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Abstract

We contextualize the improved gauge-unfixing (GU) formalism within a rather general
prototypical second-class system, obtaining a corresponding first-class equivalent description
enjoying gauge invariance which can be applied to several situations. The prototypical system
is chosen to represent a considerable class of relevant models in field theory. By considering
the improved version of the GU formalism, we show that any gauge-invariant function can be
obtained in terms of a specific deformation in phase space, benefiting thus from the fact that
no auxiliary variables are needed in the process. In this way, the resulting converted first-class
system is constructed out of the same original canonical variables, preserving the number of
degrees of freedom. We illustrate the technique with an application to the nonlinear sigma
model.

1 Introduction

In general terms, gauge symmetry in physics represents an important and welcome feature
in various aspects [I], 2, [3]. Besides its natural aesthetic appeal, gauge invariance allows a
consistent explicit Lorentz covariant description of nature in terms of fundamental symme-
tries preserving models. For practical calculations of predictive results, one has an enormous
freedom concerning alternative equivalent gauge-fixing choices, being able to pick the most
convenient and suitable one for the particular problem at hand. The functional quantization
of gauge-invariant systems can be approached by different well-established systematic for-
malisms, involving (anti)commuting generalized Faddeev-Popov ghost fields [4, [5] connected
with the initial classical gauge transformations, giving rise to forms of BRST symmetry
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[6, (7, [8, O, 10] as a corresponding quantum counterpart. Those facts can be immediately
contrasted to the cumbersome Dirac brackets technique [111, 12, 13, [14], following the op-
posite path of eliminating redundant variables at the cost of breaking natural symmetries,
often creating insurmountable calculating difficulties. Furthermore, a fair understanding of
the interplay between gauge-invariant and non-gauge-invariant descriptions of specific mod-
els provides relevant tools for field theory, as can be attested, for instance, when we consider
that classical symmetries may be broken at quantum level, eventually leading to anomalous
quantum field theories. From a constrained Hamiltonian viewpoint [II, B, 14l 15], gauge-
invariance is related to first class constraints. In this context, the idea of converting second
class constraints to first class ones, in order to generate gauge invariance, appears rather
naturally — indeed, after first isolated attempts in that direction by means of adding new
auxiliary variables to phase space [16] [17], the physics literature has witnessed the appear-
ance of a great deal of gauge symmetry generating proposals arising from or related to that
conversion. From those, we mention here two consistent solid approaches: the BFFT for-
malism [I8] 19, 20, 21 22], relying on the insertion of new canonical variables in phase space
and the GU formalism [23| 24] 25, 26], which identifies part of the second class constraints
as actual gauge-fixing conditions for a parent first class system. In the present text, we
shall be concerned with the latter — the GU formalism —, applying its improved version to
a prototypical second class system encompassing a large class of both mechanical and field
theory models.

The first ideas of the GU formalism can be traced back to the early works [27), 28] in which
gauge invariance is produced without the introduction of auxiliary fields. The anomalous
chiral Schwinger model has been discussed along those lines in [27]. In that model, due to the
anomaly, gauge symmetry is broken at quantum level. Aiming to circumvent the situation,
the corresponding bosonized second-class model can be treated and properly converted to a
first-class one, interpreting two of the constraints as gauge-fixing conditions [27]. In reference
[28], the general GU problem has been clearly stated and discussed for the first time in a model
independent way. Namely, given a non-gauge-invariant theory with second class constraints,
the GU approach searches for an equivalent first class one containing only half of the original
constraints, characterized now as first class, and in which the remaining old constraints are
not seen as natural constraints anymore, but rather possible gauge-fixing choices [2§8]. In
this way, the now first class constraints generate gauge symmetries. On account of this,
the original Hamiltonian must be modified to produce a corresponding first-class one. In
reference [23], we have a nice account of the GU problem in terms of infinite series expansion
of phase space functions, considering the different constraints chains generated by the primary
constraints. A projection operator acting on phase space is introduced in references [24, 25]
to tackle the modified Hamiltonian and other gauge invariant functions, with a corresponding
direct application to the chiral Schwinger model in [29]. Interesting comparisons between
the GU and BFFT formalisms can be seen in [30, [31]. Certainly one of the main drawbacks
of the BFFT conversional approach is the introduction of too many auxiliary variables,
one for each first-class-to-be constraint. Addressing that issue, in reference [32], a mixed
use of both BFFT and GU methods in the same problem is proposed in which, after an
application of the BFFT procedure, arguments from the GU formalism can be used to get
rid of auxiliary variables. An improved version of the GU method is described in reference
[26] in which one first calculates a transformed gauge-invariant form for each of the phase
space variables. Then this gauge-invariant form can be used to easily obtain the modified
Hamiltonian, constraints and all gauge invariant phase space functions. Modern relevant
applications of the GU formalism can be seen in references [33] [34, [35] 36} 37, [38].

In this letter, we contextualize the improved GU formalism within a propotypical second-
class system possessing sufficient generality to describe a considerable class of important both



mechanical and field theory physical models. The model is constructed from an initial set of
M second-class constraints 7T, satisfying a specific internal consistency condition, which are
shown to generate gauge tranformations in the corresponding parent unfixed counterpart.
The constraint functions T, are introduced by means of a set of corresponding Lagrange
multipliers [, mimicking a common situation in various well-known field theory models,
regardless of their interpretation as independent variables or phase space functions. A me-
thodical application of the Dirac-Bermann algotithm produces 4M constraints, necessary
for time conservation consistency. Among the 4M Dirac-Bergmann constraints, we identify
2M physical ones, which coincide with the so-called true constraints within the Faddeev-
Jackiw-Barcelos-Wotzasek (FJBW) sympletic approach [39, 40, 41, [42]. We show that the
2M true constraints involve only the physical variables and allow for a neat successful di-
rect implementation of the GU method. Thus, it is clear that second-class physical systems
falling into this prototypical category can immediately benefit from a fresh gauge-invariant
description, in quite a general framework. We illustrate our results in field theory within
the nonlinear sigma model, which can be treated as a particular case of our prototypical
second-class system.

Our work is organized as follows. In Section 2 below, we introduce a prototypical second-
class system and discuss its canonical constraints structure. A family of 4M second class
constraints is identified, out of which only 2M ones are precisely characterized as true con-
straints, according to the FJBW formalism. In Section 3, we apply the improved GU formal-
ism to the prototypical second-class system, obtaining the deformed new variables in phase
space. This allows us to further generate a parent first-class system, which can be connected
to the original second-class one by a suitable gauge-fixing. In Section 4, we illustrate our
general ideas in the non-linear sigma model. We end in Section 5 with some concluding final
remarks.

2 A Prototypical Second-Class System

Second-class systems are Dirac-Bergmann constrained Hamiltonian dynamical systems [11]
12, [13] with an invertible Poisson brackets (PB) constraints matrix. Thus, as a direct con-
sequence from its very defining property, second-class systems do not enjoy gauge freedom.
The main claim of the GU formalism then states that those second-class systems can be
thought of as coming from an equivalent first-class one fixed in a specific gauge. To set up
matters, notation and conventions, let us consider a prototypical second-class system defined
by a Lagrangian function of the form [43]

LG, g, ) = 3 )i — V(g 1°T(eh) (1)
living in a configuration space constructed from the generalized coordinates ¢*, (%, with Latin
and Greek indexes running respectively through ¢,5,k = 1,...,N, and o, 8,7 = 1,..., M.
Further, f;; (¢*) denotes a non-degenerated symmetric tensor, V(¢*) a twice differentiable real
function representing an arbitrary potential and T, (¢*) stands for a set of M thrice differen-
tiable real functions playing the role of natural constraints coming from the [¢ equations of
motion. The singularity of (Il) as a Dirac-Bergmann constrained system comes from the fact
that Lagrange multipliers time derivatives [® do not explicitly show up and, consequently,
their canonical momenta are degenerate.

By introducing the upper-index quantity f¥(q¢"*), standing for the inverse of fij satisfying

F fog = fin f* =61, (2)



we may compute the canonical Hamiltonian associated to (1) as

1 17 «@
H= §fj(qk)pipj + V(") +1°Tn (¢, (3)
where we have introduced the canonical momenta
oL oL
i = = and 7, = —. 4
Pi= 55 i (4)

In fact, since m, = 0, the Legendre transformation leading to (3 is singular and is actually
well-defined only on the (2N + M )-dimensional hypersurface of primary constraints

X(0)a =Ta, a=1,...,M. (5)

Following blindly the DB algorithm [11} 12, 13], we impose the stability of the constraints
under time evolution. As a result, additionally to (Bl), three more constraint families are
generated,

X =Tar  X@a = F'piTaj, (6)
and
1 i 8
X@3)a = §Qapipj — Vo — Pwag, (7)
always with « = 1, ..., M, constituting a total of 4M constraints in phase space. For notation

convenience, in the RHS of equation ([7]) we have introduced the ¢"-dependent quantities fo,
v and wyg respectively defined as

08 = (#1.) 17+ (P0) 4 - s, 0
va = fIT, Vi, (9)

and .
Wap = fIT5T5; . (10)

We use commas to denote partial derivatives with respect to the generalized variables ¢*, for

instance 5 B¢

T . fid

wi =gy =S, (11)
Jq ’ Jq

and so on and so forth. The key condition for the prototypical system ({I) represent a second-

class system de facto, is the invertibility of the above matrix (I0)), which here by all means

we definitely assume to be true via
w = detweg # 0. (12)

This is necessary and sufficient to guarantee the second-class nature for the whole set of
constraints x (o With 7 =0,...,3, as can be seen by computing their Poisson brackets and
writing the resulting PB constraint matrix as

0 0 0 Wags
o - 0 0 Wag  Eap
A(T’S)O!B = {X(r)onX(s)B} - 0 —Wag Maﬁ Raﬁ ) (13)
~Wap  —Epa —Rpa Nap
for r,s =0,...,3, with the short-hand conventions
Maﬁ = {X(2)om X(2)B} ) (14)
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Eog ={X1)a: X@3)8}: Bap = {X@)as X3)8} (15)
and
Nag = {X@3)ar X3)8) - (16)

In fact, the determinant of the constraint matrix (I3)) depends only on its secondary diagonal
and is given by
det A(rs)oeﬁ = w? (17)

which clearly shows that, under the assumption (I2]), the prototypical system () is indeed
second-class.

Although the remaining further entries below the main diagonal in the constraint matrix
(I3]) do not affect its determinant value in (7)), we compute them explicitly for completeness
and future reference as

Mos = fpy, [(flea,l) iTB,j - <fleB,l) iTa,j:| = Mg, (18)
Eop =ToiQdpi, Rap=pipiRIy+ [T Tasvp; + 1 fT0wps ;5 (19)
and
Nog = pi [X(g)a,ng - X(s)g,jQZ] = pipjkaffg +piVag + il "Nogy » (20)
with the definitions
Mo = 17 [(f M) b~ (£9154) Z.Ta,j] : (21)
g 1/ . g
Quf =5 (@@ - @it . (22)
VOZ;B = Ua,ngj - Uﬁ,jQi‘Z ’ (iﬁ’y = wa%jQiBj - wﬁ%ng ) (23)
and ]
Ry = (14Tar) @Y = 5/ T0sQ (24)

Similarly to (8) to (I0)), the quantities in equations (2I)) to (24) above depend only on the
variables ¢".

In this way, we have succeeded in pursuing the constraint structure analysis and classi-
fication for the canonical Hamiltonian form of the singular prototypical system (1) in terms
of the standard Dirac-Bergmann algorithm. However, if we take a closer careful look at the
constraint equations (B)) to (7)) and its corresponding PB matrix (I3]), we see that blindly
following the canonical Dirac-Bergmann prescription has actually lead us to a unnecessary
overkill calculating mountain. As we have 4M second-class constraints, the total number of
degrees of freedom of () is given by

2Xx (N+M)—4xM
2

DOF =

=N-M. (25)

Naturally, this corresponds to the subtraction of M holonomic constraint conditions x(1)q =
T, from N physical variables ¢*. It is clear that the Lagrange multiplier variables [¢ along
with their canonical momenta 7w, do not represent physical variables. Thus the relevant
constraints should not contain the phase space variables (I%,7,) and are actually given by
the 2M relations (@) corresponding to X(1)o and X(2)o- This fact may be more rigorously
confirmed by means of the FIBW symplectic algorithm [39] [40], [41], [42] which rewrites the
Lagrangian function (II) in first order and detects only the so-called true constraints which



can be checked to coincide exactly with x (1), and x(2), in equation (G]). Along this line, disre-
garding the auxiliary variables (I, 7,), we write down the physical second-class Hamiltonian
function as

Hye = Hy +1(¢", pk)Tu(d") (26)
with 1
Hy = gf”(qk)pipj + V(") (27)

and 1% = [%(¢*, pi) now obtained from (7)) as
1 .
1(a", k) = 5w (@")QF (¢")pip; — w*P (d")vs(d") (28)

with Q¥ (¢*) and va(¢*) still given by equations (8) and ().

Summarizing, the singular Lagrangian function (I]) leads to a consistent second-class
Hamiltonian system described by equation (26]) along with 2M second-class constraints ()
and PB algebra given by

XWasx)s =0, {X@)a: X8} = Mags  {X(1D)ar X@2)8} = Wags ; (29)
with M,g and wag given by (I8) and (I0), and

{Hee,X(1)a} = Al X118 + BL X 25 » (30)
{Hye, X2)at = CLx1)5 + D x(2)8 (31)
with just introduced phase space functions given by
Al = —w"QiT,p;, BS=-07, (32)
cpP= fijTaJ-liB —wﬁ”’ijl(fijTa,j),kpipl and DS =0. (33)

As we discussed in the Introduction, now comes the idea of the GU formalism, which
is to consider the second-class system defined by (29) to (B3I as coming from an equivalent
parent first-class one complemented with additional gauge-fixing subsidiary conditions. We
shall elaborate further this idea in the next section.

3 Improved Gauge-Unfixing Formalism

In conformity with the well-established GU formalism, in this section we construct a new
gauge-invariant parent model, related to the second-class system characterized by equations
26) to (BI), in which only half from the 2M true constraints (@) shall be identified as
actually originally first-class — the remaining half representing possible subsidiary gauge-
fixing conditions. As discussed in the last section, the M statements T,(¢¥) = 0 can be
naturally regarded as the main holonomic conditions under which the system dynamically
evolves. In this way, from now on we consider

X(l)a:Taa a:1,...,M, (34)

as the M first-class constraints responsible for generating continuous e*-parametrized in-
finitesimal gauge transformations in arbitrary phase space functions F(¢*,p;) through

SF(q",pr) = € {F(qk,pk),Ta} : (35)
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within the framework of the sought-for gauge-invariant parent system. For this assertion to
be completely true, we have to replace the original second-class Hamiltonian function (2]
by a suitable equivalent first-class one H . and, accordingly, modify the set of relations (29])

to (BI)) to
{T,,Ts} =0, (36)

and
{Taa ch} = GaBTB s (37)

for some phase space functions Gl (¢®,pr). Note that equation (B6) is already satisfied and
we do not need to modify the constraints T,,. In order to calculate Hy. in equation (37),
as well as other relevant gauge-invariant quantities, instead of using the GU method in its
originally conceived form [23| 24] 25], we employ the much easier equivalent improved GU
approach [26] in which we start by obtaining the transformed gauge-invariant tilde variables
(¢, ;). The latter are defined as deformations

q=qd" pk),

- (38)
pi = Pi(d", pr)
satisfying the gauge invariance and boundary conditions respectively given by
{ @@ o), To} = e {Bila"p), T} = 0, (39)
and . ,
~1 1
yPk)Ixa=0 = )
7'(¢" Pr)lxa=0 = q (40)

Bi(q", i) lya=0 = i
where, for simplicity, we have dropped the subscript (3) and denote now by xa = X(2)o the
second half of equations (@). In fact, (89) demands gauge invariance under T, (¢"*)-generated
transformations (35), while (40) assures that the gauge-fixing choice x, = 0 recovers the
original second-class system. In this way, following [26], we expand (B8] in powers of x, and

write , , , , ,
q~2 = qZ + mea + meXaXB + bmﬁﬁ/XaXBX'y + ...,

~ (e} af afy (41)
pi:pi+bz’Xa+bi XaXB+bi XaX8Xy T+ -
or equivalently, using a more compact double repeated index sum notation [44],
q= bm(n)xa(n) sy b= bia(m Xagy, n=0,1,..., (42)

with coefficients b** and bia(") to be determined. By plugging (42]) into ([89), we obtain
i=q and p;=pi—wPT,xs, (43)
characterizing a Y, linear deformation for p;. Note that p; can also be written as
pi = Oijpj ) (44)
where Oij denotes a projection operator given by

Oij = 5ij —w fINT, T, (45)

satisfying ' ‘
0f0,) =0, . (46)



Finally, we may define the first-class Hamiltonian as
Hye = Hyo(@", Br) (47)

and, upon substituting (43]) into (26]), explicitly obtain

1 .. 1 ko~
Hye = 5 fpipj = 5w™xaxs + V(¢") +1%(3" pr) Ta(d") , (48)

with

B B 1 ..
1°(q%, pr,) = §w°‘6 QY |pipj — 20Ty ipjxs + (W Ty ixs) (wE"Te,an)} —w*vg.  (49)

It is straightforward now to check that Hy. indeed satisfies (87) with
al=o, (50)

showing that we have in fact achieved a parent first-class Abelian strongly involutive descrip-
tion for the original prototypical starting system. Actually, the result (50) was naturally
expected and confirms consistency, as we have been able to solve ([B8) as a strong equality
in whole phase space. To see how all this works in practical terms, in the next section we
discuss an application to the nonlinear sigma model.

4 The Nonlinear Sigma Model

In this section, we illustrate the previous ideas within the scope of a specific field theory
model described by the prototypical second-class system (I). The O(N) nonlinear sigma
model in a D-dimensional Minkowski flat space = (z#) can be defined by the Lagrangian
density function

1
L= 5 0,0"0"6" ~ 5(6°6" — &), (51)

with ¢% a = 1,...,N, denoting a multiplet of real fields, ¢ an additional singlet and p
and ¢ two given real parameters As usual, the Lorentz space-time indexes run through
w,v=0,...,D—1, space indexes through 7,7 = 1,..., D —1 and we use the metric signature
(+1,—1,...,—1) convention. We mention that the canonical structure of this model has
been analyzed in detail for instance in references [45] [46]. The Lagrangian density (5II) falls
exactly within the scope of the prototyical system (), if we consider the latter written in
DeWitt notation in which the repeated index summations are generalized also to continuous
space integrations. In this case, we have M =1,

1
V=— / APz 9,070;6° (52)
2p
and the true constraints corresponding to equation () are given by

x1=T=5(¢"" —¢°) (53)

N =

and
X2 = X = pom?, (54)

!The natural number N related to the O(N) symmetry group should not be confused with the total number of
physical coordinates IV introduced in Section 2.




with 7% denoting the canonical momenta conjugated to ¢“. Hence, we have

{T,x} =po* =w (55)

and we may read the second-class Hamiltonian directly from (26) as

1 a -a —1 av2 a
Hscz/dw—wgg{gﬂawu%a@“amup”W +r SV ¢ (¢b¢b—q2)}, (56)

2¢°¢°
satisfying
(Hae, T} = 25207~ x (57)
and L
(Haoix} = 22T (59)

corresponding to equations ([B30) and (BTI).

The effort spent in the last sections careful analysis pays well in the current application.
Associated to this consistent description of the nonlinear sigma model, the general results
from the implementation of the GU formalism in terms of our prototypical second-class
system straightforwardly produce a corresponding first-class version. Indeed, the deformed
variables in phase space can be immediately obtained from (43)) as

B ~ a pb b
P* = %, ﬂa:ﬂa—¢¢f¢c , (59)
with the projection operator in ([43]) given by
a 1b
0% = 5% — ZZ: : (60)
and the first-class Hamiltonian (48]) corresponds to
a.a\2
_ (D-1) ]_Qaa_p(qbﬂ-) i‘a.a
Hy. /d x{27r ™ oy + 2p82¢ ;0" +
a.—a a.a\2 c ic -1 4av72 4a
p(mom® — (¢ P°9°)) +p 9"V
o ) (o-d)) . o

It can be checked that Hy. is in strong involution with the first class constraints (53) and
(B4)). Therefore, we have succeeded in obtaining a nice first-class description for the nonlinear
sigma model based on the GU formalism.

5 Conclusion

We have briefly reviewed the key aspects of the GU formalism in its improved version and
contextualized it in terms of a fairly broad second-class system. The prototypical system
discussed here can be used to describe many different situations, related both to mechan-
ical and field theory models. By considering the GU improved version, we have been able
to obtain the general expressions for the deformed variables and corresponding first-class
Hamiltonian function for the parent prototypical second-class system. On the one hand, it
has been interesting to see that, from the Dirac-Bergmann viewpoint the prototypical system
(1) has a total of 4M constraints in phase space consistently conserved along time evolution.
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However, on the other hand, that 4M constraints interpretation relies upon viewing [* as
independent coordinates and leads to an unnecessary proliferation of artificial constraints.
We have shown that this can be avoided by the more cleaner path chosen here, in which
we identified the true constraints interrelating the physical variables. For a relevant phys-
ical application in field theory, we have shown how our formalism works on the nonlinear
sigma model, producing a first-class Hamiltonian in strong involution with a set of first class
constraints. Other applications to continuous systems, as well as possible extensions of the
prototypical second-class system, are currently under analysis.
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