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Hamiltonian gravity with fermions
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Fermions are coupled to the Einstein—Cartan system in the canonical formulation, including the
cosmological, the Barbero-Immirzi, and the non-minimal coupling constants. The resulting ten first-
class constraints generate gauge transformations that are on-shell equivalent to spacetime diffeomor-
phisms and SL(2,C) transformations. The gravitational second-class constraints receive fermionic
contributions, which can be implemented by use of Dirac brackets or by solving them directly. Fur-
thermore, we identify new fermionic (second-class) constraints that are necessary to recover the
Dirac-fermion theory by relating the momenta to the configuration variables on dynamical solu-
tions; this fermionic phase-space reduction is accomplished by use of corresponding Dirac brackets.
The theory remains well-defined off the second-class constraint surfaces with ten additional degrees
of freedom—six of which are gravitational and the remaining four are fermionic. Discrete (CPT)
symmetries as well as implications for canonical quantization and modified theories of gravity with

fermions are discussed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Fermions are notoriously complicated to manipulate
algebraically. This is the main reason why most studies
of quantum field theory focus on scalar fields instead and
why the Hamiltonian formulation of fermions coupled to
gravity, even in the classical context, remains largely un-
explored.

In Lagrangian formulations, it is relatively straight-
forward to couple fermions to gravity in the Einstein—
Cartan theory, which uses tetrads and connection vari-
ables, implying a larger gravitational field content com-
pared to Einstein’s metric system. Canonical treatments
of the Einstein—Cartan theory in vacuum, based on the
Holst action (given by the Hilbert—Palatini action with
a nontrivial Barbero-Immirzi constant), usually work in
Ashtekar—Barbero variables [1-4], which, however, fix a
particular gauge from the start and hence break the un-
derlying Lorentz invariance of the action. Therefore, any
canonical quantum gravity theory based on such a system
is not guaranteed to be Lorentz covariant. This problem
was resolved in [5] by performing the canonical decom-
position of the Holst action without gauge fixing. This
procedure results in a larger phase space compared to
Ashtekar—Barbero variables and the resulting constraints
generate gauge transformations that are on-shell equiva-
lent to spacetime diffeomorphisms and SO(1,3) transfor-
mations, contrary to the Ashtekar—-Barbero system which
cannot generate boosts. The main purpose of this paper
is to couple fermions in this new formulation to preserve
the full SL(2,C) transformations of the Einstein—Cartan
theory; this is a necessary step preceding canonical ap-
proaches to diffeomorphism and Lorentz-covariant theo-
ries of quantum or modified gravity with fermionic mat-
ter.

This work is organized as follows. We start with a brief
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review of the Lagrangian formulation of the Einstein—
Cartan system coupled to a massless Dirac fermion, in-
cluding the cosmological, Barbero—Immirzi, and non-
minimal coupling constants in Section II. In Section III,
the canonical analysis of this system is performed, iden-
tifying the symplectic structure, the non-dynamical vari-
ables, and the decomposition of useful spacetime quan-
tities in terms of the variables of the extended phase
space; we also identify hitherto neglected fermionic con-
straints that are necessary to relate the extended phase-
space to that of the Dirac fermions via a phase-space
reduction. In Section IV, we compute the first-class con-
straints and their algebra under Poisson brackets of the
extended phase space, study the gauge transformations
of the system and their relation to spacetime diffeomor-
phisms and SL(2,C) transformations, and identify a set
of (nonlocal) Dirac observables that imply conserved spin
and electric currents. In Section V, we obtain the second-
class constraints of the theory necessary to reduce the
extended phase space to that implied by the action and
derive the corresponding Dirac brackets. We incorpo-
rate the mass term in Section VI. In Section VII, we
address some misconceptions about the canonical quan-
tization of fermionic variables that led to some commuta-
tion inconsistencies [6, 7], which are resolved by a proper
understanding of the phase-space reduction that is neces-
sary to describe Dirac fermions in canonical formulations.
In Section VIII, we study the system’s behavior under
charge conjugation (C), parity (P), and time-reversal
(T') transformations. In Section IX, we outline future ap-
plications to (emergent) modified gravity theories. The
conclusions are presented in Section X.

We work exclusively in four dimensions with
Lorentzian signature and set ¢ = 1. Greek letters
are used for spacetime indices and capital Latin let-
ters I, J,K,... € {0,1,2,3} for internal Lorentz indices.
We use the Latin letters a, b, c, ..., h for spatial indices,
and 4,7, k,... € {1,2,3} will be reserved for internal
Euclidean indices. We use dotted capital Latin letters
A, B, ... for the Dirac spinor index, which will usually
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be suppressed but its use facilitates the handling of Pois-
son brackets later; similarly, the dotted Latin letters
a,b,--- € {1,2} are used for left-handed spinor indices,

and double-dotted Latin letters d, B, - € {1,2} are used
for right-handed spinor indices.

II. LAGRANGIAN FORMULATION

A. Kinematics

Spacetime geometry can be described by a tetrad e
such that the metric is given by the inverse of

g =n"lefey, (1)

where 77 s is the Minkowski metric. Spacetime indices are
raised and lowered with g,, and internal Lorentz indices
with n7;. Relation (1) implies

gyuel]LGS =MNrJ- (2)

This spacetime metric defines the derivative operator V,,
compatible with it,

vaguu = Oa (3)

which is used to parallel transport spacetime tensors.

On the other hand, a connection 1-form w,’’ is nec-
essary to parallel transport SO(1,3)-valued tensor fields
fllzoIn with the covariant derivative

n

Iy,.... 0, _ In,....I, I I, d,0 s
o e T A e A R N )
k=1

The antisymmetry of the connection implies that the in-
ternal Minkowski metric remains invariant under parallel
transport,

Dunry =0. (5)
A general spacetime geometry has torsion, defined as
I T
T uv = D[Mey]
I I K
= Ouey K€ - (6)

Consider a Dirac spinor

wi— (1) ™

where 9 is a left-handed Weyl field and x is right-handed.
The complex-conjugate of the Dirac spinor is given by
¥ = UfB. (Complex conjugation changes left to right-
handed indices and viceversa: (¢,)* = ¥, (%) = p*4.)

Here,
0 6%
= (51 )) - 0

2

We introduce the invariant symbols €;, g €4, and glib
such that

B2 _ 13— =
e =" =gy = &5 = +1,

e = =gy = ey = —1; 9)

it follows that e,;e"¢ = §,¢ and e%¢;, = §%. We use
(9) to raise and lower spinorial indices: ¥% = s‘ibwi),
Xa = Engb- In the following, spinorial indices will be
suppressed when no confusion arises and assume that
whenever two spinorial tensors appear together, their
proximal indices are contracted according to the follow-
ing convention: The contraction between two left-handed
spinors is given by ¥¢ = 1%, between two right-handed
spinors by £fxT = fgxm, between left and right-handed
spinors by Ty = 145,%);, and similarly for other
spinorial tensors.

The action of the covariant derivative on a Dirac spinor
is given by

7
D,V =09, + §WMIJSIJ‘I’ ) (10)
where
st = Liat 4] ()
and
I _ 0 O’I
= (%) (12)

are the Dirac matrices—not to be confused with the
boosting function v = 1/v/1 — v2, which has no indices,
or 72, which will always refer to the squared boosting
function here—with

E_Iiid _ (6aa, _O_idd) , (13)

Uz‘Iu'i = (5(1&702&) )

where o? are the Pauli matrices. The covariant derivative
of the Dirac co-spinor is given by

D% =09,% — %%U@sm : (14)

such that D#@ = D,V holds.

B. Dynamics
The vacuum dynamics are generated by the action [4]
s el v plJ KL
Scle,w] = /d e lefe s P F b —2A]

where A is the cosmological constant, |e| is the absolute
value of the determinant of the co-tetrad elIL, €1JKL 1S a

totally antisymmetric internal tensor with €y123 = —1,
FLl = 20wl + 2w{Kwlnkr (15)



is the strength tensor field of the connection, and

¢
PUKL = 5%55] - §€UKLa (16)

J

Sp = /d4m|e|%e? (Ty" (1 —iay®) D, — D, (1 —iay®) ')

where ¢ € R is the inverse of the Barbero-Immirzi pa-
rameter. The last expression has the inverse

L (6[K5L] + 5 KLU) . an

P—l KL _

such that P17, (P~HMN = st 5L]
In the presence of a massless Dirac fermion, the full

action S = Sg + S receives a fermionic contribution
given by [8-11]

(18)

4

= /d4x|e| [;e’; (Ty" (1 —ia®) 0,V — 9,V (1 — iay®) v 0) — le“Kw#U@ (WX, S1l+ +iay® W™, S14]) \I!]

= /d4x|e| [;e‘; (\IWI

where a € R is the non-minimal coupling parameter,

= —EGIJKL’YI'}/J'}/K’YL, and we used
[,YI, SJK}+ _ _EIJKL,YL,Y57 (19)

to get the last line.
Using 6F,{,;] = 2D[H5wﬁL, the variation of the action
with respect to the connection 1-form, upon some sim-

J

(1—iay®) 9,¥ — 9,V (1 —iay®) v ) + 1eKuJ LI (B8 + 206 6%) 7L75\II] ,

4

(

plification and neglecting boundary terms, is given by

S 6;4Va[3

pO°G _ P LKL M N

Usoll = ngang 1 cxranDy (eded)
le]

3'16 GP,JKL(s[’;TNLN] , (21)
where T, = e"e}. T v » from the gravitational contri-
bution, and

08 el )
65&0% = —%‘1’ (W7, Sral+ +ian®[¥F, Sp]) ¥ (22)
o

from the fermionic contribution. Therefore, the equation
of motion §5/0w/’ = 0 can be written as the vanishing
of

81G oS
P _ P,I_J/p—1y KL
T wr = —Teae‘ueu(P )I] 5ng (23)
el |36PTN +%(P_1) RS@([PS I+ +iay’[yF, S ])\I!
= Culy I+ JN] 4 IJ Y HORS|+ T WYY ,ORS .
In particular, notice that this equation of motion implies
187G — .
TNy = 571 — (PN N (YN, Srsl+ +iay [vN, Srs]) ©
187G 1 — (¢ )
= 2 4 1+ CQ —¥ < 6IN [’va SRS]+ + Za75[7N7 SIN]) v (24)

Using

lelef el T, _ L D,eY,

2

(

we conclude that, in the presence of fermionic matter
and nontrivial Barbero—Immirzi or non-minimal coupling
parameters, the covariant divergence of the tetrad is non-



vanishing:

81G el — (¢
Dy (elef) = 58 L (Sen™ B Sl

+iay® [y, SIN]) v

V(¢ —a)yy’ V. (26)

On the other hand, the fermionic equation of motion
§5/6¥ = 0 is given by

- i :
ilele}v! D, + §Du (lelef) (1 —iar®) " & =0. (27)

The second term in this equation is generally non-trivial
according to (26). While ¥ and ¥ are kinematically (off
shell) independent in the action (18), the equation of mo-
tion 05/6W¥ = 0 yielding the complex-conjugated version
of (27) guarantees that, on dynamical solutions (on shell),
the reality condition ¥ = WS, such that ¥ is indeed re-
lated to ¥ by complex conjugation, can be consistently
imposed.

C. Degrees of freedom

The 24 equations of motion derived from 55’/0.)“” =0

can be seen as equations for the torsion TJV with a source
and hence correspond to only 12 independent equations
with a first-order time derivative of e, while the re-
maining 12 equations contain only spatial derivatives.
Therefore, the latter are not evolution equations but con-
straints, implying that the connection has only 12 dy-
namical components. Similarly, from the 16 equations of
motion derived from §S5/def = 0, only 12 contain first-
order time derivatives of the connection, while the other
4 components contain only spatial derivatives. There-
fore, the latter are constraints too and the tetrad has
only 12 dynamical components. From the total of 16 con-
straints, 6 are second class and other 10 are first class [5)].
This counting of constraints implies that the 12 pairs of
dynamical gravitational field components reduce to ex-
pected 2 degrees of freedom on dynamical solutions—
each first-class constraint determines a pair of dynamical
field components.

On the other hand, the total of 16 components of the
kinematically independent fermion fields ¥ and ¥ reduce
to only 8 upon imposing the reality conditions U = W13,
Furthermore, because the resulting Dirac equation (27)
is a first-order differential equation, the 8 components
of ¥ reduce to only 4 degrees of freedom on dynamical
solutions.

III. CANONICAL FORMULATION
A. Foliation

Given a hyperbolic spacetime region, M = ¥ x R, the
line element in ADM form is given by [12, 13]

ds? = —N2dt* + gqp(dz® + N°dt)(da” + N'dt), (28)

where N is the lapse, N® the shift, and g, is the spatial
metric induced on a three-dimensional hypersurface 3.

The time-evolution vector field associated to this par-
ticular foliation is given by

th = Nn* + N%# | (29)

where n#* is a unit vector normal to X, and s¥ are three
basis vectors tangential to 3. The normal component of
the time-evolution vector field is then given by the lapse,
and its tangential components by the shift. The index
0 will be used as the normal component of spacetime
indices, and t will be used for the time component.

We also define an internal normal vector 7! and in-
ternal spatial basis vectors 8!, such that n;aln’ = —1,
mJ§{§f = 05, and nuﬁléj = 0. The Minkowski metric
can be written in terms of these basis vectors as

Ny = —iyig + 03578 (30)
and the tetrad as [5]
6’; = —’yN_l (ﬁ[ + Ui§3) tH + (’YN_lNa + €zvk) ﬁlsg
+ (YN N%; + €f) 85 s

= —nn* 4 st st (31)

a

where v = 1/3/1 —v2 and v? = v;v’. Notice that e =
nlel = yN=! and ef = ale} = — (YNTIN® + efok).
(We follow the index convention 7§ = 7’74 and T9 =
—nrT f) Inspection of the tetrad frame basis, defined by

np=efn, =iy +yv;8, , sp=0'nr 4§, (32)

reveals that it is boosted with respect to the internal one,
defined by (71, §%), by the relative velocity v*.

B. Symplectic structure

Using FEL o OEL | the gravitational symplectic con-
tribution to the action is given by

/&4@m+@m] (33)
:/&ﬂwa+mm}

- /d4at [PfD; + €'+ ﬁijBij} :



where the configuration variables are the connection com-
ponents

A . 1
KZL = wgl ) Ffz = iéklwsl ) (34)

and their respective conjugate momenta are given by

P =P+ Ky, (35)
K¢ = K¢ — Py, (36)
where
o _ \get e| (ehet — eted) = |ge‘g\26[t6a
— sgn(N) L0 Q( G) (55 - vjvi) : (37)
a dete| , ,
e — ‘87TG|e§cel Ekli
2/(87G .
= () TLETC) o iy, (38)

dete

The second and third lines of (33) imply that there
exist the following two canonical transformations, which
turn out to be important in our canonical analysis. The
first one leads to the new configuration variables

Afz = KZ, - CFZ ’ (39)
B =T, + (K, (40)

whose respective conjugate momenta are given by (37)

and (38). The second one leads to the new configuration
variables

D, = A} + ¢, v, B) + 8. B, (41)

& =¢MBIPL, (42)

B?k - Bbgj(zpll;) ) (43)

J

00 ou 00 ou

and the new momenta

1 n _ m
o= =g (P K (a4
R = (P, 5m(i1c§) , (45)

where (P’l)i is the inverse of Pg.

The fermionic contribution to the symplectic term is
given by

/ diz [Py 04+ 0 Py (46)
with momenta
Py =-2U |, Py=-EV, (47)

where

(1]
Il

1 .
§|e|e§ (1—iay®)y' (48)

= %7 det g (1 — ia’y5) (70 - vmi) .

Being Grassmanian-valued, the fermionic variables
obey the basic (anti-)Poisson brackets

{U4(2), Py s ()} = {Py (), WA (y)} = 648%(x
(U(2), Pu®(y)} = {Pu (). ¥

y) (49)
iAW)} =058z —y),

with all other combinations vanishing.

The full Poisson bracket between any two phase-space
functionals O and U is given by

00 ou 00 ou

to.u} = / s o)

O ou

sRO

5Pi(2) SAE(z) | 6BF(z) 0K (2)

5K (=) 3BE () (50)

ou 1O ou O ou

TwA(z) 0Py A7)

—where the superscript R denotes a right derivative and
left derivatives are always used otherwise—or a variation
using other canonical phase-space coordinates.

The symplectic structure defined by the Poisson
bracket (50) corresponds to an extended phase space
whose number of canonical pairs exceeds that of the dy-
namical fields implied by the action. Therefore, in order
to describe the same theory of the Lagrangian formula-
tion, a phase-space reduction must take place by impos-
ing a specific set of constraints that we identify in the

TSP svAG)

0U ;(2) 6PyA(z)  PyA(z) 6T 4(2)

(

next subsection.

C. Non-dynamical variables and phase-space
reduction

The 6 components w{’ are non-dynamical because

their time derivatives do not appear in the action and
imply 6 first-class constraints. In the following, we will



denote these components by

1.
T 7 kl
I} = sefwy .

i 0i
Ky =w" B

(51)
Similarly, no time derivatives of the lapse and the shift
appear in the action, leading to 4 additional first-class
constraints. The first-class status of these constraints is

shown in the next section.
Furthermore, the relation

K¢ = e/ Py, (52)

derived from comparing (37) and (38), implies that the
momentum components K;; vanish on physical solutions,

ﬁij =0, (53)

constituting 6 second-class constraints on the phase
space. This implies that the time derivatives of the com-
ponents B;; drop out from the symplectic term (33), and
hence constitute 6 additional non-dynamical components
of the connection, which lead to another 6 second-class
constraints

oH
0B

=0, (54)

where H is the Hamiltonian. This constitutes a sec-
ondary second-class constraint enforcing the preservation
of (53) under time evolution: §H /6B = —{&;;, H} = 0.
The second-class status of these constraints and the fact
that no tertiary constraints are necessary to enforce the
preservation of (54) under time evolution are shown in
Section V.

The resulting 10 first-class constraints, together with
the total of 12 second-class constraints, reduce the 18
gravitational canonical pairs to only 2 degrees of freedom
on physical solutions, in agreement with our counting in
the Lagrangian formulation.

On the other hand, the symplectic term (46) implies
that the configuration variables ¥ and ¥ are kinemati-
cally independent fields, which in turn imply 16 canonical
pairs of the fermion field. However, imposing the reality
conditions

v=uig | Py=pP], (55)

lowers the total fermionic degrees of freedom from 16 to
only 8 on dynamical solutions—the reality conditions can
be consistently imposed if all the constraints are Hermi-
tian, a property that will be applied in the forthcom-
ing canonical decomposition and hence will always be
assumed to hold. If the Hamiltonian is a fermion bi-
linear with up to first-order derivatives of the fermionic
variables—which is the case in our system as shown in
the next section—then Hamilton’s equations of motion

for ¥ and Py result in first-order differential equations
of ¥ and Py,

oV =0 (56)
and

PyU =0, (57)

with some linear operators O and U, respectively. This
implies that the 8 components of ¥ reduce to 4 degrees
of freedom but so will the components of Py, totaling
8 fermionic degrees of freedom, rather than the 4 im-
plied by the action. The reason for the doubling of the
fermionic degrees of freedom can be identified as the fact
that the momentum Py is not related to ¥ by the relation
(47)—and their conjugate versions—at the kinematical
level. These relations can hold on dynamical solutions,
but only as a special case where they are restricted to
satisfy the relation (47) and its conjugated version be-
cause they do not arise from the solution to the linear
equations of motion alone: This requires the imposition
of 8 additional constraints, given by

Cg =Py + U= (58)
and
Cy =Py +EV, (59)

which, depending on the details of the first-class con-
straints, may be second class. We reiterate that the im-
position of these constraints is different from that of the
reality conditions (55) and must be implemented in ad-
dition to the latter to describe Dirac fermions.

If the constraints (58) and (59) are not imposed, then
the canonical system implies a more general theory with
4 additional fermionic degrees of freedom compared to
the Dirac theory that still satisfies the reality conditions.
Such a theory is instead based on a different action con-
tribution, given by

Sp = /d4x|e|%e’; [671 (1—iay®) D,V (60)
—D“@ (1 - iow5) 71<I>} ,

where ® is an independent fermion field. The fermionic
equations of motion of this action, §Sp/d® = 0 and
dSp/6W = 0, are respectively given by

1

26‘;71 (1—iay®) D,V =0 (61)

le]
and
|e|%e’; (1 — icw5) 7IDM<I> (62)
Jr%D“ (lelef) (1 —iar®) '@ =0,

which differ from (27) and the solutions are independent
of a, up to its possible appearance in D, (|e|le}). The
covariant divergence of the tetrad based on this extended
action is richer than that of the Dirac action:



8rG |e] 1
Dy, (lelef) = 1 14 CQQ
3 le|

The symplectic term of the action contribution (60) is
given by (46) too, but with the momentum

Py =—-Ed. (64)

Notice, however, that, imposing ® = W a posteriori,
equations (61) and (62) would imply that D,, (|elef) van-
ishes; however, according to (63), D, (le|ef) is gener-
ally non-vanishing with the exceptions lying on a spe-
cific small set of configurations of the fermionic fields.
Solutions admitting ® = ¥ are therefore extremely lim-
ited. Hence, the implementation of the Dirac-fermion
constraints (58) and (59) must be performed a priori as
a phase-space reduction rather than as a restriction to
the solutions to the equations of motion of the extended
phase space to recover a Dirac-fermion system—this is
analogous to a free two-dimensional single-particle sys-
tem with its motion confined to a ring: Circular mo-
tion cannot be recovered by restricting the solutions (lin-
ear motion) of the free single-particle system; the phase-
space reduction must be performed prior to deriving the
equations of motion from the Lagrangian or, alterna-
tively, by using Lagrange multipliers to constrain the
motion. This can be achieved in the canonical formu-
lation by use of Dirac brackets, following the treatment
of second-class constraints.

We conclude that the 34 canonical pairs of the ex-
tended phase space described by (50) reduce to only 6
degrees of freedom (2 of which are gravitational and 4 are
fermionic) upon the imposition of the reality conditions
(55), the Dirac-fermion constraints (58) and (59), and
the gravitational second-class constraints (53) and (54),
as well as the first-class constraints (and use of the equa-
tions of motion they generate) discussed in the next sec-
tion. The implementation of the second-class constraints
via Dirac brackets is discussed in Section V.

D. Canonical decomposition of geometric
quantities

Having identified the canonical phase-space variables
in terms of the Lagrangian fields, it is useful to invert
these relations for a systematic canonical decomposition
of the action. We gather several of these relations in this
subsection.

The inverse spatial metric is given by

a detlpil 17 2,9 a
b:%(éj‘i"yzl} UJ)PLP;) (65)
2 —1
’7 \detP| ©j apb a b
== 9 (PP} - KiK))

R=0

(geINRS@) (1+iay®) (YN, Sps]+ T + @ (14 iay®) YN, Sin]¥ + c.c.)

(P [C—a)y’ —i(14+aQ)] ¥ +ce) . (63)

(

The determinant of g is then given by
3| det P|
7
In terms of the new canonical variables, the covariant
derivative of the fermion field is given by

det g = (87 @) (66)

Dy =V — iK}Sy; ¥ — TS,V (67)
DoV = 0,V — iK' S, ¥ — T S; U, (68)
where we defined
i 1, j
St = §ejk51k. (69)
The identity
i i 1
(7° —vin') (4" —v7Y) = o (70)
is useful to invert (47) into
U =-="1Py, (72)

where

R . | 0 . i .5
- 1+a2\/m('y vz’y)(1+za7) (73)

is the inverse of =.

It is useful to write the Dirac equation (27) in terms
of the canonical variables because it serves as a guide to
construct the Hamiltonian that can generate it:

¥ =029,V 4 T (74)
72 (’yo - vi'yi) (1 - ioz'yE’) D, (|e\e’;'yl) v

2(87G)3/2, /| det P| ’

TGN
a q _ 0 _ k q
\/mpq [0f = (7" =), (75)

(1]

where

@a:Na_,’_

. G :
Q=—|K/—(N*+N IPr ) K" So; 76
i (v v ) s
) &G ,
— V- N*+ N Tpe 1| S;
ri- (v )
G ) ) )
—N———= (V" —0m¥™) P§y’ (KiS0i +T0S:)
\/m('Y 07)17(a0+a)
and
21+ iay’ [, —
D# (|€|€l;’yl) = ;W [{:,H} - 3a ( .:)
~i(@=-29)], (™)
where



+i [Fg— (N“+N\/7
tq

The bracket {Z,H} cannot be written definitively in
terms of the phase-space variables at this stage because
it requires knowledge of the Hamiltonian, yet to be com-
puted. However, on shell, it must be such that Eq. (77)
coincides with (26) if the Dirac-fermion constraints are
imposed.

Using the above results, the equation of motion for the
fermionic momentum is given by

Py = 9, (Py©?) — iPyQ (79)

+’yP\p (1 — iomf’) ('yo — vn'y") D, (|e|e’;*yl)
det g '

Finally, relevant components of the torsion equation
(23) for the forthcoming canonical analysis can be ex-
pressed by the symmetric internal tensor

3y §Uedpapapb
i = P (50)
\/87G| det P

— (o707 — 6710 ) PITY — 80P

i g c _1\k
ol Papepdy, (PY)

C

11 i
i [Py (¢ —ir°) v T +cc]
where
v =6 4+ 47 (1° = vur*) iy (81)

IV. FIRST-CLASS CONSTRAINTS
A. Constraints
The action S = Sg + Sr can be written as
S:/ d*z {75;1?,91 + K8F., + PyDyVU + D,V Py

Ll
167G

+%|e|e? (U7'D,¥ — D, U~ ) }

e?GbJPUKL FaIgL

- / At [Pt + KeT, + Pyl + T Py |

—H[|N|] = Hq[N°] - Li[K{] - Gi[T], (82)
which is linear in all Lagrange multipliers and, therefore,
all the local expressions of H, H,, L;, and G; are con-

straints. Only the first line contributes to the symplectic

7 .
O — 20 = —y/detq (1 +iay®) | =i |Ki— [ N*+ N
57 eq““”)[ [ ( i m

a) I ] iml’Yl -

qua> K;] (vi —vin°) (78)

. 8tGN

ey (K T m)]

(

term and to L; and G;, while only the second and third
lines contribute to H and H,. Notice that the absolute
value of the lapse |N| smears the Hamiltonian constraint;
this is because the action depends on the absolute value
of the co-tetrad’s determinant |e|. In the following, how-
ever, we will often write H[N], but it is understood that
we use only its magnitude. This detail is not relevant in
most applications because the gauge choices of the lapse
that change sign would require that it vanishes in some
region of the spacetime, which would amount to a limita-
tion of the coordinate chart related to that specific gauge
choice and hence another well-defined gauge, with locally
non-vanishing lapse, is required to describe that region of
the spacetime; however, it will be important for the dis-
cussion on discrete symmetries presented in Section VIII.

We first focus on the Lorentz—Gauss constraints, given

by L; = Lz(‘G) +Lz(‘F) and G; = GEG) +G§F), respectively,
where
1@ = —a,P — (BT, - Kikt) ek, (83)
= ~0.P{ = C0K{ — (PLB, — KAL) €
LEF) = —1 I:P\I/SOZlI/ — @SOZE , (84)
G\9 =9,k - (75;:Ké + KZFZ) € (85)
= —0.K} + (0P — (PRAL + KiBL) €, ,
and
G = —i [PyS;¥ — U 5Py . (86)

The gravitational contributions to these constraints
generate proper Lorentz transformations of the triad e}
and the spatial strength tensor F/ even off shell [5].
The fermionic contributions preserve the generation of
Lorentz transformations of the gravitational variables
and also generate those of the fermionic variables:

{U, LB} = —if'So¥ , {¥,G,[0']} = —i0'S; ¥,
(87)
{Py,L;[8']} =iB"PySo; , {Pu,Gi0"]} =i0'PyS;.
(88)
The vector constraint is given by H, = HéG) + HéF),
where
H) = PPFY 4 l%ffi (89)

=P (FY — (FL) + K2 (Fly + CFY)



is the gravitational contribution and
H") = PyD,¥ + D,V Py (90)
= Py0,V + 0,0 Py — K: L\ —1i G\

is the fermionic contribution.
Above, we used the expressions

F =20, K} — 26, K T (91)

la
and

) 1,
Fab = iezleab

=20, T} + € KKy — €, Ti0E . (92)
The linear combinations with the Barbero—Immirzi pa-

rameter can be written more compactly in the A, B vari-
ables,

Fay = (Fap = 2014y (93)
fod, L Q(A’f Al —BkBl)—A"’ B
17 \2 Ay = BBy ) = 4By | -
J

@ " (det P)_l
g3 V")
() 81G

ab + CFap = 20, By, (94)
i 1 Lk g k pl k pl
+2€ klm <2 (A[aAb] — B[aBb]) -+ CA[aBb] .
The Hamiltonian constraint is given by
H=HY + H® (95)

where

O — HGV (detP)~—t

V8rG

+H ((?) with the gravitational contribu-

qpa
qu.

2) _ 72
and H'\*) = H(G)

tion

@ _ _VI(detP)~|
@ 29V 81G

+”|d;m VBTGA . (96)

PPL, (Pl + CFS)

and the fermionic contribution

PP (10 = 0my™) 77 (09 + i (KiSor +T55:) W)

+ (0 — 10 (K4 S0i + T5S:)) 7 (10 = vmn™) P (97)

(The various replacements of ¥ for Py, and their respec-
tive conjugates, are necessary to recover the correct equa-
tions of motion and to respect the discrete symmetries of
the theory as will be clear in Section VIII.)

Because all of the first-class constraints are indepen-
dent of «, we find that the theory is kinematically inde-
pendent of the non-minimal coupling parameter.

B. Constraint algebra

A straightforward computation shows that L; and G;
satisfy the Lorentz algebra,
{Li [Kt] ’ L
{GilT3), L8]} = LaleyTi] (99)
{GilT]), G5 [0°]) = Gle®;;T1e7] . (100)

B} = —Gile*, Kip7], (98)

)

Now consider the linear combination D,[N°] =
H,[N®] + G;[TiN*] + L;[KiN"]; in its local form, it is
given by

D, = PP, A} + K20,Bj — 0y (PYAL + KU BL)

+Py0, ¥ + 9,V Py . (101)

(

It is then clear that the functional ©,[N®] generates
spatial diffeomorphisms of all phase-space variables. It
follows that

{0, Hy[N"]} = L350 + {G; [T} N] , 0}

+{L; [K}N"] 0}, (102)

for any phase-space function O.
Using the above, we obtain that the vector constraint
commutes with the Lorentz—Gauss constraints,

{Ha[N", Gy[0"]} =0,
{Hd[N"), Li[8"]} = 0.

(103)
(104)

Similarly, using (102), together with (103) and (104), we
obtain

{H,[N], H[e“]} = —H, [CeN] — G, [e*N°FL,]
—L; [e*N°F%] . (105)

The second and third lines of the action (82) are
Lorentz invariant and they equal —H|[N] — H,[N?]. Us-
ing (103) and (104), as well as the fact that the Lorentz—
Gauss constraints generate proper Lorentz transforma-
tions on and off shell, it follows that the Lorentz—Gauss
constraints commute with the Hamiltonian constraint



too:
{H[N],Gi[0"]} =0, (106)
{H[N], Li[8*]} = 0. (107)
Using (102), we obtain the bracket
{H[N], H.[¢°]} = —H[LzN] + G; [Ne"FL |
+L; [Ne"FY!] , (108)
where we defined the expressions
i1 i
F(_?a = N{KUJH[N]}v
. 1 .
‘Féa:N{FfzaH[N}}’ (109)

which are compatible with the identification of the nor-
mal components of the strength tensor,

nuFﬁa:NFtoafﬁ I?a:N{Ka’H[N]}a
) 1 Nb 1
nH‘F/ZJ,a:N‘FZa_W ﬁaZN{FZ7H[N]}~ (110)

Using all the above, we compute the bracket of the
Hamiltonian constraint with itself in steps. First, using
(105) and (102), we obtain

{HW[N],HD[]} =0, (111)

and
{HON], HO[]} + {HON], HD ]}
- _—g® [(thW

(112)

V8rG
_H, [qab (J’abN - Nabeﬁ)} ,

'yqug(eﬁaaN - N@aeo)]

where ¢% is the inverse spatial metric (65). Using
the antisymmetry of the Poisson brackets—with proper
care of the sign changes from commuting the fermionic
variables—it follows that

{HE) N, H ) [T} (113)

det P)—1 5 5
= H(%)) [(68\/?72711‘17)3 (eo&,N — Nabeo)] ,

(HP)IN], H €]} =0, (114)
and
{HZ) N, H ) + {H IN], HE) [T} (115)

1 _ =
_y® l@etmwwf; (eoabN - Nabeo)] :
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Therefore, the full bracket of the Hamiltonian constraint
with itself is given by

{H[N], H["]} = —H, [qab (eﬁa,,N - Nabef’)} . (116)

In summary, the constraint algebra in the extended
phase space is given by

{Ha[Na]’ HC[GC]} = _Ha ['Cé‘Na] - Gz [eaNb]:éb]

—L; [e"N°FY%] , (117)

{H[N), H[e°]} = —H[LeN] + G; [Ne“ Fg, ]
+L; [Ne"FY'] | (118)
{H[N], H["]} = —H, [q“b (eﬁabN - N@beﬁ)} , (119)
{H[N°],Gy[6"]} =0, (120)
{HN], Ly [8"]} = 0, (121)
{H[N],Gi[0"]} =0, (122)
{H[N], Ly [8*]} = 0, (123)
(G}, G;[0°]) = G [",T007] (124)
(G}, L; (8]} = Ly [¢*,,T387] (125)
{Li[K}]), L[87]} = =G [, K{57] (126)

which is identical to that of the vacuum system [5].

C. Gauge transformations and covariance

While the transformation of phase-space functions un-
der the flow of the first-class constraints is directly pro-
vided by the action of Poisson brackets, this is not
the case for the non-dynamical fields N, N¢, K}, and
I'. Instead, their transformations are defined by the
preservation of the form of Hamilton’s equations of mo-
tion along this flow—this is the definition of a gauge
transformation—and hence are determined by the con-
straint algebra (117)-(126) [5, 14, 15]:

de,0,8N = Y+ €b8bN — Nbabeﬁ , (127)
5679»6]\](1 =+ eb&,N“ - Nbabea
gt (eﬁabzv - Nabef’) : (128)

Se0.5K] =B + €, (BTF+07KF) + e*NPFY
+ (e@Na - Ne“) PO

Se0.5Ts = 0"+ €y, (0°TF — BIK}) + " NP F,
+ (eGNa — Ne“) ]-'éa .

(129)

(130)

That is, the canonical gauge transformations are given
by the combined operation
O — O +{0, H[e"| + Hq[e"] + Gi[0'] + Li[5]} ,
N—>N+66,975N R Na—)Na-l-(SEyg’gNa,

K/ = K +6.0pK; , Ti—=Ti+0.sT%, (131)



for all phase-space functions O.

The transformations of the non-dynamical fields are
essential to understand the transformations of the physi-
cal fields which generally depend on them—for instance,
the components of the spacetime metric (28) depend on
N and N¢, while the connection, and hence also the
strength and torsion tensor fields, depend on K} and I'%.

The canonical system is covariant only if the canonical
gauge transformations of the physical fields correspond
to spacetime diffeomorphisms and infinitesimal SL(2,C)
transformations on shell. For instance, the canonical
gauge transformation of the spacetime metric must sat-
isfy the covariance condition

(132)

55,0,Bg,uu|os = ['gg;w{os )

where ”"OS” denotes an evaluation on shell, involv-
ing the vanishing of the constraints and use of Hamil-
ton’s equations of motion in the right-hand side for the
time-derivatives, ¢op = {qap,H}. The gauge parame-
ters (€Y, €?) in (132) are related to the diffeomorphism-
generator vector field £ by the following change of basis,

¢ = nt el = 1+ s
0 0
faZGG—fNa.

¥ (133)

On the other hand, the canonical decomposition
of spacetime diffeomorphisms and proper Lorentz
transformations—the latter denoted by §5“(2C) in what
follows—of the non-dynamical components of the con-
nection are respectively given by

LK} =05 e Ki + " NPFY

+ (EONa _ NEa) ng, (134)
Ll = 52}2 ELK Ti+ €N Fo
+ (eoNa — NEa) ]:(Z;a s (135)
and
5SL(2,<C)Ki =B+ e, (FTF+07KF),  (136)
62‘,123(2(3 ri— 0+ 6 (gjpf _ 5J'Ktk’) i (137)

Using this, the canonical gauge transformations (127)-
(130) can be written as linear combinations of diffeomor-
phisms and Lorentz transformations:

SL(2,C)

5 =Le 40y cir, penk, los - (138)

60,6 |os
All physical fields are therefore expected to follow this
transformation under the gauge flow.

In particular, the covariance condition of the spacetime
metric (132) agrees with the transformation (138) if the
metric is Lorentz-invariant under the gauge flow. This is
indeed the case because the lapse and shift do not suf-
fer transformations under the flow of the Lorentz—Gauss
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constraints, as implied by (127) and (128), and neither
does the spatial metric,

{qabv Gl[ez]} =0,
{¢", LB} = 0.

This, in turn, implies that the vector constraint generates
spatial diffeomorphisms of the spatial metric on shell:

(™ (@), Hole)} = Leg™ — L [{g® (@), KiN")]
—G; [{q“b(x), éNb}] .

Finally, the canonical gauge transformation of the spatial
metric does not contain derivatives of the normal gauge
function,

g™ HION | ofg™, H[))
a(801 60) oS a(801 862 60) (O]

(139)
(140)

(141)

= =0. (142)

This is a necessary condition—not implied by the con-
straint algebra—for (132) to hold [16]. Using equations
(127), (128), and (139)-(142), we confirm that the covari-
ance condition (132) is indeed satisfied.

Using (127), (128), and the fact that the Lorentz,
Gauss, and vector constraints generate a linear combi-
nation of Lorentz transformations and spatial diffeomor-
phisms, the covariance condition of the tetrad

SL(2,C)

I
) = Lee, + 0, 0, -cur, Culog:  (143)

I
679756u|os

can be reduced to a set of conditions for the Hamiltonian
constraint, given by

. 0 1
2 {0, 0
W os v (145)
and
(st~ Gpecpooys) PEREED
(5355 _ ;735(7)—1)5) W =0, (4

Similarly, the covariance condition of the connection,

_ IJ SL(2,C)
= ng“ + 60 &rly,,B— 5"1@ m |OS )

(148)

1J
0e,0,8W,, |os

reduces to

Hw " HIE|
(9, 66) 0s

_ Hw, " HE Y|
8(801 80266) OS a

=0,
(149)



that of the fermion field,

SL(2,C
0e0.5V] o5 = Le¥ + 0 o) 5 cure Ulog,  (150)
to
0
8(661 60) oS (a('l 80260)
and that of the fermion momentum,
0e0.5Pu]os = LcPu + 050 5 urc, Pulog,  (152)
to
H{PyE T H[E | HPELHEEY 0
8(861 66) OS B 8(80160266) oS a -
(153)
or, using (142) and (144), to
d{ Py, H["]} 87 o o
SR Bl A D ) IR pc J_ — i) A
9(0.9) |os  vdetg ? [ = (" =) ]
(154)
and
{ Py, H")}
_ =0, 155
8(60186260) oS ( )

where we used the fact that PyZ=—1 constitutes a co-
spinor field to arrive at (153). The covariance conditions
of U and Py are given by the complex conjugate of those
of ¥ and Py because all the constraints are Hermitian
upon use of the reality conditions and hence do not con-
stitute independent covariance conditions.

The connection and fermion covariance conditions
(149) and (151) can be readily verified to hold because
the Hamiltonian constraint has no derivatives of their
momenta; similarly, the covariance conditions for the
fermion momentum (154) and (155) can be easily shown
to hold from the simple dependence of the H on deriva-
tives of ¥. On the other hand, proving that the covari-
ance conditions of the tetrad (144)-(147) hold requires
several detailed computations, but they indeed hold in
the vacuum [5] and the presence of fermions does not
imply contributions to these equations because the re-
spective contributions to the constraints do not contain
derivatives of the configuration variables conjugate to v;
or Pj.

All physical fields correspond to geometric objects,
matter currents, or stress-energy tensor fields that are
constructed with the tetrad, the connection, and W;
therefore, the canonical gauge transformations of all
physical fields correspond to linear combinations of
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spacetime diffeomorphisms and SL(2,C) transforma-
tions. We conclude that our canonical system is indeed
covariant in the extended phase space. This property
holds on the second-class constraint surface, which we
show in the next section by use of the corresponding
Dirac brackets.

D. Dirac observables

The functionals
Lila'] = /d?’xai [ - (75,‘31"51 - I@ZK,ZI) e®, (156)
i (P — T S0,y } |
and
&i[0’] = / Pro’ { - (75;3Kg + iégrg) el (157)
i [Py Sy — T 5Py } ,

with constants o' and ¢¢, are (nonlocal) Dirac observ-
ables because they are identical to the Lorentz—Gauss
constraints up to boundary terms when smeared by con-
stants: Using {£;, H} = {L; + 9., H}, and {&;, H} =
{Gi + 3aIC1 ,H}, the brackets of the local versions of the
observables with the constraints result in

{25, LilK Y os = 0a (ea' KIKF) . (158)

{80, Gy[M N os = —0a (ex'TIPE) . (159)

{€i, Ha[NT}os = B (£:N%) (160)

+0a (" (PR - KRR )
and

{64, L;[K Y os = 0 (e KFPE) . (161)

{64, Gi[THos = —0a (' TEKY) . (162)

{8:, Hi[N“|}os Ou (B:N“) (163)

+0a (eikl (Kfﬁf‘ + F’giﬁf) Nb) ,

as well as



{2, H[N]}os = 0 [N%

(6, HIN }os = B lNV(d;V%Z)_l
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. . 2 s
(mqu +e" (Kg/cg - r{,P,g) vIP) + ?P} PU(K] - (TY)

+ (P§iPy (7° = vmy™) ¥/ S0i® + c.c.) )] ) (164)
_ _ plepl!
<®ivq7ﬁg + €. (Kfp;l + F’,flql) vIP) — 172 L (I + CKY)
+ PSPy (1° = vmy™) Vi 0 + c.c.) )] : (165)

The boundary terms imply conserved densitized cur-
rents: Defining
Lf = 21 s

{€i H}os = —0.£7 (166)

and

Qf = 61‘ y {@i,%}‘os = —(9,1@?, (167)
the densitized four-currents £ = (LI, £¢) and G =
(G!,G%) are conserved on shell by definition: LI =
{Li, "} os = —0.L% and Gf = {Gi,H}|os = —D.GY,
and hence 0,L = 0 and 9,G!" = 0.

Moreover, these observables form a local Lorentz alge-
bra,

{6i(2),8;(y)} = ¢;;6:0%(x — ), (168)
{&:(2), L;(y)} = e, L0 (x — y), (169)
{Li(2), £;(y)} = =€, &1 (x —y). (170

The appearance of the fermionic variables in the ob-
servables (156) and (157) clarifies their physical meaning:

J

B v/ (det P)—1
{Q H[N]} =0, Nim

The boundary terms can be identified with the spatial
components of the electric current J® such that

Q=—0,J" (176)

or 9, J# = 0 on shell.

The bracket of this observable with itself forms a local
Abelian algebra,

{Q(x), Qy)} = 0. (177)

(

They are spin charges associated to the conserved spin
currents £ and G!.

Similarly, we expect that the densitized electric current
JH = |e|ef U~ be conserved too. Indeed, the phase-
space functional

Qla] = 4/d3m (Py¥ — VU Py) , (171)

whose local version is equivalent to J* if the relation (47)
is used, commutes with the first-class constraints up to
boundary terms:

{Q,L;[K{]} =0, (172)
{Q,G;[T{]} =0, (173)
{QvHa[Na]} =0 (QNG) ) (174)
and
Pi(QuY +iPy (V0 = v;y™) YW =0y (1 = v,7™) Poy) (175)

E. Fermion dynamics in the extended phase space

Hamilton’s equations of motion for the fermionic vari-
ables result in

U= {U,H} =09,V +iQ¥, (178)
and
Py = {Py,H} = 9, (Py©®) — iPyQ. (179)

A direct inspection shows that (178) is equivalent to (61).



Furthermore, using (64), the equation of motion of the
momentum (179) can be written as

d =029, + iNd (180)
=1 [{E,H} - 0. (06°2) —i (= -E2Q)] @,

upon complex conjugation, where the last line is propor-
J

(2,1} — 9, (6°2) — i (Q= - E9) |os
_ ﬁSwG'yN
8 14

(1 — iow5)

2 ‘ )
fgéi[pﬁf]Pq, (7° —vsy*) A (7 =€) Ty + cc

_ 3i/detg 8GN
16y 142

(1 — ioz’yS)

2 — . i
—|—§5i[pﬁf]¢>'yl (1+¢a)y’ —i(a—Q) ¥y +cc

where OS here refers to an evaluation on the first-class
constraint surface and we used (64) to get the second
equality—see App. A 1 for intermediate steps of this cal-
culation.

{Cy, H}os = [{E,H} — 0, (69E) —i (RE—-EQ)] ¥

B %\/detq&rGN
8 4 1+¢?

where we set Cy = 0 = Cy after the evaluation of the
brackets.

V. SECOND-CLASS CONSTRAINTS
A. Gravitational second-class constraints

The fermionic contributions to the Lorentz, Gauss, and
vector constraints do not involve the components of the
connection in a way that they can contribute to the grav-
itational secondary second-class constraint (54) on shell,
while their gravitational contributions similarly vanish on
shell upon evaluation of the primary second-class con-
straint (53) [5]. Therefore, the only nontrivial contri-
bution comes from the second term of the Hamiltonian
constraint,

SHA[N] (detP)—t
OB WerG Y
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tional to the covariant divergence of the tetrad (77) and
hence (180) is identical to the equation of motion (62).
This confirms that the canonical system, off the Dirac-
fermion constraint surface, indeed describes the dynamics
of the extended fermion action (60).

For completeness, we compute

(181)

Py (7" = vmy™) 7° (1 +¢iv®) U170 = Py (7% = ve7®) 7 (1 + ¢iy®) By

= [(¢— )7’ —i(1+aQ)] Ur" + &% [(C — a)y* — i (1 + aQ)] ¥y’

)

It follows that the Dirac-fermion constraint (59)—and
hence also (58)—is second-class for non-trivial ¢, «, or
ﬁij:

(182)

: T o 2 5y i
(1 — 20@5) —T70 (¢ — )P0y + Ty (5“ ((—a)+ géi[pﬁf} (1+ Ca)) v Wy ] U,

(

where 7;; is given by the torsion term (80). This expres-
sion can be written as

1 . _
7;j = W‘/;] (Bkl — Bkl) y (183)
such that B = BF solves the second-class constraint
Cij = O—implying that no tertiary second-class con-
straints arise—and where
kp 1 kp 1
Vkéj = (0pg — vpvg) € p(ie qj) =: Vg€ p(zf qj) ;o (184)
using Vi = Omn — UnUm, and
> _1\ Kl
Bij=(V7Y),, bu, (185)
with
br = (pe/CH + ¢ (030w — 0,008 ) PE) DY (186)

—Cog€ny — (1 + 42)5m(kel)”q (P~ PlosP;

—% [Py (¢ —v°) v ¥ + ¥ og (¢ — i7°) Py



and
V()
is the inverse of Vkl,-j :
(V) vy = 500} (188)

We can substitute the solution to the second-class con-
straints, B;; = Bij and #;; = 0, in the first-class con-
straints and the symplectic structure, thereby reducing
the phase space, now spanned by the canonical pairs
(P,D), (v,&), (¥, Py), and (¥, Py). However, the con-
straints turn out to have a complicated dependence on
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and
{Cg(x),Cu(y)} = 16 (x —y), (193)
where
T = i(87G)%%\/| det P| (v° = vmy™) , (194)
with inverse
-1 —iv? 0
= (' —vmy™),  (195)

© (87G)3/2/[det P

the reduced phase space, which complicates explicit com- - . 40 — T e
putations of their brackets. This complication is by- {Ti5(2), Gz (W)} sos = 1+ CQ\I} (1 +ay )UJT(S (= =)
passed by preserving the extended phase space and use (196)
the corresponding Dirac brackets. as well as
—4¢ ij .5 3
B. Dirac brackets {7;J (), Cw (ZJ)HSCS = 1+¢2 Tov (1 +ay ) W6 (z —y)
(197)
The Poisson brackets between the second-class con- and
straints in the extended phase space are given by Xl Kl <3
y {Tij(x), T" (y)}scs = X357 6%(z — y) (198)
{ﬁ”(.’b),ﬁ (y)} =0, (189) -l—Yd ki 853($ — y)
1) 6xd )
1
Rii(x), TR (y)} = V. R§3 (2 — ), 190 where the subscript ”SCS” denotes an evaluation on the
J 1 5 Vij
+¢ second-class constraint surface,
g C _ y _ 1 o xu
{Rij(2),Cg(y)} =0 , {K;(x),Ce(y)} =0, (191) dij Kl _ QTQZU Es(i( ¢ )j)PPg, (199)
{C3(2).Ce(y)} =0 , {Cu(x),Cu(y)} =0, (192) and
J
1 N N _
Kl _ ksl Kl a a (k_ Dr G a
XM =-1r e (52-]-51* ol — 5 5g’iaj)q) (Png —/cprg) +6e, (G§ >+aa/cr) (200)
(v ® = o) 8yt (P71 PouPs 4+ (ve, O ) ol (P Phoupy
1 . u
312 (P\P (¢ =) [’72 (+° = vur") [0(1'5](-;67” - U(k‘séhj)] + [Uijavkl]} U+ C~C->
11 Kl . 5)2
_11+<2 (P\p[vij,v ](C—z'y ) \If—&—c.c.)],
with
[vij, V"] = 4ir? VG (kS )4 2y (’y — v7Y) {U(k’yl)vivj — v(i'yj)vkvl (201)



The second-class constraint matrix is given by
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{Rij(2), & (9)} {Rij(2), T*(y)} {&i5(2), C5(y)} {Rj(x), Cu(y)}
Cla,y) = {Tij(2), & ()} {Tij (@), T (y)} {Tij(2), Cg(y)} {Tij(@),Cu(y)} (202)
’ {Cg (@), 8" ()} {Cq(2), T*(y)} {Cy(x),Cg(y)} {Cy(x),Cu(y)} ses
{Cu(2), 8" (y)} {Ca(2), TH(y)} {Cu(),C5(y)} {Cu(x),Culy)}
0 R e 0 0
_ 1X<2 \ X+ Yd% 11%25 (1 + ia75) oY 15("‘ Tv (1 + ia’y5) L 53(x )
0 F&U(1+iay®) oY 0 T ’
0 fFelu(l+iay®) v T 0
and its inverse by
QH({,ly) , 1+ )V 1z —y) Dud*(z—y) Dgd’(zr—y)
R Rl I A 8 A
D56 (x —y) 0 Y163z — y) 0
with
Dy =4V " (14+ian®) ¥ |, Dg=—4C¥ (1+iay®)D(V), (204)
d 3(p —
H(z,y) = (1+¢?)° [(V‘I)X(V‘l) - (V‘l)(;;(‘/‘l)] Fle—y)+ (1+)° (V‘l)Yd(V‘l)aé éxd ) » o (205)

where the expressions are ordered according to the contraction of the corresponding internal indices, which have been

suppressed for brevity, such that

/de C Yz, 2)O(2,y) = /d?’z C(z,2)C (z,y) =

The Dirac bracket, for any phase-space functions O and U, is then given by

{0, U}p ={0,U} —{O,U}clscs »

with correction bracket

{0, U} = /d3zld3z2

C. Dynamics and covariance on the second-class
constraint surface

If U is a first-class constraint, then the correction
bracket {O,U}c is non-trivial on the first-class and
second-class constraint surfaces only if O depends on B;;
or the fermionic variables.

If both O and U are first-class constraints, then the
correction bracket is proportional to first-class or second-
class constraints; therefore, G;, L;, H,, and H remain

o) 0 0 0
0 o) 0 o0
0 0 5;_; 0 83 (x—y). (206)
0o 0 o0 &4
(207)
G
(C™Y) (21, 22) {%(222)’721} (208)
{C‘I’(ZQ)vu}

first-class on the second-class constraint surface when us-
ing Dirac brackets.

Using the above, the correction brackets do not con-
tribute to the covariance conditions of the metric (142),
the tetrad (144)-(147, and the fermionic variables (151),
(154), and (155). They contribute to the covariance con-
dition of the connection (149) because it depends on B;;.
However, this contribution is proportional to

{74, H[")}

9(0,€9) =0,

(O)S]

(209)



which vanishes on shell for the following reason. The ten-
sor 7;{1,, given by (23), is generally non-vanishing and,
as a function of the tetrad, the connection, and the

fermionic variables, it satisfies the covariance identity

56»97ﬂTMIv’os = ‘5577111/ + 5SL(27C)TMIv’os (210)

in the extended phase space (off the second-class con-
straint surface). The relevant spatial components then
satisfy

0174, HIl}
8(ad66)

- 27,04
OSs

, (211)
oS

and the right-hand side vanishes on the second-class con-
straint surface where 7, = 0; therefore, (209) holds too.
Finally, imposing the Dirac-fermion constraint—which
can also be done without imposing the gravitational
second-class constraints—the correction bracket yields

{¥,H}clos = T {Cu, H}|os (212)
= %T_l (1 —iay®) Dy (lelefy")
and hence the equation of motion becomes
U = {¥,H}p (213)

= 0%,V +iQ¥ — %T_l (1 —iay®) Dy, (lelefy")
which indeed matches the Dirac equation (74).
Finally, use of the Dirac brackets preserves the Dirac

observables (156), (157), and (171) because they are in-
dependent of B;; on the second-class constraint surface.

VI. MASS TERM
Including the mass term of the action
S = f/d49:|e|m@\1' (214)

to the extended phase-space system is not trivial. The
candidate terms

(1]

TV, Py

(1]

71371?\11 s T o (P‘I/ 71\1} +6571P7‘11) ’

(215)
are all equivalent upon use of the Dirac-fermion con-
straints (58) and (59), but they are not otherwise: They
correspond to the following contributions to the extended
fermion action,

Sext — —/d4x|e\ {mq%I)(I) +mgUW (216)

mow
+

(¥ +Ud) |.

Their contributions to the equations of motion mix ® and
W, such that it is not entirely clear whether they should
be considered interactions terms instead.
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However, this ambiguity does not appear in the re-
duced phase-space system, where one can simply include
the following mass contribution to the Hamiltonian con-
straint

H(ppy = /det qgmuV |

and use Dirac brackets for the equations of motion: Com-
puting

(217)

{¥,H;,»[N]} =0 (218)
and
{\Ija H(m) [N]}C e
=imy (Y’ —vmy™)  (219)

we conclude that the Dirac equation indeed acquires the
correct mass term when using Dirac brackets.

VII. CANONICAL QUANTIZATION AND
DENSITIZED SPINORS

A. Resolution to the inconsistency of the reality
conditions

A critique about the canonical quantization of fermions
coupled to gravity, raised in [6]—and followed up in [7]
and several other studies—argues that the reality condi-
tion of the gravitational variables imposed on the spinor
momenta implies an inconsistency upon quantization as
follows. Adapted to the variables of our system, one first
promotes the classical relation (47) to the operator rela-
tion

Py = -

(1|

(220)

—

where E is the operator version of (48). The quantum

reality condition of the momentum (55) then implies
Py = -2V, (221)

If f is a real-valued function of the connection compo-

nents K! or T, and f its operator version, then the
following inconsistent relation ensues:

0= [Pusf) = —5 el ) (1 —ian®) 410 £ 0. (222)

The first fallacy of this argument lies in the fact that
the quantization procedure plays no role in the alleged
inconsistency: In the classical context, the same calcula-
tion applies,

0="TPu 73 =~ {lele}. 7} (1 —i0n®) 770 £ 0. (228)

Therefore, this argument is ill-posed as a critique for the
quantum theory and its resolution should lie already at
the classical level.



The second fallacy of this argument lies in the fact
that the reality condition plays no role in the alleged
inconsistency either: The inconsistency appears without
use of the complex conjugation,

0= {Pu, £} = {lelel, YTy (1—ian®) £0. (224)

The third fallacy of the argument lies in the implicit
assumption that the bracket used in the left-hand side,
{Py, [}, shares the same symplectic structure as the
bracket in the right-hand side, {|e|e’, f}: The relation
(220), or its classical version (47), constitutes a constraint
on the phase space—given by (58) and (59)—whose im-
position requires the use of the Dirac brackets computed
in Subsection V B. Indeed, the Dirac bracket that cor-
respondingly constrains the phase space automatically
satisfies

{Cg, fip =0, (225)

and hence

[Py, O}p = {5lelef Ty (1 -iar") ,O}p  (226)

for any phase-space function O, which should hold in the
quantum theory by use of corresponding Dirac commu-
tators. Notice that {Py, f(A, B)}p # 0 in the reduced
phase space, while {Py, f(A4,B)} = 0 in the extended
phase space; the failure to distinguish this difference is
the central mistake in (224).

B. Half-densitized fermions

We now address the alleged resolution to the inconsis-
tency above put forward in [7], based on the introduction
of a half-densitized fermionic configuration variable

U = {/det q¥, (227)
with half-densitized momentum

- P

Py = —= (228)

Ydetq’

and a redefinition of the gravitational configuration vari-
ables,

. . 1/~ - ==\ Olndetgq

Al = A4~ (Py¥ 4+ 0 Py ) Z2S%E (999
a a+ 4 ( oW+ ‘I’) a,Pla 3 ( )
=i i, (5 = =37\ dlndetq

B, =B+ (Pod+ 3 Py) ok (20
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such that the symplectic structure becomes

/d4a: {P;’Ag +KEBE 4 Py 04 + @APT/‘} (231)

:/d4x

POAl + KB + Py¥ + U Py

1 ~ o~ == .
-3 (Pq,\II + \IIP\I,) (In det q) 1
= /d4:r {7:521; + K9BL + Py +\i;15q,] ;

where an integration by parts in the time coordinate is
performed, and boundary terms are neglected, to obtain
the last line.

The previous argument is then repeated with the new
variables, such that Eq. (224) is replaced for
hence resolving the inconsistency according to [7]. How-
ever, there is no actual resolution presented by this pro-
cedure at all: The phase-space variable Py Poisson com-
mutes with A% and B!, but the Dirac-fermion conditions
were not used in (232) as they were used to arrive at
(224). Indeed, following the logic that led to (224), the
replacement of the relation (228) into (232) and use of
the Dirac-fermion conditions yields an inconsistency once
again,

0= {P«/,fuLB)} = {Py//detq, f(A,B)} (233)
= %3{7\/“ detq (7" —vin'), f(A, B)} (1 —iay®) #0.

A Dbasic lesson of Hamiltonian formulations instructs
us that the system remains unchanged under this redef-
inition of variables because it is equivalent to a canon-
ical transformation—implied by the preservation of the
symplectic structure (231). In particular, the results of
Poisson brackets are invariant under canonical transfor-
mations. Were (224) a true inconsistency, it should re-
main an inconsistency under any canonical transforma-
tion, including the use of half-densitized fermionic vari-
ables. Therefore, the original inconsistency (222) cannot
be due to the use of specific canonical variables as argued
in [7]; it is due to a negligent treatment of the phase-space
reduction implied by the relation (220).

VIII. DISCRETE SYMMETRIES

In this section, we seek to provide a complete analysis
of the discrete symmetries of our system in the spirit of
previous studies based on traditional Ashtekar—Barbero
variables [17, 18].

In the Einstein—Cartan theory, the SO(1,3) internal
symmetry is associated to an internal frame basis rather
than a coordinate one. Therefore, extending this group



to O(1,3) requires an analysis of the discrete inversion of
the internal basis that is not related to an actual inver-
sion of the time or space coordinates—the latter may be
associated instead to a discrete extension of the space-
time diffeomorphism group. The decomposition of the
internal space (30) induces a natural notion for internal
parity and time reversal, defined by the discrete transfor-
mation of reversing the internal directions of the frame.
In the following, the transformations P and T refer to
parity and time-reversal transformations of the internal
basis, respectively. This is the appropriate treatment if
P and T are to be applied to the fermionic variables (and
to associate them to the charge conjugation transforma-
tion '), which involve actions on the spinorial internal
indices of the larger SL(2,C) group.

A. Geometric and Lagrangian formulations
1. Internal parity

The tetrads e/ constitute four orthonormal vectors
representing a dynamical frame, which we use to define
parity and time-reversal transformations from a geomet-
ric perspective in the following.

We define the parity transformation as the change in
sign of the Euclidean components of the tetrad:

Pleyp=ef

P lellp = —el. (234)

This implies

PINP=N , P"lo,P = —v;,
P7INP=N® | P7'¢¢P = —¢f.

(235)

Moreover, the parity transformation of spinors can be
inherited from our understanding of flat spacetime,

PlUP =By, (236)

or

Ve —ixt . x4 — i (237)
Notice that the parity transformations (234) and (236)
do not imply the transformation of the connection.
An inspection of the action shows that it is invariant
to the parity transformation if it is supplemented with

the transformation of the connection

1 oip 0i s i
P w "P=-w," , P w "P=w,"”, (238)

and the parameter sign changes
(——C , a——a. (239)

However, ¢ and « are constants rather than field vari-
ables; therefore, (239) cannot be part of a P transfor-
mation and hence they correspond to a parity-violating
terms.
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2. Internal time reversal

We define the time-reversal transformation as the
change in sign of the normal internal components of the
tetrad:

T l'efT=—¢f , T 'efT=cel. (240)
This implies

T'NT=-N , T7'T = —uv;, (241)

T7INT =N | T7'eT =& . (242)

Similarly, the transformation of the fermionic field is
given by

T7Y9T =T+, (243)
where
_ ab 0 )
T = ( c (244)
0 —ez
or
Yo =Yt X' = —xa (245)

The T transformation is anti-Hermitian: T-'FT = F*
for any complex number F'.

An inspection of the action shows that it is invariant
to the time-reversal transformation if it is supplemented
with the transformation of the connection

-1 Oifp _ 0i —1 . ij g
" 'w, " T=-w," , TTw"T=w,”, (246)
and the parameter sign changes (239). Therefore, ¢ and
a are also time-reversal symmetry breaking terms.

The action is PT invariant without relying on the sup-

plemental transformation of the parameters (239).

3. Charge conjugation

The charge conjugation transformation is given by

0o =CU" =T, (247)
where
g ab 0
¢ ( 0 6ab> ’ ( 8)
or
CMaC=x, ., CTiC=yl". (249)

And the gravitational variables remain invariant under
charge conjugation.

The action (18) is C invariant and hence CPT invari-
ant.



B. Hamiltonian formulation

The geometric formulation provides a guide for the dis-
crete transformations of the tetrad and the spinor field.
However, it does not automatically prescribe the trans-
formations of all phase-space variables of the canonical
system. Here, we propose a simple and unambiguous
method to define the latter: We perform the known dis-
crete transformations of ef and ¥, which are more di-
rectly connected to the reversal of the internal frame,
then perform the canonical decomposition of the trans-
formed action; the decomposition of the transformed the-
ory then defines the transformation of their canonical
conjugates (the connection and fermion momenta) via
the preservation of the symplectic structure.

The relation between the phase space and geometry
holds only on-shell, but it is a universal relation that does
not depend on the details of the dynamics [16]. There-
fore, the geometric parity transformation of the tetrad
components (235) induces a direct transformation of the
following phase-space variables,

Plpep = P2 | PTIKIP =K%,

PP =gl | PTIUP=—iT3, (250)

where we also included the fermion transformation (236).
The preservation of the symplectic term,

p! /d%; [PEAL + K§BY + PyVU + WPy | P (251)

= /d%[ —P{P TA{P + K{PT'B}P
+iP~'Py PRV — iWBP ™ "Py P],
determines

P7'AP=—-A" | PT'B*P =B,

P 'PyP = —iPyB , P 'PyP =ifPy. (252)

Similarly, we obtain the internal-time-reversal transfor-
mations

T-'P{T =Py, T'K{T =K,
TYT =TH°0 , T7T =TT 1. (253)
and

T7'AYT = A | T7'B!T = B!,

T PyT = Py®T 1 |, T7'PyT = TH Py . (254)

The charge-conjugation transformations are given by
clwC =Cc¥% |, C7'%C =vC,
C'PyC =Py C , C-ITC =CPY.

(255)
(256)
Notice that the parity and time-reversal transforma-

tions (252) and (254) of the gravitational configuration
variables do not match the connection transformations
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(238) and (246). The reason is that they are simply not
equivalent transformations: Given the transformations
of the tetrad (234) and (240), equations (252) and (254)
determine what the configuration variables associated to
the new momenta are, irrespective of the values of ¢ and
«; on the other hand, equations (238) and (246) are de-
fined as the necessary transformations of the connection
components for the action to remain invariant in the ab-
sence of ¢ and «a.

Using the transformations that we have derived, we
find that the first-class constraints are C' and PT invari-
ant for arbitrary values of ¢, while they are P and T
invariant only if ¢ = 0. (Recall that the Hamiltonian
constraint is smeared by |N| rather than N as explained
after Eq. (82). Therefore, H does not receive an overall
negative sign under an internal time reversal transfor-
mation despite the lapse transformation T-'NT = —N
implied by (235).)

Similarly, the gravitational second-class constraints
(53) and (80) are PT invariant for arbitrary values (.
If ( = 0, they are P and T invariant up to an overall
sign; however, the result of the Dirac brackets remains
unchanged under this overall sign change and hence their
dynamical implications are indeed invariant under P and
T transformations.

The non-minimal coupling a appears only in the Dirac-
fermion constraints (58) and (59). The discrete transfor-
mations of these constraints are given by

PlCgP = —i [P\p - %|e|e§@’yl (1+ ia’y5)] B, (257)

1 —
T_lch = |:P\p + §|€|€§\If’yl (1 + ZO[’}/5):| ’75T_1 3
(258)
and

C~1C5C = 0y, (259)

and their respective complex conjugates. Notice that

T7'P7'CEPT = iC/°T '8 (260)
We conclude that the Dirac-fermions constraints are sim-
ilarly PT and C invariant up to overall spinorial matrices
that do not change the dynamics. If @ = 0, the Dirac-
fermion constraints are P and T invariant in the same
sense.

Therefore, the PT and C transformations remain dis-
crete symmetries of the system even for non-zero ¢ and
a.

IX. EMERGENT FORMULATION

Recent developments have made it possible to cir-
cumvent the uniqueness theorems of general relativity



[19, 20] and formulate modified gravity (in metric vari-
ables) and Yang-Mills theories without additional de-
grees of freedom by introducing the concept of emergent
fields [16, 21], which crucially depends on features of the
canonical formulation. Explicit expressions of the modi-
fied constraints and emergent fields in this context have
been obtained in several symmetry-reduced systems, in-
cluding spherical and Gowdy symmetric systems, as well
as cosmological ones, which all generate nonsingular dy-
namical solutions [16, 22, 23]. Furthermore, the coupling
of different forms of matter in the emergent formulation
has been successfully realized, including scalar matter
and perfect fluids [24, 25], with fermions being the only
type of matter of the standard model yet be coupled.
Because an Einstein—Yang-Mills SO(1,3) system has the
same constraint algebra of the system studied here in the
extended phase space, we can import all the conceptual
machinery of the emergent formulation of [21] to outline
how the coupling of fermions would take place.

The generic meaning of a modified theory is to have
modified dynamics. Since the dynamics is governed by
the Hamiltonian constraint, this implies that we must
consider a modified H that is different from the classical
Hamiltonian constraint H, which can generally be recov-
ered as a limit of the modification parameters introduced
in H. However, because the Hamiltonian constraint gen-
erates not only dynamics but also gauge transformations,
the allowed modifications must be restricted by the re-
quirement that the modified system remains covariant.
This is achieved by implementing the following four-step
procedure.

First, we require that H, together with the vector and
Lorentz—Gauss constraints, preserves an anomaly-free al-
gebra of the form (117)-(126) in the extended phase space
with H replaced by H and possibly modified structure
functions G, F(—?;7 and Féa—such that the dependence
of these structure functions on the phase-space may dif-
fer from the classical expressions, i.e., the relation (65)
might suffer modifications, while (109) is replaced by
Fgy = 5{ Ky, HIN|} and F, = &{T%, H[N]}.

Second, these modified structure functions are used to
define an (emergent) spacetime metric g, of the form
(28) with gq replaced by the emergent spatial metric
Jab, Which is given by the inverse of G®*. Similarly, the
emergent force field Fl{;,’ is identical to the classical F'1/

nv
up to the Fgg and Féi components, which take the val-
ues of the corresponding structure functions. The emer-
gent spacetime metric defines emergent tetrads é; up to
Lorentz transformations, which, in turn, can be used to
define the emergent torsion T}, = Dp,é; and all other
geometric objects.

Third, the covariance conditions must be imposed on
the physical fields using the modified constraint H in-
stead of the classical H; in this case, these are given by
(148) for the connection and (143), with e/, replaced by
élf, for the emergent tetrad, as well as (150) and (152)
for ¥ and Py if fermionic matter is present. The rest
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of the geometric quantities are constructed from these
fields and are therefore covariant if the aforementioned
conditions are successfully realized.

(An additional U(n) Gauss constraint must be intro-
duced in the constraint algebra in the presence of each
new Yang—Mills field when applying the first step and
a corresponding modified strength tensor field would be
derived in the second step. The third step would then
have to include the evaluation of a new covariance condi-
tion for each of these force fields as well as for each new
scalar or perfect fluid matter field.)

Fourth, the theory must allow the implementation of
the second-class constraints with possible modifications
restricted by—or that may be necessary for—the preser-
vation of covariance in the reduced phase space via Dirac
brackets. This is a highly nontrivial new step compared
to previous examples of emergent modifications, which
were based on a system with metric variables and without
fermions and hence required no inclusion of second-class
constraints.

A successful realization of this method will complete
the emergent field theory of gravity with all known forms
of matter and force fields.

X. CONCLUSIONS

We have generalized the results of the canonical anal-
ysis in [5] by coupling fermions to gravity based on the
Hilbert—Palatini action with the Barbero—Immirzi, cos-
mological, and non-minimal fermion coupling constants.
Unlike the Ashtekar-Barbero procedure, our analysis
does not rely on any gauge fixing and hence it retains
the full gauge content of the Einstein—Cartan theory,
given by its underlying diffeomorphism and SL(2,C) co-
variance.

Moreover, we have identified a set of hitherto over-
looked (second-class) constraints that are necessary to
describe a theory of Dirac fermions. A proper treatment
of the phase-space reduction implied by these Dirac-
fermion constraints has clarified erroneous beliefs about
an inherent inconsistency of the reality conditions in the
quantum theory of fermions coupled to gravity that was
put forward in [6, 7]; such an inconsistency disappears
when the phase-space reduction is properly taken into
account. We have also provided a detailed analysis of
the discrete symmetries of the system and have found
that the theory remains C' and PT invariant even in the
presence of the Barbero—Immirzi and non-minimal cou-
pling constants, generalizing previous results based on
Ashtekar-Barbero variables [17, 18].

We expect that our systematic study will serve as a
firm basis for canonical approaches to modified and quan-
tum theories of gravity with fermionic matter preserving
diffeomorphism and Lorentz covariance. We have pre-
sented one example of such an application in the context
of the emergent formulation [16, 21].
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Appendix A: Brackets

1. Hamiltonian constraint

Here, we gather relevant transformation generated by
H®) . Using

8GN PP N y/(detP)- , ,
a () _ li"q 1-q 7 a m\ (~ig.. _ (nd g
{P¢ HP[N]} =2 g K! +1+<2 Nel P [qu,( — ™) (¥ Soi — ¢ SZ)\I!—i—c.c}, (A1)
and
(K, HOIN IN]} = 8TGN P;Pgqu B SFGNP 7) q
Vdetqg ~2 ‘ \/detq v2 4
N ~yy/(detP)=1 __, 0 m j j
e Nireel 77 [qu, (*y Uy ) (CV Soi + v S,,) R Jrc.c] , (A2)
we obtain
{UuH(Q)[N]}:—QQm"{(P N K, HPNTY
1 m m
= =5 | (P {Ka, HAIN]Y = (P71 (P7Y)) {Ph HON)}K
&G 8tGN __, 8GN
. e K4 ; an m
= Vdeta [ PZ] 2 erg 1 e Tty A
1 8GN Li— (G,
2~2\/detq 1+4¢2
38mGN 1 0 S\ (o 0 g
+4\/(F1+C2[\II( Usfy)(’yZ vm)(l—l—@’y)‘l’—kc.c]
187GN 1 ) N
+2\/(F1+C21 R [Pq,( —v) Y (I =) VU + e, (A3)
detP| 1. a
{ |det7>\,H<2>[N1}\os=—V'2' (PP HOV))
1 e N 0 m P a1 i@
\/% P d + 1 +CQ \/74[ ( — Um7 ) (['Y aSOZ] C[’y 7S’L]+) v + C'C:|
1 N 3 AN 1 ,
- pdgn ° Py (7 = v;y™) A (1 U+ cef, A4
VoG 2 T+ T g P 07 o) (L i) e (A4)
and
%{E,H(2)[N]}|OS:(1—ia’y5) [(SWG)S/Q{ |detP|,H(2)[N]} (’}/O—Ui’}/> vv/det g{v;, H (2) } (A5)

_ 8rGN
3793 YN 1
+(87G)%/2=
(87G) 183G 1+

detq 38TGN 1 Py
4/detq 1+ 2

L 187GN 1
2 /detq 1+ 2 ilp

Using the above, Eq. (182) follows.

N
P (1 —iay®)~° — [87TG8C <7>f) +
gl

‘Ql] [P‘I’ (

8mrGN

Pflnl“ﬁemm] (1—iav®) '

[ (fy — UmY ) 0 (1 + Ci'y5) U 4 c.c} (1 — ia'y5) (’yo — vi'yi)

—vs7*) (i —v7°) (L+Ci7°) ¥ + e

vsfys) 2! (i’y5 — () v+ c.c] (1 — ioz'ys) At
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2. Second-class constraints

Using
v , i a1
% =7 (7" = vur") {2’7201@1)(’ + 5,2 =7 (¥° = va") vkv(’} ),
we obtain
v ou™ dvl .
a;a = avpa azm = (7 =) vs (P71) §rim [27 Vv 4 60 — (7° — vpy )’ymv( } 7) (A6)
oI Gu™ ov 1 1
oK = g g = 7 (0 =0y 57 (P [ 27700 4 0 =2 (10 — o) 0, (AT)
o kl
{ (Sr(l C(SZ],PQ:| 8U7ja = %,yz (70 — v, Y") v [52?5;) + 6ij58m:| [2’)’2vmv(k + 5k — 42 ('yo — vpY") vmv(k} AV
a Da vkt C 2 (.0 u s sm (k 2 (.0 n (k| A1)
[&;ﬂ’r = Op(i j)] ara =37 (7 —va) v [50% — 6i0° ] [27 UV ® 4+ 5% — 42 (4 = vpy™) Ymv }7 . (AB)
It follows that
ij 3 - o . . L
‘;7?;?((:)) _ (51152 — 5%1531)) e+ 57(71161)7-(1 (P—l)c aapg . (P_l)a (P_l)c 5,(,263)’"173;18(17?5
1 1 vt i e 0% (7 —
+21+<2( a;’)aq/+cc>]53(m—z)+(7> e Pgig;d 2 (A9)

8Tij (.’17) 1 1 avij ( j) q 87;] (.ﬁ) 1 a a
= e | =4t = =0, K — C0i P Al4
Ka(z)  21+(2 (P‘Pam‘l’*“) 070 K 9AT(2) 1+<2{ 5) ~ S0 ] (A14)
(A10)
vy Y T 1 _ .
:(S[T P ! Vy (All) ”(37) — _ ke pa
opy o - OKy(z)  14¢ [ orik) 457““%} o (ALY
d
8'Uq 1 1\ an
=——¢, (P ) A12
alcg 21 ( )a ( ) 87;] _ 1 |:§ 6kl _6 6[ (k Dq v U}
By 1+ LY @G e
A16)
87:](‘77) _ 1 a Da N : (
9Br(z) 1+ [%Pr - §T(173j)} , (A13)  Using the above, we obtain
J
/ @25 [Tu(@) 0T () 9Tis() 0T (y) (A17)
dAL(z) 0P3(z)  0BL(2) 6K2(2) | |gcs

1
1+4¢2

+ (vseS(i(k - C(S((f) 5j)rel)pq (77 !

T

r(l (5kl5r 5(k5l)r) P+ C5ij51(,k5l)T’C?K§ + <5ij73;‘ — 5T(i73;)) 6“’“6?!(3
). PlogP;

c

C 72 - 5 u n
T1+¢2 2 (P‘ll (¢—1) (’YO — v7") {2’72U(iv(k + 58€ -~ (’YO —vp7") ”y(iv(’“} vj)’yl)\If + c.c.) 83 (z —y)
U s, e psk] ) ppadd(@—y)
e e = o] & rPi
With this, the bracket (198) follows. Appendix B: Discrete symmetries

In this appendix, we gather several useful discrete
transformations of fermion bilinears, which can be used



to confirm the symmetries discussed in Sec. (VIII).

1. Parity

P lPyUP = Py¥,
P~ 'PyPyP = Py Py,
PYOUP =TV,

PPy TP = Pyr 0,
P l1Pyy WP = — Py~

P71P¢7[)7i\I/P — 7P\I/’Y0'YZ\I] ,
P i1Py~'yd P = Pyriy 0,

P~ 1PyiSy; U P = —PyiSo; U,
P 1PyiS;UP = PyiS;V,

P~ 'Pyy"47iS0, WP = Pyry°49iSp; ¥,
P 1Pyy"47iS0; WP = —Pyy™~7iSy; U ,

P 'Pyy°~7iS; U P = —Pyy°47iS; VU,
P 1Pyy"47iS;UP = Pyy™~7iS; ¥

P~ 1PyinSUP = —Pyin®V
P Pyyin0inS TP = PyryiainS W,
P Pyin®y WP = —Pyin~00
P 'Pyiy®y' WP = Pyin®y' 0.

2. Time reversal

T 1Py UT = Py ¥,
T~ Py PyT = Py Py,
T-I9UT =TV,

T Py VT = Pyr W,
T Py UT = —Py~' T,

(B18)
(B19)
(B20)

(B21)
(B22)

T Py’ UT = —Pyy"'V,
T Pyy' v T = Pyy'y' W,
T 'PyiSp;¥T = —PyiSo;V,
T~'PyiS;¥T = PyiS; ¥V,
T~' Pyry°y7i50,; 0T = Pyy+7iS0: ¥
T~ Pyy™ iS5 VT = —Pyy™7iS0, ¥,

T~ Py iS;WT = —Pyy"7iS; 0,
T~ Pyy™49iS;OT = Pyy™~7iS; ¥

T~ Pyin®UT = —Pyin° ¥,
T~ Pyy'yin°OT = Pyy'yin° 0,
T Pyin®y°UT = — Pyin®+°0 ,
T~ Pyin®y"UT = Pyin®y' 0.

3. Charge conjugation

C 1Py9,VC = 9,¥ Py,
C~'PyPyC = Py Py,
CIUUC =00,

C ' Pyy"y'0,9C = 0,9~'1 Py,
C ' Pyyin9,0C = 8,V 7' Py ,

C_lpq;iSOi\I’C = _@iSOiE’
C™1PyiS;WC = ~WiS; Py ,

C 1 Py7°17iS0: U C = —TiSiv 1 Py |,
C_lp\lﬂ"ym’y]ZSOZ\I/C = _EZSOZ,YJ,YHLE’

Oilpq/’yo’yjisilpc = —@iSinVOE,
C_lPlpvmfyjiSi\I/C = —@isi’}/j’ympiql,

C 1 Pyin®UC = Wiy’ Py,
C' Pyyin%inPUC = Tin®10~ Py |
C™'Pyiny'0C = —Uy'ir Py,
C Py UC = U4 Py .
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(B35)
(B36)
(B37)

(B38)
(B39)

(B40)
(B41)
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