arXiv:1801.09630v3 [gr-qc] 19 Jun 2018

Gauge invariant variables for cosmological perturbation theory using geometrical clocks

Kristina Giesel^1,^∗ Adrian Herzog^1,^† and Parampreet Singh^{2‡}

1 Institute for Quantum Gravity, Department of Physics, FAU Erlangen – Nürnberg, Staudtstr. 7, 91058 Erlangen, Germany and

2 Department of Physics and Astronomy, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, LA 70803, U.S.A.

Using the extended ADM-phase space formulation in the canonical framework we analyze the relationship between various gauge choices made in cosmological perturbation theory and the choice of geometrical clocks in the relational formalism. We show that various gauge invariant variables obtained in the conventional analysis of cosmological perturbation theory correspond to Dirac observables tied to a specific choice of geometrical clocks. As examples, we show that the Bardeen potentials and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable emerge naturally in our analysis as observables when gauge fixing conditions are determined via clocks in the Hamiltonian framework. Similarly other gauge invariant variables for various gauges can be systematically obtained. We demonstrate this by analyzing five common gauge choices: longitudinal, spatially flat, uniform field, synchronous and comoving gauge. For all these, we apply the observable map in the context of the relational formalism and obtain the corresponding Dirac observables associated with these choices of clocks. At the linear order, our analysis generalizes the existing results in canonical cosmological perturbation theory twofold. On the one hand we can include also gauges that can only be analyzed in the context of the extended ADM-phase space and furthermore, we obtain a set of natural gauge invariant variables, namely the Dirac observables, for each considered choice of gauge conditions. Our analysis provides insights on which clocks should be used to extract the relevant natural physical observables both at the classical and quantum level. We also discuss how to generalize our analysis in a straightforward way to higher orders in the perturbation theory to understand gauge conditions and the construction of gauge invariant quantities beyond linear order.

I. INTRODUCTION

In general relativity, only those quantities are physically observable which are invariant under spacetime diffeomorphisms. In the formulation of general relativity as a constraint theory, namely the ADM-phase space formulation, these invariant quantities are the Dirac observables. These observables commute with the Hamiltonian in the canonical description of general relativity. If these observables do not depend explicitly on time, then they are constants of motion. But if there is an explicit time dependence, these observables are evolving, but, then are not invariant under spacetime coordinate transformations. To permit evolving observables one needs to go to a relational formalism where the evolution of observables is studied with respect to some other fields [1–5]. The latter are the clocks or reference fields which capture the dynamics of other fields in the spacetime without

∗kristina.giesel@gravity.fau.de †adri.a.herzog@studium.uni-erlangen.de ‡psingh@lsu.edu

using spacetime coordinates. These clocks can be matter fields, such as scalar fields or dust, or can be chosen from metric variables. Given a choice of clocks, the relational formalism can be used to systematically construct Dirac observables in the canonical description of gravity [6–10]. For instance this has been used to derive a reduced phase space, that is the phase space of the gauge invariant quantities, for general relativity in [11–13] that was taking as the starting point for quantization. At the classical level such a reduced phase space approach was considered in order to formulate general relativistic perturbation theory in [14]. An application of this to linearized cosmological perturbation theory in the ADM-phase space can be found in [15], whereas a generalization to scalartensor theories has been presented in [16]. The reduced phase space of LTB spacetimes has been derived in [17]. The work in [18, 19] follows more the conventional approach in cosmological perturbation theory, that is first considering linearized perturbations and afterwards constructing quantities invariant under linearized gauge transformations, but based on Ashtekar-variables.

In the canonical framework, there have been earlier works on cosmological perturbation theory, most notably by Langlois [20]. Using the ADM-phase space, where the lapse function and the shift vector are treated as Lagrange multipliers, Langlois found a phase space formulation of the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable and its evolution in the canonical setting. However, in the usual ADM-phase space formulation, the lapse function and the shift vector are not treated as phase space variables. Often this is called the reduced ADM-phase space. As a result, it is not possible to understand various gauges and gauge invariant variables such as the Bardeen potentials in this setting. In other words, one can not generalize Langlois’ work to various other gauge invariant quantities in the ADM-phase space based on gauge fixing conditions involving lapse and shift variables. To accomplish this, which is one of the main objectives of our work, we have to go beyond the (reduced) ADM-phase space and use the extended ADM-phase space studied in pioneering works by Pons, Salisbury, Sundermeyer and others [21–24]. An advantage of this phase space, as discussed in [25] and demonstrated here, is that it is well suited to capture the full scope of the relational formalism. While in the companion work [25], we formulated cosmological perturbation theory in the setting of the extended phase space, in this work we will apply the relational formalism to it. In particular, we will aim to understand the relationship between gauge fixing conditions and gauge invariant quantities, used in conventional cosmological perturbation theory, in the setting of the relational formalism in the extended phase space. In comparison with Langlois’ earlier results, the novelty with the current approach based on the extended phase space is that we are able to provide a phase space formulation of various gauges and find their associated gauge invariant variables using reference clock fields even for those cases where lapse and shift variables are involved in the gauge fixing conditions. Furthermore, next to the results of Langlois [20] there is more recent work in the canonical formalism [26] that also considers second order perturbations. Canonical cosmological perturbation theory has been also formulated in Ashtekar variables in [27], but also here by treating lapse and shift as Lagrange multipliers. As a result, also in this work understanding of the issue of gauge invariant variables for various gauge choices is restricted to the reduced ADM-phase space.

The issue of gauge fixing and gauge invariant quantities is a subtle one in cosmological perturbation theory. To relate the goals of our analysis in comparison to the conventional treatment, let us revisit it briefly. In the conventional analysis of cosmological perturbations, in order to extract any meaningful predictions, one must handle the problem of gauge freedom in perturbations. This arbitrariness arising due to the freedom in performing the space-time coordinate transformations, called diffeomorphisms, affects the scalar and vector metric perturbations, as well as the matter perturbations. There are two ways to deal with this this gauge freedom. One can either fix a gauge from the very onset and work entirely in it, or one can construct gauge invariant variables. In the method of gauge fixing, one imposes conditions on metric and/or matter variables to eliminate the underlying freedom due to spacetime diffeomorphisms. An example where this freedom can be completely eliminated is the longitudinal or the Newtonian gauge in which the longitudinal part of the spatial metric perturbations is put to zero, and as a result the physically relevant scalar metric perturbations are the ones in the lapse and the trace of the spatial metric. However, in general some residual freedom can remain even after gauge fixing. This happens for example for the synchronous gauge where the perturbations in the shift vector vanish, yet the freedom under diffeomorphisms can not be fully eliminated.

In the method of gauge invariant variables, one finds the right combination of metric and/or matter perturbations which are invariant under diffeomorphisms up to corrections that are of higher order than the considered order in perturbation theory. There are numerous ways to construct such gauge invariant variables. As examples, the Bardeen potentials Φ and Ψ are obtained using the gauge transformation properties of linear perturbations in the lapse and the trace of the spatial metric perturbation respectively. Similarly, the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v is constructed using the transformation properties of the linear perturbations in the scalar field under gauge transformation. The Bardeen potentials are in fact linear gauge invariant extensions of the lapse and the trace of the spatial metric perturbations. Similarly, the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v is a linear gauge invariant extension of the scalar field perturbation.

Though, in conventional treatments there is an emphasis on the usage of gauge invariant variables, it is to be noted, and as is stressed by Bardeen himself [28], that the latter approach is not more beneficial than the former to extract physical predictions about the relevant metric and matter perturbations. As is well known, this is because the physical relevance of gauge invariant variables is tied to the gauge fixing conditions. As an example, it is only in the longitudinal gauge that the Bardeen potentials can be naturally related to the metric perturbations, namely the perturbations in the lapse and the trace of the spatial metric. In any other gauge, the physical relevance of Bardeen potentials is rather unnatural. This can easily seen for the case of the spatially flat gauge in which the gauge invariant extension of the trace of the perturbed metric vanishes. Similarly, it is only in the spatially flat gauge that the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable can be naturally interpreted as the gauge invariant variable corresponding to the perturbations in scalar field.

Thus, there is a subtle relationship between the gauge fixing conditions and the gauge invariant variables. While working with the latter, the gauge fixing conditions may not be apparent but they are critical to extract any physically relevant prediction for cosmological perturbations. For every gauge fixing condition, there is a natural set of physically relevant gauge invariant variables. Here it is important to note that such a correspondence is further tied to the order of perturbation theory in which the gauge invariant variables are constructed.

In the relational formalism, the choice of gauge fixing is tied to a particular choice of clocks, see for instance also the early work in [29, 30] for a discussion on clocks in the context of general relativity and its quantization. As discussed earlier, these clocks can be chosen using geometrical or matter degrees of freedom. In this manuscript, we choose components of the perturbed metric as well as combinations of perturbed metric and matter degrees of freedom as the clocks. The linearized gauge fixing conditions δG^μ = 0 define a hypersurface and involve the perturbations in the clock variables, δT^μ. This allows us to express the linearized gauge fixing conditions in terms of the linearized perturbations of the clock variables. Thus, for various choices of gauge fixing conditions, we can identify corresponding clocks whose stability conditions are equivalent to the stability of the gauge fixing condition. Once a particular choice of clock variables is made, the relational formalism can be applied to explicitly construct Dirac observables associated with those clocks. These Dirac observables turn out to be the gauge invariant variables usually constructed from combinations of the metric and matter perturbations. And as discussed above, these gauge invariant variables are exactly the ones which are physically tied to the corresponding gauge fixing conditions. As an example, the gauge invariant variables such as the Bardeen potentials emerge naturally as the Dirac observables for the clocks corresponding to the longitudinal gauge fixing conditions.

We carry out this analysis for five commonly used gauge conditions in cosmological perturbation theory. The first three gauge conditions are the ones where the longitudinal part of spatial metric perturbations vanishes. These are the longitudinal or the Newtonian, the spatially flat and the uniform field gauges. The other two gauge conditions have vanishing perturbation in the shift vector. The gauges considered in this category are the synchronous and the comoving gauges. In each of these gauges, we apply the relational formalism in the extended phase space to identify consistent clocks and find the Dirac observables which are the gauge invariant variables naturally relevant for these particular gauges. It is to be noted that to achieve this task for various common gauges in cosmological perturbation theory, it is necessary to have an extended phase space formulation. Without it, one is severely restricted in the above objective and can not even understand for example the Bardeen potentials in the relational formalism. As noted earlier, in particular one faces this limitation if one works with Langlois’ formulation of canonical cosmological perturbation theory.

Our analysis using the relational formalism based on clocks not only provides an alternate path to understand various gauge fixing conditions and gauge invariant variables, it further comes with some advantages not available in the conventional approach. The first of which distinguishes it from the conventional procedure in the classical cosmological perturbation theory is its straightforward applicability to any higher order in perturbations. In the conventional framework, going beyond the linear order requires finding new gauge invariant quantities afresh at each order. Where as in relational formalism, once a choice of non-linear clocks is made, one can compute the gauge invariant quantities for any order. Thus, providing a systematic procedure to obtain gauge invariant quantities at linear and higher orders. The second important advantage is that this formalism can provide useful insights on how to extract predictions for the cosmological perturbations in the canonical quantization framework. Given this formalism the path to understand clocks and gauge invariant quantities in quantum cosmological spacetimes becomes much clearer. Further, the formalism can guide us on how to choose the right clocks relevant for extracting analogs of Bardeen potentials and Mukhanov-Sasaki variable in a quantum cosmological perturbation theory.

This manuscript is organized as follows. In section II we start with an overview of the canonical cosmological perturbation theory in the extended phase space. Here we present a brief introduction in the relational observable formalism for general relativity on the extended phase space. For details of this discussion, the reader is referred to our companion article [25]. We divide section II in two parts. The first part focuses on various details of the cosmological perturbation theory in the extended ADM-phase space, and the second part deals with the relational formalism and construction of observables in the extended ADM-phase space. In section III we apply the relational formalism to understand how to choose clocks corresponding to various gauge conditions in the cosmological perturbation theory. The formalism is then used to derive Dirac observables in each of the cases which yield the relevant gauge invariant quantities. We study the longitudinal, spatially flat, uniform field, synchronous and comoving gauges in detail and obtain geometric clocks and gauge invariant quantities for each of them. At the end of this section for part of the gauges we also discuss possible modifications of the gauge fixing conditions that arise naturally in the relational formalism. The results from various gauges are summarized in tables I and II. We conclude with a summary and discussion of open issues in section IV.

For the benefit of the reader, in the following we provide a list of our main notation and conventions that will be used throughout the article. We use the Einstein sum convention. The spacetime metric signature is chosen to be (−1, 1, 1, 1). We use the regular Poisson bracket convention, i.e. {q, p} = 1. And, the Legendre map is denoted by LM and the corresponding inverse Legendre map by LM^∗.

The following tables summarize various symbols used in the manuscript (see also table III in section III).

General notations Notation Meaning a, b, c, ... = 1, 2, 3 Spatial indices μ, ν, ρ, ... = 0, ..., 3 Spacetime or temporal-spatial indices ∂_af, f_{,a},^{∂f}_{∂xa} Partial derivatives D_af, f_{|a} Spatial covariant derivatives x^μ, y^μ, ... Spacetime coordinates x^j, y^j , ... Spatial coordinates

g_{μν} Spacetime metric q_{ab} Induced metric on Σ, spatial metric Γ^a_{bc} Spatial Christoffel symbols P^{ab} Conjugate momentum to q_{ab} N, N^a Lapse function and shift vector field Π, Π_a Momenta of lapse and shift, primary constraints λ, λ^a Lagrange multipliers associated to Ṅ,Ṅ^a R^{(3) d}_{abc} Spatial Riemann tensor [D_a, D_b]ω_c = R^{(3) d}_{abc} ω_d K_{ab} Extrinsic curvature Tr(T ) = q^{ab}T_{ab} Trace of the tensor T T^T_{ab} = T_{ab} −^1_3 q_{ab}Tr(T ) Traceless part of T T_{<ab>} = T_{(ab)} −^1_3 q_{ab}Tr(T ) Symmetric and traceless combination κ := 16πG, G: Newton’s constant {q_{ab}(x), P^{cd}(y)} := κδ^c_{(a}δ^d_{b)}δ(x, y) φ, π_φ Scalar field and its momentum

λ_φ Coupling constant of the scalar field action V (φ) Scalar field potential. Note we have a factor of^1_2 in the definition of our potential due to a global factor of^1_2 in our scalar field action.

Cosmological background quantities Notation Meaning

a Cosmological scale factor A = a^2 The squared scale factor H =^ȧ Hubble parameter

N̄ Background lapse, N̄ = √A: conformal time, N̄ = 1: proper time H̃ = LM(H) Hubble parameter in phase space P̃ = −^{2√AH̃}_{N̄} ∝ momentum of A, P̄ ab = P̃ δab ρ, p Energy-density and pressure φ̄, π̄_φ Background scalar field and its momentum

Cosmological perturbation theory Notation Meaning T^{(n)} ≡^1_{n!} δ^nT n’th perturbation of T ϕ, B, ψ, E, p_ψ , p_E Scalar perturbations S^a, F_b, p^c_F Transversal vector perturbations h^{T T}_{ab} , p^{cd}_{hT T} Transversal traceless tensor perturbations δN, δN^a Lapse and shift perturbations δN = N̄ϕ, δN^a = B^{,a} + S^a δq_{ab} Spatial metric perturbation δq_{ab} = 2A(ψδ_{ab} + E_{,<ab>} + F_{(a,b)} +^1_2 h^{T T}_{ab} ) δP^{ab} Spatial momentum perturbation δP^{ab} = 2P̃ (p_ψδ^{ab} + p^{,<ab>}_E + p^{(a,b)}_F +^1_2 p^{ab}_{hT T} ) δφ, δπ_φ Scalar field perturbation and momentum thereof E, P Matter part of energy/pressure perturbations Φ, Ψ Bardeen potentials

Υ Gauge invariant perturbation related to the momentum of Ψ v Mukhanov-Sasaki variable ν^a Gauge invariant vector perturbation

Observables in canonical general relativity Notation Meaning

T^μ Clock fields G^μ = τ^μ − T^μ Gauge fixing constraints

O_{f,T} [τ] Observable of f A^μ_ν (x, y) := {T^μ(x), C_ν (y)}, matrix for weak abelianization

B := A^{−1} C̃_μ weakly abelianized constraints for reduced ADM

(Π̃_μ, C̃_ν ) weakly abelianized constraints for full ADM-phase space {·, ·}^∗ Dirac bracket with respect to constraint set (G^μ, C̃_ν )

II. REVIEW OF CANONICAL COSMOLOGICAL PERTURBATION THEORY IN EXTENDED PHASE SPACE IN THE RELATIONAL FORMALISM

The goal of this section is to provide an overview of cosmological perturbation theory in the canonical setting in the extended phase space. While canonical cosmological perturbation theory goes back to the work of Langlois [20], its generalization to the extended phase space has been recently introduced in the companion article [25], to which the reader is referred to for various details. A short review is presented in this section which is divided into two parts. The first one includes a discussion of canonical cosmological perturbation theory in extended phase space, whereas the second part focuses on the relational formalism and how it can be used to formulate cosmological perturbation theory in terms of so called Dirac observables.

A. Canonical cosmological perturbations in extended ADM phase space

In cosmology literature, cosmological perturbation theory is often discussed in the Lagrangian framework. In this case one chooses a given background solution such as for instance spatially flat FLRW spacetime and considers perturbations of all ten metric components including particularly the g_{00} and the g_{0a} components that are parametrized by the lapse function and the shift vector in the canonical framework. If in addition, we have matter degrees of freedom as for instance a scalar field, one considers perturbations of these degrees of freedom in a similar manner. At the level of linearized perturbation theory one chooses a certain subset among the perturbed metric and matter variables and adds to them specific combinations of the remaining metric and matter degrees of freedom such that the final resulting quantities are invariant under linearized diffeomorphisms. By this we mean that the quantities constructed as above are invariant under diffeomorphisms up to corrections that are second order and higher. At linear order, prominent examples of such gauge invariant quantities are the Bardeen potentials and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable. Given these gauge invariant quantities, that will also be called observables in the following, one can derive their corresponding equations of motion and hence obtain the linearized Einstein equations expressed exclusively in terms of gauge invariant objects.

If we want to carry the framework over to the Hamiltonian formalism, the first observation we make is that for the usual ADM phase space, only the spatial metric components and their momenta are treated as elementary phase space variables whereas the lapse and shift degrees of freedom take the role of Langrage multipliers and are therefore phase space independent quantities. The reason that such a different treatment of the two sets of variables is possible is that one obtains the reduced ADM phase space by working on the constraint hypersurface that is obtained from the primary constraints. This reduces the 10 metric degrees of freedom by four to six independent degrees of freedom that are encoded in the six components of the spatial ADM metric q_{ab}, whereas the lapse function and the shift vector become arbitrary Lagrange multipliers. However, as discussed in detail in [25] if our goal is to find the canonical counter-parts of for instance the Bardeen potentials then it is necessary to treat all of the metric variables on an equal footing also in the Hamiltonian framework of general relativity. Therefore, in [25] as well as in this article, we consider the full or the so called extended ADM phase space for which the primary constraints have not yet been reduced. As a consequence, the lapse and shift take the role of elementary phase space variables likewise to the spatial metric components in the extended phase space.

In the next subsection we will summarize the results of linearized canonical cosmological perturbation theory in extended ADM-phase space, that has been analyzed in the review [25] to which we refer for more details. Afterwards we will briefly introduce the relational formalism and the way conventional cosmological perturbation theory can be embedded into it. For the latter step we will build on the seminal work of Pons, Salisbury, Sundermeyer, and others [21–24].

1. Canonical cosmological perturbation theory in extended ADM-phase space

Throughout this article we consider linear perturbations around k = 0 FLRW cosmological spacetimes. Hence, we will start our presentation with summarizing the necessary equations for the background solutions in the canonical framework. This will also serve to fix the notation for the background quantities. Again the derivation of these results as well as a more elaborate discussion on this topic can be found in [25].

1.a Background FLRW cosmologies

For the spatially flat FLRW spacetime, the line element is given by:

ds^2 = g_{μν} dx^μdx^ν = −N̄^2(t)dt^2 + a^2(t)δ_{ab}dx^adx^b . (2.1)

In our notation greek indices are spacetime indices and run from 0 to 4, while latin indices label the spatial coordinates and run from 1 to 3 only. In the following we will denote background quantities with a bar on the top. The background metric components can be written as:

q̄_{ab} = A(t)δ_{ab} N̄ = N̄(t) N̄^a = 0, (2.2)

where we chose A := a^2 as our elementary configuration variable. This choice is convenient to write various formulae in canonical perturbation theory in a simpler form. We denote the corresponding momenta of above quantities by P^{ab}, Π and Π_a respectively. Note, that in order to keep a certain freedom for the time parametrization of the background solutions we do not completely specify the lapse function (N̄) of the background here. In case one chooses N̄ = 1, the background evolution will be measured in cosmic time, while for the choice N̄ = √ A = a, the line element is parameterized by conformal time. Performing a Legendre transformation we realize that it is singular which is reflected in the fact that the momenta associated with lapse and shift vanish, as can be seen below:

P^{ab} =: P̃ δ^{ab} = −

A^32 N̄ Ȧ A δ^{ab}, Π = 0, Π_a = 0 . (2.3)

Using P̃ we can introduce H̃ the analogue of the Hubble parameter on phase space, that is, H̃ := − N̄P̃ 2 √ A . (2.4)

The definition of H̃ follows from the requirement that H̃ when pulled back to the tangent bundle should agree with conventional Hubble parameter which in the Lagrangian picture is the relative velocity of the scale factor H =^ȧ . Thus we require LM^∗H̃ = H. Using ȧ a =^1_2^Ȧ and the equation of motion for A in (2.7) we get exactly the expression in (2.4). We denote the canonically conjugate momentum of A as P_A which is related to P̃ by P_A(t) = 3P̃ (t), where the factor of 3 is due to the trace of δ^{ab} being equal to 3.

The momenta of lapse and shift, Π = 0 and Π_a = 0, are primary constraints and are assumed to be satisfied for the background solution. A stability analysis of the primary constraints yields for flat FLRW cosmologies the following secondary constraints:

C̄ = −3 2 √ AP̃^2 + κA^{3/2}ρ = 0, and, C̄_a = 0 . (2.5)

Here C̄ is the background Hamiltonian constraint and C̄_a the background spatial diffeomorphism constraints. That the latter trivially vanish for FLRW spacetimes is expected because it is linear in the spatial derivatives of momenta and configuration variables, and these derivatives need to vanish in order to be consistent with the homogeneity and isotropy symmetries assumed for FLRW solutions. Thus, the symmetry reduced ADM Hamiltonian for flat FLRW cosmologies reads: H = ∫ d^3x (¯ NC̄ + N̄^aC̄_a + λ̄Π + λ̄^aΠ_a ) = ∫ d^3xN̄C̄ . (2.6)

Here in the last step we used the fact that for the background solution the primary constraints are satisfied and that the shift vector identically vanishes.

The Hamiltonian equations of motion can then be derived by computing the Poisson bracket of the canonically conjugate phase space variables A and 3P̃ . An alternative but equivalent way to obtain these equations of motion is to specialize the full relativistic equations of motions for q_{ab} and P^{ab} to the case of flat FLRW cosmologies. In both cases we end up with the following equations for Ȧ and ˙P̃ : Ȧ = −N̄ √ AP̃ , ˙P̃ = N̄ ( 1 4 P̃ 2 √ A + κ 2 √ Ap ) . (2.7)

Using H̃ these equations can be written as: Ȧ = 2H̃A, ˙P̃ = −1 2 H̃P̃ + κ 2 N̄ √ Ap . (2.8)

As the matter content we introduce a minimally coupled Klein-Gordon scalar field with an arbitrary potential V (φ̄) whose phase space variables we denote by φ̄ and π̄_φ. In order that these variables comply with the symmetries of FLRW spacetime, both φ̄ and π̄_φ do only depend on the temporal coordinate. The corresponding contribution to the Hamiltonian constraint is given by:

C̄_φ = κ 2λ_φ ( λ^2_φπ̄^2_φ √ det(q̄)

+ V (φ) ) . (2.9)

Here the coupling constant λ_φ should not be confused with the Lagrange multiplier λ associated with the primary constraints. Also, det(q̄) = A^3 with q̄^{ab} =^1_A δ^{ab}. The total

Hamiltonian constraint becomes C̄^{tot} = C̄^{geo} + C̄_φ. The resulting Hamiltonian equations for the matter variables are: ˙φ̄ = N̄ λ^φ A^{3/2} π̄_φ, ˙π̄_φ = −N̄ A^{3/2} λ_φ 1 2 dV dφ (φ̄) . (2.10)

As usual for cosmological models we introduce the associated energy density and pressure for the matter content that has for the scalar field the following form: ρ = 1 2 ( λ_φ A^3 π̄^2_φ + 1 λ_φ V (φ̄) ) p = 1 2 ( λ_φ A^3 π̄^2_φ − 1 λ_φ V (φ̄) ) . (2.11)

Let us note here that in our notation the potential V (φ) is twice the usual value of the potential due to on overall factor of^1_2 that we chose for the scalar field action. For example, in the case of the usual quadratic inflationary potential, V (φ) above will be m^2φ^2 and not 1 2 m^2φ^2.

Given these we can rewrite the Hamiltonian equations of the scalar field as first order differential equations for ρ and p:

ρ̇ = −3H̃(ρ + p) ṗ = −3H̃(ρ + p) − N̄ A^{3/2} π̄_φ dV dφ (φ̄), (2.12)

where we have used the definition of ρ, p and the equations of motion for the background scalar field in (2.10).

1.b Perturbations around flat FLRW spacetimes in extended ADM phase space

Next, we want to consider perturbations around the spatially flat FLRW solution that was discussed in the last subsection. Since we work in extended phase space we will consider independent perturbations of all 10 metric degrees of freedom q_{ab}, N, N^a and their conjugate momenta P^{ab}, Π, Π_a. In addition to the gravitational sector, we also have to introduce the perturbations of the minimally coupled scalar field. We obtain: q_{ab} = q̄_{ab} + δq_{ab}, P^{ab} = P̄^{ab} + δP^{ab}, N = N̄ + δN, N^a = N̄^a + δN^a, φ = φ̄ + δφ, π_φ = π̄_φ + δπ_φ, Π = Π̄ + δΠ, Π_a = Π̄_a + δΠ_a. (2.13)

Considering the explicit form of the flat FLRW solution discussed above these phase space variables simplify to: q_{ab}(⃗x, t) = A(t)δ_{ab} + δq_{ab}(⃗x, t), P^{ab}(⃗x, t) = P̃ (t)δ^{ab} + δP^{ab}(⃗x, t), N(⃗x, t) = N̄(t) + δN(⃗x, t), Π(⃗x, t) = δΠ(⃗x, t), N^a(⃗x, t) = δN^a(⃗x, t), Π_a(⃗x, t) = δΠ_a(⃗x, t), φ(⃗x, t) = φ̄(t) + δφ(⃗x, t), π_φ(⃗x, t) = π̄_φ(t) + δπ_φ(⃗x, t). (2.14) The linearized Einstein equations for a generic background have been derived in our companion paper [25]. Moreover, these equations have been specialized to the case of the choice of a flat FLRW cosmological background spacetime. Therefore, we will only present the final results here and refer the reader to [25] for a more detailed presentation. The equations of motion for the perturbation of the spatial metric and its momentum are given by: δq̇_{ab} = 2H̃Aδ_{ab} δN N̄ − 2 H̃ ( δ^c_aδ^d_b − 1 2 δ_{ab}δ^{cd} ) δq_{cd} − 4H̃ A P̃ ( δ_{ac}δ_{bd} − 1 2 δ_{ab}δ_{cd} ) δP^{cd} + 2δN_{(a,b)}, (2.15) and δṖ^{ab} = 1 4 1 √ A P̃^2δ^{ab}δN + 1√ A ( ∂^a∂^b − δ^{ab}Δ ) δN − N̄ [ 1 A^{3/2} P̃^2 ( 5 4 δ^{ac}δ^{bd} − 3 8 δ^{ab}δ^{cd} ) δq_{cd} + 1 √ A ( δ^{ac}δ^{bd} − 1 2 δ^{ab}δ^{cd} ) δR^{(3)}_{cd} + 1 √ A P̃ ( δ^a_c δ^b_d − 1 2 δ^{ab}δ_{cd} ) δP^{cd} ] + P̃ ( δN^c_{,c}δ^{ab} − 2δN^{(a,b)} )

+ κ 2 N̄ √ A [ pδ^{ab} δN N̄ − ( pδ^{ac}δ^{bd} + 1 2 ρδ^{ab}δ^{cd} ) δq_{cd} A + Pδ^{ab} ] . (2.16)

Here we have introduced P and E as the perturbations of the energy-density and pressure restricted to those terms that contain perturbations of the scalar field and its momentum. These are given by:

P := λ_φ A^3 π̄_φδπ_φ − 1 2λ_φ dV dφ (φ̄)δφ, (2.17) and E := λ_φ A^3 π̄_φδπ_φ + 1 2λ_φ dV dφ (φ̄)δφ. (2.18)

Note, that these expressions only contain the perturbations of scalar field and its momentum, and the terms involving perturbations of the geometry are not included.

The perturbed secondary constraints turn out to be [25]: δC = − 1 4 P̃ 2 √ A δ^{ab}δq_{ab} − √ AP̃ δ_{ab}δP^{ab} − 1 √ A ( ∂^a∂^b − δ^{ab}Δ ) δq_{ab} + κ ( − √ A 2 pδ^{ab}δq_{ab} + E ) , (2.19) and δC_a = −2Aδ_{ab}δP^{bc}_{,c} − 2P̃ ( δ^b_a∂^c − 1 2 δ^{bc}∂_a ) δq_{bc} + κπ̄_φδφ_{,a}. (2.20) It is to be mentioned that the above equations agree with the work of Langlois in [20] (see equations (19) and (20) in [20]). For a comparison, the following differences in notation must be considered: κ = 2κ_{Langlois},^1_2 V = V_{Langlois}, φ is denoted as ϕ, A = e^{2α}, q̄_{ab}, P̄^{ab} are denoted by γ_{ij} and π^{ij} respectively, π_α = 6AP̃ and the respective Poisson bracket of γ_{ij} with π^{ij} does not involve κ. The equations of motion for lapse and shift and their momenta turn out to be: δṄ = δλ, δΠ̇ = −δC, δṄ^a = δλ^a, δΠ̇_a = −δC_a. (2.21)

These differential equations for lapse and shift involve the perturbations of the Lagrange multipliers λ and λ^a associated with the primary constraints. Expressing these in terms of background quantities and perturbations we obtain: λ = λ̄ + δλ = ˙N̄ + δλ, λ^a = λ̄^a + δλ^a = δλ^a . (2.22)

Finally, the equations of motion for the perturbation of scalar field and its momentum are of the form: δφ̇ = δN λ_φ A^{3/2} π̄_φ + N̄ λ_φ A^{3/2} ( δπ_φ − 1 2A π̄_φδ^{ab}δq_{ab} ) , δπ̇_φ = −δN A^{3/2} λ_φ 1 2 dV dφ (φ̄) + N̄ A^{3/2} λ_φ ( 1 A Δδφ − 1 4A dV dφ (φ̄)δ^{ab}δq_{ab} − 1 2 d^2V dφ^2 (φ̄)δφ )

+ π̄_φδN^a_{,a}. (2.23)

This concludes our discussion on the equations of motion at the level of linear cosmological perturbation theory.

1.c Scalar-vector-tensor decomposition of the perturbations

One of the main advantages of a decomposition of a generic tensor into scalar, vector and tensor parts is that in linear cosmological perturbation theory the corresponding equations of motion completely decouple and thus can be analyzed independently. As a consequence, the task of finding solutions for the linearized Einstein equations presented in the next section simplifies. Again a detailed introduction of how such projectors onto the scalar, vector and tensor components can be defined can be found in our companion paper [25]. In this work we will just list the results that are needed for our analysis.

We want to define projectors for k=0 FLRW spacetimes that decompose a given symmetric tensor of rank 2 into its scalar, vector and tensor part. For this purpose we define the following differential operators:

D^a = 1 A ∂^a, Δ = 1 A Δ, (M^{−1})^a_b = AΔ^{−1} ( δ^a_b − 1 4 Δ^{−1}∂_a∂^b ) , (2.24)

where Δ^{−1} stands again for the Green’s function of the Poisson equation, with the associated integral kernel of Δ^{−1} denoted by G(x, y), that is:

Δ^{−1}f(x) = ∫ Σ̄ d^3y G(x, y)f(y). (2.25)

These operators allow us to define a Helmholtz decomposition of a vector into its longitudinal (scalar) and transversal parts:

(P̂_S V ) = AΔ^{−1}∂_aV^a, (P̂_⊥V )^a = V^a − ∂^a(P̂_S V ). (2.26)

Further, if we introduce a projector that projects a second rank tensor onto its trace given by (P̂_{Tr}T ) = 1 3A δ^{ab}T_{ab}, (2.27)

we can formulate the following projectors:

(P̂_LT )_a := ( M^{−1} )_b a [ ∂^cT_{bc} − 1 3 ∂_b(P̂_{Tr}T ) ] , (P̂_{TT}T )_{ab} = T_{ab} − (P̂_{T r}T )q_{ab} − 2∂_{<a}(P̂_LT )_{b>},

(P̂_{LS} T ) = 3 4 Δ^{−2}∂^{<a}∂^{b>}T_{ab}, (P̂_{LT} T )_a = Δ^{−1} ( δ^b_a∂^c −^1_3 ∂_aδ^{bc} ) T_{bc} − 4 3 ∂_a(P̂_{LS} T ), (2.28)

where L, T T, LS, LT are abbreviations for longitudinal, transverse-traceless, longitudinalscalar and longitudinal-traceless respectively. Here T_{<ab>} = T_{ab} −^1_3 δ_{ab}δ^{cd}T_{cd}. Given these projectors we can decompose the metric as well as the matter perturbations shown in (2.14) into their scalar, vector and tensor parts. Unfortunately, no uniform notation exists in the literature for the decomposed quantities, but we will keep our notation close to that of [31] and explicitly mention when we use for instance different sign conventions. We define,

ϕ := δN N̄ , B := 1 A (P̂_S δ ⃗N ), S^a := (P̂_⊥δ ⃗N )^a,

ψ := 1 2 (P̂_{Tr}δq), E := 1 A (P̂_{LS} δq), F_a := 1 A (P̂_{LT} δq), h^{T T}_{ab} := 1 A (P̂_{T T} δq)_{ab} . (2.29)

Let us note that in [31], ψ is defined with a different sign, and in [15] a different sign for ϕ is used. E is often defined such that ΔE = 0 or with a trace part [15]. For the latter, one uses E_{,ab} instead of E_{,<ab>} in δq_{ab}. The choice of different signatures and defining shift vector with a different sign, such as in [28], further complicates consistency in notation.

Above perturbed quantities, up to the background factors, are precisely the ones obtained by the scalar-vector-tensor decomposition of the spatial metric perturbation δq_{ab} and the Helmholtz decomposition of the shift vector field perturbation δ ⃗N . We can thus write the perturbed quantities in terms of 4 scalars, 2 transversal vector fields and 1 traceless-transversal tensor field: δN = N̄ϕ, (2.30) δN^a = B^{,a} + S^a, and δq_{ab} = 2A ( ψδ_{ab} + E_{,<ab>} + F_{(a,b)} +^1_2 h^{T T}_{ab} ) . (2.31)

As we are working on phase space we have to perform a similar decomposition also for the perturbed conjugate momenta. Analogously to the choice of variables for δq_{ab} we define:

p_ψ := 1 2 1 AP̃ (P̂_{Tr}δP ), p_E := 1 A^2P̃

(P̂_{LS} δP ), p^a_F := 1 AP̃ (P̂_{LT} δP )^a, p^{ab}_{hT T} := 1 P̃ ( P̂_{T T} δP )^{ab} . (2.32)

Thus, we can write δP^{ab} in terms of different projected components: δP^{ab} = 2P̃ ( p_ψδ^{ab} + p^{,<ab>}_E + p^{(a,b)}_F +^1_2 p^{ab}_{hT T} ) . (2.33)

For the temporal-temporal and temporal-spatial part of the perturbed metric we introduce the following decomposition of the associated momenta:

p_ϕ := 1 N δΠ, p_B := 1 A (P̂_S δ⃗Π) =: δΠ̂, p_Sa = (P̂_⊥δ⃗Π)^a =: δΠ^a_⊥ (2.34)

where as before δΠ, δ⃗Π denote the conjugate momenta of the perturbed lapse function δN and the perturbed shift vector δ ⃗N respectively.

1.d Equations of motions for the scalar, vector and tensor perturbations

To find the equations of motion of the scalar, vector and tensor perturbations we can use the Hamiltonian equations for δq_{ab}, δN^a, δN as well as for their conjugate momenta in (2.15), (2.16) and (2.21). For this exercise, we note that if the projectors depend explicitly on time then we need to also consider the time derivatives of the projectors.

Using ψ =^1_{6A} δ^{ab}δq_{ab} and E =^1_A (P̂_{LS} δq), along with (2.15), we obtain:

ψ̇ = 2H̃ ( p_ψ − 1 2 ψ ) + H̃ϕ + 1 3 ΔB, Ė = −4H̃(E + p_E ) + B. (2.35)

Let us note that the decomposition of perturbations allows us to write the perturbation in the spatial curvature as:

δR^{(3)}_{ab} = − 4 3 Δ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) δ_{ab} − ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) ,<ab> − 1 2 Δh^{T T}_{ab} . (2.36)

It is also useful to introduce the spatial energy momentum perturbation: δT̃ := 1 A^{3/2} (P − 3(ρ + p)ψ) . (2.37)

Using the above equation together with (2.36) and (2.16), it is straightforward to obtain the equations of motion for p_ψ and p_E:

ṗ_ψ = 1 6 N̄ 2 AH̃ Δ ( ϕ + ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) + ( − 1 2 H̃ + κ 4 N̄ 2 H̃ p ) ( p_ψ − 1 2 ψ ) − κ 8 N̄ 2 H̃ δ T̃ − 1 2 ( 1 2 H̃ + κ 4 N̄ 2 H̃ p ) ϕ + 1 6 ΔB, ṗ_E = − 1 4 N̄ 2 AH̃ ( ϕ + ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) + ( 5 2 H̃ + κ 4 N̄ 2 H̃ p ) (E + p_E ) − B . (2.38)

The equations of motion for the vector and tensor perturbations can be derived analogously by applying the corresponding projectors onto δq_{ab} and δP^{ab}. For the vector perturbations, these turn out to be: d dt [ δ^{ab}F_b p^a_F ] = [ −4H̃ −4H̃ 𝟋 𝟋 ] [ δ^{ab}F_b p^a_F ] + [ S^a −S^a ] . (2.39)

And, for the tensor perturbations, we obtain: d dt [ δ^{ac}δ^{bd}h^{T T}_{cd} p^{ab}_{hT T} ] = [ −4H̃ −4H̃ 𝟋 + ϖΔ 𝟋 ] [ δ^{ac}δ^{bd}h^{T T}_{cd} p^{ab}_{hT T} ] . (2.40)

Here, we have introduced

𝟋 := 5H̃ 2 + κ 4 N̄ 2p H̃ and ϖ := −

N̄ 2 4AH̃ . (2.41)

Next, we want to discuss the equations of motion of the decomposed quantities that are associated with the perturbed lapse and shift as well as their conjugate momenta. The dynamics of the lapse and shift perturbations are related to yet undetermined functions which are the perturbations of the Lagrange-multipliers λ = λ̄ + δλ, λ^a = λ̄^a + δλ^a. Using the decomposition of perturbation in Lagrange multiplier δλ^a in terms of scalar and transversal parts: δλ^a = δλ̂_{,a} + δλ^a_⊥, we obtain, ϕ̇ = − ˙N̄ N̄ ϕ + δλ N̄ , Ḃ = δλ̂, Ṡ^a = δλ^a_⊥. (2.42)

Using the projected quantities, and (2.19) and (2.20), the linearized secondary constraints become: δC = − 3 2 √ AP̃^2(ψ + 4 p_ψ) + 4 √ AΔ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) + κA^{3/2} (−3 p ψ + E) δC_a = −4AP̃ ( p_ψ − 1 2 ψ + 2 3 Δ(E + p_E) ) ,a − 2AP̃ Δ(F_a + p^b_F δ_{ab}) + κπ̄_φδφ_{,a}. (2.43)

These perturbations of the secondary constraints stabilize the perturbations of the primary constraints δΠ, δΠ_a:

δΠ̇ = −δC, δΠ̇_a = −δC_a. (2.44)

Let us note that the form of the perturbed Hamiltonian constraint δC agrees with one in for example [15] (equation (19)), where all perturbed quantities were constructed with dust clocks. However, there are differences in notation. There the authors use N̄ = √ A, ϕ = 0, Ξ denotes the scalar field, and ψ corresponds to ψ +^1_3 ΔE. Note that due to dust clocks, the perturbed quantities have a different interpretation because one starts from a different model, that is gravity with a minimally coupled scalar field plus the coupled Brown-Kuchař dust.

For the reason that the perturbed spatial diffeomorphism constraint is a covector it can be decomposed into a scalar part δĈ and a transversal part δC^⊥_a yielding: δĈ = −4AP̃ ( p_ψ − 1 2 ψ + 2 3 Δ(E + p_E) ) + κπ̄_φδφ, δC^⊥_a = 2AP̃ (F_a + p^b_F δ_{ab}). (2.45)

Finally, let us discuss the Hamiltonian equations of the scalar matter field perturbations. Because δφ is already a scalar and δπ_φ is a scalar density no further decomposition of these quantities has to be performed. However, since also geometrical degrees of freedom are involved in the matter equations of motion, of course these equations need also to be rewritten in terms of the decomposed quantities. We get, δφ̇ = N̄ λ_φ A^{3/2} π̄_φ ( ϕ − 3ψ + δπ_φ π̄_φ ) , δπ̇_φ = N̄ A^{3/2} λ_φ [ − 1 2 dV dφ (φ̄)(ϕ + 3ψ) + 1 A Δδφ − 1 2 d^2V dφ^2 (φ̄)δφ ] . (2.46)

After having presented all necessary equations of motion that will be relevant for our analysis later, in the next session we give a brief introduction to the relational formalism and how it can be used to construct gauge invariant quantities in general relativity.

B. Relational formalism and Dirac observable in extended ADM-phase space

In the last subsection we discussed the way linear cosmological perturbation theory can be formulated in terms of appropriate variables in extended ADM phase space such that we can analyze the scalar, vector and tensor sector independently because their corresponding equations of motion fully decouple. However, all of the scalar and vector variables introduced above share the common feature that they are not invariant under gauge transformation, that means invariance under arbitrary coordinate transformations also called diffeomorphisms or also called gauge transformations in the context of general relativity. As we analyze linear cosmological perturbation theory this invariance is required order by order and thus in our case we want to construct quantities that are invariant under linearized gauge transformations. We denote the resulting gauge invariant quantity as the gauge invariant extension of the corresponding perturbed quantity. Note that the tensor projections are already invariant under these transformations up to linear order.

In the Lagrangian framework the strategy one adopts is as follows. For the scalar as well as the vector projections one chooses a certain subset of the variables and considers the way members of these subsets transform under linearized gauge transformations. Then one adds to these chosen variables specific combinations of the remaining variables such that the final sum of the original chosen variables together with these specific combinations lead to a quantity that is invariant under linearized gauge transformations.

Now we aim at doing the same construction in the Hamiltonian picture. A crucial concept that enters the above construction is that one considers two sets of variables both not invariant under gauge transformations. Then one combines them in an appropriate way so as to obtain a quantity that is invariant under (linearized) gauge transformations. This construction can be naturally embedded into the so called relational formalism where gauge invariant extension of a given variable of the first of those sets is defined with respect to so called reference fields, that play the role of the second set of variables mentioned above. In order to explain how this embedding can be actually performed in the first instance we will briefly summarize how (linearized) diffeomorphisms can be implemented on the extended ADM-phase space following the seminal work of Pons, Salisbury and Sundermeyer et al [21–24]. Afterwards, we will discuss how this can be used to define a so called observable map that maps each phase space variable to its gauge invariant extension once a set of reference fields which are often also called clock fields has been chosen. A more detailed introduction to these topics can be found in [25] and references therein. Here we are particularly interested in understanding how a given choice of clock fields is related to a certain choice of a gauge fixing condition at the Lagrangian level. Formulated in a different way we want to address the following question: What are the appropriate clock or reference fields that we must choose in order to obtain in the Hamiltonian framework gauge invariant extensions that correspond for example to the Bardeen potentials and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable?

2.a Diffeomorphisms on extended ADM-phase space

Before discussing how diffeomorphism are implemented on the extended ADM-phase space, let us briefly recall how this can be done on the reduced ADM-phase space where the primary constraints Π ≈ 0 and Π_a ≈ 0 have already been imposed. In this case the dynamical degrees of freedom in the gravitational sector are just given by the ADM metric and its conjugate momenta (q_{ab}, P^{ab}). Under diffeomorphism q_{ab}, P^{ab} will transform accordingly and in the Hamiltonian formulation these transformations can be formulated by means of the spatial diffeomorphism constraint C_a and the Hamiltonian constraint C respectively. The first one C_a generates spatial diffeomorphisms within the spatial hypersurfaces one obtains from the standard ADM 3+1 decomposition of the four dimensional spacetime. The second one generates diffeomorphism orthogonal to these hypersurfaces. Note that for both generators this is only true on-shell, that is when the equations of motion as well as the constraints are satisfied. In order to introduce a notation for the action of these generators on the reduced ADM phase space, let us define the smeared versions of the constraints given by:

C[b] := ∫ d^3xC(x)b(x) and C_a[b^a] := ∫ d^3xC_a(x)b^a(x), (2.47)

where we call b and b^a smearing or test functions respectively. Then the action of the generators on a generic phase space function f can then be written as: δ_{⃗b}f := {f, C_a[b^a]} and δ_bf := {f, C[b]} (2.48) If we restrict to the gravitational sector for the moment, then all functions f on the reduced ADM-phase space can be understood as functions of the elementary variables q_{ab}, P^{ab}. Consequently if we know the action of the generators C[b] and C_a[b^a] on them, we can easily compute their action on a generic f. One obtains on-shell for the spatial diffeomorphisms:

δ_{⃗b}q_{ab} = κ(L_{⃗b}q)_{ab} and δ_{⃗b}P^{ab} = κ(L_{⃗b}P )^{ab} (2.49) and δ_bq_{ab} = κ(L_{⃗b}q)_{ab} and δ_bP^{ab} = κ(L_{⃗b}P )^{ab}, (2.50)

which is exactly the expected transformation behavior. In the case of the orthogonal diffeomorphisms generated by C[b] the discussion is slightly more complicated, see for instance [32] for a pedagogical presentation. If we consider that in the ADM 3+1 split the spacetime metric g_{μν} can be expressed as g_{μν} = q_{μν} −n_μn_ν where n_μ is the co-normal vector of a spatial hypersurface and choose a frame in which n_t = −b and n_a = 0, corresponding to a normal vector n^μ of the form n^t =^1_b , n^a = −b^a/b, then on-shell the action of C[b] onto the ADM metric q_{μν} can be expressed as

δ_bq_{μν} = κ(L_{bn}q)_{μν} , (2.51) where we used that in this frame q_{tt} = 0 and q_{at} = 0. A similar but slightly longer calculation shown for instance in [32] shows that also for the ADM momenta P^{ab} one gets on-shell the expected transformation behavior under orthogonal diffeomorphisms, that can be expressed as:

δ_bP^{μν} = κ(L_{bn}P )^{μν} . (2.52)

Note, that for the momenta on-shell involves also the constraints and hence this identity holds only on the constraint hypersurface of the Hamiltonian constraint.

As it will be convenient for our later calculation we consider the combination of the spatial and orthogonal diffeomorphisms and define the following generator: G_{b,⃗b} = 1 κ (C[b] + C_a[b^a]) , (2.53)

Note, that if we add matter as for instance a scalar field that we will need later, we can still work with the generator G_{b,⃗b} in which then C and C_a denote the total spatial and Hamiltonian constraint. The total constraints consist of the sum of the geometric and matter contributions, that is C = C^{geo} + C^{matter} and similarly for C_a = C^{geo}_a + C^{matter}_a . At first we will restrict our discussion to the gravitational sector only and consider a generalization later when needed.

This finishes our discussion on the reduced ADM-phase space. Now, if we aim at going over the extended ADM-phase space, then we realize that since the generator G_{b,⃗b} is a linear combination of C and C_a only, it trivially commutes with lapse and shift and their conjugate momenta. As a result, it certainly does not generate diffeomorphisms for the lapse and shift degrees of freedom. Consequently, if we instead work on the extended ADM-phase space where the primary constraints have not yet been reduced and thus we can treat (N, Π) and (N^a, Π_a) as full phase space variables, we need a modified generator, that we denote by G^′_{b,⃗b}, that also generates diffeomorphisms for these set of variables. Such a generator has been derived by Garcia, Pons, Salisbury, and Shepley in Refs. [21, 22], to which we refer the reader for more details. A brief summary of the relevant details for the following discussion can be found in our companion paper [25]. Here we will just list the results needed for the present analysis.

In the extended phase space, the modified generator G^′_{b,⃗b} takes the following form: G^′_{b,⃗b} = 1 κ ( C[b] + C_a[b^a] + Π[ḃ + b^aN_{,a} − N^ab_{,a}] + Π_a[ḃ^a + q^{ab}(bN_{,b} − Nb_{,b}) − N^ab^b_{,a} + b^aN^b_{,a}] ) . (2.54) Naively, one could expect that the generator G_{b,⃗b} needs to be extended by terms involving the primary constraints because these have a non-trivial action on lapse and shift variables. However, the particular form of the phase space dependent smearing functions for the primary constraints comes from the requirement that one wants to match the implementation of the diffeomorphisms on the extended ADM-phase space with the one in Lagrangian framework, see [22]. Note, that the fact that these extra terms in G^′_{b,⃗b} are proportional to the primary constraints Π_μ with μ = 0, · · · , 3 and Π_0 := Π, has the effect that on fields other than lapse and shift the action of G^′_{b,⃗b} reduces to the gauge transformation generated by G_{b,⃗b} in (2.53).

The transformation of phase space variables under the modified generator G^′_{b,⃗b} can be computed in a straightforward way. The configuration variables in the gravitational sector transform according to [25]: δ_G′_{b,⃗b} N = b_{,t} − N^ab_{,a} + b^aN_{,a} , δ_G′_{b,⃗b} N^a = q^{ab}(bN_{,b} − Nb_{,b}) + b^a_{,t} + b^bN^a_{,b} − N^bb^a_{,b} , δ_G′_{b,⃗b} q_{ab} = q̇_{ab}|_{N=b,N} a_{=b}a , (2.55) where we have introduced the following notation δ_G′_{b,⃗b} f := {f, G^′_{b,⃗b}} . (2.56) Similarly, for the corresponding conjugate momenta we obtain:

δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π = (Π_aq^{ab}b)_{,b} + Π_aq^{ab}b_{,b} + (Πb^a)_{,a} ,

δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π_a = Πb_{,a} + (Π_ab^b)_{,b} + Π_bb^b_{,a} , δ_G′_{b,⃗b} P^{ab} = Ṗ^{ab} | | N=b,N^a=b^a + q^{c(a}q^{b)d}Π_c(bN_{,d} − Nb_{,d}). (2.57)

As can be seen from the above equation the primary constraint hypersurface Π ≈ 0, Π_a ≈ 0 is left invariant under the action of G^′_{b,⃗b}. This is a necessary requirement for the generator as otherwise G^′_{b,⃗b} would map out of the physical sector. Considering the action on the momenta P^{ab}, we realize that δ_G′_{b,⃗b} P^{ab} contains an additional term proportional to Π_a. However, on the physical sector, where all constraints are satisfied, this term clearly vanishes.

Given that we have a generator of diffeomorphisms on the extended ADM-phase space available, we can use it to analyze how the relevant variables for cosmological perturbations theory transform under linearized diffeomorphisms. As far as the background is considered we assume that we choose fixed coordinates. For linear perturbations we restrict to the case of infinitesimal diffeomorphisms. This means that the change of the tensor fields caused by diffeomorphisms is of the order of the perturbations ϵ. The gauge descriptors b and ⃗b will also be of the same order ϵ. Now considering a generic tensor field Q on the extended ADM-phase space, we obtain the following transformation behavior under linearized diffeomorphisms generated by G^′_{b,⃗b}: Q^′ = Q + {Q, G^′_{b,⃗b}} = Q̄ + δQ + {Q, G^′_{b,⃗b}} + O(ϵ^2). (2.58) Here the bar on the Poisson bracket denotes that it is computed on the background spacetime. To make contact to our former notation introduced above, we define δ_G′ Q := Q − Q̄ as the perturbation of the variable Q. Then we obtain, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Q = {Q, G^′_{b,⃗b}} + O(ϵ^2) . (2.59) Note that the above transformation does not affect the background geometry since it does not contain any terms of the order ϵ^0. That is, Q̄ is unaffected by the above diffeomorphism. In order to find the change in the linear perturbation δQ^{(1)}, we consider only those terms which are of ϵ order in the above equation. However, it is to be noted that in general the action of diffeomorphism generator results in terms of order ϵ^2 and higher. Thus, the change in first order perturbations can be written as, (δ_G′_{b,⃗b} δQ)^{(1)} = {Q, G^′_{b,⃗b}} . (2.60)

In the following we drop the superscript above the parenthesis for brevity. Since we need the transformation behavior of the earlier introduced projected quantities it is convenient to decompose ⃗b into its scalar and transversal part: ⃗b = b̂^{,a} + b^a_⊥. Looking at the results in equations (2.55) and (2.57) we can rewrite these taking the decomposition of the spatial descriptor b^a into account. This leads to the following form of the transformations: δ_G′_{b,⃗b} N = b_{,t}, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} N^a = − N̄ A b^{,a} + b̂^{,a}_{,t} + b^a_{⊥,t}, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} q_{ab} = 2A [( H̃ N̄ b + 1 3 Δb̂ ) δ_{ab} + b̂_{,<ab>} + b^c_{⊥,(a}δ_{b)c} ] , δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π = Π̄Δb̂ = 0, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π_a = Π̄b_{,a} = 0, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} P^{ab} = 2P̃ [(( − 1 4 H̃ N̄ − κ 8 N̄ H̃ p ) b + 1 6 Δ (¯ N AH̃ b + b̂ )) δ^{ab} − (¯ N 4AH̃ b + b̂ )_{,<ab>} − b^{(a,b)}_⊥ ] . (2.61)

Now, we consider as our matter content a minimally coupled scalar field, already mentioned earlier for the spatially flat FLRW background solution. Adapting the form of the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraint accordingly as discussed above, we further obtain the following transformation behavior of the matter degrees of freedom under linearized diffeomorphisms: δ_G′_{b,⃗b} φ = λ_φ A^{3/2} π̄_φb, δ_G′_{b,⃗b} π_φ = π̄_φΔb̂ − 1 2 A^{3/2} λ_φ dV dφ (φ̄) b. (2.62)

As the final step we use the results in (2.61) and (2.62) to derive the way projected quantities transform under linearized diffeomorphisms. For this purpose we take advantage of the fact that all of the projectors introduced in (2.24) only depend on the background quantities and therefore can be pulled out of the Poisson bracket defined on the linearized extended ADM-phase space. This means that we have for a generic phase space variable Q, the following relation: P̂ δ_{G′b,⃗b} Q = δ_{G′b,⃗b}P̂ Q . (2.63) Using the above equation and the action of scalar, vector and tensor projectors on (2.61) we find that the scalar configuration variables transform as follows: ϕ → ϕ + 1 N̄ b^{,t}, B → B − N̄ A b + b̂_{,t}, ψ → ψ + H̃ N̄ b + 1 3 Δb̂, E → E + b̂ . (2.64)

Their conjugate momenta have the following transformation behavior under linearized diffeomorphisms: p_ϕ → p_ϕ, p_B → p_B , p_ψ → p_ψ − ( 1 4 H̃ N̄ + κ 8 N̄ H̃ p ) b + 1 6 Δ (¯ N AH̃ b + b̂ ) , p_E → p_E − N̄ 4AH̃ b − b̂, (2.65) where we used in the first line the result in (2.61), namely that δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π = 0 and δ_G′_{b,⃗b} Π^a = 0 because the primary constraints are satisfied for the background solution.

Further, the vector variables transform under linearized diffeomorphisms in the following way: S^a → S^a + b^a_{⊥,t}, p_Sa → p_Sa , F_a → F_a + b_{⊥a}, p^a_F → p^a_F − b^a_⊥ . (2.66)

The tensor sector encoded in h^{T T}_{ab} and p^{ab}_{T T} consists of already gauge invariant variables and hence no further analysis is needed here. In the Lagrangian framework usually an infinitesimal diffeomorphism is parametrized as x^μ → x^μ + ϵ^μ where x^μ denotes spacetime coordinates. In order to compare our results here with the literature (e.g. [31]) we have expressed ϵ^μ in terms of the descriptors b and b^a. We have ϵ^μ = bn^μ + X^μ_a b^a and for an adaptive frame we can use X^μ_a = δ^μ_a and n^μ = N^{−1}(1, −N^a).

2.b Construction of Dirac observables within the relational formalism

In our companion paper [25] we discussed in detail how Dirac observables can be constructed in the context of the relational formalism. The techniques developed in this formalism by several authors [4, 5, 7–9, 23, 24] allow us to construct observables, which are gauge invariant extensions, for generic phase space functions. The general starting point is a Hamiltonian system with constraints for which general relativity formulated in ADM variables is a prominent example. A detailed discussion of the construction of observables for constrained systems and in particular its application to general relativity was presented in the review [25]. Here we only summarize the main points for our analysis and refer to [25] as well as the original literature [4, 5, 7–9, 23, 24] for further details.

The idea of the relational formalism is to construct observables for a constrained system by means of formulating values that a chosen set of field variables can take in a relational manner. By this we mean that in the framework of general relativity it is not a gauge invariant statement to say that the metric takes a certain value at a spacetime coordinate x^μ. However, what can be formulated in a gauge invariant way is the values that the metric takes if other so called reference or clock fields take a certain value. A familiar example is finding the volume of a definite finite region in space. If we compute the volume and then apply a coordinate transformation, the actual number the volume takes changes and thus this number is not invariant under diffeomorphisms. But if we are able to define the volume of that region relative to another field, for instance we define the region as the part of space where some matter density is non-vanishing, then we can formulate a diffeomorphism invariant expression for the volume of this region.

Hence, the main idea behind this formalism is to provide a framework in which observables for gauge variant phase space functions can be constructed by defining their values as well as their dynamics relative to other reference/clock fields that are themselves gauge variant fields on phase space. For general relativity such reference fields correspond to the choice of physical spatial and temporal coordinates.

It was shown earlier that once a set of clock fields has been chosen, one can define an observable map that maps a given phase space function onto its gauge invariant extension [7–9, 23, 24]. Of course the actual form of this map crucially depends on the chosen clock fields as well as the constraints the system under consideration possesses. We now summarize how such an observable map can be constructed for the extended ADM-phase space.

Let us start by recalling that on the extended ADM-phase space we have for each spacetime point eight first class constraints: four primary and four secondary ones, that we write in the following compact notation as:

Π_μ = (Π, Π_a) and C_μ = (C, C_a) μ = 0, · · · , 3 . (2.67)

As discussed above, the quantity G^′_{b,⃗b} in (2.54) generates diffeomophisms for all geometric as as well as matter degrees of freedom on extended phase space. Our aim is to construct quantities, called observables, denoted by O that are invariant under diffeomorphisms, that is general coordinate transformations. At the canonical level this condition can be formulated by requiring that such quantities need to at least weakly Poisson commute with the generator G^′_{b,⃗b}, that is {O, G^′_{b,⃗b}} ≈ 0. Here weakly means equality on the constraints hypersurface.

Next we discuss the role of the clock fields in this formalism. The general strategy one embarks on is that for each constraint in the system one introduces a clock that has to satisfy certain conditions that we will discuss below. Now in the case of general relativity in the reduced ADM-phase space we have for each spacetime point four constraints C_μ. Hence, we have 4 × ∞ many constraints and a possible choice for clocks would be four scalar fields because this have exactly 4 × ∞ many degrees of freedom. In order that the chosen fields can be used as clock fields they have to satisfy the following condition:

det ({T^μ(x), C_ν (y)}) ≠ 0 ∀ μ, ν = 0, · · · , 3 . (2.68)

Here x and y denote local coordinates on the spatial manifold Σ. The above condition on clocks needs to hold in some local neighborhood of x and y. Whether or not the clocks can be used globally depends on whether the above condition is globally satisfied.

If the clocks satisfy the condition (2.68), it ensures that the matrix A^μ_ν (x, y) defined as:

A^μ_ν (x, y) := {T^μ(x), C_ν (y)}, (2.69)

is invertible and clocks locally parameterize the gauge orbits. This allows us to use the inverse of A denoted by B := A^{−1} in order to construct an equivalent set of first class constraints given by:

C̃_μ(x) := ∫ d^3y B^ν_μ(y, x)C_ν (y). (2.70)

It turns out that the clock fields are weakly canonically conjugate to this equivalent set of constraints. That is, {T^μ(x) C̃_ν (y)} ≈ δ^μ_ν δ(x, y). Further, the mutually Poisson bracket between the constraints of the equivalent set C̃_μ yields terms that are at least quadratic in the constraints. The above procedure of choosing constraints C̃_μ is called weak abelianization because the associated Hamiltonian vector fields χ_μ := {·, C̃_μ} are weakly abelian.

Given a set of clock fields T^μ satisfying the assumptions above, we can define a set of gauge fixing constraints:

G^μ = τ^μ − T^μ, (2.71)

where τ^μ is a generic function of spacetime coordinates and can be interpreted as the value that the clock T^μ takes. Since τ^μ is phase space independent also, −G^μ is weakly canonically conjugate to C̃_μ if T^μ is.

Now it has been proven in [7] that the following formal power series O_{f,T} [τ] = f + ∞∑ n=1 1 n! ∫ d^3x_1... ∫ d^3x_n G^{μ1} (x_1)...G^{μn} (x_n){...{f, C̃_{μ1} (x_1)}, ...C̃_{μn} (x_n)}, (2.72)

is gauge invariant, where we have suppressed the μ-label for the clocks T^μ and their values τ^μ to keep our notation compact and simple. Gauge invariance means, that at least weakly the observable commutes with all constraints C_μ relevant in the reduced ADM-phase space, that means {O_{f,T} [τ], C_μ} ≈ 0. The map f → O_{f,T} [τ] returns the value of a generic phase space function f at those values where the clock fields T^μ take the values τ^μ. This can be also seen by rewriting the formula for observables in a slightly different but equivalent way in terms of the gauge flow induced by the constraints denoted by α_{G̃b,⃗b} : O_{f,T} [τ] ≈ α_{G̃b,⃗b} (f) | |_{b=G0,ba=Ga} . (2.73) An important point, also relevant for the above formal power series is the following. First the gauge flow acting on f is computed for general phase space independent descriptors b,⃗b and only afterwards these descriptors are identified with the phase space dependent gauge fixing conditions. The observable formula in (2.72) is sufficient for all phase space functions other than lapse and shift, and moreover if the clock fields also do not depend on lapse and shift either.

Now let us briefly discuss how this formula can be generalized in case we want to have gauge invariant extensions of variables that involve lapse and shift degrees of freedom as shown in [21–24]. Still we assume that the clock fields do not depend on lapse and shift variables which is sufficient for the cases discussed in this article. In case we drop also this assumption one can still define an observable map but the weak abelianization gets more complicated in general.

In the reduced ADM-phase space where lapse and shift are Lagrange multipliers, the stability of a gauge fixing condition G^μ, that is Ġ^μ ≈ 0, involves lapse and shift. Consequently, the stability requirement of G^μ just fixes the Lagrange multipliers N and N^a. In the case of the extended ADM-phase space, where N, N^a are elementary phase space variables, the situation is different. The lapse and shift are dynamical variables in the extended phase space, and as a result the stability condition for gauge fixing results in secondary gauge fixing constraints. To be precise, we get

G^{(2)μ}(x) := Ġ^μ(x) = [τ̇^ν − Ṫ^μ](x)

= [∂_tτ^ν − ∂_tT^μ](x) − κ^{−1} ∫ Σ d^3y A^μ_ν (x, y)N^ν (y). (2.74)

A consequence of the secondary gauge fixing constraints is that weak abelianization is required for secondary as well as the primary constraints, modifying the observable formula. In particular, the descriptors in the diffeomorphism generator G^′_{b,⃗b} are replaced by G^μ, and the time derivatives of descriptors by G^{(2)μ}. As a side remark note that given the eight primary and secondary constraints, one could naively think that we will need eight instead of four clock fields in the extended phase space. However, since the generator G^′_{b,⃗b} is not an independent linear combination of these eight constraints and in particular involves four descriptors. Hence, a choice of only four clock fields is natural.

In the extended phase space, the procedure to obtain the weakly abelianized constraints goes as follows. We need to compute the matrix elements A^I_J := −{G^I , C_J } between gauge fixing constraints G^I := (G^μ, G^{(2)μ}), and primary and secondary constraints C_I := (C_μ, Π_μ) for I = 1, .., 8.. The negative sign in the definition of the matrix elements is because of the relative sign difference between the gauge fixing constraints and the clocks. Using our notation A^μ_ν = {T^μ, C_ν }, and the identity Ṫ^μ = ∂_tT^μ + ∫ d^3x A^μ_ν (·, x)N^ν (x), we find

A^I_J = − [ A^μ_ν 0 {Ṫ^μ, C_ν } A^μ_ν ] . (2.75)

Its inverse matrix denoted by B := A^{−1} can be in the following way [23]:

B^I_J = (A^{−1})^I_J = [ B^μ_ν 0 S^μ_ν B^μ_ν ] , (2.76)

where S^μ_ν (x, y) = − ∫ d^3z ∫ d^3v B^μ_ρ (x, z)B^σ_ν (v, y){Ṫ^ρ(z), C_σ (v)}. (2.77)

Given B^I_J we can construct the set of weakly abelianized constraints as:

C̃_I (x) = ∫ d^3y B^J_I (y, x)C_J (y) . (2.78)

Let us define the equivalent abelian set of constraints by C̃_I (x) =: (C̃_μ, Π̃_μ). Then Π̃_μ and C̃_μ expressed in terms of the original constraints are given by:

Π̃_μ(x) = ∫ d^3y B^ν_μ(y, x)Π_ν (y),

C̃_μ(x) = ∫ d^3y B^ν_μ(y, x) [ C_ν (y) − ∫ d^3z ∫ d^3v B^σ_ρ (v, z){Ṫ^ρ(z), C_ν (y)}Π_σ (v) ] . (2.79)

Also in the case of the extended phase space we aim at writing down a formal power series formula for the observable map. This final formula crucially simplifies if we take a result proven in [23] into account, namely that up to second order in the gauge generators, we can replace the rather complicated generator G^′_{b,⃗b} in (2.54) by a simpler gauge generator. Explicitly, we have [23]: G^′_{b,⃗b} + O(C^2) = G̃^′_{ξ,⃗ξ} =: κ^{−1} ( Π̃_μ[ξ̇^μ] + C̃_μ[ξ^μ] ) , (2.80)

where ξ^μ = ∫ d^3xA^μ_ν (·, x)b^ν (x). As a result we can construct observables using G̃^′_{ξ,⃗ξ}: O_{f,T} [τ] ≈ α_{G̃}′_{ξ,⃗ξ} (f) | | |_{ξμ=Gμ,ξ̇μ=G(2)μ} . (2.81) As before we can rewrite this formula in a formal power series that for the extended phase space has the following form: O_{f,T} [τ] = f + ∞∑ n=1 1 n! ∫ d^3y_1... ∫ d^3y_n G^{I1} (y_1)...G^{In} (y_n){...{f, C̃_{I1} (y_1) .}, ...C̃_{In} (y_n)} .

(2.82)

Here we used the definitions of G^I = (G^μ, G^{(2)μ}) and C̃_I (x) = (C̃_μ, Π̃_μ). This observable formula is the required generalization needed for the extended ADM-phase space to have the same techniques available for constructing gauge invariant quantities as in the reduced ADM-phase space. Since we aim at applying these techniques in the context of cosmological perturbation theory, in the next subsection we will briefly discuss how observables can be computed perturbatively.

2.c Construction of observables in linear perturbation theory

For the reason that we aim at constructing observables associated with the scalar, vector and tensor perturbations, the question arises how the observable map discussed in the last subsection needs to be modified if we consider instead of a generic phase space function f its corresponding projection P̂ f. We discuss this in the case that our f will be chosen among the linear perturbations of the geometry or matter sector. Note that the action of the projectors P̂ only affects the function f in the observable formula. This can be seen from the observable formula in (2.82). The projectors P̂ involve background quantities as well as derivative operators with respect to the variables the function f depends on. However, the constraints as well as the gauge fixing conditions are evaluated at a different, independent variable and thus the action of P̂ on them becomes trivial. Furthermore, the iterated Poisson bracket involved in the observable formula is evaluated with respect to the phase space of the linear perturbations. As discussed earlier for perturbations around a flat FLRW background the relevant projectors depend only on differential operators and background quantities. In other words as far as the phase space of the perturbations is considered those projectors are phase space independent. Given this, we have for all projectors P̂ considered in our further computations that the following relation holds:

O_{P̂ f,T} [τ] = P̂ O_{f,T} [τ]. (2.83)

In the following we want to use the observable map in the framework of linear cosmological perturbation theory and we aim at showing that the conventional gauge invariant quantities such as the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable or the Bardeen potentials can be obtained naturally from the application of the observable map with an appropriate choice of clock variables. In order to do so, we need to discuss how perturbations of these observables can be formulated. At first we consider only phase space functions that are independent of lapse and shift. In that case we can use the observable formula shown in (2.72). Its first order perturbation leads to: δO_{f,T} [τ] = δf + ∫ d^3y δG^μ(y)O_{{f,C̃μ (y)},T} [τ] + ∞∑ n=1 1 n! ∫ d^3y_1... ∫ d^3y_n Ḡ^μ(y_1)...Ḡ^{μn} (y_n){...{f, C̃_{μ1} (y_1)}, ..., C̃_{μn} (y_n)}^{(1)}. (2.84)

As discussed above, the functions τ^μ involved therein should be in the range of the clocks T^μ, that is there exists a gauge such that T^μ = τ^μ leading to the gauge fixing conditions G^μ = τ^μ − T^μ. For the background solution we assume that these gauge fixing conditions are satisfied, that is Ḡ^μ = 0 and thus T̄^μ = τ̄^μ. As a consequence, the formula for the linear perturbations of the observables can be written as: δO_{f,T} [τ] = δf + ∫ d^3yδG^μ(y){f, C̃_μ(y)} ≈ δf + ∫ d^3y ∫ d^3z δG^μ(y)B̄^ν_μ(z, y){f, C_ν (z)}. (2.85)

Note that as expected in the gauge δG^μ = 0 the gauge variant quantities δf coincide with their corresponding observables δO_{f,T} [τ].

Generalizing to the case that f can also depend on lapse and shift, we need to consider perturbations of the observable formula in (2.82). Assuming again that Ḡ^μ = 0 and Ḡ(2)μ = 0, we get, δO_{f,T} [τ] = δf + ∫ d^3y [ δĠ^μ(y){f, Π̃_μ(y)} + δT^μ(y){f, C̃_μ(y)} ]

≈ δf + ∫ d^3y ∫ d^3zB̄^ν_μ(z, y) [ δĠ^μ(y){f, Π_ν (z)} − δG^μ(y) ( {f, C_ν (z)} + ∫ d^3w ∫ d^3v B̄^ρ_σ(w, v){Ṫ^σ (v), C_ν (z)} {f, Π_ρ(w)} )] . (2.86)

In section III, we will extensively use these observable formulae to obtain gauge invariant variables natural to various gauge choices. For these gauges, we will have to choose δτ^μ = 0, that is use δG^μ = −δT^μ ≈ 0. The stability of this gauge fixing constraint and of subsequent conditions will play a central role in our analysis.

2.d Poisson brackets of linearized cosmological perturbations

Both of the formulae for the linearized observables derived above show that we need to compute the Poisson bracket of the quantity f, whose observable we want to construct, with the constraints and then evaluated it on the background solution, which in our case is the flat FLRW spacetime. As discussed in detail in [25] (in appendix A), these Poisson brackets can be related to certain Poisson brackets on the linearized phase space. Explicitly, we have for two generic phase space functions f, g: {f(x), g(y)} = {δf(x), δg(y)}_δ , (2.87) where on the right-hand side the Poisson bracket {·, ·}_δ denotes the Poisson bracket of the linearized phase space.

To compute various observables, we need several Poisson brackets of the linearized cosmological perturbations with the linearized constraints. Since the tensor perturbations are already gauge invariant we here focus on the Poisson brackets involving scalar and vector perturbations only.

To calculate Poisson brackets among the decomposed perturbations, we use the fact that one can pull the phase space independent projectors P̂_I out of the Poisson brackets. This leads to {P̂_I (δq)(x), P̂_J (δP )(y)} = P̂^{ab}_I (x)P̂_{Jcd}(y){δq_{ab}(x), δP^{cd}(y)} = κP̂^{(ab)}_I (x)P̂_{Jab}(y)δ(x, y) (2.88) where I, J label different projectors introduced above. For the elementary phase space variables in the extended ADM phase space we get: {ϕ(x), p_ϕ(y)} = κδ(x, y), {B(x), p_B (y)} = −κG(x, y), {S^a(x), p_Sb (y)} = κδ^a_b δ(x, y) + 2κG(x, y), {ψ(x), p_ψ (y)} = κ 1 12AP̃ δ(x, y), {E(x), p_E (y)} = κ 3 8AP̃ ∫ d^3zG(x, z)G(z, y), {F_a(x), p^b_F (y)} = κ 1 2AP̃ [ −δ^b_aG(x, y) + ∫ d^3zG(x, z) ∂^2G(z, y) ∂z^a∂z_b ] . (2.89)

All of the remaining Poisson brackets in the scalar-vector sector vanish. Considering the form of the secondary constraints in terms of the projected variables in (2.43) we can calculate the necessary Poisson brackets of the perturbations and the linearized constraints (see also [25] for more details). The results are given by: 1 κ {ψ(x), δC(y)} = H̃ N̄ δ(x, y), 1 κ {ψ(x), δC_a(y)} = 1 3 ∂ ∂x^a δ(x, y), 1 κ {E(x), δC(y)} = 0, 1 κ {E(x), δC_a(y)} = ∂G ∂x^a (x, y), (2.90) and 1 κ {p_ψ(x), δC(y)} = ( − H̃ 4N̄ + N̄ 6AH̃ Δ − κ 8 N̄ A^{3/2}H̃ F^−_φ ) δ(x, y), 1 κ {p_ψ(x), δC_a(y)} = 1 6 ∂ ∂x^a δ(x, y), 1 κ {p_E (x), δC(y)} = − N̄ 4AH̃ δ(x, y), 1 κ {p_E(x), δC_a(y)} = − ∂G ∂x^a (x, y). (2.91)

For the vector perturbations we find the non-vanishing Poisson brackets as: 1 κ {F_a(x), δC(y)} = 0, 1 κ {F_a(x), δC_b(y)} = ( δ_{ab}δ(x, y) − ∂^2G(x, y) ∂y^a∂y^b ) , 1 κ {p^a_F (x), δC(y)} = 0, 1 κ {p^a_F (x), δC_b(y)} = − ( δ^a_b δ(x, y) − ∂^2G(x, y) ∂y_a∂y^b ) . (2.92)

We will use these results frequently in the next section where the explicit form of the observables is derived and discussed.

III. GAUGE CHOICES AND CORRESPONDING CLOCKS

The goal of this section is to construct geometrical clocks and the associated observables for metric and momentum perturbations at the linear order for various gauges used in cosmological perturbation theory. The observables turn out to be gauge invariant variables specific to the choice of a particular gauge condition. The main idea in this construction is the following. The hypersurface defined by the linearized gauge fixing constraint δG^μ = 0 involves the perturbations δT^μ, that is δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ. Hence, a choice of perturbed clocks δT^μ can be directly related to a family of a gauge fixings parametrized by δτ^μ. In particular, the first order observable δO_{f,T} [τ] equals δf on δG^μ = 0. Each gauge condition used in cosmological perturbation theory is tied to a specific choice of clocks which in our framework naturally leads to a set of observables or gauge invariant variables. Using our framework, we can systematically find clock fields that yield the Bardeen potentials, Mukhanov-Sasaki variable etc.

In the context of the relational formalism the choice of a clock corresponds to the choice of a reference field that on one hand is used to construct gauge invariant quantities and on the other hand defines a notion of physical time or spatial coordinates respectively. By this we mean that the evolution of such gauge invariant quantities is not defined with respect to coordinate time, but with respect to the values that the temporal reference field takes, that is τ^0 in our notation. As discussed in [14, 24], for a certain type of coordinate gauge fixing conditions, one can show that the gauge invariant evolution of the observables and the gauge-fixed evolution can be mapped into each other under an appropriate identification and both formulations yield equivalent results. Exactly, by means of this property we are able to rederive the gauge invariant observables as well as their equations of motion common in linearized cosmological perturbation theory in the context of the relational formalism.

Now, in case we apply perturbation theory, we have gauge fixing conditions for the background solution Ḡ^μ = τ̄^μ − T̄^μ and of course these conditions need to be consistent with the equations of motion of the background clocks T̄^μ. The same is true at the linear order where a choice of δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ can be only considered if such a choice does not contradict the equations of motion of δT^μ.

In order to reproduce the gauges common in cosmological perturbation theory, we will often choose components of the perturbed metric as clocks whose corresponding components vanish on the background such as for instance linear perturbations of the shift vector. Thus, in order to ensure consistency with the background solutions for some gauges we have to choose τ̄^μ = 0. However, in general this would still allow us to work with a generic value of δτ^μ and would yield a family of gauge fixings represented by δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ. Depending on the gauge under consideration, in certain cases we will also need to choose δτ^μ = 0 to reproduce the gauge invariant observables conventionally constructed for cosmological perturbation theory. An example of this is the case of the longitudinal gauge, for which in the Lagrangian framework the longitudinal part of the spatial metric perturbation E and the perturbation in shift vector B are set to zero. As explained before, the observable formula, when applied to the clocks T^μ, maps them onto the values τ^μ. Carrying this over to the perturbative case, we can access gauges like the longitudinal gauge with clocks chosen from the linear perturbations of the metric and its momenta simply by setting δτ^μ = 0. In such a case we have δG^μ = −δT^μ and the construction formula for the observables further simplifies to: δO_{f,T} [τ] | |_{τ =0} = δf − ∫ d^3yδT^μ(y){f, C̃_μ(y)} ≈ δf − ∫ d^3y ∫ d^3z δT^μ(y)B̄^ν_μ(z, y){f, C_ν (z)}. (3.1) Note that as expected in the gauge δG^μ = 0, that is δT^μ = 0 if δτ^μ = 0 has been chosen, the gauge variant quantities δf coincide with their corresponding observables δO_{f,T} [τ].

As has been shown in [14, 15], if one can identify non-linear clocks, that is clocks for full general relativity, then one can first construct manifestly gauge invariant quantities and afterwards consider the linearized perturbations around the FLRW solution. In this case, the non-linear temporal clock determines the temporal clock at any order. As a result, one has a well-defined notion of physical time for the background and for arbitrary orders in perturbation theory. From this perspective, we would interpret a clock for which we have τ̄^μ = 0, to be not natural because with such a choice we are not able to define a notion of physical time for the background. As a consequence, it might be impossible to find non-linear clocks that reproduce such clocks in the background as well as at the linear order. Moreover, it may seem that if we need to choose τ̄^μ = 0 as well as δτ^μ = 0 in order to reproduce a common gauge in cosmology, the interpretation of the evolution of the gauge invariant observables in the context of the relational formalism is problematic. However, it turns out that even in these cases the observable map opens the possibility to obtain these gauge invariant quantities very systematically and a consistent and judicious notion of evolution can be formulated. As far as the derivation of their evolution equations is considered the relational formalism is very useful because it technically simplifies to explicitly derive these evolution equations. We will discuss these important points in a separate investigation in more detail. For this article, we focus on different gauges and discuss the precise relationship between different gauge fixing conditions in linear cosmological perturbation theory, clocks and observables. For some gauges, a generalization is possible allowing us to identify the clock in the relational formalism with the physical time. These will be discussed in section III F.

We will consider the following five common gauges, which are discussed in cosmological perturbation theory (see e.g. [28, 31, 33]). Though we will focus our discussion on scalar perturbations, the clocks and the observables for the transversal vector components are also found in the process. These gauges are:

1. Longitudinal gauge: E = B = 0,

2. Spatially flat gauge: ψ = E = 0,

3. Uniform field gauge: δφ = E = 0,

4. Synchronous gauge: ϕ = B = 0,

5. Comoving gauge: δφ = B = 0 .

Above gauges can be divided into two broad categories. The first three of these share a common feature that the longitudinal part of the spatial metric perturbation vanishes. This is the isotropic threading of spacetime. There is no residual freedom in the spatial coordinates. In contrast, the latter two gauges correspond to a time slicing such that the shift perturbations vanish. There is a residual freedom associated with the shift in spatial coordinates in these cases. It turns out that the construction of the geometrical clocks and observables is much more straightforward and less involved in the first three gauges than the last two.

In the following we begin with the longitudinal gauge where we demonstrate the entire method to appropriate clocks and construct the respective observables in detail. The calculations for the other gauges in subsequent subsections follow the same strategy, albeit for some subtleties and technical issues related in particular to the vanishing of the shift perturbation. For this reason, discussion of other gauges, except for latter issues, is shorter in presentation than the longitudinal gauge.

A. Longitudinal Gauge

The longitudinal or the Newtonian gauge amounts to an isotropic threading and a shear free slicing. Using its definition in the Lagrangian picture, we impose the following in the constraint framework. Note that we will use the weak equality symbol ≈ to denote equalities on the gauge fixing constraint hypersurface. This gauge is identified as:

B ≈ 0, E ≈ 0. (3.2)

In the Lagrangian formulation the corresponding velocities have also to be set equal to zero for stability reasons. In the Hamiltonian picture, the stability analysis of the gauge fixing condition will yield a further condition among the perturbed quantities involving scalar perturbations of the momenta. The stability conditions are,

Ḃ ≈ 0, Ė ≈ 0 . (3.3)

Using the Hamilton’s equations (2.35) and (2.42), we can write

Ḃ = δλ̂ ≈ 0 (3.4) and Ė = −4H̃(E + p_E) + B ≈ −4H̃p_E ≈ 0 . (3.5)

(3.4) does not require further stability conditions because the perturbation δλ̂ gets fixed. The same is not true for (3.5). We further need to impose ṗ_E ≈ 0. The stability of p_E ≈ 0, using (2.38) yields: ϕ ≈ −ψ . (3.6) Using (2.42), the above equation results in fixing the perturbation of the Lagrange multiplier as δλ ≈ ˙N̄ϕ + 2N̄H̃(ψ − p_ψ) . (3.7) No further conditions are required for the stability of the longitudinal gauge.

In order to consider this gauge in the framework of geometrical clocks, we need to find the gauge descriptors consistent with the longitudinal gauge. At the linear order in perturbations, we need the first order transformation properties of perturbations under the action of the gauge operator G^′_{b,⃗b}. Using these properties of metric perturbations and their momenta, given by (2.64) and (2.65), the following relations must hold:

b^!= 4H̃A N̄ (E + p^E), b̂^!= −E . (3.8)

Using these relations we can obtain the longitudinal gauge by an appropriate choice of gauge descriptors, even if one started with an arbitrary gauge. Note that the above relations do not imply that the gauge descriptors are functions of the phase space variables. The above identification is to be made after the gauge transformation with phase space independent descriptors has been calculated.

1. Geometrical clocks

The linearized gauge fixing constraints δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ ≈ 0 involve the perturbed clocks δT^μ. For the background we have chosen T̄^{μ !}= τ^μ and the latter choice needs of course to be consistent with the background solution. The range of values allowed for δτ^μ of course depends on the specific choice of clocks T̄^μ and their linear perturbations respectively. For the longitudinal gauge the components of E and B are set to zero in the Lagrangian framework. As explained before the observable formula when applied to the clocks T^μ maps them onto the values τ^μ. Carrying this over to the perturbative case, we can access gauges like the longitudinal gauge with clocks chosen from the linear perturbations of the metric and its momenta simply by setting τ^μ = 0 and δτ^μ = 0. The first choice is necessary because the background metric components associated with E and B just vanish. For the choice regarding the perturbations we get δG^μ = −δT^μ and hence the linearized gauge fixing conditions δG^μ constitute the hypersurface defined by δT^μ ≈ 0. Thus, we aim at choosing a set of perturbed clocks δT^μ such that δT^μ ≈ 0 is equivalent to the longitudinal gauge. This means, we have to find perturbed clocks δT^0 and δT̂ , where the latter is the scalar projection of δT^a, such that the following conditions:

δT^0 ≈ 0, δT̂ ≈ 0, δṪ^0 ≈ 0, δ ^̇T ≈ 0, (3.9)

are equivalent to the longitudinal gauge on the phase space, identified by B ≈ 0, E ≈ 0, p_E ≈ 0, ϕ ≈ −ψ . (3.10) To find the appropriate clocks consistent with longitudinal gauge, we recall that for a phase space function f assumed to be independent of lapse and shift, the first order observable formula reads [25]: δO_{f,T} [τ] = δf + {f, C̃_μ[b^μ]} | | b^μ=−δT^μ , (3.11)

where C̃_μ denote weakly abelianized constraints:

C̃_μ(x) = ∫ d^3yB^ν_μ(y, x)C_ν (y) . (3.12)

Here, as noted earlier, the matrix B is the inverse of matrix A defined as

A^μ_ν (x, y) := {T^μ(x), C_ν (y)} . (3.13)

And, the second term in the observable formula (3.11) corresponds to the change of f under an infinitesimal diffeomorphism with descriptors b^μ = −δT^μ evaluated after the Poisson bracket has been calculated.

Using the identification in (3.8) we are led to the following perturbed clocks for the longitudinal gauge:

δT^{0 !}= − 4H̃A N̄ (E + p^E ) = 2 √ AP̃ (E + p_E ), δT̂^!= E , (3.14)

where P̃ = P_A/3 is defined via (2.3), with P_A as the conjugate momentum of A.

Note that the gauge descriptors b̂ and b do not determine δT^a_⊥. However, the latter can be fixed knowing δT̂ . As δT̂ is the longitudinal scalar part of δq_{ab} we choose δT^a_⊥ to be the longitudinal transversal part thereof such that:

δT^a = q̄^{ab}(P̂_Lδq)_b = δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) . (3.15)

The consistency of above clocks can be verified using δT^μ ≈ 0 and δṪ^μ ≈ 0. It is easily seen that δT̂ ≈ 0 ⇒ E ≈ 0, δT^0 ≈ 0 ⇒ p_E ≈ 0, δ ^̇T ≈ 0 ⇒ B ≈ 0 and δṪ^0 ≈ 0 ⇒ ψ = −ϕ . (3.16)

Stabilization of above conditions fix the Lagrange multipliers δλ and δλ̂ consistent with the longitudinal gauge and result in (3.4) and (3.7).

On the other hand, the Lagrange multiplier δλ^a_⊥ gets fixed as follows. The condition δṪ^a_⊥ = δ^{ab}Ḟ_b ≈ 0 yields p^a_F ≈^1_{4H̃} S^a. Demanding its further stabilization yields δλ^a_⊥ + 3H̃S^a ≈ 0. We note that this condition arises just by using the equations of motion for p^a_F and Ṡ^a = δλ^a_⊥, and does not involve conditions from other clocks or gauge descriptors corresponding to the scalar perturbations of the longitudinal gauge. This is not surprising once we recall that the clock δṪ^a_⊥ is introduced without using the gauge descriptors b̂ and b which identify the longitudinal gauge. It will be useful to note that above constraint on δλ^a_⊥ and S^a arises when ever the clock δṪ^a_⊥ is the longitudinal scalar part of the perturbation in the spatial metric. Thus, this will be true for the spatially flat and uniform field gauges as well.

An important contribution to the observable map are the abelianized constraints that involve the inverse of the matrix A^μ_ν . As explained in section II, the requirement that the inverse of the matrix exists is a condition on the clock fields that we can choose. At the level of linear perturbation theory we choose clock fields defined on the linearized phase space and hence the condition on the existence of the inverse of the matrix A^μ_ν has to be fulfilled on that phase space. Since a Poisson bracket between two linear functions on the linearized phase space yields a resulting expression that depends on the background quantities only, we will denote the matrix relevant for our further analysis with Ā^μ_ν (see also section II for more details^1). Using the Poisson brackets of perturbations of metric components and their momenta, with perturbations of the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraints, it is straightforward to verify that Ā^μ_ν (x, y) = {δT^μ(x), δC_ν (y)} = κδ^μ_ν δ(x, y) . (3.17) As a result, at the level of the linearized phase space the matrix A^μ_ν can be trivially inverted. However, there is a subtlety with the clocks in the longitudinal gauge. It turns out that the above choice of clocks is non-commuting. One can check that though

{δT^0(x), δT^0(y)} = 0 (3.18)

1 Note, that for some calculations, as for instance derivation of the equations of motion and the Dirac bracket of the observables, one also needs the perturbation δA^μ_ν of this matrix. However, this perturbation will not be relevant for the work discussed in this paper.

but {δT^0(x), δT^a(y)} = − 3 4 κ √ A ∫ d^3z G(x, z) ∂G(z, y) ∂y_a , (3.19)

where G(x, y) is is the integral kernel of the Green’s function of the Poisson equation:

Δ^{−1}f(x) = ∫ Σ̄ d^3y G(x, y)f(y) . (3.20)

The non-commuting clocks suggest that the linearized observable algebra will be nonstandard and may have a complicated form, an aspect relevant once the quantization of such an observable algebra is wished to be achieved. Nevertheless, we will see below that the Bardeen potentials follow very naturally from the longitudinal clocks as gauge invariant extensions of ψ and ϕ.

2. Observables

Now we use the clocks corresponding to longitudinal gauge to construct first order observables of the scalar, vector and tensor perturbations. We use the notation

O^{(1)}_{δf,T} [τ] = δO_{f,T} [τ] (3.21)

for the first order gauge invariant extension of a perturbation δf. As discussed above for the longitudinal gauge we need to choose τ^μ = 0 and δτ^μ = 0. Therefore, we will either write this out explicitly or will suppress the τ^μ dependency of the observables in what follows for simplicity where possible. Let us first calculate the observables for perturbations δf other than lapse and shift. In this case we can use the following perturbed observable formula [25]: δO_{f,T} [τ] | | τ =0 = δf − ∫ d^3yδT^μ(y){f, C̃_μ(y)} ≈ δf − ∫ d^3y ∫ d^3z δT^μ(y)B̄^ν_μ(z, y){f, C_ν (z)} (3.22)

with

B̄^μ_ν (x, y) = κ^{−1}δ^μ_ν δ(x, y) (3.23)

to derive the following formula for observables constructed with the longitudinal clocks: O^{(1)}_{δf,T} ≈ δf + 4H̃A κN̄ ∫ d^3y(E+Σ)(y){f, C(y)}− 1 κ ∫ d^3y δ^{ab}(E_{,b}+F_b)(y){f, C_a(y)} . (3.24)

Note, that in the above observable formula we neglected terms proportional to the secondary constraints. In the following expressions, we will write an equal sign = instead of the weak equality ≈ to distinguish between the gauge fixing constraint hypersurface and the hypersurface where the linearized secondary constraints are fulfilled. Using the expressions for the Poisson brackets of the perturbations with the linearized secondary constraints (2.90) and (2.91) that have been derived in [25], it is straightforward to calculate the first order observables of the scalar-vector-tensor perturbations. The observable corresponding to ψ turns out to be one of the Bardeen’s potential:

O^{(1)}_{ψ(x),T} = ψ(x) + 4H̃A N̄ ∫ d^3y(E + p_E )(y) H̃ N̄ δ(x, y) − ∫ d^3y δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) 1 3 ∂ ∂x_a δ(x, y) = ψ(x) +

4H̃^2A

N̄ 2 (E + p^E)(x) − 1 3 ΔE(x) =: Ψ(x) . (3.25)

Similarly, we can compute:

O^{(1)}_{pψ (x),T} = p_ψ(x) + 4H̃A N̄ ∫ d^3y(E + p_E )(y) ( − 1 4 H̃ N̄ + 1 6 N̄ H̃AΔ − κ 8 N̄ H̃ p ) δ(x, y) − ∫ d^3y δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) 1 6 ∂ ∂x^a δ(x, y) = [ p_ψ − 1 6 ΔE + 2 3 Δ(E + p_E) − ( H̃2A N̄ 2 + κA 2 p ) (E + p_E ) ] (x) =: Υ(x) (3.26)

which is the gauge invariant extension of the momentum p_ψ usually not considered in the Lagrangian framework but which also appears in the equation of motion for Ψ in the canonical framework of gauge invariant cosmological perturbation theory (see [25]). If we apply the linearized observable map to the clock degrees of freedom that are for the longitudinal gauge encoded in E and p_E these quantities are mapped to zero for the reason that we have chosen δτ^μ = 0. That this is indeed the case can be seen below:

O^{(1)}_{E(x),T} = E(x) − ∫ d^3y δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) ∂G ∂x^a (x, y) = E(x) − ∫ d^3yE(y)ΔG(x, y) = 0, (3.27) and O^{(1)}_{pE (x),T} = p_E(x) + 4H̃A N̄ ∫ d^3y(E + p_E)(y) ( − N̄ 4H̃A ) δ(x, y) + ∫ d^3y δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) ∂G ∂x^a (x, y) = 0 . (3.28)

Here we have used ∂^aF_a = 0 as well as the symmetry of the Green’s function and its partial derivatives. For the transversal vector perturbations one can derive using the background Poisson brackets in (2.92), the following:

O^{(1)}_{Fa(x),T} = F_a(x) − ∫ d^3y(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) ( δ^b_aδ(x, y) − ∂^2G(x, y) ∂y^a∂y^b )

= 0 (3.29) and O^{(1)}_pa_{F (x),T} = p^a_F (x) + ∫ d^3y(E_{,b} + F_b)(y) ( δ^{ab}δ(x, y) − ∂^2G(x, y) ∂y^a∂y^b )

= p^a_F (x) + δ^{ab}F_b(x) =: ν^a(x) . (3.30)

Note that the fact that the gauge invariant extension of F_a just vanishes is again consistent with δT^a = δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) being clock variables. For the scalar field perturbation and its momentum, we obtain, O^{(1)}_{δφ(x),T} = δφ(x) + 4H̃A κN̄ ∫ d^3y(E + p_E)(y){φ(x), C(y)} − 1 κ ∫ d^3yδ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b)(y){φ(x), C_a (y)} = δφ(x) + 4H̃λ_φ κ √ A π̄_φ(E + p_E) =: δφ^{(gi)}(x) . (3.31)

Similarly for δπ_φ we get: O^{(1)}_{δπφ(x),T} = δπ_φ(x) − 2H̃A^{5/2} N̄λ_φ dV dφ (φ̄)(E + p_E)(x) − π̄_φΔE(x) =: δπ^{(gi)}_φ (x) . (3.32)

Finally, let us compute the observables corresponding to lapse and shift perturbations. For these we have to use the more involved perturbed observable formula [25]: O^{(1)}_{δN μ(x),T} = δN^μ(x) − ∫ d^3yδṪ^ν (y){N^μ(x), Π̃_ν (y)} − ∫ d^3yδT^ν (y){N^μ(x), C̃_ν (y)} = δN^μ(x) − ∫ d^3yδṪ^ν (y)κB̄^μ_ν (x, y) − ∫ d^3yδT^ν (y){N^μ(x), C̃_ν (y)} , (3.33)

where we once again neglected terms proportional to the primary and secondary constraints. Here

Π̃_μ(x) = ∫ d^3y B^ν_μ(y, x)Π_ν (y) (3.34) and C̃_μ(x) = ∫ d^3y B^ν_μ(y, x) [ C_ν (y) − ∫ d^3z ∫ d^3v B^σ_ρ (v, z){Ṫ^ρ(z), C_ν (y)}Π_σ (v) ] . (3.35)

Using the latter we can compute {N^μ(x), C̃_ν (y)} = −κ ∫ d^3z ∫ d^3vB̄^μ_σ (x, v)B̄^ρ_ν (z, y){Ṫ^σ (v), C_ρ(z)} = −κ ∫ d^3z ∫ d^3vB̄^μ_σ (x, v)B̄^ρ_ν (z, y){δṪ^σ (v), δC_ρ(z)} . (3.36)

The time derivatives in the above formulas are evaluated on shell, i.e. they have to be replaced by the respective Hamilton’s equations of motion. These are given by,

δṪ^0 = d dt [2 √ AP̃ (E + p_E)] = N̄ ( ϕ + ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) + 4H̃^2A N̄ (E + p^E), δṪ^a = Ė^{,a} + δ^{ab}Ḟ_b = −4H̃ [(E + p_E )^{,a} + ν^a] + δN^a . (3.37)

Using these results, it is straightforward to obtain

{N(x), C̃(y)} = 0, {N(x), C̃_a(y)} = 0, {N^a(x), C̃(y)} = − N̄ A ∂ ∂x^a δ(x, y), {N^a(x), C̃_b(y)} = 0 . (3.38) This yields the following expressions for the observables corresponding to the lapse and shift perturbations: O^{(1)}_{δN,T} = −N̄ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE +

4H̃^2A N̄ 2 (E + p^E) ) = −N̄Ψ, (3.39) and O^{(1)}_{δN a,T} = 4H̃ν^a . (3.40)

Using the definitions δN = N̄ϕ and δN^a = B^{,a} + S^a we find,

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} =: Φ =: O_{−ψ,T} = −Ψ , O^{(1)}_{B,T} = 0 , O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} = 4H̃ν^a . (3.41)

For their conjugate momenta we obtain,

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ , (3.42)

where we used that the projected primary constraints Poisson commute with the generator G^′. The result for the observables associated to S^a given by O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} is also consistent with our former result for the observable O^{(1)}_pa_{F ,T} if we take the relation p^a_F =^1_{4H̃} S^a into account. As expected, we find that the first order observable associated to ϕ is the negative of the first order observable of ψ. This reflects the well known result that the two Bardeen potentials Ψ and Φ coincide up to a minus sign for a scalar field as matter content, see for instance [25, 31].

In summary, we find that the geometrical clocks corresponding to the longitudinal gauge lead to the gauge invariant quantities Ψ, Υ, δφ^{(gi)} and δπ^{(gi)}_φ for the scalar degrees of freedom and in the case of the vector degrees of freedom we get an observable proportional to ν^a and a corresponding momentum observable. In addition, taking into account tensor perturbations, we can similarly write an observable corresponding to h^{T T}_{ab} , and a corresponding momentum observable. For the configuration variables, we get in total seven gauge invariant variables: 3 scalars (Φ, Ψ, O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} ), 2 vector components (O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} ), and 2 tensor components (O^{(1)}_{hT Tab ,T} ). However, only three of these should be independent which amount to three physical degrees of freedom in the gravity plus scalar field configuration space.

This can be understood by noting that in our analysis in the extended phase space, imposing gauge fixing constraint in terms of clocks, δG^μ = δT^μ ≈ 0 reduces 4 degrees of freedom. The stability of clocks further reduce degrees of freedom by four. Thus, 8 degrees of freedom are reduced by geometrical clocks and their stability. As a result, in the extended phase space out of 10 configuration degrees of freedom in the metric perturbations and 1 scalar degree of freedom, only 3 remain. Further stabilization of clocks result in fixing of the four Lagrange multipliers δλ^μ. It should be noted that this is a general argument which applies to all the gauges, if no residual freedom is left after gauge fixing. Let us contrast the situation in the conventional picture in the reduced ADM-phase space. There the gauge fixing constraints δG^μ ≈ 0 reduce 4 degrees of freedom. Their stability fixes the 4 Lagrange multipliers, which are the lapse function and the shift vector. In the reduced ADM-phase space, with lapse and shift treated as Lagrange multipliers, one starts with 6 metric degrees of freedom and 1 scalar field. After imposing the gauge constraints, one again obtains 3 physical degrees of freedom.

A detailed analysis of the degrees of freedom for different gauge fixing constraints and which of the observables correspond to these degrees of freedom will be done else where. Here let us briefly comment on the case of the longitudinal gauge. The question is which of the 7 gauge invariant variables corresponding to the configuration space are independent when one considers the longitudinal gauge. One can show that after expressing 10 Einstein’s equations in terms of above 7 gauge invariant variables, only 3 of the Einstein’s equations are independent. The independent gauge invariant variables turn out to be Ψ and O^{(1)}_{hT Tab ,T} . Thus, we find that using stability of geometrical clocks we recover the correct counting of degrees of freedom via the observable formulae. In the next subsection, we will see that in the case of the spatially flat gauge, the independent degrees of freedom are captured by the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable and O^{(1)}_{hT Tab ,T} .

The example of longitudinal gauge shows that in our framework the resulting gauge invariant quantities are obtained in a straightforward and systematic way. The conventional formalism for perturbations which results in identification of Bardeen potentials framework can therefore be naturally embedded into the observable formalism in the case of the longitudinal clocks. Let us summarize all the observables:

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} = −Ψ, O^{(1)}_{B,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} = 4H̃ν^a,

O^{(1)}_{ψ,T} = Ψ, O^{(1)}_{E,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{Fa,T} = 0,

O^{(1)}_{pψ ,T} = Υ, O^{(1)}_{pE ,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_pa_{F ,T} = ν^a,

O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} = δφ^{(gi)}, O^{(1)}_{δπφ,T} = δπ^{(gi)}_φ . (3.43)

For the momenta involving the decomposed primary constraints we get:

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ . (3.44)

As expected all elementary variable that are involved in the clock fields, for the longitudinal gauge these are E, p_E , B, F_a are mapped onto zero by the observable map which is completely consistent with the requirement δT^0 ≈ 0 and δT^a ≈ 0.

B. Spatially Flat Gauge

We now present the case of the spatially flat gauge. The gauge corresponds to an isotropic threading with a flat slicing. In this gauge the perturbation in intrinsic curvature due to scalar perturbations vanish. It is defined as,

ψ ≈ 0, E ≈ 0 . (3.45)

It is easily seen that (2.36) then implies δR^{(3)}_{ab} = 0 in the absence of tensor perturbations. Using Hamilton’s equations for ψ and E, the stability of spatially flat gauge conditions amounts to

ψ̇ ≈ H̃ϕ + 2H̃p_ψ + 1 3 ΔB^!≈ 0 and Ė ≈ −4H̃Σ + B^!≈ 0, (3.46)

which imply ϕ ≈ −2p_ψ − 4 3 Δp_E , and B ≈ 4H̃p_E . (3.47)

The stability check of the above two equations do not yield any new constraints, but fix the perturbations of the Lagrange multipliers δλ and δλ̂.

Following the analogous strategy used for the longitudinal gauge to identify the gauge descriptors, we find that the spatially flat gauge can be implemented by choosing the following descriptors in the gauge generator G^′_{b,⃗b}:

b^!= − N̄ H̃ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) and b̂^!= −E . (3.48)

1. Geometrical clocks

To choose the perturbed clocks δT^μ corresponding to the spatially flat gauge, let us recall that the gauge constraint hypersurface is given via δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ ≈ 0. For the background metric, the metric components defining the spatially flat gauge are zero, which implies that τ̄^μ = T̄^μ = 0. Setting δτ^μ = 0, we can identify the perturbed clocks such that δT^μ ≈ 0 corresponds to the spatially flat gauge fixing constraint. Similar to the case of longitudinal gauge we choose the perturbed clocks equal to the negative of the above expressions for the gauge descriptors. We obtain,

δT^{0 !}= N̄ H̃ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) , δT^{a !}= δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) . (3.49)

Here δT^a is composed of their derivative of δT̂ determined by b̂, and δT^a_⊥ chosen as the longitudinal transversal part of the perturbation in spatial metric. This choice again yields Ā^μ_ν (x, y) = κδ^μ_ν δ(x, y). Since the gauge fixing constraints δT^0 ≈ 0 and δT̂ ≈ 0 are equivalent to the conditions ψ ≈ 0 and E ≈ 0, the stabilization of perturbed clocks, δT^0 and δT̂ yield (3.47). The stability conditions of these clocks also fix the Lagrange multipliers δλ and δλ̂. The stabilization of δT^a_⊥ = δ^{ab}F_b ≈ 0 results in p^a_F ≈^1_{4H̃} S^a. And, the stability of the latter gives δλ^a_⊥ + 3H̃S^a ≈ 0, as in the case of the longitudinal gauge.

Note that the clocks corresponding to the spatially flat gauge only involve metric perturbations and do not depend on the momentum perturbations. As a result, this set of clocks commute in contrast to the non-commuting clocks for the longitudinal gauge. Further, the algebra of observables corresponding to the non clock degrees of freedom will be the respectively simpler standard algebra of configuration and momentum degrees of freedom.

2. Observables

The first order observables of the perturbations can be constructed in the same way as the case of longitudinal gauge using the Poisson brackets of metric and momentum perturbations with those of the linearized constraints and the time derivatives of the perturbations in clocks. In these calculations it is useful to note that (3.23) holds for the spatially flat gauge too. After some straight forward computations we find the following form of the first order observables for the clocks corresponding to spatially flat gauge:

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} = −2Υ − ( 1 2 + κ P̃ 2 Ap ) Ψ, O^{(1)}_{B,T} =

N̄ 2 H̃A Ψ, O (1) S^a,T = 4H̃ν a, O^{(1)}_{ψ,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{E,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{Fa,T} = 0,

O^{(1)}_{pψ ,T} = Υ + αΨ, O^{(1)}_{pE ,T} = 1 P̃ 2 Ψ, O (1) p^a_F ,T = ν a, O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} = v, O^{(1)}_{δπφ,T} = π_v . (3.50)

Here

α := ( 1 4 + κ 2P̃^2 Ap ) − 2 3 1 P̃ 2 Δ, (3.51)

v is the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v := δφ − λ_φ A^{3/2}H̃ N̄π̄_φ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) (3.52)

and π_v is the corresponding gauge invariant momentum observable:

π_v := δπ_φ − π̄_φΔE + 1 2 A^{3/2} λ_φ dV dφ (φ̄) N̄ H̃ ( ψ − 1 3 ΔE ) . (3.53)

For the momenta involving the degrees of freedom of the primary constraints we obtain:

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ . (3.54)

It turns out that the gauge invariant observables which naturally emerges for the choice of clocks consistent with spatially flat gauge are not the Bardeen potentials. As discussed in section I, the natural gauge for the Bardeen potentials is the longitudinal gauge and if any other gauge is chosen, none of the Dirac observables is equal to the Bardeen potentials. Instead the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v occurs as the first order gauge invariant extension of the scalar field perturbation δφ. This is expected, because the Mukhanov- Sasaki variable v coincides with the scalar field perturbation in the spatially flat gauge. Finally, let us note that as in the case of longitudinal gauge, including the observables for tensor perturbations, there are 7 (configuration) gauge invariant variables for the metric and scalar field perturbations. Of these, only three are independent which include the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v and O^{(1)}_{hT Tab ,T} . Thus, the degrees of freedom in metric and scalar field sector turn out to be three. As discussed in the case of the longitudinal gauge, this can be shown in the extended phase space using stability of geometrical clocks in our framework.

C. Uniform Field Gauge

In the presence of the scalar field, as in our analysis, we can choose the gauge such that perturbations in the scalar field vanish. The scalar field is thus homogeneous in this case. In the observable formalism the scalar field perturbation will serve as a clock, with respect to which evolution of other metric and matter variables can be studied. The metric perturbation ψ captures the curvature perturbation, which itself turns out to be gauge invariant [34]. In order to fix the gauge, another condition is required, such as the isotropic threading which requires vanishing of the longitudinal scalar part of the perturbation in the spatial metric. The uniform field gauge requires:

δφ ≈ 0 E ≈ 0. (3.55)

The stability of the gauge conditions yields: ϕ ≈ 3ψ − δπ_φ π̄_φ B ≈ 4H̃p_E . (3.56)

As before, the stability requirements fix the Lagrange multipliers δλ and δλ̂.

Using the transformation properties of δφ (2.62) and metric perturbations (2.64) under the action of the gauge generator G^′_{b,⃗b}, we obtain the following gauge descriptors for the uniform field gauge:

b^!= − A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ and b̂^!= −E . (3.57)

1. Geometrical Clocks

As before, we choose perturbed clocks such that we can reproduce the common results in linearized cosmological perturbation theory. For the background gauge fixing condition we are allowed to choose a non-trivial and time-dependent τ̄^0 because the temporal descriptor involve the scalar field linearly. For the spatial part we still need to choose τ̄^a = 0 since the associated linearized descriptor is completed determined by E whose associated background quantity vanishes. Now at the linearized level it turns out that a choice of δτ^μ ≈ 0 leading to the gauge fixing conditions δG^μ = −δT^μ ≈ 0 will rediscover the results obtained in cosmology. However, as discussed in section III F for the uniform field gauge we can relax that assumption and also consider generalized gauge fixing conditions with δτ^μ ≠ 0. With the choice of setting δτ^μ = 0, we can identify using the gauge descriptors the following perturbed clocks for the uniform field gauge:

δT^{0 !}= A^{3/2} λ_φπ̄_φ δφ, δT^{a !}= δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) . (3.58)

The clocks satisfy Ā^μ_ν (x, y) = κδ^μ_ν δ(x, y) which simplifies the calculations of the observables. It is straightforward to check that as in the case of the spatially flat gauge, these clocks do commute. It is easy to verify that the stability of the above clocks yield conditions which are consistent with the uniform field gauge and the related stability conditions. Note, that δT^a is the same for all choices of clocks that were yet considered for the isotropic threading of spacetime. Hence, stability of δT^a_⊥ ≈ 0 yields p^a_f ≈^1_{4H̃} S^a as in the case of the longitudinal and spatially flat gauges.

2. Observables

The observables can be constructed using the linearized observable formulas in (3.1) and (3.33). Inserting the uniform field gauge clocks into the respective formulas, the following first order observables can be derived:

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} = −(3κ + ς)v − π_v π̄_φ , O^{(1)}_{B,T} =

N̄ 2 H̃A(Ψ + κv), O (1) S^a,T = 4H̃ν a, O^{(1)}_{ψ,T} = − 1 κ v, O^{(1)}_{E,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{Fa,T} = 0,

O^{(1)}_{pψ,T} = Υ + α(Ψ + κv), O^{(1)}_{pE ,T} = 1 P̃ 2 (Ψ + κv), O (1) p^a_F ,T = ν a, O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{δπφ,T} = π_v + π̄_φςv . (3.59)

Here we have defined,

κ := A^{3/2} λ_φπ̄_φ H̃ N̄ (3.60) and ς := 1 2 A^3 λ^2_φπ̄^2_φ dV dφ (φ̄) . (3.61)

Apart from the above observables, we also obtain the following related to primary constraints,

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ . (3.62)

Note, that the combination Ψ + κv appearing in the linearized observables can be related to δφ^{(gi)}: δφ^{(gi)} = 1 κ (Ψ + κv), δπ^{(gi)}_φ = π_v − ς κ π̄_φΨ . (3.63)

Further, the first order observable for ψ is proportional to the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v. This is, however, not surprising because instead of interpreting v as a gauge invariant extension of the scalar field involving the geometric perturbations ψ and E we can analogously interpret it as a gauge invariant extension of ψ involving δφ and E. Similar to the longitudinal and spatially flat gauge, we will have three in independent physical degrees of freedom, one in the scalar and two in the tensor sector.

D. Synchronous Gauge

In the cosmological perturbation theory, synchronous gauge has been studied extensively, see for e.g. [35]. The underlying idea is to use the gauge freedom of the theory to set the temporal-temporal and temporal-spatial components of the metric perturbation δg_{tt}, δg_{ti} equal to zero. In terms of the ADM variables this gauge is equivalent to choosing vanishing lapse and shift perturbations, that is δN^μ = 0. For the scalar perturbations this gauge requires:

ϕ ≈ 0, B ≈ 0 . (3.64)

The stability of these gauge conditions directly translate to the conditions on the perturbations of the Lagrange multipliers, via (2.42). No other conditions on any other perturbations arise. Using (2.64), we find the gauge descriptors for the synchronous gauge as:

b(x, t)^!= − t∫ dt^′N̄(t^′)ϕ(x, t^′) − c_1(x), b̂(x, t)^!= − t∫ dt^′ N̄ A (t^′) t^′∫ dt^{′′}N̄(t^{′′})ϕ(x, t^{′′}) + c_1(x) − t∫ dt^′B(x, t^′) − c_2(x) . (3.65)

In comparison to the longitudinal and spatially flat gauges, the gauge descriptors for the synchronous gauge have more non-trivial expressions. First, they involve time integrals which are quite non-trivial to deal with in passage to the Hamiltonian formulation. Second, there are two arbitrary functions c_1(x) and c_2(x) which are constant in time and hence can be any constants of motion. These arbitrary ‘constants’ are the non-physical gauge modes in the synchronous gauge (see for e.g. [31]). Finally, the gauge descriptors involve lapse and shift perturbations. Thus, the resulting clocks will depend on the latter.

1. Geometrical clocks

Let us consider the clocks for the synchronous gauge using the identification of the gauge descriptors. For the background metric, B vanishes and in agreement with this we choose τ̄^a = 0. For the temporal gauge fixing condition we obtain T̄^0 = N̄ because we have N = N̄ + δN = N̄ + N̄ϕ. Thus we realize that we can choose a non-vanishing time dependent τ^0 for the synchronous gauge and therefore also in this gauge we can potentially define a notion of physical time for the background solution. Similar to the uniform field gauge also here in principle a generalized perturbed gauge fixing condition with δτ^μ ≠ 0 can be formulated as also discussed in section III F. However, for being able to reproduce the results of the Lagrangian framework, we chose again δτ^μ = 0 and write the linearized gauge fixing constraint as δG^μ = −δT^μ ≈ 0. As a result, the perturbed clocks turn out to be: δT^!= ÎN̄ϕ + c_1,

δT̂^!= Î N̄ A [ ÎN̄ϕ + c_1 ] + ÎB + c_2 . (3.66)

Since the descriptors involve a time integral the same will be true for the corresponding clocks. For this purpose we denoted this time integral as Î which is defined such that it satisfies d dt ( Îf ) (t) := d dt t∫ dt^′f(t^′) = f(t) (3.67)

where f is an arbitrary phase space function and time derivatives of f are expressed via the Poisson bracket of f and the perturbed Hamiltonian δH^{(2)} on the linearized phase space. Note, that Î and Poisson brackets do not commute in general and also Î will in general be non unique and may only exist on a subset of the phase space.

For the reason that δT̂ is the scalar part of the shift perturbation, we choose δT^a_⊥ as the transverse part of the latter:

δT^a_⊥^!= ÎS^a + c_3 , (3.68)

where like c_1 and c_2, c_3 is a function of spatial coordinates which is a constant in time.

Using the on-shell relations of the perturbations in the metric and the Lagrange multiplier we obtain:

[ÎN̄ϕ](x, t) = t∫ dt^′ t^′∫ dt^{′′}δλ(x, t^{′′}), [ÎB](x, t) = t∫ dt^′ t^′∫ dt^{′′}δλ̂(x, t^{′′}) (3.69) and [ÎS^a](x, t) = t∫ dt^′ t^′∫ dt^{′′}δλ^a_⊥(x, t^{′′}) . (3.70) For the stability of these clocks, we need

δṪ^0 = N̄ϕ ≈ 0, δ ^̇T = N̄ A [ ÎN̄ϕ + c_1 ] + B ≈ 0 , (3.71) and δṪ^a_⊥ = S^a ≈ 0 . (3.72)

The first condition yields ϕ ≈ 0. Noting that δT^0 ≈ 0 implies c_1 ≈ 0, from the second condition we obtain B ≈ 0. And, the third condition yields S^a ≈ 0. The stability of the clocks immediately yield: δλ ≈ 0, δλ̂ ≈ 0 and δλ^a_⊥ ≈ 0. Let us note that these are not the most general clocks for the synchronous gauge. The reason is that we have obtained them by fixing c_1 ≈ 0, c_2 ≈ 0 and c_3 ≈ 0, the latter two getting fixed using δT̂ ≈ 0 and δT^a_⊥ ≈ 0. Other choices of c_1, c_2 and c_3 are possible by defining, σ^μ := τ^μ − T̄^μ, as a result of which we obtain δT^μ ≈ σ^μ. Following the above analysis, one is then led to relations between components of σ^μ and c_1, c_2 and c_3. The constant functions c_1 and c_2 are thus determined by choice of σ^μ. In the following we will consider the choices where constants c_1, c_2 and c_3 are all vanishing.

2. Observables

The clocks we have found for the synchronous gauge, by construction satisfy: {T, G^′_{b,⃗b}}, = b {T̂ , G^′_{b,⃗b}} = b̂ . (3.73) Using these the observable formula can be solved for the descriptors quite easily. The first order observable formula becomes: O^{(1)}_{f,T} (x) = δf(x) + {f(x), G^′_{b,⃗b}} | | b^μ=−δT^μ . (3.74)

Thus the first order observable of a scalar perturbation is just the expression of its infinitesimal transformation behavior with b → −δT and b̂ → −δT̂ . This results in the following first order observables:

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{B,T} = 0,

O^{(1)}_{ψ,T} = ψ − H̃ N̄ ÎN̄ϕ − 1 3 ΔÎ (¯ N A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) , O^{(1)}_{E,T} = E − Î (¯ N A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) , O^{(1)}_{pE ,T} = p_E + N̄ 4AH̃ ÎN̄ϕ + Î (¯ N A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) ,

O^{(1)}_{pψ,T} = p_ψ + ( H̃ 4N̄ + κ 8 N̄p H̃ ) ÎN̄ϕ − 1 6 Δ (¯ N AH̃ ÎN̄ϕ + Î (¯ N A ÎN̄ϕ + B )) , O^{(1)}_{Fa,T} = F_a − ÎS_a, O^{(1)}_pa_{F ,T} = p^a_F + ÎS_a, O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} = δφ − λ_ϕ A^{3/2} π̄_ϕÎN̄ϕ, O^{(1)}_{δπφ,T} = π_φ − π̄_φΔÎ (¯ N A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) + 1 2 A^{3/2} λ_φ dV dφ ÎN̄ϕ . (3.75)

And for the observables corresponding to momenta of lapse and shift perturbations we get,

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ . (3.76)

Though we have found the observables corresponding to the synchronous gauge, we must note that the operator Î might not be unique. This is to be contrasted with the results for the previous gauges where no such ambiguity exists.

E. Comoving gauge

In this gauge the slicing is chosen such that the scalar field perturbations vanish. In the presence of fluids this translates to comoving slicing in which the time slices are orthogonal to the fluid velocity. In particular, the fluid velocity perturbation must match the perturbation in the shift. For the case of the scalar field, we obtain,

δφ ≈ 0, B ≈ 0 . (3.77)

As in the case of the uniform field gauge, the scalar field is homogeneous. Though the time slicing is fixed, there is a residual freedom in the choice of origin of spatial coordinates. As we will see, this will get reflected in the presence of an arbitrary constant in the geometrical clocks corresponding to scalar perturbations. Stability of the comoving gauge conditions require:

δφ̇ ≈ 0, and Ḃ ≈ 0 . (3.78)

The second condition fixes the perturbation, δλ̂ ≈ 0. Whereas the first condition, using Hamilton’s equations, results in ϕ − 3ψ − δπ_φ π̄_φ ≈ 0 . (3.79)

The stability of the above condition results in fixing the perturbation δλ. Using the transformation properties of δφ and B we can find the gauge descriptors as before. The difference in contrast to previous gauges is that the gauge descriptor b takes a simple form as in the longitudinal gauge, whereas the gauge descriptor b̂ involves time integrals as in the synchronous gauge. These are given by

b(x, t)^!= − A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ , (3.80) and b̂(x, t)^!= − ∫ dt^′ N̄(t′)A1/2(t′) λ_φπ̄_φ(t^′) − ∫ dt^{′′}B(x, t^{′′}) − c_4(x) . (3.81)

As in the case of the synchronous gauge, the latter gauge descriptor involves an integration in time which creates some ambiguity in the Hamiltonian formulation. The presence of the function c_4(x) represents a residual gauge freedom corresponding to a shift of the spatial coordinates.

1. Geometrical Clocks

As in the other gauges, we want to to choose the clocks such that we can reproduce the gauge fixing constraints used in cosmology. Considering the background quantities in the comoving gauge, we realize that we need to choose τ̄^a = 0 since the metric component corresponding to the shift perturbation is zero. However, as far as the temporal background clock is considered we have the freedom to choose τ̄^0 ≠ 0 and again this in principle allows to define a notion of physical time for the background solution. At the linearized level we choose δτ^a = 0 and also here a non-vanishing δτ^0 is consistent with the linearized equations of motion. But, likewise to the other gauges already discussed, for reproducing the exact gauge fixing conditions used in cosmological perturbation theory, we consider the specific choice of δτ^0 = 0. The generalized gauge fixing condition with δτ^0 ≠ 0 will be analyzed in more detail in section III F. With δτ^μ set to vanish, the perturbed clocks using the expressions of b and b̂ are:

δT^{0 !}= A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ , δT̂^!= Î N̄A1/2δφ λ_φπ̄_φ + ÎB + c_4 . (3.82)

Since δT̂ is proportional to the shift perturbation, it leads us to identify

δT^a_⊥^!= ÎS^a + c_5 , (3.83)

where c_5, like c_4, is an arbitrary constant in time which depends on spatial coordinates. Note that in contrast to the uniform field gauge, where also δφ ≈ 0, δT̂ contains shift perturbation. This is what results in the presence of c_4 for the scalar perturbation which reflects the residual freedom mentioned earlier. The stability of δT^0 ≈ 0 results in the fixing of δλ. On the other hand, stability of δT̂ and δT^a_⊥ fix δλ^a, consistent with the gauge conditions for the comoving gauge.

2. Observables

To find the observables we use the general formulas as noted earlier, (3.1) and (3.33), and also (3.74). Using the clocks corresponding to the comoving gauge, we obtain:

O^{(1)}_{ϕ,T} = −(3κ + ς)v − π_v π̄_φ , O^{(1)}_{B,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_Sa_{,T} = 0,

O^{(1)}_{ψ,T} = ψ − H̃A3/2δφ N̄λ_φπ̄_φ − Δ 3 Î(βδφ + B), O^{(1)}_{E,T} = E − Î(βδφ + B), O^{(1)}_{Fa,T} = F_a − ÎS_a, O^{(1)}_{pE ,T} = p_E + βδφ 4H̃ + Î(βδφ + B), O^{(1)}_{pψ,T} = p_ψ + A^{3/2}δφ 4λ_φπ̄_φ ( H̃ N̄ + κN̄ p 2H̃ ) − Δ 6 ( β H̃ δφ + Î(βδφ + B) ) , O^{(1)}_pa_{F ,T} = p^a_F + ÎS^a, O^{(1)}_{δφ,T} = 0, O^{(1)}_{δπφ,T} = δπ_φ − π̇_φ φ̇ δφ − π̄_φΔÎ (π̄_φβδφ + B) , (3.84)

where

β := N̄A1/2 λ_φπ̄_φ . (3.85)

And as for all other gauges, we also have

O^{(1)}_{pϕ,T} = 1 N̄ δΠ, O^{(1)p}B^{,T} = δ̂Π , O^{(1)}_{pSa ,T} = δΠ^a_⊥ . (3.86)

Unlike the case of the uniform field gauge, some of the observables consist of the Î operator. These observables, as in the case of the synchronous gauge, have a certain non-uniqueness associated with the Î.

F. Generalized gauge fixing constraints and modified gauges

As mentioned earlier for the uniform field, the synchronous and the comoving gauge, the equation of motions are consistent with choosing temporal functions τ̄^0 and δτ^0 that do not vanish. This corresponds to gauge fixing conditions Ḡ^μ = τ̄^μ − T̄^μ and δG^μ = δτ^μ − δT^μ. We showed in the previous subsections that a choice of δτ^0 = 0, that is δG^μ = −δT^μ ≈ 0, was necessary to reproduce the common gauges and associated gauge invariant quantities like for instance the Bardeen potentials and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable. However, if we want to interpret our chosen clocks as true physical clocks in the context of the relational formalism, then a vanishing temporal parameter δτ^0 seems to be problematic since in general the observable map of a function f returns the value of f at those values where the clocks take the values τ^μ. As far as the spatial clocks are considered we can set δτ^a to zero because the physical evolution of the observables is defined with respect to the temporal clock only. More generally, if we choose τ^a = τ^a(x^j ) such that it is time independent, this corresponds to an induced slicing for which the shift vector vanishes on the constraint hypersurface where the gauge-fixing conditions are satisfied. In this subsection we want to analyze generalized gauges for the uniform field, the synchronous and the comoving gauge.

For this purpose we choose the simple generalization of a temporal function τ^0(t) ≠ 0 corresponding in linearized cosmological perturbation theory to τ̄^0(t) ≠ 0 and δτ^0(t) = t. In the linearized theory the latter choice corresponds to δG^0 = t − δT^0 ≈ 0 allowing us to define a notion of physical time for the observables constructed in these gauges. That we choose a linear dependence on t for δτ^0 is the most simple choice for a coordinate gauge fixing constraints as discussed for instance in [14, 24]. As usual in the relational formalism with such generalized gauge fixing constraints we would construct a τ^0-dependent family of observables and hence more general observables than conventionally used in the context of cosmological perturbation theory. By introducing a non-vanishing function δτ^0(t) we also modify the gauge and hence gauge fix the clock fields differently. As a consequence also the stability conditions of the clocks become modified and involve additional terms. Nevertheless, these modified conditions still merge into our former results presented above if we again consider the choice of δτ^0 = 0.

In the following we focus on the way uniform field, synchronous and comoving gauges are modified when the gauge fixing constraint is δG^0 = t − δT^0 ≈ 0. As a result, the stability requirement of the temporal gauge fixing constraint leads to modified conditions on the geometric and matter perturbations respectively. However, as far as the spatial gauge fixing condition is considered our former results still apply because we still choose δτ^a = 0, that is δG^a = −δT^a. Note that for the uniform field and the comoving gauge, the perturbed temporal clock is the same and hence we do not need to discuss these two cases separately since the results are identical. The latter gauges will be discussed after the case of the synchronous gauge that we will start with.

Let us consider a generalization of the gauge fixing constraint which led to the synchronous gauge in the above analysis. The perturbed temporal clock in the synchronous gauge was determined by the perturbation in the lapse. Requiring δG^0 = t − δT^0 ≈ 0, then the generalized gauge descriptor b is given by b(x, t)^!= t − t∫ dt^′N̄(t^′)ϕ(x, t^′) − c_1(x) , (3.87)

which leads to the following perturbed temporal clock δT^0 = ÎN̄ϕ. Reinserting this back into the gauge fixing constraint yields, δT^{0 !}= ÎN̄ϕ ≈ t . Here as in the case of the synchronous gauge we have chosen the constant c_1 to be vanishing. The spatial clocks and corresponding gauge descriptors remain unchanged. The stability of the above gauge fixing constraint gives:

δṪ^0=N̄ϕ ≈ 1 .

Using (2.64), we easily see that the stability of above equation yields δλ = 0 exactly as in the case of the perturbation in temporal clock for the synchronous gauge. Recall that one of the conditions for the synchronous gauge, ϕ ≈ 0, is equivalent to the stability of the gauge fixing: δT^0 ≈ 0. The stability of the generalized gauges requires that N̄ϕ ≈ 1. Thus, if the perturbed temporal clock δT^0 is required to be linear in time and the perturbed spatial clock takes vanishing value then the synchronous gauge condition for the perturbations modifies to: ϕ ≈ 1 N̄ , B ≈ 0 . (3.88)

Similarly, we can consider the generalization of the gauge fixing constraint leading to the uniform field and the comoving gauges. For both the cases, the perturbation in the temporal clock is the same. The gauge descriptor corresponding to δG^0 = t − δT^0 ≈ 0 changes from (3.57) (or (3.80)) to

b^!= t − A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ . (3.89)

The associated perturbed temporal clock is chosen to have the form δT^{0 !}= A^{3/2}δφ/λ_φπ̄_φ leading to the following gauge fixing constraints

δT^0 = A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ ≈ t . (3.90)

The stability of the above constraint yields a differential equation relating time derivatives of background quantities with δφ̇:

δṪ^0 = ( A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ )_· δφ + A^{3/2}δφ λ_φπ̄_φ δφ̇ ≈ 1 (3.91)

The solution of the above equation yields, δφ ≈ (t+t^′_{δφ}) λ_φπ̄_φ/A^{3/2}, where t^′_{δφ} is a constant of integration which we set to zero. We then need to consider the stability of the above equation with respect to the equations of motion for perturbed variables. This results in determining the value of δλ in terms of background and perturbation variables, as it was the case for the uniform field and comoving gauges. Thus we obtain a consistent perturbed temporal clock that can be gauge fixed to be linear in time. The associated modified uniform field gauge in this case is given by: δφ ≈ t λ_φπ̄_φ A^{3/2} , E ≈ 0 (3.92)

Similarly a modified comoving gauge reads: δφ ≈ t λ_φπ̄_φ A^{3/2} , B ≈ 0 . (3.93)

This concludes our discussion of the generalized gauge fixing constraints that lead to modified uniform field, synchronous and comoving gauges for which in the relational formalism a notion of physical time can be defined via these geometrical clocks. Likewise to the case of the unmodified gauges, we could apply the observable map now and obtain a family of Dirac observables parametrized by t, where this parameter is interpreted as physical time. For the choice of t = 0 these observables coincide with the observables constructed in the former subsections.

Finally, let us summarize all the results obtained so far in this section for various gauges in our formalism of reference clocks in tables I and II. In table I we summarize the results for longitudinal, spatially flat and uniform field gauges all which involve isotropic threading. Table II summarizes the synchronous and comoving gauges which have vanishing perturbations of the shift. Table III summarizes various symbols and key equations in tables I and II.

Variable Longitudinal Spatially flat Uniform field

δT^0 2P̃ √ A(E + p_E)^{N̄}_{H̃} (ψ −^1_3 ΔE) κ^{N̄}_{H̃} δφ

δT^a δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) δ^{ab}(E_{,b} + F_b) ϕ −Ψ −2Υ − (_1 2 +^κ_{P̃ 2} Ap ) Ψ −(3κ + ς)v −^{πv}_{π̄φ} B 0^{N̄ 2}_{AH̃} Ψ^{N̄ 2}_{AH̃} (Ψ + κv)

S^a 4H̃ν^a 4H̃ν^a 4H̃ν^a

ψ Ψ 0 −^1_κ v

E 0 0 0

F_a 0 0 0

p_ψ Υ Υ + αΨ Υ + α(Ψ + κv)

p_E 0^1_{P̃ 2} Ψ^1_{P̃ 2} (Ψ + κv)

p^a_F ν^a ν^a ν^a

δφ v +^1_κ Ψ v 0

δπ_φ π_v − π̄_φ^ς_κ Ψ π_v π_v + π̄_φςv

Table I: Summary of geometrical clocks and linearized observables corresponding to various metric perturbations and their momenta for the gauges where the longitudinal part of the spatial metric perturbation vanishes. Various symbols are summarized in table III.

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

The main objective of our manuscript was to apply the relational formalism in the extended phase space to linearized cosmological perturbation theory and to understand the relationship between the choice of clocks, gauge fixing conditions and the associated gauge invariant quantities. Our manuscript, which is a companion article to the review [25], extends the results already present in the literature for the reason that the consideration of the extended phase space opens a window to a larger class of gauge fixing conditions that can not be dealt with if only the reduced ADM-phase space is considered where lapse and shift are treated as Lagrange multipliers. Let us note that in a seminal work, Langlois formulated the canonical description using ADM variables and derived the analogue of the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable in phase space [20]. However, in this study lapse and shift were treated as Lagrange multipliers and therefore the analysis had in built restrictions. As an example, it is impossible to obtain the Bardeen potentials in Langlois’ analysis because one of the Bardeen potentials is tied to perturbations in the lapse. As we have shown this restriction can be avoided by formulating linear canonical perturbation theory in the extended phase space. This generalization that is strongly based on earlier work by Pons, Salisbury, Sundermeyer et al [21–24] was started in the review [25]. There, as a preparation for the work in this article, the phase space analogues of gauge invariant quantities such as for instance the Bardeen potential and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable were constructed. These results were used in our work as the explicit form of these gauge invariant quantities defined on the extended ADM-phase space were taken as the guiding principle for the choice of clocks.

Variable Synchronous Comoving δT^0 ÎN̄ϕ^{A3/2δφ}_{λφπ̄φ} δT̂ Î^{N̄}_A [ ÎN̄ϕ ] + ÎB Î^{N̄A1/2δφ}_{λφπ̄φ} + ÎB δT^a_⊥ ÎS^a ÎS^a ϕ 0 −(3κ + ς)v −^{πv}_{π̄φ}

B 0 0

S^a 0 0

ψ ψ −^{H̃}_{N̄} ÎN̄ϕ −^1_3 ΔÎ (_{N̄} A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) ψ −^{H̃A3/2δφ} N̄λ_φπ̄_φ − Δ 3 Î(βδφ + B)

E E − Î (_{N̄} A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) E − Î(βδφ + B)

F_a F_a − ÎS_a F_a − ÎS_a

p_ψ p_ψ +^1_4 (_{H̃} N̄ +^κ_2^{N̄p}_{H̃} ) ÎN̄ϕ −^1_6 Δ (_{N̄} AH̃ ÎN̄ϕ + Î (_{N̄} A ÎN̄ϕ + B )) p_ψ +^{A3/2δφ} 4λ_φπ̄_φ (_{H̃} N̄ +^{κN̄p}_{2H̃} ) −^Δ_6 (_β H̃ + Î(βδφ + B) )

p_E p_E +^{N̄}_{4AH̃} ÎN̄ϕ +Î (_{N̄} A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) p_E + βδφ_{4H̃} + Î(βδφ + B)

p^a_F p^a_F + ÎS_a p^a_F + ÎS^a

δφ δφ −^{λϕ}_{A3/2} π̄_ϕÎN̄ϕ 0

δπ_φ δπ_φ − π̄_φΔÎ (_{N̄} A ÎN̄ϕ + B ) +^1_2^{A3/2}_{λφ}^{dV}_{dφ} ÎN̄ϕ δπ_φ −^{π̇φ}_{φ̇} δφ −π̄_φΔÎ (π̄_φβδφ + B) Table II: Summary of geometrical clocks and first order observables for the gauge choices corresponding to vanishing perturbation in shift. Unlike table I, we have split the perturbation in clocks corresponding to shift since the clock components are different. For definition of symbols, see table III.

A difference of our analysis to the conventional approach in cosmological perturbation theory lies in the context of the relational formalism. The latter has been earlier applied to study linearized cosmological perturbations [14, 15, 18, 19], but the applications have been limited to the reduced ADM-phase space or its corresponding extension in terms of

Symbol Relation to background and perturbation variables Equation

α^1_4 +^κ_{2P̃ 2} Ap −^2_3^1_{P̃ 2} Δ (3.51)

β^{N̄A1/2}_{λφπ̄φ} (3.85)

κ^{A3/2}_{λφπ̄φ}^{H̃}_{N̄} (3.60)

ν_a p^a_F (x) + δ^{ab}F_b(x) (3.30)

Ψ ψ(x) +^{4H̃2 A}_{N̄ 2} (E + p_E )(x) −^1_3 ΔE(x) (3.25)

π_v δπ_φ − π̄_φΔE +^1_2^{A3/2}_{λφ}^{dV}_{dφ} (φ̄)^{N̄}_{H̃} ( ψ −^1_3 ΔE ) (3.53)

ς^1_2^{A3}_{λ2φπ̄2φ}^{dV}_{dφ} (φ̄) (3.61)

Υ p_ψ +^{ΔE}_2 +^2_3 Δp_E − (_{H̃2A} N̄ 2 + κA 2 p ) (E + p_E ) (3.26) v δφ −^{λφ}_{A3/2H̃} N̄π̄_φ ( ψ −^1_3 ΔE ) (3.52)

Table III: Definitions of various symbols used in tables I and II.

Ashtekar variables respectively. Our manuscript provides the first application of the relational formalism to cosmological perturbation theory in the extended ADM-phase space. As a result, clocks and Dirac observables can be understood even for lapse and shift variables which are treated dynamically on the same footing as all remaining phase space variables.

In the relational formalism every gauge fixing conditions is determined by a choice of clocks. Therefore in this manuscript, we have taken the approach where we have chosen linearized clocks which yield the commonly used gauge conditions in the linear cosmological perturbation theory. Five gauge fixing constraints were considered: the longitudinal gauge, spatially flat gauge, the uniform field gauge, the synchronous gauge and the comoving gauge. In the first three cases, the gauge freedom is completely fixed, whereas in the latter two cases there is residual freedom in the shift in the spatial coordinates. For each of these gauge choices, we identified the clocks constructed from the metric and in some cases metric and matter perturbations at the linear order. The associated observables to these clocks correspond to the gauge invariant variables which are naturally tied in their physical interpretation to the same gauge fixing conditions.

For the longitudinal gauge fixing constraint, the geometrical clocks we chose result in the Bardeen potentials as the associated and independent Dirac observables understood as the gauge invariant extensions of the lapse and the trace of the spatial metric perturbation. For the spatially flat gauge, the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable is the naturally associated Dirac observable corresponding to the scalar field perturbation. Similarly, for the other gauges we find a natural set of gauge invariant quantities using geometric clocks and construct their associated Dirac observables.

The connection between the gauge fixing conditions and gauge invariant variables is well known in the conventional treatment of cosmological perturbation theory. Our analysis bring out this relationship from the perspective of the relational formalism in the canonical perturbation theory. As emphasized earlier in section I, each gauge invariant quantity in cosmological perturbation theory has a direct relationship with metric or matter perturbations only in a specific gauge. This becomes transparent in our procedure in terms of Dirac observables. As an example, even though the Bardeen potentials are gauge invariant quantities, irrespective of the chosen gauge, they only appear as the natural Dirac observables when the clocks are chosen to be consistent with the longitudinal gauge – their natural gauge as far as their physical interpretation is addressed. In any other gauge, they do not appear as natural Dirac observables and thus their physical interpretation is lost. The same is true for the relationship between other gauges and gauge invariant quantities. We note that this conclusion is expected from the conventional treatment of cosmological perturbation theory where the naturalness of gauge invariant quantities visà-vis gauge fixing conditions is well known, but has been borne out for the first time in the language of Dirac observables. Thus, our canonical analysis make apparent the subtle and self-consistent relationship between the choice of clocks, gauge fixing conditions and Dirac observables.

It is useful to point out a subtlety in comparing our work based on the extended ADM formulation to extract gauge invariant quantities with the conventional framework based on the Lagrangian approach. Let us recall following the early work in cosmological perturbation theory by Sachs [36], and Stewart and Walker [37] (further developed by Bruni, Dunsby, Ellis and Sonego [38–40]) that one starts by introducing of two spacetime manifolds M and M_0 where M defines the physical spacetime and M_0 the background spacetime. The latter can be understood as a fiducial manfiold in this construction. The perturbations are then defined via a point identification map between M_0 and M, and the choice of a specific point identification map can be understood as a choice of gauge. The gauge invariant quantities are then those whose values do not depend on the point identification map and this kind of gauge invariance was called gauge of second kind by Sachs due to the fact that it occurs in addition to the usual coordinate freedom present in general relativity which we will refer to as gauge invariance of the first kind.

Now following the relational formalism the idea is the following. First let us neglect the aspects of perturbation theory. Then one would like to choose reference fields (clocks) that enter the observable map which allow to solve the constraints present in the canonical theory of general relativity. That is we construct gauge invariant quantities with respect to the gauge invariance of the first kind. As a result one obtains a reduced phase space with only physical degrees of freedom and a physical Hamiltonian that generates the dynamics of the observables. This dynamics is unconstrained unlike the Lagrangian approach where the constraints of general relativity are still present among the 10 Einstein’s equations.

If we aim at formulating a perturbative setting of this reduced canonical theory, the second kind of gauge transformation has to be considered as well. In this case the reference fields (clocks) serve a twofold purposes because on the one hand they are used to construct Dirac observables and on the other hand in the above language also as a point identification map that eliminates the second kind of gauge freedom.

Thus, to compare the complexity of the two approaches it is necessary to introduce the demand of gauge invariance of the first kind in the conventional Lagrangian based approach to cosmological perturbation theory. An aspect where this issue becomes immediately relevant is for instance when one derives the gauge invariant dynamics of for instance the Bardeen potential and the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable in linear perturbation theory. In contrast to the conventional way, this dynamics can be obtained in a very straightforward and efficient way in our formalism [41]. This occurs thanks to the implementation of the gauge invariance of the first kind in our formalism which allows one to derive the dynamics of these gauge invariant quantities purely at the gauge invariant level without the need to go back to the gauge variant form of the Einstein equations and derive from it the associated dynamics of the observables.

An important question in cosmological perturbation theory is what are the gauge invariant quantities when we go beyond linear order. In the conventional analysis, this is a non-trivial problem as one has to construct these quantities order by order in perturbation theory, with the results obtained at lower order not being generalizable to higher orders. This task becomes easier in the relational formalism. The reason for this is that one can construct manifestly gauge invariant quantities already at the non-linear level, that is full general relativity, as it has for instance be done in [14–16]. This yields the gauge invariant Einstein’s equations at the full non-linear level. Perturbations of these equations involve by construction only quantities that are manifestly gauge invariant and hence are invariant under coordinate transformations up to arbitrary high orders. Thus, even in linear perturbation theory around a flat FLRW background we consider the linearity as far as the perturbations on phase space are considered, but have manifestly gauge invariance for the diffeomorphisms. As has been shown in the case of dust matter model [15], if one truncates this manifestly gauge invariant quantities at linear order, one can reproduce the results in linearized cosmological perturbation theory, where one linearizes the Einstein equation first and afterwards construct linearized gauge invariant quantities.

We should note that non-linear gauge invariant quantities have earlier been studied in the covariant formulation [42] and further developed in [43, 44]. The latter method is based on constructing gauge invariant quantities by introducing flow lines associated with fundamental observers. Using the Stewart-Walker lemma such quantities are automatically gauge invariant if the corresponding quantities vanish in the background spacetime. One obtains full non-linear gauge invariant quantities and as shown by Langlois and Vernizzi one can recover the usual gauge invariant quantities at linear and second order [43, 44]. As in the case of dust model [15], one can first construct non-linear gauge invariant quantities and then apply perturbation theory which results in a formulation of perturbation theory at the gauge invariant level. The key difference of this approach in comparison to our analysis is that the formalism by Langlois and Vernizzi considers only the gauge invariance of the second kind but not the first kind as can been seen for instance from the fact that the constraints are still part of the theory. Furthermore, the introduction of flow lines associated with fundamental observers can be understood in the relational formalism as the choice of an idealized observer, that is one that causes no backreaction. In our formalism observers are the reference fields (clocks) which are dynamically coupled to the system. Thus, backreaction will be inherently included in our approach. This is evident via the imprint of the chosen clocks in the equations of motion of the observables usually via their energy and momentum densities. In order to compare the two approaches and their complexities in studying second order perturbation theory, one would need to include gauge invariance of the first kind in the approach of Langlois and Vernizzi.

We showed here that the common gauge invariant variables in linear cosmological perturbation theory can be systematically constructed if we apply the relational formalism and the observable map to the extended phase space of linear cosmological perturbation theory. An open question that arises from our results is whether we can find non-linear geometrical clocks that reduce at the linear order to those we have identified here. Such clocks have been constructed in relational formalism for the the case of dust matter in Ref. [14], though they have been used to study first order cosmological perturbation theory [15]. To generalize our current analysis to second order perturbation theory, one will need to find non-linear clocks using purely metric perturbations or its combinations with scalar field perturbations. For this purpose we had to generalize for instance the work in Ref. [14] to the extended ADM phase space and carefully analyze the stability of our chosen clocks that becomes more complicated when geometrical than matter clocks are chosen. The identification of these clocks at linear order in our present analysis give us vital insights on the nature of non-linear geometrical clocks which will be investigated in a future work. Such an analysis would extend our results beyond the linear order and would also in higher order have a systematic and straightforward way to construct gauge invariant quantities with a clear physical interpretation of such quantities.

If we want to go beyond the classical theory and consider the quantization of the associated reduced phase spaces that follow from a certain choice of geometrical clocks, then it might be the case that models where one chooses purely matter clocks as for instance in [10–12, 14, 45–47] are of advantage. The reason for this is that in general the Poisson algebra of the Dirac observables that need to be considered in a reduced phase space quantization is more complicated than the standard kinematical algebra. Consequently, to find representations of the algebra, that is finding the associated quantum theory, might be very difficult. Along with this comes the fact that the decomposed scalar, vector- and tensor gauge variant quantities in general satisfy also a more complicated algebra than the original ADM variables due to the projectors that are used to define such decomposed quantities. The matter field reference models in [10–12, 14, 45–47] are all designed in such a way that the Poisson algebra of the Dirac observables is as simple as the kinematical algebra. However, a real conclusion on this point can only be drawn after we have identified some candidates for non-linear clocks, which will be one of our future projects.

In the present manuscript we have focused our discussion on the classical perturbation theory in the canonical setting. However, one important application of our analysis lies in the canonical quantization program, such as Wheeler-deWitt quantization or loop quantum gravity. For these approaches, our framework provides a natural setting to investigate quantum gravitational effects on cosmological perturbations. For this purpose, the first step is to formulate a canonical formulation of classical cosmological perturbation theory at the linear order. Our analysis accomplishes this step using the extended phase space using ADM variables. The next step will be to incorporate quantum gravitational constraints in this setting and repeat the analysis with appropriate clocks at the quantum level. An interesting question will be to examine the role of clocks in the cosmological perturbation theory at the quantum level.

Acknowledgements

P.S. is grateful to the Institute for Quantum Gravity at Friedrich-Alexander-Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg for its generous support and a warm hospitality at various stages of this work. P.S. is supported by NSF grant PHY-1454832.

[1] Peter G. Bergmann. ’Gauge-Invariant’ Variables in General Relativity. Phys. Rev., 124:274– 278, 1961.

[2] Peter G. Bergmann. Observables in General Relativity. Rev. Mod. Phys., 33:510–514, 1961. [3] Arthur Komar. Construction of a Complete Set of Independent Observables in the General Theory of Relativity. Phys. Rev., 111(4):1182, 1958.

[4] C. Rovelli. Partial observables. Phys. Rev. D, 65:124013, 2002. gr-qc/0110035.

[5] C. Rovelli. What is observable in classical and quantum gravity? Class. Quant. Grav., 8(2):297, 1991.

[6] A. S. Vytheeswaran. Gauge unfixing in second class constrained systems. Annals Phys., 236:297–324, 1994.

[7] B. Dittrich. Partial and complete observables for hamiltonian constrained systems. Gen. Rel.

Grav., 39:1891–1927, 2004. gr-qc/0411013.

[8] B. Dittrich. Partial and complete observables for canonical general relativity. Class. Quant.

Grav., 23:6155–6184, 2005. gr-qc/0507106v1.

[9] T. Thiemann. Reduced phase space quantization and dirac observables. Class. Quant. Grav., 23:1163–1180, 2006. gr-qc/0411031v1.

[10] T. Thiemann. Solving the problem of time in general relativity and cosmology with phantoms and k – essence. 2006. arXiv:astro-ph/0607380.

[11] K. Giesel and T. Thiemann. Algebraic quantum gravity (AQG). IV. Reduced phase space quantisation of loop quantum gravity. Class. Quant. Grav., 27:175009, 2010.

[12] Kristina Giesel and Almut Oelmann. Reduced Loop Quantization with four Klein-Gordon Scalar Fields as Reference Matter. 2016.

[13] Kristina Giesel and Almut Oelmann. Comparison Between Dirac and Reduced Quantization in LQG-Models with Klein-Gordon Scalar Fields. Acta Phys. Polon. Supp., 10:339–349, 2017.

[14] K. Giesel, S. Hofmann, T. Thiemann, and O. Winkler. Manifestly gauge-invariant general relativistic perturbation theory: I. foundations. Class. Quant. Grav., 27:055005, 2010. arXiv:0711.0115v2.

[15] K. Giesel, S. Hofmann, T. Thiemann, and O. Winkler. Manifestly gauge-invariant general relativistic perturbation theory: Ii. frw background and first order. Class. Quant. Grav., 27:055006, 2010. arXiv:0711.0117v1.

[16] Yu Han, Kristina Giesel, and Yongge Ma. Manifestly gauge invariant perturbations of scalar–tensor theories of gravity. Class. Quant. Grav., 32:135006, 2015.

[17] Kristina Giesel, Johannes Tambornino, and Thomas Thiemann. LTB spacetimes in terms of Dirac observables. Class. Quant. Grav., 27:105013, 2010.

[18] Bianca Dittrich and Johannes Tambornino. A Perturbative approach to Dirac observables and their space-time algebra. Class. Quant. Grav., 24:757–784, 2007.

[19] Bianca Dittrich and Johannes Tambornino. Gauge invariant perturbations around symmetry reduced sectors of general relativity: Applications to cosmology. Class. Quant. Grav., 24:4543– 4586, 2007.

[20] D. Langlois. Hamiltonian formalism and gauge invariance for linear perturbations in inflation.

Clas. Quant. Grav., 11(2):389, 1999.

[21] J. M. Pons and J. Antonio Garcia. Rigid and gauge noether symmetries for constrained systems. Int. J. Mod. Phys. A, 15:4681–4721, 2000. hep-th/9908151v2.

[22] J.M. Pons, D.C. Salisbury, and L.C. Shepley. Gauge transformations in the lagrangian and hamiltonian formalisms of generally covariant theories. Phys. Rev. D, 55(2):658, 1996. gr-qc/9612037v1.

[23] J. M. Pons, D. C. Salisbury, and K. A. Sundermeyer. Observables in classical canonical gravity: folklore demystified. J. Phys.: Conf. Ser., 222, 2010. arXiv:1001.2726v2.

[24] J. M. Pons, D. C. Salisbury, and K. A. Sundermeyer. Revisiting observables in generally covariant theories in the light of gauge fixing methods. Phys. Rev. D, 80:084015, 2009. arXiv:0905.4564v2.

[25] Kristina Giesel and Adrian Herzog. Gauge invariant canonical cosmological perturbation theory with geometrical clocks in extended phase space - a review and applications. 2017. arXiv:1712.09878, accepted by IJMPD 2018.

[26] Guillem Domènech and Misao Sasaki. Hamiltonian approach to 2nd order gauge invariant cosmological perturbations. Phys. Rev., D97(2):023521, 2018.

[27] Martin Bojowald, Hector H. Hernandez, Mikhail Kagan, Parampreet Singh, and Aureliano Skirzewski. Hamiltonian cosmological perturbation theory with loop quantum gravity corrections. Phys. Rev., D74:123512, 2006.

[28] James M. Bardeen. Cosmological perturbations from quantum fluctuations to large scale structure. In Cosmology and particle physics. Proceedings, CCAST (World Laboratory) Symposium/Workshop, Nanjing, P.R. China, June 30 - July 12, 1988, pages 1–64, 1988.

[29] Bryce S. DeWitt. Quantum Theory of Gravity. 1. The Canonical Theory. Phys. Rev., 160:1113–1148, 1967.

[30] Bryce S. DeWitt. Quantum Theory of Gravity. 2. The Manifestly Covariant Theory. Phys.

Rev., 162:1195–1239, 1967. [,298(1967)].

[31] V. F. Mukhanov, H. A. Feldman, and R. H. Brandenberger. Theory of cosmological perturbations. Phys. Rep., 215(5-6):203–333, 1992.

[32] T. Thiemann. Introduction to modern canonical quantum general relativity. 2001.

gr-qc/0110034v1.

[33] Hideo Kodama and Misao Sasaki. Cosmological Perturbation Theory. Prog. Theor. Phys.

Suppl., 78:1–166, 1984.

[34] Jai-chan Hwang and Hyerim Noh. Conserved cosmological structures in the one loop superstring effective action. Phys. Rev., D61:043511, 2000.

[35] S. Weinberg. Gravitation and cosmology: Principles and applications of the general theory of relativity. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1972.

[36] R. K. Sachs. Relativity, Groups and Topology. ed. B. De Witt & C. De Witt,(Gordon & Breach, London), page 523, 1964.

[37] J. M. Stewart and M. Walker. Perturbations of spacetimes in general relativity. Proc. Roy.

Soc. Lond., A341:49–74, 1974.

[38] Marco Bruni, Peter K. S. Dunsby, and George F. R. Ellis. Cosmological perturbations and the physical meaning of gauge invariant variables. Astrophys. J., 395:34–53, 1992.

[39] Sebastiano Sonego and Marco Bruni. Gauge dependence in the theory of nonlinear space-time perturbations. Commun. Math. Phys., 193:209–218, 1998.

[40] Marco Bruni and Sebastiano Sonego. Observables and gauge invariance in the theory of nonlinear space-time perturbations: Letter to the editor. Class. Quant. Grav., 16:L29–L36, 1999.

[41] K. Giesel, P. Singh, and D. Winnekens. Gauge invariant dynamics in canonical cosmological perturbation theory. To appear, 2018.

[42] G. F. R. Ellis and M. Bruni. Covariant and Gauge Invariant Approach to Cosmological Density Fluctuations. Phys. Rev., D40:1804–1818, 1989.

[43] David Langlois and Filippo Vernizzi. Evolution of non-linear cosmological perturbations.

Phys. Rev. Lett., 95:091303, 2005.

[44] David Langlois and Filippo Vernizzi. Nonlinear perturbations of cosmological scalar fields.

JCAP, 0702:017, 2007.

[45] Kristina Giesel and Thomas Thiemann. Scalar Material Reference Systems and Loop Quantum Gravity. Class. Quant. Grav., 32:135015, 2015.

[46] Marcin Domagala, Kristina Giesel, Wojciech Kaminski, and Jerzy Lewandowski. Gravity quantized: Loop Quantum Gravity with a Scalar Field. Phys. Rev., D82:104038, 2010.

[47] Viqar Husain and Tomasz Pawlowski. Dust reference frame in quantum cosmology. Class.

Quant. Grav., 28:225014, 2011.