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Abstract

We first review the application of Dirac’s method to the dynamics of a classical
particle constrained to a circle and its subsequent quantization. Then, we extend
the analysis to a particle constrained to move on an ellipse. Particularly, we identify
the corresponding Dirac brackets and determine the quantum operators associated

with the fundamental dynamical variables.
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1. Introduction

A standard approach to quantize classical dynamical systems is to express the theory in
Hamiltonian form and promote the phase-space variables to operators satisfying canon-
ical commutation relations. For constrained systems, the Dirac’s method [1] provides a
systematic framework for extending the procedure. Note that the Lagrangian for such
systems is singular. That is, the conjugate momenta cannot be inverted to express the
velocities in terms of the coordinates and momenta

The analysis in Ref.|2| examines the quantization of a particle constrained to move on
a circle using two approaches.

e The first is a straightforward procedure working with the reduced variables appro-
priate to the constraint. For circle, the angular coordinate # as the reduced coordinate
is sufficient to deduce the conjugate momenta py. For a general constrained system, such
reduced variables may not be manifest requiring the the second approach.

e The second approach employs Dirac’s method, in which the full set of constraints is
identified and the Dirac brackets are computed to determine the corresponding operator
algebra. Interestingly, this approach applied to the circle showed some structural features
of the system that were invisible in the previous approach.

As emphasized in [2|, second approach can capture information on the topology of
the problem and reveal an an additional term in the Hamiltonian. Such a term from
Dirac bracket computation can be interpreted as the contribution from the constraining
mechanism. These insights constitute an advance over the first approach.

Our focus is to extend this analysis to a particle constrained to move on an ellipse.
Clearly, there are additional difficulties due to the absence of rotational symmetry on
the ellipse. In particular, several features that rely on the special geometry of “circular”
(trigonometric) functions have no direct counterpart for an ellipse. Hence, heuristically
extrapolating these relations fails to produce the correct operator algebra. As a res-
ult, even within Dirac’s framework, obtaining the operator expressions requires a more
involved and explicit computation.

The plan of the paper is as follows: In section 2, we will review the salient aspects of
Dirac’s method for constrained systems. We present the application of the Dirac’s method
for the motion of a particle on an ellipse in section 3. Specifically, we highlight some of
the key differences by comparing the circle with the ellipse. In the concluding section 4,

we will summarize our results.

2. The Dirac Method

We will briefly present the essential tools involved in the Dirac’s method to tackle con-
strained system|3]. Consider a Lagrangian L({xz;},{%;}) for a system described by N

coordinates x1, o, ...xy. The classical dynamics follows from the principle of stationary



action:
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which yields the N Euler-Lagrange equations
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The canonical momenta and Hamiltonian are defined in the usual way:
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The time-evolution of any phase-space function or dynamical variable A({z;}, {p;}) with

no explicit time dependence is given by
A={A H}pp .

Recall that the Legendre transform leading to writing Hamiltonian from the Lagrangian
is possible only if the relations p;(z,2) can be inverted to give &;(x,p). If the inversion

fails (even locally), the Lagrangian is singular: its Hessian with respect to the velocities

0L
det(@:’ci (%j) = 0.

For such singular Lagrangians, where the defining relations of some of the momenta(2) are

has vanishing determinant,

not independent, we can obtain ¢({z;}, {p;}) = 0 which must be regarded as constraints.

There could be more than one independent relation. Suppose there are M constraints:
¢; ~ 0, where i € [1,2,... M] . (3)

Note that the constraints vanish only weakly. That is, they may have non-vanishing
Poisson brackets with other phase-space functions. These M constraints, arising directly
from the definition of the momenta, are termed primary constraints.

Our naive Hamiltonian formalism breaks down for constrained systems. We need to

implement Dirac’s prescription incorporating the above constraints as follows:
M
Hp=H+) u;(t)o;({z:}, {n:}).
j=1

where Hrp is the total Hamiltonian and u;(t)’s are arbitrary functions. For consistency of

the eqn.(3) satisfied initially, we require the time-evolution to obey:

QZ'ﬁj:{(ﬁj,HT}pB%O, jzl,,M (4)



Enforcing these conditions leads to three possibilities:

(i) trivial equation

(ii) an equation determining some of the multipliers w;

(iii) new relations

The new relations give additional constraints called secondary constraints. Then we
iterate the evolution of such secondary constraints to tertiary constraints and so on.
Eventually, the procedure terminates when no further constraints arise. This collection of
primary, secondary,tertiary constraints and so on, will constitute a set of J constraints.

Recall, these constraints are functions ¢;({x;}, {p;}) satisfying
®; =0, {¢j, Hr}pp =~ 0. (5)

The set of all constraints forms a linear space. We can further classify the set into :
e first-class : which have vanishing Poisson brackets with all other constraints
e second-class constraints : the remaining constraints.
We may find some linear combinations of second-class constraints to yield first-class ones.
For the problem we are focusing, we observe that there are only second-class con-
straints. Hence we do not discuss the first-class case (see Chapters 8 and 9 of [3] for a
comprehensive treatment). .
For the constrained system with only second-class constraints present, we introduce a

new canonical brackets - the Dirac brackets. Define the matrix
M;; = {¢i, 5} pB, Gij = (M),

where the invertibility of M reflects the absence of first-class constraints. Then the Dirac

bracket between any two phase-space functions A and B is
K
{A,B}p ={A,B}pp — Z{A ¢i}pe Gij {9j, B} pB-
ij=1

These brackets satisfy all the properties of Poisson brackets, with the added feature that
{A7 ¢Z}D = 07 A = {A7 HT}PB ~ {A7 HT}D7 (6)

the latter following from the consistency conditions.

The Dirac bracket effectively projects the dynamics onto the constraint surface: it
isolates the true physical degrees of freedom of the system. Once the Dirac brackets
have been determined, quantization proceeds by promoting the dynamical variables to

self-adjoint operators and imposing the correspondence principle,

[A, B] — ih{A, B}p.



We now apply this framework to the particle constrained to move on an ellipse and circle

in the following section.

3. Circle versus Ellipse Constrained system

We will present the computational steps for particle moving on a circle alongside motion
on an ellipse. This will help us clearly notice the differences and complications that arise
when trying to solve for the elliptical constraint dynamics by simply extrapolating results
from the more manageable case of the circle.

We will now do a warm up for the simplest circle before we delve on to the ellipse.

3.1 The Standard Approach

For motion on a simple circle or on a sphere, it is easier to change the cartesian coordinates
to spherical polar coordinates restricting the radial coordinate to be constant. Thus, we
can choose the generalized coordinate as 6 for the particle on a circle. This gives us the

standard Euler-Lagrange equations in the 6 coordinate :

doL_ oL
dt 90 00’

where L = %7,29‘2’ where 7 is a constant. From the Lagrangian, the Hamiltonian is obtained
as follows -

H:peé_L7

and the fundamental bracket (here, the Poisson bracket) comes out to be -

{97p9}PB =1.
For quantizing the system, we just map the Poisson brackets to commutators by defining
two self adjoint operators 6 and P and requiring -

~

[Qvﬁe] =il .

We can find such a couple of self-adjoint operators in the Hilbert space H = L?(0, 27)

and their expression is:
A 0 (7)
pe(0) =h (—z% - a> U(0).

We add the constant a in the momentum py to mimic the possible presence of a

magnetic field enclosed in the circle. Their domains are chosen to be respectively Dy = H



and D, = {¢ € H|(0) = ¢(27),¢" € H}. The Hamiltonian reads -

o £~ K2 0 2
H(eupe):p_%:_Q <_Z80 Oé> )

2rg 2rg

and is self-adjoint in the domain of py, i.e. D,,. The Schrodinger equation is (reinserting

m and h) - ) )
oy h 0
in 2 .
ot 2mr} ( 90 a) ¥

We can draw parallel between the cyclic coordinate 6 (which measures circumference
on the circle) with an appropriate cyclic coordinate K (which measures circumference
on the ellipse). We will see that K is linked to the elliptic function, as opposed to
circular /trigonometric functions.

To obtain K, we first impose the ellipse-parameterization on the x and y coordinates

(i.e, expressions for 2 and y such that they automatically satisfy £ -+ y =1)as-
r = acos(w) ; y = bsin(w)

where a and b are constants (lengths of the semi-major and semi-minor axis) of the ellipse

respectively). This gives the Lagrangian as -

1
L= §w2(a2sin2(w) + b?cos*(w))

Now we propose the following form for L in terms of K :

L= %(K)2 = %wz[azsm2(w) + b%cos*(w)] , (8)

implying that K is a cyclic coordinate. Relating this to the above expression, we get !,

K =1in/a2sin?(w) + b2cos?(w)

K= / AW/ a2sin2(W) + b2cos2(W)
o[- (1) ®
=bE (w, 1— ﬁ)

where F is the elliptic function of the 2nd kind. Given x and y, we know w and hence K

can be determined. Conversely, w can be obtained in terms of K by inverting the elliptic

function.

1Choosing the positive square root is valid, as we can interpret K as the distance covered on the
circumference, traveling clockwise.



3.2 Dirac’s Approach

We will explicitly do the analysis for the the case of the ellipse using the Dirac’s approach.
In order to compare our results with that of the circle, we will write down the relevant
results in Ref.[2].

3.2.1 Constraint Structure and Hamiltonian Analysis

We now analyse our system using Dirac’s procedure for constrained Lagrangians. For a

particle confined to an ellipse, the Lagrangian is

o 1, 1. 22y
L(m,x,y,y,)\):§$2+§y2—)\<§+§—1), (10)

where )\ enforces the holonomic constraint.

The canonical momenta follow immediately:

pe=%,  py=9y,  pr=0. (11)

Since py cannot be inverted to obtain A, it is a primary constraint,

O1 =py =~ 0. (12)
The canonical Hamiltonian is
P? pz 22 P
H==+—24+) Z —1 13
5 Tt < + ) (13)

and the total Hamiltonian is obtained by adding the primary constraint with an undeter-
mined multiplier u; (),
HT:H+U1¢1. (14)

We now impose the consistency conditions (;.Sj = [¢j, Hr] = 0 to determine secondary

o1 =~ <x2+y—2—1) 0, (15)

which gives the holonomic constraint as

constraints. First,

2 2

T Y
¢=—+§—1~0. (16)
Requiring ¢, & 0 yields
L Px p
by =t + L~ (17)



Finally, consistency of ¢3 produces

2 2 2 2
¢4—E+§—2)\<E+b—4)wo. (18)
The next consistency condition fixes u; and introduces no further constraints. Since py
and A are eliminated by the Dirac bracket construction, the total Hamiltonian effectively

reduces to

1
Hp = §(pi +12), (19)

which is the free Hamiltonian restricted to the constrained surface.

Comparison with the Circular Case

For reference, the circle constraint z? 4+ y* = r2 leads to an analogous structure:
pr=prr0, ¢p=2"+y —ri=0, (20)

¢3 = xps + ypy = 0, ¢4 = Pi +p§ - 2)\@2 + y2) ~ 0. (21)

The total Hamiltonian again reduces to the free one, Hy = 3(p2 + p2).

The key difference between the two systems does not lie in the constraint algebra up
to this stage - which is structurally similar -but in the shape of the constraint manifold.
For the ellipse, the subsequent Dirac brackets involve nontrivial denominators originating
from its curvature profile, and this substantially complicates the operator realization in

the quantum theory.

3.2.2 Constraint Matrix and Dirac Brackets

With the full set of second-class constraints {¢1, 2, @3, ¢4} obtained, we now construct

the constraint matrix

Mi; = {¢i, 6;} B (22)
For the ellipse this takes the form
22
0 0 0 2 (E + b_4>
2 2
0 0 2L+ L) 4B )
at b a’ b
M;; = 2 P D . (23)
0 -2 o + o 0 2 o + i
z? Tpr | YDy p: P,
_2<¥+ﬁ> (55 _2(E+b_4) 0
It is useful to denote
22 P TPy | Ypy P | 1,
“—Q(JW)’ p=a(Gr + %) 7”(@%‘4)7 29



in terms of which M;; simplifies to

0 0 0 «o

M=
0O —a 0 -—-p
—a —f — 0
The inverse matrix G = M1 is
vy B 1
a?  a? «Q
1
% 0 —— 0
G —
1
—% — 0 0
o o
1
— 0 0 0
«a

For comparison, the circular case z + y* = r2 leads to

0 0 0 2re
0 0 2r} 4p-r
Mi; = 5.2 2 2
0 2r§ 0 2p° +4Arg
—2r2 —4p-r —2p® — 4\ 0

whose inverse may be taken from the standard result in the original literature.
Dirac Brackets

The Dirac bracket between two functions A and B is

{A7 B}D - {A, B} - Z{Av ¢z‘}PB Gz’j {¢j>B}PB-

1,j=1

Using the inverted matrix above and imposing the elliptical parameterisation

T = aCcosw, y = bsinw,

(25)

(27)

(28)



we obtain:

2/.4 9 . 9
{xvpz}D:Z(l &) — 3 a® s~ w

- 22/at 4 2 /b a?sin®w + b2 cos? w’

woptp=i(1- y? /bt . b? cos® w
HyI D x?/a* + y? /b a?sin®w + b2 cos2 w’

(29)
. ab cosw sinw
Z, = y Px = —t . 5
{z.pkp = {y: 2 }o a2 sin® w + b2 cos2 w
2 2
. . TPy — YDz x Yy
oo = =i P [ (G 5r).
For the circle z = rqcos 6, y = rosin f, the corresponding expressions simplify to
72 y?
T, plp=1t|1——], ) =i(1—=],
[ b ]D ( T(Q)) [y py]D ( T%)
. XY
[#,py)p =y, palp = =i —5,
0 (30)

i
[Pes PylD = — =5 (2py — YD2),
)

[z,y]p = 0.

The comparison highlights the source of the analytical difficulty: for the ellipse, each
bracket contains the denominator a?sin?w + b?cos?w, which has no analogue in the
circular case. This difference is ultimately what prevents a straightforward extrapolation

of the circular operator expressions to the elliptical geometry.
Why the Circular Case Cannot Be Directly Extrapolated

At this stage, the contrast with the circular constraint becomes clear algebraically. In
the circular case, all Dirac brackets reduce to expressions containing only homogeneous
polynomials of z, y, p, and p,, with the single geometric invariant r, appearing as an
overall scale. This homogeneity makes the operator realisation essentially unique up to
ordering choices, and it is precisely what allows L, = xp, — yp, to serve as the natural
conserved momentum.

For the ellipse, however, every bracket contains the factor
S(w) = a*sin® w + b? cos® w,

which varies non-trivially along the orbit. Unlike ry in the circular case, S(w) is not a
constant of motion and cannot be absorbed into a rescaling of the canonical variables. As
a result, there is no simple analogue of the explicit algebraic expression for the conserved

momentum pg (such as L, = xp, — yp, in the circle case), whose square directly yields

10



the Hamiltonian.
This w-dependence is the fundamental obstruction to obtaining the elliptical operator
algebra by extrapolation from the circle. The remaining construction therefore requires a

direct operator ansatz, rather than a geometric guess borrowed from the circular case.

3.2.3 Operator Realization and Final Expressions

Having obtained the full set of Dirac brackets for the elliptical constraint and imposed
the parametrization

T = aCcosw, y = bsinw,

the next step is to construct self-adjoint operators p, and p, acting on wavefunctions ¢(w)
that reproduce these brackets in the quantum theory.

Just like [2], we use the general fact that for any sufficiently differentiable func-
tion F'(w),[d!, F(w)] is a differential operator of order n — 1. Thus, commutators in-
volving first—order differential operators naturally produce zeroth—order terms, matching

the structure required by the Dirac brackets. This motivates the ansatz (ignoring £)

Dy = —if(w)% + A(w), Py = —ig(w)% + B(w),

where f(w) and g(w) encode the kinematic weighting along the constrained curve, and

A(w), B(w) represent possible ordering contributions.

Matching the Elementary Brackets

The brackets (eq. (29))

: ] ia?sin®w [ ] i b% cos® w
w? - . b) b - . b
Pe a? sin® w + b2 cos? w Y Py a2 sin® w + b2 cos? w
fix the derivative coefficients uniquely:
asinw bcosw
f(w) = g(w) =

- R ) R .
a? sin? w + b2 cos? w a? sin® w + b2 cos2 w

The mixed brackets [z,p,] and [y, p,| provide no new information for determining A(w)
or B(w).

Using the Commutator [p,, p,]

The Dirac bracket yields

[ | = ab 0 N i(A(w)bsinw — B(w)a cosw)
Par Pyl = (a2 sin?® w + b2 cos? w)? Ow a? sin® w + b2 cos® w '

Computing the commutator using the ansatz for p, and p, gives the same derivative term

11



and produces a differential equation relating A(w) and B(w).

A second independent relation comes from enforcing the Heisenberg equations

[l’,H] :ipxa [y7H] :ipy:
with H = 3(p2 + p;). Using [A, BC| = [A, B|C + B[A, C] and simplifying, one obtains

B 125b% cos® w — i25%) — a®bsi
A(w) = (w) (2 .COS w ! ) ¢ smw7 S =a*sin®w + b’ cos’w.  (31)
21abS sin w cos w

Substituting this into the equation from [p,,p,] and solving (most efficiently by ex-

pressing sinw and cosw in exponential form) yields

2iab ¥

B = 4 -
('LU) a2 _ bQ + 2(-@2 _ b2)€2zw + (a2 _ 62)64111)

+ (1, (32)

where ('] is an integration constant determined by self-adjointness. The expression for

A(w) then follows from the previous relation.
Final Form of the Momentum Operators

The resulting operators are

asin w 0
= —i T4 Aw), 33
p Z(z2sin2w—l—bzcos?w ow + Aw) (33)
b 0
py = —i o ~— + B(w), (34)

a2 sin® w + b2 cos? w dw
with A(w) and B(w) as determined above, in (31) and (32). Together with

T = acosw, y = bsinw,

these operators satisfy all Dirac-bracket commutation relations and therefore constitute

the canonical quantization of a particle constrained to an ellipse.
A Technical Remark on the Circle Derivation

In the original analysis of the circle constraint [2], an intermediate relation of the form
a' cosf +b'sinf = —bcosf + asinb (35)

was simplified by equating the coefficients of sinf and cos@ separately. This step is
justified only when the quantities multiplying these functions are a priori constant. In
the constrained Hamiltonian problem, however, a(w) and b(w) are dynamical expressions

arising from the elimination of redundant variables, and they cannot be assumed inde-

12



pendent of 6.

Allowing a(w) and b(w) to vary admits additional solutions obtained by redistributing
terms between the sine and cosine channels (for example, rearranging as (a’ + b) cos 6 +
(' — a)sinf = 0 allows us to see that o’ +b = —sinf, b’ — a = cos still work, as opposed
toa 4+ b= 0,0 —a =0, which is what one gets by equating coefficients). The inference
in the original source therefore discards a family of admissible solutions.

The derivation presented here does not rely on this assumption at any stage. All
expressions for f(w), g(w), A(w), and B(w) are obtained directly from the operator
ansatz by using Dirac brackets and equations of motion, ensuring that the final operator

realizations are free of this algebraically crucial subtlety.

4. Conclusion

We have contrasted the quantization of a particle constrained to a circle with that of a
particle constrained to an ellipse, using both the standard reparameterization approach
and Dirac’s method. For the circle, the existence of a natural angular coordinate and
the familiar expression L, = xp, — yp, makes the system effectively one-dimensional and
leads immediately to the well-known operator realization of py.

For the ellipse, the absence of a uniform parametrization forces the dynamics to be
expressed in terms of the arc-length coordinate K, involving an elliptic integral. This
non-uniformity appears directly in the Dirac brackets, whose coefficients depend on the
local geometry of the ellipse, and prevents a direct analogue of the circular case. Sev-
eral heuristics - such as attempting to construct px from the Hamiltonian, or modifying
canonical brackets - provide useful intuition but do not simplify the operator construction.

Using the Dirac brackets and a first-order differential operator ansatz, we obtained
explicit expressions for the momentum operators in equations (33) and (34),

These operators (as well as the intermediate steps, when the discussion around (35)
is appropriately handled) reproduce all Dirac brackets and reduce to the circle case when
a=b.

Thus, while the circular system benefits from constant curvature and a well-studied
angular variable, the elliptical constraint leads to more complicated quantum operators.
The result provides a complete quantization of the system and a concrete illustration of
how even modest geometric generalizations can alter the operator structure of constrained

dynamics.
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