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Abstract

The Eisenhart lift is extended to the case of dynamics described
by action-dependent Lagrangians. The resulting Brinkmann metric
depends on all coordinates. It is shown that the symmetries of the
initial dynamics result in the existence of (conformal) Killing vectors
of the Brinkmann metric. An example is given of equivalent time- and
action-dependent descriptions which result in conformally equivalent
metrics. It is also shown how the scaling invariance fits naturally into
this scheme.
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1 Introduction

A geometric approach to classical dynamics, currently known as Eisen-
hart lift, had been originally proposed by Eisenhart in 1928 [1] and then
rediscovered by a number of authors [2, 3, 4, 5, 6] (for a review see |7]).
Eisenhart lift relates the Newtonian dynamics in n dimensions to the geodesic
motion in (n + 2) dimensional (pseudo-)Riemannian manifold equipped with
the Brinkmann metric [8, 5]. Additional two variables are identified with
time and action. Originally, the Eisenhart lift concerned conservative sys-
tems; however, the generalization to the time-dependent Lagrangians is quite
straightforward [9]. In the latter case the components of the Brinkmann met-
ric tensor depend, in general, on (n + 1) coordinates. The most general case



of the metric depending on (n + 2) coordinates is more problematic. This is
because the last coordinate is identified, as mentioned above, with the action
equal to the time integral of the Lagrange function. However, there exists
a generalization of the Lagrangian (and Hamiltonian) formalism which ad-
mits the Lagrange functions depending on additional variable which can be
viewed as a generalization of the action. This formalism is called Herglotz’s
variational principle [10, 11, 12, 13]. It appears that the Herglotz dynamical
systems occur naturally when the Lagrangian dynamics is reduced to lower-
dimensional configuration space. Namely, the Lagrangian dynamics defined
by the Lagrangian homogeneous of degree two in velocities, when reduced
to the configuration space one dimension lower, is described, in general, by
action-dependent Lagrangians [14]. Guided by this result we consider here
the Eisenhart lift procedure for the metric depending on all coordinates. We
show that the general Brinkmann metric in (n + 2)-dimensional space-time
can be obtained by lifting the dynamics in n dimensions provided the lat-
ter is described by an action-dependent Lagrangians. Inherent in Eisenhart
lift relation between symmetries, conservation laws and (conformal) Killing
vectors is extended to the most general Brinkmann metric. It is also shown
on the simple example how the equivalence of the descriptions of dissipative
dynamics in terms of time-dependent and action-dependent Lagrangians is
reflected in conformal equivalence of the relevant Brinkmann metrics.

One should admit that the Herglotz formalism is not particularly popular
amongst physicists. However, it is closely related to the theory of contact
transformations, a natural generalization of symplectic ones. Therefore, it
finds applications in thermodynamics [15, 16, 17, 18], electromagnetic dis-
sipative systems [19], hydrodynamics [20], generalization of Einstein’s equa-
tions in GR |21, 22|, optimal control theory [23], dark energy [24], cosmol-
ogy |25] or light propagation in general gravitational field [14]. It should be
also mentioned that making the relevant metric action-dependent destroys
the property that it provides the solution to vacuum Einstein’s equations.
However, the latter property is by no means necessary in the context of
Eisenhart lift the essence of which is the geometrization of dynamics.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we briefly review the general
result concerning the “dimensional reduction” of dynamics described by the
Lagrangians homogeneous in velocities. Then, in Sec. 3, the standard Eisen-
hart lift is described. Sec. 4 is devoted to the extension of the Eisenhart
formalism to the case of general Brinkmann metrics. It is shown that the
latter emerges from lifting the dynamics described by Herglotz’s variational



principle. Sec. 5 contains small remark concerning the role of point trans-
formations in Brinkmann manifolds. It is shown further in Sec. 6 that the
relation between symmetry transformations, Noether’s theorem and Killing
vectors, established in the framework of standard Eisenhart lift, extends nat-
urally to the general case described here. In Sec. 7 a simple example is given
how the equivalence between time-dependent and action-dependent descrip-
tions manifests itself on the level of Brinkmann metrics. In Sec. 8 we consider
the scaling symmetry showing that the Herglotz formalism provides a simple
and natural framework for this kind of symmetry. The Eisenhart lift leads in
this case to conformal transformations of Brinkmann metrics. Finally, Sec. 9
is devoted to some summary. In Appendix the Herglotz formalism is briefly
described and some remarks concerning the reparametrization invariance are
provided.



2 Dimensional reduction of dynamics

Eisenhart lift allows us to describe the dynamics of n degrees of freedom
in terms of geodesic motion in appropriately chosen (pseudo-)Riemannian
metric. In the original version, one starts with Lagrangian (or Hamilto-
nian) dynamics; the lifted dynamics is also described by the Lagrangian
which is homogeneous of degree two in generalized velocities. However, in
general it cannot be taken for granted that the reduction of geodesic mo-
tion to lower dimension results in Lagrangian dynamics. Still, the reduction
procedure makes sense provided one admits a more general notion of La-
grangian dynamics; namely, one can consider Lagrangians depending on the
action variable which results in generalization of variational principle known
as Herglotz’s variational principle [10, 11, 12, 13| (see Appendix for a brief
description). Once such a generalization is admitted the following general
theorem can be proven [14]. Consider a system with (n + 1) degrees of free-
dom ¢, p = 0,1,...,n, described by the Lagrangian L = L(q,q); here dot
denotes the differentiation with respect to some evolution parameter . One
assumes that:

(i) L is nondegenerate, det (82—L) # 0;

dgr 9g”
(ii) L is a homogeneous function of generalized velocities ¢* of degree N # 1;
(iii) L does not depend explicitly on the evolution parameter o.

It follows then that the value of the Lagrangian is a constant of motion. Let
us fix the value C' of L and consider the subset of trajectories obeying

L(g,q) = C (1)

Equation (1) can be solved, at least locally, with respect to ¢°:

d—(szﬁ(qul...q”ql...q'"'C’) (2)
do_ ) ) ) ) ) Y b
Then the projection of initial dynamics on the generalized coordinates
q',...,q" is described by the Herglotz equations:
oL d [oL oL oL
- — — — ——=0, i=1,...,n (3)
0qt  do \ 0¢* 0q° 0¢



together with eq. (2). We conclude that the reduced configuration space is
spanned by ¢', ..., ¢" while ¢" plays the role of action.

The particularly interesting case concerns the Lagrangians L being the
polynomials of degree 2 (N = 2) in velocities:

1

L= 50(@)"d @)

Assume that g, (q) has the Lorentz signature. Consider the set of trajec-
tories corresponding to L = 0. Then £, defined by eq. (2), is homogeneous
of first degree and defines reparametrization invariant dynamics. Therefore,
one can choose the evolution parameter o at will; for example, one can set
o = ¢", thereby reducing the number of degrees of freedom by two.

Finally, let us note that £ defines standard Lagrangian mechanics if L

does not depend on ¢°.

3 Eisenhart lift

The standard Eisenhart lift deals with the (n + 2)-dimensional manifold
parametrized by the coordinates z', ..., 2", u, w, equipped with the so-called
Brinkmann metric [8, 5|:
ds® = g, (z) dz# dz¥ = hyj(z) da' da? + 2A;(x) do’ du — 2V (z) du® — 2dudw

()

Assuming o to be an affine parameter one concludes that the geodesics
are described by the Lagrangian:

L= shiy ()i + A(a)iti — V()i — i (6)

Lagrange equations resulting from (6) are equivalent to the geodesic equa-
tions for Brinkmann metric:

i+ T ad i + B Fyddi + h* 0V = 0 (7)
i =0 (8)

i (AT 5 (0A; + 03 A) )&+ (A Py 420,V )it AshY 0,V 0 = 0
(9)



here F;k are Christoffel symbols for the h;; metric, h is the inverse of hij
and Fj; = 0;A; — 0, A;.

Eq. (8) implies that v may be viewed as the affine parameter (the lat-
ter is defined up to an affine transformation). Choosing additionally the
trajectories with L = 0 one concludes that

. (1 &gl it
Egs. (7) and (10) imply finally
d?z’ ded dz* . dad
W%—Fﬂcd d hijkd——l—hkakV—O (11)
dw 1, dz'da? dz! da
— = hz~— Ai— -V =L 12
du 2 7 du du i du ( du) (12)

By noting that (11) are the Lagrange equations resulting from £ (x, o )

we conclude that v may be identified with time while w with the action for
particle moving in the curved space (with the metrics h;;) under the influence
of the scalar and vector potentials V' and A;, respectively.

It is not difficult to generalize the above reasoning to the case of u-
dependent (i.e. t-dependent) metric and potentials.

4 Eisenhart lift - the general case

Consider now the general Brinkmann metric depending on all coordinate
k

= (2", u,w):
ds? = hy(z, u,w) da’ da? + 2A;(z, u, w) dz’ du — 2V (2, u, w) du® — 2 dudw
(13)

or
1 o :
L= §hij@’ w, )i d + Ay(x, u, w)i'n — V(z,u, w)i® — wb (14)

L is again an ordinary Lagrangian describing dynamics of (n + 2) degrees of
freedom. We shall show that, in the spirit of the result described in Sec. 2,
L can be viewed as describing the Eisenhart-like lift of n-dimensional Her-
glotz dynamics. The relevant Lagrange equations (geodesic equations for the



metric (13)) read:

Py 4T ' 37 02 Op VA4 Apiit Fipd ' t+-0, hjpd? 140, Agti® + 0, h #7100, Attt = 0
(15)

1 o .
i 5 Ouhygd'd + 0, Aid'is — 0,V = 0 (16)

1 o ) .
i+ 5 Ouhygd'@ + 0, A — 0,V - —dd (Ajif —2Va) =0 (17)
o

Again, let us impose the condition L = 0;
this yields

) (1, dtdd @
Eq. (18) is reparametrization invariant. It can be rewritten as
dw 1, dz*da’ da’ da
L h S A V=L (e 19
du 2Jdudu+ du (gd_uuw) (19)

Eq. (19) suggests that, in the framework of Herglotz formalism, u can be
identified with time while w — with action. In order to show that this inter-
pretation is correct we consider eq. (15) and (16) (eq. (17) is redundant once
we imposed the constraint (18)). Dividing them by u* one finds:

;i
hkj%+Tkij%+akV+Ak%+Ek%+au (hgk% + Ak) +0u (hjk% + f)w =
(21)
Moreover,
d d
g 22
do  "du (22)
1 d? i d d? d d?
td_ud &, 2
2d? " @ % T ae (23)



Using (19), (22) and (23) one can rewrite eq. (21) in terms of u-derivatives:

d2a7 dz’ da’
KL

Ao Ao
+ OV + Fir o + O i + Ay )+
du du

+ 0Oy thd_{L' + A | £ — thd$ + A | 0,L =0 (24)
du du

It is now easy to check (again using (19)) that eq. (24) is the Herglotz equa-
tions for L:

oc d oL oL oL
o)) ey

which, together with (19), forms the basis of Herglotz variational principle.

Let us stress that the dynamics resulting from the constraint L = 0
is reparametrization invariant. Therefore, we can keep o as an evolution
parameter when deriving the reduced equations of motion and put ¢ = u
at the very end (this is briefly sketched in Appendix). Concluding, we have
shown that the Eisenhart lift can be applied to the quadratic, action- and
time-dependent Lagrangian. The relevant (n + 2)-dimensional metric takes
the Brinkmann form with the metric tensor components depending also on
w.

5 A note on point transformations

The Eisenhart lift allows us to relate the point transformations of ini-
tial dynamics to coordinate transformations in (n + 2)-dimensional manifold
equipped with Brinkmann metric. Consider an arbitrary coordinate trans-
formation in the latter

" =22, pr=01,....,n,n+1 (26)

with 20 = w, 2" = u. In general, (26) does not preserve the Brinkmann
form (13) of the metric. This is because in the Herglotz formalism the trans-
formation rule for the Lagrangian takes, in general, the form of implicit
relation!. As a result the new Lagrangian is no longer quadratic in velocities

'We thank Tomasz Rucifiski for the enlightening discussion on this point.
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(this is also the case in the standard Lagrangian theory if the new time vari-
able depends on old coordinates). However, in view of the theorem described
in Sec. 2, eq. (26) should imply the correct rule for the transformation of
action-dependent Lagrangian. Eq. (26) yields

dz’” B 0z'"° dz° " 92" dak N o9z'° dgnt!
do 020 do — orzk do Ozt do

(27)

N
Multiplying by (%) one finds

(dx”“)_ldx’o B 02’0 d2® <dw"+1>_l " 920 da¥ (dx"+1>_l ox'°

do do 029 do do — ork do do Oxntl
(28)
or +1 0 0 0 k 0
da"™ da 92" da® R~ 0a” d 9!
x " Ox T +Z x x N z (29)
dpnt+l dx/nJrl axo dpntl 82L‘k dgntl axn—i-l

Taking into account that z° and z"*! are identified with the action and time
variables respectively, we conclude that eq. (29) coincides with the transfor-
mation rule (A10).

6 Symmetries, Noether’s theorem and Killing
vectors

The famous Noether’s theorem relates the symmetries to conservation
laws. In the framework of Eisenhart formalism the trajectories are lifted to
geodesics in (n + 2)-dimensional (pseudo-)Riemannian manifold. Brinkmann
metric is determined by the initial Lagrangian; therefore, the symmetries of
the latter can be lifted to the symmetries of the metric which, in turn, are
determined by the relevant Killing vectors. Actually, since we are consider-
ing null geodesics, it is sufficient to restrict ourselves to conformal Killing
vectors, i.e. we are really interested in the classes of conformally equivalent
metrics. One can single out uniquely one metric from each class by choosing
the normalization condition g, = —1.

10



Let us now extend the reasoning sketched above to the case of action-
dependent Lagrangians. Assume that the transformations

' 2’ + 0z (x, u,w) (30)
u = u+ ou(z, u,w) (31)
w = w~+ dw(z, u,w) (32)

define the symmetry of the Lagrangian (19). The symmetry condition (A11)
reads here

1 . .
(5 Ophiji'i’ + Oy Asi’ — akv) S+
. 1 o .
+ (hwid' + Ay) (63" — i*60) + <§ Ouhijd'd? + 0, A" — auv) du+
1 o . 1 o .
+ (5 Ouhiji'd? + 0, Ay’ — awv) sw + (ﬁhijilx” + Ayit — v> i — 6 =0
(33)

where, for notational simplicity, dot denotes differentiation with respect to u
and

6i* = it 952" + 0,02 + w 0,02 (34)
6 = " Opéu + 9,0u + 1 d,0u (35)
S = 3% Opdw + Dydw + 1 Dyw (36)
and .
W = §hijiij:j + Ag' =V (37)

Eqgs. (34)-(37), when inserted into eq. (33) lead to the identity with the left-
hand side being fourth degree polynomial in velocities #!. Therefore, one
obtains five equations for the coefficients in front of consecutive powers of
velocities. Fourth degree term yields

(hijhkl + hik:hjl + hilhjk) 8w5u =0 (38)

11



and, after multiplying by h¥h*,
Opou =0 (39)
Third degree term leads to the relation
(hithji + hjihir, + hijhig) Doz’ +
— (hik Oj + hij O + hj, 0;) ou =0 (40)
where (39) has been already used. By multiplying eq. (40) by h/* one finds
hy 0oz = 9;0u (41)

Putting back (41) into (40) one finds that it is satisfied identically.
The remaining identities, corresponding to the terms of second, first and
zero degree, read, respectively

(5’& au — audu) hij + (511) 8w — 0w5w) hij + Ak 8w5$k h”‘i‘

(5w By — Budw) A; + 6u 0y A; — 2V 8;6u — Bidw+

—6xF OV — 6u 8,V — 0,0uV — dw 0,V — 0w+ V 90w+ A 902" — Ay 9,028V =0
(44)

As in the standard case one can now find the Killing vector corresponding
to the symmetries under consideration. Namely, we put

K=K'9,=K 9, + K", + K" 0, =
=0zt O0; 4 du O, + dw Oy (45)

Using the identities (39), (41)-(44) one finds that K is a conformal vector
field:
VMKV + VVKH, = )\guy (46)

12



with

A = 0y0u + Opdw — A; 0,01 (47)
The conserved quantity related to the Killing field K reads
da* dz¥  du
K—=g9g,K'— = — 48
e do daQ (48)
. ) 1 o

where we have used egs. (5), (12) and (45). In the standard case @ is the
Noether charge (dw accounts for total time derivative which, in general, en-
ters Noether identity). Due to eq. (8) 9% is a constant. However, in the
general case, eq. (16), only the product dg@ is a constant of motion. The u
variable, which plays the role of time in reduced dynamics is not any longer an
affine parameter. Given any parametrization of a geodesics one can find the
affine parameter by solving an ordinary differential equation which, however,
depends on the choice of particular geodesic. In this sense the charge (48) is
nonlocal. Specifically, one has

d (K dm“) d?u du dQ

7 iyl Bl o (50)

Using (20) we obtain
d da du\*0L dudQ
— (K= )=—(=2)Z=
do ( " do ) <da> 8wQ+ do do
C(duN Q dQ
- \do
du “OL gy d oL
_ f du - du’
(da) du ( o Q) (51)
in agreement with the generalized Noether theorem (cf. Appendix, eq. (A15))

7 Time versus action dependence

It is well known that the dissipative systems, demanding time dependent
Lagrangians for their description, can be also described with help of action

13



dependent Lagrangians [9]. As a simple example consider the Lagrangian

1.
L=¢" (552 - v@))

Lagrange equations of motion read:

- L oV
TH+ye+ == =0
ox
Equivalently, eq. (53) can be derived from the following Lagrangian

- 1. -
L:§f2—V(g:~’)—ys

Solving S = L with the initial condition S(ty) = 0 one finds
b1
S(t) = / et (5:1?2(15’) - V(;Tc’(t’))) dt’
to
Analogously, solving g — L with the same initial conditions yields

S(t)=e /t: e (%f?(t') — V(f(t’))) dr’

(52)

(55)

(56)

Comparing egs. (55) and (56) we infer that the above descriptions are related

by transformation
T

SR
Il

Saat!
I
~

Indeed, one finds from (A10)

14
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(60)



On the level of Brinkmann metrics one has

ds? = dz? — 27V du? — 2dudw

d5? = dz? — 2(V + yw) da? — 2 da dw
Egs. (57)-(59) suggest the following transformation:

T

K
I

=g
I
<

w=-e w

which implies the following relation

d§? = e ds?

(61)

(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(66)

The metrics ds? and ds? are conformally equivalent so they share the same

set of null geodesics.

8 Scaling symmetry

Another nice example of the application of Herglotz formalism is the

scaling symmetry.

Let L(g, 52, ) be standard (i.e. action-independent) Lagrangian. Consider

the following generalized point transformations:

q¢ =4q(q,t)
' =1t(q,t)
S"=AS+ f(¢q,t), AeER

Then the symmetry condition (A11) takes the form:

rdr ) dt At

d/ /

15
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which coincides with eq. (II.1) from [26]. The infinitesimal form of eq. (67)
reads:

' =t+6t(q, 1)
¢ =q+dq(q,t) (69)
S'=S+0AS+0df(q,t)

and the Noether identity (A15) reads (25 = 0!)

d (/oL
S L5qg— Hot —5f —6AS ) =
o ( 50— Hot—of =0 S) 0 (70)

Now, taking into account that S is the standard action, S = [ ltLdT, we
arrive at the eq. (IL.4) from [26].

Consider now the Eisenhart lift. Assume that the Lagrangian (19) is
invariant under the transformation:

o' =2 (z,u) (71)

in the sense that eq. (68) is obeyed (note that, due to the quadratic depen-
dence of £ on velocities, this can happen only provided « is a function of u
only):

2 du’

dz’ dz? dz’ df

1 da’t da’ da” du/
(—hij(gl, u')w + Ai(g/, U/)w — V(g’, 'Lb/)> — =

1
=A (ihij@, U)

which can be rewritten as:
1 o .
§hij (2, u) da" da”? + Ay(2 o) da” du’ — V(2 u') du? =
"1 . . ) !
= Ai—z (éhij(g, w)da’ da? + Aj(z,u) dz' du — V(z, u) duZ) + i—z dudf
(73)
Let us supply (71) with the transformation rule:

w' = Aw + f(z,u) (74)

16



so that
dw' = Adw +df (75)

and

/ /
du’ dw’ = YA dudw + 3 dudy (76)
du du

It follows then from egs. (13), (73) and (76) that, under the transforma-
tions (71), (74) the metric transforms conformally:

du’
ds')? = A— ds? 77
(ds')? = A ds (77)

9 Summary

We have shown that the idea of Eisenhart lift can be extended to the
case of general Brinkmann metric with components depending on all coor-
dinates. The price to be paid is that one has to start with Herglotz’s for-
malism which is more general than the Lagrangian one. So, starting with an
action-dependent Lagrangian and performing essentially the same steps as
in the case of standard Eisenhart lift one arrives at the most general form of
Brinkmann metric. The important difference is that the coordinate u, iden-
tified with the physical time, cannot any longer serve as an affine parameter
for null geodesics in Brinkmann metric (cf. egs. (8) and (16)). This has pro-
found consequences. The conserved charge, eq. (48), involves the derivative
of u with respect to an affine parameter which, when expressed in terms of u,
results in nonlocal expression for the conserved quantity, in agreement with
known results [27, 28, 29|.

We have also shown on a simple example that the equivalence between
time-dependent and action-dependent descriptions of dynamics translates
into the conformal equivalence of relevant Brinkmann metrics. It would be
interesting to find the Hamiltonian description of the above reduction pro-
cedure. This is important because the Noether theorem can be extended
to Hamiltonian formalism: the conserved quantities result also from symme-
tries described by canonical transformations which do not reduce to the point
ones. On the level of lifted dynamics this should correspond to the existence
of (conformal) Killing tensors.

17



Appendix

A Herglotz variational principle

Standard Lagrangian formalism can be generalized by considering the
Lagrange functions which depend on additional variable:

L =L(q,q:t,5) (A1)

(for simplicity we consider one degree of freedom; the generalization to any
finite number of degrees of freedom is straightforward). Let us choose a
function ¢ = ¢(t), defined on the interval [to,t;], and consider the initial
value problem

ds .

S(to) = So (A3)

where Sy is some fixed constant. Herglotz’s variational principle states that
the physical trajectory is determined by the following condition:

55(t) =0 (Ad)
for all variations ¢(t) — ¢(t) + dq(t) obeying

In particular, if L does not depend on S we obtain the standard Lagrangian
formalism.

Herglotz formalism shares many properties of the Lagrangian one. Euler-
Lagrange equations are replaced by eq. (A2) together with

oL d(@L) oLOL _ (A6)

¢ at\aq) Ta50q
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The generalized point transformations

¢ =t(t.q,5) (A7)
¢ =4q(tq>S) (A8)
S = S'(t,q,5) (A9)

preserve the form of the equations of motion provided the Lagrangian
transforms according to the formula:

/ / ! /

L,d_tzaSL 8S@+85

dt 08 Jq dt ~ Ot

Point transformations (A7)-(A9) define a symmetry if the new Lagrangian
has the same functional form, i.e.

,dgd , )\ dt 05 dg 05'dq 05
L{¢, Ly o) =2 (g, &l All
(q’dt” ’S) at — a8 (q’dt’ ’S)+8q a o (ALL)

(A10)

Continuous symmetry transformations generate, via generalized Noether’s
theorem, the corresponding conservation laws. Consider namely the infinites-
imal version of (A7)-(A9):

' =t+6t(t,qS) (A12)
¢ =q+dq(t q,S) (A13)
S'=S+065(t,q,S); (A14)
then, for physical trajectories, the following relation is fulfilled
d tOL 34/ 8L
— (e 155 (Lt + == (6q — ¢6t) — 0S ) ) = Al
(s (s S a-am—as) ) =0 (19

Eq. (A15) reduces to the standard conservation law provided g—g = 0.
In general, however, (A15) is more complicated since the exponential term
depends on the whole past history of the system.

19



Therefore, it ceases to be a useful tool of integration the equations of
motion. In can be shown that it is also possible to generalize appropri-
ately the Hamiltonian formalism, Poisson brackets, canonical transforma-
tions etc. to the case of action dependent Lagrangians. We will not dwell on
it here.

B Reparametrization invariance
The Lagrangian defined by eq. (10) in the main text reads

O B i )
We have shown that the final equations of motion can be written in terms of
u-derivatives only. This can be also inferred form the homogeneity of £ in

velocities. Indeed, (B1) implies:

8,@ 8/j 5
.k_ ‘_ p—
v +u - = L (B2)

The equations of motion read:

oL d (9L  OLOIL
@‘5(@)*%@:0 (B3)
oL d [oL\ 0oLIL
%‘@(—u Y owon " (B4

Taking into account that £ = L(z,u,w,, %) and @ = L one easily finds
from (B2):

i*(B3), +u(B4) =0 (B5)
as an identity. Therefore, (B3) implies (B4). Now, £ obeys:
5 dz du do ; dz du
el R - == B
£ (£7 u7w7ﬂ7 do_,) dO_/E <£7 u7 w?d_g_’ do_) ( 6)

and it is straightforward to check that (B3) is invariant under the reparametriza-
tion o — o’.
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