v enters the spectra of physical observables and the
emergence of such bounds can very likely be traced back to the mechanism outlined above.

Moreover, when going to the quantum theory starting from the symplectic form (100), one has to
quantize the reference fields and their conjugate momenta, in addition to the standard gravitational
radiation degrees of freedom (cf. [74, Sec. 4]). While the construction of the resulting quantum
states is, at this point, purely formal, we can nevertheless use it to gauge, in the metaphorical sense,
where the Barbero-Immirzi parameter might affect the quantum theory. At the linearized level, where
we ignore the self-interaction of gravitons, we are in the comfortable situation that we know the
algebra of gravitational Dirac observables exactly. Their Poisson commutation relations can be inferred
immediately by taking the pull-back of the pre-symplectic two-form to the constraint hypersurface.
This amounts to setting dH, and 6G,, in (102) and (106) to zero. This in turn implies that the
bulk reference frames disappear from the symplectic two-form on the physical phase space. The only
surviving contribution in the bulk is given in (101), from which we can infer the commutation relations
between the Dirac observables themselves. At the quantum level, these become the standard creation
and annihilation operators (a+(k), @+ (k)) for the two polarization modes of gravitational radiation.
However, this is not the end of the story. There are additional boundary terms that do not vanish
upon imposing the constraints in the bulk. These boundary terms determine a boundary symplectic
potential for the edge modes 0. X*|g5 = JQ* (¥, p) and IA|gx = ox*" (¥, ¢). At the canonical level,
we believe that this boundary data (6Q*,x*") can be linked to the boundary condition implicitly
needed to specify the Green’s function involved in the linearized gauge conditions (138), (139) and
(173), as we will see below.

At the quantum level, the resulting kinematical state space thus takes the form of a tensor product
H = Hpuk ® Hpndry between a bulk and a boundary Hilbert space. Since we have, at this stage,
already solved the linearized constraints at the classical level, the quantization is simple. The bulk
Hilbert space Hpyuik is the ordinary Fock space constructed from the mode expansion of the linearized
gravitational perturbations. For the boundary Hilbert space Hpnary, we choose a functional Schrodinger
representation. Assuming a configuration space representation for the reference fields, we consider states
U[oQH, dx*] € H, where the dependence on the bulk gravitational degrees of freedom is left implicit to
simplify notation. Not all the states in H are also physical. There is a residual constraint that links the
bulk and boundary data. The relation dP, = @} (* — 7*1)6AW AN dX§ = dH, connects the boundary
intrinsic momentum, which is the conjugate variable to Q" (1, ), to the radiative modes in the bulk.5
This condition turns into a constraint on H = Hypuk ® Hpndry- Physical states are annihilated by this
constraint, which leads to the bulk-boundary relational Schrédinger-like equation

— B .

(6P) () Wphys[0Q", 0x"] = —iﬁm‘l’phw[w“ﬁx“”] = 0H u(C)Wpnys 0QH, 5x).  (121)

The construction is analogous to a standard Schrodinger picture, where the states depend paramet-
rically on time. Here, however, time becomes multi-fingered: there is one relational clock 6Q* (9, )
at every point of the asymptotic two-sphere boundary. Given two kinematical states U, ¥’ € H, the
physical inner product is defined through a projector via (¥|¥’) 4,5 = (V|P¥’). The projector itself is

There is a similar condition for the SO(1,3) internal Lorentz symmetry, see [74].
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a formal delta distribution implementing the constraint 0P, — dH, = 0,
P= DIN] exp(l NH(5P, — 5HM)>. (122)
[R4}SQ h So

Consider now a quantum superposition of states, peaked around a particular configuration of the
boundary reference fields. Since quantum theory is linear, we expect that these states can be written as
a formal quantum superposition

O =) Bi[6Qi, 0x:] @ 16Qi, 6xi). (123)

Consider then a reference state
U = U,[0Q0, IXo] ® |0Q0, IXo)- (124)

Formally, the inner product between physical states evaluates to

(W, ®) s = Z (T[6Qo, o) |(UBN®:) [0Q1, 6X4]) e (125)

The inner product on the right hand side is simply the ordinary Fock inner product on Hpyuy. The
transformation between the two states is the formal matrix element of the projector

B = (6Qo, %0l P10Qi, 0xi). (126)

This equation can be read in two ways. From the perspective of perturbative gravity, EV[[)S is a

representation of the Bondi-Metzner—Sachs (BMS) group [95-98] on the radiative phase space that
maps the asymptotic frame {5Q;, dx;} into {0Q,, dx,}. This makes it a primary element of the theory
and the introduction of P is a mere rearrangement of equations. However, it could very well be that in a

full theory of quantum gravity, the logic is reversed and UE}%S is a derived quantity that only exists for
sharply-peaked semi-classical states. In either case, we can notice that the sum ), (Ug\%s@i) [0Q;, dxi]

implements a different such transformation depending on the state ¢ of the reference field and can thus
be seen as a quantum-controlled symmetry transformation, as commonly employed in the literature on
quantum reference frames (see e.g., |2, 4, 7, 8, 10]).

We can now see that for constant translations (i.e. translating the coordinate fields by the same
amount 6Q! — 6Q5 = const. everywhere on the corner 2-sphere), the effect of the Barbero-Immirzi
parameter vanishes in the same way as it did for the global Poincaré charges since we are integrating
uniformly over the linearized charge in (122). However, we can also consider point-wise, i.e. angle-
dependent, translations. In this case, as above, the integrand can no longer be written as a total
derivative and the transformation remains non-trivial. So, while the global translations, associated to
the global charges, remain unaffected by the introduction of =, its effects likely survive when considering
point-wise (quantum) reference frame transformations.
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V. MAPPING COVARIANT REFERENCE FRAMES INTO THE CANONICAL PHASE
SPACE

So far, we left the gauge conditions on the reference fields X* and A, unspecified. The goal of this
section is to choose specific gauge conditions and complete the gauge fixing procedure. We will thereby
explain the relation between the reference fields on the covariant phase space and earlier results on the
linearized geometrical clocks on the ADM phase space in terms of Ashtekar-Barbero variables [39].

A. Choice of clock and spatial reference fields

The starting point is a perturbative expansion on the extended phase space. As in above, we take the
background configuration to be spatially flat with vanishing extrinsic curvature. In terms of standard
ADM variables, this amounts to setting

hab = Ohay + Shap + O(62) = Sap + Shap + O(62), (127)
7% = \/detOh 7% + O(52), (128)

where 0, is the flat Euclidean metric and we removed the density weights from the perturbation of the
ADM momentum. Notice that the extrinsic curvature vanishes to zeroth order in the expansion. Thus

om = §K% — 59K, (129)

where all indices of the perturbation (0hgp, 0K,p) are now raised and lowered with the flat Euclidean
reference metric d,p.

Next, we consider the perturbative expansion of the additional configuration variables that we
introduced to build the extended phase space. We write

XF = XF 4 5X" + 06 (130)
nt = 8 + on + O(5?), (131)
ty = =0, 4 6t + O(6%), (6%). (132)

To leading order in the expansion, the corresponding canonical momenta, vanish i.e. (]5,“ Dp>» ") = O(6).
The zeroth order of the reference frame X* is adapted to the background metric. We set

X0 =t4+0T+ 0%, X'=z'46X"+0(6% (133)

where we choose X0 such that ¥ is a t = const. surface and {z°} are Cartesian coordinates thereon. In
other words,

Sap = 0y5dal da]. (134)

In the following, 9, denotes the corresponding Levi Civita covariant derivative. Since {2’} are Cartesian
coordinates, the corresponding Christoffel symbols vanish, i.e. d,dz} = 0,0px" = 0. We will need this
equation below.
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Next, we consider the gauge fixing conditions at the linearalized level. First of all, we set
ont =0, ot, =0, (135)

so that the harmonic coordinate condition, namely (13) and (35) and (32), simplifies at leading order to
1
S[ARXH] — SK Ol 4+ O(6%) = 6[AXH] + §5ab57rabag = 0. (136)

To obtain the first-order harmonic coordinate conditions, we need to take into account the perturbative
expansion of the Laplace operator. The spatial metric is perturbed around a flat background, hy, =
Oap + 0hgp. We obtain

Ay = h®D,Dy = 69,8, — 6h®8,0, — 6% 6T 0. + O(6%), (137)

where §h = §9¢§%45h,4, and oI'“, denotes the perturbation of the Christoffel connection. Using that
5abfcab = 0,0h% — %8C5haa with dh%, = §9%5hgee. Taking into account 9,0pz" = 0 and 9,T = 0, we
obtain the linearized gauge fixing conditions

1
A(6T) = 0K = —§5ab5wab, (138)
A(GXT) = dal 9, <5h“b - %Wahcc), (139)

where A = §%9,0, is the Laplacian for the flat background metric. These equations can be inverted
with the Green’s function, making the functional dependence between the linearized coordinate fields
and the perturbations of the ADM variables explicit. To see that (§7,5X") are, in fact, the same
geometrical clocks that were constructed earlier in [39], we need to switch from the ADM variables
(hap, ﬁ“b) to the Ashtekar-Barbero variables. The Ashtekar—Barbero variables consist of the densitized
triad Ei“ and the Ashtekar-Barbero connection A?,. These variables carry an additional SU(2) gauge
symmetry, i.e. the rotational subgroup of the internal Lorentz symmetry preserving the internal surface
normal n® = e, n* of ¥. This internal gauge symmetry is invisible on the ADM phase space. The
clock 6T and spatial reference frame {§X"} are invariant under these internal transformations. This
follows immediately from their non-perturbative (35) and perturbative definitions (138) and (139). We
can thus choose whatever SU(2) gauge we like. To simplify our analysis going forward, we choose a
specific SU(2) gauge in which

e = da' + de' + O(6?). (140)

Thus, the background configuration (D¢’ is simply the Euclidean coordinate differentials dz’. Next, we
consider the perturbation of the densitized triad (115) for given co-triadic perturbation de’. First of all,
let us recall that it is always possible to rewrite the densitized triad E;* as

. 1 ‘
E;* = d3z det(e) e,* = §€“bceijkejbekc, (141)

where €;j;, denotes the internal Levi-Civita alternating tensor, i.e. the structure constants of su(2), while
€%¢ is the Levi-Civita tensor density. It is then immediate to check that the variation of the co-triad
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can be determined from the variation of the densitized triad through
. 1 . - A
d3zde’, = <2d332dxi5Ejb - dxzdazfléEjb). (142)

To simplify our notation further, we drop the fiducial density weights d3z from the linear perturbation
of E;*, thus writing

E*=d%208 + 6E,% + 0(6%) = 32 0% + &3z 6 E,* + O(6?). (143)

Choice of linearized clock. Let us now return to the definition of the linearized clock (138) and express
it as a functional on the phase space of linearized Ashtekar-Barbero variables. The definition (138)
contains the trace of the extrinsic curvature. In terms of Ashtekar-Barbero variables, the extrinsic
curvature is a derived quantity. Using (116), we have
K', = l(Ai ~-T",) (144)
a ’}/ a a):*
The ADM momentum, which is related to the extrinsic curvature through (9), vanishes at zeroth order.
At this order, the co-triad is simply given by (Ve = da?, see (140). The corresponding SU(2) spin
connection coefficients I'* , must clearly vanish, and we obtain

Al =6A', + O(8?). (145)

To obtain the variation of the trace of the extrinsic curvature, we note

. 1 . )
6K = §(K?%,) = 0(K',e;*) = ;5(142& —1I,)of. (146)

To proceed further, we simplify the last term in this expression. Note that
C

- 1 o 1 . 1
E;°“T", = ggabceijkfzae]bek = §ekijf‘l Nel Ne = —§dek N ek, (147)

where we used in the last step the torsionless condition for the spatial Levi Civita connection on 3, i.e.
De' = de’ + eijkfj A €* = 0. This implies further that

[oami 1~a c L i a 7
O(E;"T",) = 3¢ 504 (Gepy)da = 563,@ Oa(6E;%)day. (148)
Thus, the defining equation (138) for the linearized time coordinate becomes

A(6T) = 1 (agaAia — %eij kagaa(wjb)dx’g). (149)
Y

We can now solve this gauge condition with the Green’s function G® for the flat Laplace operator
A = §%9,8,. Our conventions are AG®(q,¢') = —0®) (x,y). We then have

171 i C a a i
(6T)(q) = — <2acea POb(OF; * % G*)(x) + OF (AT, GA)(q)>. (150)
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This equation reproduces the geometrical clock that can be found in (2.49) of [39].

Choice of spatial reference frames. In (139), we defined the spatial reference frames at linear order. To
determine them in terms of linearized Ashtekar-Barbero variables, notice first that dhy, = 25ei(adxz) =
20€(qp)- Going back to (142), we thus also have

(Shab = 5abd$i(5EiC - 25E(ab)> (151)

where 6 Ey, = dzt04,0 E;°. This in turn implies with Sh = §9¢§%46h 4 that
ab 1 abspc (ab) 1 ab 3.4 c
Oh — 5(5 O0hS, = =20\ + 5(5 dzl0E;“. (152)
We insert this equation back into the linearized coordinate condition, i.e. (139). We obtain
, , a1
A(6X) = —dat a, (26Ek(b6k) - iaabafaEkc). (153)

Once again, we can solve this equation for §X* as a functional on the phase space of linearized
Ashtekar-Barbero variables. Using the Green’s function, we obtain

(6X7)(q) = (dx};ag - %dxiai + 5ij5bc) (0°0E;" « G)(q). (154)

This equation reproduces the geometrical clocks introduced in [39] in (2.53). Note that by using the
Green’s function G2 in the solution of the harmonic gauge condition, we are implicitly assuming that
the linearized temporal and spatial reference fields vanish at infinity. In general, however, the harmonic
gauge condition alone does not fix the boundary conditions for the coordinate fields. This fits with our
intuition that the boundary degrees of freedom are not just pure gauge but encode physical information.
In this sense, we expect that the required boundary conditions on § X* as r — oo on the canonical side
play the role of the physical edge modes that arise in the covariant phase space formalism.

Going back to the definition of the linearized clock, i.e. (150) above, we can see that the coordinate
frames do not commute among themselves. This is an immediate consequence of the fact that there is a
functional dependence on both §E,* and §A?,. This dependence creates a non-commutativity between
6T and AX?, whereas all spatial reference frames 6 X? are mutually commuting. In fact,

{5T(q), 5Xi(q’)} = 747er:céabA_25(3)(q, q). (155)

This non-commutativity extends to the internal reference frames, which are conjugate to the Gauss
constraint. In the linearized theory, this non-commutativity can be always removed by shifting the
coordinate functions by an auxiliary contribution which is proportional to the constraints, see [39] for
a systematic way to add such terms through a dual observable map to obtain mutually commuting
geometrical clocks. This method can be applied order by order in perturbation theory and hence can
be used beyond the linearized theory. Here we observe this non-commutativity directly at the level of
the geometric clocks.

An alternative way to obtain this result is to calculate the Dirac bracket associated with the gauge
fixings for on*,dt, and d®*. Since dX# and 515“ both commute with én#,dt, and their conjugate
momenta, the Dirac bracket associated with these gauge fixings for § X* and Msu coincides with the
ordinary Poisson bracket. However, this is no longer the case if we consider the second-class pair
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(6@H, JH*). Neither 6 X* nor §P* commute with dH* and, moreover, 515# does not commute with
0 X*#. Consequently, there are non-trivial additional contributions in the Dirac bracket compared to the
Poisson bracket, leading to a modified algebra for 6 X* and 515#' In particular, we have {6 X* § X"} # 0
and expressing this result in terms of Ashtekar-Barbero variables results in the non-commutativity
discussed above.

B. Choice of Internal Lorentz Frames

After having introduced a linearized time function 7" and spatial reference frames 6.X*, we are left to
choose a reference frame for the internal Lorentz symmetries. This amounts to a mere gauge fixing
for the spin connection, or, equivalently, a choice of an orthonormal basis E“ in the Lorentz bundle.
Going back to (65), we first identify the reference frame E with the SO(1,3) gauge elements A%,
More specifically, we write

E = (A%, A%, A%, A%). (156)

In here and below, boldface characters are columns, rows or matrices. The dual basis of E¢ is
_Aa()
en = ( ﬁz;) (157)
AaS

NapE® @ EP = diag(—1, +1,+1,+1), e,® E* =id. (158)

The two bases satisfy

How do we then fix such a basis? One possible choice is given by Lorentz gauge, which is the same as
to sauy7

g""'Vlea ® V,EY =V, A" =0, (159)

where A, is an so(1,3)-valued one-form, whose entries are given in (66), and V, is the covariant
derivative. It acts on internal Lorentz indices «,f,... through the SO(1,3) spin connection and
on space-time indices through the Christoffel symbols, but does not mix the columns of E¢, i.e.
VA, = dA%, + AN,

While (159) seems like a natural gauge condition from a Lagrangian point of view, it is less so in the
Hamiltonian framework, when working with SU(2) Ashtekar—Barbero variables. In that case, a better
choice was introduced in [39]. It is easy to check, in fact, that the linearization of the gauge conditions
(159) does not reproduce the internal reference frames of [39]. This is so because the internal reference
frames of [39] are constructed out of the linearized Ashtekar—Barbero connection, whereas (159) is a
functional of only the Lorentz connection.

To translate the perturbative reference frames 6=%(x) of [39] into our framework, we proceed in
two steps. First, we lift the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection, which is otherwise only defined on a
spatial hypersurface, into spacetime. Then, we replace in (159) the SO(1,3) covariant derivative V,,

"The seemingly simpler gauge condition 0, E* = ¢"*V,V, E® = 0 is inconsistent with the normalization (158).
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by the four-dimensional lift of the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero covariant derivative. This construction
requires a few additional building blocks. First of all, we introduce an 3 4 1-split in internal space
[55, 99]. We set

hag ‘= Nap + Nang, and €afy = 65045777,5. (160)

For any Lorentz vector valued p-form V¢ € QP(M : TM), we can now introduce the covariant
Ashtekar—Barbero exterior derivative, namely

DV® = VV* — (n®Vng — ngVn®) AVF 4+ 4e%55Vn AVF. (161)
This connection has the following key properties
Do =0,  Dn®=0. (162)

Notice also that the pullback of D to ¥ defines the standard SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection for a
given foliation if we identify n®e,* with the normal vector field orthogonal to each leaf. This is often
referred to as time gauge in the literature, see e.g. [56, 99, 100]. It is the choice which we also impose
here.

The relationship between D and the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection can be made more explicit
by introducing the 3 + 1 split of the reference fields E¢. We set

E® = (A%, A%;) = (n®, A%). (163)
From (158), it follows that

naA =0, napAN; =0y (164)

)

The tensor field A, provides a soldering form (a sort of projector) between the Lorentz bundle and the
internal SU(2) frame bundle. If, for example, ¢ : ¥ < M is the embedding of the spatial hypersurface
into spacetime, the soldering forms A, allow us to introduce the standard triads e’ and the extrinsic
curvature K simply by

et = @*()\aiea), K= @*(AaiVno‘), (165)

where all indices are raised and lowered using the flat internal metrics naﬁ,éij . The SU(2) spin
connection I' is then the unique solution of

de’ + €, IV A b =0, (166)

where €5 = eaﬂv)\o‘i)\ﬁj)\yk.

Sine D annihilates n® and since E® = (n®, A%,) is a basis in the frame bundle, all non-vanishing
connection coefficients are determined by D acting on A“,. These in turn assume the standard form
of the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection coefficients, which are the sum of the components of the
intrinsic SU(2) spin connection and the extrinsic curvature. We obtain

Da)\aj = eiijka)‘ai = Eikj (Fka + ’)/Kka> Aai? <167)
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We are now ready to introduce the gauge condition for the SU(2) Ashtekar-Barbero connection. It
reads

g Du[A'DuA;] = g 0u [N/ DL AY;] = 0. (168)

Finally, let us compare this gauge condition with the linearized reference frames introduced in [39].
Now working in a perturbative framework, we expand the soldering forms A%, into a background plus
perturbation,

)\Oéi - O)\Oci + 6AOLZ (169)

Following [39], we assume the background to be flat. More specifically, we take it to be flat with respect
to both the covariant Ashtekar-Barbero connection as well as the Lorentz connection itself, i.e.

OD OAO{Z‘ - OV)\Q,L‘ - 0, (170)

where °D and °V denotes the zeroth order of the perturbative expansion of the respective derivatives.
Next, we consider these reference frames at the linearized level. We introduce the perturbed reference
frame 02’ through the definition
5:\2' N 1 ikO)\ jé}\a
It is now straight forward to show that to leading order into the expansion, the gauge condition
(167) translates into

1

°O§=! =
ArG

s A™, (172)
which matches the definition of the linearized reference frames of [39] if we set in here all time derivatives
to zero. In this way, we obtain

=1

=i(z) = ﬁaa(mai GO (). (173)

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In quantum gravity, all model building involves a choice of reference frames. The strategy and the
way in which these are chosen may differ from one approach to another. In this work, we began by
exploring two different strategies for building such reference frames: the canonical ADM formalism and
the covariant phase space formalism. This was motivated by recent results on geometrical clocks within
the canonical framework [39] and related research on edge modes for the diffeomorphism symmetry,
which appeared in |74] within the covariant phase space formalism.

To connect the two approaches, we introduced an extension of the reduced ADM phase space.
The extension consists of additional coordinate fields X*#, the vector field n* normal to the Cauchy
hypersurface, and the time-flow co-vector field ¢,, together with their conjugate momenta. This
extension allowed us to impose covariant harmonic gauge fixing conditions on the extended ADM
phase space. In this way, we could relate gauge-fixed coordinate fields on the covariant phase space to
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gravitational degrees of freedom in the extended ADM phase space. On the reduced ADM phase space,
our construction gives rise to a gauge-fixing condition for the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism
constraints. Working in the regime of linearized gravity, we demonstrated that—upon choosing
appropriate gauge fixing conditions for the normal vector field n* and the time-flow vector field t*—
the harmonic gauge fixing condition defines the same reference fields as the ones employed through
the choice of particular geometrical clocks, constructed from Ashtekar—Barbero variables, see [39)].
Consequently, the linearized coordinate fields d X*#, used in the covariant phase space formalism, can be
seen as a gauge-unfixed version of geometrical clocks identified in [39], constructed within the canonical
framework. Moreover, we expect a close link between the physical edge modes in the covariant phase
space and the boundary conditions required for the Green’s function that appears in the geometrical
clocks through the covariant harmonic gauge respectively. This link warrants further investigation.

After having established the connection between the reference frames on the covariant phase space
and the geometrical clocks on the ADM phase space, we considered a concrete application of our
formalism. Starting from the first-order Hilbert—Palatini action, we studied how the inclusion of the
Barbero—Immirzi parameter v affects the symplectic structure and boundary modes. We derived the
pre-symplectic two-form in the general and linearized regime and determined the ~-dependence of
the boundary currents, conjugate to the edge modes for the diffeomorphism and internal Lorentz
symmetry. While this dependence disappears in the expression for the global charges, it shows up at
higher Yp,,,-multipoles, which can affect physical observables at the quantum level. A similar effect
can be found when considering boundary symmetry transformations: constant Poincaré translations
of the asymptotic boundary two-sphere do not carry any dependence on -y, but the angle-dependent
super-translations do.

Our work provides new insight on how to connect two different ways for modeling reference frames in
general relativity: the canonical ADM approach and the covariant phase space formalism. We achieved
this match in the regime of linearized gravity and for a particular choice of geometrical clocks. We
found that the geometrical clocks on the ADM phase space instantiate a special case of the harmonic
gauge fixing at the covariant level. It would be interesting to explore other gauge fixing conditions
in this spirit. As discussed in Section II as well as Section V, the harmonic gauge condition leads
to a non-commutativity of the reference fields X#. This agrees with the results for the geometrical
clocks in [39]. The appearance of this non-commutativity is expected, because the components of the
harmonic gauge condition have non-vanishing Poisson brackets among each other. As shown in [39],
the geometrical clocks can be extended to mutually commuting (Abelian) clocks. This is achieved
through a dual observable map that adds terms that are linear in the constraints to the non-commuting
geometrical clocks and can be applied order by order in perturbation theory and thus extends beyond
the linearized regime. An open question is whether this procedure can be carried over to covariant
gauge fixing conditions. If it does, we would have a covariant modification of the harmonic gauge
condition that would reproduce the mutually commutating geometrical clocks of [39].

A related question is how to impose the covariant gauge fixing condition already at the level of the
Lagrangian, by making appropriate modifications to the action, as done, for instance, in [32], albeit
using matter reference frames. It would be very interesting indeed to explore the resulting bulk and
boundary field theory for various boundary conditions from the perspective of the canonical ADM
formalism.

Another intriguing direction for future research concerns the effects of the Barbero—Immirzi parameter
~ at the quantum level. We saw that it affects the boundary charges for super-translations, derived from
the boundary currents, at both the classical and the quantum level. We argued that this deformation
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can affect physical observables. To derive observable consequences, we need to determine the spectra of
the boundary charges and understand them in terms of more standard observables that characterize the
gravitational waves as measured by an asymptotic observer. Since the y-term breaks parity, we may
expect that the inclusion of v will affect the two polarizations differently, thus creating a fundamental
asymmetry between left-handed and right-handed modes.

At the quantum level, reference fields also have an exciting use in the definition of entanglement
entropy for subregions in quantum field theory on curved spacetime. This is suggested by a number
of recent works (e.g. [L01-103]) arguing that the addition of an observer degree of freedom reduces
the von Neumann algebra of subregion observables from type III to type II, which allows for the
definition of density matrices and entanglement entropy of spacetime subregions. The close connection
of this observer degree of freedom to edge modes and quantum reference frames in various forms has
been pointed out in several recent works [104-106]. When included in the quantum theory, the linear
perturbations of the coordinate fields . X* or an appropriate subset thereof could serve as a natural
candidate for such an observer degree of freedom.

Finally, it would be important to study how far our results carry over to the non-perturbative
regime. Choosing geometrical clocks at the full non-linear level poses a far greater challenge if we
are also interested to take the model to the quantum theory. This difficulty stems primarily from
a substantially more complicated observable algebra. Furthermore, we would expect that the neat
split of the kinematical variables into radiative modes and (gravitational) reference frames will, in
general, not persist beyond the linear regime. Instead, we expect that these modes would likely be
mixed in a non-perturbative treatment once the full non-linearity of general relativity is taken into
account. This also carries over to the quantum theory when considering non-perturbative quantization
methods, such as those applied in loop quantum gravity. A further intriguing avenue for future research
involves examining this choice of (quantum) reference frames in the context of Fock representations of
non-perturbative quantum gravity, as recently introduced in [107, 108].
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Appendix A: Comparison with existing work: detailed computations

In this appendix we provide some more detailed on the computations that are presented in subsection
II B, where mainly the results are discussed.

First, we compute the action of the improved diffecomorphism generator G¢ defined in (52) on the
lapse function. We obtain

{N,G¢} = —'V,(n"t,) — nult, " + (Leny )W 87 =
= (Leny)ntnyt” = =Nnt'Len, =
= —Nn'V,£"n, = Nn'V £ + NE Ba. (A1)

Taking into account that t* = Nn# + h*',N® and the definition of the acceleration vector 5%, see (14),
(A1) translates into

{N,Ge} = &1 = N?Do&i + & DN, (A2)

where £, = —t70,(n¢,) = {&1, H}.
Second, we consider how the diffeomorphism generator G¢ acts on the shift vector. Going back to
the definition of the improved generator (52), we get

dX* {Ge, N} = dX* {h™, Ge}0p, X"ty + X110, + dXH0, X EPOpt, + ' [t, £]" =
= Le(dXH, N + nfn,(Leh™ )ty + (LehP)nnt't, + h*)[t, &Y =
= h*,Le(dXY, N*) — h¥ Let” + NI Len, =
= —h*, Le(NnY) + NhP(E7V onp + VpE7n,) =
=h",[Nn,Ein+ &))" + NAXH*(E) By — Do&l).

In here, u, v, ... are abstract space time indices, whereas a, b, c, ... are abstract indices for tensor fields
intrinsic to 3. Now, since Nn# = t# — dX", N%, we obtain

{N*,G¢} = £ — N°Dy&ff + €DyN + h** (£, DyN — NDy& ), (A3)
where

&t = {h®0, X4, (X), H} = dX,“Li(dX" &h). (A4)

Appendix B: Boundary Currents in the Full Theory

In this appendix, we derive the boundary momentum and spin current for an asymptotic boundary.
In particular, we consider spatial infinity 4,, obtained in the limit r = v/ X; X* — oo, with asymptotic
falloff conditions®, A¥ = O(r~!) and f* = O(r?), as well as dX* = O(r"). Starting from the last line
of the boundary symplectic two-form (77), we obtain

8Note that the tensor components A", and f*, have a faster falloff. The standard conditions are A", , = O_ (1’2) and
#, = O, (r '), where O indicates even (odd) parity, e.g. f*, (T, X) = f*, (T, —X) + O(r~2).
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1
2X, — 7 YDA + XUF*?) — X Xg(x =y HFB| =
167G az-m,[ I )( i ) plx=77)
1
= 2dX,dX, A (x — 4 HdA® —dX,dX,(x — v HdA* | =
167G az—m‘o[ g &=77) pdX (e =717) ]
1
= _— dX, [dX, A (x —y " HdA +d(dX,)(x — 7 AW | =
871G Jos i,
__ 7{ dX"dP,, (B1)

where we introduced the boundary momentum current

P, (*A —y7TA), AdXY. (B2)

871G

Note that, while the coordinates X* are of order O(r), their variation dX* needs to be of order O(r°)
in order to obtain a finite expression in (B1). This is true for, at most angle-dependent, translations. In
this case, the coordinates are shifted by a fixed amount at each point on the boundary two-sphere and
the resulting variation dX* does not depend on 7. In the same way, we obtain the intrinsic gravitational
spin, which is conjugate to the SO(1,3) spin frames at the asymptotic boundary. It contains a
contribution from the vacuum, which diverges quadratically in r. Subtracting this contribution, we
obtain

1 1 _po -1 o
S = oz (37w =7 100857) dX)y A S, (B3)

The momentum and spin current together form the total angular momentum current
ij = 2P[,qu] + S!W‘ (B4)

Taking into account the linearized Einstein equations d(*A)*, AdX" = 0 and df* + A¥, AdXY =0, it
is immediate to check that the currents are conserved. For the momentum current P, this follows
directly from d(*A)", A dX" = 0 and the linearized Bianchi identity dA*, A dX"” = 0.

For the total angular momentum current J),,, the calculation is easier when using self-dual variables.
With respect to two-component Weyl spinor inices A, B,C,--- = 0,1, the selfdual part of the angular
momentum charge (B4) is

i
81vG
Y +1)AX (1A frye- (B5)

i . ’ HAC D
Jap = o= (v +1)Aga ANAX““Xpe + (v =DATp N dX (4 P X ot

81vG

+——(
8mvG
In these variables, the linearized Einstein equations are

dAap AdXE, =0, (B6)
df 4+ A A dX T 4 A4S A dXAC (B7)
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where A p = Apy is the perturbation of the self-dual connection. It is then straightforward to show
that

dJap = 0. (B8)

Appendix C: Relation of Boundary Currents to ADM Energy and Momentum

In this appendix, we show that the linearized boundary currents Eqgs. (118) and (120) are equivalent
to the negative value of the linearized ADM energy and momentum respectively. To see the equivalence
for the energies, we first write out (118) in terms of JE*,

1 . 1 ,
OPp=——— ¢ T;ANdX = ——— dSC 5T 9y,
0 87TG % ! ° 87TG oy GC a®bi

1

167G Jox
1 cql é 1 aql/ i \(0) é

=—— :(0E) = ——— E E).
52G B ISUDOE) =~ dS OL(E ) O O(OET)

dS%e, (—2% %6L,05 (F5°)) — &, P 0d0c05(0E°) + ebabal;(éE&l))

This can be rewritten in terms of the non-weighted triads using dEf' = g“bceijkag Se¥. Using this, we
find that

1 a i c j
sP0 = +% b dS 9L 0p(e"%e; 5,09 5ek)
oL g (0" (Bwidel) — Da(0kc}))
87TG o v ' ’
1
_ dS? b(Sh _ aéhb = —O0F .
167G Jox §%(0"0hay =0 0 i

Note that, in going to the last line, we used that dhy, = 217ij8€a56g) and that the term involving the
i

anti-symmetric part 5ij8[a

56{)‘} = 0 vanishes. The latter can be seen by encoding the anti-symmetric

part in a one-form dw such that dw such that €,0w := 5ij8[ia5€jb]. Then,

}’{ d*S°9(850},6¢,)) = f dS%€qpe0"w’ = 7{ dw =0, (C1)
ox [2)> ox

Next, let us turn to the momentum given in (120), which can be rewritten as

1

- 817G Joy

1

871G Jox

R

817G Joy
1

=—— ¢ dS°(6Kp — (6K)6,5)0% = —0* (8P, a-
837G o S( ab ( ) ab)az az( ADM)

SP; dS,e;j10 K?,0F
dS°(0c;0F — 908K,

dS (00 K, — 06 K oq)
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Note that the fact that the conserved charges are not equivalent to the linearized ADM energy and
momentum themselves but rather to their negative value is consistent with our convention for the
constraint 6P, + 0H,, = 0 (cf. [109]).
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