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It is shown that under proper conditions in an appropriate coordinate system with a suitable time
slicing the Hamiltonian and the Einstein-Hilbert action including all necessary boundary terms can
be written on shell in terms of the Brown-York quasi-local energy in the absence of matter. If matter
is present the non-vanishing bulk term only consists of stress-energy. It is argued that the dynamical
content of general relativity is stored in the quasi-local energy term. The results underscore the
interpretation of the Brown-York quasi-local energy as the field energy of the gravitational field plus
stress-energy. As an application we derive uncertainty relations of the time-energy kind which may
be useful in the understanding of gravity induced quantum state reduction and the more conventional
kind for conjugate variables. The latter is computed for a modified Vaidya metric which may be
used in the investigation of black hole radiance. The boundary terms expressed as quasi-local energy
cancel second derivatives in the action leaving only a square of a first derivative term in the chosen
gauge which is desirable for a quantization of the action.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantizing gravity is one of the outstanding chal-
lenges in theoretical physics. Traditional perturbative
approaches lead to non-renormalizable theories which
need an infinite number of counter-terms to cancel the
emerging divergences. In contrast the divergences arising
in quantum field theory can be avoided by integrating the
Lagrangian density only up to a certain cut-off which can
be absorbed by introducing the renormalized mass and
charge. This, however, does not work in quantum grav-
ity, and to make matters worse due to the equivalence
principle inertial mass and gravitational mass, which is
acting as the charge of gravity, are identical.

On a more conceptual and less technical level the prob-
lems can be traced back to the metric tensor which acts
both as the dynamical field of gravity and the background
spacetime. The latter also allows for an infinite amount
of diffeomorphisms which corresponds to the ordinary
gauge freedom in quantum field theory. While this is
a known problem which can be dealt with and which is
also present in quantum field theory the role of time dif-
fers fundamentally in the two theories. Whereas time is
just a parameter in field theory labeling a sequence of
events in general relativity there is no real distinction
between time and space. The usual quantization pre-
scriptions therefore seem to rely at least on a 341 split
of spacetime which requires a rather arbitrary choice of
the direction of time.

While it is not the purpose of the present work to give
a full working theory of quantum gravity it is attempted
to rewrite the Hamiltonian and the classical action prin-
ciple in a form which mitigates some of the problems
mentioned above hiding the dynamics of the theory in
the boundary term as much as possible. The aim is to
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write all terms contributing to the Hamiltonian or the ac-
tion in terms of either stress-energy or quasi-local energy
which allows for a simple interpretation of the result-
ing expressions. Uncertainty relations are deduced from
them.

The paper is organized as follows. In section II the
action principle generating the Einstein field equations
is reviewed. The boundary term which is added to
the Einstein-Hilbert action [1] is of utmost importance.
It gives rise to a natural definition of energy in gen-
eral relativity known as the Brown-York quasi-local en-
ergy ("QLE”) [2] and breaks the non-distinguishability of
space and time. In fact, it is shown that in timeslicings
satisfying one of several possible conditions the boundary
term which is being re-expressed in terms of the QLE is
the only contribution to the action on shell apart from
a contribution from stress-energy. In section III and IV
we express the Hamiltonian in geodesic gauge recovering
the interpretation of the Brown-York quasi-local energy
as gravitational field energy and derive an uncertainty
relation for energy and time. In section V and VI we
rewrite the action setting a constraint on K, K — (K)?
and compute the former explicitly for a modified Vaidya
metric deriving an uncertainty relation for a field com-
ponent. Alternative constraints are explored in section
VII. We conclude our results in section VIII.

II. ACTION PRINCIPLE AND YORK
BOUNDARY TERM

Consider the Einstein-Hilbert action together with the
York boundary term [1] integrated over the boundary
OM of the spacetime M and a reference term Sy where
the integration over M has been split into an integral
over the time evolution 3B of a spacelike two-boundary
B with unit vector n* and an integration over the times-
lices ¥ at t = t; and t = ty, respectively. Including the
boundary term is necessary in order to derive the equa-
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tions of motion from the action for finite M canceling
second order derivative terms in the action
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A summary of the used notation can be found in table [l
Using the relation © = k — n,a* and

R =R+ K, K" — (K)? -2V, (Ku" +a") (2)

we recast the action as [2]

s— L / d*zsNVh [R+ K. K" — (K)?
2K M

[ N Eh = Sl + 5 )
K Jsp
where af = uPV puB and the index or superscript ”1” de-
notes unreferenced quantities and the label ”0” reference
terms, respectively. The surface gravity is k = 87 and
V=g = Nvh with lapse N. We identify the last integral
as a one-dimensional integral of the QLE. A derivation
of these and other useful relations exploiting the Gauss-
Codazzi equations can be found in the appendix of [2].

Questions whether or not there is a unique reference
term Sy shifting the zero-point of the QLE are irrelevant
at the classical level since any choice of Sy which only
depends on the induced metric vy,, of the boundary B
leads to the same equations of motion. However, once the
action is to be quantized, e.g. by means of a Feynman
path integral prescription, this picture may change.

We recast the bulk term exploiting relation eqn. 2l one
more time. Also, note that

uu Ry = (K)? — KW KM 4+ YV, (Kut +at)  (4)

Combing these equations would give us the first of the
initial value constraints [3]

R— K, K" + (K)* = 2u"u" G, (5)

DyKb — D,K? = u°hl Gy (6)
and they allow us to write eqn. 2] alternatively as

R+ K, , K" — (K)* =
R+ 2ufu’ R, + 2K, KM — 2(K)? =
2utu” Gy + 2K KM — 2(K)? (7)

using the Einstein tensor G, = R, — %ng.

IIT. GEODESIC GAUGE

From [2] we observe that

NVh[KuW K" — (K)?] =
26 [Pl — 2PDif; — 2NGiyu PIPH|  (8)
with the canonical momentum P%

_ 65(:1

pPY
5hij

= (25)""Wh (Kb — K'7) (9)
and inverse superspace metric

Gijr = (hikhji + hihji — hijhi) (10)

1
2vh
Rewriting eqn. [§ using the gravitational contribution to
the Hamiltonian and the momentum constraint

H = 2kGijuP7 P — (2k)*VhR (11)
H; = —2D,P} (12)
yields
NVh[R+ K, K" — (K)*] =
2 [PUhi; — 2P D33 — NH| (13)

The Hamiltonian H follows from the action in canonical
form

S = /M d*z [Pijhij - NH - 517_[1}
_ / Bay/7 [Ne — Biji] (14)
5B

Assuming a generic form of Sy the Hamiltonian which
in classical mechanics is considered the total energy of a
system can be written as 2]

H= /Ed% (NH + B"H;) +/Bdr"x\/3 (Ne—B'5:)
(15)

where e = (k/ Ii)lgl is the quasi-local energy surface den-
cl

sity and j, = —2(aakakl/\/ﬁ)’ the quasi-local mo-
0

mentum surface density with cl indicating evaluation at
a classical solution fo the Einstein field equations giving
rise to the interpretation of the QLE as the value of the
Hamiltonian generating unit proper-time translations on
3B orthogonal to B.

Alternatively, we can write the Hamiltonian as
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We impose the geodesic gauge with N = 1 and 8¢ = 0.
In the geodesic gauge the extrinsic curvature takes on

the simple form K;; = —%hij. Together with eqn. [7 we
obtain
1 3 v 1 2
H=—-—— [ &avVhu'u'G,, + - | dzok (17)
KJs KJB

Restricting to classical solutions of the Einstein field
equations we can replace the Einstein tensor by the
stress-energy tensor

H= —/ d3$\/EUHUVTMu+/ d*x/oujum? (18)
) B

This result serves to illustrate that the quasi-local en-
ergy contains both the energy due to stress-energy and
gravitational binding energy whereas the Hamiltonian as
the generator of unit time translation contains only the
latter.

IV. TIME-ENERGY UNCERTAINTY
RELATION

As an application for the Hamiltonian in geodesic
gauge we derive a time-energy uncertainty relation. Since
time is not an observable quantity in quantum mechan-
ics with no operator for time existing time-energy uncer-
tainty relations have always been somewhat controver-
sial. The problem is directly related to the problem of
time in quantum mechanics where the role of time is am-
biguous and different from the purpose of position. Nev-
ertheless it is possible to derive several meaningful time-
energy uncertainty relations but the meaning of time and
energy is not unambiguous and needs to be clarified care-
fully. For an overview of the subject cf. [4-6] and |7, I§]
for examples of such time-energy uncertainty relations.
Contrast this with time in general relativity where time
is part of a four-dimensional spacetime with no real dis-
tinction between time and position it is obvious that a
unification of general relativity and quantum mechanics
is challenging. While this is true for general relativity
written in terms of the Einstein field equations this as-
pect is somewhat different when expressing general rela-
tivity in terms of an action principle. Even though the
action in eqn. [ is absolutely covariant time enters the
action as a unit vector needed to describe the boundary
OM of the necessary boundary term. While a problem in
classical general relativity can be solved using the equa-
tions of motion it is almost certain that a quantum me-
chanical treatment will make use of an action principle

or a Hamiltonian, so time would become a special quan-
tity once the theory is quantized automatically. For a
derivation we make use of the Ehrenfest theorem

d i

ZA) = =

dt (4) h
Since there is no time operator we use any other operator
A different from the Hamiltonian which allows us to use
the corresponding uncertainty relation AHAA > h/2.
Associating the uncertainty AA = At4 (A) with the
time scale At gives

([H, A]) (19)

h
ABAt > 3 (20)

where the letter H has been replaced by the letter E for
the gravitational binding energy having established their
identity for geodesic observers in eqn. [I8 This relation
was proposed by Penrose to understand gravity induced
quantum state reduction [9] and has been used in models
of consciousness [10]. Since the gravitational field energy
is evaluated on the boundary this relation is inherently
non-local. The special meaning of time emerges from the
Hamiltonian acting as the operator of unit time transla-
tion. What time is depends on the choice of the bound-
ary OM which is decomposed into 2B and ¥ at t; and
t¢, respectively. The unit vectors of the latter determine
what time is. Because of the lapse being equal to 1! in
the chosen gauge there is no distinction between proper
time and coordinate time. In the next example we derive
an ordinary uncertainty relation unrelated to energy and
time.

V. (K)?-Ku,K" =0

In the same way we decomposed the Hamiltonian into
a stress-energy and a quasi-local energy term we proceed
with the action. Starting from eqn. [3] and inserting eqn.
[0 we obtain with the condition (K)? — K, K" =0

S = l/ d4a:N\/Eu“u”GW
K Jm
1
3B

VI. COMPUTATION OF THE QLE FOR THE
MODIFIED VAIDYA METRIC

Continuing with eqn. Il we derive the action of a
modified Vaidya metric which has been used in the study
of black hole radiance and which is given by



ds* = — F(v,r,0)dv? + 2dvdr
+ ¥%(r) (d6® + sin® 0d¢?) (22)
The fields F and ¢ will be related by F' =1 — 2m/4(r)
later on so the problem will depend on one function to
be varied only. Depending on circumstances this may or

may not results in sufficient degrees of freedom. With
the unit vectors

S S— (23)

and

nt =ut +/F(v,r 0)! (24)

which satisfy the conditions u,u* = —1, n,n* =1 and
u,n* = 0 we obtain for the QLE related surface integral

K

1
——/ dng\/Ekl =
3B

2 3 . d
- /SB d’xF(v,r,0)sin 6y (r) - %w(r)

K

(25)

The gauge condition is met and evaluates to zero if
F(v,r,0) = F(r).

[%F(V, T, 9)]2

K, KW —(K)?= 90" 7. _ 26
wk = = 5pe ey %0
Furthermore, for the bulk term
1
—/—gu'u"G,, =
K
sin 0 1 9 1 1
_F — ZF () — ZF N 4 =
o (~rw - 5F W) - F + 3
(27)

The term containing the second derivative can be inte-
grated by parts. The emerging boundary term is can-
celed by the boundary term in the action eqn. 2Il now

VII. ALTERNATIVE CONSTRAINTS

For a simple interpretation of the terms in the Hamil-
tonian and in the action we prefer terms which repre-
sent energies. Possible gauge choices which may accom-
plish this include R + K, K" — (K)? = 0 which would
leave the action with the quasi-local energy term only or
K, K" —(K)? = Au*u"G,,, with A being an unknown
constant. Enforcing these conditions may be very hard

expressed in terms of the QLE given by eqn. which is
a known property of the boundary term.

S+ Sy = %/ d*zsin (F (W) + P F'y + 1) (28)
M

To lowest order in the vicinity of the event horizon we
are left with

S+ Sy = % /M d*zsing [1+ (¢,)°] (29)

where ¥(r) &~ r &= 2m in accordance with [11]. The
extrinsic curvature terms eqn. vanish as desired, so
the contribution to the bulk term is due to the stress-
energy tensor alone, cf. eqn. [l Combined with the
boundary term eqn. we obtain an action which is
quadratic in the first derivative of the field function plus
a term independent of the field which could be absorbed
into Sy but has no impact on the classical equations of
motion. There are no second or higher powers of the field
indicating that the field is essentially free and massless
this gauge.

Note that I* = n* — u* is a null vector because the
grr—component vanishes. The coordinate system leads to
an effective separation of the dynamical and the gravita-
tional degrees of freedom, and the presence of only one
term quadratic in the first derivative of the field allows
for a simple quantization of this metric [11, [12]. Inter-
mediate results can be found in the appendix.

Comparing the final action with the action of a free
particle in quantum mechanics we interpret ¢ and 1, as
conjugate variables suggesting the uncertainty relation

A¢AwT2c~§ (30)

where the factor ¢ is due to the integrations over v,  and
¢, respectively. To lowest order this relation is equiva-
lent to AgpoAgeg,r > ¢- /2 which has been used in the
understanding of black hole radiance [11, [12].

in practice if the constraint equation can be solved at all.
If possible the action would still consist of a bulk and a
surface term with both of them representing energies. In
the former case the action contains a surface term only.



Manifold (Induced) Covariant Unit normal| Intrinsic Extrinsic
metric derivative vector curvature curvature
M v Vi Ruvpo
% hij D; Uy Rij Kij
hyw = G + uptty Dut” = h&h4Vat? Ky = —h,Vau,
°B Yuv D; Ny Ouv
Yuv = Guv — Nuhy Dut” = ’YS’YEvatB Ouw = _’Y?LVA”V
B o Ny kv
Ouv = Juv — NuNy + Up Uy kuv = —JQD,\n,,

TABLE I. Summary of notation. Note the change of notation for the intrinsic curvatures deviating from past works.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

Standard manipulations in differential geometry al-
lowed us to rewrite the bulk term in the action and in
the Hamiltonian as pure stress-energy. This was achieved
by employing the geodesic gauge and the gauge condi-
tion K, K* — (K)? = 0, respectively. This simplifies
the interpretation of the different terms because the bulk
term and the boundary term can be interpreted as either
stress-energy or gravitational field energy. Other gauge
conditions like K, K" — (K)? = Autu”G,,, with A be-
ing an unknown constant are possible, but presently we
find no use in such generality. The used gauges remove
coordinate effects leaving particularly simple forms for
the action consisting of a square of a first derivative term
only. Corresponding uncertainty relations have been de-
rived.
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Appendix A: Intermediate Results

v 29,
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