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Abstract

We examine the model of Two-Dimensional Quadratic Gravity as a consequence of symmetry breaking within the

framework of background field (BF) theory. This theory is essentially an extension of BF theory, introducing an additional

polynomial term that operates on both the gauge and background fields. We analyze the theory using the Dirac and

Faddeev-Jackiw procedures, determining the form of the gauge transformation, the full structure of the constraints,

the counting of degrees of freedom, and the generalized Faddeev-Jackiw brackets. Additionally, we demonstrate the

coincidence of the Faddeev-Jackiw and Dirac’s brackets. Finally, we provide some remarks and discuss prospects.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Throughout several decades, physicists have dedicated significant effort to generalize and extend General Relativity

(GR) in various ways, with the goal of achieving a unified framework that encompasses both gravity and the other

fundamental interactions within the framework of gauge theory, specifically Yang-Mills (YM) theory, as well as through

the exploration of Topological Field Theories (TFT) [1, 2]. As previously mentioned, the search for a unified model

of fundamental interactions has motivated the utilization of different frameworks. For example, one approach involves

introducing higher dimensions in gravity models, where the metric remains the fundamental field and its components

can be associated with the fundamental interactions [3, 4]. On the other hand, the literature extensively highlights that

elementary interactions can be comprehended by considering the connection associated with an internal symmetry group

[5], where space-time is not considered a dynamic source. Numerous attempts have been made to construct Yang-Mills

type theories of gravity. In this context, various formulations known as pure connection actions for gravity have been

proposed [6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. The fundamental field in this perspective is the gauge field, which is associated with a specific

symmetry group. Consequently, the metric no longer assumes the primary role in describing the gravitational field;

instead, it becomes an object that can be derived from more fundamental elements. As a result, GR naturally emerges
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as a consequence of the proposed gauge theory. Another relevant approach to the unification of fundamental forces lies

in the interplay between topological field theories and gravity. Within this framework, it has been discovered that GR

can be formulated through a polynomial action principle that links it to the topological background field (BF) theory.

This fact is quite surprising because, unlike BF theories, GR contains propagating degrees of freedom. In recent years,

there has been considerable interest in the scientific community regarding the BF formulations of GR. These formulations

have provided the groundwork for the covariant approach to quantum gravity called spinfoam models [11], which aim to

quantize the gravitational field through a path integral method. Montesinos et al. [12] have explored the different aspects

of BF formulation in D-dimensions, covering a range of related models within the scope of GR. Despite the theoretical

advances achieved through various alternative formulations to GR, a satisfactory quantum theory of gravity has not yet

been established in the context of four-dimensional space-time. Therefore, we can resort to studying gravitational models

in lower dimensions [13] in order to gain a better understanding of some quantum properties of the gravitational field.

In this regard, lower-dimensional BF models emerge as suitable environments for the analysis of quantum gravity in

reduced dimensions (see [14] and references therein). However, in lower-dimensional models, certain trivial features can

be observed. For example, gravity in two dimensions cannot be explained by the framework of GR since, in this case,

the theory becomes meaningless. However, Jackiw and Teitelboim [15, 16] suggested a model that enables the resolution

of this problem by introducing a dilatonic field. On the other hand, the formulation of Jackiw-Teitelboim’s approach

as a BF gauge theory of SO(2, 1) has been developed in [17]. There is another possibility to write down the action for

2-dimensional gravity in Polynomial BF form [18], using a like construction of the Freidel-Starodubsetv [19, 20, 21]. These

models consist of two main components: a topological term involving assumed gauge symmetries, and a second quadratic

term in the B fields that breaks the symmetry SO(3). The action of GR originates from the introduction of symmetry

breaking, accompanied by an additional term that is quadratic in curvature. The combination described gives the theory

a structure that resembles modified gravity theories of the f(R) variety. These theories have the potential to provide

an explanation for the recent acceleration of the universe, avoiding the need for the concept of dark energy [22, 23, 24].

Additionally, there exists a range of compelling motives to explore secondary quadratic curvature Lagrangians within the

domain of gravitational models. These motivations encompass several critical areas, including the analysis of quantum

corrections [25, 26], the resolution of divergences via renormalization techniques [27, 28, 29], the examination of effective

actions stemming from the framework of string theory [30], and the investigation of inflationary mechanisms that operate

independently of the presence of scalar fields [31].

Within the framework of the BF gauge approach to gravity, the theory is fundamentally defined by constraints and is

characterized by the presence of gauge symmetries. In the context of gravity theories, this symmetry not only indicates

that the physical content of the theory remains unchanged when the coordinates change, but it is also intricately related

to the dynamics of the theory [32]. When considering such systems, the standard method to study these theories is the

Dirac-Bergmann method [33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38]. In this approach, the Hamiltonian is a linear combination of constraints,

and the dynamic behavior of the system is characterized by these constraints. This formalism categorizes constraints into
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primary, secondary, and tertiary classes, and distinguishes between first-class and second-class constraints. The presence

of first-class constraints results in the emergence of gauge symmetries, whereas the existence of second-class constraints

leads to a reduction in the number of phase space variables.

In this regard, achieving a precise characterization of the dynamic structure in Polynomial BF theories requires a

thorough evaluation of the relevant constraints. Therefore, conducting a comprehensive analysis and careful consideration

is necessary to identify these constraints. Until now, no comprehensive study of the canonical description and constraint

analysis of the Polynomial BF theory proposed by Paszko-da Rocha [18] in the full phase space has been conducted.

However, an initial approach has been made in the reduced phase space and presented in [39]. It is worth noting that

understanding the nature of constraints in the full phase space and their implications for the canonical description of

the Polynomial BF model is a matter of great importance in both classical and quantum gravity. The implementation

of the Dirac-Bergmann formalism requires careful consideration, as obtaining and classifying the constraints within the

formalism is not an easy task. Within this context, an additional and powerful approach that has been developed for

investigating canonical singular systems was introduced by Faddeev and Jackiw [40]. In this formalism, all constraints

are treated equally, without the need to impose any additional classification. A central requirement of this approach

is to have a first-order Lagrangian that describes the system. The constraints are derived from the zero modes of the

symplectic two-form matrix and are gradually introduced into the Lagrangian until all the constraints in the theory are

identified [41, 42]. This approach has been extended through modifications to include the Dirac-Bergmann algorithm, as

detailed in [43, 44]. It is noteworthy that the symplectic matrix holds crucial information within the theory. The inverse

of this matrix yields the FJ generalized brackets, aligning with the Dirac brackets [44, 45].

The Faddeev-Jackiw formalism has been successfully implemented in various physical systems, including exotic actions

for both Abelian and non-Abelian gravity [46], four-dimensional BF theory [47], the Bonzom–Livine model for gravity

[48], the Christ-Lee model [49], a particle constrained to move in a torus knot [50], and the Jackiw-Teitelboim model as

BF theory in two dimensions [51].

The primary goal of this article is to conduct a thorough analysis of the Polynomial BF action in 1+1 dimensions, as

proposed by Paszko-da Rocha [18]. We aim to achieve this by applying two classical methods commonly used in dealing

with constrained systems. The initial approach we will employ is inspired by the contributions of Dirac and Bergmann.

In this methodology, we treat all the variables within the theory as dynamic variables. This approach offers the distinct

advantage of fully utilizing the phase space, rather than restricting our attention solely to variables explicitly linked with

generalized velocities in the action. Furthermore, our analysis is conducted without fixing the gauge, and we exclusively

eliminate second-class constraints by utilizing Dirac brackets. Consequently, we preserve the integrity of the first-class

constraints. These unique characteristics differentiate our approach from the analysis presented in [39], where this specific

aspect was not taken into account. In the second description, the modified FJ approach simplifies the need to classify

constraints into first and second classes, treating all constraints uniformly [43, 44]. Within the framework of the modified

Faddeev–Jackiw formalism (FJ), we explore the structure of constraints and the derivation of generalized FJ brackets.
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As a final step, we aim to obtain the gauge transformations.

The structure of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II, a comprehensive analysis is conducted on the

model proposed in [18]. This analysis involves an in-depth exploration of the relationship between the two-dimensional

Polynomial BF action and quadratic gravity, employing a methodology closely aligned with that presented in [39]. Section

III is dedicated to carry out a comprehensive Hamiltonian analysis, we will demonstrate that a thorough examination of

the dynamical structure reveals the entire set of physical constraints, encompassing primary and secondary. In Section

IV, our focus turns to identifying the first and second-class constraints within the Polynomial BF theory and determining

the corresponding physical degrees of freedom in our model. Besides, we derive the extended action and Hamiltonian.

Following this, we proceed to establish the fundamental quantization brackets. Finally, we delve into the derivation

of gauge transformations and subsequently identify the generators associated with these transformations. Section V is

devoted to a meticulous presentation of the Faddeev–Jackiw symplectic analysis of the Polynomial BF action. This

analysis serves as the foundation for the determination of all physical constraints through the solution of zero-modes

within the singular symplectic matrix. Additionally, we establish the core quantization brackets, articulate the functional

measure in the path integral, and recognize the physical degrees of freedom linked to our model through the introduction

of a gauge-fixing procedure.

2. 2D quadratic gravity expressed as a Polynomial BF action

As mentioned in [18], the action of quadratic gravity can be represented as a 2D polynomial BF action. In this

formulation, the process begins by constructing a BF action that remains invariant under SO(3). Subsequently, a quadratic

interaction term in A and B is introduced. As a result of introducing this interaction term, the initial invariance is broken,

leading to a reduction to SO(2). Rather than introducing the interaction term directly through Lagrange multipliers, it

was suggested to follow an approach akin to that proposed by MacDowell-Mansouri [19].

The theory is formulated by means of 0-form field B = 1
2B

IJTIJ , and the curvature1 F = 1
4F

IJ
αβTIJdx

α ∧ dxβ written

in terms of a 1-form field A = AIJ
µ dxµTIJ , where TIJ (with I = 0, 1, 2) are the generators of the SO(3) group and metric

ηIJ = diag(+,+,+).

The action of the BF model with interaction term is given by [18]

S =

∫

M

tr[−1

2
B ∧ F + k2(PB)(PB)(QA) ∧ A], (1)

where k is a constant parameter. To develop the polynomial BF action (1), the pivotal insight in reference [18] was to

treat P and Q as projection operators defined by2

1Where F ≡ dA+A ∧ A = 1

4
(∂αAIJ

β − ∂βA
IJ
α + AIK

α AβK
J
−AIK

β AαK
J)TIJdx

α
∧ dxβ .

2ǫIJK is the Levi-Civita symbol and, by convention we have ǫ012 = 1.
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P IJ,KL ≡ 1

2
ǫIJ2ǫKL2, (2)

QIJ,KL ≡ 1

2
ǫIJ

M ǫKL
N ǫMN2. (3)

Let P be a projection operator into the subalgebra of Lorentz generators Tab (with a = 0,1) and translations Ta2 = Pa.

It is evident that the operator (2) does not project any translations; in other words, it does not affect the translations

but does leave the Lorentz generators invariant

(PT )ab = Tab, (PT )a2 = 0, (4)

and the operator Q described in (3) does not project any Lorentz generators; instead, it exchanges the translations

(QT )ab = ǫa
bTb2, (QT )a2 = 0. (5)

Instead of employing differential forms, we work with the components of the B and F fields, resulting in [18, 39]

S =

∫
d2xǫµν

[
1

4
BKLF

KL
µν +

k2

2
(BabB

ab)ǫmnA
m
ν An

ν

]
. (6)

where ǫµν represents the Levi-Civita Symbol for the spacetime.

It has been demonstrated in [18] that the action given in (6) is equivalent to a quadratic gravity model. To see this

one first decomposes the connection AIJ
µ into zweiben lAa2

µ = eaµ and Lorentz connection Aab
µ = ωab

µ = ǫabωµ as follows:

Aµ =
1

2
AIJ

µ TIJ =
1

2
Aab

µ Tab +Aa2
µ Ta2,

=
1

2
ωab
µ Tab +

1

l
eaµPa. (7)

The parameter l is introduced for dimensional considerations, given that the zweibein is dimensionless. As we delve

further, we will discover that this parameter is connected to the cosmological constant. Additionally, the components of

the connection curvature AIJ are linked to the curvature of the Lorentz connection ω

F ab
µν = ǫab(∂µων − ∂νωµ)−

1

l2
(eaµe

b
ν − eaνe

b
µ) = Rab

µν − 1

l2
(eaµe

b
ν − eaνe

b
µ), (8)

and the torsion

F a2
µν =

1

l
(∂µe

a
ν − ∂νe

a
µ + ǫabωµe

b
ν − ǫabωνe

b
µ) =

1

l
T a
µν . (9)
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By utilizing equations (7) and (8), as well as (9), we can express the action of the theory in the polynomial BF action

(6) in the following way 3

S[eaµ, ωµ, B,Ba] =

∫
d2x

[
1

2
B

(
1

2
ǫabǫ

µνRab
µν − 2

l2
e

)
+

1

2l
ǫµνBaT

a
µν +

2k2

l2
B2e

]
. (10)

By varying the action (10) with respect to (eaµ, ωµ, B,Ba), the following equations of motion are derived

δS

δeaµ
:

1

l
ǫµν(DνBa − ǫab

B

l
ebν(1− 2k2B)) = 0, (11)

δS

δωµ
: ǫµν(∂νB +

1

l
ǫabB

aebν) = 0, (12)

δS

δB
:

1

4
ǫabǫ

µνRab
µν − e

l2
(1 − 4k2B) = 0, (13)

δS

δBa
: ǫµνT a

µν = 0. (14)

Furthermore, as a special case of the Lagrangian (10), the Jackiw-Teitelboim model emerges when we set k = 0 in

equation (13). This choice results in the elimination of an interaction term. Notably, in this scenario, the B field retains its

arbitrariness, allowing for the establishment of an identification with the dilatonic scalar field. Additionally, by selecting

the cosmological constant Λ = 1/l2 and defining R = gµνRµν as the curvature scalar, the action (10) seamlessly transforms

into the Jackiw-Teitelboim action [15, 16]

SJT =
1

2

∫ √
gB(R − 2Λ), (15)

On the other hand, in the region where k 6= 0, we can use equation (13) to solve for the field B, and we can establish

a relationship between the B field, curvature, and the parameter l2 [18, 39]

B = − l2

8k2
(R − 2

l2
). (16)

and then substitute it into action (10) in order to obtain4

S =
1

16πG

∫
d2x

√
g(R − 2Λ)− 1

128πGΛ

∫
d2x

√
gR2. (17)

Hence, the two-dimensional Polynomial BF action (1) can be regarded as equivalent to a quadratic gravitational action,

at least in the classical sense.

3The following notations are used e = deteaµ is the determinant of the zweiben, and Ba = Ba2, Bab = ǫabB.
4where G = k2/8π and 2Λ = 1/l2
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3. Hamiltonian Constraint Analysis

Hence, in order to develop the Hamiltonian analysis, we assume for the space-time a topological structure of the form

M = ℜ × Σ, where the real line ℜ represents an evolution parameter, and Σ is a 1-dimensional manifold arbitrary but

fixed topology, representing the ”space”. By performing the 1+1 decomposition, we can write the action (10) as5

S[eaµ, ωµ, B,Ba] =

∫
d2x

(
Bω̇1 +

1

l
Baė

a
1 + ω0(∂1B +

1

l
ǫabBae

b
1) +

ea0
l
(D1Ba −

1

l
ǫabBeb1(1− 2k2B))

)
,

(18)

The definition of the momenta ΠQL = (Π,Πa,Πµ,Πµ
a) canonically conjugate to the configuration variables QL =

(B,Ba, ωµ, e
a
µ) are determined by

Π =
δL
δḂ

, Πa =
δL
δḂa

, Πµ =
δL
δω̇µ

, Πµ
a =

δL
δėaµ

. (19)

The matrix elements of the Hessian is given by

HLM =
∂2L

∂Q̇L∂Q̇M

= 0. (20)

Notice that the rank of the Hessian is zero, thus, we expect 9 primary constraints. From the definition of the momenta

(19) we identify to the following primary constraints

φ := Π ≈ 0, φa := Πa ≈ 0, φ0 := Π0 ≈ 0, φ1 := Π1 −B ≈ 0, φ0
a := Π0

a ≈ 0, φ1
a := Π1

a −
1

l
Ba ≈ 0. (21)

Due to the constraints (21) the motion is restricted to a subspace Γ1 of the full phase-sapce Γ. The Phase-space Γ of

this system includes the dynamical fields (QL,Π
QL).

The two remaining terms in the action (18) give the canonical Hamiltonian and Hc is only defined on Γ1

Hc = −
∫

dx

(
ω0(∂1B +

1

l
ǫabe

b
1Ba) +

ea0
l
(D1Ba −

1

l
ǫabe

b
1B(1 − 2k2B))

)
, (22)

this expression, independent of velocities, solely encompasses spatial derivatives of coordinates and momenta. Addi-

tionally, Hc can be considered as the restriction to the hypersurface Γ1 of a function HP , which we shall call primary

Hamiltonian defined all over phase-space. Upon incorporating the primary constraints (21), the primary Hamiltonian

takes on the following form

HP = Hc +

∫
dx

[
λ̌φ+ λ̌aφ

a + λ̌µφ
µ + λ̌a

µφ
µ
a

]
, (23)

5Covariant derivatives D1Ba = ∂1Ba + ǫabω1Bb.
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where (λ̌, λ̌a, λ̌µ, λ̌
a
µ) are the corresponding Lagrange multipliers associated of these constraints (φ, φa, φµ, φµ

a). The

fundamental Poisson brackets of the theory are determined by the commutation relations

{B(x),Π(y)} = δ(x − y),

{Ba(x),Π
b(y)} = δbaδ(x − y),

{eaµ(x),Πν
b (y)} = δab δ

ν
µδ(x− y),

{ωµ(x),Π
ν(y)} = δνµδ(x− y). (24)

The next step is to observe if there are more constraints, so that, we calculate the following 9×9 matrix whose entries

are the Poisson brackets among the constraints (21). The non-vanishing Poisson brackets are given by

{φ(x), φ1(y)} = δ(x− y),

{φa(x), φ1
b(y)} =

1

l
δab δ(x− y), (25)

and expressed in matrix form, namely, W = {Φ̃A(x), Φ̃B(y)}




φ(y) φb(y) φ0(y) φ1(y) φ0
b(y) φ1

b(y)

φ(x) 0 0 0 {φ(x), φ1(y)} 0 0

φa(x) 0 0 0 0 0 {φa(x), φ1
b (y)}

φ0(x) 0 0 0 0 0 0

φ1(x) {φ1(x), φ(y)} 0 0 0 0 0

φ0
a(x) 0 0 0 0 0 0

φ1
a(x) 0 {φ1

a(x), φ
b(y)} 0 0 0 0




, (26)

where, Φ̃A = (φ, φa, φµ, φµ
a). We can see that this matrix has rank=6 and 3 null-vectors. By using these 3 null-vectors

and the evolution of φ0
a and φ0 produces the following 3 secondary constraints

φ̇0 = {φ0(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ Ψ := ∂1B +
1

l
ǫabe

b
1Ba ≈ 0,

φ̇0
a = {φ0

a(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ Ψa := D1Ba −
1

l
ǫabe

b
1B(1− 2Bk2) ≈ 0, (27)

and the rank enables us to determine the specific values for the Lagrangian multipliers

φ̇ = {φ(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ λ̌1 − ∂1ω0 −
1

l2
ǫabe

b
1e

a
0(1 − 4k2B) ≈ 0,

φ̇a = {φa(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ λ̌a
1 − ∂1e

a
0 − ǫabω1e

b
0 + ǫabe

b
1ω0 ≈ 0,

φ̇1 = {φ1(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ λ̌− 1

l
εa

bBbe
a
0 ≈ 0,

φ̇1
a = {φ1

a(x), HP } ≈ 0 ⇒ λ̌a + ǫa
bBbω0 −

1

l
ǫabe

b
0B(1− 2k2B) ≈ 0. (28)
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Consistency demands the preservation of the secondary constraints over time. In this theory, there are no third-order

constraints.

4. First- and second-class constraints

4.1. Separation of constraints

To categorize the full set of constraints, we must distinguish between first and second-class constraints by identifying

them among the primary and secondary constraints. To achieve this goal, we must calculate the rank and null-vectors of

a 12x12 matrix. The matrix’s elements will consist of the Poisson brackets between primary and secondary constraints.

This process involves the following steps

{φ(x), φ1(y)} = δ(x− y),

{φ(x),Ψ(y)} = −∂1δ(x− y),

{φ(x),Ψb(y)} =
1

l
ǫbce

c
1(1− 4Bk2)δ(x− y),

{φa(x), φ1
b(y)} =

1

l
δab δ(x − y),

{φa(x),Ψ(y)} = −1

l
ǫabe

b
1δ(x− y),

{φa(x),Ψb(y)} = −δab∂1δ(x− y) + ǫabω1δ(x− y),

{φ1(x),Ψb} = −ǫb
cBc,

{φ1
a(x),Ψ(y)} = −1

l
ǫbaBbδ(x− y),

{φ1
a(x),Ψb(y)} = −1

l
Bǫab(1− 2Bk2)δ(x− y). (29)

Furthermore, it can be represented in matrix form as follows




φ(y) φb(y) φ0(y) φ1(y) φ0
b(y) φ1

b(y) Ψ(y) Ψb(y)

φ(x) 0 0 0 {φ(x), φ1(y)} 0 0 {φ(x),Ψ(y)} {φ(x),Ψb(y)}
φa(x) 0 0 0 0 0 {φa(x), φ1

b (y)} {φa(x),Ψ(y)} {φa(x),Ψb(y)}
φ0(x) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

φ1(x) {φ1(x), φ(y)} 0 0 0 0 0 0 {φ1(x),Ψb(y)}
φ0
a(x) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

φ1
a(x) 0 {φ1

a(x), φ
b(y)} 0 0 0 0 {φ1

a(x),Ψ(y)} {φ1
a(x),Ψb(y)}

Ψ(x) {Ψ(x), φ(y)} {Ψ(x), φb(y)} 0 0 0 {Ψ(x), φ1
b(y)} 0 0

Ψa(x) {Ψa(x), φ(y)} {Ψa(x), φ
b(y)} 0 {Ψa(x), φ

1(y)} 0 {Ψa(x), φ
1
b(y)} 0 0




.
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This matrix has a vanishing determinant which tells us that there is at least one first class constraints. After a long

calculation, we found that this matrix has a rank=6 and 6 null vectors, thus, the theory presents a set of 6 first class

constraints and 6 second class constraints. The set of null vectors of the matrix (29) are given by

V 1 = (−ǫa
cBcδ(x − y),−ǫbaB(1− 2Bk2)δ(x − y), 0,−1

l
ǫabe

b
1(1− 4Bk2)δ(x− y), 0,

l(δba∂1δ(x− y)− ǫbaω1δ(x− y)), δbaδ(x − y)),

V 2 = (0,−ǫcbBcδ(x− y), 0, ∂1δ(x− y), 0, ǫbce
c
1δ(x− y), δ(x− y), 0),

V 3 = (0, 0, δbaδ(x− y), 0, 0, 0, 0, 0),

V 4 = (0, 0, 0, 0, δ(x− y), 0, 0, 0). (30)

In order to identified the following 6 first class constraints, we used the contraction of these null vectors with the

constraints (21) and (27)

γ = Ψ+ ∂1χ
1 + ǫabe

b
1χ

1
a + ǫa

bBbχ
a ≈ 0,

γa = Ψa + lD1χ
1
a −

1

l
ǫabe

b
1χ

1(1− 4k2B) + ǫab(Bχb(1− 2k2B)− χBb) ≈ 0,

γ0
a = φ0

a = Π0
a ≈ 0,

γ0 = φ0 = Π0 ≈ 0, (31)

and the following 6 second class constraints

χ = φ = Π ≈ 0,

χa = φa = Πa ≈ 0,

χ1 = φ1 = Π1 −B ≈ 0,

χ1
a = φ1

a = Π1
a −

1

l
Ba ≈ 0. (32)

It is worth noting that these constraints have not been previously documented in the literature. The comprehensive

description of these constraints across the entire phase space is essential for understanding the fundamental gauge trans-

formations and for establishing the Dirac brackets. Moreover, these constraints will prove pivotal in advancing the process

of quantization.

After identifying and categorizing all constraints as first or second-class, it is crucial to analyze the Poisson algebra

associated with these constraints. This analysis is essential to validate that the separation has been carried out accurately.

Next, we will proceed to calculate the algebra of the constraints, expressing it as follows:
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{γ(x), γ(y)} = 0,

{γa(x), γ(y)} = ǫa
bγbδ(x− y) ≈ 0,

{γa(x), γb(y)} = −ǫab(1− 4k2B)γδ(x− y) + 4k2ǫabχ
1Ψδ(x− y) ≈ 0,

{γ(x), χ(y)} = 0,

{γ(x), χb(y)} = ǫa
bχaδ(x− y) ≈ 0,

{γ(x), χ1(y)} = 0,

{γ(x), χ1
b(y)} = −ǫb

aχ1
a ≈ 0,

{γa(x), χ(y)} =
4

l
k2ǫabe

b
1χ

1δ(x− y) + ǫab(1− 4k2B)χb ≈ 0,

{γa(x), χb(y)} = −ǫa
bχδ(x − y) ≈ 0,

{γa(x), χ1(y)} = lǫa
bχ1

bδ(x − y) ≈ 0,

{γa(x), χ1
b(y)} = −1

l
ǫabχ

1(1− 4Bk2)δ(x− y) ≈ 0,

{χ(x), χ1(y)} = δ(x− y),

{χa(x), χ1
b(y)} =

1

l
δab δ(x− y). (33)

In the previous section, we noted that setting k = 0 removes us from quadratic gravity. However, as k approaches zero,

we move towards the SO(3) algebra6 [39]. Additionally, the results in equation (33) correspond well with the classification

in references [33, 52, 53].

4.2. Physical degrees of freedom

With the correct identification of the constraints, we can carry out the counting of degrees of freedom in the following

form: there are 18 canonical variables (eaµ,Π
µ
a , ωµ,Π

µ, B,Π, Ba,Π
a), 6 first class constraints (γ, γa, γ

0
a, γ

0) and 6 second

class constraints (χ, χa, χ1
a, χ

1) and one concludes that the S[eaµ, ωµ, B,Ba] action for gravity in two dimensions is devoid

of degrees of freedom, therefore, the theory is topological. Certainly, when we treat the second class constraints given in

(32) as strong equations, we find that the aforementioned relationships simplify to the conventional constraints described

in [39].

4.3. The extended action and Hamiltonian

Moreover, the process of identifying Lagrange multipliers along with the constraints will enable us to establish the

extended action. Through the utilization of the first-class constraints (31), the second-class constraints (32), and the

Lagrange multipliers (28), we determine that the extended action can be expressed in the following form

6By defining Tab = ǫabT and letting Ta2 be Pa, we can reformulate the algebra: [T,T ] = 0, [T, Pa] = ǫbaPb, [Pa, Pb] = −ǫabT .
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SE [QL, P
L, λA, uA] =

∫
d2x(Q̇LP

L −H− λ̃γ − λ̃aγa − λ̌0γ
0 − λ̌a

0γ
0
a − uχ− uaχ

a

−ua
1χ

1
a − u1χ

1), (34)

and

H = −ω0γ − ea0
l
γa, (35)

where QL = (eaµ, ωµ, B,Ba), P
L = (Πµ

a ,Π
µ,Π,Πa) and λA = (λ̃, λ̃a, λ̌0, λ̌

a
0), uA = (u, ua, u

a
1, u1), are the Lagrange

multipliers that enforce the first and second class constraints. We are to observable, by considering the second class

constraints as strong equation, that the Hamiltonian (35) is reduced to the usual expression defined on a reduced phase

space context. From the extend action we can identify the extend Hamiltonian, which is given by

HE =

∫
dx(H + λ̃γ + λ̃aγa + λ̌a

0γ
0
a + λ̌0γ

0), (36)

thus, the extended Hamiltonian is a linear combination of first-class constraints as expected.

4.4. Dirac brackets

Considering all the information we have gathered thus far, we are ready to formulate the Dirac brackets. There are

two approaches to constructing them. The first method involves eliminating the second-class constraints and retaining

the first-class ones, while the second approach entails fixing the gauge and transforming the first-class constraints into

second-class ones. In this section, we will focus on the former approach, which involves eliminating the second-class

constraints and preserving the first-class ones. To derive the Dirac brackets, we will utilize a matrix whose elements

exclusively consist of Poisson brackets between the second-class constraints, denoted as Cαβ(x, y) = {ζα(x), ζβ(y)}. A

straightforward yields

[Cαβ(x, y)] =




0 0 δ(x − y) 0

0 0 0 1
l δ

a
b δ(x− y)

−δ(x− y) 0 0 0

0 − 1
l δ

b
aδ(x− y) 0 0




, (37)

its inverse is given by

[Cαβ(x, y)] =




0 0 −δ(x− y) 0

0 0 0 −lδab δ(x− y)

δ(x − y) 0 0 0

0 lδbaδ(x− y) 0 0




. (38)
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The Dirac brackets among two functionals A, B are expressed by

{A(x), B(y)}D = {A(x), B(y)}P −
∫

dudv{A(x), ζα(u)}Cαβ(u, v){ζβ(v), B(y)}. (39)

The standard Poisson bracket, denoted as {A(x), B(y)}P , is applied to the functionals A and B. Meanwhile, the set of

second class constraints, represented as ζα = (χ, χa, χ1, χ1
a), is involved. Consequently, with the utilization of equations

(38) and (39), we derive the Dirac brackets for the theory as follows

{eaµ(x),Πν
b (y)}D = δab δ

ν
µδ(x− y),

{ea1(x), Bb(y)}D = lδab δ(x− y),

{ω1(x), B(y)}D = δ(x− y),

{ωµ(x),Π
ν (y)}D = δνµδ(x− y). (40)

It is noteworthy to mention that in the Polynomial BF action, the fields (ea1 , Ba, ω1, B) have acquired a non-commutative

nature, just as it happens in the JT model [51] with the fields (Ai
x, φi).

By using the brackets given in (40), we calculate the Dirac brackets among the first class and second class constraints

given by

{γ(x), γ(y)}D = 0,

{γa(x), γ}D = ǫa
b(γb + ǫbc(1− 2k2B)χcχ1 + lǫcbχ

1
cχ)δ(x− y),

{γa(x), γb(y)}D = −ǫab[(1 − 4k2B)γ + ǫcdχ
1
c(l(1− 4k2B)χd + 4k2ed1χ

1)]δ(x − y).

(41)

We can observe that only squares of second class constraints appear. In fact, the Dirac brackets among first class

constraints must be square of second class constraints and linear of first class constraints [33, 52, 53].

4.5. Gauge generator

Currently, we are able to compute gauge transformations across the full phase space. Achieving the accurate gauge

symmetry involves employing Dirac’s conjecture to build a gauge generator utilizing the first-class constraints. The

arrangement of constraints outlined in the full phase space will furnish us with the fundamental gauge transformations.

To accomplish this, we will utilize Castellani’s algorithm for the generation of the gauge generator.

We establish the gauge transformation generator as

G =

∫
∑

[
D0τ

aγ0
a +D0τγ

0 + θγ + θaγa
]
. (42)
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Hence, we determine that the gauge transformations in the phase space are

δ0B = −ǫabθ
aBb,

δ0Ba = ǫabθB
b − ǫabθ

bB(1− 2k2B),

δ0ω0 = D0τ,

δ0ω1 = −∂1θ −
1

l
ǫabθ

aeb1(1 − 4k2B),

δ0e
a
0 = D0τ

a,

δ0e
a
1 = −lD1θ

a + ǫabθe
b
1,

δ0Π = −4

l
k2ǫabθ

aeb1χ
1 − ǫab(1− 4k2B)θaχb,

δ0Π
a = ǫabθχ

b − ǫabθ
bχ,

δ0Π
0 = 0,

δ0Π
1 = −ǫabθ

aBb − lǫa
bθaχ1

b ,

δ0Π
0
a = 0,

δ0Π
1
a = ǫa

bθΠ1
b −

1

l
ǫabθ

bB(1− 2k2B)− 1

l
ǫabθ

bχ1(1− 4k2B). (43)

Although previously analyzed in the reduced phase space [39], the gauge transformations in the full phase space (43)

have not been fully reported. Upon comparing our transformations with the earlier work, we observe a general agreement

in the configuration variables, except for the transformation of the field ea1 , where we identify an additional term ǫabθe
b
1

not present in the reduced phase space analysis of [39].

On the other hand, by redefining the parameter as follows: τ = −θ = ζ, τa = −lθa = ξa, the gauge transformations

(43) can be expressed in a covariant form. This leads to the following gauge symmetry

B → B +
1

l
ǫabξ

aBb,

Ba → Ba − ǫa
bζBb +

1

l
ǫabξ

bB(1 − 2k2B),

eaµ → eaµ +Dµξ
a − ǫabζe

b
µ,

ωµ → ωµ + ∂µζ +
1

l2
ǫab(1− 4k2B)ξaebµ. (44)

The results of (44) are sufficient for the construction of Poincaré transformation. Starting from redefine the gauge

parameters as ζ = −ζ̃ + ωµV
µ and ξa = eaµV

µ [54]

14



δ0B = δPGTB − ǫµν
δS

δωµ
V ν ,

δ0Ba = δPGTBa − εµν
δS

δeaµ
V ν ,

δ0e
a
µ = δPGT e

a
µ + εµν

δS

δBa
V ν ,

δ0ωµ = δPGTωµ + εµν
δS

δB
V ν , (45)

where

δPGTB = V µ∂µB,

δPGTBa = V µ∂µBa + ǫa
bBbζ̃,

δPGT e
a
µ = eaα∂µV

α + ∂αe
a
µV

α + ǫabe
b
µζ̃,

δPGTωµ = −∂µζ̃ + ωα∂µV
α + ∂αωµV

α. (46)

We can see that the gauge symmetries (45) take back to the Poincaré symmetries up to terms proportional to the

equations of motion (14).

The fundamental gauge transformations of the model are expressed by (44) and do not align with diffeomorphisms.

However, in any theory characterized by background independence, diffeomorphisms covariance is fundamental. This

symmetry should emerge from the foundational gauge transformation. Hence, diffeomorphisms can be identified by

redefining the gauge parameters as ξa = eaµV
µ and ζ = ωµV

µ, where V represents a vector field

δ0B =
1

l
ǫa

beaµV
µBb,

δ0Ba = −ǫa
bωµV

µBb +
1

l
ǫabB(1− 2k2B)ebµV

µ,

δ0e
a
µ = ∂µ(e

a
αV

α) + ǫabωµ(e
b
αV

α)− ǫabe
b
µωαV

α,

δ0ωµ = ∂µ(ωαV
α) +

1

l2
ǫab(1− 4k2B)eaαe

b
µV

α, (47)

the gauge transformation (44) is given by the following expression

B → B + LV B − ǫµα
δS

δωµ
V α,

Ba → Ba + LV Ba − ǫµα
δS

δeaµ
V α,

eaµ → eaµ + LV e
a
µ + ǫµα

δS

δBa
V α,

ωµ → ωµ + LV ωµ + ǫµα
δS

δB
V α. (48)
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Where the symbol L represents the Lie derivative. Therefore, diffeomorphisms are obtained as an internal symmetry

of the theory from the fundamental gauge transformations (on shell).

In conclusion, we conducted a pure Hamiltonian analysis for the action (10). This analysis yielded the extended action,

extended Hamiltonian, the complete structure of constraints on the full phase space, their algebra, the count of degrees

of freedom, and the fundamental gauge transformations. While working on the complete phase space introduces a set of

first and second-class constraints, using the second-class constraints allows us to construct Dirac brackets, which will be

valuable in the quantization of the theory. It is relevant to emphasize that when examining the scenario with k=0 in the

model, results associated with the Jackiw-Teitelboim model are obtained.

5. Faddeev-Jackiw Analysis

In this section, we examine the BF Polynomial action within the framework of the modified Faddeev-Jackiw formalism

[43, 44]. Throughout this analysis, we not only address the constraint structure but also provide a detailed description of

all the fundamental brackets present in the system. Furthermore, we carry out the determination of gauge transformations

of the symplectic variables.

5.1. Symplectic formalism

An essential prerequisite for the Faddeev–Jackiw formalism is the presence of an initial Lagrangian of first order [40]

L(ξ, ξ̇) = K
(0)
i ξ̇(0)i − V (0)(ξ), i = 1, ..., N. (49)

Here, ξ(0)i represents a set of symplectic variables, with the canonical 1-form denoted by K
(0)
i , and V (0)(ξ(0)) represents

the initial symplectic potential.

Within the Faddeev-Jackiw (FJ) framework, the Euler-Lagrange equations of motion are [40, 41, 42]

∫
f
(0)
ij (x, y)ξ̇j(y)dy =

δ

δξi(x)

∫
V (0)(y)dy. (50)

Additionally, the construction of a symplectic matrix f
(0)
ij is defined through the canonical 1-form K

(0)
i

f
(0)
ij (x, y) =

δKj(y)

δξi(x)
− δKi(x)

δξj(y)
. (51)

If f (0) is regular, all symplectic variables can be determined using (50). However, if f (0) is singular, it implies the

presence of constraints in the system. Suppose the rank of f
(0)
ij is r, then N − r = M , In this scenario, there are M

zero-mode vectors (v
(0)
i )Tα of (51). These zero-mode vectors satisfy the equation

(v
(0)
i )Tαf

(0)
ij (x, y) = 0, α = 1, ...,M. (52)
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Hence, by utilizing the equation of motion (50), it is possible to formulate

Ω(0)
α =

∫
dx(v

(0)
i )Tα(x)

δ

δξ(0)i(x)

∫
dyV (0)(ξ). (53)

In the FJ symplectic formalism, the quantities Ω
(0)
α represent restrictions.

From (18), the first-order symplectic Lagrangian density of Polynomial BF action is given by

L(0) = Bω̇1 +
1

l
Baė

a
1 − V (0), (54)

here the superscript (0) means initial Lagrangian and where V (0) = −ω0(∂1B + 1
l ǫ

a
bBae

b
1)−

ea0
l (D1Ba − 1

l ǫabe
b
1B(1−

2k2B)) is called the symplectic potential.

In the [FJ] framework, it should be emphasized that the choice of symplectic variables is flexible, allowing us to opt

for either the configuration variables or the phase space variables. Previous sections involved the construction of Dirac

brackets through the elimination of second-class constraints. Consequently, in order to derive these outcomes within

the [FJ] framework, we will opt for the configuration space as the symplectic variables [40, 41, 42]. To achieve this, we

specifically select the following symplectic variables ξ(0)i(x) = {B,Ba, ω0, ω1, e
a
0 , e

a
1} from the symplectic Lagrangian L(0),

and the components of the symplectic 1-forms are K
(0)
i (x) = {0, 0, 0, B, 0, 1lBa}. Therefore, employing our chosen set of

symplectic variables results in the symplectic matrix (51) taking a specific form

f
(0)
ij (x, y) =




B Bb ω0 ω1 eb0 eb1

B 0 0 0 1 0 0

Ba 0 0 0 0 0 1
l δ

a
b

ω0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ω1 −1 0 0 0 0 0

ea0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ea1 0 − 1
l δ

b
a 0 0 0 0




δ(x− y). (55)

Clearly, the symplectic matrix (55) is singular and has dimensions of [9× 9]. Upon calculating the matrix rank, which

is found to be 6, we deduce that M=9-6=3. This fact results in the presence of zero-modes (v
(0)
i )T1 = (0, 0, vω0, 0, 0, 0)

and (v
(0)
i )T2 = (0, 0, 0, 0, ve

a
0 , 0), where vω0 and ve

a
0 are arbitrary functions. Consequently, by using (53), the constraints

we compute are
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Ω(0) =

∫
dx(v

(0)
i )T1 (x)

δ

δξ(0)i(x)

∫
dyV (0)(ξ),

= −
∫

dxvω0 (x)(∂1B +
1

l
ǫabBae

b
1),

→ −(∂1B +
1

l
ǫabBae

b
1) = 0,

Ω(0)
a =

∫
dx(v

(0)
i )T2 (x)

δ

δξ(0)i(x)

∫
dyV (0)(ξ),

= −
∫

dxve
a
0 (x)(D1Ba −

1

l
ǫabe

b
1B(1 − 2k2B)),

→ −(D1Ba −
1

l
ǫabe

b
1B(1− 2k2B)) = 0,

(56)

thus we identify the following constraints

Ω(0) = −(∂1B +
1

l
ǫabBae

b
1) = 0,

Ω(0)
a = −(D1Ba −

1

l
ǫabe

b
1B(1− 2k2B)) = 0, (57)

the constraints acquired in (57) are the secondary constraints identified through the Dirac method in the previous

section. To investigate the presence of additional constraints, we will proceed with the implementation of the modified

FJ formalism [43, 44]. In the case where the symplectic matrix f demonstrates singularity, it becomes possible to convert

the equations of motion (50) along with the consistency condition of the constraint (53), we have

f
(0)
ij ξ̇j =

∂V

∂ξi
,

∂Ω
(0)
α

∂ξi
ξ̇i = 0. (58)

We can reformulate (58) as

F
(1)
ij ξ̇j = Zi(ξ). (59)

At this stage, we have utilized the constraints identified (53) so far to derive the expression (59), and then obtain

F
(1)
ij =




f
(0)
ij

∂Ω(0)

∂ξj

∂Ω(0)
a

∂ξj


 , Zi(ξ) =




∂V (0)(ξ)
∂ξi

0

0


 . (60)

Thus the symplectic matrix F
(1)
ij is deduced as follows
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F
(1)
ij (x, y) =




f
(0)
ij

∂Ω(0)

∂ξj

∂Ω(0)
a

∂ξj


 =




B Bb ω0 ω1 eb0 eb1

B 0 0 0 1 0 0

Ba 0 0 0 0 0 1
l δ

a
b

ω0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ω1 −1 0 0 0 0 0

ea0 0 0 0 0 0 0

ea1 0 − 1
l δ

b
a 0 0 0 0

∂Ω(0)

∂ξj
∂Ω(0)

∂B
∂Ω(0)

∂Bb

∂Ω(0)

∂ω0

∂Ω(0)

∂ω1

∂Ω(0)

∂eb0

∂Ω(0)

∂eb1
∂Ω(0)

a

∂ξj
∂Ω(0)

a

∂B
∂Ω(0)

a

∂Bb

∂Ω(0)
a

∂ω0

∂Ω(0)
a

∂ω1

∂Ω(0)
a

∂eb0

∂Ω(0)
a

∂eb1




δ(x− y). (61)

The coefficient matrix (61) mentioned in (59) is non-square matrix. However, despite this, it still exhibits linearly

independent zero modes

(v
(1)
i )T1 = (0,−εcaBcδ(x− y), vω0 , ∂y

1 δ(x− y), ve
a
0 , εace

c
1δ(x− y), δ(x− y), 0),

(v
(1)
i )T2 = (−εabB

bδ(x − y), εabB(1 − 2k2B)δ(x − y), vω0 ,−1

l
εabe

b
1(1− 4k2B)δ(x − y), ve

a
0 ,

l(δba∂
y
1δ(x− y) + εa

bω1δ(x− y)), 0, δbaδ(x− y)). (62)

Multiplying it on the left side of F
(1)
ij results in zero. Expanding this process to both sides of equation (59), we obtain

the corresponding constraints [43, 44]

(v
(1)
i )Tc Zi = 0, (63)

where c = 1, 2, we obtain that (63) is an identity given by

(v
(1)
i )T1 Zi = −ea0

l
εa

bΩ
(0)
b

∣∣∣∣
Ω

(0)
b

=0

= 0, (64)

and

(v
(1)
i )T2 Zi = ω0εa

bΩ
(0)
b

∣∣∣∣
Ω

(0)
b

=0

+
eb0
l
εba(1− 4k2B)Ω(0)

∣∣∣∣
Ω(0)=0

= 0, (65)

thus, in [FJ] formalism there are not more constraints for the theory under study.

Analogous to the conventional Faddeev–Jackiw approach, we have the ability to incorporate Lagrange multipliers

ea0 = λ̇a and ω0 = λ̇ that align with (64) and (65) into the Lagrangian, thereby formulating a novel Lagrangian
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L(1) = Bω̇1 +
1

l
Baė

a
1 +Ω(0)

a λ̇a +Ω(0)λ̇− V (1). (66)

In the scenario where V (1) = V (0) |Ω(0)a=0,Ω(0)=0= 0, the symplectic potential vanishes, highlighting the theory’s

general covariance, similar to the principle observed in General Relativity. Thus, referring to (66), we can define a

new set of symplectic variables ξ(1)i(x) = {B,Ba, λ, ω1, λ
a, ea1}, accompanied by the corresponding symplectic 1-forms

K
(1)
i (x) = {0, 0,Ω(0), B,Ω

(0)
a , 1

lBa}. By employing these revised symplectic variables and 1-forms, we can proceed to

compute the symplectic matrix accordingly

f
(1)
ij (x, y) =




B Bb λ ω1 λb eb1

B 0 0 ∂y
1 1 − 1

l ǫbce
c
1(1− 4k2B) 0

Ba 0 0 1
l ǫ

a
ce

c
1 0 δab ∂

y
1 − ǫabω1

1
l δ

a
b

λ −∂x
1 − 1

l ǫ
b
ce

c
1 0 0 0 − 1

l ǫ
c
bBc

ω1 −1 0 0 0 ǫb
cBc 0

λa 1
l ǫabe

b
1(1− 4k2B) −δab ∂

x
1 − ǫb

aω1 0 −ǫa
cBc 0 1

l ǫabB(1 − 2k2B)

ea1 0 − 1
l δ

b
a

1
l ǫ

c
aBc 0 1

l ǫabB(1 − 2k2B) 0




×δ(x− y). (67)

5.2. FJ brackets

The symplectic matrix f
(1)
ij is a singular [9 × 9] matrix. Despite this singularity, we have established that there are

no additional constraints. The noninvertibility of (67) signifies the existence of gauge symmetry within the theory. To

eliminate redundant degrees of freedom and derive the desired Faddeev–Jackiw generalized brackets, additional gauge-

fixing conditions must be applied. Since there are two linearly independent null eigenvectors, we opt for the following

gauge constraints

ω0 = 0,

ea0(x) = 0. (68)

Following that, we add the Lagrangian multipliers αa and θ corresponding to the previously discussed gauge fixing,

with the goal of developing a new symplectic Lagrangian. The expression for the symplectic Lagrangian is now

L(2) = Bω̇1 +
1

l
Baė

a
1 + (αa +Ω(0)

a )λ̇a + (θ +Ω(0))λ̇, (69)
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therefore, we can characterize the following set of symplectic variables ξ(2)i(x) = {B,Ba, λ, θ, ω1, λ
a, αa, e

a
1} and the

symplectic 1-forms K
(2)
i (x) = {0, 0,Ω(0)+θ, 0, B,Ω

(0)
a +αa, 0,

1
lBa}. Additionally, by employing these symplectic variables,

we establish the expression for the symplectic matrix

f
(2)
ij (x, y) =




B Bb λ θ ω1 λb αb eb1

B 0 0 ∂y
1 0 1 − 1

l ǫbce
c
1(1− 4k2B) 0 0

Ba 0 0 1
l ǫ

a
ce

c
1 0 0 δab ∂

y
1 − ǫabω1 0 1

l δ
a
b

λ −∂x
1 − 1

l ǫ
b
ce

c
1 0 −1 0 0 0 − 1

l ǫ
c
bBc

θ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

ω1 −1 0 0 0 0 ǫb
cBc 0 0

λa 1
l ǫabe

b
1(1− 4k2B) −δba∂

x
1 − ǫa

bω1 0 0 −ǫa
cBc 0 −δba

1
l ǫabB(1− 2k2B)

αa 0 0 0 0 0 δba 0 0

ea1 0 − 1
l δ

b
a

1
l ǫ

c
aBc 0 0 1

l ǫabB(1 − 2k2B) 0 0




×δ(x− y). (70)

Thus far, a non-singular matrix has been obtained, allowing for the deduction of its inverse matrix

[f
(2)
ij (x, y)]−1 =




B Bb λ θ ω1 λb αb eb1

B 0 0 0 0 −1 0 −ǫa
cBc 0

Ba 0 0 0 ǫcbBc 0 0 ǫbaB(1 − 2k2B) −lδab

λ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

θ 0 −ǫcaBc −1 0 ∂x
1 0 0 ǫace

c
1

ω1 1 0 0 −∂y
1 0 0 1

l ǫace
c
1(1 − 4k2B) 0

λa 0 0 0 0 0 0 δba 0

αa ǫb
cBc ǫbaB(1− 2k2B) 0 0 − 1

l ǫbce
c
1(1− 4k2B) −δab 0 l(δab ∂

x
1 + εb

aω1)

ea1 0 lδba 0 −ǫbce
c
1 0 0 −l(δba∂

y
1 + εbaω1) 0



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×δ(x− y). (71)

By calculating the inverse of this symplectic matrix(71), we can recognize the standard Faddeev–Jackiw generalized

brackets for the physical variables through a defined procedure

{ξ(2)i (x), ξ
(2)
j (y)}FJ = [f

(2)
ij (x, y)]−1, (72)

thus, the following brackets are identified

{ω1(x), B(y)}FJ = δ(x− y),

{ea1(x), Bb(y)}FJ = lδab δ(x− y). (73)

It is noteworthy that the generalized (FJ) brackets correspond to those derived using the Dirac method mentioned

earlier. Specifically, a redefinition of the fields, introducing the momenta as provided by

Π = 0,

Πa = 0,

Π1
a =

1

l
Ba,

Π1 = B. (74)

It allows us to derive the following generalized Faddeev–Jackiw (FJ) brackets and demonstrate their equivalence with

the Dirac brackets obtained earlier (40)

{ea1(x),Π1
b(y)}FJ = δab δ(x− y),

{ea1(x), Ba(y)}FJ = lδab δ(x− y),

{ω1(x),Π
1(y)}FJ = δ(x− y),

{ω1(x), B(y)}FJ = δ(x− y). (75)

Now, it is essential to introduce a bracket for observables on
∑

. This operator must align with the commutator in

the classical limit. In this context, for any pair of observables O1, O2 defined in the phase space, possessing a symplectic

structure such as {ξfinali , ξfinalj } , we can denote the following relationship [55]

{O1(ξ),O2(ξ)}FJ =
∑

ij

∫
d3r

δO1(ξ)

δξi(r)
(f

(final)
ij )−1 δO2(ξ)

δξj(r)
. (76)
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The transition of the Faddeev-Jackiw bracket by operator commutattion relations according to

{O1(ξ),O2(ξ)}FJ → 1

i~
[O1(ξ),O2(ξ)]. (77)

5.3. Path integral

In this section, we will determine the transition amplitude [56, 57]. To accomplish this, we will rewrite the matrix

(70) as follows in order




B Bb ω1 eb1 λ θ λb αb

B 0 0 1 0 ∂y
1 0− 1

l ǫbce
c
1(1− 4k2B) 0

Ba 0 0 0 1
l δ

a
b

1
l ǫ

a
ce

c
1 0 δab ∂

y
1 − ǫabω1 0

ω1 −1 0 0 0 0 0 ǫb
cBc 0

ea1 0 − 1
l δ

b
a 0 0 1

l ǫ
c
aBc 0 1

l ǫabB(1− 2k2B) 0

λ −∂x
1 − 1

l ǫ
b
ce

c
1 0 − 1

l ǫ
c
bBc 0 −1 0 0

θ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0

λa 1
l ǫabe

b
1(1− 4k2B) −δba∂

x
1 − ǫa

bω1 −ǫa
cBc

1
l ǫabB(1 − 2k2B) 0 0 0 −δba

αa 0 0 0 0 0 0 δba 0




×δ(x− y). (78)

To calculate the determinant of the symplectic two-form in (78), we will examine its general block form structure

f
(2)
ij =



 A B
C D



 , with C = −BT . (79)

In this context, the specific expression for each sub-matrix A, B, and D in equation (79) is revealed to be

A =




B Bb ω1 e
b
1

B 0 0 1 0

Ba 0 0 0 1

l
δ
a
b

ω1 −1 0 0 0

e
a
1 0 −

1

l
δ
b
a 0 0




, B =




λ θ λ
b

αb

B ∂
y
1

0 −

1

l
ǫbce

c
1(1− 4k2

B) 0

Ba
1

l
ǫ
a
ce

c
1 0 δ

a
b ∂

y
1
− ǫ

a
bω1 0

ω1 0 0 ǫb
c
Bc 0

e
a
1

1

l
ǫ
c
aBc 0 1

l
ǫabB(1− 2k2

B) 0




, D =




λ θ λ
b

αb

λ 0 −1 0 0

θ 1 0 0 0

λ
a 0 0 0 −δ

b
a

αa 0 0 δ
b
a 0




.
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Using the standard identity for any matrix


 A B

C D


 =


 A 0

C I





 I A−1B

0 D − CA−1B


 , (80)

assuming that A−1 exists, to see that

det


 A B

C D


 = (detA)[det(D − CA−1B)], (81)

Therefore, utilizing equation (81) and performing algebraic manipulations, it becomes feasible to demonstrate the

determinant of f
(2)
ij is evaluated in terms of the symplectic two-form from and is equal

det[f
(2)
ij ] =

1

l4
. (82)

Presently, it is noteworthy to observe that according to [56, 57], the functional measure within the path integral linked

to our model, under the time gauge, is

dµ = (
∏

i

[Dξ(2)i])(det[f
(2)
ij (x, y)])1/2 = (

∏

i

[Dξ(2)i])[
1

l2
] = (

∏

i

[Dξ(2)i])Λ. (83)

It is evident that the path integral measure in (83) is associated with the cosmological constant. The approximation

proposed by Batalin, Fradkin, and Vilkovisky (BFV) is utilized in [39], incorporating the concept of constraints in Path

Integral Quantization during the calculation of the transition amplitude. It is observed that the functional measure in

the time gauge equals 1, a distinction from the measure identified in the current study.

The partition function incorporates the symplectic two-form straightforwardly; since this element is crucial for the

Faddeev-Jackiw method, no additional effort is needed, except for calculating its determinant. In accordance with (83)

and the Lagrangian (69), the partition function takes the following form

Z =

∫
dµexp[

i

~

∫
d3xL(2)],

=

∫
DBDBaDω1Dea1DλDθDλaDαa[

1

l2
]exp[

i

~

∫
d3x(Bω̇1 +

1

l
Baė

a
1 + (αa + Ω(0)

a )λ̇a + (θ +Ω(0))λ̇)]. (84)

5.4. FJ physical degrees of freedom

As mentioned earlier, in the Faddeev–Jackiw (FJ) approach, there’s no need to categorize constraints as first or

second class, as all constraints hold the same significance. Consequently, the count of physical degrees of freedom can be

performed as follows: with 6 dynamical variables represented by (B,ω1, Ba, e
a
1 , ), and 6 constraints (Ω

(0)
a ,Ω(0), ea0 , ω0), the

theory exhibits no physical degrees of freedom.
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5.5. FJ gauge generator

We finish this section by calculating the gauge transformations of the theory, for this aim we calculate the modes of

the matrix (67), this mode are given by

(w
(1)
i )T1 = (0, ǫb

cBcδ(x − y),−δ(x− y), ∂y
1 δ(x− y), 0, ǫbce

c
1δ(x− y)),

(w
(1)
i )T2 = (−ǫa

cBcδ(x − y),−ǫabB(1 − 2k2B)δ(x − y), 0,−1

l
ǫace

c
1(1− 4k2B)δ(x − y),−δbaδ(x− y), l(δba∂

y
1 δ(x− y)

+ǫb
aω1δ(x− y))). (85)

Consistent with the [FJ] symplectic formalism, the zero modes (w
(1)
i )T1 and (w

(1)
i )T2 act as the generator of the

infinitesimal gauge transformation of the action (54). Specificall we have that

δGξ
(1)i =

∫
dx(w

(1)
i )Tc ε

c (86)

where ”εc” is a set of infinitesimal arbitrary parameters.

From the above, we can see that the gauge transformation is therefore given by 7

δGξ
(1)a = (δGB, δGBa, δGλ, δGω1, δGλ

a, δGe
a
1) =

∫
dx[(w

(1)
i )T1 ε

1 + (w
(2)
i )T1 ε

2], (87)

we obtain 8

δGB = −ǫabθ̃
aBb,

δGBa = ǫabθ̃B
b − ǫabθ̃

bB(1 − 2k2B),

δGω0 = −∂0θ̃ = ∂0τ,

δGω1 = −∂1θ̃ −
1

l
ǫabθ̃

aeb1(1− 4k2B),

δGe
a
0 = −∂0θ̃a = ∂0τ

a,

δGe
a
1 = −lD1θ̃

a + ǫabθ̃e
b
1. (88)

Using the FJ symplectic framework, we have successfully reproduced most components of the gauge transformations

described in the Dirac approach. However, a discrepancy is observed in the transformations of the fields ea0 between

the FJ and Dirac approaches. Montani and Wotzasek (MW) [58] propose a method to obtain complete transformations

across the entire configuration space. According to the MW method, one should write the functional variation of the

corresponding Lagrangians9 to zero. Therefore,

7Where ǫ1 = θ̃ = −τ and ǫ2 = θ̃a = −τa.
8coming back to the original variables, ∂tδGλ = δGω0 and ∂tδGλa = δGea

0
.

9In term of matrix form ( δL(1)

δξ(1)i
)T =

(

δL(1)

δξ(1)1
δL(1)

δξ(1)2
δL(1)

δξ(1)3
δL(1)

δξ(1)4
δL(1)

δξ(1)5
δL(1)

δξ(1)6

)

.
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δL(1)

δξ(1)i
= f

(1)
ij ξ̇(1)j − ∂V (1)

∂ξ(1)i
. (89)

So, according to MW, on multiplying (89) by the zero modes (85), we have

ǫc(w
(1)
i )Tc

(
δL(1)

δξ(1)i
= f

(1)
ij ξ̇(1)j − ∂V (1)

∂ξ(1)i

)
, c = 1, 2. (90)

from (90), one finds the GT over all the configuration space. Using this equation, the GT can be written as

(ǫ1(w
(1)
i )T1 + ǫ2(w

(1)
i )T2 )

δL(1)

δξ(1)i
= (ǫ1(w

(1)
i )T1 + ǫ2(w

(1)
i )T2 )f

(1)
ij ξ̇(1)j (91)

Specifically we have that

A1
δL(1)

δB
+A2

δL(1)

δBa
+A3

δL(1)

δλ
+A4

δL(1)

δω1
+A5

δL(1)

δλa
+A6

δL(1)

δea1
= A1(ω̇1 −

1

l
ǫcbe

b
1(1− 4k2B)λ̇c − ∂1λ̇) +

A2(
1

l
ėa1 − ∂1λ̇

a + ǫb
aω1λ̇

b +
1

l
ǫabe

b
1λ̇) +

A3(−∂tΩ
(0)) +A4(−Ḃ + ǫa

bBbλ̇
a) +

A5(−∂tΩ
(0)
a ) +A6(−

1

l
Ḃa −

1

l
ǫbaB(1 − 2k2B)λ̇b

+
1

l
ǫbaBbλ̇)).

whereA1 = −ǫa
cBcǫ

2,A2 = ǫa
bBbǫ

1−ǫabB(1−2k2B)ǫ2,A3 = −ǫ1,A4 = [−∂1ǫ
1− 1

l ǫabe
b
1(1−4k2B)ǫ2],A5 = −ǫ2,A6 =

ǫabe
b
1ǫ

1 − lD1ǫ
2.

Now, coming back to the original variables

λ̇ → ω0,

λ̇a → ea0 ,

δL(1)

δλ
→ δL(1)

δω0
∂t,

δL(1)

δλa
→ δL(1)

δea0
∂t,

δL(1)

δB
=

δL(0)

δB
,

δL(1)

δBa
=

δL(0)

δBa
,

δL(1)

δω1
=

δL(0)

δω1
,

δL(1)

δea1
=

δL(0)

δea1
, (92)
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and implementing the equations of motion for the gauge fields

δL(0)

δω0
= Ω(0),

δL(0)

δea0
= Ω(0)

a , (93)

we obtain

(−1)D0θ̃
∂L(0)

∂ω0
+ (−1)D0θ̃

a ∂L(0)

∂ea0
+ (−1)ǫabθ̃

aBb ∂L(0)

∂B
+ (ǫabθ̃B

b − ǫabθ̃
bB(1 − 2k2B))

∂L(0)

∂Ba
+

(−1)(lD1θ̃
a − ǫabθ̃e

b
1)

(
∂L(0)

∂ea1
− ∂t

∂L(0)

∂ėa1

)
+ (−1)(∂1θ̃ +

1

l
ǫabθ̃

aeb1(1− 4k2B))

(
∂L(0)

∂ω1
− ∂t

∂L(0)

∂ω̇1

)
= 0. (94)

Then, we can find that the gauge field transformations are given by

δGB = −ǫabθ̃
aBb,

δGBa = ǫabθ̃B
b − ǫabθ̃

bB(1 − 2k2B),

δGe
a
0 = D0τ

a,

δGe
a
1 = −lD1θ̃

a + ǫabθ̃e
b
1,

δGω0 = D0τ,

δGω1 = −∂1θ̃ −
1

l
ǫabθ̃

aeb1(1− 4k2B). (95)

It can be appreciated that the transformations obtained in equation (95) coincide with those derived through the Dirac

method in equation (43).

6. Conclusions and prospects

In this paper, we conduct a Hamiltonian canonical analysis on the action describing the Polynomial BF model system.

Within the full phase space, we identify and distinguish all the constraints of the theory, classifying them into first and

second classes. Additionally, we determine the algebra of the first-class constraints, as shown in (33) and count the

degrees of freedom. The total degrees of freedom are calculated as 18 (canonical variables) - 2× 6 (first-class constraints)

- 6 (second-class constraints) = 0, indicating a system with zero degrees of freedom. Moreover, we have removed the

second-class constraints by introducing Dirac brackets, as we see from (41). Castellani’s approach enables us to deduce

the fundamental gauge structure corresponding to deformed SO(3) transformations, as shown in (43). Specifying the

gauge parameters allows us to derive diffeomorphisms and Poincaré symmetries originating from the fundamental gauge

symmetry. On the contrary, treating the second-class constraints as strong equalities leads to outcomes consistent with

the conventional expressions in the literature.
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In comparison, we derive the structures of all the physical constraints in the Polynomial BF model using the modified

FJ formalism. When we plug all obtained constraints into the Lagrangian through Lagrangian multipliers, we observe

that the resulting two-form symplectic matrix remains singular, as shown in (67). This singularity implies that the

investigated theory exhibits characteristics of a gauge system with additional symmetry. For effective quantization, we

require suitable gauge conditions to modify the two-form symplectic matrix and render it non-singular. The modification

enables us to derive basic quantum brackets from the inverse of the non-singular matrix. The transition amplitude can

then be determined by assessing the determinant of the nonzero matrix. Additionally, we calculate the count of degrees of

freedom in the theory, finding that it possesses zero degrees of freedom. Moreover, by employing the MW algorithm in the

FJ framework, we successfully obtain generators for gauge transformations and shifts throughout the entire configuration

space, eliminating the need for Castellani’s algorithm.

Upon completing our calculations, we confirm the classical equivalence between Dirac brackets and FJ brackets, as

obtained through the symplectic approach. In the FJ formulation, the process of identifying constraints is less intricate

and involves fewer limitations compared to the Dirac method, rendering the FJ approach more elegant and efficient.

Recently, it was demonstrated [18] that the Polynomial BF model for gravity in two dimensions has employed a

mechanism similar to that found in the MacDowell-Mansouri theory. Additionally, the Polynomial BF model, presented

in [18], can be related to dilaton theories in two dimensions, as described in [39]. These theories play a fundamental

role in the investigation of gravity in two dimensions. By incorporating a suitable dilaton field, it becomes possible

to derive various gravitational models, including notable examples like the one proposed by Jackiw–Teitelboim and the

quadratic gravitational formulation. The establishment of a connection between the Polynomial BF model and dilaton

theory provides valuable insights for formulating an interaction term, facilitates the dynamic integration of torsion, and

allows for an extension to four dimensions.
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