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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

The construction of a consistent theory of quantum gravity continues to be the
major open problem in fundamental physics. The present second edition of my
book is an extended and revised version of the first edition. It contains, in par-
ticular, new sections on asymptotic safety, dynamical triangulation, primordial
black holes, the information-loss problem, loop quantum cosmology, and other
topics. The text has been revised throughout.

I thank all the readers who have commented on various parts of the first
edition or who have pointed out the occurrence of typos. Comments would be
greatly appreciated also for the second edition. They can be sent to my e-mail
address kiefer@thp.uni-koeln.de.

For helpful discussions and critical comments while preparing the second edi-
tion I am grateful to Mark Albers, Andrei Barvinsky, Martin Bojowald, Friedrich
Hehl, Gerhard Kolland, Renate Loll, Hermann Nicolai, Martin Reuter, Barbara
Sandhofer, Stefan Theisen, and H.-Dieter Zeh.

Last but not least I want to thank Oxford University Press, and in particular
Sonke Adlung, for their efficient cooperation.

Cologne Claus Kiefer
December 2006
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PREFACE

The unification of quantum theory with Einstein’s theory of general relativity is
perhaps the biggest open problem of theoretical physics. Such a theory is not only
needed for conceptual reasons, but also for the understanding of fundamental
issues such as the origin of the Universe, the final evaporation of black holes,
and the structure of space and time.

Historically, the oldest approach is the direct quantization of Einstein’s the-
ory of general relativity, an approach which is still being actively pursued. This
includes covariant methods such as path-integral quantization as well as canon-
ical methods like the Wheeler—-DeWitt approach or the more recent loop quan-
tization. Although one arrives at a perturbatively non-renormalizable theory,
quantum general relativity can yield physically interesting results in both the
perturbative and the non-perturbative regimes. It casts light, in particular, on
the fundamental nature of space and time.

The second main approach is string theory. It encapsulates the idea that the
problem of constructing a viable quantum theory of gravity can only be solved
within a unification of all interactions. In this respect, it goes far beyond quantum
general relativity. From a methodological point of view, however, string theory
does not stand much apart from it. It is a natural extension of perturbative
quantum gravity (from which it inherits the concept of a graviton), and methods
of constrained quantization, which are crucial for canonical quantum gravity,
appear at key stages in the theory.

Whereas there exist excellent textbooks that discuss string theory at great
depth, the present monograph is the first that, to my knowledge, covers quan-
tum gravity in this broad sense. The main part of the book is devoted to general
concepts, the quantization of general relativity, and applications to cosmology
and black holes. String theory is discussed from the point of view of its quan-
tum gravitational aspects and its connection to other approaches. The edifice
of theoretical physics cannot be completed without the conceptual unification
that will be provided by quantum gravity. I hope that my book will convince
my readers of this outstanding problem and encourage them to work on its
solution.

This book has grown out of lectures that I gave at the Universities of Ziirich,
Freiburg, and Cologne between 1990 and 2003. My main intention is to discuss
the general features that a quantum theory of gravity is expected to show and
to give an up-to-date overview of the main approaches. The reader is assumed
to have some familiarity with general relativity and quantum field theory. Com-
ments can be sent to my e-mail address kiefer@thp.uni-koeln.de and are
highly welcome.

vii
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It is clear that my book could not have been written in this form without
the influence of many people over the past 20 years. I am in particular indebted
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1

WHY QUANTUM GRAVITY?

1.1 Quantum theory and the gravitational field
1.1.1  Introduction

Quantum theory seems to be a universal theory of nature. More precisely, it
provides a general framework for all theories describing particular interactions.
Quantum theory has passed a plethora of experimental tests and is considered
a well-established theory, except for the ongoing discussion about its interpreta-
tional foundations.

The only interaction that has not been fully accommodated within quantum
theory is the gravitational field, the oldest known interaction. It is described very
successfully by a classical (i.e. non-quantum) theory, Einstein’s general theory of
relativity (GR), also called geometrodynamics. From a theoretical, or even aes-
thetic, point of view, it is highly appealing, since the fundamental equations can
be formulated in simple geometrical terms. Moreover, there now exist plenty of
experimental tests that have been passed by this theory without problems. One
particularly impressive example is the case of the binary pulsar PSR 1913+16:
the decrease of its orbital period can be fully explained by the emission of grav-
itational waves as predicted by GR. The accuracy of this test is only limited by
the accuracy of clocks on Earth, which according to recent proposals for rubid-
ium fountain clocks (Fertig and Gibble 2000) should approach an accuracy of
about 1071 (such a clock would go wrong by less than 1 s during a time as long
as the age of the Universe). The precision is so high that one even needs to model
the gravitational influence of the Milky Way on the binary pulsar in order to
find agreement with the theoretical prediction (Damour and Taylor 1991). There
exist phenomena that could point to a more fundamental theory than GR, (Dark
Matter, Dark Energy, Pioneer anomaly), but this is not yet clear.

The formalism of general relativity is discussed in many textbooks; see, for
example, Hawking and Ellis (1973), Misner et al. (1973), Straumann (2004), or
Wald (1984). It can be defined by the Einstein-Hilbert action,

A

/d4x\/—_g(R—2A)—— P VhK . (1.1)
M

87TG OM

A
167G

SEn =

Note that ¢*/167G ~ 2.41 x 1047 gems™2 & 2.29 x 10" (cms) ™! h. The integra-
tion in the first integral of (1.1) covers a region M of the space—time manifold,
and the second integral is defined on its boundary M which is assumed to
be space-like. The integrand of the latter contains the determinant, h, of the
three-dimensional metric on the boundary, and K is the trace of the second
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fundamental form (see Section 4.2.1). That a surface term is needed in order
to obtain a consistent variational principle had already been noted by Einstein
(19164).

In addition to the action (1.1), one considers actions for non-gravitational
fields, in the following called Sy, (‘matter action’). They give rise to the energy—
momentum tensor

T 2 6Sm
py — )
V=g g™
which acts as a ‘source’ of the gravitational field. In general, it does not coincide

with the canonical energy—momentum tensor. From the variation of Sgg + Sh,
the Einstein field equations are obtained,

(1.2)

1 8rG
Guu = RHV - §guuR+ Aguu = 0—471“1/ . (13)

(Our convention is the one used by Misner et al. (1973), with a space—time metric
of signature (—1,1,1,1), a Riemann tensor defined by R s =T%;.,+, and
a Ricci tensor defined by Rag = R", 5.)

A natural generalization of general relativity is the Einstein—Cartan theory;
see, for example, Hehl (1985) and Hehl et al. (1976) for details. It is found by
introducing potentials connected with translations and Lorentz transformations
(i.e. with the Poincaré group): the tetrad e for the translations and the connec-
tion w,Tk for the Lorentz transformations. The corresponding gravitational field
strengths are torsion and curvature. Torsion vanishes outside matter and does
not propagate, but it is straightforward to formulate extensions with a propagat-
ing torsion by gauging the translations and the Lorentz transformations (leading
to the Poincaré gauge theory). The occurrence of torsion is a natural consequence
of the presence of spin currents. Its effects are tiny on macroscopic scales (which
is why it has not been seen experimentally), but it should be of high relevance
in the microscopic realm, for example, on the scale of the electronic Compton
wavelength and in the very early Universe. In fact, the Einstein-Cartan the-
ory is naturally embedded in theories of supergravity (see Section 2.3), where a
spin-3/2 particle (the ‘gravitino’) plays a central role.

In Chapter 2, we shall discuss some ‘uniqueness theorems’, which state that
every theory of the gravitational field must contain GR (or the Einstein—Cartan
theory) in an appropriate limit. Generalizations of GR such as the Jordan—Brans—
Dicke theory, which contains an additional scalar field in the gravitational sector,
are therefore mainly of interest as effective theories arising from fundamental
theories such as string theory (see Chapter 9). They are usually not meant as
classical alternatives to GR, except for the parametrization of experimental tests.
That GR cannot be true at the most fundamental level is clear from the singu-
larity theorems (cf. Hawking and Penrose 1996): under very general conditions,
singularities in space—time are unavoidable, signalling the breakdown of GR.
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The theme of this book is to investigate the possibilities of unifying the
gravitational field with the quantum framework in a consistent way. This may
lead to a general avoidance of space-time singularities.

1.1.2  Main motivations for quantizing gravity

The first motivation is unification. The history of science shows that a reduc-
tionist viewpoint has been very fruitful in physics (Weinberg 1993). The standard
model of particle physics is a quantum field theory that has united in a certain
sense all non-gravitational interactions. It has been very successful experimen-
tally, but one should be aware that its concepts are poorly understood beyond
the perturbative level; in this sense, the classical theory of GR is in a much better
condition.

The universal coupling of gravity to all forms of energy would make it plausi-
ble that gravity has to be implemented in a quantum framework too. Moreover,
attempts to construct an exact semiclassical theory, where gravity stays classical
but all other fields are quantum, have failed up to now; see Section 1.2. This
demonstrates, in particular, that classical and quantum concepts (phase space
versus Hilbert space, etc.) are most likely incompatible.

Physicists have also entertained the hope that unification entails a solution
to the notorious divergence problem of quantum field theory; as is shown in
Chapter 2, perturbative quantum GR leads to even worse divergences, due to its
non-renormalizability, but a full non-perturbative framework without any diver-
gences may exist. In fact, some of the approaches presented in this volume, such
as canonical quantum gravity or string theory, are candiates for a divergence-free
theory.

The second motivation comes from cosmology and black holes. As the sin-
gularity theorems and the ensuing breakdown of GR demonstrate, a fundamental
understanding of the early Universe—in particular, its initial conditions near the
‘big bang’—and of the final stages of black-hole evolution requires an encompass-
ing theory. From the historical analogy of quantum mechanics (which—due to
its stationary states—has rescued the atoms from collapse), the general expec-
tation is that this encompassing theory is a quantum theory. Classically, the
generic behaviour of a solution to Einstein’s equations near a big-bang singular-
ity is assumed to consist of ‘BKL oscillations’; cf. Belinskii at al. (1982) and the
references therein. A key feature of this scenario is the decoupling of different
spatial points. A central demand on a quantum theory of gravity is to provide a
consistent quantum description of BKL oscillations.

The concept of an ‘inflationary universe’! is often invoked to claim that the
present universe can have emerged from generic initial conditions. This is only
partly true, since one can of course trace back any present conditions to the
past to find the ‘correct’ initial conditions. In fact, the crucial point lies in the
assumptions that enter the no-hair conjecture; see, for example, Frieman et al.

1 Following Harrison (2000), we shall write ‘universe’ instead of ‘Universe’ to emphasize that
we talk about a model of the Universe, in contrast to ‘Universe’ which refers to ‘everything’.
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(1997). This conjecture states that space—time approaches locally a de Sitter
form for large times if a (probably effective) cosmological constant is present. The
conjecture can be proved, provided some assumptions are made. In particular,
it must be assumed that modes on very small scales (smaller than the Planck
length: see below) are not amplified to cosmological scales. This assumption thus
refers to the unknown regime of quantum gravity. Moreover, it seems that the
singularity theorems apply even to inflationary cosmology (Borde et al. 2003).

It must be emphasized that if gravity is quantized, the kinematical non-
separability of quantum theory demands that the whole universe must be de-
scribed in quantum terms. This leads to the concepts of quantum cosmology and
the wave function of the universe; see Chapters 8 and 10.

A third motivation is the problem of time. Quantum theory and GR (in
fact, every general covariant theory) contain a drastically different concept of
time (and space—time). Strictly speaking, they are incompatible. In quantum
theory, time is an external (absolute) element, not described by an operator (in
special relativistic quantum field theory, the role of time is played by the external
Minkowski space—time). In contrast, in GR, space—time is a dynamical object. It
is clear that a unification of quantum theory with GR must lead to modifications
of the concept of time. One might expect that the metric has to be turned into
an operator. In fact, as a detailed analysis will show (Chapters 5 and 9), this
will lead to novel features. Related problems concern the role of background
structures in quantum gravity, the role of the diffeomorphism group (Poincaré
invariance, as used in ordinary quantum field theory, is no longer a symmetry
group), and the notion of ‘observables’. That a crucial point lies in the presence
of a more general invariance group was already noted by Pauli (1955):

It seems to me ...that it is not so much the linearity or non-linearity which forms the
heart of the matter, but the very fact that here a more general group than the Lorentz
group is present ... .

1.1.3 Relevant scales

In a universally valid quantum theory, genuine quantum effects can occur on any
scale, while classical properties are an emergent phenomenon only (see Chap-
ter 10). This is a consequence of the superposition principle. Independent of
this, there exist scales where quantum effects of a particular interaction should
definitely be non-negligible.

It was already noted by Planck (1899) that the fundamental constants, speed
of light (c), gravitational constant (G), and quantum of action (h), can be com-
bined in a unique way to yield units of length, time, and mass. In Planck’s
honour, they are called the Planck length, Ip, Planck time, tp, and Planck mass,
mp, respectively. They are given by the expressions

2‘Es scheint mir . .., da8 nicht so sehr die Linearitét oder Nichtlinearitit Kern der Sache ist,
sondern eben der Umstand, daf hier eine allgemeinere Gruppe als die Lorentzgruppe vorhanden
ist ... .
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lp = g ~1.62 x 107 cm | (1.4)
C
I I
=2 = 1 540 %1074 s (1.5)
& C
h 7
mp = - = /2 %917 x 1075 g ~ 1.22 x 10° GeV . (1.6)
lpc G

The Planck mass seems to be a rather large quantity by microscopic stan-
dards. One has to keep in mind, however, that this mass (energy) must be con-
centrated in a region of linear dimension /p in order to see direct quantum-gravity
effects. In fact, the Planck scales are attained for an elementary particle whose
Compton wavelength is (apart from a factor of 2) equal to its Schwarzschild

radius,
h 2Gmp
—— ~ Rg = 5
mpc c

)

which means that the space—time curvature of an elementary particle is not
negligible. Sometimes (e.g. in cosmology), one also uses the Planck temperature,

2
Tp = % ~1.41x 1022 K, (1.7)
kg
and the Planck density,
mp 93 &
= —=— x5 x107°—=—. 1.8
PP l% X ij ( )

It is interesting to observe that Planck had introduced his units one year
before he wrote the famous paper containing the quantum of action; see Planck
(1899). How had this been possible? The constant i appears in Wien’s law,
Fwmax =~ 2.82kpT, which was phenomenologically known at that time. Planck
learnt from this that a new constant of nature is contained in this law, and he
called it b. Planck concludes his article by writing®:

These quantities retain their natural meaning as long as the laws of gravitation, of light
propagation in vacuum, and the two laws of the theory of heat remain valid; they must
therefore, if measured in various ways by all kinds of intelligent beings, always turn out
to be the same.

It is also interesting that similar units had already been introduced by the
Irish physicist Johnstone Stoney (1881). Of course, i was not known at that time,
but one could (in principle) get the elementary electric charge e from Avogadro’s

3‘Diese Grossen behalten ihre natiirliche Bedeutung so lange bei, als die Gesetze der Gra-
vitation, der Lichtfortpflanzung im Vacuum und die beiden Hauptsitze der Warmetheorie in
Giiltigkeit bleiben, sie miissen also, von den verschiedensten Intelligenzen nach den verschieden-
sten Methoden gemessen, sich immer wieder als die ndmlichen ergeben.’
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number L and Faraday’s number F' = eL. With e, G, and ¢, one can construct
the same fundamental units as with i, G, and ¢ (since the fine-structure constant
is @ = e%/hc ~ 1/137); therefore, Stoney’s units differ from Planck’s units by
factors of \/a. Quite generally one can argue that there are three fundamental
dimensional quantities (cf. Okun 1992).

The Planck length is indeed very small. If one imagines an atom to be the size
of the Moon’s orbit, Ip would only be as small as about a tenth of the size of a
nucleus. Still, physicists have for some time entertained the idea that something
dramatic happens at the Planck length, from the breakdown of the continuum
to the emergence of non-trivial topology (‘space—time foam’); see, for example,
Misner et al. (1973). We shall see in the course of this book how such ideas can be
made more precise in quantum gravity. Unified theories may contain an intrinsic
length scale from which [p may be deduced. In string theory, for example, this is
the string length [5. A generalized uncertainty relation shows that scales smaller
than [5 have no operational significance; see Chapter 9. We also remark that
the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1) is of order & only for T'L ~ lptp, where the
integration in the action is performed over a space-time region of extension
TL3.

Figure 1.1 presents some of the important structures in our Universe in a
mass-versus-length diagram. A central role is played by the ‘fine-structure con-
stant of gravity’,

Gm? me\ 2 )
=P ([P} ~591x10% 1.9
0= S = (M)~ 501107 (1.9

where mp, denotes the proton mass. Its smallness is responsible for the unim-
portance of quantum-gravitational effects on laboratory and astrophysical scales,
and for the separation between micro- and macrophysics. As can be seen from
the diagram, important features occur for masses that contain simple powers of
ag (in terms of mp,); cf. Rees (1995). For example, the Chandrasekhar mass Mc
is given by

Mc =~ ag**my, ~ 1.8M; . (1.10)

(A more precise value is M¢ ~ 1.44Mg.) Tt gives the upper limit for the mass
of a white dwarf and sets the scale for stellar masses. The minimum stellar
life times contain oy 32, as the important factor. It is also interesting to note
that the geometric mean of the Planck length and the size of the observable
part of the Universe is about 0.1 mm—a scale of everyday’s life. It is an open
question whether fundamental theories such as quantum gravity can provide an
explanation for such values, for example, for the ratio mp,/mp, or not. Tegmark
et al. (2006) give a list of 31 dimensionless parameters in particle physics and
cosmology that demand a fundamental explanation. We shall come back to this
in Chapter 10.

As far as the relationship between quantum theory and the gravitational field
is concerned, one can distinguish between different levels. The first, lowest level
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F1G. 1.1. Structures in the Universe (adapted from Rees (1995)).

deals with quantum mechanics in external gravitational fields (either described
by GR or its Newtonian limit). No back reaction on the gravitational field is
taken into account. This is the only level where experiments exist so far. The
next level concerns quantum field theory in external gravitational fields described
by GR. Back reaction can be taken into account in a perturbative sense. These
two levels will be dealt with in the next two subsections. The highest-level, full
quantum gravity, will be discussed in the rest of this book.

1.1.4  Quantum mechanics and Newtonian gravity

Consider first the level of Newtonian gravity. There exist experiments that test
the classical trajectories of elementary particles, such as thermal neutrons that
fall like mass points; see, for example, Hehl et al. (1991). This is not so much of
interest here. We are more interested in quantum-mechanical interference exper-
iments concerning the motion of neutrons and atoms in external gravitational
fields.

Historically, two experiments have been of significance. The experiment by
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Fi1G. 1.2. Schematic description of the ‘COW’ experiment for neutron interfer-
ometry in the gravitational field of the Earth.

Colella, Overhauser, and Werner (‘COW’) in 1975 was concerned with neutron
interferometry in the gravitational field of the Earth. According to the equiv-
alence principle, an analogous experiment should be possible with neutrons in
accelerated frames. Such an experiment was performed by Bonse and Wroblewski
in 1983. Details and references can be found in the reviews by Hehl et al. (1991)
and Werner and Kaiser (1990).

In the following, we shall briefly describe the ‘COW?’ experiment; see Fig. 1.2.
A beam of neutrons is split into two parts, such that they can travel at different
heights in the terrestrial gravitational field. They are then recombined and sent
to detectors. The whole apparatus can be rotated with a varying angle 6 around
the horizontal axis. The interferences are then measured in dependence on 6.
The theoretical description makes use of the Schrodinger equation for neutrons
(Hehl et al. 1991). The Hamiltonian in the system of the rotating Earth is given
by

2

H=2
Qmi

+ mggr —wL . (1.11)

We have distinguished here between the inertial mass, m;, of the neutron and its
(passive) gravitational mass, mg, because ‘COW’ also used this experiment as a
test of the equivalence principle. In the last term, w and L denote the angular
velocity of the Earth and the angular momentum of the neutron with respect
to the centre of the Earth (given by r = 0), respectively. This term describes
centrifugal and Coriolis forces. Note that the canonical momentum is given by

pP=ml+miw Xr. (1.12)

The phase shift in the interferometer experiment is given by

AB = %f pdr , (1.13)

where the integration runs over the parallelogram ABDC of Fig. 1.2. According
to (1.12), there are two contributions to the phase shift. The term containing
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w describes the influence of the terrestrial rotation on the interference pattern
(‘neutron Sagnac effect’). It yields

2mi

h

APsagnac = %% (wxr)dr = wA (1.14)
where A denotes the normal area vector of the loop ABDC.

Of main interest here is the gravitational part of the phase shift. Since the
contributions of the sides AC and DB cancel, one has

ABy = %j{ vdr ~ ME : (1.15)

where vg and v; denote the absolute values of the velocities along AB and CD,
respectively. From energy conservation one gets

2AV mgghosin 6
v =vo [l - —5 Ry — ———
m;ivy ™mivo

where AV = mgghg sin 6 is the potential difference, hy denotes the perpendicular
distance between AB and CD, and the limit 2AV/m;v2 < 1 (about 10~ in
the experiment) has been used. The neutrons are prepared with a de Broglie
wavelength A\ = 2wh/p =~ 27h/mivy (neglecting the w part, since the Sagnac
effect contributes only 2% of the effect), attaining a value of about 1.4 A in the
experiment. One then gets for the gravitational phase shift the final result

mimggAAsing
27h? ’

where A denotes the area of the parallelogram ABDC. This result has been
confirmed by ‘COW’ with 1% accuracy. The phase shift (1.16) can be rewritten
in an alternative form such that only those quantities appear that are directly
observable in the experiment (La&mmerzahl 1996). It then reads

AB, & (1.16)

m

AB, & m*‘%gGTT’ , (1.17)

where T' (T”) denotes the flight time of the neutron from A to B (from A to
C), and G is the reciprocal lattice vector of the crystal layers (from which the
neutrons are scattered in the beam splitter). Now mg and m; appear as in the
classical theory as a ratio, not as a product. The ‘COW’ experiment has also
confirmed the validity of the (weak) equivalence principle in the quantum do-
main. Modern tests prefer to use atom interferometry because atoms are easier
to handle and the experiments allow tests of higher precision (Ladmmerzahl 1996,
1998). There the flight time is just the time between laser pulses, that is, the
interaction time with the gravitational field; T is chosen by the experimentalist.
For example, Peters et al. (2001) have used atom interferometry to measure g
with a resolution of Ag/g ~ 10710,
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Still, neutrons are useful for studying quantum systems in the gravitational
field. An experiment with ultracold neutrons has shown that their vertical mo-
tion in the gravitational field has discrete energy states, as predicted by the
Schrodinger equation (Nesvizhevsky et al. 2002). The minimum energy is 1.4 X
10712 eV, which is much smaller than the ground-state energy of the hydrogen
atom.

It is also of interest to discuss the Dirac equation instead of the Schrodinger
equation because this may give rise to additional effects. In Minkowski space
(and cartesian coordinates), it reads

(iwau + %) W(x) =0, (1.18)
where 9 (z) is a Dirac spinor, and
7 T =AMy A =2 (1.19)

The transformation into an accelerated frame is achieved by replacing partial
derivatives with covariant derivatives (see, for example, Hehl et al. (1991))

8, — D, =8, + iam%umk : (1.20)

where g™

= i[y™, +*]/2 is the generator of the Lorentz group, and w,,mx denotes
the components of the connection; Latin indices denote anholonomic compo-
nents, that is, components that are not derivable from a coordinate basis. From
the equivalence principle, one would expect that this also gives the appropriate

form in curved space-time, where

[V 7+ = 29" (1.21)

For the formulation of the Dirac equation in curved space—time, one has to use
the tetrad (‘vierbein’) formalism, in which a basis e,, = {eq, e1, €2, e3} is chosen
at each space—time point. This is the reason why anholonomic components come
into play. One can expand the tetrads with respect to the tangent vectors along
coordinate lines (‘holonomic basis’) according to

en =e€ho, . (1.22)
Usually one chooses the tetrad to be orthonormal,

€n - em = Guveher, = Num = diag(—1,1,1,1) . (1.23)
The reason why one has to go beyond the pure metric formalism is the fact that
spinors (describing fermions) are objects whose wave components transform with
respect to a two-valued representation of the Lorentz group. One therefore needs

a local Lorentz group and local orthonormal frames.
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One can define anholonomic Dirac matrices according to
Yt =ept, (1.24)
where efiejt = o5, This leads to

" A" = 2 (1.25)
The Dirac equation in curved space—time or accelerated frames then reads, using
anholonomic components,

mc

(i’y”Dn + N

)w(m) =0. (1.26)
In order to study quantum effects of fermions in the gravitational field of the
Earth, one specializes this equation to the non-inertial frame of an accelerated
and rotating observer, with linear acceleration a and angular velocity w (see e.g.
Hehl et al. 1991). A non-relativistic approximation with relativistic corrections
is then obtained by the standard Foldy—Wouthuysen transformation, decoupling
the positive and negative energy states. This leads to (writing 3 = 1)

0
ma—f = Hpw , (1.27)
with
B B

Howr — 2, P o9 4
b = Imé 2 Ept 4 gm(ax)

8 ax Oh = 1

—w(L+8S) + 5P 2 p+ 4mC2E(a>< p)+O <c3> , (1.28)

where 3 are three spin matrices defined by ¥¥ = g, /2. In a convenient
representation one has s = diag(&, &), where & are the Pauli matrices.

The interpretation of the various terms in (1.28) is straightforward. The first
four terms correspond to the rest mass, the usual non-relativistic kinetic term,
the first relativistic correction to the kinetic term, and the ‘COW’ effect (or its
analogue for pure acceleration), respectively. The term wL describes the Sagnac
effect, while wS corresponds to a new spin-rotation effect (‘Mashhoon effect’)
that cannot be found from the Schrodinger equation. One can estimate that
for typical values of a neutron interferometer experiment, the Mashhoon effect
contributes only 10~° of the Sagnac effect. This is very small, but it has been
indirectly observed (Mashhoon 1995).

In the presence of torsion one would get additional terms in (1.28). Therefore,
from investigations of atomic spectra, one can get constraints on the torsion. For
example, Lammerzahl (1997) found the following bound for the spatial compo-
nent K of the axial torsion: K < 1.5x 107! m~!. As has already been remarked
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above, torsion may play a significant role in the early Universe. It was estimated
that torsion effects should become important at a density (Hehl et al. 1976)

Me 48 8
= Mo ~9x10% &« pp,
P Aol s PP

where m, is the electron mass and )\, its Compton wavelength. Under the as-
sumption of a radiation-dominated universe with critical density, the density
would already be higher than this value for times earlier than about 10722 s,
which is much later than the time scale where the inflationary phase is assumed
to happen.

We mention that this framework is also of use in the study of a ‘general-
ized’ Dirac equation to parametrize quantum tests of general relativity (Lam-
merzahl 1998) and to construct an axiomatic approach to space—time geometry,
yielding a Riemann—Cartan geometry (see Audretsch et al. 1992). A detailed re-
view of the interaction of mesoscopic quantum systems with gravity is presented
in Kiefer and Weber (2005).

In concluding this subsection, we want to discuss briefly one important occa-
sion on which GR seemed to play a role in the foundations of quantum mechanics.
This is the discussion of the time—energy uncertainty relations by Bohr and Ein-
stein at the sixth Solvay conference, which took place in Brussels in 1930 (cf.
Bohr 1949).

Einstein came up with the following counter-argument against the validity of
this uncertainty relation. Consider a box filled with radiation. A clock controls
the opening of a shutter for a short time interval such that a single photon can
escape at a fixed time t. The energy E of the photon is, however, also fixed
because it can be determined by weighing the box before and after the escape
of the photon. It thus seems as if the time—energy uncertainty relation were
violated.

In his response to Einstein’s attack, Bohr came up with the following argu-
ments. Consider the details of the weighing process in which a spring is attached
to the box; see Fig. 1.3. The null position of the balance is known with an accu-
racy Agq. This leads to an uncertainty in the momentum of the box, Ap ~ h/Agq.
Bohr then makes the assumption that Ap must be smaller than the total mo-
mentum imposed by the gravitational field during the time T of the weighing
process on the mass uncertainty Am of the box. This leads to

Ap < vAm = gTAm (1.29)

where ¢ is the gravitational acceleration. Now GR enters the game: the tick
rate of clocks depends on the gravitational potential according to the ‘redshift

formula’
AT  gAq

T 2’
so that, using (1.29), the uncertainty in AT after the weighing process is

(1.30)
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Fia. 1.3. Setting of the gedanken experiment of the Einstein—Bohr debate on
the time—energy uncertainty relation.

_ 98q h o _ R
AT =T > s = 10, (1.31)

in accordance with the time—energy uncertainty relation. (After this, Einstein
gave up trying to find an inconsistency in quantum mechanics, but focused in-
stead on its possible incompleteness.) But are Bohr’s arguments really consis-
tent? There are, in fact, some possible loopholes (cf. Shi 2000). First, it is unclear
whether (1.29) must really hold, since Ap is an intrinsic property of the appa-
ratus. Second, the relation (1.30) cannot hold in this form, because T is not an
operator, and therefore AT cannot have the same interpretation as Agq. In fact,
if T is considered a classical quantity, it would be more consistent to relate Agq
to an uncertainty in g, which in fact would suggest considering the quantization
of the gravitational field. One can also change the gedanken experiment by using
an electrostatic field instead of the gravitational field, where a relation of the
form (1.30) no longer holds (see von Borzeszkowski and Treder 1988). It should
also be emphasized that not much of GR is needed; in fact, the relation (1.30)
follows from energy conservation and E = hv alone. A general criticism of all
these early gedanken experiments deals with their inconsistent interpretation of
measurements as being related to uncontrollable interactions; see Shi (2000) and
Chapter 10. The important feature is, however, entanglement between quantum
systems.

It thus seems as if Bohr’s analysis was mainly based on dimensional argu-
ments. In fact, the usual application of the time—energy uncertainty relation
relates line widths of spectra for unstable systems with the corresponding half-
life time. In quantum gravity, no time parameter appears on the fundamental
level (see Chapter 5). A time—energy uncertainty relation can only be derived in
the semiclassical limit.
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1.1.5  Quantum field theory in curved space—time

Some interesting new aspects appear when quantum fields play a role. They
mainly concern the notions of vacuum and particles. A vacuum is only invariant
with respect to Poincaré transformations, so that observers that are not related
by inertial motion refer in general to different types of vacua (Fulling 1973).
‘Particle creation’ can occur in the presence of external fields or for non-inertial
observers. An external electric field, for example, can lead to the creation of
electron—positron pairs (‘Schwinger effect’); see, for example, Grib et al. (1994).
We shall be mainly concerned with particle creation in the presence of exter-
nal gravitational fields (Birrell and Davies 1982). This was first discussed by
Schrodinger (1939).

One example of particular interest is particle creation from black holes (Hawk-
ing 1975); see, for example, Frolov and Novikov (1998), Fré et al. (1999), and
Hehl et al. (1998) for a detailed review. This is not only of fundamental theo-
retical interest, but could also lead to observational consequences. A black hole
radiates with a universal temperature (‘Hawking temperature’) according to

(1.32)

where k is the surface gravity of a stationary black hole, which by the no-hair the-
orem is uniquely characterized by its mass M, its angular momentum J, and (if
present) its electric charge ¢. In the particular case of the spherically symmetric
Schwarzschild black hole, one has x = ¢*/4GM = GM/R% and therefore

hed

Ty = — %
B = ks GM

N _s (Mo

~ 6.17 x 10 ( i ) K. (1.33)
This temperature is unobservationally small for solar-mass (and bigger) black
holes, but may be observable for primordial black holes. It must be empha-
sized that the expression for Ty contains all fundamental constants of Nature.
One may speculate that this expression—relating the macroscopic parameters
of a black hole with thermodynamic quantities—plays a similar role for quan-
tum gravity as de Broglie’s relations £ = hw and p = hk once played for the
development of quantum theory (Zeh 2001).

Hawking radiation was derived in the semiclassical limit in which the gravi-
tational field can be treated classically. According to (1.33), the black hole loses
mass through its radiation and becomes hotter. After it has reached a mass of
the size of the Planck mass (1.6), the semiclassical approximation breaks down
and the full theory of quantum gravity should be needed. Black-hole evaporation
thus plays a crucial role in any approach to quantum gravity; cf. Chapter 7.

There exists a related effect to (1.32) in flat Minkowski space. An observer
with uniform acceleration a experiences the standard Minkowski vacuum not as
empty, but as filled with thermal radiation with temperature

Ty = ~4.05%x 1072 g [Cs—rﬂ K. (1.34)

a
2wkpe
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This temperature is often called the ‘Davies—Unruh temperature’ after the work
by Davies (1975) and Unruh (1976), with important contributions also by Fulling
(1973). Formally, it arises from (1.32) through the substitution of k by a. This
can be understood from the fact that horizons are present in both the black-
hole case and the acceleration case; see, for example, Kiefer (1999) for a detailed
review. Although (1.34) seems to be a small effect, people have suggested looking
for it in accelerators (Leinaas 2002) or in experiments with ultraintense lasers
(Chen and Tajima 1999), without definite success up to now.

A central role in the theory of quantum fields on an external space-time is
played by the semiclassical Einstein equations. These equations are obtained by
replacing the energy—momentum tensor in (1.1) by the expectation value of the
energy—momentum operator with respect to some quantum state ¥,

8rG .
— (U1}, |P) . (1.35)

1
Rul/ - _gul/R + Aguu = P

2
A particular issue is the regularization and renormalization of the object on the
right-hand side (Birrell and Davies 1982). This leads, for example, to a flux of
negative energy into the black hole, which can be interpreted as the origin of
Hawking radiation. As we shall discuss in the next section, (1.35) is of limited
value if seen from the viewpoint of the full quantum theory. We shall find in
Section 5.4 that (1.35) can be derived approximately from canonical quantum
gravity as a kind of mean-field equation.

1.2 Problems of a fundamentally semiclassical theory

When one is dealing with approaches to quantum gravity, the question is some-
times asked whether it is really necessary to quantize the gravitational field. And
even if it is, doubts have occasionally been put forward whether such a theory
can operationally be distinguished from an ‘exact’ semiclassical theory.* As a
candidate for the latter, the semiclassical Einstein equations (1.35) are often
presented; cf. Mgller (1962). The more general question behind this issue con-
cerns the possibility of a consistent hybrid dynamics through which a quantum
and a classical system is being coupled.

Eppley and Hannah (1977) argued that the coupling between a classical grav-
itational wave with a quantum system leads to inconsistencies. In fact, the gravi-
tational nature of this wave is not crucial—it can be any classical wave. Without
going into details, their arguments seem to suggest that the quantum nature of
the measuring apparatus has to be taken into account, in order to avoid inconsis-
tencies. This resembles the old debate between Bohr and Einstein, in which Bohr
had to impose the uncertainty relations also for a macroscopic object (the screen
in the double-slit experiment), in order to save them from Einstein’s attacks.

4‘Semiclassical’ here means an exact theory that couples quantum degrees of freedom to
classical degrees of freedom. It therefore has nothing to do with the WKB approximation, which
is usually referred to as the semiclassical approximation. The latter is discussed in Section 5.4.
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In this sense the arguments by Eppley and Hannah give a general hint for the
quantum nature of the gravitational field. It has, however, been criticized that
the gedanken experiments presented by Eppley and Hannah (1977) cannot even
be performed in principle, and even if they could, it does not necessarily follow
that gravity must be quantized (Mattingly 2006).

It is often argued that the famous gedanken experiments by Bohr and Rosen-
feld (1933) imply that a coupling between a classical and a quantum system is
inconsistent. For this reason, here we shall briefly review their arguments (see also
Heitler (1984) for a lucid discussion). Historically, Landau and Peierls (1931) had
claimed that the quantum nature of the electromagnetic field cannot be tested,
since there exists a fundamental minimal uncertainty for single field amplitudes,
not only for conjugate pairs. Bohr and Rosenfeld then showed that this is not
true. Their line of thought runs as follows. Consider a charged body with mass
M and charge @, acting as a measuring device for the electric field being present
in a volume V = [3. Momentum measurements of the body are being made at
the beginning and the end of the measurement time interval. In order to qualify
the body as a measurement device, the following assumptions are made (in order
to avoid back reaction, etc.); cf. also von Borzeszkowski and Treder (1988),

Q? > he = 13762, (1.36)
2

The latter condition expresses the fact that the electrostatic energy should be
smaller than the rest mass. Bohr and Rosenfeld then found from their detailed
analysis the following necessary conditions, with £ denoting the average of an
electric field component over the volume V,

AE 1? = _hc , (1.38)
hQ
3> 7%
AE1° 2 e (1.39)

One can now always choose a measurement device such that the ratio Q/M
in the last expression can be made arbitrarily small. Therefore, £ can be mea-
sured with arbitrary precision, contrary to the arguments of Landau and Peierls
(1931). Bohr and Rosenfeld then showed that equations (1.38) and (1.39) are
in agreement with the uncertainty relations as being derived from the quantum
commutators of quantum electrodynamics (QED). The inaccuracy of the field
produced by the test body is therein responsible for the limitations in the simul-
taneous measurement of conjugate field quantities. Their discussion, therefore,
shows the consistency of the formalism with the measurement analysis. It does
not provide a logical proof that the electromagnetic field must be quantized; cf.
Rosenfeld (1963).5

5From empirical arguments, we know, of course, that the electromagnetic field is of quantum
nature.



PROBLEMS OF A FUNDAMENTALLY SEMICLASSICAL THEORY 17

Although the final formalism for quantum gravity is not at hand, the Bohr—
Rosenfeld analysis can at least formally be extended to the gravitational field;
cf. Bronstein (1936), DeWitt (1962), and von Borzeszkowski and Treder (1988).
One can replace the electric field £ with the Christoffel symbols I" (‘gravitational
force’). Since one can then perform in the Newtonian approximation, where I' ~
GM,/r*c* (Mg denoting the gravitational mass), the substitutions

AAT

A
EHG,

Q— My, (1.40)

one gets from (1.39) the relation (writing M; instead of M to emphasize that it
is the inertial mass)
hG M,
3
AT I° 2 — v
Using the (weak) equivalence principle, My = M;, and recalling the definition
(1.4) of the Planck length, one can write

(1.41)

AT > 2 (1.42)

The analogous relation for the metric g would then read

Ag > (%")2 . (1.43)

Thus, the measurement of a single quantity (the metric) seems to be opera-
tionally restricted.® This is, of course, possible because, unlike QED, the funda-
mental length scale [p is available. On the other hand, a gedanken experiment by
Smith and Bergmann (1979) shows that the magnetic-type components of the
Weyl tensor in linearized quantum gravity can be measured, provided a suitable
average over space—time domains is performed.

In a variant of the Bohr-Rosenfeld analysis, Bronstein (1936) found the fol-
lowing limitation on the measurability of the Christoffel symbols:

1/ n2g\"?
AT > — (225
~ 2T (cpvz) '

where p is the mass density of the test body, and an averaging is performed over
a time period T'. In the limit p — oo no restriction on AI" would result. However,
as has been noticed by Bronstein, the dimensions of the body cannot be smaller
than its Schwarzschild radius, that is,
GpV < V3

c?

SEquation (1.43) is similar to the heuristic relation Ag > Ip/l of Misner et al. (1973),
although the exponent is different.
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Writing again V' ~ I3, one then gets again a limitation on the measurability of

T
2,2\ 1/3 4/3
ars L (BGN L
2T \ 34 cT \ 1
Bronstein concluded from this limitation that there are fundamental limits on

the notion of a Riemannian geometry. He writes in another paper (the quotation
is taken from Gorelik (1992)),

)

The elimination of the logical inconsistencies connected with this requires a radical
reconstruction of the theory, and in particular, the rejection of a Riemannian geometry
dealing, as we see here, with values unobservable in principle, and perhaps also the
rejection of our ordinary concepts of space and time, modifying them by some much
deeper and nonevident concepts. Wer’s nicht glaubt, bezahlt einen Taler.

For a historical account of early work on the measurement analysis, see Gorelik
(1992) and Stachel (1999).

Does (1.43) imply that the quantum nature of the gravitational field cannot
be tested? Not necessarily, for the following reasons. First, there might be other
measurement devices which do not necessarily obey the above relations. Second,
this analysis does not say anything about global situations (black holes, cos-
mology) and about non-trivial applications of the superposition principle. And
third, in fact, quantum gravity seems to predict the existence of a smallest scale
with operational meaning; see Chapters 6 and 9. Then, relations such as (1.43)
could be interpreted as a confirmation of quantum gravity. It might, of course,
be possible, as argued in von Borzeszkowski and Treder (1988), that quantum-
gravitational analogues of effects such as Compton scattering or the Lamb shift
are unobservable in the laboratory, and that only astrophysical tests could be
feasible.

Returning to the specific equations (1.35) for a semiclassical theory, there are
a number of problems attached with them. First, the expectation value of the
energy—momentum tensor that occurs on the right-hand side is usually divergent
and needs some regularization and renormalization. Such a procedure leads to an
essentially unique result for <Tw> if certain physical requirements are imposed;
cf. Birrell and Davies (1982). The ambiguities can then be absorbed by a redef-
inition of constants appearing in the action; cf. Section 2.2.3. In this process,
however, counter-terms arise that invoke higher powers of the curvature such as
R?, which may alter the semiclassical equations at a fundamental level. A pos-
sible consequence could be the instability of Minkowski space; see, for example,
Ford (2005) and the references therein. In certain exotic situations, (T},,) may
not even exist, for example, on a chronology horizon (Visser 2003).

Second, (1.35) introduces the following element of non-linearity. The space—
time metric g depends on the quantum state in a complicated way, since in
(1.35) |¥) also depends on g through the (functional) Schrédinger equation (an
equivalent statement holds in the Heisenberg picture). Consequently, if g1 and
g2 correspond to states |¥1) and |¥s), respectively, there is no obvious relation
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between the metric corresponding to a superposition A|W;) + B|W¥3) (which still
satisfies the Schrodinger equation) and the metrics g1 and go. This was already
remarked by Anderson in Mgller (1962) and by Belinfante in a discussion with
Rosenfeld (see Infeld 1964). According to von Borzeszkowski and Treder (1988)
it was also the reason why Dirac strongly objected to (1.35).

Rosenfeld insisted on (1.35) because he strongly followed Bohr’s interpreta-
tion of the measurement process for which classical concepts should be indis-
pensable. This holds in particular for the structure of space—time, so he wished
to have a c-number representation for the metric. He rejected a quantum de-
scription for the total system and answered to Belinfante in Infeld (1964) that
Einstein’s equations may merely be thermodynamical equations of state that
break down for large fluctuations, that is, the gravitational field may only be an
effective, not a fundamental, field; cf. also Jacobson (1995).

The problem with the superposition principle can be demonstrated by the
following argument that has even been put to an experimental test (Page and
Geilker 1981). One assumes that there is no explicit collapse of |¥), because
otherwise one would expect the covariant conservation law (le>;" = 0 to be
violated, in contradiction to (1.35). If the gravitational field were quantized, one
would expect that each component of the superposition in |¥) would act as a
source for the gravitational field. This is of course the Everett interpretation
of quantum theory; cf. Chapter 10. On the other hand, the semiclassical Ein-
stein equations (1.35) depend on all components of |¥) simultaneously. Page
and Geilker (1981) envisaged the following gedanken experiment, reminiscent of
Schréodinger’s cat, to distinguish between these options.

In a box, there is a radioactive source together with two masses that are
connected by a spring. Initially, the masses are rigidly connected, so that they
cannot move. If a radioactive decay happens, the rigid connection will be bro-
ken and the masses can swing towards each other. Outside the box, there is a
Cavendish balance that is sensitive to the location of the masses and therefore
acts as a device to ‘measure’ their position. Following Unruh (1984), the situ-
ation can be described by the following simple model. We denote with |0), the
quantum state of the masses with rigid connection, and with |1), the correspond-
ing state in which they can move towards each other. For the purpose of this
experiment, it is sufficient to go to the Newtonian approximation of GR and to
use the Hamilton operator H instead of the full energy—momentum tensor T
For initial time ¢ = 0, it is assumed that the state is given by |0). For ¢ > 0, the
state then evolves into a superposition of |0) and |1),

(W) (t) = a(®)[0) + B(H)[1) ,

with the coefficients |a(t)]? ~ e™*, |3]?> ~ 1 — e~ according to the law of
radioactive decay, with a decay constant A. From this, one finds for the evolution
of the expectation value

(W B W) (1) = |o(0)*(0]10) + |30 (LI + 2Re [a” 5(0]]1)]
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If one makes the realistic assumption that the states are approximate eigen-
states of the Hamiltonian, the last term, which describes interferences, van-
ishes. Anyway, this is not devised as an interference experiment (in contrast
to Schrodinger’s cat), and interferences would become small due to decoherence
(Chapter 10). One is thus left with

(U|H|W)(t) ~ e (0| H|0) + (1 — e~ ™) (1|H|1) . (1.44)

According to semiclassical gravity as described by (1.35), therefore, the Cavendish
balance would follow the dynamics of the expectation value and slightly swing in
the course of time. This is in sharp contrast to the prediction of linear quantum
gravity, where in each component the balance reacts to the mass configuration
and would thus be observed to swing instantaneously at a certain time. This is, in
fact, what has been observed in the actual experiment (Page and Geilker 1981).
This experiment, albeit simple, demonstrates that (1.35) cannot fundamentally
be true under the given assumption (validity of the Everett interpretation). If one
is unbiased with regard to the invoked interpretation, one can continue to search
for experimental tests of (1.35). Since these equations are very complicated, one
can try to address the ‘Schrodinger—Newton equation’

0w h
8t “2m

which is a restricted version of (1.35) in the Newtonian limit. It has been claimed
that possible effects from such an equation could already be seen in the next
generation of molecular interferometry experiments (Salzman and Carlip 2006).

A fundamental non-linear equation such as (1.35) could have far-reaching
consequences. It has been remarked, for example, that the validity of the semi-
classical Einstein equations (or some non-linear theory of quantum gravity) could
be used to break the perfect security of protocols in quantum cryptography
(Plaga 2006).

In the Page-Geilker experiment, the reason for the deviation between the
predictions of the semiclassical theory and the ‘full’ theory lies in the large fluc-
tuation for the Hamiltonian. In fact, the experiment was devised to generate
such a case. Large fluctuations also occur in another interesting situation—the
gravitational radiation emitted by quantum systems (Ford 1982). The calcula-
tions are performed for linearized gravity, that is, for a small metric pertubation
around flat space-time with metric 7, ; see, for example, Misner et al. (1973) and
Chapter 2. Denoting by G, (z, ') the retarded Green function, one finds for the
integrated energy—momentum tensor .S, in the semiclassical theory described by

2
— V%) —m®y , V20 = 4nGmlp|*

(1.35), the expression”
ShY = 8:4G APz d*a’ d*2” MG, (x,2")0" Gy (z, 2"
* [(Tap(@ )T (")) = 5 (T@NT (")), (145)

"Hats on operators are avoided for simplicity.
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where T' = T""n,,, denotes the trace of the energy-momentum tensor. On the
other hand, quantization of the linear theory (see Chapter 2) yields

Sk = 787CT—4G Bz d*a’ d*a” O*G,(x,2")0" Gy (2, 2")

X (Tap (2T (2") — 3 T(2"T (")) . (1.46)

The difference in these results can easily be interpreted: in the semiclassical
theory, (T),,) acts as a source, and so no two-point functions (T'...T') can appear,
in contrast to linear quantum theory.

It is obvious that the above two expressions strongly differ, once the fluctua-
tion of the energy—momentum tensor is large. As a concrete example, Ford (1982)
takes a massless real scalar field as matter source. For coherent states there is
no difference between (1.45) and (1.46). This is not unexpected, since coherent
states are as ‘classical’ as possible, and so the semiclassical and the full theory
give identical results. For a superposition of coherent states, however, this is no
longer true, and the energies emitted by the quantum system via gravitational
waves can differ by macroscopic amounts. For example, if the scalar field is in
an eigenstate of the number operator, the semiclassical theory does not predict
any radiation at all ((T),,) is time-independent), whereas there is radiation in
quantum gravity ((Z,,,T,») is time-dependent).® Therefore, one can in principle
have macroscopic quantum-gravity effects even far away from the Planck scale!
This is a direct consequence of the superposition principle, which in a linear
theory of quantum gravity is valid independent of a particular scale.

Kuo and Ford (1993) have extended this analysis to situations where the
expectation value of the energy density can be negative. They show that in such
cases the fluctuations in the energy—-momentum tensor are large and that the
semiclassical theory gives different predictions than the quantum theory. This is
true, in particular, for a squeezed vacuum state describing particle creation—a
case that is relevant, for example, for structure formation in the Universe; see
the remarks in Section 10.1.3. Another example is the Casimir effect. Kuo and
Ford (1993) show that the gravitational field produced by the Casimir energy is
not described by a fixed classical metric.

It will be discussed in Section 5.4 to what extent the semiclassical equations
(1.35) can be derived as approximations from full quantum gravity. Modern
developments in quantum mechanics discuss the possibility of a consistent for-
mulation of ‘hybrid dynamics’, coupling a quantum to a classical system; see,
for example, Diési et al. (2000). This leads to equations that generalize mean-
field equations such as (1.35), although no one has applied this formalism to the
gravitational case. It seems that such a coupling can be formulated consistently
if the ‘classical’ system is, in fact, a decohered quantum system (Halliwell 1998).
However, this already refers to an effective and not to a fundamental level of
description. It seems that DeWitt is right, who wrote (DeWitt 1962):

8 Analogous results hold for electrodynamics, with the current Ju instead of Ty, .
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It is shown in a quite general manner that the quantization of a given system implies
also the quantization of any other system to which it can be coupled.

1.3 Approaches to quantum gravity

As we have seen in the last sections, there exist strong arguments supporting
the idea that the gravitational field is of quantum nature at the fundamental
level. The major task, then, is the construction of a consistent quantum theory
of gravity that can be subject to experimental tests.

Can one get hints how to construct such a theory from observation? A direct
probe of the Planck scale (1.6) in high-energy experiments would be illusory. In
fact, an accelerator of current technology would have to be of the size of several
thousand lightyears in order to probe the Planck energy mpc? ~ 109 GeV.
However, we have seen in Section 1.2 that macroscopic effects of quantum gravity
could in principle occur at lower energy scales, and we will encounter some other
examples in the course of this book. Among these there are effects of the full
theory such as non-trivial applications of the superposition principle for the
quantized gravitational field or the existence of discrete quantum states in black-
hole physics or the early universe. But one might also be able to observe quantum-
gravitational correction terms to established theories, such as correction terms
to the functional Schrodinger equation in an external space-time, or effective
terms violating the weak equivalence principle. Such effects could potentially
be measured in the anisotropy spectrum of the cosmic microwave background
radiation or in the forthcoming satellite tests of the equivalence principle such
as the missions MICROSCOPE and STEP.

One should also keep in mind that the final theory (which is not yet available)
will make its own predictions, some perhaps in a totally unexpected direction.
As Heisenberg recalls from a conversation with Einstein®:

From a fundamental point of view it is totally wrong to aim at basing a theory only on
observable quantities. For in reality it is just the other way around. Only the theory
decides about what can be observed.

A really fundamental theory should have such a rigid structure that all phe-
nomena in the low-energy regime, such as particle masses or coupling constants,
can be predicted in a unique way. As there is no direct experimental hint yet,
most work in quantum gravity focuses on the attempt to construct a mathemat-
ically and conceptually consistent (and appealing) framework.

There is, of course, no a priori given starting point in the methodological
sense. In this context, Isham (1987) makes a distinction between a ‘primary the-
ory of quantum gravity’ and a ‘secondary theory’. In the primary approach, one
starts with a given classical theory and applies heuristic quantization rules. This

9¢Aber vom prinzipiellen Standpunkt aus ist es ganz falsch, eine Theorie nur auf beobacht-
bare Groflen griinden zu wollen. Denn es ist ja in Wirklichkeit genau umgekehrt. Erst die Theo-
rie entscheidet dariiber, was man beobachten kann.” (Einstein according to Heisenberg (1979))
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is the approach usually adopted, which was successful, for example, in QED. Of-
ten the starting point is general relativity, leading to ‘quantum general relativity’
or ‘quantum geometrodynamics’, but one could also start from another classi-
cal theory such as the Brans—Dicke theory. One usually distinguishes between
canonical and covariant approaches. The former employs at the classical level a
split of space—time into space and time, whereas the latter aims at preserving
four-dimensional covariance at each step. They will be discussed in Chapters 5,
6, and Chapter 2, respectively. The main advantage of these approaches is that
the starting point is given. The main disadvantage is that one does not arrive
immediately at a unified theory of all interactions.

The opposite holds for a ‘secondary theory’. One would like to start with a
fundamental quantum framework of all interactions and try to derive (quantum)
general relativity in certain limiting situations, for example, through an energy
expansion. The most important example here is string theory (see Chapter 9),
although in its present stage one still has to start by quantizing some classical
theory. The main advantage is that the fundamental quantum theory automati-
cally yields a unification, a ‘theory of everything’; cf. Weinberg (1993). The main
disadvantage is that the starting point is entirely speculative. A short review of
the main approaches to quantum gravity is given by Carlip (2001) and Kiefer
(2006).

In this book, we shall mainly focus on quantum GR because it is closer to
established theories and because it exhibits many general aspects clearer. In
any case, even if quantum GR is superseded by a more fundamental theory
such as string theory (which is not obvious), it should be valid as an effective
theory in some appropriate limit. The reason is that far away from the Planck
scale, classical general relativity is the appropriate theory, which in turn must
be the classical limit of an underlying quantum theory. Except perhaps close
to the Planck scale itself, quantum GR should be a viable framework (such as
QED, which is also supposed to be only an effective theory). It should also be
emphasized that string theory automatically implements many of the methods
used in the primary approach, such as quantization of constrained systems and
covariant perturbation theory.

An important question in the heuristic quantization of a given classical the-
ory is which of the classical structures should be subjected to the superposition
principle and which should remain classical (or absolute, non-dynamical) struc-
tures. Isham (1994) distinguishes the following hierarchy of structures; see also
Butterfield and Isham (1999),

Point set of events — topological structure — differentiable manifold —
causal structure — Lorentzian structure.

Most approaches subject the Lorentzian and the causal structure to quanti-
zation, but keep the manifold structure fixed. More general approaches include
attempts to quantize topological structure (see, for example, Isham (1989)), or
to quantize causal sets (see, for example, Sorkin (2005) and Dowker (2006)). It
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is assumed therein that space-time is fundamentally discrete.

According to the Copenhagen interpretation of quantum theory, all structures
related to space—time would probably have to stay classical because they are
thought to be necessary ingredients for the measurement process; cf. Chapter 10.
For the purpose of quantum gravity, such a viewpoint is, however, insufficient
and probably inconsistent. The main aim in constructing a quantum theory of
gravity is just the opposite: to get rid of any external structure (‘background
independence’).

Historically, the first remark on the necessity of dealing with quantum gravity
was made by Einstein (1916b). This was, of course, in the framework of the ‘old’
quantum theory and does not yet reflect his critical attitude against quantum
theory, which he adopted later. He writes'?:

In the same way, the atoms would have to emit, because of the inner atomic elec-
tronic motion, not only electromagnetic, but also gravitational energy, although in tiny
amounts. Since this hardly holds true in nature, it seems that quantum theory will have
to modify not only Maxwell’s electrodynamics, but also the new theory of gravitation.

One of the main motivations for dealing with the problem of quantum gravity
was spelled out by Peter Bergmann as follows (Bergmann 1992):

Today’s theoretical physics is largely built on two giant conceptual structures: quantum
theory and general relativity. As the former governs primarily the atomic and subatomic
worlds, whereas the latter’s principal applications so far have been in astronomy and
cosmology, our failure to harmonize quanta and gravitation has not yet stifled progress
on either front. Nevertheless, the possibility that there might be some deep dissonance
has caused physicists an esthetic unease, and it has caused a number of people to
explore avenues that might lead to a quantum theory of gravitation, no matter how
many decades away the observations of ‘gravitons’ might lie in the future.

The following chapters are devoted to the major avenues that are being ex-
plored.

10¢Gleichwohl miifiten die Atome zufolge der inneratomischen Elektronenbewegung nicht nur
elektromagnetische, sondern auch Gravitationsenergie ausstrahlen, wenn auch in winzigem Be-
trage. Da dies in Wahrheit in der Natur nicht zutreffen diirfte, so scheint es, dal die Quanten-
theorie nicht nur die Maxwellsche Elektrodynamik, sondern auch die neue Gravitationstheorie
wird modifizieren miissen.’
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COVARIANT APPROACHES TO QUANTUM GRAVITY

2.1 The concept of a graviton

A central role in the quantization of the gravitational field is played by the
graviton—a massless particle of spin-2, which is the mediator of the gravita-
tional interaction. It is analogous to the photon in quantum electrodynamics. Its
definition requires, however, the presence of a background structure, at least in
an approximate sense. We shall, therefore, first review weak gravitational waves
in Minkowski space—time and the concept of helicity. It will then be explained
how gravitons are defined as spin-2 particles from representations of the Poincaré
group. Finally, the gravitational field in its linear approximation is quantized. It
is shown, in particular, how Poincaré invariance ensues the equivalence principle
and therefore the full theory of general relativity (GR) in the classical limit.

2.1.1  Weak gravitational waves

Our starting point is the decomposition of a space-time metric g, into a fized
(i.e. non-dynamical) background and a ‘perturbation’; see, for example, Weinberg
(1972) and Misner et al. (1973). In the following, we take for the background the
flat Minkowski space-time with the standard metric n,, = diag(—1,1,1,1) and
call the perturbation f,,. Thus,

uv = Nuv + fm/ . (21)

We assume that the perturbation is small, that is, that the components of f,,
are small in the standard cartesian coordinates. Using (2.1) without the A-term,
the Einstein equations (1.3) without the A-term read in the linear approximation

Df;w = —167G (T;w - % nuuT) > (22)
where T' = n*¥T),,, and the ‘harmonic condition’ (also called the ‘de Donder

gange)
1

fuu,u = 5 Vl/,u (23)

has been used.! This condition is analogous to the Lorenz? gauge condition in
electrodynamics and is used here to partially fix the coordinates. Namely, the
invariance of the full theory under coordinate transformations

!Indices are raised and lowered by 7" and 7., respectively. We set ¢ = 1 in most expres-
sions.

2This is not a misprint. The Lorenz condition is named after the Danish physicist Ludwig
Lorenz (1829-91).

25
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ot — 2 = a2t + () (2.4)
leads to the invariance of the linear theory under (using €2 ~ 0)

f,uu - f,uu —€ur — Eyp - (25)

It is often useful to employ instead of f,,, the combination
f_,u,u = f/u/ - % nuufpp ) (26)
so that (2.2) assumes the simple form
Of = —167GT,, . (2.7)

The harmonic gauge condition (2.3) then reads 9, fu” = 0, in direct analogy
to the Lorenz gauge condition 9, A" = 0. Since (2.7) is analogous to the wave
equation OA* = —4mj# the usual solutions (retarded waves, etc.) can be found.
Note that the harmonic gauge condition is consistent with 9,7#* = 0 (which
is analogous to 9,7 = 0), but not with V,T*” = 0 (vanishing of covariant
derivative). Therefore, although T}, acts as a source for f,,, there is in the linear
approximation no exchange of energy between matter and the gravitational field.
In the vacuum case (T}, = 0), the simplest solutions to (2.2) are plane waves,
fuw = ee™ + ezye*i’” , (2.8)
where e, is the polarization tensor. One has k,k* = 0 and, from (2.3), k"e,,, =
(1/2)k,e”,. With f,,, still obeying (2.3), one can perform a new coordinate trans-
formation of the type (2.4) to get

/ 1 /
f;u/,y_ 2 fyu,;t = _DEH .

Without leaving the harmonic condition (2.3), one can thus fiz the coordinates
by choosing the four functions €, () to satisfy Oe,, = 0 (this equation has plane-
wave solutions and is therefore not in conflict with (2.8)). In total, one thus
finds 10-4—-4=2 independent degrees of freedom for the gravitational field in the
linear approximation. The question of how many degrees of freedom the full field
possesses will be dealt with in Chapter 4. With the ¢, chosen as plane waves,
€u(z) = 2Re[if,e'*®] (f, being real numbers), the transformed plane wave reads
the same as (2.8), with

e — e +Rufu +kufu . (2.9)

It is most convenient for plane waves to choose the ‘transverse-traceless (TT)’
gauge, in which the wave is purely spatial and transverse to its own direction
of propagation (e, k¥ = 0) and where e”, = 0. This turns out to have a gauge-
invariant meaning, so that the gravitational waves are really transversal. The
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two independent linear polarization states are usually called the + polarization
and the x polarization (Misner et al. 1973).

Consider, for example, a plane wave moving in z' = z direction. In the
transversal (y and z) directions, a ring of test particles will be deformed into
a pulsating ellipse, with the axis of the + polarization being rotated by 45°
compared to the x polarization. One has explicitly

fur = 2Re (ewe*i“’(t’x)> : (2.10)

with 2° = ¢, k* = k' = w > 0, k? = k3 = 0. Denoting with e, and e, the unit
vector in y and z direction, respectively, one has for the 4+ and the x polarization,
the expressions

exne; =exn(e, Ve, —e; Ve;) (2.11)

and
ezzex = ea3(e, e, +e,Rey) (2.12)

for the polarization tensor, respectively (ess and ess are numbers giving the
amplitude of the wave.) General solutions of the wave equation can be found by
performing superpositions of the linear polarization states. In particular,

eRr = %(mr +iex), eL= %(mr —iex) (2.13)

are the right and the left circular polarization states, respectively. The general
case of an elliptic polarization also changes the shape of the ellipse.

Of special interest is the behaviour of the waves with respect to a rotation
around the axis of propagation (here: the z-axis). Rotating counterclockwise with
an angle 6, the polarization states transform according to

e, =ejcos20+eysin2f,
e, =eyxcos20 —e, sin20 . (2.14)

For (2.13), this corresponds to

e =c ey, ef =cflep . (2.15)
The polarization tensors thus rotate with an angle 20. This corresponds to a
symmetry with respect to a rotation by 180°.

If a plane wave ¢ transforms as ¢ — e’ under a rotation around the di-
rection of propagation, one calls h its helicity. The left (right) circular polarized
gravitational wave thus has helicity 2 (—2). In the quantum theory, these states
will become the states of the ‘graviton’; see Section 2.1.2. For plane waves with
helicity h, the axes of linear polarization are inclined towards each other by an
angle 90°/h. For a spin-1/2 particle, for example, this is 180°, which is why
invariance for them is only reached after a rotation by 720°.
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For electrodynamics, right and left polarized states are given by the vectors

(ey —ie;) . (2.16)

Sl

1
ep = —(e, +ie;), e =
V2

Under the above rotation, they transform as
er =e%er , e =cy . (2.17)

The left (right) circular polarized electromagnetic wave thus has helicity 1 (—1).
Instead of (2.8), one has here

A, = e et 4 eZe*ikm (2.18)

with k, k" = 0 and k,e” = 0. It is possible to perform a gauge transformation
without leaving the Lorenz gauge, A, — A}, = A, + 9, A with OA = 0. With A
being a plane-wave solution, A = 2Re[i\e'**], one has instead of (2.9),

en — ey — Ak, . (2.19)

The field equations of linearized gravity can be obtained from the Lagrangian
(Fierz and Pauli 1939),

1

— nv,o _ fpv,o _ frp,o
L 647G (f f/u/,cr f fG'l/,;L f fcrp,u
1
£ 2 )+ ST (220)

The Euler-Lagrange field equations yield (writing f = f* )

fuu,o‘g - fa’u,ua - fo-yﬂf- + f7Ny + Nuv <faﬁ’aﬁ - f’a.o-> = —167TGTHV . (221)

The left-hand side of this equation is —2 times the Einstein tensor, —2G,,,, in
the linear approximation. It obeys the linearized Bianchi identity 9,G"*” = 0,
which is consistent with 0,7*” = 0. The Bianchi identity is a consequence of
the gauge invariance (modulo a total divergence) of the Lagrangian (2.20) with
respect to (2.4).

Performing in (2.21) the trace and substituting the 7,,-term yields

Dfl“’ - fo’;t,ug - fo’u,p,g + f,P«V = 71671—G (Tl“’ - % nHVT) . (222)

Using the harmonic condition (2.3), one finds the linearized Einstein equations
(2.2).4

3The Bianchi identity in electrodynamics reads 9,, (9, F'*¥) = 0, consistent with the charge-
conservation law 9,7 = 0.
41t is often useful to make a redefinition fu, — V327G fuu; cf. Section 2.2.2.
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Exploiting the Poincaré invariance of the flat background, one can calcu-
late from the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian (2.20) without the T}, -term the canonical
energy—momentum tensor of the linearized gravitational field,

oL
tuy = mfaﬁ7u — nHVE . (223)

The resulting expression is lengthy, but can be considerably simplified in the TT
gauge where f,,, assumes the form

00 0 O
P X
B2 00 fao fos
00 faz —fa2

Then,

TT
top =

1
I e (f22 + f23> = —to1 , (2.24)
which can be written covariantly as

r 1
tur = ggpglennd - (2.25)
It is sometimes appropriate to average this expression over a region of space—time
much larger than w™!, where w is the frequency of the weak gravitational wave,
so that terms such as exp(—2iw(t — x)) drop out. In the TT gauge, this leads to

E k k aﬁ*

v = 167TG €as - (2.26)

In the general harmonic gauge, without necessarily specifying to the TT gauge,
the term e*’*e,p is replaced by e*?*e,g — 3|e® 2. This expression remains in-
variant under the gauge transformations (2.9), as it should.

Regarding the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian (2.20), the question arises whether it
could serve as a candidate for a fundamental helicity-2 theory of the gravitational
field in a flat background. As it stands, this is certainly not possible because, as
already mentioned, one has 0,T"” = 0 and there is therefore no back reaction
of the gravitational field onto matter. One might thus wish to add the canonical
energy-momentum tensor t,,,, eqn (2.23), to the right-hand side of the linearized
Einstein equations,

Ofu = —167G(Ty + tu) -

This modified equation would, however, lead to a Lagrangian cubic in the fields
which in turn would give a new contribution to ¢,,,, and so on. Deser (1970, 1987)
was able to show that this infinite process can actually be performed in one single
step. The result is that the original metric 7, is unobservable and that all matter
couples to the metric g, = My + fuu; the resulting action is the Einstein—Hilbert
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action and the theory therefore GR. Minkowski space-time as a background
structure has completely disappeared. Boulanger et al. (2001) have shown that,
starting from a finite number of Fierz—Pauli Lagrangians, no consistent coupling
between the various helicity-2 fields is possible if the fields occur at most with
second derivatives—leading only to a sum of uncoupled Einstein—Hilbert actions.

Since GR follows uniquely from (2.20), the question arises whether one would
be able to construct a pure scalar, fermionic, or vector theory of gravity, cf.
Feynman et al. (1995) and Straumann (2000). As has already been known to
Maxwell, a vector theory is excluded because it would lead to repulsing forces.
Fermions are excluded because the object that emits a fermion does not remain
in the same internal state (there are also problems with a two-fermion exchange).
A scalar theory, on the other hand, would only lead to attraction. In fact, even
before the advent of GR, Nordstrom had tried to describe gravity by a scalar
theory, which can be defined by the Lagrangian

L=—3 1" 0,00,¢ — 4nGT ) + Lmatter » (2.27)
where T' = 1, T*". This leads to the field equation
O¢ = 4nGT . (2.28)

The physical metric (as measured by rods and clocks) turns out to be

I (T) = ¢2(9C)77W .

It is thus conformally flat and possesses a vanishing Weyl tensor. A non-linear
generalization of the Nordstrom theory was given by Einstein and Fokker (1914);
their field equations read

R =24nGT . (2.29)

However, this theory is in contradiction with observation, since it does not im-
plement an interaction between gravity and the electromagnetic field (the latter
has T' = 0) and the perihelion motion of Mercury comes out incorrectly. More-
over, this theory contains an absolute structure; cf. Section 1.3: the conformal
structure (the ‘lightcone’) is given from the outset and the theory thus possesses
an invariance group (the conformal group), which in four dimensions is a finite-
dimensional Lie group and which must be conceptually distinguished from the
diffeomorphism group of GR. While pure scalar fields are thus unsuitable for
a theory of the gravitational field, they can nevertheless occur in addition to
the metric of GR. In fact, this happens quite frequently in unified theories; cf.
Chapter 9.

2.1.2  Gravitons from representations of the Poincaré group

We shall now turn to the quantum theory of the linear gravitational field. The
discussion of the previous subsection suggests that it is described by the be-
haviour of a massless spin-2 particle. Why massless? From the long-range nature
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of the gravitational interaction, it is clear that the graviton must have a small
mass. Since the presence of a non-vanishing mass, however small, affects the
deflection of light discontinuously, one may conclude that the graviton mass is
strictly zero; see van Dam and Veltman (1970) and Carrera and Giulini (2001).
Such an argument cannot be put forward for the photon.

In the following, we shall give a brief derivation of the spin-2 nature in the
framework of representation theory (see e.g. Weinberg 1995 or Sexl and Urbant-
ke 2001). In this subsection, we shall only deal with one-particle states (‘quantum
mechanics’), while field-theoretic aspects will be discussed in Section 2.1.3. The
important ingredient is the presence of flat Minkowski space—time with metric
N as an absolute background structure and the ensuing Poincaré symmetry.
The use of the Poincaré group, not available beyond the linearized level, already
indicates the approximate nature of the graviton concept. We shall set A =1 in
most of the following expressions.

According to Wigner, ‘particles’ are classified by irreducible representations
of the Poincaré group. We describe a Poincaré transformation as

't = A" ¥ +at | (2.30)

where the A*, denote Lorentz transformations and the a* denote space-time
translations. According to Wigner’s theorem, (2.30) induces a unitary transfor-
mation® in the Hilbert space of the theory,

¥ — UM, ) . (2.31)

This ensures that probabilities remain unchanged under the Poincaré group.
Since this group is a Lie group, it is of advantage to study group elements close
to the identity,

AR, =08 4wk, at =€ (2.32)
where w,,,, = —w,,,. This corresponds to the unitary transformation®
Ul+w,e) =1+ 3 iw,, J* —ie, P+ ..., (2.33)

where J* and P* denote the 10 Hermitian generators of the Poincaré group,
which are the boost generators, the angular momentum and the four-momentum,
respectively. They obey the following Lie-algebra relations,

[P, PPl =0, (2.34)
i[J#, JA) = AT — AT — PR A g AR (2.35)
i[P#, JA] = A PP — P P (2.36)

5The theorem also allows anti-unitary transformations, but these are relevant only for dis-
crete symmetries.

6The plus sign on the right-hand side is enforced by the commutation relations [J;, Ji] =
i€;p1J; (where J3s = Jig, etc.), whereas the minus sign in front of the second term is pure
convention.
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One-particle states are classified according to their behaviour with respect to
Poincaré transformations. Since the components P* of the four-momentum com-
mute with each other, we shall choose their eigenstates,

PH'I/};D,U = p'u'l/}p,a ) (237)

where o stands symbolically for all other variables. Application of the unitary
operator then yields

U(lv a)'(/)P,U = e_ip“a“'(/)p,a . (2.38)

How do these states transform under Lorentz transformations (we only consider
orthochronous proper transformations)? According to the method of induced
representations, it is sufficient to find the representations of the little group.
This group is characterized by the fact that it leaves a ‘standard’ vector k*
invariant (within each class of given p? < 07 and given sign of p°). For positive
p?, one can distinguish between the following two cases. The first possibility
is p> = —m? < 0. Here one can choose k* = (m,0,0,0), and the little group is
SO(3), since these are the only Lorentz transformations that leave a particle with
k = 0 at rest. The second possibility is p?> = 0. One chooses k* = (1,0,0, 1), and
the little group is ISO(2), the invariance group of Euclidean geometry (rotations
and translations in two dimensions). Any p* within a given class can be obtained
from the corresponding k* by a Lorentz transformation. The normalization is
chosen such that

<'(/)p’,<7'a wp,o> = 600’6(13 - P/) . (239)

Consider first the case m # 0 where the little group is SO(3). As is well known
from quantum mechanics, its unitary representations are a direct sum of irre-
) with dimensions 2j +1 (j = 0,1,1...).
Denoting the angular momentum with respect to the z-axis by J:,EJ ) = Jl(;), one
has (Jéj))w/ = 00,0 With 0 = —j,...,+].

On the other hand, for m = 0, the little group is ISO(2). This is the case of
interest here. It turns out that the quantum-mechanical states are only distin-
guished by the eigenvalue of J3, the component of the angular momentum in the

direction of motion (recall k* = (1,0,0, 1) from above),

ducible unitary representations D,

J3wk,a = O’?/Jk’g . (240)
The eigenvalue o is called the helicity. One then gets
U(Av 0)%,0 = Neioe(A’p)wAp,U ; (241)

where 0 denotes the angle contained in the rotation part of A. Since massless
particles are not at rest in any inertial system, helicity is a Lorentz-invariant
property and may be used to characterize a particle with m = 0. There remain

"This restriction is imposed in order to avoid tachyons (particles with m2 < 0).
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only the two possibilities of having the angular momentum in direction along or
opposite to the direction of propagation.

Comparison with (2.17) exhibits that o = +1 characterizes the photon.® Be-
cause of the helicity-2 nature of weak gravitational waves in a flat background,
see (2.15), we attribute the particle with ¢ = £2 with the gravitational interac-
tion and call it the graviton. Since for a massless particle, |o| is called its spin, we
recognize that the graviton has spin 2. The helicity eigenstates (2.41) correspond
to circular polarization (see Section 2.1.1), while their superpositions correspond
in the generic case to elliptic polarization or (for equal absolute values of the
amplitudes) to linear polarization.

2.1.3  Quantization of the linear field theory

We now turn to field theory. One starts from a superposition of plane-wave
solutions (2.8) and formally turns this into an operator,

E 4’k ikx —ikx
ful/ “ iz/ \/2|—k euy(k U) +a (k U) (k, O')Q ] .
(2.42)

As in the usual interpretation of free quantum field theory, a(k, o) (af(k, o)) is
interpreted as the annihilation (creation) operator for a graviton of momentum
hk and helicity o (see e.g. Weinberg 1995). They obey

[a(k, o), a' (K, 0")] = G50:0(k — K') | (2.43)

with all other commutators vanishing. The quantization of the linearized gravi-
tational field was already discussed by Bronstein (1936).

Since we only want the presence of helicities £2, f,,, cannot be a true tensor
with respect to Lorentz transformations (note that the TT-gauge condition is not
Lorentz invariant). As a consequence, one is forced to introduce gauge invariance
and demand that f,, transform under a Lorentz transformation according to

favr = NS fap — Ovey — Opes (2.44)

in order to stay within the TT-gauge; cf. (2.5). Therefore, the coupling in the
Lagrangian (2.20) must be to a conserved source, 9, T* = 0, because otherwise
the coupling is not gauge invariant.

The occurrence of gauge invariance can also be understood in a group-
theoretic way. We start with a symmetric tensor field f,, with vanishing trace
(nine degrees of freedom). This field transforms according to the irreducible
DD representation of the Lorentz group; see, for example, section 5.6 in Wein-
berg (1995). Its restriction to the subgroup of rotations yields

8Because of space inversion symmetry, ¢ = 1 and o0 = —1 describe the same particle.
This holds also for the graviton, but due to parity violation not, for example, for (massless)
neutrinos.
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DY = pW) o M) | (2.45)

where D) denotes the j = 1 representation of the rotation group. (Since one
has three ‘angles’ in each of them, this yields the 3 x 3 = 9 degrees of freedom of
the trace-free f,,.) The representation (2.45) is reducible with ‘Clebsch—Gordon
decomposition’

pW @ DM =p@ ¢ DM g DO | (2.46)

corresponding to the five degrees of freedom for a massive spin-2 particle, three
degrees of freedom for a spin-1 particle, and one degree of freedom for a spin-
0 particle, respectively. The latter 3 + 1 degrees of freedom can be eliminated
by the four conditions 9, f*¥ = 0 (transversality). To obtain only two degrees
of freedom one needs, however, to impose the gauge freedom (2.5). This yields
three additional conditions (the four €, in (2.5) have to satisfy 0,e* = 0—one
condition—to preserve tracelessness; the condition Oe, = 0—mneeded to preserve
transversality—is automatically fulfilled for plane waves). In total, one arrives at
(10 = 1) — 4 — 3 = 2 degrees of freedom, corresponding to the two helicity states
of the graviton.’

The same arguments also apply of course to electrodynamics: A* cannot
transform as a Lorentz vector, since, for example, the temporal gauge A% = 0
can be chosen. Instead, one is forced to introduce gauge invariance, and the
transformation law is

Ay — ANJA, + Ope (2.47)

in analogy to (2.44). Therefore, a Lagrangian is needed that couples to a con-
served source, 9, j* = 0.!° The group-theoretic argument for QED goes as fol-
lows. A vector field transforms according to the D(1/2:1/2) representation of the
Lorentz group which, if restricted to rotations, can be decomposed as

p/21/2) _ p(1/2) g p(1/2) — p1) g pO) | (2.48)

The D describes spin-0, which is eliminated by the Lorenz condition 9, A¥ = 0.
The DM corresponds to the three degrees of freedom of a massive spin-1 particle.
One of these is eliminated by the gauge transformation A, — A, + J,€e (with
Oe = 0 to preserve the Lorenz condition) to arrive at the two degrees of freedom
for the massless photon.

Weinberg (1964) concluded (see also p. 537 of Weinberg 1995) that one can
derive the equivalence principle (and thus GR if no other fields are present) from
the Lorentz invariance of the spin-2 theory (plus the pole structure of the S-
matrix). Similar arguments can be put forward in the electromagnetic case to
show that electric charge must be conserved. No arguments of gauge invariance

9The counting in the canonical version of the theory leads of course to the same result and
is presented in Section 4.2.3.

10This is also connected with the fact that massless spins > 3 are usually excluded, because
no conserved tensor is available. Massless spins > 3 cannot generate long-range forces; cf.
Weinberg (1995, p. 252).
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5

Soft graviton

p+k

v

Fi1c. 2.1. Emission of a soft graviton.

are needed, at least not explicitly. The gravitational mass mg is defined in this
approach by the strength of interaction with a soft graviton, that is, a graviton
with four-momentum k& — 0. The amplitude for the emission (see Fig. 2.1) of a
single soft graviton is given by the expression

v M gnPhpy,
M*™ (k) = Mgy - Y —lZiinin 2.49
(k) = Mgaa > ek — e (2.49)

where Mg, denotes the amplitude for the process without soft-graviton emission,
and the sum runs over all ingoing and outgoing particles; « refers to the ingoing,
0 to the outgoing particles (Fig. 2.1), g, denotes the coupling of the graviton
to particle n (9, = 1 for outgoing, 1, = —1 for ingoing particles), and p,, is the
four-momentum of the nth particle (in the initial and final state, respectively).
To calculate the amplitude for graviton emission with definite helicity, one
has to contract (2.49) with the polarization tensor e, (k, o). As argued above,
however, the latter is not a Lorentz tensor, but transforms according to

ey — Au’\AV”e,\p + ko futkuf .
To obtain a Lorentz-invariant amplitude, one must therefore demand that
k.M g:(k) =0.

From (2.49), one then finds
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Z 77ngan =0,
n

which is equivalent to the statement that ) g,p}, is conserved. But for non-
trivial processes, the only linear combination of momenta that is conserved is
the total momentum » 7,p},. Consequently, the couplings g, must all be equal,
and one can set g, = V87 G. Therefore, all low-energy particles with spin 2 and
m = 0 couple to all forms of energy in an equal way. As in Section 2.1.1, this
shows the ‘equivalence’ of a spin-2 theory with GR. From this point of view,
GR is a consequence of quantum theory. Weinberg (1964) also showed that the
effective gravitational mass my is given by

m2

mg = 2F — fl ,

where m; denotes as in Section 1.1.4 the inertial mass, and E is the energy. For
E — mj, this leads to the usual equivalence of inertial and gravitational mass. On
the other hand, one has mgy = 2F for m; — 0. How can this be interpreted? In his
1911-calculation of the deflection of light, FEinstein found from the equivalence
principle alone (setting mg = FE), the Newtonian expression for the deflection
angle. The full theory of GR, however, yields twice this value, corresponding to
mg = 2.

Weinberg’s arguments, as well as the approaches presented in Section 2.1.1,
are important for unified theories such as string theory (see Chapter 9) in which
a massless spin-2 particle emerges with necessity, leading to the claim that such
theories contain GR in an appropriate limit.

Upon discussing linear quantum gravity, the question arises whether this
framework leads to observable effects in the laboratory. A brief estimate suggests
that such effects would be too tiny: comparing in atomic physics, the quantum-
gravitational decay rate I'y with its electromagnetic counterpart I'c, one would

expect for dimensional reasons
r 2
- SN (me) (2.50)

Fe mp

with some power n of the fine-structure constant «, and m, being the electron
mass. The square of the mass ratio already yields the tiny number 10745, Still,
it is instructive to discuss some example in detail. Following Weinberg (1972),
the transition rate from the 3d level to the 1s level in the hydrogen atom due
to the emission of a graviton will be calculated. One needs at least the 3d level,
since Al = 2 is needed for the emission of a spin-2 particle.

One starts from the classical formula for gravitational radiation and interprets
it as the emission rate of gravitons with energy hw,

T, = (2.51)

% )
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where P denotes the classical expression for the emitted power. This has already
been suggested by Bronstein (1936). In the quadrupole approximation one then
finds for the transition rate from an initial state i to a final state f (restoring c),

. 2Gw® . . 1 .
Pe(i = f) = 75 (ZQM(Z = [)Qu(i — f) - §Z |Qrr (i — f)|2> ;
Kl E
(2.52)
where

Quii = £) = m. [ &2 vi0mix) (2.53)

is the quantum-mechanical analogue of the classical quadrupole moment,

1

Qr = 0_2 /dSIL' xrr;Too - (254)

Inserting the hydrogen eigenfunctions ¥109 and 32, (m = —2,...,2) for ¢; and
¢, respectively, and averaging over m, one finds after some calculations,!!

Gmgca® —40 -1
Fg - W ~ 5.7 X 10 S . (2.55)
This corresponds to a life-time of
7 & 5.6 x 103! years , (2.56)

which is too large to be observable (although it is of the same order as the value
for the proton life-time predicted by some unified theories). Since electromagnetic
dipole transitions are of the order of I'c ~ mea®c?/h, one has

Fg le ? —47
=~ <mP) 8 x 10747 ; (2.57)

cf. (2.50). The result (2.55) is in fact much more general than its derivation;
field-theoretic methods lead to exactly the same decay rate (Boughn and Roth-
man 2006).

Through similar heuristic considerations, one can also calculate the number
N of gravitons per unit volume associated with a gravitational wave (Wein-
berg 1972). We recall from (2.26) and the accompanying remarks that the space—
time average of the energy—momentum tensor for the weak gravitational waves
is in the general harmonic gauge given by the expression

. kK, ct 1
t L = pny afx* aB — = a |2 . 2.58
M 16’/TG (6 € B 2|€ a| ) ( )

' The result is different from Weinberg (1972) because it seems that Weinberg has used the
eigenfunctions from Messiah’s textbook on quantum mechanics, which contain a misprint. I
am grateful to N. Straumann for discussions on this point.
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Since the energy—momentum tensor of a collection of particles reads (cf. Wein-
berg 1972, section 2.8)

oV
T =Y ’%5@( —xa (1)) (2.59)

a collection of gravitons with momenta p* = hk* possesses the energy—momentum
tensor

he?kH kY N
T = —— . 2.60
¢ > (2.60)
Comparison with (2.58) then yields
N= 2 (g, Ligo p2 (2.61)
~ 167hG of T ol%al ) '

where the expression in parentheses is the amplitude squared, |A|?. Taking, for
example, w ~ 1 kHz, |A| ~ 1072! (typical values for gravitational waves arriving
from a supernova), one finds N ~ 3x10** cm 3. For the stochastic background of
gravitons from the early universe one would expect typical values of w ~ 1073 Hz,
|A| &~ 10722, leading to N ~ 10% cm~3. Effects of single gravitons are thus not
expected to be observable in gravitational-wave experiments, at least not in the
near future (one would have to reduce w|A|? by another factor of 10°).

The ground-state wave function of the quantum-mechanical oscillator is given
by a Gaussian, ¢g(x) o< exp(—wma?/2h). Similarly, one can express the ground
state of a free quantum field as a Gaussian wave functional. We shall discuss
such functionals in detail in Section 5.3, but mention here that there exists an
explicit form for the ground-state functional of the linear graviton field discussed
above (Kuchai 1970). This has a form similar to the ground-state functional of
free QED, which reads

wolA] xoxp (-3 [ @ By A @eax L) 262
with
5 3 e~ iP(x—Yy)
Wab(X,9) = (—=V8ap + 0aOp) /d D T (2.63)

Note that ¢ and b are only spatial indices, since the wave functional is defined
on space-like hypersurfaces. This state can also be written in a manifest gauge-
invariant form,

Uy o< exp ( /d% d3y w) , (2.64)

4m2h |x —y|?

where B is the magnetic field and ¢ and / have been re-inserted. In the functional
picture, it is evident that the ground state is a highly non-local state. The ground
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state of the linearized gravitational field can be written in a manifest gauge-
invariant way similar to (2.64) as

() ;%,Tc<y>> e

C3 b
] ——— | @B 8y B Tabe s
0 5P ( 8m2Gh / rey |x — yl|?

where f,; are the spatial components of the metric perturbation introduced in
(2.1).

2.2 Path-integral quantization
2.2.1 General properties of path integrals

A popular method in both quantum mechanics and quantum field theory is path-
integral quantization. In the case of quantum mechanics, the propagator for a
‘particle’ to go from position x’ at time t’ to position x” at time t” can be
expressed as a formal sum over all possible paths connecting these positions,

') = / Dx(t) e SxOI/R (2.66)

It is important to remember that most ‘paths’ in this sum are continuous, but
nowhere differentiable, and that Dx(t) is, in fact, a formal notation for the fol-
lowing limiting process (spelled out for simplicity for a particle in one spatial
dimension),

N/2
(" "2, ')y = lim /dxl cedoyog my \ Y
N—o00 27ith

N—-1 2 .
m(zjp1 —2;)°N itV (z;)
- - 2.
<11 eXp( 2ith v ) (26D

where m denotes the mass, V the potential, and ¢ = t”” — #’. The path integral
is especially suited for performing a semiclassical approximation (expansion of
the action around classical solutions) and to develop a perturbation theory with
respect to some small interaction. The path integral (2.67) obeys for ¢t > 0 the
Schrédinger equation. Since it is just the usual propagator (Green function), it
obeys a composition law of the form

o0
(@ "] ) :/ du (&, ¢ u, Dy (u, Fja, ') .
— 00

This law holds because the propagator is a propagator in external time. For this
reason it will not hold in quantum gravity, which is fundamentally timeless; cf.
Section 5.3.4.

The quantum-mechanical path integral, which can be put on a firm mathe-
matical footing, can be formally generalized to quantum field theory where such
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a footing is lacking (there is no measure-theoretical foundation). Still, the field-
theoretical path integral is of great heuristic value and plays a key role especially
in gauge theories (see e.g. Bohm et al. (2001) among many other references). Con-
sider, for example, a real scalar field ¢(z).12 Then one has instead of (2.66), the
expression (setting again i = 1)

Zlg) = / Do(x) S0 (2.68)

where Z[¢] is the usual abbreviation for the path integral in the field-theoretical
context (often referring to in-out transition amplitudes or to partition sums, see
below). The path integral is very useful in perturbation theory and gives a concise
possibility to derive Feynman rules (via the notion of the generating functional,
see below). Using the methods of Grassmann integration, a path integral such
as (2.68) can also be defined for fermions. For systems with constraints (such
as gauge theories and gravity), however, the path-integral formulation has to be
generalized, as will be discussed in the course of this section. It must also be noted
that the usual operator ordering ambiguities of quantum theory are also present
in the path-integral approach, in spite of integrating over classical configurations:
The ambiguities are here reflected in the ambiguities for the integration measure.

Instead of the original formulation in space—time, it is often appropriate to
perform a rotation to four-dimensional Euclidean space via the Wick rotation
t — —ir. In the case of the scalar field, this leads to

islol = i [aras (% (%)zgwﬂvw)wm)

= farass (% (‘;_"5) +§<V¢>2+V<¢>—£mt> ’
= —Suld], (2.69)

where V(¢) is the potential and an interaction Ly to other fields has been
taken into account. This formal rotation to Euclidean space has some advantages.
First, since Sg is bounded from below, it improves the convergence properties
of the path integral: instead of an oscillating integrand one has an exponentially
damped integrand (remember, however, that e.g. the Fresnel integrals used in
optics are convergent in spite of the ei“'2-integrand). Second, for the extremization
procedure, one has to deal with elliptic instead of hyperbolic equations, which
are more suitable for the boundary problem of specifying configurations at initial
and final instants of time. Third, in the Euclidean formulation, the path integral
can be directly related to the partition sum in statistical mechanics (e.g. for the

12The notation x is a shorthand for =¥, ©=0,1,2,3.
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canonical ensemble one has Z = tr e #H). Fourth, the Euclidean formulation is
convenient for lattice gauge theory where one considers

Z[U] = /DU e~ SwIUT | (2.70)

with U denoting the lattice gauge fields defined on the links and Sw the Wilson
action, see also Chapter 6. The justification of performing Wick rotations in
quantum field theory relies on the fact that Euclidean Green functions can be
analytically continued back to real time while preserving their pole structure; cf.
Osterwalder and Schrader (1975).

The quantum-gravitational path integral, first formulated by Misner (1957),
would be of the form

Zlgl = / Dy, () Slom @] (2.71)

where the sum runs over all metrics on a four-dimensional manifold M divided
by the diffeomorphism group Diff M (see below). One might expect that an
additional sum has to be performed over all topologies, but this is a contentious
issue. As we shall see in Section 5.3.4, the path integral (2.71) behaves more like
an energy Green function instead of a propagator. The reason is the absence of
an external time as already emphasized above.

Needless to say that (2.71) is of a tremendously complicated nature, both
technically and conceptually. One might therefore try, for the reasons stated
above, to perform a Wick rotation to the Euclidean regime. This leads, however,
to problems which are not present in ordinary quantum field theory. First, not
every Euclidean metric (in fact, only very few) possesses a Lorentzian section,
that is, leads to a signature (—,+,+,+) upon 7 — it. Such a section exists only for
metrics with special symmetries. (The Wick rotation is not a diffeomorphism-
invariant procedure.) Second, a sum over topologies cannot be performed even in
principle because four-manifolds are not classifiable (Geroch and Hartle 1986).13
The third, and perhaps most severe, problem is the fact that the Euclidean grav-
itational action is not bounded from below. Performing the same Wick rotation
as above (in order to be consistent with the matter part), one finds from (1.1)
for the Euclidean action, the expression

B 1
167G

Swlg] = /M de JGR—20) - —— [ @ vAK .  (272)

87TG M
To see the unboundedness of this action, consider a conformal transformation of
the metric, gy — Guw = 2?g,. This yields (Gibbons et al. 1978; Hawking 1979)

1 1
/ d*z \/g(*R+6Q.,Q.,g" —2A0*) — —— &z VhQ?K .
16’/TG M ’ ’

SE[!}] == 87G Jor
(2.73)

138till, it is possible that topology change in quantum gravity is required for reasons of
consistency; cf. Sorkin (1997).
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(Here we have transformed K — iK according to the convention used in Sec-
tion 4.2.1.) One recognizes that the action can be made arbitrarily negative by
choosing a highly varying conformal factor Q2. The presence of such metrics in the
path integral then leads to its divergence. This is known as the conformal-factor
problem. There are, however, strong indications for a solution of this problem. As
Dasgupta and Loll (2001) have argued, the conformal divergence can cancel with
a similar term of opposite sign arising from the measure in the path integral (cf.
Section 2.2.3 for a discussion of the measure); see Hartle and Schleich (1987) for
a similar result in the context of linearized gravity. Euclidean path integrals are
often used in quantum cosmology, being related to boundary conditions of the
universe (see Section 8.3), so a clarification of these issues is of central interest.

Since the gravitational path integral is of a highly complicated nature, the
question arises whether it can be evaluated by discretization and performing the
continuum limit. In fact, among others, the following two methods have been
employed (see Section 2.2.6 for details):

1. Regge calculus: Originally conceived by Tullio Regge as a method for classi-
cal numerical relativity, it was applied to the Euclidean path integral from
the 1980s on. The central idea is to decompose four-dimensional space into
a set of simplices and treat the edge lengths as dynamical entities.

2. Dynamical triangulation: In contrast to Regge calculus, all edge lengths
are kept fixed, and the sum in the path integral is instead taken over all
possible manifold-gluings of equilateral simplices. The evaluation is thus
reduced to a combinatorical problem. In contrast to Regge calculus, this
method is applied to Lorentzian geometries, emphasizing the importance
of the lightcone structure already at the level of geometries in the path
integral.

The discussion of path integrals will be continued in Section 2.2.3, where
emphasis is put on the integration measure and the derivation of Feynman rules
for gravity. In the next subsection, we shall give an introduction into the use of
perturbation theory in quantum gravity.

2.2.2  The perturbative non-renormalizability

In Section 2.1, we have treated the concept of a graviton similar to the photon—
within the representation theory of the Poincaré group. We have, in particular,
discussed the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian (2.20) which is (up to a total derivative)
gauge invariant and which at the classical level inevitably leads to GR. The
question thus arises whether this Lagrangian can be quantized in a way similar
to electrodynamics where one arrives at the very successful theory of QED. More
generally then, why should one not perform a quantum perturbation theory of
the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1)7

The typical situation for applications of perturbation theory in quantum field
theory addresses ‘scattering’ situations in which asymptotically free quantum
states (representing ingoing and outgoing particles) are connected by a region of
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interaction. This is the standard situation in accelerators. In fact, most quantum
field theories are only understood in the perturbative regime.

Perturbation theory in quantum gravity belongs to the class of covariant
quantization schemes to which also the path-integral methods belong. These
methods intend to maintain four-dimensional (space—time) covariance. They are
distinguished from the canonical methods to be discussed in Chapters 4-6. Can
perturbation theory be useful in quantum gravity? One might think that the
gravitational interaction is intrinsically non-perturbative, and that objects such
as black holes or the early universe cannot be described in perturbation theory.
On the other hand, as has been discussed in Chapter 1, it is hopeless to probe
Planck-scale effects in accelerators. While this is true, it is not excluded per se
that perturbative quantum gravity effects are unobservable. For example, such
effects could in principle show up in the anisotropy spectrum of the cosmic
microwave background, cf. Section 5.4.

A major obstacle to the viability of perturbation theory is the non-renorma-
lizability of quantum GR. What does this mean? Quantum field theory uses local
field operators ¢(x). This leads to the occurrence of arbitrarily small distances
and, therefore, to arbitrarily large momenta. As a consequence, divergences show
up usually in calculations of cross-sections coming from integrals in momentum
space. The theory is called renormalizable if these divergences can all be removed
by a redefinition of a finite number of physical constants (masses, charges, etc.)
and fields; see e.g. Weinberg (1995) for details. These constants can only be
determined experimentally.!* A non-renormalizable theory thus needs an infinite
number of parameters to be determined experimentally, which corresponds to a
complete lack of predictability at the fundamental level.

It turns out that the mass dimensionality (in units where i = ¢ = 1) of the
coupling constant for a certain interaction decides about renormalizability. This
dimensionality is given by a coefficient A which is called the superficial degree of
divergence and which must not be negative. It can be calculated by the formula

A=4-d=Y ns(ss+1), (2.74)
!

where d is the number of derivatives, ny the number of fields of type f, and
sy = 0,1/2,1,0 for scalars, fermions, massive vector fields, and photons and
gravitons, respectively. Considering, for example, the standard QED interaction
—iey) A*y,1, one obtains A =4 —0—3/2—3/2—1 = 0; the electric charge
e is thus dimensionless and the coupling is renormalizable. On the other hand,
the presence of a ‘Pauli term’ @[vu,%]wF v for example, would lead to A =

14Many physicists have considered the theory of renormalization to be only preliminary in
nature, connected with a lack of understanding of the full theory: ‘Some physicists may be
happy to have a set of working rules leading to results in agreement with observation. They
may think that this is the goal of physics. But it is not enough. One wants to understand how
Nature works’ (Dirac 1981), and ‘Die Selbstenergie-Schwierigkeit kann nicht dadurch behoben
werden, dafl man ein formales Verstecken-Spielen mit ihr veranstaltet’ (Pauli 1993).
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—1 (because of the additional derivative of A* contained in F*”) and thus to
a non-renormalizable interaction. It was a major achievement to demonstrate
that Yang—Mills theories—which are used to describe the strong and electroweak
interactions—are renormalizable ('t Hooft and Veltman 1972). The Standard
Model of particle physics is thus given by a renormalizable theory.

Why is the success of the Standard Model not spoiled by the presence of
a non-renormalizable interaction at a large mass scale? Consider a non-renor-
malizable interaction g ~ M~I2l where M is the corresponding mass scale.
For momenta k < M, therefore, ¢ must be accompanied by a factor kI as
a consequence, this non-renormalizable interaction is suppressed by a factor
(k/M)!Al <« 1 and not seen at low momenta. The success of the renormaliz-
able Standard Model thus indicates that any such mass scale must be much
higher than currently accessible energies.

Whereas non-renormalizable theories had been fully discarded originally, a
more modern viewpoint attributes to them a possible use as effective theories
(Weinberg 1995). If all possible terms allowed by symmetries are included in
the Lagrangian, then there is a counterterm present for any ultraviolet (UV)
divergence. This will become explicit in our discussion of the gravitational field
below. For energies much smaller than M, effective theories might therefore lead
to useful predictions. Incidentally, also the standard model of particle physics,
albeit renormalizable, is today interpreted as an effective theory. The only truly
fundamental theories seem to be those which unify all interactions at the Planck
scale.

An early example of an effective theory is given by the Euler—Heisenberg
Lagrangian,

e*h
360m2m

1

Lo-n = o—(B° =B + [(E* - B*)? +7(EB)?] , (2.75)

where m, is the electron mass, see for example, section 12.3 in Weinberg (1995) or
Dunne (2005). The second term in (2.75) arises after the electrons are integrated
out and terms with order oc 22 and higher are neglected. Already at this effective
level one can calculate observable physical effects such as Delbriick scattering
(scattering of a photon at an external field).

In the background-field method to quantize gravity (DeWitt 19675, c), one ex-
pands the metric about an arbitrary curved background solution to the Einstein
equations,!®

Guv = g,uu + Vv 3271—Gf;w . (276)

Here, g, denotes the background field with respect to which (four-dimensional)
covariance will be implemented in the formalism; f,, denotes the quantized field,
which has the dimension of a mass. We shall present here a heuristic discussion
of the Feynman diagrams in order to demonstrate the non-renormalizability of

15Sometimes the factor v/87G is chosen instead of v/327G.
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quantum gravity; the details of the background-field method will be discussed in
the following subsections.

If one chooses a flat background space-time, g, = 7. (cf. (2.1)), one finds
from the Einstein—Hilbert Lagrangian the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian (2.20) plus
higher-order terms having the symbolic form (omitting indices)

V32rGf(Of)(Of) + -+ (V32rGf) (Of)(Of) + - -- (2.77)

These are infinitely many terms because the inverse of the metric, g"”, en-
ters the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian oc /—gR,,¢"”. Each term contains two
f-derivatives because the Ricci scalar has two derivatives; each vertex has a
factor VG.

Before going into the details, we shall show that the gravitational interaction
is indeed non-renormalizable from the dimensional point of view. Considering
the first interaction term VG f(9f)(0f) one finds from (2.74) a negative mass
dimension, A =4—2—3(0+ 1) = —1, consistent with the fact that VG x mgl.
Recalling the discussion after (2.49), one could say that there is a connection
between the non-renormalizability for gravity and the validity of the equivalence
principle.

To see this more explicitly, let us first consider the kinetic term of (2.20): after
an appropriate gauge fixing (see Section 2.2.3), it leads to a propagator of the
usual form with momentum dependence D o k~2. Since the interaction terms
in (2.77) all contain two derivatives, one finds for the vertex V oc k? unlike,
for example, QED where the vertices are momentum-independent. Therefore,
DV « 1 (k-independent). Consider now a Feynman diagram with one loop,
propagators and r vertices (Fig. 2.2); cf. Duff (1975) and Deser (1989). It involves
momentum integrals that together lead to the following integral (assuming for
the moment n instead of four space—time dimensions):

Pc Pe
/ d"k (DV)" oc/ d"k x pl

where p, is some cutoff momentum. The addition of a new internal line (Fig. 2.2)
then gives the new factor

Dc Pec
/ d"k D(DV)? o / A"k D o pi 2 .

Therefore, if L loops are present, the degree of divergence is

p? . p((:L—l)(n—Q) — p((:L—l)(n—Q)-ﬁ-n )

For n = 4, for example, this yields pg(LH) and thus an unbounded increase

with increasing order of the diagram. In other words, since v/G has inverse mass
dimension, vGp, is dimensionless and can appear at any order. Consequently,
an infinite number of divergences emerges, making the perturbation theory non-
renormalizable. An exception is n = 2, where G is a pure number. GR is, however,
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Fi1Gg. 2.2. Adding a new internal line to a Feynman diagram.

trivial in two space—time dimensions, so that one can construct a sensible theory
only if additional fields are added to the gravitational sector; cf. Section 5.3.5.

It must be emphasized that the counting of the degree of divergences only
reflects the expectations. This degree might well be lower due to the presence of
symmetries and the ensuing cancellations of divergences. In QED, for example,
divergences are at worst logarithmic due to gauge invariance. The situation in
the gravitational case will be discussed more explicitly in the next subsection.

The situation with divergences would be improved if the propagator behaved
as D oc k=% instead of D o k2, for then the factor corresponding to the new
internal line in Fig. 2.2 would be (one also has V oc k%)

pC
/ d"k D o pi~*

and would therefore be independent of the cutoff in n = 4 dimensions, that
is, higher loops would not lead to new divergences. This can be achieved, for
example, by adding terms with the curvature squared to the Einstein—Hilbert
action because this would involve fourth-order derivatives. Such a theory would
indeed be renormalizable, but with a high price; as Stelle (1977) has shown (and
as has already been noted by DeWitt (1967b)), the ensuing quantum theory is
not unitary. The reason is that the propagator D can then be written in the
form

1 1 1 1
DxXx—=—(5—5——],
k*+ A2 A\k? K2+ A
and the negative sign in front of the second term spoils unitarity (for A < 0 a
tachyon—a particle with a negative mass squared—can also appear). For this
reason, ‘exact’ R?-theories are abandoned. However, Lagrangians with R2-terms

can, and indeed do, appear as correction terms for not-too-big curvatures (see
below). (For high curvatures, R is comparable to R2-terms, and therefore also
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R? and higher orders are needed.) On this effective level, R?-terms only lead to
a modification of the vertices, not the propagator.

Since the loop expansion of Feynman diagrams is also an expansion in #,
giving A% for L loops, one finds in the gravitational case a matching with the
G-expansion: since one recognizes from the above that there must be for n = 4
a factor GL*! for L loops in order to compensate for the power of pe, it is clear
that Gh is the relevant expansion parameter for pure gravity. (More precisely,
one has the factor A*GF~! in the effective Lagrangian, see below.)

The occurrence of divergences in the quantization of gravity was first noticed
by Rosenfeld (1930). He calculated the gravitational energy generated by an
electromagnetic field to see whether an infinite self-energy occurs in this case
(the infinite self-energy for an electron had already been recognized) and found
in fact a quadratic divergence.

2.2.3  Effective action and Feynman rules

In order to apply path-integral methods to derive the effective action and Feyn-
man diagrams, the formalism of Section 2.2.1 must be generalized to include
‘gauge fixing’. There exists a general procedure which can be found in many
references (e.g. in Weinberg 1996 or Bohm et al. 2001) and which will be briefly
outlined before being applied to quantum gravity.

If we apply the general path integral in (2.71) to the expansion (2.76), we
find an integral over the quantum field f,,,

7= /wa S Gurl (2.78)

where in the following, we shall frequently use f as an abbreviation for f,, (and g
for the background field). The point is now that (2.78) is formally infinite because
fuv 1s invariant under the gauge transformations (2.5), fu, — fuy —0veu—0ue, =
4+ the infinity arising from integrations over gauge directions. Faddeev and
Popov (1967) gave a general prescription on how to deal with this problem. This
prescription has become especially popular in Yang—Mills theories. It consists of
the following steps.

In a first step, a gauge constraint is chosen in order to fix the gauge. In the case
of gravity, this would be four conditions, G [f, g] = 0. One desires to choose them
such that the gauge is uniquely fixed, that is, such that each ‘group orbit’ f€ is hit
exactly once. It is known, however, that this cannot always be achieved (‘Gribov
ambiguities’), but this problem is usually not relevant in perturbation theory. In
the path integral one then integrates over the subspace given by G,[f,g] = 0.
To implement this, one defines in a second step, a functional Ag[f, g] through
(neglecting in the following for notational convenience the dependence on the
background field g)

Aclf]- [ De T[6(GalrD) =1. (2.79)
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The integration measure is a formal integration over the gauge group and is ‘left
invariant’, that is, De = D(€’e). Using this invariance of the measure one can
show that Ag[f] is gauge invariant, that is, Ag[f] = Ag[f]-

In a third step, one introduces the ‘1’ of (2.79) into the naive path integral
in (2.78). Making the substitution f¢ — f and using the gauge invariance of A,
one gets the expression

[ e [ 21 TToGaltaclfest .

The infinite term coming from the De integration can now be omitted (it just
corresponds to the volume of the gauge orbit). One then arrives at the following
definition for the path integral (again called Z for simplicity):

2= [pf [I8Gal Al (2:80)

It depends formally on the gauge G but is in fact gauge invariant; Ag[f] is called
the ‘Faddeev—Popov determinant’.

Since the delta function appears in (2.80), we can in (2.79) expand G, [f€]
around € = 0 to evaluate Ag,

Galf] = Goz[fo} + (AG)oz )

where the first term on the right-hand side is zero (it is just the gauge condition),
and A is the matrix (with elements A,p) containing the derivatives of the G,
with respect to the e”. Therefore, Ag[f] = detA. For the derivation of Feynman
rules it is convenient to use this expression and to rewrite the determinant as a
Grassmann path integral over anticommuting fields n*(z),

det A — / l;IDn*“(x)Dna(x) exp (i / dz n*a(xmaﬁ(@«)nﬁ(x)) C(281)

The fields n®*(x) and n**(x) are called ‘vector ghosts’ or ‘Faddeev—Popov ghosts’
because they are fermions with spin 1; they cannot appear as physical particles
(external lines in a Feynman diagram) but are only introduced for mathematical
convenience (and only occur inside loops in Feynman diagrams).

Apart from Ag, the gauge-fixing part §(G,) also can be rewritten as an ef-
fective term contributing to the action. Choosing instead of G, = 0 a condition
of the form G, (x) = cq(x), the corresponding path integral Z¢ is in fact inde-
pendent of the ¢, (shortly called ¢). Therefore, if one integrates Z over ¢ with
an arbitrary weight function, only the (irrelevant) normalization of Z will be
changed. Using a Gaussian weight function, one obtains

7 x /Dc exp (—41—5 d*z caco‘> /Df HAG[f](S(Ga —co)e¥ . (2.82)
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Performing the c-integration then yields

7 /Df Aglf]exp (iS[f] - 42 /d4ac GaGa) : (2.83)

The second term in the exponential is called ‘gauge-fixing term’. Taking all con-
tributions together, the final path integral can be written in the form (disregard-
ing all normalization terms and re-inserting the dependence on the background
field)

Z = / DfDy*Diy*™ e Srorcllmal (2.84)
where

Serlfo1.9] = S[f.5) i / d'z Gulf,g1G(f. 4]
+ / bz 177 (@) Aas[f, 3] (2)0° ()
= /d4£L' (Eg + ﬁgf + Eghost) . (285)

In this form, the path integral is suitable for the derivation of Feynman rules.

As it stands, (2.85) is also the starting point for the ‘conventional’ pertur-
bation theory (i.e. without an expansion around a background field). In that
case, the gauge-fixed Lagrangian is no longer gauge invariant but instead invari-
ant under more general transformations including the ghost fields. This is called
BRST symmetry (after the names Becchi, Rouet, Stora, Tyutin, see e.g. DeWitt
(2003) for the original references) and encodes the information about the original
gauge invariance at the gauge-fixed level. We shall give a brief introduction into
BRST quantization in the context of string theory; see Chapter 9. For gravita-
tional systems one needs a generalization of BRST quantization known as BFV
quantization; see Batalin and Vilkovisky (1977), and Batalin and Fradkin (1983).
This generalization is, for example, responsible for the occurrence of a four-ghost
vertex in perturbation theory.

In the background-field method, on the other hand, the gauge symmetry
(here: symmetry with respect to coordinate transformations) is preserved for
the background field g. For this reason, one can call this method a covariant
approach to quantum gravity. The formal difference between ‘conventional’ and
background-field method is the form of the gauge-fixing terms (Duff 1975, B6hm
et al. 2001), leading to different diagrams in this sector. It turns out that, once the
Feynman rules are obtained, calculations are often simpler in the background-
field method. For non-gauge theories, both methods are identical. Background-
field method and BRST method are alternative procedures to arrive at the same
physical results.
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For the gravitational field, we have the following Lagrangian (for vanishing
cosmological constant), see 't Hooft and Veltman (1974):

vV—gR = R 1
Ly = =v=i | +LO+LP ... 2.86
&~ 167G I\Tong T7e T T ) (2.86)
where the ‘barred’ quantities refer to the background metric, see (2.76). We have
for L(gl) the expression

tO - e wp  opmy 9.87
& 327G (g ) ( )

This vanishes if the background is a solution of the (vacuum) Einstein equations.

)

The expression for Lg reads

LY = 5 fuwa ™ = 5 faf 4 faf "y = fupa "™
+R(% fHVfMV - % f2) + R (ff;w - Qf,uafua) . (2'88)
The first line corresponds to the Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian (2.20), while the second
line describes the interaction with the background (not present in (2.20) because

there the background was flat); we recall that f = f /. For the gauge-fixing part
Lgs, one chooses

Lo = \/__g( W;V - % f;u)( #fp - % fm) : (2'89)

This condition corresponds to the ‘harmonic gauge condition’ (2.3) and turns
out to be a convenient choice. For the ghost part, one finds

£ghost =V _g n*u (nu;o';a - RMVT]V) . (290>

The first term in the brackets is the covariant d’Alembertian, O7,. The full
action in the path integral (2.84) then reads, with the background metric obeying
Einstein’s equations,

_/ R 1 o v _
Stot = /d4$ \/*9(@ - §f;wD" B fup + \/% ("R — 2R" ]
A0 (G 8 — Ry )n” + 0(f3)) : (2.91)

where D8 is a shorthand for the terms occurring in (2.88) and (2.89). The
desired Feynman diagrams can then be obtained from this action. The opera-
tor D***B is—in contrast to the original action without gauge fixing—invertible
and defines both propagator and vertices (interaction with the background field).
The explicit expressions are complicated, see 't Hooft and Veltman (1974) and
Donoghue (1994). They simplify considerably in the case of a flat background
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F1G. 2.3. (a) Graviton loop in interaction with the background field. (b) Ghost
loop in interaction with the background field.

where one has, for example, for the propagator (in harmonic gauge), the expres-
sion

1
Dyvep = 577 — ally va =~ NMuvTag) - 2.92
wad = 5z g Mnallvs + Muslive = Nutlas) (2.92)

(The structure of the term in brackets is reminiscent of the DeWitt metric dis-
cussed in Section 4.1.2.) The action (2.91) leads to diagrams with at most one
loop such as those depicted in Fig. 2.3 (‘one-loop approximation’). Figure 2.3 (a)
describes a graviton loop in interaction with the background field. It is a virtue
of the background-field method that an arbitrary number of external lines can
be considered. Figure 2.3 (b) describes a ghost loop interacting with the back-
ground field. Ghosts are needed to guarantee the unitarity of the S-matrix, as
has already been noted by Feynman (1963) and DeWitt (1967b).

The use of the background-field method guarantees covariance with respect
to the background field. This is achieved in particular by the implementation
of dimensional regularization to treat the arising divergences.'® The divergences
are local and give rise to covariant terms (such as R, R?, etc.) which must be
absorbed by terms of the same form already present in the Lagrangian. Since
curvature terms different from R are absent in the original Einstein—Hilbert
Lagrangian,'” one must start instead of £, with a Lagrangian of the form

Zg =Ls+ ﬁ(g) + £(3) +.. .+ Ly, (2.93)
where

L(Q) =V 7§(01R2 + CQRHVR#V) )
L) =O(R?), ete., (2.94)

and L, denotes the Lagrangian for non-gravitational fields. Note that because
of the Gauss—Bonnet theorem, the expression

16Dimensional regularization employs an auxiliary extension of the number n of space-time
dimensions in a continuous way such that no divergences appear for n # 4. The divergences
that occur for n — 4 are then subtracted.

7This is different from QED, where only terms occur with a form already present in the
Maxwell Lagrangian.
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/ d*z V/=g(Ruyor R*°T — 4R, R" + R?)

is a topological invariant, which is why a term proportional to R, .- R*”°" does
not have to be considered.

Can one justify the use of the modified gravitational Lagrangian (2.93)7
Higher powers in curvature emerge generically from fundamental theories in the
form of effective theories.!® This is the case, for example, in string theory (Chap-
ter 9). It thus has to be expected that the Einstein-Hilbert action (1.1) is not
exact even at the classical level, but has to be augmented by an action contain-
ing higher-order curvature terms. Experimental limits on the parameters ¢y, ca,
etc., are very weak because curvatures are usually very small (e.g. in the solar
system). Stelle (1978) has estimated that from the perihelion motion of Mercury
one only gets c1,co < 1088, As one would expect ¢; and ¢y to be of order one,
there is no hope to measure them in solar system experiments.

Using (2.91) in the path integral, integration over the f,, gives a term pro-
portional to (detD)~/2 = exp(—4trln D), where D is a shorthand notation for
DB ('t Hooft and Veltman 1974). In the one-loop approximation used here,
this yields a divergent contribution to the Lagrangian of the form

aiv o (R T
cg_lgop&r%\ﬁ% R R™) (2.95)

120 20

where € = 4 — n is the parameter occurring in dimensional regularization, which
diverges in the limit of space-time dimension n — 4. For pure gravity Lgd_lrgo

is zero if the background field is ‘on-shell’, that is, a solution of the (Vacuumg
Einstein equations. This is a feature of the background-field method. In the
presence of matter this does no longer hold. Adding (2.95) to (2.93), one obtains

the ‘renormalized’ values for ¢; and co,

(ren) 7h

(ren) e — o+

cq =c|+

96072e ’ (2.96)
These constants can only be ‘measured’ (or determined from a fundamental
theory); here their use is just to absorb the divergences present in (2.95).

If only a non-selfinteracting field is present in addition to the gravitational
field, the one-loop approximation for this field is exact. It is important to empha-
size that in this approximation the effect of the gravitons have to be implemented
on an equal footing with matter, since no G appears in the one-loop Lagrangian,
cf. (2.95). This is why the termini ‘quantum field theory in curved space—time’
and ‘one-loop quantum gravity’ are both used for this level of approximation.

The divergences at two-loop order were first calculated by Goroff and Sagnotti
(1985) using computer methods. Their result was later confirmed by van de

18To quote from Weinberg (1997): ‘Why would anyone suppose that these higher terms are
absent?’
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Ven (1992). An analytic calculation of two-loop divergences was performed by
Barvinsky and Vilkovisky (1987). The divergent part in the two-loop Lagrangian
was found to read

(div) - 20952 327G
2=loop 9880 (1672)2¢

V=GR R R . (2.97)

The divergence for ¢ — 0 can be absorbed by a corresponding term in L3
of (2.94). In contrast to (2.95), the gravitational constant G occurs here. For
higher loops one finds from dimensional analysis that the divergent part of the
Lagrangian is of the form

E(dlv \/_hLGL 1vam p+m= L+1 (298)

L— loop

(recall that the loop expansion is also a WKB expansion), where VP R™ is a
shorthand for all curvature terms and their derivatives that can occur at this
order.

Divergences remain if other fields (scalars, photon, Yang—Mills fields) are
coupled (Deser et al. 1975). In the Einstein-Maxwell theory, for example, one
obtains instead of (2.95), the expression

v 137h - .
T (2.99)

We shall see in Section 2.3 how supergravity can improve the situation without,
however, avoiding the occurrence of divergences.

The above treatment of divergences concerns the (ill-understood) UV-behav-
iour of the theory and does not lead to any new prediction.'® Genuine pre-
dictions can, however, be obtained from the action (2.91) in the infrared limit
(Donoghue 1994). These predictions are independent of the unknown coefficients
c1, ¢, ete. Let us consider two examples. The first example is a quantum-
gravitational correction term to the Newtonian potential?’

Vi) = - Gmme

r
between two masses m1 and mo. It is appropriate to define the potential through
the scattering amplitude. The non-analytic parts of this amplitude give the long-

range, low-energy corrections to the Newtonian potential. ‘Non-analytic’ here
refers to terms such as In(—p?) and (—p?)~'/2, where p? denotes the square of

191t has, however, been suggested that in certain situations, theories with infinitely many
couplings can be studied perturbatively also at high energies; cf. Anselmi (2003).

20The derivation of the Newtonian potential from linear quantum gravity was already per-
formed by Bronstein (1936).
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the four-momentum. After a rather long calculation, Bjerrum-Bohr et al. (2003q)
find (restoring c)

Vir)=-

Gmymy <1+3G(m1 +mo) 4l Gh) (2.100)

r rc? 107 r2¢3

All terms are fully determined by the non-analytic parts of the one-loop ampli-
tude; the parameters connected with the higher curvature terms in the action
contribute only to the analytic parts. It is for this reason that an unambiguous
result can be obtained. Note that (2.100) corresponds to an effective gravitational
constant Geg(r) > G.

Although arising from a one-loop amplitude, the first correction term is in fact
an effect of classical GR. It can be obtained from the Einstein—Infeld-Hoffmann
equations, in which none of the two bodies is treated as a test body. Interestingly,
such a term had already been derived from quantum-gravitational considerations
by Iwasaki (1971).

The second correction is proportional to & and is of genuine quantum-gravi-
tational origin. The sign in front of this term indicates that the strength of the
gravitational interaction is increased as compared to the pure Newtonian poten-
tial.2! The result (2.100) demonstrates that a definite prediction from quantum
gravity is in principle possible. Unfortunately, the correction term, being of the
order (Ip/r)? < 1, is not measurable in laboratory experiments: Taking for r the
Bohr radius, the correction is of the order of 1074, We remark that similar tech-
niques are applied successfully in low-energy QCD (in the limit of pion masses
my; — 0) and known under the term ‘chiral perturbation theory’ (which is also a
‘non-renormalizable theory’ with a dimensionful coupling constant); see, for ex-
ample, Gasser and Leutwyler (1984). Quantum corrections to the Schwarzschild
and Kerr metrics are calculated along these lines in Bjerrum-Bohr et al. (2003b).

The second example is graviton—graviton scattering. This is the simplest low-
energy process in quantum gravity. It was originally calculated in tree level by
DeWitt (1967c¢). For the scattering of a graviton with helicity +2 with a graviton
with helicity —2, for example, he found for the cross-section in the centre-of-mass
frame, the expression

do 5. ocos'?0/2

o sin® 0/2
where E is the centre-of-mass energy (and similar results for other combinations
of helicity). One recognizes in the denominator of (2.101) the term well known
from Rutherford scattering. DeWitt (1967 ¢) also considered other processes such
as gravitational bremsstrahlung.

One-loop calculations can also be carried out. In the background-field method,
the quantum fields f,, occur only in internal lines; external lines contain only
the background field g,,. It was already mentioned that this makes the whole

: (2.101)

21 There had been some disagreement about the exact number in (2.100); see the discussion
in Bjerrum-Bohr et al. (2003a).
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formalism ‘covariant’. Donoghue and Torma (1999) have shown that the one-loop
calculations of graviton—graviton scattering yield a finite result in the infrared
(IR) limit, independent of any parameters such as ¢; or cz. The cancellation of
IR divergences with the emission of soft gravitons is needed and shown in fact to
occur (as e.g. in QED). This yields again a definite result from quantum gravity.
There is, in fact, a huge literature about IR-effects from quantum gravity. One
example is the dynamical relaxation of the cosmological constant and its possi-
ble relevance for the dark-matter problem (Tsamis and Woodard 1993). Another
way of addressing this issue is the investigation of renormalization-group equa-
tions, which can be applied also to effective theories; cf. Section 2.2.5. At least
in principle, one could understand from this method the occurrence of a small
positive cosmological constant in agreement with observations because it would
arise as a strong IR quantum effect.

The idea that non-renormalizable theories can be treated as ordinary physical
theories from which phenomenological consequences can be drawn was also dis-
cussed in other contexts. Kazakov (1988), for example, generalized the standard
formalism of the renormalization group to non-renormalizable theories. Barvin-
sky et al. (1993) developed a version of the renormalization-group formalism for
non-renormalizable theories, which is particularly convenient for applications to
GR coupled to a scalar field.

2.2.4  Semiclassical Einstein equations

In this subsection we shall give a general introduction into the concept of effective
action, which is of central importance for quantum field theory. We shall then
apply this to quantum gravity and present in particular a derivation of the
semiclassical Einstein equations (1.35). More details can be found in Barvinsky
(1990) and Buchbinder et al. (1992).%2

For a general quantum field ¢ (with possible components ¢), the generating
functional W[J] is defined by the path integral

{out, 0|in, 0); = Z[J] = VIV = /D<p eiSlel e (2.102)

where J is an external current and J;p" is an abbreviation for [ d*zJ;(z)¢*(z).
This is also known as ‘DeWitt’s condensed notation’; cf. DeWitt (1965). We
write the index of ¢ usually only in expressions where more than one index
occurs. If ¢ is a gauge field, the measure in (2.102) is understood as including
gauge-fixing terms and Faddeev—Popov ghosts, see (2.85) above. Later ¢ will
be the gravitational field. W[J] is called the generating functional because one
can calculate from it Green functions of the theory. More precisely, W generates
connected Green functions®® according to

22Tn the preparation of this subsection, I have benefited much from discussions with Andrei
Barvinsky.

23 A connected Green function is a Green function referring to a connected graph, that is, a
graph for which any two of its points are connected by internal lines.
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. N L
_ W[ 2 _ v W]
{1 pu)s =e <1> A A (2.103)

where the expectation value occurring on the left-hand side is defined by the

expression

{out, 0|T'(A(¢))[in, 0)

A = ,
(Ale)) (out, 0[in, 0)

where T is time ordering.?* The expectation value of the field in the presence of

the external current (the mean field) is given by the expression

(p)g =271 /Dw p eSleltidiet

(2.104)

One can then write

OW[J]
=—. 2.1
o)y = 25 (2.105)
The two-point function then follows from (2.103),
%
(pitor)s = —lm + (i) (er)s
= —iGY + (@i) s (er) - (2.106)

The ‘propagator’ that yields the complete two-point function of the theory is
then given by G evaluated at J = 0 and simply denoted by G*.

The central concept in this formalism is the effective action, I'[{p)], which is
a functional of the mean field. It is here defined by the Legendre transformation

lig)) = W) - [ dta J@)ie(o) | (2.107)
where J is expressed through () (inversion of (2.105)). It therefore follows that
or
— = —J({p)) . 2.108
5707 =~ (2108)
In the absence of external sources this is
or
=0, 2.109
50 (2:109)

generalizing the classical equations §5/dp. = 0. Equation (2.109) describes the
dynamics of the mean field including all quantum corrections, since in the absence
of external sources one has

ol _ / Dy eiSle]

That I' contains all information about the full theory can also be understood
as follows: solve (2.108) for (y) and insert it into (2.106). This yields the two-
point function, and a similar procedure leads to all higher correlation functions.

24For fermionic fields one must distinguish between functional derivatives from the left and
from the right.
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Unfortunately, I is not invariant under field redefinitions, although the S-matrix
is; see Barvinsky (1990).

One can show that I' generates all one-particle irreducible Feynman dia-
grams.2® The irreducible part of the two-point function is given by

2
D= 00 0JUek) (2.110)
5(")0 (") 5(¢")
From (2.106), one has Gf]kal = -4}

The effective action is the appropriate generalization of the classical action
to quantum theory. This is exhibited in particular if one performs a semiclassical
(loop’) expansion. This will now be discussed to some detail. For this purpose
we re-introduce i into the formalism. Multiplication of (2.102) on both sides by
(using the condensed notation)

o—iT(@)/h _ 5ty () /h

gives

exp (3T140)]) = [ Do o (38161~ parso=tel)) - (2D

This is an exact equation for the effective action. It will be iteratively solved by
an expansion with respect to i (‘stationary-phase approximation’). Expanding
the classical action around the mean field yields (recall that we write the index
for ¢ usually only when at least two different indices occur)

Slel = Sl()] + (;z—:;(w o)

2
S T~ ek — o)+
Writing
Il{p)] = S[@)] + Tioop[(p)]
and introducing Ax = ¢ — (@k), one gets from (2.111) the expression

exp (§Tinll)]) = [ DAxp <%%AM>

i 0T 100p i
1— = A+ —SGIAAA
X ( hoote) S T amd
. . 2
R~ C)) L (3) 2
+4!h5 AAAA+<3m> [SPAAA] +> . (2.112)

25 A diagram is called irreducible if it does not decompose into two separate diagrams by just
cutting one internal line.
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We have introduced here the abbreviation

539

(3) - v
Rl PR I PR VI

A ARA;

(which also includes an integration), and similar abbreviations for the other
terms. We emphasize that the first functional derivative of S with respect to
the mean field has cancelled in (2.112); this derivative is not zero (as sometimes
claimed) because the mean field is at this stage arbitrary and does not have to
satisfy the classical field equations.

In the integral over A, the odd terms in A vanish. Moreover, after this inte-
gration the terms of fourth and sixth power of A yield terms proportional to i?
and h3, respectively. In the highest (‘one loop’) order for o0, one thus has to
evaluate only the integral over the exponential in (2.112). This yields

: 2
TCioop = ﬂ In det 0°5l{p)]

e AR N 2y — (1) 2
5 5<(p>5<(p>+(9(h)_F +O(R?), (2.113)

where ') is the one-loop effective action. In general, one has the loop expansion

Tloop = i D), (2.114)
L=1

where ') is of order h*. We now want to investigate equation (2.108) at one-
loop order. Introducing the notation

8*S[(p)] _ 5,
6{pi)d{er) ’
one gets
oTM in _1 6(detS,nn)
= — (detSp,) " ——— 2
Sy 2 )T
in mn 05 in 68
= — (871 o= gmn M 2.115
7 5 ey T 2 ) (2119)

where G™" denotes the propagator occurring in (2.106) evaluated at this order
of approximation. We introduce the notation

5Snm
5(e5)

where we have for simplicity suppressed possible discrete indices attached to the
differential operator F'. (For example, for a free massless scalar field we just have

= Sjmn ) Sik = F(V)6($,y) )
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F = —0.) This may look confusing, but in DeWitt’s condensed notation discrete
and continuous indices appear on the same footing. Then,

gmt =G(r,y) . F(V)G(z,y) = —i(z,y) ,
and (2.115) reads

oT™M ih 539 i
Slp(z)y _§/dydz g(y,2)6<¢(z)>5<¢(y)>5<¢(x» = 2g Sk -
(2.116)

From (2.108) we then get the effective field equation up to one-loop order,

08
5 (x))

The second term on the left-hand side thus yields the first quantum correction
to the classical field equations. According to the Feynman rules, it corresponds
to a one-loop diagram.

So far, the formalism applies to any quantum field. Let us now switch to
quantum gravity where ¢(z) corresponds to (g, (), ¢(z)), where ¢(z) represents
a non-gravitational field. For the classical part in (2.117) we get, writing S =
Sen + S,

OSem | 0Sm  _ N
o{ghv(z)) — o(gm(x)) 167G

- %Qm”Snmk =—J(z) . (2.117)

1 V=g
(R — igwR) - TTHV )

(2.118)

where the right-hand side is evaluated at the mean metric (g,,,). For the quantum
correction in (2.117) we get the sum of a ‘matter loop’ and a ‘graviton loop’,

ih mn _ 7@ ; 538 .
i 53 o
2 dzdy 6<g“”(l‘)>(5<g°‘ﬁ(z)>6<g"/5(y)>g (z,9) - (2.119)

Using again the expression for the energy-momentum tensor as a variational
derivative of the matter action, one recognizes that the matter loop is given by

hv=g [ 4. _ 0T
272 ) Y S

A similar expression is obtained for the graviton loop if one replaces T},, by
the energy-momentum tensor t,, for weak gravitational waves. Expanding the
expression for the matter energy—momentum tensor in powers of ¢ — (¢) and
performing its expectation value with respect to the matter state, one recognizes
that the matter terms in (2.117) are equivalent to this expectation value. The

Gm(2,y) -
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same holds for the graviton state. In summary, one thus gets from (2.117) in the
case of J = 0 the following semiclassical Einstein equations:

1
R;w - §gm/R =81G (<T,uu> + <t/w>) ) (2120)

where the left-hand side is evaluated for the mean metric (g,,). This equation
demonstrates again the fact that at one-loop order the gravitons appear on the
same level as the matter fields; they both contribute to the right-hand side of
the semiclassical Einstein field equations. Of course, if there is a ‘macroscopic
contribution’ of the matter field, the graviton effect can be neglected and one
arrives at (1.35). Equation (2.120) is the analogue of the Ehrenfest equations in
quantum mechanics.

The expectation value on the right-hand side of (2.120) corresponds to the in—
out expectation value (2.102), in contrast to (1.35). It can, however, be related
to the ordinary expectation value; cf. Barvinsky and Nesterov (2001) and the
references therein. There is another difference to (1.35): whereas there the metric
is taken as classical from the outset, here the metric arises as the mean value of
an underlying metric operator. Thus there is here no obvious discrepancy with
the experiment by Page and Geilker (1981) discussed in Section 1.2.

We mention that the semiclassical Einstein equations are used as a starting
point for the formalism of ‘stochastic gravity’ where an approach to quantum
gravity is attempted in the spirit of open-systems quantum theory (Hu and
Verdaguer 2004).

As far as graviton effects can be neglected, the action Wy[g] defined by

oiWaldl _ / D eiSmlad] (2.121)

where the mean field has been chosen identical to the background field g, is
already the whole effective action.

For an evaluation of the effective action up to the one-loop order, one has to
calculate an operator of the form Iln detD; cf. (2.113). This can be efficiently done
by using the ‘Schwinger-DeWitt technique’, which admits a covariant regular-
ization (Birrell and Davies 1982; Fulling 1989; Barvinsky 1990; DeWitt 2003). Tt
allows a local expansion of Green functions in powers of dimensional background
quantities. Technically, a proper-time representation for the Green functions is
used. This leads to a formulation of the effective action in terms of ‘DeWitt coef-
ficients’ ag(z), a1 (), az(x), . . ., which are local scalars that are constructed from
curvature invariants. (From as(z) on, these coefficients are finite after the coin-
cidence limit y — « is taken in the original version as(z,y).) The effective action
is thereby expanded in powers of the inverse curvature scale of the background.
This only works in massive theories, although the divergent part of the action
can also be used in the massless case. The Schwinger-DeWitt technique can thus
be employed to compute UV-divergences for massless theories too. The arising
divergences can be absorbed into gravitational constant, cosmological constant,
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and c¢; and co. In this way, one can calculate the renormalized expectation value
of the energy—momentum tensor, (T}, )ren, for the right-hand side of (2.120).
The various methods of calculation are described in the above references. One
then ends up at the one-loop level with the following renormalized form of the
semiclassical Einstein equations:

1
Ry = 3950 B+ Mgy + L HG) + e HIE) = 87G (Tuw)ron + (s hren) -+ (2:122)

where the four parameters G, A, ¢1, and cs have to be determined experimentally
(the latter two have already appeared in (2.96) above). The last two terms on
the left-hand side are given as follows:

HD —

— d*z /—gR?
124 \/_69,u1//
1
= 2R;;w 29}LVDR guuR + 2RR;W ,

and

1 6
1) _ 4 af
) = NerA 7T /d z /—gRasR

1 1
=2R,%0 — ORuw — 59uwBR + 2R, Ry — §g#VR‘XﬁRaﬁ .

Usually one cannot evaluate expressions such as (2.121) exactly. An example
where this can be done is the case of a massless scalar field in two dimensions
(see e.g. Vilkovisky 1984). The result is, re-inserting h,

h

~56e d*x /=3 <2>R @R, (2.123)

Wylg] =

where (?)R denotes the two-dimensional Ricci scalar. Equation (2.123) arises
directly from the so-called “Weyl anomaly’ (also called ‘trace anomaly’ or ‘con-
formal anomaly’), that is, the breakdown of conformal invariance upon quantiza-
tion: Classically, this invariance leads to the vanishing of the energy-momentum
tensor, cf. Section 3.2, while its breakdown in the quantum theory leads to a non-
vanishing value. This anomaly plays a central role in string theory (Chapter 9).26
It is given by .
u _ai(m)h Rh

(T,}(%))ren = eyl (2.124)
In four space-time dimensions the anomaly is proportional to the DeWitt coeffi-
cient as(z) instead of aj(x).2” In the two-dimensional model of (2.123), the flux
of Hawking radiation (Section 7.1) is directly proportional to the anomaly.

26The prefactor then reads hc/96m, where c is the central charge; cf. (3.62).

27The anomaly occurs only for an even number n of space-time dimensions and is then
proportional to a,, /3.
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We have seen that quantum GR is perturbatively non-renormalizable. In spite
of this, we have argued that genuine predictions can be obtained through the
method of effective action. Still, one can speculate that the occurrence of diver-
gences could automatically be cured by going to a non-perturbative framework.
One can imagine that a theory exists which is perturbatively non-renormalizable,
but which can be consistently defined at the non-perturbative level. An of-
ten cited example is the Gross—Neveu model in three space—time dimensions
(de Calan 1995).28

We want to conclude this section by reviewing a simple example from Arnowitt
et al. (1962) showing how non-perturbative gravitational effects could in princi-
ple reach this goal. The example is the self-energy of a thin charged shell. Assume
that the shell has a ‘bare’ mass mg, a charge @, and a radius €. At the Newto-
nian level (plus energy-mass equivalence from special relativity), the energy of
the shell is given by

QZ
m(e) = mo + 5 (2.125)

which diverges in the limit ¢ — 0 of a point charge. The inclusion of the gravi-
tational self-energy leads to
Q* Gmj

m(e):mo—I—I— e

(2.126)

which also diverges (unless one fine-tunes the charge unnaturally). Implementing,
however, heuristically the (strong) equivalence principle by noting that gravity
contributes itself to gravitational energy, one must substitute in the above ex-
pression the term m3 by m?(e),

Q> Gm(e)
= _— - 2.12
m(e) mo + % % ( 7)
As ¢ — 0 this now has a finite limit,
m(e) =2 el (2.128)

VG

Since G appears in the denominator, this is a genuine non-perturbative result
which cannot be found from any perturbation theory around G = 0.2° The same
result can be obtained within GR (Heusler et al. 1990). Such simple examples
give rise to the hope that a consistent non-perturbative theory of quantum grav-
ity will automatically prevent the occurrence of divergences, see, for example,
also the models by DeWitt (1964) and Padmanabhan (1985). One of the main
motivations of string theory (Chapter 9) is the avoidance of divergences in the

28 However, no complete treatment is available in the published literature. I thank E. Seiler
for discussions on this point.

29Tncidentally, m = |Q|/v/G is the mass—charge relation of an extremal Reissner—Nordstrém
black hole; see Chapter 7.
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first place. Genuine non-perturbative approaches are also the canonical methods
described in Chapters 3-6, where established quantization rules are applied to
GR. Before we enter the discussion of these approaches, we shall address further
non-perturbative approaches to quantum general relativity and shall then end
with a brief review of quantum supergravity.

2.2.5  Asymptotic safety

As we have discussed in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, quantum gravity is perturba-
tively non-renormalizable. We have also seen that genuine effects can nevertheless
be calculated at sufficiently low energies if one employs the concept of effective
field theories. But what happens at large energies? There are two options. One
option is that the quantization of GR is impossible and that one has to embark
on a more general framework encompassing all interactions. This is the idea of
string theory to be discussed in Chapter 9. The other option is that quantum
GR is non-perturbatively renormalizable. This may happen in various ways. One
way is the direct non-perturbative quantization of the Einstein—Hilbert action;
this is attempted in the canonical approaches to be discussed in Chapters 4-6
and in the path-integral approach via Regge calculus or dynamical triangulation
to be discussed in Section 2.2.6. Another way employs the notion of asymptotic
safety, and this is the subject of the present subsection. Strictly speaking, it is
not a direct quantization of GR because more general actions than the Einstein—
Hilbert action are used in general. It is, however, close in spirit to it, especially
to the effective-action approach discussed above.

The notion of asymptotic safety was introduced by Weinberg (1979) and is
connected with the fact that coupling parameters in quantum field theory are
energy-dependent due to renormalization. A theory is called asymptotically safe
if all essential coupling parameters g; (these are the ones that are invariant under
field redefinitions) approach a non-trivial fixed point for energies k — oo. The
‘asymptotic’ thus refers to the limit of large energies, and the ‘safe’ refers to the
absence of singularities in the coupling parameters. A non-trivial fixed point is
characterized by the fact that at least one of the g; is unequal to zero. We assume
that the g; are made dimensionless, that is,

gi(k) = k=% gi(k) ,

where g;(k) are the original coupling parameters with mass dimensions d;.

A central notion in this approach is played by the ‘theory space’ defined by
all action functionals that depend on a given set of fields and contain all terms
that are consistent with a certain symmetry requirement; it is here where one
makes close contact with the effective-theory idea. In the gravity context the
symmetry is, of course, diffeomorphism invariance. One thus considers all ac-
tions S[guv,...] with this invariance, that is, actions containing terms R/167G,
c1R?, caR,,, R*, and so on. There are thus infinitely many coupling parameters
gi(k) given by G, A, c1,ca,... (all k-dependent, that is, ‘running’) and their di-
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mensionless versions g;(k). They obey the Callan—Symanzik or generalized Gell-
Mann—Low renormalization group equation,

cf. Weinberg (1996). A specific theory is then distinguished by a trajectory in
the space of coupling parameters, where the trajectory is a solution of (2.129)
with a particular initial condition. The surface formed by trajectories g;(k) that
are attracted for £k — oo by a non-trivial fixed point g,; is called the ultraviolet
critical surface Syy. The non-trivial fixed point obeys 3;(g+;) = 0 for at least one
g«; # 0. The dimensionality of Suv, Ayy, thus gives the number of attractive
directions and is equal to the number of free parameters of the theory. One
expects that Ayy < oo in an asymptotically safe theory (Weinberg 1979), which
means that all but a finite number of the g; are fixed. The finitely many g; that
remain have to be fixed by experiment or astronomical observation. If Ayy was
infinite dimensional, infinitely many parameters would remain undetermined and
one would be faced with the same situation as in a non-renormalizable theory—
the loss of predictability. The optimal case would be Ayy = 1, because then
only one free parameter would remain.

The dimension Ayy can be determined by expanding (; around the fixed
point,

B(g; (k) = Bilgy) +; Z%’jw*j)(gj(k) gt
=0
= ZBz‘j(gj(k) —Guj) o

The general solution of (2.129) then reads

ko \ %
(k) = g4 e s s 2.1
06 = g+ e () (2.130)

where C; are constants of integration, k¢ is a fixed reference scale, and

> BV =0,V
J

It this obvious that Re(f;) must be positive in order for g;(k) to approach g.;
for k — oo. Thus, Ayy is equal to the number of eigenvalues of B;; obeying
this condition. The 6; are called ‘critical exponents’; they are invariant under
reparametrizations, cf. p. 808 in Weinberg (1979).

Here we apply asymptotic safety in the framework of the effective average
action I'y; cf. Berges et al. (2002) for a review. This notion can be traced back
to the ideas of Kenneth Wilson on the coarse-grained version of the free-energy
functional. Its first application to gravity was done by Reuter (1998). This action
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is obtained by integrating out in the full path integral energies bigger than k. It
thus describes the physics at the scale k, but with the effects of energies higher
than k being implicitly implemented. In the limit £ — oo one obtains from I'j the
classical action, while in the opposite limit £ — 0 one obtains the conventional
effective action I' discussed in Section 2.2.4. The effective average action obeys
(2.129) but with a complicated expression on the right-hand side (containing an
integration over all momenta). This equation can thus only be handled if some
truncation is being employed, that is, if the flow of the renormalization group
equation is projected onto a finite-dimensional subspace. The big question that
arises is, of course, whether such a truncation will survive in the full theory.

The simplest truncation is the ‘Einstein—Hilbert truncation’: the theory space
is fully described by the (Euclidean version) of the Einstein—Hilbert action. In d
dimensions it reads

1 _
L 9] = TEven /ddm VI(—R+2Xg) . (2.131)

There are thus only two running (k-dependent) parameters: the gravitational
constant G}, and the cosmological constant \,. Their dimensionless versions are
given by

M=k, g =k"?Gy

respectively. Their behaviour with respect to k is explicitly obtained after in-
serting (2.131) into (2.129). It follows that there exists both a trivial fixed point
at A\, = 0 = g. and a non-trivial one at A, # 0, g. # 0; see Reuter (1998),
and Lauscher and Reuter (2001). This is a first indication that four-dimensional
quantum gravity may be asymptotically safe. Therefore, as k — oo,
Gy ~ % VW = (2.132)

The gravitational constant thus vanishes (in d > 2 dimensions) for k& — oo, which
would correspond to a coupling that is asymptotically free (such as the gauge
coupling in QCD).

In order to test the reliability of the Einstein—Hilbert truncation, one can
investigate various generalizations of the truncation ansatz. For example, one
can consider instead of (2.131) an improved version of the form

i —rpt 4 /ddsc VewR2(g) ; (2.133)

cf. Lauscher and Reuter (2002). A class of non-local truncations was considered
in Reuter and Saueressig (2002). Although there exists no general proof, there is
numerical evidence that the non-trivial fixed point survives within the considered
class of truncations, making it very suggestive that this result holds for the exact
theory.

Already at this level, a number of intriguing results can be obtained. For the
classical dimensionality d = 4 one finds from the asymptotic form of the graviton



66 COVARIANT APPROACHES TO QUANTUM GRAVITY

propagator that in the vicinity of the non-trivial fixed point, corresponding to
scales | = lp, space—time appears to be effectively two dimensional (Lauscher and
Reuter 2001). For large scales, | > Ip, one gets four dimensions, as expected.
This behaviour is also found in the dynamical-triangulation approach discussed
in the next subsection.

If quantum GR is asymptotically safe in the sense discussed here, a number of
interesting cosmological conclusions may be reached (Reuter and Weyer 2004).
The gravitational ‘constant’ may actually grow with increasing distances. This
effect could be observable on the scale of galaxies and clusters of galaxies and
could mimic the existence of ‘dark matter’. Moreover, there is strong evidence
that a small positive cosmological constant is found as a strong infrared quantum
effect. This could give an explanation of ‘dark energy’. It is thus imaginable
that two of the most fundamental puzzles in astrophysics may be solved by a
macroscopic quantum effect of gravity.

2.2.6 Regge calculus and dynamical triangulation

Quantum-gravitational path integrals in four dimensions cannot be evaluated
analytically without making approximations (such as saddle-point approxima-
tions). It is thus understandable that attempts are being made to make them
amenable through numerical methods. As has already been mentioned, in the
so-called quantum Regge calculus one considers the Euclidean path integral and
decomposes a four-dimensional configuration into a set of simplices; see Williams
(1997) for a review. The edge lengths are treated as the dynamical entities. An
important feature for the calculation is the implementation of the triangle in-
equality for these lengths—one must implement into the formalism the fact that
the length of one side of a triangle is smaller than the sum of the other two sides.
The need for this implementation hinders an evaluation of the path integral in
the Regge framework other than numerically.

An alternative method, therefore, is to keep the edge lengths fixed and to
perform the sum in the path integral over all possible manifold-gluings of sim-
plices, reducing the evaluation to a combinatorial problem. This method is called
dynamical triangulation; see Loll (2003) for a detailed review. If one again ad-
dresses the Euclidean path integral, one encounters problems. First, there is the
conformal-factor problem (Section 2.2.1). Second, the sum over configurations
does not generate a four-dimensional geometry in the macroscopic limit; there
is either a ‘polymerization’ (occurrence of an effective dimension around two) or
the generation of geometries with a very large dimension for large scales. For this
reason Ambjgrn and Loll (1998) have introduced a Lorentzian version of dynam-
ical triangulation. This has the advantage that the causal (lightcone) structure of
the space—time configurations in the path integral is directly implemented. The
branching points of the Euclidean approach are avoided and there is no change of
spatial topology. This gives rise to the differences from the Euclidean approach,
notably the occurrence of an effective four-dimensional geometry at large scales.

Let us give a brief introduction to Lorentzian dynamical triangulation. The
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/r\ t+1
/1N
Lip> t

(4,2 (3.2

Fic. 2.4. Shown are the two fundamental simplices which are used as building
blocks in four-dimensional dynamical triangulation. The surfaces ¢ = constant
and t + 1 = constant represent two adjacent three-dimensional spaces. The
notation (a,b) means a vertices at time ¢ and b vertices at time ¢ + 1.

building blocks are the two four-dimensional simplices shown in Fig. 2.4 (plus

their time-reversed versions). They are completely described by their fixed squared
edge lengths {12}, where [? is equal to a® (space-like case) or —aa?, o > 0 (time-

like case). Here, a is a regularization parameter with the dimension of a length,

which should go to zero in the continuum limit. Because of their Lorentzian

nature, space-like and time-like edge lengths will in general not be equal. The

space of all gluings of such simplices will then be identified with the space of all

geometries.

Curvature in this approach is implemented as a sum over the Gaussian cur-
vatures of all two-dimensional submanifolds, where the deficit angle at a vertex
is a measure of the Gaussian curvature there.

The path integral (2.71) is then defined by the following identification:

Z = / Dgpu(z) @50, 3™ L i | (2.134)
ter OT

where T' denotes inequivalent gluings from the class 7 of triangulations, and Cp
is a symmetry factor that is almost always equal to one for large triangulations.
For technical reasons one has still to perform a Wick rotation in (2.134), ¢ — —ir
(mapping time-like links into space-like links). After this Wick rotation into the
Euclidean regime, the action Saiscrete (also called the ‘Regge action’) is given by
the expression

Sdiscrete(T) = Kg—2Ng—2 — kqNyg , (2.135)

where Ny is the number of d-dimensional simplices (which is proportional to the
total volume) and the x; are functions of the bare gravitational and cosmological
constants. Inserting the expression (2.135) into (2.134), one recognizes that there
are two separate sums, one over d-dimensional simplices (coming from the volume
term, that is, the second term in (2.135)) and one over d—2-dimensional simplices
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(coming from simplices of co-dimension two because the first term in (2.135) is
the curvature term and curvature is calculated from the Gaussian curvatures of
two-dimensional submanifolds).

At the end of the calculation one would like to perform an inverse Wick
rotation back to the Lorentzian regime. This is explicitly possible only in d =
2. In higher dimensions one typically considers observables that are invariant
under the Wick rotation and thus have the same value in the Euclidean and the
Lorentzian domain. The important fact is that the formalism is Lorentzian in
the first place.

For the continuum limit one takes Ny — oo and a — 0 while holding some
appropriate quantity fixed (such as the average total volume o< Nga? of all sim-
plices together). In the course of this process one obtains a positive cosmological
constant. While this is in agreement with current observations, no numerical
value can be predicted for it.

Whereas the continuum limit cannot be performed analytically in the four-
dimensional case, this is fully possible for d = 2 and partially for d = 3. Let
us consider the two-dimensional case, which is illustrative and completely sol-
uble (Loll 2003). Only one type of building block exists here: an equilateral
Minkowskian triangle with squared lengths —a? and a2, respectively. Periodic
boundary conditions are chosen for space (thus being topologically a circle, S*).
Since the curvature term in Sqiscrete(7) is & topological invariant, it drops out of
the sum in (2.134) (the topology is fixed). Thus, only the second term in (2.135)
corresponding to the cosmological-constant term is present. The sum converges
for the bare cosmological constant being bigger than some critical (positive)
value. One obtains for the path integral (2.134) the expression

\/Alinlout I <2 Alinlout
sinh(iv/At) ' \sinh(iv/At)

7 = exp (— coth(ivAt)VA (L, + lout)) ) , (2.136)

where I; denotes a Bessel function and li, (lout) denotes the size of the initial
(final) one-geometry (the circumferences of the S'); ¢ is the proper-time distance
between initial and final one-geometry, and A is the renormalized cosmological
constant. The cosmological constant is the only dimensionful parameter here.?°
Since pure GR in two dimensions is trivial, the result obtained here corresponds
to a pure quantum theory without classical limit. As mentioned above, the topol-
ogy is fixed here. A non-perturbative implementation of a sum over topologies
in two dimensions is discussed in Loll et al. (2006). An analytic result such as
(2.136) is impossible to obtain in the quantum Regge calculus.

The result (2.136) still contains the proper-time distance t. Strictly speaking,
one has to perform in addition a sum over all ¢ in order to obtain the full quantum
gravitational path integral; see Kiefer (1991) and Section 5.3.4.

300ne has, in fact, instead of A the combination A/Gh, but Gh is dimensionless in d = 2
and has therefore been set equal to a constant.
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For the two-dimensional theory the quantum effective Hamiltonian has been
calculated (again, see Loll 2003). Tt is self-adjoint and possesses a discrete spec-
trum given by

E,=2(n+1)VA, neN. (2.137)

A useful notion in all dimensions is the effective Hausdorff dimension, dy. It is
defined by
(V(R)) oc R,

where V(R) denotes the volume of a geodesic ball of radius as a function of
the distance R. We emphasize that dy is a dynamical quantity and does not
have to coincide with the dimension d of the building blocks. Interestingly, for
d = 2 one obtains, in fact, dg = 2 from the Lorentzian path integral, whereas
the Euclidean approach yields dg = 4. What about the coupling to matter?
For d = 2 various copies of Ising models have been included. It turns out that
the critical matter exponents are within the measuring accuracy approximately
equal to the Onsager exponents in the standard Ising case, that is, the behaviour
is as if the spins lived on a static flat lattice (for the Euclidean case this does
not hold).

In the three-dimensional case the evaluation of the sum (2.134) is still pos-
sible, but one has to employ now a Monte-Carlo simulation (with the volume
of space—time approximately kept fixed). Of course, Monte-Carlo methods have
also to be used for the most interesting case d = 4. Although the continuum
limit has not been obtained analytically, there exists strong numerical evidence
that it exists, and a number of interesting results are available (Ambjern et
al. 2005). In dependence of the bare gravitational constant and an asymmetry
parameter A (measuring the difference in the sizes of the space-like and time-like
edge lengths), one there finds three phases. In one of them (for sufficiently large
coupling and A) there is strong evidence for the four-dimensionality of emergent
macroscopic space—times. This is different from the result of the corresponding
Euclidean approach. For this purpose various notions of dimensionality are em-
ployed: the Hausdorff dimension as well as other notions (scaling and spectral
dimension). On the other hand, space—time seems to assume only two dimensions
on small scales—a highly non-classical feature. This result is surprisingly similar
to the analogous result obtained from the renormalization-group flow discussed
in the last subsection.

Another interesting result concerns the form of the ‘minisuperspace effective
action’.3! It has the same form as the action found from a direct minisuperspace
approximation, but is now derived from a path integral that takes into account
‘all” configurations, not only those respecting the symmetries. This puts quantum
cosmology (Chapter 8) on a firmer footing.

Regarding this and the last subsection one can say that non-perturbative
aspects of covariant quantum general relativity can be discussed on a rigorous

31 Minisuperspace is the truncation of the geometries to highly symmetric spaces; cf. Chap-
ter 8.
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footing, with intriguing results, in spite of the formal non-renormalizability of
the perturbation theory.

2.3 Quantum supergravity

Supergravity (SUGRA) is a supersymmetric theory of gravity encompassing GR.
SUSY is a symmetry which mediates between bosons and fermions. It exhibits
interesting features; for example, the running coupling constants in the Standard
Model of particle physics can meet at an energy of around 10'¢ GeV if SUSY
is added. SUGRA is a theory in its own right; see, for example, van Nieuwen-
huizen (1981) for a review. The main question of concern here is whether the
perturbative UV behaviour of quantum gravity discussed in the last section can
be improved by going over to SUGRA.

SUSY arose from the question whether the Poincaré group (and therefore
space—time symmetries) can be unified with an internal (compact) group such as
SO(3). A no-go theorem states that in a relativistic quantum field theory, given
‘natural’ assumptions of locality, causality, positive energy, and a finite number
of elementary particles, such an invariance group can only be the direct product
of the Poincaré group with a compact group, preventing a real unification. There
is, however, a loophole. A true unification is possible if anticommutators are used
instead of commutators in the formulation of a symmetry, leading to a ‘graded Lie
algebra’.32 It was shown by Haag et al. (1975) that, with the above assumptions
of locality etc., the algebraic structure is essentially unique.

The SUSY algebra is given by the anticommutator

Q4 Q%) =207 (y")apPn , i, =1,...,N , (2.138)

where Q¢ denotes the corresponding generators, also called spinorial charges,
Q', = Q' +° with 7 being one of Dirac’s gamma matrices, N is the number of
SUSY generators, and all anticommutators among the @s and the Qs themselves
vanish. There are also the commutators

[P, Qa] =0, [P, Pa] =0 . (2.139)
(P, denotes the energy-momentum four vector, the generator of space-time

translations.) In addition, there are the remaining commutators of the Poincaré
group, (2.34)—(2.36), as well as

[Q;a Jmn] = (Urrm)gQ;} ) (2140)

where here 0., = i[Ym,Yn]; cf. also Section 1.1. More details can be found, for
example, in Weinberg (2000). The SUSY algebra is compatible with relativistic

32 Anticommutators were, of course, used before the advent of SUSY, in order to describe
fermions, but not in the context of symmetries.
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quantum field theory, that is, one can write the spinorial charges as an integral
over a conserved current,

8J’fn0¢ (m)

e =0, (2.141)

Q= [ s o).
Fermions and bosons are combined into ‘super-multiplets’ by irreducible rep-
resentations of this algebra. There would be a fermionic super-partner to each
boson and vice versa. One would thus expect that the partners should have the
same mass. Since this is not observed in Nature, SUSY must be broken. The
presence of SUSY would guarantee that there are an equal number of bosonic
and fermionic degrees of freedom. For this reason, several divergences cancel due
to the presence of opposite signs (e.g. the ‘vacuum energy’). This gave rise to the
hope that SUSY might generally improve the UV behaviour of quantum field
theories.

Performing now an independent SUSY transformation at each space—time
point one arrives at a corresponding gauge symmetry. Because the anticommu-
tator (2.138) of two SUSY generators closes on the space-time momentum, this
means that space—time translations are performed independently at each space—
time point—these are nothing but general coordinate transformations. The gauge
theory therefore contains GR and is called SUGRA.33 To each generator one then
finds a corresponding gauge field: P, corresponds to the vierbein field e]; (see
Section 1.1), Jp,y to the ‘spin connection’ w,'", and Q! to the ‘Rarita-Schwinger
fields’ wﬁ’i- The latter are fields with spin 3/2 and describe the fermionic super-
partners to the graviton—the gravitinos. They are a priori massless, but can
acquire a mass by a Higgs mechanism. For N = 1 (simple SUGRA), one has
a single gravitino which sits together with the spin-2 graviton in one multiplet.
The cases N > 1 are referred to as ‘extended supergravities’. In the case N = 2,
for example, the photon, the graviton, and two gravitinos together form one
multiplet, yielding a ‘unified’ theory of gravity and electromagnetism. One de-
mands that 0 < N < 8 because otherwise there would be more than one graviton
and also particles with spin higher than two (for which no satisfactory coupling
exists).

For N =1, the SUGRA action is the sum of the Einstein—Hilbert action and
the Rarita—Schwinger action for the gravitino,

1 1 _
STE / d'z (detef) R+ 5 / d*z €771, y59 D ptdy (2.142)

(recall det e, = +v/—g, and we have 75 = i7991y2+3), where we have introduced

here the spinorial covariant derivative

_ 1 nm
Du—au—iwu Tnm

33The gauging of the Poincaré group leads in fact to the Einstein-Cartan theory, which
besides curvature also contains torsion.
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cf. (1.20), and set A = 0. The action (2.142) is not only invariant under general
coordinate transformations and local Poincaré transformations, but also under
local SUSY transformations which for vierbein and gravitino field read

Sept = 3 VBrGeEr s

1
Y = ——=D €™, 2.143
Vu = et (2.143)

where € is an anticommuting parameter function and €* its complex conjugate.
Note that the factors /G are needed already for dimensional reasons.

What can now be said about the divergence properties of a quantum SUGRA
perturbation theory? The situation is improved, but basically the same features
as in Section 2.2 hold: the theory is non-renormalizable (the occurrence of the
dimensionful coupling G due to the equivalence principle), and there is in general
no cancellation of divergences (Deser 2000). To give a short summary of the
situation, in n = 4 there are no one-loop or two-loop counterterms (due to SUSY
Ward identities), but divergences can occur in principle from three loops on. The
calculation of counterterms was, however, only possible after powerful methods
from string theory have been used, establishing a relation between gravity and
Yang—Mills theory, see Bern (2002) and references therein. It turns out that in
n = 4, N < 8-theories are three-loop infinite, while NV = 8-theories are five-
loop infinite. The same seems to be true for dimensions 4 < n < 11. Dimension
n = 11 plays a special role. It is the maximal possible dimension for SUGRA
and only N = 1 is possible there. The theory is of importance in connection with
‘M-theory’, see Chapter 9. It turns out that there are infinities at two loops and
that there is thus no ‘magic’ avoidance of divergences from M-theory.

Therefore, as far as full quantum gravity is concerned (beyond its use in
the framework of effective theories), one must either try to construct a full non-
perturbative theory of the quantized gravitational field or a unified theory beyond
field theory. The following chapters are devoted to these directions.
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PARAMETRIZED AND RELATIONAL SYSTEMS

In this chapter, we shall consider some models that exhibit certain features of GR
but which are much easier to discuss. In this sense they constitute an important
conceptual preparation for the canonical quantization of GR, which is the topic
of the next chapters. In addition, they are of interest in their own right.

The central aspect is reparametrization invariance and the ensuing existence
of constraints; see, for example, Sundermeyer (1982) and Henneaux and Teitel-
boim (1992) for a general introduction into constrained systems. Kuchaf (1973)
gives a detailed discussion of reparametrization-invariant systems, which we shall
partly follow in this chapter. Such invariance properties are often named as ‘gen-
eral covariance’ of the system because they refer to an invariance with respect to
a relabelling of the underlying space—time manifold. A more precise formulation
has been suggested by Anderson (1967), proposing that an invariance group is a
subgroup of the full covariance group which leaves the absolute, non-dynamical,
elements of a theory invariant; cf. also Ehlers (1995) and Giulini (2007). Such
an absolute element would, for example, be the conformal structure in the scalar
theory of gravity mentioned at the end of Section 2.1.1. In GR, the full metric
is dynamical and the invariance group coincides with the covariance group, the
group of all diffeomorphisms. According to Anderson (1967), general covariance
should be interpreted as absence of absolute structure, also called ‘background
independence’.

Whereas dynamical elements are subject to quantization, absolute elements
remain classical; see Section 1.3. Absolute elements can also appear in ‘disguised
form’ if a theory has been reparametrized artificially. This is the case in the
models of the non-relativistic particle and the parametrized field theory to be
discussed below, but not in GR or the other dynamical systems considered in
this chapter.

3.1 Particle systems
3.1.1 Parametrized non-relativistic particle

Consider the action for a point particle in classical mechanics

Sla(t)] = /tt dt L (q, %) . (3.1)

It is only for simplicity that a restriction to one particle is being made. The
following discussion can be easily generalized to n particles. For simplicity, the
Lagrangian in (3.1) has been chosen ¢-independent.

73



74 PARAMETRIZED AND RELATIONAL SYSTEMS

We introduce now a formal time parameter 7 (‘label time’) and elevate ¢
(Newton’s ‘absolute time’) formally to the rank of a dynamical variable (this
is an example for an absolute structure in disguise, as mentioned above). We
therefore write ¢(7) and ¢(7). Derivatives with respect to 7 will be denoted by a
dot, and restriction to ¢ > 0 is made. The action (3.1) can then be rewritten as

Slg(r), 4(r)] = /T dr iL <q, %) E/ dr L(q,d.9) . (3.2)

The Lagrangian L possesses the important property that it is homogeneous (of
degree one) in the velocities, that is,

L(q, 74, M) = AL(q, 4, 1) , (3.3)

where A # 0 can be an arbitrary function of 7. Homogeneous Lagrangians lead
to actions that are invariant under time reparametrizations 7 — 7 = f(7) in
the sense that they can be written as a 7-integral over the same Lagrangian
depending now on %. Assuming f > 0 gives

T2 T2 d# T2 d
S:/ dr L(q.4) = [ fT (q,—f> / d%L<q,d—g> - (34)

The canonical momentum for ¢ is found from (3.2) to read
OL . 9L 1

ﬁqa—qt@;m, (3.5)

thus coinciding with the momentum corresponding to (3.1). But now there is
also a momentum canonically conjugate to t,

oL L<q Q)HM

=i 0 \P o
B dg\ dqOL(g,dg/dt)
L< dt> dt 9(dg/dt) . (3:6)

Therefore, t and —H (the negative of the Hamiltonian corresponding to the
original action (3.1)) are canonically conjugate pairs. The Hamiltonian belonging
to L is found as ~ ~

H =pgq+pit —L=14H+p) . (3.7)
But because of (3.6), this is constrained to vanish. It is appropriate at this stage
to introduce a new quantity called ‘Super-Hamiltonian’. It is defined as

HS = H+pt ) (38)

and one has the constraint

Hg ~0. (3.9)
The = in this and further equation(s) means ‘to vanish as a constraint’ or ‘weak
equality’ in the sense of Dirac (1964). It defines a subspace in phase space and
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can be set to zero only after all Poisson brackets have been evaluated. One can
now use instead of (3.1), the new action principle

T2
S:/ dr (pyq + pit — NHg) , (3.10)

where all quantities (including N) have to be varied; N is a Lagrange multiplier

and variation with respect to it just yields the constraint (3.9). From Hamilton’s

equations, one has

O(NHsg)
Opt

Therefore, N is called the lapse function because it gives the rate of change of

Newton’s time ¢t with respect to label time 7.

The existence of the constraint (3.9) is a consequence of the reparametriza-
tion invariance with respect to 7. To see this explicitly, it will be proven that
having a Lagrangian being homogeneous in the velocities is equivalent to the
corresponding Hamiltonian being zero. Homogeneity has been shown above to
be equivalent to reparametrization invariance.

Given a homogeneous Lagrangian, one finds for the canonical Hamiltonian,

t= =N. (3.11)

OL(q, \q)

HC—'LA‘1< .
! 9(\)

N — L(g,\d) | = \"1H, .

9 q— L(q, q))

Since A is arbitrary, H. must vanish. On the other hand, if H, vanishes, one gets
after substituting ¢ by Aq,

OL(q, Ag) . .
o ¢ (4, Aq)

The left-hand side can be written as Apq¢ = AL, and one gets AL(q, ¢) = L(q, Ag),
that is, L is homogeneous.

One can have reparametrization invariance without Hamiltonian constraint
if the ¢ and p do not transform as scalars under reparametrizations (Henneaux
and Teitelboim 1992). This is, however, not a natural situation. In this case,
the theorem just proven remains true, but the connection to reparametrization
invariance is lost.

Although Newton’s time has been mixed amongst the other dynamical vari-
ables, it can easily be recovered, for its momentum p; enters linearly into (3.8)
(it is assumed that H has the usual form H = pZ/2m + V(q)). Therefore, one
can easily solve (3.9) to find p; = —H, choose the label 7 = t (‘fixing the gauge’),

and find from (3.10)
dg
= [ dt — - H .12
S / (pq dt > , (3 )

that is, just the standard action (the Hamiltonian form of (3.1)). This process
is called deparametrization. We shall see in Chapter 4 that there is an analogue
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to (3.8) and (3.9) in GR, but that, there in contrast to here, all momenta occur
quadratically. This leads to the interesting question whether a deparametrization
for GR, that is, the identification of a distinguished time-like variable, is possible.
It should be remarked that every system can be transformed artificially into
‘generally covariant’ form; cf. Kretschmann (1917). But this is possible only
at the price of disguising absolute structures which formally appear then as
dynamical variables, such as Newton’s absolute time ¢. The general covariance
of GR is natural in the sense that the metric is fully dynamical.

How does one quantize a system given by a constraint such as (3.9)7 A
successful, although heuristic, procedure is the proposal made by Dirac (1964).
A classical constraint is implemented in the quantum theory as a restriction on
physically allowed wave functions. Thus, (3.9) is translated into

Hgip =0, (3.13)

where Hg denotes the Super-Hamilton operator associated with the classical
Super-Hamiltonian Hg. In the position representation, the ¢ are represented
by multiplication with ¢ and the momenta p are represented by derivatives
(h/1)0/0q. For the parametrized particle, this includes also p, = (h/i)0/0t.
Therefore, the quantum version of the constraint (3.8,3.9) reads

(H — ih%) (g, t) =0, (3.14)

which is just the Schrédinger equation. Does this mean that t is a dynamical
variable in quantum mechanics? The answer is no. We have already mentioned
in Section 1.1.2 that time cannot be represented by an operator (e.g. it would
be in contradiction with the boundedness of energy). This is the consequence
of having an absolute structure in disguise—it remains an absolute structure in
quantum theory, in spite of its formal appearance as a quantum variable.

3.1.2 Some remarks on constrained systems

Since constraints play a crucial role in this and the following chapters, a brief
recapitulation of some of the basic properties of constrained systems are in order;
see, for example, Dirac (1964), Hanson et al. (1976), Sundermeyer (1982), and
Henneaux and Teitelboim (1992). Starting from early work by Léon Rosenfeld,
this formalism has been developed mainly by Peter Bergmann and Paul Dirac;
cf. Bergmann (1989) and Rovelli (2004).

Assume that ¢,(q,p),a =1,...,n is a set of constraints,

$a(g:p) =0, (3.15)

where ¢ and p represent positions and momenta for N particles. In Dirac’s ter-
minology, they are assumed to be of first class, which means that they obey the
Poisson-bracket relations

{¢a; Do} = fopde (3.16)
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and are compatible with the time evolution,

{ba, H} = d ¢y, . (3.17)

Constraints which do not obey these relations are called second-class constraints.
They play a role, for example, in supergravity; cf. Section 5.3.6.

We now add the first-class constraints to the action with Lagrange multipliers
)\av

S = /dr (pg — H — Natba) - (3.18)

(In the example given by (3.10) one has instead of —H — A,¢, only the term
— N Hg in the action, Hg being the only constraint.) Therefore, the time evolution
of a function A(q, p) reads

A(g,p) ={A, H} + Na{A, ba} - (3.19)

The Lagrange parameters A\, therefore, introduce an arbitrariness into the time
evolution. In fact, first-class constraints generate gauge transformations: expand-
ing A(q(7),p(7)) around 7 = 0 up to order At for two different values AL and
A2 and performing the difference d A, one obtains the ‘gauge transformation’

SA = €A, ba} . (3.20)

where €, = AT()\,(II)(O) AP (0)). The constraints (3.15) define a hypersurface
T'. in phase space, the constraint hypersurface, and generate the gauge transfor-
mations (3.20) on this hypersurface.! The sets of gauge equivalent configurations
are also called gauge orbits.

Functions A(g,p) for which {4, ¢,} =~ 0 holds are often called ‘observables’
because they do not change under a gauge transformation. It must be empha-
sized that there is no a priori relation of these observables to observables in an
operational sense. This notion had been introduced by Bergmann in the hope
that these quantities might play the role of the standard observables in quantum
theory.

In order to select one physical representative amongst all equivalent con-
figurations, one frequently employs ‘gauge conditions’. This is important, for
example, in path-integral quantization; see Section 2.2.3. A gauge should be
chosen in such a way that there is no further gauge freedom left and that any
configuration can be transformed in one satisfying the gauge. The first condition
is sometimes violated (‘Gribov ambiguities’), but this is irrelevant for infinitesi-
mal gauge transformations. If one identifies all points on the same gauge orbit,
one arrives at the reduced phase space of the theory. In the general case, the re-
duced phase space is not a cotangent bundle, that is, one cannot identify which
variables are the ¢’s and which are the p’s.

IFor second-class constraints, which do not fulfil (3.16), the Lagrange parameters can be

determined by choosing A = ¢} in (3.19) and demanding ¢, = 0.
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Instead of gauge fixing, one can keep the gauge freedom in the classical theory
and perform a quantization by implementing the constraints in the way done in
(3.13).

3.1.3 The relativistic particle

We consider a free relativistic particle with mass m # 0. In units where ¢ = 1,
its action can be taken to be proportional to the total proper time along its
worldline,

S=-m / ds . (3.21)

Using instead of proper time an arbitrary parameter 7 for the worldline z#(7),
the action reads

:fm/ dr /=2, (3.22)

where ## = dz*/dr and 7, 2"3¢" < 0 (tangent vector is time-like). One immedi-
ately recognizes that the Lagrangian is homogeneous in the velocities and that,
therefore, the action is invariant under 7 — f(7). The canonical momenta read

_ma,
=T

From this expression, it follows immediately that the momenta obey the ‘mass-
shell condition’

(3.23)

P +m?=0. (3.24)

In fact, this is a constraint in phase space and thus should be more properly
written as p? + m? ~ 0. Because of reparametrization invariance, the canonical
Hamiltonian vanishes,

H.=p,i"— L= +my/—i?2=0.

=
In fact,

p2i0
He(z,p) = —p%° + px — L = —p%i® + ———= + m+/(i0)2 — x2

/p2 + m2
—p’+ VP2 +m?) =0, (3.25)
where the positive square root has been chosen, p° = /p2 + m?2, in order to
render the energy positive. (The relation (3.23) has been used twice in order to

arrive at the expression in the first line.) Analogously to (3.10), one can transform
the action into Hamiltonian form,

S :/ dr (pui" — NHg) , (3.26)
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where here
Hs = n""pup, + m* ~ 0 (3.27)

plays the role of the Super-Hamiltonian which is constrained to vanish. The inter-
pretation of the Lagrange multiplier N can be gained from Hamilton’s equations,

0 = M = —2Npo ,
dpo

tO gl €
-0 -0 ] d
N X X S

- = = 3.28
2./p2+m2 2my 2mdr ( )
where v is the standard relativistic factor. In contrast to (3.11), the lapse function
N here is proportional to the rate of change of proper time (not x°) with respect
to parameter time.?
If we apply Dirac’s quantization rule on the classical constraint (3.27), we get

Hsp(at) = (R0 +m?) y(at) = 0. (3.29)

This is the Klein—Gordon equation for relativistic one-particle quantum mechan-
ics (spinless particles). We emphasize that the classical parameter 7 has com-
pletely disappeared since particle trajectories do not exist in quantum theory.

With regard to the Hamiltonian action (3.26), the question arises how z, p,
and N must transform under time reparametrizations in order to leave the action
invariant; cf. Teitelboim (1982). Since the first-class constraint Hg generates
gauge transformations in the sense of (3.20), one has (neglecting the space—time
indices)

Sa(r) = elr){e Hs) = 52 (3.30)
Sp(r) = e(r) i, Hsh = —e 52 (3.31)

(In the present case this yields dz = 2ep, dp = 0, but we shall keep the formalism
general for the moment.) But how does the Lagrange multiplier N transform?
We calculate for this purpose

oS :/ dr (20p + pdx — HsdN — NOHg) .

The last term is zero, and partial integration of the second term leads to

55:/ dr feaHsife%prs(SN + pe% .
. ox dp dp

T1

21f we had chosen (3.25) instead of (3.27), we would have found N = 0.
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In order that only a surface term remains one has to choose

ON(1) =¢€(T) . (3.32)

55 [10 (22 )] o

T1

This leads to

Since the term in brackets gives p> — m? # 0, one must demand
€(r1) =0=¢(r2), (3.34)

that is, the boundaries must not be transformed.

We note that for a constraint of the form Hg = a(x)p, the term in brackets
would vanish and there would be in this case no restriction at the boundaries.
Constraints of this form arise in electrodynamics and Yang—Mills theories (Gauss
constraint) provided the sources are treated dynamically too (otherwise, the
constraint would no longer be homogeneous in the momenta, see e.g. VE = p in
electrodynamics).

We shall now show how the gauge can be fixed for the relativistic particle.
If a gauge is independent of the lapse function N, it is called ‘canonical gauge’,
otherwise it is called ‘non-canonical’. Consider first a canonical gauge,

x(x,p, 7) =~ 0. (3.35)

An example would be 2° —7 ~ 0 (such a gauge was used in the deparametrization
of the non-relativistic particle, see the paragraph before (3.12)). A potential
problem is that (3.35) holds at all times, including the endpoints, and may thus
be in conflict with e(r1) = €(72) = 0—since there is no gauge freedom at the
endpoints, x = 0 could restrict physically relevant degrees of freedom.

For reparametrization-invariant systems, a canonical gauge must depend ex-
plicitly on 7. From the condition that (3.35) be invariant under time evolution,

~ I Ox

~ N{x, H
dr o + {Xa S} ;

a T-independent gauge x would lead to the unacceptable value N = 0 (‘freezing’
of the motion). (In order for the gauge to break the reparametrization invariance
generated by Hs, {x, Hs} must be non-vanishing.) For the relativistic particle,
this yields

LNy OXOHs 0x Ly 00

— +2Np

0% o "N own ap, ~ or

For the example 2° — 7 ~ 0, one has N = 1/2p°, in accordance with (3.28).

To avoid potential problems with the boundary, one can look for an equation
of second order in € (since there are two conditions ¢(m1) = 0 = €(m2)). As x and
p transform proportional to €, one would have to involve & or p, which would
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render the action functional unnecessarily complicated. Therefore, since 6N = €,
see (3.32), one can choose the ‘non-canonical gauge’

N =x(p,z,N) . (3.36)

In electrodynamics, AY plays the role of N. Therefore, the Lorenz gauge 9, A* =
0 is a non-canonical gauge, whereas the Coulomb gauge 0,A% = 0 would be an
example of a canonical gauge.

Some final remarks are in order; cf. Henneaux and Teitelboim (1992). First,
the restriction €(71) = 0 = €(72) only holds if the action is an integral over the
Lagrangian without additional boundary terms. If appropriate boundary terms
are present in the action principle, one can relax the condition on e (but to
determine these boundary terms, one has to solve first the equations of motion).
Second, if such boundary terms are present, one can even choose T-independent
canonical gauges (an extreme choice would be z°(7) = 0 for all 7).

3.2 The free bosonic string

Nowadays superstring theory (or ‘M-theory’) is considered to be a candidate for
a unified theory of all interactions including quantum gravity. This aspect will be
discussed in Chapter 9. In this section, we shall consider the free bosonic string
as a model for (canonical) quantum gravity. However, the bosonic string (where
no supersymmetry is included) is also used in a heuristic way in the development
of superstring theory itself.

In the case of the relativistic particle, the action is proportional to the proper
time; see (3.21). A string is a finite one dimensional object that can either be
open (with two ends) or closed (having no ends). A straightforward generalization
to the string would thus be to use an action proportional to the area of the
worldsheet M, called the Nambu—Goto action,

1 2
S=—5 /M o 1 /|detGug] (3.37)

Here, d?c = dodr denotes the integration over the parameters of the worldsheet
(with both the space part o and the time part 7 chosen to be dimensionless),
and Gag is the metric on the worldsheet. The string tension is (2ra’)~!, that
is, there is a new fundamental parameter o with dimension length/mass. In the
quantum version, the fundamental string length

ls = V2a'h (3.38)

will occur. The string propagates in a higher dimensional space-time, and the
worldsheet metric Gog (o, 8 = 1,2) is induced by the metric of the embedding
space—time. In the following, we shall assume that the string propagates in D-
dimensional Minkowski space, with the worldsheet given by X*(o,7), where
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i =0,...,D — 1. Denoting the derivative with respect to 7 = ¢° by a dot and
the derivative with respect to ¢ = ¢! by a prime, one has

OXr HXV
Gaﬂ = nuy&?w 5 (339)
[detGop| = —detGop = (X X')2 — X23(X')2 . (3.40)

The embeddings X# (o, 7) will play here the role of the dynamical variables. The
canonical momenta conjugated to them read

1

2ma’\/—detGop

From this one gets the conditions

P, =- [(XX')X,; - (X')QXH] . (3.41)

o 7; Y / / o / y / _
Nl (XXX = (XXX =0 (342)
as well as (X7
P, Pt = —W . (3.43)

In fact, the last two conditions are just constraints—a consequence of the repara-
metrization invariance

T—T1(1,0), 0w d(r,0).

The constraint (3.43), in particular, is a direct analogue of (3.24).
As expected from the general considerations in Section 3.1.1, the Hamiltonian
is constrained to vanish. For the Hamiltonian density H, one finds that

H=NH,+N"H,, (3.44)

where N and N'! are Lagrange multipliers, and

1 (X')?
== (P2+ 7 |~ 4
H 2 ( + 471_2(0/)2 0, (3 5)
Hy = P, X" ~0. (3.46)

Quantization of these constraints is formally achieved by imposing the commu-
tation relations

[XP(0), P (0")]|y—r = ik 625(0 — o) (3.47)

and implementing the constraints a la Dirac as restrictions on physically allowed
wave functionals,

HLU[XH(0)] = % <h2§27q; + %) ~0, (3.48)
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and
HiU[XH(0)] = -

=0, (3.49)

where the factor ordering has been chosen such that the momenta are on the
right. Note that in contrast to the examples in Section 3.1, one has now to deal
with functional derivatives, defined by the Taylor expansion

T6(0) + 1(0)] = T[6(0)] + / do %n(a) T (3.50)

The above implementation of the constraints is only possible if there are no
anomalies; see the end of this section and Section 5.3.5. An important property
of the quantized string is that such anomalies in fact occur, preventing the validity
of all quantum equations (3.48) and (3.49). Equations such as (3.48) and (3.49)
will occur at several places later and will be further discussed there, for example
in the context of parametrized field theories (Section 3.3).

Note that this level of quantization corresponds to a ‘first-quantized string’ in
analogy to first quantization of point particles (Section 3.1). The usual ‘second
quantization” would mean to elevate the wave functions U[X*#(c)] themselves
into operators (‘string field theory’). It must also be emphasized that ‘first’ and
‘second’ are at best heuristic notions since there is just one quantum theory (cf.
in this context Zeh (2003)).

In the following, we shall briefly discuss the connection with the standard
textbook treatment of the bosonic string; see, for example, Polchinski (1998a).
This will also be a useful preparation for the discussion of string theory in Chap-
ter 9. Usually one starts with the Polyakov action for the bosonic string,

1

4ma/

Sp =

/ o VhhP(0,7)0a X 95X, (3.51)
M

where hog denotes the intrinsic (not induced) metric on the worldsheet, and
h = |dethqag|. In contrast to the induced metric, it consists of independent degrees
of freedom with respect to which the action can be varied. The action (3.51)
can be interpreted as describing ‘two-dimensional gravity coupled to D massless
scalar fields’. Since the Einstein—Hilbert action is a topological invariant in two
dimensions, there is no pure gravity term present, and only the coupling of the
metric to the X* remains in (3.51). One can also take into account a cosmological
term, see Chapter 9. In contrast to (3.37), the Polyakov action is much easier to
handle, especially when used in a path integral.

The Polyakov action has many invariances. First, it is invariant with respect
to diffeomorphisms on the worldsheet. Second, and most importantly, it possesses
Weyl invariance, that is, an invariance under the transformations

hag(o,7) — 2@ h,5(0,7) (3.52)

with an arbitrary function w(e, 7). This is a special feature of two dimensions
where Vhh®? — /hh®P. It means that distances on the worldsheet have no
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intrinsic physical meaning. In addition, there is the Poincaré symmetry of the
background Minkowski space-time, which is of minor interest here.
Defining the two-dimensional energy-momentum tensor according to>
47Ta/ 5Sp 1
- _ — Iz _Z v 1%
Top = iy heB O0a X"08X 2ha,3h 0, XH0s X, , (3.53)
one finds
h*PThs =0 . (3.54)

This tracelessness of the energy—-momentum tensor is a consequence of Weyl
invariance. This can be easily seen as follows. Consider a general variation of the
action,

5S = /d% ;l—iﬁého‘ﬁ x /d% VAT 560" .

Under (3.52) we have
ShoP = —2(w)h” .

Therefore, the demand that 65 = 0 under (3.52) leads to (3.54). In the quantum
theory, a ‘Weyl anomaly’ may occur in which the trace of the energy—momentum
tensor is proportional to % times the two-dimensional Ricci scalar; see (2.124).
The demand for this anomaly to vanish leads to restrictions on the parameters
of the theory; see below.

Using the field equations 6Sp/dhas = 0, one finds

Top =0. (3.55)

In a sense, these are the Einstein equations with the left-hand side missing, since
the Einstein-Hilbert action is a topological invariant. As (3.55) has no second
time derivatives, it is in fact a constraint—a consequence of diffeomorphism
invariance. From (3.55), one can easily derive that

h
detGop = Z(h“f"Gaﬁ)2 : (3.56)

where G,p is the induced metric (3.39). Inserting this into (3.51) gives back
the action (3.37). Therefore, ‘on-shell’ (i.e., using the classical equations) both
actions are equivalent.

The constraints (3.42) and (3.43) can also be found directly from (3.51)—
defining the momenta conjugate to X* in the usual manner—after use has been
made of (3.55). One can thus formulate instead of (3.51) an alternative canonical
action principle,

S = / d%¢ (P, X" — NH, — N'M,) , (3.57)
M

where H, and H; are given by (3.45) and (3.46), respectively.

3Compared to GR there is an additional factor —27 here, which is introduced for conve-
nience.
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In the standard treatment of the bosonic string, the ‘gauge freedom’ (with
respect to two diffeomorphisms and one Weyl transformation) is fixed by the
choice hap = nap = diag(—1,1). Instead of (3.51) one has then

1
4ma/

Sp =

/ %0 P9, X" 05X, , (3.58)

that is, the action for D free scalar fields in two dimensional Minkowski space.
In two dimensions there is a remaining symmetry which leaves the gauge-fixed
action invariant—the conformal transformations. These are angle-preserving co-
ordinate transformations* which change the metric by a factor €#(®7); they can
therefore be compensated by a Weyl transformation, and the action (3.58) is in-
variant under this combined transformations. A field theory with this invariance
is called a ‘conformal field theory’ (CFT). A particular feature of two dimensions
is that the conformal group is infinite-dimensional, giving rise to infinitely many
conserved charges (see below).

Consider in the following the case of open strings where o € (0, 7). (Closed
strings ensue a doubling of degrees of freedom corresponding to left- and right-
movers.) The Hamiltonian of the gauge-fixed theory reads

- ﬁ /07r do (X2 + (X’)2> . (3.59)

Introducing the components of the energy—momentum tensor with respect to the
lightcone coordinates 0~ = 7 — ¢ and ¢ = 7 + 7, it is convenient to define the
quantities (m € Z)

1
- 27/

™
m / do (e™7T f +e ™ T__) . (3.60)
0
One recognizes that Ly = H. Because the energy—momentum tensor vanishes
as a constraint, this holds also for the L,,, that is, L,, ~ 0. The L,, obey the
classical Virasoro algebra

{Lym,Ln} = —i(m — 1) Lopsn , (3.61)

exhibiting that they generate the group of conformal transformations (the resid-
ual symmetry of the gauge-fixed action). The {L,} are the infinitely many con-
served charges mentioned above. It turns out that quantization does not preserve
this algebra but yields an additional term called ‘anomaly’, ‘central term’, or
‘Schwinger term’,
PN . ch? o

[Lm, Ln] = (m — Tl)hLm+n + ﬁ(m — m)5m+n,0 y (362)
where c is the central charge. For the case of the free fields X*#, it is equal to
the number of space-time dimensions, ¢ = D. Due to the presence of this extra

4In GR, the term ‘conformal transformation’ is usually employed for what is here called a
Weyl transformation.
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term, one cannot implement the constraints L,, ~ 0 in the quantum theory as
restrictions on wave functions, that is, one cannot have L,,|¢) = 0 for all m.
Instead, one can choose

Lol)) =0, n>0,  Lo|¢y) = ahlgh) . (3.63)

It turns out that Weyl invariance can only be preserved at the quantum level
for a =1 and D = 26, see for example, Polchinski (1998a) and Chapter 9. This
is achieved by the presence of Faddeev—Popov ghost degrees of freedom whose
central charge cancels against the central charge ¢ of the fields X* precisely for
D = 26. It is most elegantly treated by ‘BRST quantization’ (see Section 9.2),
leading to an equation of the form Qp|Wiot) = 0, where Qg is the BRST charge.
This weaker condition replaces the direct quantum implementation of the con-
straints.
Going back to the classical theory, one can also define the quantities

Ln= %/da eino (WHL +H1) : (3.64)

Using the Poisson-bracket relations between the constraints H,; and H; (see in
particular Section 3.3), one can show that

{Lm, Ln} = —i(m — 1)Ly in , (3.65)

which coincides with the Virasoro algebra (3.61). In fact, for the gauge fixing
considered here—leading to (3.58)—one has L,, = L,. The result (3.62) then
shows that the naive implementation of the constraints (3.48) and (3.49) may
be inconsistent. This is a general problem in the quantization of constrained
systems and will be discussed further in Section 5.3. Kuchai and Torre (1991)
have treated the bosonic string as a model for quantum gravity. They have shown
that a covariant (covariant with respect to diffeomorphisms of the worldsheet)
quantization is possible, that is, there exists a quantization procedure in which
the algebra of constraints contains no anomalous terms. This is achieved by
extracting internal time variables (‘embeddings’) which are not represented as
operators.® A potential problem is the dependence of the theory on the choice
of embedding. This is in fact a general problem; see Section 5.2. Kuchai and
Torre make use of the fact that string theory is an ‘already-parametrized theory’,
which brings us to a detailed discussion of parametrized field theories in the next
section.

3.3 Parametrized field theories
This example is a generalization of the parametrized non-relativistic particle

discussed in Section 3.1.1. As it will be field theoretic by nature, it has similarities

5The anomaly is still present in a subgroup of the conformal group, but it does not disturb
the Dirac quantization of the constraints.
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with the bosonic string discussed in the last section, but with notable differences.
A general reference to parametrized field theories is Kuchai (1973, 1981) from
which the following material is partially drawn.

The starting point is a real scalar field in Minkowski space, ¢(X*), where the
standard inertial coordinates are here called X* = (T, X?). We now introduce
arbitrary (in general curved) coordinates z* = (t,2%) and let the X* depend
parametrically on x#. This is analogous to the dependence t(7) in Section 3.1.1.
The functions X*#(a”) describe a family of hypersurfaces in Minkowski space
parametrized by z° =t (we shall restrict ourselves to the space-like case). Anal-
ogously to Section 3.1.1, the standard action for a scalar field is rewritten in
terms of the arbitrary coordinates x*. This yields

S = /d4X L <¢, aa)fu) = /d4x C, (3.66)

1%

(620 bs X0 X1) = I <¢>, ¢§%) , (3.67)
and J denotes the Jacobi determinant of the X with respect to the x (a dot
is a differentiation with respect to ¢, and a comma is a differentiation with
respect to the x¥). Instead of calculating directly the momentum canonically
conjugate to X*, it is more appropriate to consider first the Hamiltonian density
H corresponding to £ with respect to ¢,

where

. L oL .
Py 8¢¢

dx° oL 9 .\ vo
=T oxn (8(8¢/8X“) oxXv 5”£> X
00 .
= Iz v
= Jo X (3.68)

Both J and the canonical energy-momentum tensor 7*, do not, in fact, de-
pend on the ‘kinematical velocities’ X*. This can be seen as follows. The Jacobi
determinant J can be written as

0XPOXY OX* 90X

T = €ono 0z Ozl 9x2 03

from which one gets

020 OXv OX* 9X°
OxXK  MATHT G2 98

which is just the vectorial surface element on ¢ = constant, which does not
depend on the X*. For the same reason, the energy-momentum tensor does not
depend on these velocities.
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As a generalization of (3.7) and (3.9), one may envisage to introduce the
kinematical momenta II,, via the constraint

OxV

VEHV
H +J0Xﬂ

T ~0. (3.69)

Taking then the action
S:/d4x (Psd —H) ,

inserting (3.68) for H and adding the constraints (3.69) with Lagrange multipliers
NV, one gets the action principle

S = /d% (Pop + T, X" — N"H,) . (3.70)

This is the result that one would also get by defining the kinematical momenta
directly from (3.67). It is analogous to (3.10).

It is convenient to decompose (3.69) into components orthogonal and parallel
to the hypersurfaces 2° = constant. Introducing the normal vector n* (with
Nun#n” = —1) and the tangential vectors X (obeying n, X% = 0), one gets
the constraints

Hi=H,n" =0, (3.71)
Ho =M, X% ~0. (3.72)

Equations (3.71) and (3.72) are called the Hamiltonian constraint and the mo-
mentum (or diffeomorphism) constraint, respectively. They are similar to the
corresponding constraints (3.45) and (3.46) in string theory.

The action (3.70) then reads

S = /d% (Ppd + T, X" — NH; — N“H,) . (3.73)

To interpret the Lagrange multipliers N and N%, we vary this action with respect
to II,, and obtain
XV =t"=Nn"+N°XY, . (3.74)

The geometric interpretation is depicted in Fig. 3.1: X* is a vector that points
from a point with (spatial) coordinates x® on ¢t = constant to a point with the
same coordinates on a neighbouring hypersurface ¢t + d¢ = constant. The purely
temporal distance between the hypersurfaces is given by N, and therefore IV is
called the lapse function. Similarly, N® is a vector that points from the point
with coordinates ® on ¢t = constant to the point on the same hypersurface from
which the normal is erected to reach the point with the same coordinates z® on
t + dt = constant. It is called the shift vector.
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t+dt

FiGc. 3.1. Geometric interpretation of lapse and shift.

Instead of Minkowski space one can also choose an arbitrary curved back-
ground for the embedding. Denoting the spatial metric by hgp, that is

oX* oxXv

hay = QWW oxb

(3.75)

the four-dimensional line element can be decomposed as follows:
ds? = g datde” = —N2dt? + hep(do® + Ndt)(da® + Nde)
= (hay NN — N?)dt? 4 2hay NOdzdt + hepdz®dab . (3.76)
The action (3.73) is invariant under the reparametrizations

xO N .Z‘O/ :.Z‘O—l—f(l'a) )

2 — 2% = g(z?) (3.77)
with arbitrary functions (obeying standard differentiability conditions) f and
g. This is not equivalent to the full set of space—time diffeomorphisms; see the
discussion at the end of this section.

A simple example of the above procedure is the case of a massless scalar
field on (141)-dimensional Minkowski space—time (Kuchaf 1973, 1981). Its La-

grangian reads
o9 96\ _ 1 ., 96 0¢ 29\* [ 96\*
L <¢, > = 3T X . (3.78)
For the Jacobi determinant we have
J=TX-T'X,

1
or'ox )~ 27 axroxv 2

and for the components of the normal vector,

nT = 7)(/ nX = 7T/
VX2 T2’ VX2 T2
(Dots denote derivatives with respect to x° = ¢, and primes denote derivatives
with respect to ! = x.) The energy—momentum tensor assumes the well known
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form for a free scalar field. If the above procedure is followed, one finds for the
constraints (3.71) and (3.72) the expressions:

1 1,
Hy = ———— (XM + T + (53 + 67) ) (3.79)
/X112 T2 2
Hi = T/HT + X/HX + ¢/ﬁ¢ . (3.80)

(The space-like nature of the hypersurfaces guarantees that the discriminant of
the square root is positive.) One recognizes from (3.79) that the kinematical
momenta enter the Hamiltonian constraint linearly. This is different from the
string case (3.45) and distinguishes, in fact, a parametrized theory from a theory
which is intrinsically reparametrization invariant.

Quantization is performed by imposing the formal commutators

[(XH(x), 1L, (y)] = ih 676(x - y) (3.81)

and
[0(x),Ps(y)] =ih é(x —y) . (3.82)

From (3.71) and (3.72), one then finds according to Dirac’s prescription, the
quantum constraints

HLV[p(z), X (x)] =0, (3.83)
HoV[p(z), XH(2)] =0 . (3.84)
In the above example of the free scalar field, the constraints read
1 - - g

HL Y = Wi (1hX (x) @) ihT"(x) X ()

+3 [ s + 7] ) wew 7). X @) <0 0:55)
2 6 (x)o¢(x) Y I

H1 ¥ = ? (T’(:c) 6T(zx) + X'(x) 6X6(x) + qﬁl(x)%(x)) U=0. (3.86)

The functional derivatives occurring in these equations are treated formally, that
is, as if they were ordinary derivatives, and all derivatives are put to the right.
One should be aware that there is always the problem of factor ordering (as
in quantum mechanics) and that singularities arise if a functional derivative is
taken of an ordinary function with respect to the same argument. This is a
general problem of functional differential equations and will be further discussed
in Section 5.3.

The above equations are very different from the equations that one would get
from the standard Lagrangian (3.78) or the corresponding action. The reason is
that the wave functional is usually evolved along flat hypersurfaces T' = constant
only, whereas in the parametrized version it can be evolved along any family of
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space-like hypersurfaces. The latter description needs two functions X (z) and
T'(z), also called ‘many-fingered time’ or ‘bubble-time’ description. Like for the
non-relativistic particle, the parametrized theory can easily be deparametrized.
Choosing x = X as a coordinate on the hypersurfaces and evolving the wave
functionals along flat hypersurfaces described by T'(z) = Ty € (—o0,0), one
finds (Kuchaf 1973)

LoV 1 , 02 9p1?
1ha—T0f§/dX (ﬁ 7t {a_x} )xp (3.87)

which is just the ordinary (functional) Schréodinger equation for the massless
scalar field. Note that this is only one equation instead of the infinitely many
equations (3.85) and (3.86).

The general interpretation of the momentum constraint can be easily recog-
nized from the example (3.86). Performing an infinitesimal coordinate transfor-
mation on T = constant, x — Z = x + IN!(z), one gets

T(z) — T(x+ 6N (2)) = T(z) + T'(x)dN* (z)

and similar equations for X (z) and ¢(z). For the wave functional, the transfor-
mation yields

U — U[T(x) +T'(z)0N (x),...] = U[T(z),...]
+/dx (T’(x)éi\zc) +) SN'(x) . (3.88)

Therefore, the momentum constraint (3.86) enforces the independence of ¥ under
infinitesimal coordinate transformations on the hypersurfaces.

Going back to the general action (3.73), one finds that the Hamiltonian is,
as expected, a linear combination of constraints,

H = / d®z (NHL + NH,) . (3.89)

Dynamical consistency of a constrained system is only gained if the constraints
are preserved in time (here, with respect to the time parameter x°). This is the
case only if the Poisson brackets between all constraints are combinations of the
constraints themselves. One finds in fact the Poisson-bracket algebra (Dirac 1964)

{HL(x), Hi(y)} = —08,a(x,y) (A (X)Hp(x) + h®(y)Ho(y)) . (3.90)
{Ha(x)aHJ_(y)} = HL(S,a(}Qy) ) (391)
{HG(X)a He <Y)} =Hy (X)67<l (X’ y) + H(l(y)67b(x? y) ’ (392)

with the derivatives all acting on x. We have here introduced a space-time metric
with signature diag (c,1,1,1) in order to exhibit the difference between the
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Lorentzian case (o0 = —1, the relevant case here) and the Euclidean case (o = 1).
This algebra will play a crucial role in canonical gravity, see Chapters 4—6. It is
often convenient to work with a ‘smeared-out’ version of the constraints, that is,

HIN] = / Pz Nx)HL(x), H[N = / Bz N Ha(x) . (3.93)

The constraint algebra then reads

{H[N],H[M]} = HIK"], K®=—ch®(NM,— NyM), (3.94)
{H[N®],H[N]} = H[M], M = N°N,=LxN, (3.95)
{H[N, H[M"]} = HIK], K=[N,M]=LxM, (3.96)

where £ denotes here the Lie derivative. Some remarks are in order:

1. This algebra is not a Lie algebra, since (3.94) contains the (inverse) three-
metric h%(x) of the hypersurfaces x° = constant (i.e. one has structure
functions depending on the canonical variables instead of structure con-
stants). An exception is two-dimensional space-time (Teitelboim 1984).

2. The signature o of the embedding space—time can be read off directly from
(3.94).

3. The subalgebra of the diffeomorphism constraints is a Lie algebra as can be
seen from (3.96). Equation (3.95) means that the flow of the Hamiltonian
constraint does not leave the constraint hypersurface of the diffeomorphism
constraints invariant. Moreover, this equation expresses the fact that H
transforms under diffeomorphisms as a scalar density of weight one; this
follows from (3.91) after integration with respect to the shift vector,

5H.L(y) = / Pr N (x){HL(y), Ha (%)} = 0a(N“HL)(Y) |

cf. (3.20).

4. The algebra is the same as for the corresponding constraints in the case
of the bosonic string, that is, it is in two dimensions equivalent to the
Virasoro algebra (3.61). The reason is its general geometric interpretation
to be discussed in the following.

It turns out that the above algebra has a purely kinematical interpretation.
It is just the algebra of surface deformations for hypersurfaces which are embed-
ded in a Riemannian (or pseudo-Riemannian) space. If a hypersurface is again
described by X*(x), the generators of coordinate transformations on the hyper-
surface are given by

0

Xaw EXH(X)(SX#(X) )

,a

while the generators of the normal deformations are given by
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L )
Xz =N (X)m

with the normal vector obeying the normalization condition n*n, = o. Kuchaf
(1973) calculated the algebra,

[Xa, Xy| = 00,0(x,y) (hab(X)Xbm + hab(Y)be) ) (3.97)
[Xaany] = _Xar(s,a(xa}’) 5 (398)
[Xoz, Xpy] = —Xped,a(x,y) — Xaydp(x,y) - (3.99)

Up to a sign, this algebra has the same structure as the constraint algebra (3.90)—
(3.92). The reason for the different sign is the relation

[(Xy, Xq] = —X{f.9} -

where {f, g} denotes the Poisson bracket between f and g. The constraints H
and H, generate, in fact, the algebra of hypersurface deformations, which are
given by (3.77) and which are not identical to the algebra of space-time diffeo-
morphisms; cf. also Chapter 4. That surface deformations form a larger class
of transformations than space—time diffeomorphism can be seen if one considers
surfaces which intersect each other at a point P. Under surface deformations this
point is shifted to two different points, depending on which of the two surfaces
one starts. On the other hand, a spacetime diffeomorphism shifts each point in
a unique way independent of the surface on which it lies; space—time diffeomor-
phisms thus induce only special surface deformations.

In Section 4.1, we will show that one can construct the theory of GR from
the above constraint algebra provided that the three-metric hyp and its canonical
momentum are the only canonical variables. Before this will be done, we shall
discuss in the next section a ‘relational’ mechanical model which exhibits some
interesting features being of relevance for the quantization of gravity.

3.4 Relational dynamical systems

Newtonian mechanics needs for its formulation the concepts of absolute space and
absolute time. This was criticized already by some of Newton’s contemporaries,
notably Leibniz, who insisted that only observable quantities should appear in
the fundamental equations. In the nineteenth century Ernst Mach emphasized
that the concepts of absolute space and time should be abandoned altogether
and that physics should only use relational concepts.

Consider in a gedanken experiment two successive ‘snapshots’ of the uni-
verse within a short time interval (Barbour 1986). The universe is considered for
simplicity as a collection of n particles with masses m;, ¢ = 1,...,n, evolving
in Euclidean space under the influence of Newtonian gravity. Due to the short
time interval, the relative distances will be only slightly different. Can one pre-
dict the future evolution from these two observations? The definite answer is no
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because the two sets of relative separations give no information about the angu-
lar momentum or kinetic energy of the system, both of which affect the future
evolution.

This ‘Poincaré defect’ (because Poincaré pronounced this lack of predictabil-
ity) motivated Barbour and Bertotti (1982) to look for a slight generalization of
Newtonian mechanics in which the future can be predicted solely on the basis
of relative separations (and their rates of change). The key idea is to intro-
duce a ‘gauge freedom’ with respect to translations and rotations (because these
transformations leave the relative distances invariant) and the choice of the time
parameter 7. The theory should thus be invariant under the following gauge
transformations,

Xp — X, = X +a(7) + a(r) X x5 , (3.100)

where a parametrizes translations, a rotations, and xj is the position vec-
tor of particle k. They depend on the ‘label time’ 7 which can be arbitrarily
reparametrized,

T f(r), f>0. (3.101)

Due to (3.100) one has instead of the original 3n only 3n — 6 parameters to
describe the relative distances. Equations (3.100) and (3.101) define the ‘Leibniz
group’ (Barbour and Bertotti 1982; Barbour 1986). One can now define a total
velocity for each particle according to

— =—+talr)+alr) xxx , (3.102)

in which the first term on the right-hand side denotes the rate of change in
some chosen frame, and the second and third terms the rate of change due to a
7-dependent change of frame. This velocity is not yet gauge invariant. A gauge-
invariant quantity can be constructed by minimizing the ‘kinetic energy’

" DXk DXk

P Dt Dt
with respect to a and a. This procedure is also called ‘horizontal stacking’ (Bar-
bour 1986). Intuitively it can be understood as putting two slides with the parti-
cle positions marked on them on top of each other and moving them relative to
each other until the centres of mass coincide and there is no overall rotation. The
result of the horizontal stacking is a gauge-invariant ‘intrinsic velocity’, dx/dr.
Having these velocities for each particle at one’s disposal one can construct the

kinetic term )
7=l Z dxe (3.103)
== my | — . .
2 M\ ar
k=1
The potential is the standard Newtonian potential

mEm;
V=-G) et (3.104)
k<l
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where 1 = |x; — x| is the relative distance (more generally, one can take any
potential V' (ry;)). With this information at hand, one can construct the following
action,

S:2/mwﬁVT, (3.105)

which is homogeneous in the velocities dx/dr and therefore reparametrization-
invariant with respect to 7; cf. Section 3.1.1. After the horizontal stacking is
performed, one is in a preferred frame in which the intrinsic velocities coincide
with the ordinary velocities.

The equations of motion constructed from the action (3.105) read

d ([ [V daxx\ [T ov
ar (v ka?> =V (8-106)

Note that this is a non-local equation because the frame is determined by the
global stacking procedure and also the total kinetic and potential energy of the
universe occur explicitly. The gauge invariance with respect to translations and
rotations leads to the constraints

P=Ypi=0, L= x,xpr=0, (3.107)
k k

that is, the total momentum and angular momentum of the universe is con-
strained to vanish. Since the momentum of the kth particle is given by

fa_Lmeik
pk—a).(k— k T k >

one finds the Hamiltonian constraint
H= =2 4+V =0, 3.108
; o (3.108)

which is a consequence of reparametrization invariance with respect to 7; see
Section 3.1.1. Equation (3.106) can be drastically simplified if a convenient gauge
choice is being made for 7: it is chosen such as to make the total energy vanish,

T+V=0. (3.109)

Note that (3.109) is not the usual energy equation, since there is no external
time present here. On the contrary, this equation is used to define time.

With (3.109) one then gets from (3.106) just Newton’s equations. Therefore,
only after this choice the connection with Newtonian mechanics has been estab-
lished. The in-principle observational difference to Newtonian mechanics is that
here the total energy, momentum, and angular momentum must vanish. We note
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in this connection that in 1905 Henri Poincaré argued for a definition of time
that makes the equations of motion assume their simplest form. He writes®

Time must be defined in such a way that the equations of mechanics are as simple as
possible. In other words, there is no way to measure time that is more true than any
other; the one that is usually adopted is only more convenient.

It is, however, a fact that the choice (3.109) is not only distinguished because
then the equations of motion (3.106) take their simplest form but also because
only such a choice will ensure that the various clocks of (approximately isolated)
subsystems march in step, since >, (T + Vi) = >, Ex = 0 (Barbour 1994). The
only truly isolated system is the universe as a whole and to determine time it is
(in principle) necessary to monitor the whole universe. In practice this is done
even when atomic clocks are employed, for example, in the determination of the
pulse arrival times from binary pulsars (Damour and Taylor 1991).

In this approach, the inertial frame and absolute time of Newtonian mechan-
ics are constructed from observations through the minimization of the kinetic
energy and the above choice of 7. One could call this a Leibnizian or Machian
point of view. The operational time defined by (3.109) corresponds to the notion
of ‘ephemeris time’ used in astronomy. That time must be defined such that the
equations of motion be simple was already known by Ptolemy (Barbour 1989).
His theory of eclipses only took a simple form if sidereal time (defined by the
rotation of the heavens, i.e. the rotation of the Earth) is used. This choice cor-
responds to a ‘uniform flow of time’.

Time-reparametrization invariant systems have already been discussed in Sec-
tion 3.1.1 in connection with the parametrized non-relativistic particle. In con-
trast to there, however, no absolute time is present here and the theory relies
exclusively on observational elements.

A formal analogy of the action (3.105) is given by Jacobi’s action” in classical
mechanics (Barbour 1986; Lanczos 1986; Brown and York 1989),

Sy = /ds VE-V, (3.110)

where F is the total energy, and s parametrizes the paths in configuration space,

ds® = kadxkdxk .
k=1

Writing ds = sd7, one gets § = +/2T; if E = 0, then, Jacobi’s action is propor-
tional to the action (3.105).

6‘Le temps doit étre défini de telle facon que les équations de la mécanique soient aussi
simples que possible. En d’autres termes, il n’y a pas une maniére de mesurer le temps qui
soit plus vraie qu’ une autre; celle qui est généralement adoptée est seulement plus commode.’
(Poincaré 1970)

"There is a close analogy of this formulation with Fermat’s principle of least time in geo-
metrical optics.
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This ‘timeless’ description of mechanics employs only paths in configuration
space. A ‘speed’ is determined later by solving the energy equation T+V = E (T
contains the velocities x;). Barbour (1986) argues that for an isolated system,
such as the universe is assumed to be, this demonstrates the redundancy of the
notion of an independent time. All the essential dynamical content is already
contained in the timeless paths. We shall see in Chapter 4 that GR can be
described by an action similar to (3.105) and thus can be interpreted as ‘already
parametrized’. In this sense, the constraints of relational mechanics correspond
to those of GR (see Chapter 4) more closely than the other examples considered
in this chapter and suggest that GR is time-less in a significant sense.

Quantization of the Barbour—Bertotti model then follows Dirac’s prescrip-
tion, leading to the quantized constraints

Hi(xp) =0, Pi(xp) =0, Lap(xp)=0. (3.111)

Due to the latter two conditions, the wave function is actually defined on the
relative configuration space, that is, the space of relative distances. We shall see
in Section 4.2.3 how far the analogy between this model and GR reaches.



4

HAMILTONIAN FORMULATION OF GENERAL RELATIVITY

4.1 The seventh route to geometrodynamics

It is the purpose of this chapter to develop the Hamiltonian formulation of general
relativity, which will serve as the starting point for quantization in Chapters 5
and 6. In the present section, we shall derive it directly from the algebra of
surface deformations (Section 3.3), while in the next section, it will be recovered
from the Einstein—Hilbert action through a 341 decomposition. In these two
sections, the formalism will be applied to the traditional metric formulation,
while in the last section, a more recent formalism using connections will be used.
The quantization of the latter version will be treated in Chapter 6.

That the theory of GR in its Hamiltonian version can be constructed directly
from the algebra of surface deformations (3.90)—(3.92) was shown by Hojman et
al. (1976), and we shall follow their exposition in this section. They call their
approach the ‘seventh route to geometrodynamics’, complementing the six routes
presented in box 17.6 of Misner et al. (1973).1

4.1.1  Principle of path independence

Starting point is the assumption that the only gravitational canonical pair of
variables on the spatial hypersurfaces consists of the three-dimensional metric
hay(x) and its conjugate momentum p°?(y). In addition, matter fields may be
present. The constraints will not be imposed—in fact, they will be derived from
the algebra. Different classical theories of gravity typically contain additional
degrees of freedom in the configuration space of the gravitational sector (such as
a scalar field in the Brans-Dicke case or the extrinsic curvature for R2-theories).
The central idea in the derivation is the use of a ‘principle of path independence’.
Let us assume the presence of two different three-dimensional geometries (three-
geometries for short) Gi, and Gg, and a set of observers distributed on Giy,; the
observers bifurcate and follow different evolutions of intermediate hypersurfaces,
making records of them as well as of the fields on them, until they all end up
on Ggy. The principle of path independence states that the change in all field
variables must be independent of the route that is chosen between G;, and Ggy,.
Only in this case can the evolution of three-geometries be interpreted as arising
from different foliations through the same four-dimensional space-time.?

LFor more routes, see Section 3 in Anderson (2005).

2This holds only for cases where the sandwich conjecture is satisfied, that is, for which two
three-geometries uniquely determine the space—time ‘sandwiched’ between them.

98
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gin
Fic. 4.1. Normal deformations along two different intermediate three-geome-
tries.

The evolution of a function F' of the gravitational canonical variables is given
by (cf. (3.89))

F(hay(z), p*d(x)) = /dx' ({F,Ho(z")}N(2") + {F, Ho(z )} N*(2))

= /dx' {F, () }N"(2') (4.1)

where dz’ is a shorthand for d3z’ and z for x, etc. Consider now an infinitesimal
evolution along two different intermediate hypersurfaces (Fig. 4.1): first, a normal
deformation from G;, to I and then from I to G, ; second, a normal deformation
from Gi, to II and then from II to Ga,. Evolving F along the first possibility
yields

F (Gna] = F [Gua] + / Ao’ {F, M, (+')}6Ni()
+/dx’ {F,H, (z")}dNn(x)
+ / dz'dz” {{F,H.(')}oNu(z'), Ho (")} SNu(z") |

The first two terms on the right-hand side describe the evolution of F' from Gi, to
I, and the last two terms the evolution from I to Gg,. The option of reaching Gg,
via hypersurface II gives an analogous result. Performing the difference between
both expressions and using the Jacobi identity leads one to

oF = —/dw’dx’/ {{HL(Z‘/),HL(Z‘N)}’F} 6NI<ZL‘N)6NH({I;/) . (4.2)

From (3.97) or (3.94) one knows that the difference between these two normal
deformations must be given by a tangential deformation,?

3Recall that H, generates minus the surface deformations.
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F = — / da’ {F, Ha(2')}ON"(2) | (4.3)
where
(SNa = —O'hab ((SNI(SNIL;) — (SNH(SNL},) . (44)

Inserting for calculational purposes a delta function into (4.3) and performing a
partial integration, one has

—/dl‘l {F,Ha(.’L‘/)}éNa(x/):

—a/dx’dx” 8ilb6(1:’ — 2" F, Ha (") }h® (2" )5 N1 (2" )6 Nyr (2)

fa/dx’dx” ai/bé(x' — 2" F, Ha (")} (2 )S N1 (2" )5 Nir(2) . (4.5)

Setting this equal to (4.2) and using the arbitrariness of §Ni(z”)dNi(z’), one
finds

{FAHL(2), HL(@")}} = —0d,5(a" — 2”)h* (@"){F, Ha(a")}
—08p(z" — VWP () {F, Ha(')} . (4.6)

Inserting the Poisson bracket (3.90) on the left-hand side, one finds the condition
0

8.,1;/&

S — ") ({F,h™ (/)Y Ho (@) + {F, b (2" ) Hy (")) =0 . (4.7)

As this should hold for all F', the generators H, themselves must vanish as
constraints, H, ~ 0. This result from the principle of path independence only
follows because the Poisson bracket (3.90) depends on the metric h®. Since
H, ~ 0 must hold on every hypersurface, it must be conserved under a normal
deformation. From (3.91) one then finds that H,; must also vanish, H, = 0.
We have thus shown that the algebra of surface deformations, together with the
principle of path independence (equivalent to the principle of embeddability),
enforces the constraints

HLQO, Hq ~0. (48)

This result follows for all number of space-time dimensions different from two.
For two dimensions (after a suitable definition of the H,,), the metric does not
appear on the right-hand side of the algebra (Teitelboim 1984). This leads to
the possibility of having path independence without constraints, resulting in
potential Schwinger terms in the quantum theory (cf. Sections 3.2 and 5.3.5).

4.1.2  Eaxplicit form of generators

How does one find the explicit form of H; and H,? The constraints H, generate
coordinate transformations on a hypersurface. If the transformation law of cer-
tain fields is given, H,, follows (or, conversely, the transformation properties are
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determined by a given H,). Knowing H,, one can consider the Poisson bracket
(3.90) as a system of infinitely many equations to determine M, which must
then depend on hg, because the right-hand side of (3.90) does. If, moreover,
the assumption is made that H, depends only on hyp (and its momentum) as
gravitational degrees of freedom, GR will follow.

Some general properties of H, can be inferred without studying the change of
different fields under coordinate transformations, see Teitelboim (1980) for proofs
and more details. The general form of H, can be restricted by the following two
requirements:

1. It must be linear in the momenta in order to generate transformations of the
fields under coordinate transformations (and not mix fields and momenta).

2. It should contain the momenta only up to the first spatial derivatives be-
cause it should generate first-order derivatives in the fields (Taylor expan-
sion to first order).

Therefore,
Ha = by’ 5(6c)p + aan(dc)p” (4.9)

where ¢4 now is a symbolic notation for all fields, including gravity, and p*
denotes the corresponding momenta. If one demands the existence of ultralocal
solutions to (3.90) (i.e. a deformation localized at a point x¢ can change the field
only at xg), one finds that

bl = by, . (4.10)

General requirements allow to restrict the form of H as well (Teitelboim 1980).
Writing H, as the sum of a gravitational and a matter part (with ‘matter’
referring here to all non-gravitational bosonic fields* symbolically denoted by

),
HL - Hi [habapCd] + HT[habapCd; (bap(b] ) (411)

it follows from (3.90) that HT must depend on the gravitational degrees of
freedom, that is, gravity couples to all forms of matter. This is the Hamiltonian
version of Weinberg’s result discussed in Section 2.1. More restrictions can be
obtained if one assumes that H']' does not depend on the gravitational momenta
p°®. This corresponds to the presence of ‘non-derivative couplings’ only, that is,
there are no gravitational velocities on the Lagrangian level and therefore there
is no modification of the relationship between momentum and velocity. Then
one can show that HT'[hap; ¢, pe] depends on the hyp only ultralocally, that is,
no derivatives or integrals of h,p, appear. From this one can infer that the terms
H'! obey the relation (3.90) separately, that is,

{HT(@), KT (W)} = —0b.a(,y) (K (@)H () + W ()R (y) - (4.12)

One also finds from the demand of ultralocality that 7 must depend ultralocally
on the momenta.

4For the fermionic case, see the remarks below.
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Using these general properties, the behaviour of various fields under coordi-
nate transformations generated by H, can be studied and the detailed form of
‘H, and H, be derived. The first case is a scalar field ¢. Under an infinitesimal
coordinate transformation 2'® = z* — 0N%(x), it transforms as

L0

ox?

dp(x) = ¢ (x) — ¢(x) IN® = Lsng (4.13)

where £ denotes the Lie derivative. This is generated by

Ha = p¢¢7a . (414)

Comparison with (4.9) shows that b%® = 0 = b**, so that (4.10) is fulfilled and
ultralocality holds.
For a vector field, A,(z), the transformation is

5Aq = Ag 0N’ + AydNY, = (LonA), | (4.15)
which is generated by
Ha = —1" A0 + (Aba — Aap)p” - (4.16)
Comparison with (4.9) shows that

blo=—Au0% . (4.17)
Therefore, the condition for ultralocality (4.10) is not fulfilled for vector fields.
Its restoration will lead to the concept of gauge theories (Section 4.1.3).

For a covariant tensor field of second rank (not necessarily symmetric), tqp(z),
one has

0tab = tab,cON +tacON®, + 10N, = (LoNt) gy » (4.18)
which is generated by
Ha = toe,ap” = (tasp™) e = (tead™) b - (4.19)
It turns out that in order for (4.10) to be fulfilled, one must have
tap = f()hab (4.20)

with an arbitrary function f(z), that is, the tensor field must be proportional
to the metric itself. Choosing in particular t,; = hgp, one finds for the generator
(4.19) the expression

HE = —2p,°  +2T0pf = 2Dy, = —2p, |, . (4.21)

The last two terms denote the covariant derivative in three dimensions (recall
that p? is a tensor density of weight one).
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Using the result (4.21) for HE, one can construct from (3.90) the explicit

a’
expression for H%. A rather lengthy but straightforward calculation leads to

(Hojman et al. 1976; Teitelboim 1980)

HE = 167G Gapeap™p® + Vihay) (4.22)
with 1
Gaved = —=(hachvd + hadhpe — haphe 4.23
bed 2\/5( bd dnp vhed) ( )
as the (inverse) ‘DeWitt metric’,> h denoting the determinant of h,p, and
ovh
- GRr — 2A 4.24
T L (GR-20), (1.24)

where (®)R is the three-dimensional Ricci scalar.’ The inverse of (4.23) is called
‘DeWitt’ metric because it plays the role of a metric in the space of all metrics
(DeWitt 1967a); cf. Section 4.2.5. Due to this it is often referred to as ‘superme-
tric’. The explict expression reads

Gabcd _ g(hachbd + hadhbc _ 2hathd) (4.25)
(the last term here is the same in all space dimensions), obeying
G Gegey = 5 (0204 + 5907) . (4.26)

We recall that the Poisson-bracket relation (3.91) states that H, transforms as
a scalar density under coordinate transformations; this is explicitly fulfilled by
(4.22) (Gabeq has weight —1, p2® and V have weight 1, so H% has weight 1). We
thus have

M (0) = [ dy (5 ). HEION() = 5y (HE@N"() . (420)

Ox?

It will be shown in Section 4.2 that H& and Hg uniquely characterize GR, that
is, they follow from the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1). Finally, we want to remark
that the uniqueness of the construction presented here ceases to hold in space
dimensions greater than three (Teitelboim and Zanelli 1987).

4.1.3 Geometrodynamics and gauge theories

We have seen that for vector fields H, is of such a form that the condition
of ultralocality for H; would be violated, see (4.16). Since vector fields are an
important ingredient in the description of nature, the question arises whether a

5In d space dimensions, the last term reads —2/(d — 1)hapheq-

6G and A are at this stage just free parameters. They will later be identified with the
gravitational constant and the cosmological constant, respectively.
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different formulation can be found that is in accordance with ultralocality. For
this purpose it is suggestive to omit the term —pb7 »Aq in (4.16) because then the

bl p will become zero. This leads to the replacement (Teitelboim 1980)
Ha — Ha = Ha + 1"y Aa = (Apa — Aap)p” - (4.28)

What happens with the Poisson-bracket relation (3.92) after this modification?
A brief calculation shows

{Ha(2), Ho(y)} = Ho(2)d,a(2, y) +Ha(y)dp(2,y) — Fap(2)p° (2)d(z, y) , (4.29)

where Fop = 0,Ap — OpAq. The new term in (4.29) will only be harmless if it
generates physically irrelevant transformations (‘gauge transformations’). This
is the case if the new term actually vanishes as a constraint. Since setting Fy to
zero would appear too strong (leaving only the restricted option A, = 9,¢), it
is suggestive to demand that p®, ~ 0. One therefore introduces the constraint

1 1 1
G(z) = —gp“’a(;c) = —EE‘fa(x) = ngE(x) . (4.30)
The constraint G ~ 0 is just Gauss’ law of electrodynamics (in the sourceless
case) with the momentum being equal to the electric field E (the electric charge,
e, has been introduced for convenience). As usual, Gauss’ law generates gauge
transformations,

54a(a) = [ dy {4a(0),60))6(0) = S0E(x) (131)
() = [ dy (). G} ) =0 (132

The electric field is of course gauge invariant, and so is the field strength F,;. In
the modified constraint (4.28), the first term (H,) generates the usual transfor-
mations for a vector field, see (4.15), while the second term (pb7bAa) generates
gauge transformations for the ‘vector potential’ A, (x). Therefore, A,(x) trans-
forms under H, not like a covariant vector but only like a vector modulo a gauge
transformation. This fact was already encountered in the space—time picture;
see Section 2.1. The electric field, however, transforms as a contravariant tensor
density, since the additional term in (4.28) has no effect.

The above introduction of the gauge principle can be extended in a straight-
forward manner to the non-Abelian case. Consider instead of a single A, (x)
now a set of several fields, A%(z), i = 1,..., N. The simplest generalization of
the Abelian case consists in the assumptions that A% (x) should not mix with its
momentum p¢(x) under a gauge transformation, that the momenta should trans-
form homogeneously, and that the gauge constraint (the non-Abelian version of
Gauss’ law) is local. This then leads to (Teitelboim 1980)

1 i
Gi = _?pia,a + CijkAajpka ~0, (433>



THE 3+1 DECOMPOSITION OF GENERAL RELATIVITY 105

where f and Cij’C are constants. Demanding that the commutation of two gauge

transformations be again a transformation it follows that the Cij’C are the struc-
ture constants of a Lie algebra. One then has

{Gi(2),G;(W)} = Ci;*Gr(2)d(x,y) , (4.34)

which characterizes a Yang—-Mills theory.

As in the case of the gravitational field, one can construct the correspond-
ing part of the Hamiltonian constraint, HIM, from the Poisson-bracket relation
(3.90). Writing

H, =HE +HM, (4.35)

and demanding that the Yang—Mills part be independent of the gravitational mo-
menta (so that HY™ depends only ultralocally on the metric and must therefore
obey (3.90) separately), one is led to the form

HYM 2\/_ ( ab'yijp;-’p? - ahab’yijBleg> , (4.36)
where v;; = Cy,'C;, " is the ‘group metric’ (v being its inverse), and B], =
each ¢ are the non-Abelian ‘magnetic fields’. The non-Abelian field strength
is given by
v = 0a A} — O Al + fcijkAiAf .

The Hamiltonian (4.36) can be found from the action

Sym = —— / d'z /=gy L, FI* (4.37)

which is the usual Yang—Mills action.

To summarize, the principle of path independence together with the demand
that H_ be ultralocal” in the momenta leads to the concept of gauge theories in
a natural way.

What about fermionic fields? Recalling that the Dirac equation is the ‘square
root’ of the Klein—-Gordon equation, one may try to construct a similar ‘square
root’ for the generators of surface deformations. This has been done by Tabensky
and Teitelboim (1977); it leads to spin-3/2 fields and the concept of supergravity
(cf. Section 2.3) but not to spin-1/2. This could be a hint that the usual spin-1/2
fields only emerge through the use of superstrings (Chapter 9). The Hamiltonian
formalism for supergravity will be discussed in Section 5.3.6.

4.2 The 341 decomposition of general relativity

It will be shown in this section that GR is characterized by having (4.21) and
(4.22) as the constraints. This is achieved by choosing appropriate canonical
variables and casting the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1) into Hamiltonian form.

7As one knows from the discussion of the Aharonov—Bohm effect, a formulation without
the vector potential can only be obtained in a non-local way.
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4.2.1 The canonical variables

The Hamiltonian formalism starts from the choice of a configuration variable
and the definition of its momentum. Since the latter requires a time coordinate
(‘p = OL/9¢’), one must cast GR in a form where it exhibits a ‘distinguished’
time. This is achieved by foliating the space—time described by (M, g) into a
set of three-dimensional space-like hypersurfaces ¥;; cf. also Section 3.3. The
covariance of GR is preserved by allowing for the possibility to consider all
feasible foliations of this type.

This is not only of relevance for quantization (which is our motivation here),
but also for important applications in the classical theory. For example, numer-
ical relativity needs a description in terms of foliations in order to describe the
dynamical evolution of events, for example, the coalescence of black holes and
their emission of gravitational waves (Baumgarte and Shapiro 2003).

As a necessary condition we want to demand that (M, g) be globally hyper-
bolic, that is, it possesses a Cauchy surface ¥ (an ‘instant of time’) on which
initial data can be described to determine uniquely the whole space—time, see
for example, Wald (1984) or Hawking and Ellis (1973) for details. In such cases,
the classical initial value formulation makes sense, and the Hamiltonian form of
GR can be constructed. The occurrence of naked singularities is prohibited by
this assumption.

An important theorem states that for a globally hyperbolic space—time (M, g)
there exists a global ‘time function’ f such that each surface f = constant is a
Cauchy surface; therefore, M can be foliated into Cauchy hypersurfaces, and its
topology is a direct product,

M=ERXY. (4.38)

The topology of space—time is thus fixed. This may be a reasonable assumption in
the classical theory, since topology change is usually connected with singularities
or closed time-like curves. In the quantum theory, topology change may be a
viable option and its absence in the formalism could be a possible weakness of
the canonical approach.® Nevertheless, the resulting quantum theory is general
enough to cope with many of the interesting situations.

One therefore starts with performing a foliation of space-time into Cauchy
surfaces ¢, with ¢ denoting the global time function (‘3+1 decomposition’). The
corresponding vector field (‘flow of time’) is denoted by t#, obeying t*V ,t = 1.
The relation between infinitesimally neighboured hypersurfaces is the same as
shown in Fig. 3.1.7 The space-time metric g,,,, induces a three-dimensional metric
on each 3; according to

hyw = guv +npn, (4.39)

where n;, denotes again the unit normal to X, with n#n, = —1.

8 A more general formulation allowing topology change to occur in principle is the path-
integral approach of Section 2.2.
9The vector field t# was called X* in Fig. 3.1 and the relation (3.74).
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This is in accordance with the earlier definition (3.75): multiplication of (4.39)
with X*#, X", and application of X*,n, = 0 leads to (3.75). In fact, hy, is a
three-dimensional object only, since it acts as a projector on X, hw,n =0,
hyh"? = h,f. 1t is therefore really the three-dimensional metric, and we shall
write below for it hgp, since there is an isomorphism between tensor fields on M
that are orthogonal to n* in each index and tensor fields on ;.

Asin (3.74), one can decompose t* into its components normal and tangential
to Zta

tH = Nnt 4+ N* | (4.40)

where N is the lapse function and N* (called N*X", in (3.74)) the shift vector.
In fact, N* is a three-dimensional object and can be identified with N¢. The

lapse function can be written as N = —t#n,, from which one can infer
N = L (4.41)
S oAVt ’

Similar to (3.28), one can interpret this expression as the ratio between proper
time (given by t#V,t = 1) and coordinate time n*V,t. As in Section 3.3, the
four-metric can be decomposed into spatial and temporal components,

N,N®— N2 N,
Juv = ( N, hab) . (4.42)
Its inverse reads
- N
g = N_I\Cf b _NN“Nb ) (4.43)
N2 N2

Here, h? is the inverse of the three-metric (i.e. obeying h®®hy. = §2), and one
recognizes that the spatial part of g*¥ is not identical with h*® but contains an
additional term involving the shift vector. The components of the normal vector
can be found from the one-form n,dz"* = —NNdt to read

1 N
= g“”nl, = (N, —N) . (444)

The various hypersurfaces X; can be identified by a diffeomorphism that is gen-
erated by the integral curves of ¢#. The globally hyperbolic space-time (M, g)
can thus be interpreted as the time evolution of a Riemannian metric on a fized
manifold ¥, that is, as an evolution from hup(tg) to hey(t). This suggests the
use of the three-metric hg;, as the appropriate dynamical variable for the canon-
ical formalism. Space—time then becomes nothing but a ‘trajectory of spaces’.
There is even no need to assume from the beginning that ¥ is embedded in some
space—time; only after solving the equations of motion can we interpret hq,(t) as
being brought about by ‘wafting’ ¥ through M via a one-parameter family of
embeddings.
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n*|q

w4

Fia. 4.2. Geometric interpretation of the extrinsic curvature.

In order to introduce the corresponding ‘velocity’ for h.p, one can start by
considering the following tensor field,'®

K =hfVn, . (4.45)

Since K,,n* = 0 = K,,n"”, this tensor field is a purely spatial quantity and
can be mapped to its spatial version K, (with indices being moved by the
three-metric). One can prove, using Frobenius’ theorem for the hypersurface-
orthogonal vector field n#, that this tensor field is symmetric, K, = K,,.

Its geometric interpretation can be inferred from Fig. 4.2. Consider the nor-
mal vectors at two different points P and Q of a hypersurface. Be n* the vector
at P resulting from parallel transporting n* along a geodesic from Q to P. The
difference between n* and n* is a measure for the embedding curvature of X
into M at P. One therefore recognizes that the tensor field (4.45) can be used to
describe this embedding curvature, since it vanishes for n* = n#. One can also
rewrite K, in terms of a Lie derivative,

1
K;u/ = Eﬁnh,uu 3 (446)

where n denotes the normal vector field. Therefore, K, can be interpreted as
the ‘velocity’ associated with hgp. It is called ‘extrinsic curvature’ or ‘second
fundamental form’. Its trace,

K=K/ "=h"K,; =0 (4.47)

can be interpreted as the ‘expansion’ of a geodesic congruence orthogonal to .11
In terms of lapse and shift, the extrinsic curvature can be written as

1 /.
Koy = — (ha —DyNy — D Na) , 4.48
b IN b b b ( )

and the two terms involving the spatial covariant derivative are together equiv-
alent to —Lnhgp. As we shall see in the next subsection, the components of the
canonical momentum are obtained by a linear combination of the K.

10Sometimes a different sign is used in this definition.
" For a Friedmann universe (cf. Section 8.1.2) K is three times the Hubble parameter.
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4.2.2  Hamiltonian form of the Finstein—Hilbert action

One can now reformulate the Einstein-Hilbert action (1.1) in terms of the three-
dimensional variables h,, and K. For this purpose one needs the relationship
between the four-dimensional and the three-dimensional curvatures. This is given
by the Gauss equation as being generalized to higher dimensions,

OR =0 D DY R~ KoK + KnK,? (4.49)

and the generalized Codazzi equation,
DuKyx — DyKyx = BB hyN Rysyiaipn” (4.50)
Contraction of (4.50) with g"* gives
D,K" — D,K = R,xn*h*, . (4.51)

In the much simpler case of a two-dimensional hypersurface embedded in three-
dimensional flat euclidean space, (4.49) is the famous theorema egregium of Gauss
(cf. the discussion by Kuchaf 1993). In this case, the first term on the right-hand
side is zero, and the theorema connects the only independent component of the
two-dimensional Riemann tensor, (2)R2112, with the extrinsic curvature of the
hypersurface,

(2)R2112 = K11 K9 — K91 K15 = detK g, . (452)

With the aid of the two principal curvatures x; and ks, this can be written as
@R = 2k1k3 . (4.53)

This gives the connection between intrinsic and extrinsic geometry, and its ex-
act form holds because the embedding three-dimensional space is flat. If this
embedding space has Lorentzian signature, one gets instead

(2)R = —2K1K9 . (454)

Kuchai (1993) expresses this in the form that the ‘law of the instant’ (because
the hypersurface refers to ¢ = constant) implies the ‘dynamical law’ (expressing
the flatness of the whole embedding space-time).

In 3+1 dimensions the situation is more complicated. Addressing the vacuum
Einstein equations,'? G, = 0, one finds for its ‘space-time component’

0= h“pGWn” = h“pRWn” ,
which can be rewritten with the help of (4.51) as
DyK® —D,K=0. (4.55)

12The cosmological constant here is neglected for simplicity.
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For the ‘time—time component’ one has
v v R
0= Gntn” = R,,n*n" + 7 (4.56)

From (4.49) one finds upon contraction of indices,

/

OR+ KK, — KW K™ = b 0 h N0, R ,00

The right-hand side is equal to
R+ 2R, nt'n" =2G,nt'n" |
and so the ‘time—time component’ of Einstein’s equations reads
K?— KuK®+ GR=0. (4.57)

This is the (3+1)-dimensional version of the theorema egregium. Both (4.55) and
(4.57) are constraints—they only contain first-order time derivatives. These con-
straints play a crucial role in the initial value formulation of classical GR, see for
example, Choquet-Bruhat and York (1980) for a review. There, one can specify
initial data (hap, Keq) on X, where hqp and K4 satisfy the constraints (4.55) and
(4.57). One can then prove that there exists one globally hyperbolic space—time
obeying Einstein’s equations (i.e. a unique solution for the four-metric up to
diffeomorphisms), which has a Cauchy surface on which the induced metric and
the extrinsic curvature are just hep, and K4, respectively.

In electrodynamics, for comparison, one has to specify A and E on ¥ satis-
fying the constraint (Gauss’ law (4.30)) VE = 0. One then gets in space—time a
solution of Maxwell’s equations that is unique up to gauge transformation. The
important point is that the space—time is fixed in Maxwell’s theory, whereas in
the gravitational case it is part of the solution.

That the dynamical laws follow from the laws of the instant can be inferred
from the validity of the following ‘interconnection theorems’ (cf. Kuchaf (1981))

1. If the constraints are valid on an initial hypersurface and if G4, = 0 (pure
spatial components of the vacuum Einstein equations) on space—time, the
constraints hold on every hypersurface.

2. If the constraints hold on every hypersurface, the equations G4, = 0 hold
on space—time.

Similar properties hold in Maxwell’s theory, cf. Giulini and Kiefer (2007). In
the presence of non-gravitational fields, V,T** = 0 is needed as an integrability
condition (analogously to 0,j* = 0 for Maxwell’s equations).

In order to reformulate the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1), one has to express
the volume element and the Ricci scalar in terms of hyp and K.4. For the volume
element one finds

N (4.58)
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This can be seen as follows. Defining the three-dimensional volume element
as (see e.g. Wald 1984)

3
( )em/)\ = epul/)\tp ,

with ¢” according to (4.40) and e, » denoting the time-independent four-dimen-
sional volume element, one has by using €,.x = v/—9 €puv,

/9
6p,u,l//\tp =V —9€uwx = 7E€;LV)\ ;

from which (4.58) follows after using (4.40) and taking purely spatial compo-
nents. Equation (4.58) can also be found from (4.42).

We shall now assume in the following that ¥ is compact without boundary;
the boundary terms for the non-compact case will be discussed separately in
Section 4.2.4. In order to rewrite the curvature scalar, we use first (4.56) in the
following form,

R= ®R+4 K? - K3 K® — 2R, nn" . (4.59)

Using the definition of the Riemann tensor in terms of second covariant deriva-
tives,
R?, ot =V, V,n =V, V,n,

mpv
the second term on the right-hand side can be written as

—2R,,,n*n” = 2(V,n")(V,n") — 2V, (n"V,n")
—2(V,n")(V,n”) + 2V, (n"V,n’) . (4.60)

The second and fourth term are total divergences. They can thus be cast into sur-
face terms at the temporal boundaries. The first surface term yields —2(n”V,n”)
n, = 0, while the second one gives 2V, n* = —2K (recall (4.45)). The two re-
maining terms in (4.60) can be written as 2K, K and —2K?, respectively.
Inspecting the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1), one recognizes that the temporal
surface term is cancelled, and that the action now reads

167G Spy = / dtd®z NVh(KaK® — K2+ GR —2A)
M

_ / dtd*e N (G Koy Kea +VA[PR —24]) . (461)
M

where in the second line DeWitt’s metric (4.25) was introduced. The action (4.61)
is also called the ‘ADM action’ in recognition of the work by Arnowitt, Deser,
and Misner, see Arnowitt et al. (1962). It has the classic form of kinetic energy
minus potential energy, since the extrinsic curvature contains the ‘velocities’ hab,
see (4.48). Writing

Sgn = / dtd®z L8,
M

one gets for the canonical momenta the following expressions. First,
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ore oce
9 o, =2 . 462
PN =N Pa = HNa (4.62)

Because lapse function and shift vector are only Lagrange multipliers (similar
to A% in electrodynamics), these are constraints (called ‘primary constraints’
according to Dirac (1964), since they do not involve the dynamical equations).
Second,
ab _ orLs _ 1 abed _ \/E
Ahgy 167G 167G

Note that the gravitational constant G appears here explicitly, although no cou-
pling to matter is involved. This is the reason why it will appear in vacuum
quantum gravity; see Section 5.2. One therefore has the Poisson-bracket rela-
tion!3

(K®™ — Kh) . (4.63)

{hab(x)’pCd(y)} = 6(Ca5161l)6(x7y) : (464)

Recalling (4.48) and taking the trace of (4.63), one can express the velocities in
terms of the momenta,

_ 327GN
Vh

where p = p®h,p,. One can now calculate the canonical Hamiltonian density

. 1
hab (pab - §phab) + DoNy + DyN, , (465)

HE = 7 — L5
14

for which one gets the expression

Vh(®R - 2A)

HE = 167G NG apeap®p°® — N e — 2Ny(Dap™) . (4.66)

The full Hamiltonian is found by integration,
HS = / d®z HE = / d*z (NHS + N*HE) . (4.67)

The action (4.61) can be written in the form
167G Sgy = / dtd®z (p“bha,, — NHE — N“Hi) . (4.68)

Variation with respect to the Lagrange multipliers N and N¢ yields the con-
straints'®

13 This is formal at this stage since it does not take into account that vA > 0.

14This holds modulo a total divergence which does not contribute in the integral because ¥
is compact.

15These also follow from the preservation of the primary constraints, {pn, H8} = 0 =
{pé, He}.
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Vh
g 1 ab, cd
HJ_ 67G Gapeap™’p 167G

HE = —2Dyp,l ~0 . (4.70)

(®R-2A)~0, (4.69)

In fact, the constraint (4.69) is equivalent to (4.57), and (4.70) is equivalent to
(4.55)—they are called Hamiltonian constraint and diffeomorphism (or momen-
tum) constraint, respectively. From its structure, (4.69) has some similarity to the
constraint for the relativistic particle, Equation (3.24), while (4.70) is similar to
(4.30). It can now be seen explicitly that these constraints are equivalent to the
results from the ‘seventh route to geometrodynamics’, see (4.21) and (4.22). The
total Hamiltonian is thus constrained to vanish, a result that is in accordance
with our general discussion of reparametrization invariance of Section 3.1. In the
case of non-compact space, boundary terms are present in the Hamiltonian; see
Section 4.2.4.

In addition to the constraints, one has the six dynamical equations, the
Hamiltonian equations of motion. The first half, hg, = {hap, H8}, just gives
(4.65). The second half, p*® = {p®, H#}, yields a lengthy expression (see e.g.
Wald 1984) that is not needed for canonical quantization. It is, of course, needed
for applications of the classical canonical formalism such as gravitational-wave
emission from compact binary objects.

If non-gravitational fields are coupled, the constraints acquire extra terms.
In (4.56) one has to use that

2Gnf'n” = 16wGT,n"n" = 167Gp .

Instead of (4.69) one now has the following expression for the Hamiltonian con-
straint,

ab, cd \/E

- | )R — ~0. .
Hi = 167G Gareap'v™ — 1o—=(R 20) + Vhp ~ 0 (4.71)

Similarly, one has instead of (4.70) for the diffeomorphism constraints,
Ho = —2Dpp,2 + VhJ, =~ 0, (4.72)

where J, = h}'T,,,n" is the ‘Poynting vector’. Consider as special examples the
cases of a scalar field and the electromagnetic field. With the Lagrange density

L= \/7_9(7% glwd),ud),u - % m2¢2) (473)

for the scalar field one finds for its Hamiltonian

2

Dy \/E b 1 2,2

Hy= [ B2 N| 22 + 22h%4 .6 + ~vVhm
[ / (2\/71 2 ¢7 (b,b 9 ¢

+ / APz Ny o - (4.74)



114 HAMILTONIAN FORMULATION OF GENERAL RELATIVITY

The term in parentheses in the first integral has to be added to H%, while the
term py¢ o (which we have already encountered in (4.14)) must be added to HE.
For the electromagnetic field, starting from

L= f% V—=99"9"° Fu,Fpo | (4.75)

one gets for the Hamiltonian

hb \/E
Hem = [ &z N | —“=p*p’ + ——h*’B,B
EM /dl‘ (2\/Epp+2h b>

+ / APz N (0, Ay — 0 As) p° — / d3z Apdup® (4.76)

where p® = aﬁ/ﬁAa is the electric field and B, = (1/2)eqp.F, the magnetic
field. Note that the term in parentheses in the second integral is just the H, from
(4.28), and variation with respect to the Lagrange multiplier Ay yields Gauss’
law (4.30). If fermionic degrees of freedom are present, one must perform the
3+1 decomposition with respect to the vierbein instead of the four-metric; see for
example, Ashtekar (1991). The classical canonical formalism for the gravitational
field as discussed up to now was pioneered by Peter Bergmann, Paul Dirac,
‘ADM’, and others in the 1950s. For a historical account and references, see
for example, Bergmann (1989, 1992) and Rovelli (2004). We finally want to
remark that the canonical quantization of higher-derivative theories such as R?-
gravity can also be performed (cf. Boulware 1984). The formalism is then more
complicated since one has to introduce additional configuration-space variables
and momenta.

4.2.3 Discussion of the constraints

The presence of the constraints derived in the last subsection means that only
part of the variables constitute physical degrees of freedom (cf. Section 3.1.2).
How may one count them? The three-metric hqp(x) is characterized by six num-
bers per space point (often symbolically denoted as 6 x o0?). The diffeomorphism
constraints (4.70) generate coordinate transformations on three-space. These are
characterized by three numbers, so 6 —3 = 3 numbers per point remain. The con-
straint (4.69) corresponds to one variable per space point describing the location
of ¥ in space-time (since ¥ changes under normal deformations). In a sense,
this one variable therefore corresponds to ‘time’, and 2 x oo® degrees of free-
dom remain. Baierlein et al. (1962) have interpreted this as the ‘three-geometry
carrying information about time’.

The gravitational field thus seems to be characterized by 2 x oo® intrinsic
degrees of freedom. This is consistent with the corresponding number found in
linear quantum gravity—the two spin-2 states of the graviton (Section 2.1). One
can alternatively perform the following counting in phase space: the canonical
variables (hqy(z), p°(y)) are 12 x oo® variables. Due to the presence of the four
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constraints in phase space, 4 x 0o? variables have to be subtracted. The remaining
8 x 0o? variables define the constraint hypersurface I'c. Since the constraints
generate a four-parameter set of gauge transformations on I'; (see Section 3.1.2),
4 x 00® degrees of freedom must be subtracted in order to ‘fix the gauge’. The
remaining 4 x co® variables define the reduced phase space I'; and correspond
to 2 x 0o® degrees of freedom in configuration space—in accordance with the
counting above. It must be emphasized that this counting always holds modulo
a finite number of degrees of freedom—an example is gravity in 241 dimensions
(Section 8.1.3).

Does a three-dimensional geometry indeed contain information about time?
Consider a situation in non-gravitational physics, for example, electrodynamics.
There the specification of the, say, magnetic field on two hypersurfaces does not
suffice to determine the field everywhere. In addition, the time parameters of the
two surfaces must be specified for an appropriate boundary-value problem. In
contrast to the gravitational case, the background space—time is fixed here (i.e.,
it is non-dynamical). As we have seen in Section 3.4, two configurations (e.g. of a
clock) in classical mechanics do not suffice to determine the motion—one needs
in addition the two times of the clock configurations or its speed.

The situation in the gravitational case is related to the ‘sandwich conjecture’.
This conjecture states that two three-geometries do (in the generic case) deter-
mine the temporal separation (the proper times) along each time-like worldline
connecting them in the resulting space—time. Whereas not much is known about
the finite version of this conjecture, results are available for the infinitesimal
case. In this ‘thin-sandwich conjecture’, one specifies on one hypersurface the
three-metric hg, and its ‘time derivative’ Ohg,/0t—the latter is only required
up to a numerical factor, since the ‘speed’ itself is meaningless; only the ‘di-
rection’ in configuration space is of significance. The thin-sandwich conjecture
holds if one can determine from these initial conditions lapse and shift from the
constraints.'® It has been shown that this can be done locally for ‘generic’ sit-
uations; see Bartnik and Fodor (1993) for pure gravity and Giulini (1999) for
gravity plus matter.'”

The ‘temporal’ degree of freedom of the three-geometry cannot in general be
separated from other variables, that is, all three degrees of freedom contained in
hab (after the diffeomorphism constraints have been considered) should be inter-
preted as physical variables, and be treated on equal footing. In the special case
of linear gravity (Section 2), a background structure is present. This enables one
to separate a distinguished time and to regard the remaining variables, the two
degrees of freedom of the graviton, as the only physical variables. The identifica-
tion of one variable contained in the hqp () as ‘time’ thus seems only possible in
situations where the hypersurface is already embedded in a space—time satisfying

16This boundary-value problem must be distinguished from the one above where hq; and

pc? are specified on ¥ and a space-time can be chosen after lapse and shift are freely chosen.

17The condition is that the initial speed must have at each space point a negative square
with respect to the DeWitt metric.
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Einstein’s equations (which will certainly not be the case in quantum gravity;
see Chapter 5). Moreover, Torre (1993) has shown that GR cannot globally be
equivalent to a deparametrized theory in the sense of Section 3.3, that is, no
distinguished time variable is available.

Starting from the ADM action (4.61), one may find an alternative formulation
by first varying the action with respect to N and then inserting the ensuing solu-
tion back into it. This corresponds to the solution of the Hamiltonian constraint.
Writing for the DeWitt metric

Gabcd = \/Egabcd ,

a variation with respect to N yields (for A = 0)

N = 1\/gab6d(hab — 2D(aNb))(hcd - QD(CNd))

. o . (4.77)

Re-inserting (4.77) into (4.61), one finds the ‘Baierlein—Sharp—-Wheeler (BSW)’
form of the action,

167G Spsw = / dt d®e VI ORG<A(hyy, — 2D((Ny) (hea — 2D(cNyy)

(4.78)
A justification of Spsw from a ‘Machian’ viewpoint can be found in Barbour
et al. (2002). This action resembles the Jacobi-type action (3.105), but is much
more sophisticated. Now only the shift functions N have to be varied. If a
unique solution existed, one could employ the thin-sandwich conjecture, that
is, one could construct the space-time out of initial data hg, and hab. This
procedure corresponds to the ‘horizontal stacking’ (also called ‘best matching’
or ‘G-frame method’) mentioned in Section 3.4. In such an approach, GR can
be derived without any prior assumptions of a space—time nature such as the
validity of the principle of path independence described in Section 4.1. It is not
necessary to require the constraints to close in the specific manner of the algebra
of surface deformations (3.90)—(3.92). Mere closure in any fashion is sufficient to
accommodate GR, universality of the lightcone and gauge theory (Barbour et
al. 2002; cf. also Anderson 2005).

In this connection, Barbour (1994) argues that the Hamiltonian constraint
does not further restrict the number of physical variables (i.e. does not restrict
them from 3 x 003 to 2 x 00?), but is an identity that reflects the fact that only
the direction of the initial velocity matters, not its absolute value. In the model
of Section 3.4, one has for the canonical momentum the expression

pp = vV —— Xk (4.79)

b
1 o2
\V 3 >k XY
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leading to the constraint (3.108). The second factor in (4.79) describes ‘direction
cosines’, their usual relation—the sum of their squares is equal to one—being

equivalent to (3.108). Here one finds from (4.78) for the momentum®®
ab \/E GR abed (]
= —\/— hea — 2D (N, 4.80
PEsw = 7=\ T G*Uhed Nay) (4.80)
where the ‘kinetic term’ is given by
T = G (hap — 2D(aNp))(hea — 2D(Ngy) - (4.81)

Similar to (4.79), these momenta define direction cosines which due to the infinite
dimensions of configuration space are ‘local’ direction cosines.

The somewhat ambiguous nature of the Hamiltonian constraint (4.69) leads
to the question whether it really generates gauge transformations. The answer
should be ‘yes’ in view of the general fact (Section 3.1.2) that first-class con-
straints have this property. On the other hand, H% is also responsible for the
time evolution, mediating between different hypersurfaces. Can this time evolu-
tion be interpreted as the ‘unfolding’ of a gauge transformation? This is indeed
possible because the presence of the constraint H% ~ 0 expresses the fact that
evolutions along different foliations are equivalent.

A related issue concerns the notion of an ‘observable’. This was defined in
Section 3.1.2 as a variable that weakly commutes with the constraints. In the
present situation, an observable O should then satisfy

{O.HZ}~0, (4.82)
{O,H8} ~ 0. (4.83)

While the first condition is certainly reasonable (observables should not depend
on the chosen coordinates of X), the situation is not so clear for the second
condition. To emphasize the difference between both equations, Kuchaf (1993)
refers to quantities obeying (4.82) already as observables and to variables that
obey in addition (4.83) as ‘perennials’. Since perennials weakly commute with
the full Hamiltonian, they are constants of motion. The insistence on perennials
as the only allowed quantities in the theory would correspond to an (unphysical)
‘outside’ view of the world and would be in conflict with our experience of the
world evolving in time. The latter arises from tracking one part of the variables
with respect to the remaining part (‘inside view’). There can thus be a sensible
notion of time evolution with respect to intrinsic observers. We shall say more
about these interpretational issues in the context of the quantum theory; see
Chapter 5.

We have already seen in Section 4.1 that the transformations generated by
the constraints (4.69) and (4.70) are different from the original space-time diffeo-
morphisms of GR. The formal reason is that H% is non-linear in the momenta,

18 This is of course equal to p®® after the identification (4.77) for the lapse has been made.
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so the transformations in the phase space I' spanned by (hgp, p°?) cannot be re-
duced to space—time transformations. What, then, is the relation between both
types of transformations? Let (M, g) be a globally hyperbolic space-time. We
shall denote by Riem M the space of all (pseudo-) Riemannian metrics on M.
Since the group of space—time diffeomorphisms, Diff M, does not act transitively,
there exist non-trivial orbits in Riem M. One can make a projection down to
the space of all four-geometries, Riem M /Diff M. By considering a particular
section,

o : Riem M /Diff M +— Riem M , (4.84)

one can choose a particular representative metric on M for each geometry. In
this way one can define formal points of the ‘background manifold” M, which a
priori have no meaning (in GR, points cannot be disentangled from the metric
fields). The map between different sections is not a single diffeomorphism, but a
more complicated transformation (an element of the ‘Bergmann—Komar group’,
see Bergmann and Komar 1972). Héjicek and Kijowski (2000) have shown (see
also Hajicek and Kiefer 2001a and Section 7.2) that there exists a map from

Riem M /Diff M x Emb(XZ, M) ,

where Emb(X, M) denotes the space of all embeddings of ¥ into M, into the
phase space I' but excluding points where the constructed space—times admit an
isometry. Therefore, the identification between space—time diffeomorphisms and
the transformations in phase space proceeds via whole ‘histories’. The necessary
exclusion of points representing Cauchy data for space-times with Killing vec-
tors from X is one of the reasons why GR cannot be equivalent globally to a
deparametrized theory (Torre 1993).

One interesting limit for the Hamiltonian constraint (4.69) is the ‘strong-
coupling limit’ defined by setting formally G — oo. This is the limit opposite to
the weak-coupling expansion of Chapter 2. It also corresponds formally to the
limit ¢ — 0, that is, the limit opposite to the Galileian case of infinite speed
of light. This can be seen by noting that the constant in front of the potential
term in (4.69) in fact reads ¢*/167G. Therefore, in this limit, the lightcones
effectively collapse to the axes x = constant; different spatial points decouple
because all spatial derivative terms being present in ()R have disappeared. One
can show that this situation corresponds to having a ‘Kasner universe’ at each
space point; see Pilati (1982, 1983) for details. Since the potential term also
carries the signature o, this limit also corresponds formally to ¢ = 0, that is,
the Poisson bracket between the Hamiltonian constraint (3.90) becomes zero.
The decoupling of space points can also be recognized in the BKL-oscillations
that occur when one approaches the cosmological singularity; cf. Belinskii et al.
(1982).

4.2.4 The case of open spaces

Up to now we have neglected the presence of possible spatial boundary terms
in the Hamiltonian. In this subsection, we shall briefly discuss the necessary
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modifications for the case of open spaces (where ‘open’ means ‘asymptotically
flat’). The necessary details can be found in Regge and Teitelboim (1974) and
Beig and O Murchadha (1987).

Variation of the full Hamiltonian H® with respect to the canonical variables
hap and p©? yields

SHE — / B (A 5hay + Bapdp™) — 6C (4.85)

where 6C' denotes surface terms. Because H® must be a differentiable function
with respect to hqp and pd (otherwise Hamilton’s equations of motion would
not make sense), 6C must be cancelled by introducing explicit surface terms to
He&. For the derivation of such surface terms, one must impose fall-off conditions
for the canonical variables. For the three-metric they read

- 1 _ 1
hap |~ ap + O <;> . have ~2 0O (T—Q) , (4.86)

and analogously for the momenta. The lapse and shift, if again combined to the
four-vector N*, are supposed to obey

NETZ2 ol 4 pla® (4.87)

where o describe space—time translations, B, = —0pe spatial rotations, and
B boosts. Together, they form the Poincaré group of Minkowski space-time,
which is a symmetry in the asymptotic sense. The procedure mentioned above
then leads to the following expression for the total Hamiltonian:

HE = / Po (NHE + NHE) + aBapy — a®Py + 1 0", (4.88)

where Eapy (also called ‘ADM’ energy; see Arnowitt et al. 1962), P,, and J"¥
are the total energy, the total momentum, and the total angular momentum
plus the generators of boosts, respectively. Together they form the generators of
the Poincaré group at infinity. They obey the standard commutation relations
(2.34)—(2.36). For the ADM energy, in particular, one finds the expression

Expm = ﬁ - d%04(habb — hob,a) - (4.89)
Note that the total energy is defined by a surface integral over a sphere for
r — oo and not by a volume integral. One can prove that Fapy > 0.

The integral in (4.88) is the same integral as in (4.67). Because of the con-
straints (4.69) and (4.70), H® is numerically equal to the surface terms. For
vanishing asymptotic shift and lapse equal to one, it is just given by the ADM
energy. We emphasize that the asymptotic Poincaré transformations must not
be interpreted as gauge transformations (otherwise Eapm, P%, and J* would
be constrained to vanish), but as proper physical symmetries, see the remarks
in the following subsection.
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4.2.5 Structure of configuration space

An important preparation for the quantum theory is an investigation into the
structure of the configuration space because this will be the space on which the
wave functional will be defined.

We have seen that the canonical formalism deals with the set of all three-
metrics on a given manifold ¥. We call this space Riem ¥ (not to be confused
with Riem M considered above). As configuration space of the theory we want to
address the quotient space in which all metrics corresponding to the same three-
geometry are identified. Following Wheeler (1968) we call this space ‘superspace’.
It is defined by

S(X) = Riem X/Diff ¥ . (4.90)

By going to superspace the momentum constraints (4.70) are automatically ful-
filled. Whereas Riem ¥ has a simple topological structure (it is a cone in the
vector space of all symmetric second-rank tensor fields), the topological struc-
ture of S(X) is very complicated because it inherits (through Diff ) some of the
topological information contained in 3.

In general, Diff ¥ can be divided into a ‘symmetry part’ and a ‘redundancy
part’ (Giulini 1995a). Symmetries arise typically in the case of asymptotically
flat spaces (Section 4.2.4). They describe, for example, rotations with respect
to the remaining part of the universe (‘fixed stars’). Since they have physical
significance, they should not be factored out, and Diff ¥ is then understood
to contain only the ‘true’ diffeomorphisms (redundancies). In the closed case
(relevant in particular for cosmology) only the redundancy part is present.

For closed ¥, S(X) has a non-trivial singularity structure due to the occur-
rence of metrics with isometries (Fischer 1970); at such singular points, super-
space is not a manifold (a situation like e.g. at the tip of a cone). A proposal
to avoid such singularities employing a ‘resolution space’ Sg(X) was made by
DeWitt (1970).

In the open case, one can perform a ‘one-point compactification’, ¥ = X U
{o0}. The corresponding superspace is then defined as

S(¥) = Riem ¥/Dp(X) , (4.91)
where Dp(X) are all diffeomorphisms that fix the frames at infinity. The open
and the closed case are closer to each other than expected. One can show (Fi-
scher 1986) that Sr(X) and S(X) are diffeomorphic. For this reason, one can
restrict topological investigations to the former space (Giulini 1995a).

The DeWitt metric G*°?, see (4.25), plays the role of a metric on Riem ¥,

G(l,k) = / Pz G pkcq (4.92)
b

where [ and k denote tangent vectors at h € Riem X. Due to its symmetry
properties, it can formally be considered as a symmetric 6 X 6-matrix at each space
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point (DeWitt 1967a). At each point this matrix can therefore be diagonalized,
and the signature turns out to read

diag(_a +a +a +a +a +) .

A quantity with similar properties is known in elasticity theory—the fourth-rank
elasticity tensor ¢?°? possesses the same symmetry properties as DeWitt’s metric
and, therefore, has (in three spatial dimensions) 21 independent components; see
e.g. Marsden and Hughes (1983).

It must be emphasized that the negative sign in DeWitt’s metric has nothing
to do with the Lorentzian signature of space—time; in the Euclidean case, the
minus sign stays and only the relative sign between potential and kinetic term
will change (0 = 1 instead of —1 in (4.24)). Due to the presence of this minus
sign, the kinetic term for the gravitational field is indefinite. To gain a deeper un-
derstanding of its meaning, consider the following class of (generalized) DeWitt
metrics which exhaust (up to trivial transformations) the set of all ultralocal
metrics (DeWitt 1967a; cf. also Schmidt 1990),

h
Gaped — £ (haehbd 4 padpbe — 23R hed) (4.93)

2
where £ is any real number (the GR-value is § = 1). Its inverse is then given by
1

gc = —— (hgchbg + haahve — 2ahgphe s 4.94
bed 2\/5( bd ahs bhea) (4.94)

where
a+ [ =3ap (4.95)

(in GR, a = 0.5).' What would be the meaning of the constraints H$ and Hg
if the generalized metric (4.93) were used? Section 4.1 shows that for  # 1 the
principle of path independence must be violated, since the GR-value g = 1 fol-
lows uniquely from this principle. The theories defined by these more generalized
constraints can thus not correspond to reparametrization-invariant (‘covariant’)
theories at the Lagrangian level. In a sense, these would be genuinely Hamiltonian
theories. One can perform the following coordinate transformation in Riem 33,

=4/ —=1/31h"* | hay=h"3hg , (4.96)

thus decomposing the three-metric into ‘scale part’ 7 and ‘conformal part’ Rap.
The ‘line element’ in Riem X can then be written as
2

GUldhy @ dheg = — —1drodr + ——— ¢

(ifldiz ® ifldi})
(4.97)

(for the inverse metric entering (4.69) one must substitute 3 by «). It is evident
that the line element becomes degenerate for 5 = 1/3 (corresponding to o« — 00);

19In d space dimensions, one has a + 8 = daf3.
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for § < 1/3 it becomes positive definite, whereas for 8 > 1/3 it is indefinite (this
includes the GR-case).

At each space point, G%bc‘i can be considered as a metric in the space of
symmetric positive definite 3 x 3 matrices, which is isomorphic to RS. Thus,

R® = GL(3,R)/SO(3) = SL(3,R)/SO(3) x R . (4.98)

The hqap are coordinates on SL(3,R)/SO(3), and 7 is the coordinate on R*. The
relation (4.98) corresponds to the form (4.97) of the line element. All structures
on SL(3,R)/SO(3) x R* can be transferred to Riem 3, since G%de is ultralocal.

One can give an interpretation of one consequence of the signature change
that occurs for 8 = 1/3 in (4.97). For this one calculates the acceleration of
the three-volume V = [d3z Vh (assuming it is finite) for N = 1. After some
calculation, one finds the expression (Giulini and Kiefer 1994)

2
% Bz Vh = -3(3a—1) /d3x Vh (% GR —2A

1 ., 0Hm
—167G {ngh (%ab]). (4.99)

We call gravity ‘attractive’ if the sign in front of the integral on the right-hand
side is negative. This is because then

1. a positive ®)R contributes with a negative sign and leads to a deceleration
of the three-volume;

2. a positive cosmological constant acts repulsively;

3. in the coupling to matter, an overall sign change corresponds to a sign
change in G.?°

In the Hamiltonian constraint (4.69), the inverse metric (4.94) enters. The
critical value separating the positive definite from the indefinite case is thus
a = 1/3. One, therefore, recognizes that there is an intimate relation between
the signature of the DeWitt metric and the attractivity of gravity: only for an
indefinite signature is gravity attractive. From observations (primordial Helium
abundance) one can estimate (Giulini and Kiefer 1994) that

04<a<055. (4.100)

This is, of course, in accordance with the GR-~value a = 0.5.

We return now to the case of GR. The discussion so far concerns the metric
on Riem ¥, given by the DeWitt metric (4.25). Does this metric also induce a
metric on superspace (Giulini 19956)? In Riem X, one can distinguish between
‘vertical’ and ‘horizontal” directions. The vertical directions are the directions
along the orbits generated by the three-dimensional diffeomorphisms. Metrics

20This does not, of course, necessarily mean that G changes sign in all relations.
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vertical

orizontal

Riem ¥

Vv
G % S

FiG. 4.3. The space Riem X, fibred by the orbits of Diff ¥ (curved vertical lines).
Tangent directions to these orbits are called ‘vertical’, the G-orthogonal directions

‘horizontal’. Horizontal and vertical directions intersect whenever the ‘hyper-light-
cone’ touches the vertical directions, as in point h'. At h,h’, and h” the vertical
direction is depicted as time-, light-, and spacelike respectively. Hence [h'] corre-
sponds to a transition point where the signature of the metric in superspace changes.
From Giulini and Kiefer (2007).

along a given orbit describe the same geometry. Horizontal directions are defined
as being orthogonal to the orbits, where orthogonality holds with respect to the
DeWitt metric. Since the latter is indefinite, the horizontal directions may also
contain vertical directions (this happens in the ‘light-like’ case for zero norm).
Calling V}, (Hp,) the vertical (horizontal) subspace with respect to a given metric
hap, one can show that

1. if Vi, N Hy, = {0}, then G can be projected to the horizontal subspace
where it defines a metric;

2. if Vi,NHy, # {0}, then there exist critical points in §(3) where the projected
metric changes signature.

The situation is illustrated in Fig. 4.3.

The task is then to classify the regions in Riem X according to these two
cases. There exist some partial results (Giulini 19958). For metrics obeying
GCIRup = Mg (‘Einstein metrics’), one has Vj, N H, = {0} and, consequently, a
metric on S(¥) exists. Moreover, one can show that for )R > 0 (three-sphere)
there remains only one negative direction in Hyp out of the infinitely many neg-
ative directions in the DeWitt metric (in V}, there are infinitely many negative
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directions). The kinetic term in the Hamiltonian constraint is then of a truly hy-
perbolic nature (in contrast to the general hyperbolicity in the pointwise sense).
This holds in particular in the vicinity of closed Friedmann universes which are
therefore distinguished in this respect. A perturbation around homogeneity and
isotropy has exhibited this property explicitly (Halliwell and Hawking 1985). It is
an open question ‘how far’ one has to go from the hyperbolic case near ®)R > 0
in order to reach the first points where the signature changes.

For Ricci-negative metrics?! (i.e. all eigenvalues of (®)R,;, are negative), one
finds that V;, N H, = {0}, and that the projected metric on superspace contains
infinitely many plus and minus signs. For flat metrics, one has Vj, N Hy, # {0}.
Some of these results can explicitly be confirmed in Regge calculus; cf. Sec-
tion 2.2.6.

4.3 Canonical gravity with connections and loops
4.3.1 The canonical variables

One of the key ingredients in the canonical formalism is the choice of the sym-
plectic structure, that is, the choice of the canonical variables. In the previous
sections, we have chosen the three-metric hqp and its momentum p®. In this
section, we shall introduce different variables introduced by Ashtekar (1986) fol-
lowing earlier work by Sen (1982). These ‘new variables’ will exhibit their main
power in the quantum theory; see Chapter 6. Since they are analogous to Yang-
Mills variables (using connections), the name ‘connection dynamics’ is also used.
A more detailed introduction into these variables can be found in Ashtekar (1988,
1991) and—taking into account more recent developments—Thiemann (2001).

The first step consists in the introduction of ¢riads (or dreibeine). They will
play the role of the canonical momentum. Similar to the tetrads (vierbeine)
used in Section 1.1.4, they are given by the variables e?(z) which define an
orthonormal basis at each space point. Here, a = 1, 2, 3 is the usual space index
(referring to the tangent space T, (X) at x) and ¢ = 1,2,3 are internal indices
enumbering the vectors. The position of the internal indices is arbitrary. One has
the orthonormality condition

have el = 6ij , (4.101)

from which one gets

ht = elel = efel . (4.102)
This introduces an SO(3) (or SU(2)) symmetry into the formalism, since the
metric is invariant under local rotations of the triad. Associated with ef(z) is
an orthonormal frame in the cotangent space T*(X), denoted by ¢! (z) (basis of
one-forms). It obeys

fle? = (5;- , eleb =40, (4.103)

(&

21 Any ¥ admits such metrics.
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The three-dimensional formalism using triads can be obtained from the corre-
sponding space-time formalism by using the ‘time gauge’ € = —n, = Nt,
(Schwinger 1963) for the one-forms.

The variable of interest is not the triad itself, but its densitized version (be-
cause it will play the role of the momentum),

Bf(x) = Vhel(x) (4.104)

where from (4.101) one has v/h = |det(e’)|. We note that one has the freedom
to allow for different orientations of the triad (right-handed or left-handed).
To find the canonically conjugate quantity, consider first the extrinsic curva-
ture in the form
K (z) = Kap(x)e" (z) , (4.105)

where Kgp(x) denotes the previous expression for the extrinsic curvature; cf.
(4.45) and (4.48). One can show that K is canonically conjugate to EZ,

K, o Kb
B S (EE®) = =22 (h6h®™ + h5h
Vh

=~ (K™ — Kh™) 0hay = ~87Gp™ Sha

KL 6E™ =

where (4.102) has been used and dh = —hh.46h°?. The SO(3)-rotation connected
with the introduction of the triads is generated by the constraints

Gi(x) = e Ki(x)EF (z) =~ 0, (4.106)

which has the structure of ‘x x p’ (generator of rotations). They are called ‘Gauss

constraints’. Their presence also guarantees the symmetry of K. (This can be

seen by inserting (4.105) into (4.106), multiplying with €™ and contracting.)
An arbitrary vector field can be decomposed with respect to the triad as

vt =vled . (4.107)
The covariant derivative with respect to internal indices is defined by
Dov' = 00" + w, 07, (4.108)

where wai ; are the components of the spatial ‘spin connection’; cf. also Sec-
tion 1.1.4 where the space-time spin connection wy,,, was used. One has the

following relation between the spin connection and the Levi-Civita connection,
w,i =T el (4.109)

where F};j are the components of the Levi-Civita connection with respect to the
triads. The usual coordinate components are found from
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k] = ekefe2 ar — e%ef@dej} . (4.110)

Inserting (4.109) and (4.110) into
Daef, = 0,16}; - ngei + waijei ,

one finds the covariant constancy of the triads,

Dgei =0, (4.111)
in analogy to Dghy. = 0. Parallel transport is defined by

dv' = —waijvjda:“

Defining?? 4 N
Il = -1 woned* (4.112)

a

this parallel transport corresponds to the infinitesimal rotation of the vector v
by an angle

Sw' =T da" | (4.113)
that is,
dv' = eé-kvjéwk
(Recall that for an orthonormal frame we have wqjr = —wqk;.) From (4.111)
one finds
Dacty = —wia jen = —eull el - (4.114)

Parallel transport around a closed loop yields
dov’ = —Rj—abvjdx“dxb = e;-kvjéwk ,

where R’ub are the components of the curvature two-form. The angle dw” can
be written as

Swk = —RF dz®dat’ | (4.115)
with Rkbejk = Rjab The curvature components R, obey (from Cartan’s second
equation) ' ' o

Rly, = 20,y + €5, DITy (4.116)
and the ‘cyclic identity’ '
Riel=0. (4.117)

The curvature scalar is given by

K2

Rle] = —Rflbe-jke?ei R;abe“ebk . (4.118)
The triad e? (and similarly K¢ ) contains nine variables instead of the six variables
of hgp. The Gauss constraints (4.106) reduce the number again from nine to six.

22€ijk is here always the invariant tensor density, that is, €123 = 1, etc.
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The formalism presented up to now was known long ago. The progress achieved
by Ashtekar (1986) consists in the second step—the mixing of E¢ and K into
a connection A%. This is defined by

GA!(z) =T (z) + BK! () , (4.119)

where the ‘Barbero-Immirzi’ parameter 3 can be any (non-vanishing) complex
number. It must be emphasized that the product GA? has the dimension of an
inverse length (like a Yang—Mills connection), but A? itself has dimension mass
over length squared. Therefore, GA is the relevant quantity ([ GAdz is dimen-
sionless). The important fact is that A? and E;? /8w are canonically conjugate
variables,

{Afl(x),Ef(y)} = 87?5(5;-(526(36@) ) (4.120)

In addition, one has . 4
{Au(2), 43 (y)} = 0. (4.121)

In the following, A will be considered as the new configuration variable and E;-’
will be the corresponding canonical momentum.

4.3.2 Discussion of the constraints

The task now is to rewrite all constraints in terms of the new variables. We start
with the Gauss constraints which itself are only present due to the use of triads
instead of metrics and the associated SO(3) redundancy. Using (4.119) one finds
after some straightforward calculations?3

Gi = 0,Ef + Geyjr, AAE™ = D, Ef ~ 0 . (4.122)

The terminus ‘Gauss constraints’ now becomes evident since it has a form similar
to the Gauss constraints of Yang—Mills theories; cf. (4.33). In (4.122) we have also
defined the covariant derivative D, associated with A’ . Its associated curvature
is

Fiy = 2G0, Ay + GPeijn AL Ay (4.123)

The Gauss constraints generate transformations similar to the Yang-Mills case,

5B (x) = / dy {E%(x), G:(4)}E!(y) = —8nfGesp Vgt

and
543(0) = [ dy {(43(). Giw)E'(w) = ~S7ODug
Sometimes it is also convenient to introduce su(2)-valued matrices
E*=nEY, A, =7Al, (4.124)

23The constraint is also redefined through multiplication with 3.
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where 7; = io; /2 with o; as the Pauli matrices. Under an SU(2)-transformation
g, one then has

E* - gE%g~' | A, — g(A, + 097" . (4.125)

The next step is to rewrite the genuine gravitational constraints (4.69) and
(4.70) in terms of the new variables. Introducing H; = —87GB*H® (plus terms
proportional to the Gauss constraints) and H, = —87G3HS (plus terms propor-
tional to the Gauss constraints), the new form of the constraints is

~ g Eiijabk b
H = —————== E*FE}
+ 2 /|detE¢| ’

2
-1 ) . )
_po-l E{EY(GAL ~TL)(GA] ~T})~0,  (4.126)

B2\/|det E¢|

and
Ho = F,E* ~ 0 . (4.127)

Equation (4.127) has the form of the cyclic identity (4.117) with R!, replaced
by F',. If applied on A’ the constraint (4.127) yields a transformation that can
be written as a sum of a gauge transformation and a pure diffeomorphism.

As in Section 4.1, one has ¢ = —1 for the Lorentzian and ¢ = 1 for the
Euclidean case. One recognizes that (4.126) can be considerably simplified by
choosing 8 =1 (or § = —i) for the Lorentzian and § =1 (or 8 = —1) for the
Euclidean case, because then the second term vanishes. The potential term has
disappeared, leading to a situation resembling the strong-coupling limit discussed
at the end of Section 4.2.3 (see also section II1.4 of Ashtekar (1988)). In fact, the
original choice was 3 = i for the relevant Lorentzian case. Then,

24/|det E¢|H, = eiijabkEfE]’? ~0.

This leads to a complexr connection A?, see (4.119), and makes it necessary to
implement reality conditions in order to recover GR—a task that seems impos-
sible to achieve in the quantum theory. However, this choice is geometrically
preferred (Rovelli 1991a); A% is then the three-dimensional projection of a four-
dimensional self-dual spin connection A{;’

AZLJ = wi‘] -1 16”MNwMN . (4.128)
(It turns out that the curvature FHIV] of the self-dual connection is the self-
dual part of the Riemann curvature.) To avoid the problems with the reality
conditions, however, it is better to work with real variables. Barbero (1995) has
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chosen § = —1 for the Lorentzian case (which does not seem to have a special
geometrical significance), so the Hamiltonian constraint reads

eijkEflE;’
H) = —2 7

An alternative form using (4.124) is

(Fapie — 2Rapk) = 0 . (4.129)

H, = %n ((Fap — 2Rap)[E®, E")) . (4.130)

The constraint algebra (3.90)—(3.92) remains practically unchanged, but one
should keep in mind that the constraints have been modified by a term pro-
portional to the Gauss constraints G;; cf. also (4.28). In addition, one has, of
course, the relation for the generators of SO(3),

{Gi(2),6; (W)} = ;" Gu(2)d(z,y) - (4.131)

Following Thiemann (1996), we shall now rewrite the Hamiltonian constraint in
a way that will turn out to be very useful in the quantum theory (Section 6.3).
This will be achieved by expressing the Hamiltonian through Poisson brackets
involving geometric quantities (area and volume). Consider for this purpose first
the ‘Euclidean part’?* of H,

tr(Fu[E®, EY))

(As we have discussed above, for 5 = i only this term remains.) Recalling (4.124),
one finds

Hp = (4.132)

[E®, E); = —Vheel . (4.133)
Here, use of the ‘determinant formula’
(detef)eabc = e?eg’-eieijk

has been made. From the expression for the volume,

V:/d3x \/Ez/d% detEo| 4.134
. . VI | (4.134)

one gets 26V /§E¢(z) = el (x) and therefore

Ea Ebi 5 abc
[ 9 ] :72€abc V 7726

Vh SEf 8B

{AL VY. (4.135)

24The name stems from the fact that for 8 = 1 and the Euclidean signature o = 1, this is
already the full Hamiltonian H | .
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This yields for Hg, the expression

_ _L abc
Mo = = e u(Fu {4 V)) (4.136)

Thiemann (1996) also considered the integrated trace of the extrinsic curvature,
Tz/d%‘ \/EK:/d%"KéEf,
b b

for which one gets _ '
{4 (z), T} =8wpK,(z) . (4.137)
For Hg = [ d®z Hg, one finds, using (4.114),
{Hg,V} =873°GT . (4.138)

One now considers the following sum (written here for general f3),

_ A2 2 ‘ '
#&’*DHE _ _Po-1 (Fi, — Ri) [E°, E"); . (4.139)

- 2(32|detE¢
The reason for performing this combination is to get rid of the curvature term.
From (4.116) and using (4.119), one can write

7:h+

by = Fuy + 02, KK + 20D K -

With the help of (4.137) and (4.133), one then finds after some straightforward
manipulations,
Bo

VI 1*ﬁ2(0+1) 71ac
A = T e+ S (A THAL THAGVY) - (4140

This will serve as the starting point for the discussion of the quantum Hamilto-
nian constraint in Section 6.3. The advantage of this formulation is that H is
fully expressed through Poisson brackets with geometric operators.

4.3.3 Loop variables

An alternative formulation that is closely related to the variables discussed in
the last subsections employs so-called ‘loop variables’ introduced by Rovelli and
Smolin (1990). This is presently the most frequently used formulation in the
quantum theory (Chapter 6). Consider for this purpose a closed loop on X, that
is, a continuous piecewise analytic map from the interval [0, 1] to 3,

a:0,1] -2, s {a%(s)}. (4.141)

The holonomy U[A, a] corresponding to A, = A% 7; along the curve « is given by
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UlA,al(s) € SU(2) , U[A,0](0) =T,
d
ds

where &%(s) = da®/ds (tangential vector to the curve) and U[A, a](s) is a short-
hand for U[A, ](0, s). The formal solution for the holonomy reads

U[A, a](s) — GAu(a(s))a*(s)U[A,al(s) =0, (4.142)

U[A, a](0,s) = Pexp (G/(XA) = Pexp (G/s ds a“A;(a(g))n) . (4.143)

0

Here, P denotes path ordering which is necessary because the A are matrices
(like in Yang-Mills theories). One has for example for s = 1,

P exp <G/01 ds A(a(s))) =U[A, o]
—It G/Olds Ala(s)) + G2 /01 ds/osdt Ala(®)A((s) + ... .

We note that the A can be reconstructed uniquely if all holonomies are known
(Giles 1981).

The holonomy is not yet gauge invariant with respect to SU(2)-transforma-
tions. Under g € SU(2) it transforms as

U[A7O‘] - Ug[A705] - gU[A705]gil .

Gauge invariance is achieved after performing the trace, thus arriving at the
‘Wilson loop’ known, for example, from lattice gauge theories,

Tla] =trU[A, o . (4.144)
One can also define
Ta)(s) = tr[U[A, (s, s)E*(s)] , (4.145)

where E* is inserted at the point s of the loop. Analogously one can define higher
‘loop observables’,
TN [a](s1,. .., 8n) ,

by inserting E“ at the corresponding points described by the s-values. These
loop observables obey a closed Poisson algebra called the loop algebra. One has,
for example,

(T[], T*[5)(5)} = A, B(8)] (T lea#B) = Tla#p) (4.146)
where

Ao, x] = /ds a*(s)d(a(s), z) , (4.147)

and 7! denotes the loop 3 with the reversed direction. The right-hand side of
(4.147) is only non-vanishing if & and 8 have an intersection at a point P; a#/3
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is then defined as starting from P, going through the loop «, then through g,
and ending at P.
Of particular interest is the quantity

E[S, f] E/Sdoa ELf, (4.148)

where S denotes a two-dimensional surface in ¥ and f = fir;. The variable
(4.148) describes the flux of E¥ through the two-dimensional surface; it is the
variable conjugate to the holonomy U[A, a]. Note that both the holonomy and the
flux are of a distributional nature because they have support on one-dimensional
and two-dimensional submanifolds, respectively.

These variables will be used in the quantum theory; see Chapter 6.



5

QUANTUM GEOMETRODYNAMICS

5.1 The programme of canonical quantization

Given a classical theory, one cannot derive a unique ‘quantum theory’ from it.
The only possibility is to ‘guess’ such a theory and to test it by experiment. For
this purpose, one has devised sets of ‘quantization rules’ which turned out to
be successful in the construction of quantum theories, for example, of quantum
electrodynamics. Strictly speaking, the task is to construct a quantum theory
from its classical limit.

In Chapter 4, we have developed a Hamiltonian formulation of GR. This is
the appropriate starting point for a canonical quantization, which requires the
definition of a configuration variable and its conjugate momentum. A special fea-
ture of GR is the fact, as is the case in all reparametrization-invariant systems,
that the dynamics is entirely generated by constraints: the total Hamiltonian
either vanishes as a constraint (for the spatially compact case) or solely con-
sists of surfaces terms (in the asymptotically flat case). The central difficulty is
thus, both conceptually and technically, the correct treatment of the quantum
constraints, that is, the quantum version of the constraints (4.69) and (4.70) or
their versions in the connection or loop representation.

In Chapter 3, we presented a general procedure for the quantization of con-
strained systems. Following Dirac (1964), a classical constraint is turned into a
restriction on physically allowed wave functionals, see Section 3.1,

Gu~0— GuU =0. (5.1)

At this stage, such a transition is only a heuristic recipe which has to be made
more precise. Following Ashtekar (1991) and Kuchaf (1993) we shall divide the
‘programme of canonical quantization’ into six steps which will shortly be pre-
sented here and then implemented (or attempted to be implemented) in the
following sections.

The first step consists in the identification of configuration variables and
their momenta. In the language of geometric quantization (Woodhouse 1992), it
is the choice of polarization. Together with the unit operator, these variables are
called the ‘fundamental variables’ V;. The implementation of Dirac’s procedure
is the translation of Poisson brackets into commutators for the fundamental
variables, that is,

%:{%,%}vazf%[‘?i,%]. (5.2)

In the geometrodynamical formulation of GR (see Sections 4.1 and 4.2) the
fundamental variables are, apart from the unit operator, the three-metric hqp(x)

133
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and its momentum p°?(x) (or, in the approach of reduced quantization, a subset
of them, see Section 5.2 below). In the connection formulation of Section 4.3
one has the connection A}, (x) and the densitized triad E?(y), while in the loop-
space formulation one takes the holonomy U[A, o] and the flux of E]b through a
two-dimensional surface.

In this chapter, restriction will be made to the quantization of the geometro-
dynamical formulation, while quantum connection dynamics and quantum loop
dynamics will be discussed in Chapter 6. Application of (5.2) to (4.64) would
yield R

oo, 5(y)] = ih3G,080(x, ) | (5.3)

plus vanishing commutators between, respectively, the metric components and
the momentum components. Since p°? is linearly related to the extrinsic curva-
ture, describing the embedding of the three-geometry into the fourth dimension,
the presence of the commutator (5.3) and the ensuing ‘uncertainty relation’ be-
tween intrinsic and extrinsic geometry means that the classical space—time pic-
ture has completely dissolved in quantum gravity. This is fully analogous to
the disappearance of particle trajectories as fundamental concepts in quantum
mechanics and constitutes one of the central interpretational ingredients of quan-
tum gravity. The fundamental variables form a vector space that is closed under
Poisson brackets and complete in the sense that every dynamical variable can
be expressed as a sum of products of fundamental variables.

Equation (5.3) does not implement the positivity requirement deth > 0 of
the classical theory. But this could only be a problem if (the smeared version of)
P were self-adjoint and its exponentiation therefore a unitary operator, which
could ‘shift’ the metric to negative values.

The second step addresses the quantization of a general variable, F', of the

fundamental variables. Does the rule (5.2) still apply? As Dirac writes (Dirac 1958,
p. 87),}
The strong analogy between the quantum P.B. ...and the classical P.B. ...leads us to
make the assumption that the quantum P.B.s, or at any rate the simpler ones of them,
have the same values as the corresponding classical P.B.s. The simplest P.B.s are those
involving the canonical coordinates and momenta themselves ...

In fact, from general theorems of quantum theory (going back to Groenewald
and van Hove), one knows that it is impossible to respect the transformation
rule (5.2) in the general case, while assuming an irreducible representation of
the commutation rules; cf. Giulini (2003). In Dirac’s quote this is anticipated by
the statement ‘or at any rate the simple ones of them’. This failure is related to
the problem of ‘factor ordering’. Therefore, additional criteria must be invoked
to find the ‘correct’ quantization, such as the demand for ‘Dirac consistency’ to
be discussed in Section 5.3.

The third step concerns the construction of an appropriate representation
space, F, for the dynamical variables, on which they should act as operators. We

1P .B. stands for Poisson bracket.
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shall usually employ the functional Schrédinger picture, in which the operators
act on wave functionals defined in an appropriate functional space. For example,
the implementation of (5.3) would be achieved by implementing

b (W [ha (9] = hap(x) - ¥ [has(x)] | (5.4)
P has(o)) = § ¥ )] (5.5)

These relations do not define self-adjoint operators since there is no Lebesgue
measure on Riem ¥ (which would have to be invariant under translations in
function space). Thus, one would not expect the fundamental relations (5.3)
to be necessarily in conflict with deth > 0. Other examples for the use of the
functional Schrédinger picture have already been presented in Chapter 3.

The representation space F is only an auxiliary space: before the constraints
are implemented, it does not necessarily contain only physical states. Therefore,
neither does it have to be a Hilbert space nor do operators acting on F have to
be self-adjoint. It might even be inconsistent to demand that the constraints be
self-adjoint operators on an auxiliary Hilbert space F.

The fourth step consists in the implementation of the constraints. According
to (5.1), one would implement the classical constraints H, ~ 0 and H, ~ 0 as

H, U =0, (5.6)
HolU =0 . (5.7)

These are infinitely many equations (one equation at each space point), collec-
tively called H,¥ = 0. Only solutions to these ‘quantum constraints’ can be
regarded as candidates for physical states. The solution space will be called Fy.
How the constraints (5.6) and (5.7) are written in detail depends on one’s ap-
proach to the ‘problem of time’; see Section 5.2. It has to be expected that the
solution space is still too large; as in quantum mechanics, one may have to impose
further conditions on the wave functions, such as normalizability. This require-
ment is needed in quantum mechanics because of the probability interpretation,
but it is far from clear whether this interpretation can be maintained in quantum
gravity; cf. Chapter 10. The physical space on which wave functionals act, Fphys,
should thus form in the ideal case a genuine subspace, Fpnys C Fo C F.

The fifth step concerns the role of observables. We have already mentioned
in Section 3.1 that ‘observables’ are characterized by having weakly vanishing
Poisson brackets with the constraints, {O, G, } ~ 0. They should not be confused
with observables in an operationalistic sense. In quantum mechanics, observ-
ables are associated in a somewhat vague manner with self-adjoint operators
(only this concept is mathematically precise). In practice, however, only few op-
erators correspond in fact with quantities that are ‘measured’. Only the latter
represent ‘beables’ in the sense of John Bell, supposingly describing ‘reality’; see
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Bell (1987).2 For an operator corresponding to a classical observable satisfying
{0, H,} ~ 0, one would expect that in the quantum theory the relation

(O, H,]¥ =0 (5.8)

holds. For operators F' with [F, 7:{H]\I/ # 0 one would have ’I:lu (F'W) # 0. This is
sometimes interpreted as meaning that the ‘measurement’ of the quantity being
related to this operator leads to a state that is no longer annihilated by the
constraints, ‘throwing one out’ of the solution space. This would, however, only
be a problem for a ‘collapse’ interpretation of quantum gravity, an interpretation
that seems to be highly unlikely to hold in quantum gravity; see Chapter 10.

Since the classical Hamiltonian and diffeomorphism constraints differ from
each other in their interpretation (Chapter 4), the same should hold for their
quantum versions (5.6) and (5.7). This is, in fact, the case and will be discussed
in detail in this chapter. The distinction between ‘observables’ and ‘perennials’,
see (4.82) and (4.83), thus applies also to the quantum case.

The sixth (and last) step concerns the role of the physical Hilbert space (cf.
also step 3). Do the observables have to be represented in some Hilbert space?
If yes, which one? It can certainly not be the auxiliary space F, but it is unclear
whether it is Fo or only Fpnys C Fo. Moreover, it may turn out that only a
construction with rigged Hilbert spaces (Gel’fand triples) is possible; this is in
fact the case in the loop representation (Section 6.1.2).

A general method to deal with the construction of a physical Hilbert space
in the quantization of constrained systems is the group averaging procedure. It
has been shown that this method works and yields a unique Fpnys at least for
finite dimensional compact Lie groups; cf. Giulini and Marolf (1999). (As for an
extension to non-compact Lie groups, see Louko (2006).) The situation for GR,
where the constraint algebra is not a Lie algebra at all, remains unclear.

To represent all perennials by self-adjoint operators in Hilbert space would
be contradictory: be F and G self-adjoint perennials, then the product FG is
again a perennial, but no longer self-adjoint, since

in general ,

GF + FG.

(ﬁé)* _ i

Since, moreover, the fundamental variables hq, and p°? are not perennials, one
might, at this stage, forget about this notion. The ‘problem of Hilbert space’ is
intimately connected with the ‘problem of time’ in quantum gravity, to which
we shall now turn.

5.2 The problem of time

The concepts of time in GR and quantum theory differ drastically from each
other. As already remarked in Section 1.1, time in quantum theory is an external

2These are quantities that are subject to decoherence; see Chapter 10.
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parameter (an absolute element of the theory), whereas time in GR is dynamical.
A consistent theory of quantum gravity should, therefore, exhibit a novel concept
of time. The history of physics has shown that new theories often entail a new
concept of space and time (Ehlers 1973). The same should happen again with
quantum gravity.

The absolute nature of time in quantum mechanics is crucial for its interpre-
tation. Matrix elements are usually evaluated at fixed ¢, and the scalar product is
conserved in time (‘unitarity’). Unitarity expresses the conservation of the total
probability. ‘Time’ is part of the classical background which, according to the
Copenhagen interpretation, is needed for the interpretation of measurements. As
we have remarked at the end of Section 3.1, the introduction of a time operator
in quantum mechanics is problematic. The time parameter ¢ appears explicitly
in the Schrédinger equation (3.14). Note that it comes together with the imagi-
nary unit i, a fact that finds an explanation in the semiclassical approximation
to quantum geometrodynamics (Section 5.4). The occurrence of the imaginary
unit in the Schrédinger equation was already discussed in an interesting corre-
spondence between Ehrenfest and Pauli; see Pauli (1985, p. 127). Pauli pointed
out that the use of complex wave functions can be traced back to the probability
interpretation:3
I now turn to the initially asked question about the necessity of at least two scalars
for the de Broglie-Schrédinger waves. I claim that this necessity and thus also the
imaginary unit come into play through the search for an expression for the probabil-
ity density W which satisfies conditions (1) and (2) and which does not contain the
temporal derivatives of 1.

Conditions (1) and (2) are the non-negativity of W and its normalization to one,
respectively.

In GR, space-time is dynamical and therefore there is no absolute time.
Space-time influences material clocks in order to allow them to show proper
time. The clocks, in turn, react on the metric and change the geometry. In this
sense, the metric itself is a clock (Zeh 2001). A quantization of the metric can
thus be interpreted as a quantization of the concept of time. Since the nature of
time in quantum gravity is not yet clear—the classical constraints do not contain
any time parameter—one speaks of the ‘problem of time’. One can distinguish
basically three possible solutions of this problem, as reviewed, in particular, by
Isham (1993) and Kuchaf (1992):

1. choice of a concept of time before quantization;
2. identification of a concept of time after quantization;

3. ‘timeless’ options.

3Nun komme ich zur anfangs gestellten Frage iiber die Notwendigkeit von mindestens zwei
reellen Skalaren bei den de Broglie—Schrodinger-Wellen. Ich behaupte, diese Notwendigkeit und
damit auch die imaginire Einheit kommt hinein beim Suchen nach einem Ausdruck fir die
Wahrscheinlichkeitsdichte W, der die Forderungen (1) und (2) befriedigt und der die zeitlichen
Ableitungen der v nicht enthdlt.
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The first two possibilities will be discussed in the following, while the third option
will be addressed in Sections 5.3 and 5.4.

5.2.1 Time before quantization

In Section 4.2, it was argued that the three-dimensional geometry in GR contains
information about time. Motivated by the parametrized theories discussed in
Chapter 3, one can attempt to perform a canonical transformation aiming at
an isolation of time from the ‘true degrees of freedom’. Starting from the ‘ADM
variables’ hqy(x) and pd(x), one would like to perform the step

(hav(x), ™ (x)) — (XA (%), Pp(x); ¢" (%), ps(x)) (5.9)

where the 8 x oo? variables X4 and Pg (A, B = 0,1,2,3) are the ‘embedding
variables’ and their canonical momenta, while the 4 x co® variables ¢” and ps
(r,s = 1,2) denote the ‘true’ degrees of freedom of the gravitational field, cf.
also Section 7.4. As already remarked in Section 4.2, GR is not equivalent to
a deparametrized theory. Therefore, (5.9) is certainly non-unique and not valid
globally (see in this context Hdjicek and Kijowski 2000). The next step is the
elimination of 4 x 00® of the 8 x 0o® embedding variables by casting the classical

constraints H,, ~ 0 into the form?
Pa(x) +ha(x; X7, 0", ps] ~ 0. (5.10)

This is referred to as ‘solving the constraints on the classical level’ or ‘reduced
quantization’ and corresponds in the case of particle systems to (3.9). As in
Section 3.1, the remaining 4 x oo® variables are eliminated by inserting (5.10)
into the action

S = /dt/ d*z (PAXA +prd" — NH, — N“Hu) , (5.11)
>

where all fields are functions of x and ¢, and going to the constraint hypersurface
(‘deparametrization’), yielding

s= [t [ @ (pd" —hate XP. 6 pIXA0) L (512)

where X/ (x) is now a prescribed function of ¢ and x, which must not be varied.
This action corresponds to the action (3.12) in which the prescribed function is
t(7). The action (5.12) describes an ordinary canonical system with a ‘true’; that
is, un-constrained Hamiltonian given by

mm®:L@$MWXﬁW%Mﬂ@- (5.13)

4(x etc. means: dependence on x as a function, while ps] etc. means: dependence on ps(x)
as a functional.
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One can derive from Hi. Hamilton’s equations of motion for ¢” and ps. The
variables X;!(x) can only be interpreted as describing embeddings in a space—
time after these equations (together with the choice for lapse and shift) have
been solved.

The constraint (5.10) can be quantized in a straightforward manner by in-
troducing wave functionals ¥[¢"(x)], with the result

Ulp"(x -

ihiéé)giéx))] = ha (x;XB,gy“,gas U[¢(x)] | (5.14)
in which the X# have not been turned into an operator. In this respect, the
quantization is of a hybrid nature: momenta occurring linearly in the constraints
are formally turned into derivatives, although the corresponding configuration
variables stay classical—like the ¢ in the Schrédinger equation. Equation (5.14)
has the form of a local Schrédinger equation. Such an equation is usually called a
‘Tomonaga—Schwinger equation’; strictly speaking, it consists of infinitely many
equations with respect to the local ‘bubble time’ X4 (x). We shall say more
about such equations in Section 5.4. The main advantages of this approach to
quantization are:

1. One has isolated already at the classical level a time variable (here: ‘em-
bedding variables’) that is external to the quantum system described by
¢", ps. The formalism thus looks similar to ordinary quantum field theory.

2. Together with such a distinguished notion of time comes a natural Hilbert-
space structure and its ensuing probability interpretation.

3. One would consider observables to be any function of the ‘genuine’ op-
erators ¢ and ps. As in the linearized approximation (Chapter 2), the
gravitational field would have two degrees of freedom.

On the other hand, one faces many problems:

1. ‘Multiple-choice problem’: The canonical transformation (5.9) is certainly
non-unique and the question arises which choice should be made. One
would expect that different choices of ‘time’ lead to non-unitarily connected
quantum theories.

2. ‘Global-time problem’: One cannot find a canonical transformation (5.9)
to find a global time variable (Torre 1993).

3. ‘ha-problem’: The ‘true’ Hamiltonian (5.13) depends on ‘time’, that is, on
the embedding variables X 4. This dependence is expected to be very com-
plicated (leading to square roots of operators, etc.), prohibiting in general
a rigorous definition.

4. ‘XA-problem’: In the classical theory, the ‘bubble time’ X4 describes a hy-
persurface in space—time only after the classical equations have been solved.
Since no classical equations and therefore no space-time are available in
the quantum theory, (5.14) has no obvious space—time interpretation. In
particular, an operational treatment of time is unknown.
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5. ‘Space-time problem’ Writing X4 = (T, X?), the ‘time’ T must be a
space—time scalar. This means that, although it is constructed from the
canonical data hqp and p°® on ¥, it must weakly vanish with the Hamilto-
nian constraint,

{re0. [ @y mmvm}~o (5.15)

for all lapse functions N(y) with N(x) = 0. Otherwise, one would get
from two hypersurfaces ¥ and ¥/ crossing at x, two different values of T,
depending on whether the canonical data of ¥ or of ¥’ are used. The vari-
able T would in this case have no use as a time variable. This problem is
related to the fact that the algebra of hypersurface transformations does
not coincide with space—time diffeomorphisms. A possible solution to the
space—time problem can be obtained by using matter variables, for exam-
ple, the ‘reference fluid’ used by Brown and Kuchat (1995). The ‘space—time
problem’ already anticipates a space—time picture which, however, is ab-
sent in quantum gravity. The space—time problem therefore refers mainly
to the classical theory.

6. ‘Anomalies’: Quantum anomalies may spoil the consistency of this ap-
proach; cf. Section 5.3.

7. ‘Problem of construction’: The actual transformation (5.9) has been per-
formed only in very special cases, for example, linearized gravity, cylin-
drical gravitational waves, black holes, and dust shells (Chapter 7), and
homogeneous cosmological models (Chapter 8).

In the full theory, concrete proposals for the canonical transformation (5.9)
are rare. A possibility that was developed to a certain extent makes use of ‘York’s
time’ or ‘extrinsic time’, which is defined by

T (X; hab,pCd] = %plﬁdhcd y PT = —\/ﬁ ) (516)
cf. Al'tshuler and Barvinsky (1996) and the references therein. Since pheq =
—\/EK/Sﬂ'G, cf. (4.63), T is proportional to the trace of the extrinsic curvature
K. Tt is canonically conjugated to Pr. Note that 7" does not obey (5.15) and is
thus not a space-time scalar. It has been shown® that the Hamiltonian constraint
can be written in the form (5.10), that is, written as Pr + hp = 0, where hy4 is
known to exist, but not known in explicit form, that is, not known as an explicit
function of T' and the remaining variables. From (5.16) it is clear that the ‘true’
Hamiltonian contains the three-dimensional volume as its dynamical part, that
is,

Htrue = /d3$ \/E+/d3$ NGHQ . (517)

5This involves a detailed study of the ‘Lichnerowicz equation’, a non-linear (but quasi-linear)
elliptical equation for Pr, which under appropriate conditions possesses a unique solution (cf.
Choquet-Bruhat and York 1980).



THE PROBLEM OF TIME 141

The main problem with this approach towards the issue of time in quantum
gravity is perhaps its closeness to a classical space-time picture. From various
equations, such as (5.14), one gets the illusion that a space-time exists even
in the quantum theory, although this cannot be the case, see (5.3). One can,
therefore, conclude that attempting to identify time before quantization does
not solve the problem of time in the general case, although it might help in
special cases (Section 7.4).

5.2.2 Time after quantization

Using the commutation rules (5.3) and their formal implementation (5.4) and
(5.5) directly, one arrives at wave functionals W[hg,(x)] defined on Riem X, the
space of all three-metrics. This is the central kinematical quantity. The ‘dy-
namics’ must be implemented through the quantization of the constraints (4.69)
and (4.70)—this is all that remains in the quantum theory. One then gets the
following equations for the wave functional:

2 vh
6hab6hcd 167G

HEW = (—167TG52Gabcd (®R - 2A)> U =0, (5.18)

e\ = _ Eé_\IJ —

HED = 2Dbhaci e 0. (5.19)
Equation (5.18) is called the Wheeler—DeWitt equation® in honour of the work
by DeWitt (1967a) and Wheeler (1968). In fact, these are again infinitely many
equations. The constraints (5.19) are called the quantum diffeomorphism (or
momentum) constraints. Occasionally, both (5.18) and (5.19) are referred to as
Wheeler-DeWitt equations. In the presence of non-gravitational fields, these
equations are augmented by the corresponding terms.

There are many problems associated with these equations. An obvious prob-
lem is the ‘factor-ordering problem’: the precise form of the kinetic term is
open—there could be additional terms proportional to A containing at most
first derivatives in the metric. Since second functional derivatives at the same
space point usually lead to undefined expressions such as §(0), a regularization
(and perhaps renormalization) scheme has to be employed. Connected with this
is the potential presence of anomalies. The general discussion of these problems
is continued in Section 5.3. Here we shall address again the problem of time and
the related Hilbert-space problem. Since (5.18) does not have the structure of
a local Schrodinger equation (5.14), the choice of Hilbert space is not clear a
priori.

The first option for an appropriate Hilbert space is related to the use of a
Schrédinger-type inner product, that is, the standard quantum-mechanical inner
product as generalized to quantum field theory,

Wil = [ Duln) Wi (5.20)

6In earlier years the name ‘Einstein-Schrédinger equation’ was used.
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where h is here a shorthand for h,p. It is known that such a construction is at
best formal, since the measure Dyu[h] cannot be rigorously defined, that is, there
is no Lebesgue measure in the functional case. The elementary operators hap and
p°? are at best formally self-adjoint with respect to this inner product.

Besides the lack of mathematical rigour, this inner product has other prob-
lems. The integration runs over all metric components, including potential un-
physical ones (the constraints have not yet been imposed at this stage). This
could lead to divergences—similar to an integration over ¢ in the quantum-mecha-
nical case—which one would have to cure by changing the measure, similar to
the introduction of the Faddeev—Popov determinant into path integrals (Sec-
tion 2.2); cf. Woodard (1993) in this context. This is related to the fact that the
product (5.20) is defined on the full space F, not the solution space Fy C F. It
could be possible to turn these problems into a virtue by imposing as a ‘bound-
ary condition’ that physical states solve the constraints and lead to a finite inner
product (5.20). Such a proposal can at least be implemented within simple mod-
els (cf. Chapter 8), but one would face the danger that in the full theory no such
solutions would exist at all. An open problem is also the implementation of a
probability interpretation in this context (recall that this is the major motivation
for using this inner product in quantum mechanics). What does the probability
to find a certain three-metric mean? The answer is unclear. It is possible that the
Schrédinger inner product only makes sense in the semiclassical approximation
(Section 5.4).

We have seen in Section 4.2 that the kinetic term of the Hamiltonian con-
straint is indefinite, due to the indefinite structure of the DeWitt metric Gaped;
see the discussion following (4.92). Consequently, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
(5.18), too, possesses an indefinite kinetic term. From this point of view (5.18)
resembles a Klein—Gordon equation; strictly speaking, infinitely many Klein—
Gordon equations with a non-trivial potential term. This can be made more
explicit. Using instead of hep and v/ the variables hay = h™/3hyy (cf. (4.96))
and the local volume element v/A, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation can explicitly
be written as

52 167Gh2 ~ - 52

67Gh*Vh — [ T . —

( SR VA " Shap0hea
NG

_m( Gpr _ 2A)> U[Vh, hay) =0 . (5.21)

It might therefore be more appropriate to use a Klein—Gordon-type inner product.
If ¥y and ¥y are solutions of (5.18), the functional version of this inner product
would read (DeWitt 1967a)
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(U1 |Ty) = /Hdzab hab] -

58 .
(Gabcd% - mGabcd> \IJ2[hab] = <\IJ2|\III> . (5'22)

Here, the integration is over a 5 x oo3-dimensional surface in the 6 x oo3-

dimensional space Riem ¥, and d¥® denotes the corresponding surface element.
In view of (5.21), the integration can be taken over the variables ﬁab, referring
to ‘constant time v/h=constant’. Of course, the lack of mathematical rigour is
the same as with (5.20).

The inner product (5.22) has the advantage that it is invariant under de-
formations of the 5 x oo3-dimensional surface. This expresses its ‘time inde-
pendence’. However, this inner product is—like the usual inner product for the
Klein—Gordon equation—not positive definite. In particular, one has (U|¥) = 0
for real solutions of (5.18). Since the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is a real equation
(unlike the Schrodinger equation), real solutions should possess some significance.

For the standard Klein—Gordon equation in Minkowski space, one can make
a separation between ‘positive’ frequencies and ‘negative’ frequencies. As long as
one can stay within the one-particle picture, it is consistent to make a restriction
to the positive-frequency sector. For such solutions, the inner product is positive.
On curved backgrounds, a separation into positive and negative frequencies can
be made if both the space-time metric and the potential are stationary, that is,
if there is a time-like Killing field and if the potential is constant along its orbits.
The Killing field can also be a conformal Killing field, but then the potential
must obey certain scaling properties. Moreover, the potential must be positive. If
these conditions are violated, particles are produced and the one-particle picture
breaks down.

Can such a separation into positive and negative frequencies be made for
the Wheeler-DeWitt equation? The clear answer is no (Kuchaf 1992). There
exists a conformal Killing field for the DeWitt metric, namely the three-metric
hap. The potential is, however, neither positive definite nor scales in the correct
way. Therefore, no Klein—Gordon inner product can be constructed which is
positive definite for the generic case (although this might be achievable for special
models). For the standard Klein-Gordon equation, the failure of the one-particle
picture leads to ‘second quantization’ and quantum field theory. The Wheeler—
DeWitt equation, however, corresponds already to a field-theoretic situation.
It has, therefore, been suggested to proceed with a ‘third quantization’ and to
turn the wave function ¥[h] into an operator (see Kuchaf 1992 for review and
references). No final progress, however, has been achieved with such attempts.

One might wonder whether the failure of the above attempts is an indication
of the absence of time at the most fundamental level. As will be discussed in
Section 5.4, the usual concept of time emerges as an approximate notion on a
semiclassical level. This is, in fact, all that is needed to have accordance with ex-
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perience. Also, the notion of a Hilbert space may be a semiclassical artefact only.
It is, however, not yet clear what kind of mathematical structure could replace it
at the fundamental level, in order to select physically reasonable solutions from
Fo. We shall, therefore, proceed pragmatically and treat in the following the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation (5.18) just as a (functional) differential equation.

5.3 The geometrodynamical wave function
5.3.1 The diffeomorphism constraints

The general equations (5.18) and (5.19) are very complicated and need a math-
ematical elaboration. Even more, the operator appearing in (5.18) needs first to
be defined properly. Still, some general features can be studied directly. For the
diffeomorphism constraints (5.19), this is much easier to achieve and the present
subsection is therefore devoted to them. Since we have seen in Section 4.2 that
the classical constraints H2 generate three-dimensional coordinate transforma-
tions, the presence of the quantum constraints (5.19) expresses the invariance
of the wave functional ¥ under such transformations, more precisely: under in-
finitesimal coordinate transformations.

This can be seen as follows (Higgs 1958). Under the infinitesimal transforma-
tion,

%=z =2*+ 0N (x) ,

the three-metric transforms as

hab(X) [ad hab(X) = hab(X) — Da5Nb(X) — Db5Na(X) .

The wave functional then transforms according to

Ulhas) — Wlhas] — 2 / & Mj%DaéNb(x) .

Assuming that 0N,(x) vanishes at infinity, one can make a partial integration
and conclude from the arbitrariness of §Np(x) that

o

Dy =
6hab

0,

that is, (5.19) is fulfilled. Therefore, ¥ depends only on the three-dimensional
geometry, not on the particular form of the metric, that is, it is implicitly defined
on superspace (Section 4.2). This is sometimes expressed by the notation ¥[*G]
(Wheeler 1968). Such a representation is, however, at best pictorial, since one
cannot construct a derivative operator of the form §/5(%G) on superspace; one
must work with the equations (5.18) and (5.19) for W[hgp]. This is similar to
gauge theories (Section 4.1) where one has to work with the connection and
where an explicit transition to gauge-invariant variables is in general impossible.
Note that the above demonstration of coordinate invariance for ¥ is completely
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analogous to (3.86)—for parametrized field theories—and (3.49)—for the bosonic
string.

A simple analogy to (5.19) is Gauss’ law in QED (or its generalizations to
the non-Abelian case; see Section 4.1). The quantized version of the constraint
VE = 0 reads B SU[A]

i v 0A
from which invariance of ¥ with respect to gauge transformations A — A + VA
follows.

We have seen that the wave functional W[hgp| is invariant under infinitesimal
coordinate transformations (‘small diffeomorphisms’). There may, however, exist
‘large diffeomorphisms’, that is, diffeomorphisms which are not connected with
the identity, under which ¥ might not be invariant.

This situation is familiar from Yang-Mills theories (see e.g. Huang 1992).
The quantized form of the Gauss law (4.30) demands that W[A?] be invariant
under infinitesimal (‘small’) gauge transformations; cf. the QED-example (5.23).
We take the Yang—Mills gauge group G as the map

=0, (5.23)

S® — SU(N) =G, (5.24)

where R? has been compactified to the three-sphere S3; this is possible since it
is assumed that gauge transformations approach a constant at spatial infinity.
The key role in the study of ‘large gauge transformations’ is played by

m0(G) =G/Go , (5.25)

where Gy denotes the component of G connected with the identity. Thus, g
counts the number of components of the gauge group. One can also write

70(G) = [S3, Gl = m3(G) =7, (5.26)

where [S3, G] denotes the set of homotopy classes of continuous maps from S to
G.7 The ‘winding numbers’ n € Z denote the number of times that the spatial 53
is covered by the SU(2)-manifold S3.® This, then, leads to a vacuum state for each
connected component of G, called ‘K-vacuum’ |k), k € Z. A state |k) is invariant
under small gauge transformations, but transforms as |k) — |k + n) under large
gauge transformations. If one defines the central concept of a ‘6-vacuum’ by

o

0) = > e k), (5.27)

k=—o0

with a real parameter 6, the transformation of this state under a large gauge
transformation reads

“Two maps are called homotopic if they can be continuously deformed into each other. All
homotopic maps yield a homotopy class.

8The SU(N)-case can be reduced to the SU(2)-case.
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Z e Ok 1) = e")9) .

k=—o0

The f-states are thus labelled by Hom (Z,U(1)), the homomorphisms from Z
to U(1). Different values of 6 characterize different ‘worlds’ (compare the am-
biguity related with the Barbero—Immirzi parameter in Section 4.3); 6 is in
principle a measurable quantity and one has, for example, from the limit on
the neutron dipole element, the constraint |#] < 1072 on the f-parameter of
QCD. Instead of the gauge-dependent wave functions (5.27), one can work with
gauge-independent wave functions, but with an additional term in the action,
the ‘f-action’ (Ashtekar 1991; Huang 1992). A state of the form (5.27) is also
well known from solid state physics (‘Bloch wave function’).

One can envisage the states |k) as being ‘peaked’ around a particular mini-
mum in a periodic potential. Therefore, tunnelling is possible between different
minima. In fact, tunnelling is described by ‘instantons’, that is, solutions of the
classical Euclidean field equations for which the initial and final value of the
gauge potential differ by a large gauge transformation (Huang 1992).

One does not have to restrict oneself to S, but can generalize this notion to
an arbitrary compact orientable three-space ¥ (Isham 1981),

16) = > 0k, 9)lk,9) , (5.28)

(k.9)

where 0(k, g) € Hom([2,G],U(1)) appears instead of the e *¢ of (5.27). As it
turns out, g € Hom(m(2), m1(G)).

Instead of taking the gauge group as the starting point, one can alternatively
focus on the physical configuration space of the theory. This is more suitable
for the comparison with gravity. For Yang—Mills fields, one has the configuration
space Q = A/G, where A denotes the set of connections. In gravity, @ = S(X) =
Riem Y/Diff ¥, see Section 4.2. If the group acts freely on A (or Riem X)), that
is, if it has no fixed points, then

Uy (Q) = 71—O(g) )

and the O-structure as obtained from m(G) can be connected directly with the
topological structure of the configuration space, that is, with 71(Q). As we have
seen in Section 4.2.5, Diff ¥ does not act freely on Riem X, so S(X) had to be
transformed into the ‘resolution space’ Sg(X). Everything is fine if we restrict
Diff ¥ to D(X) (this is relevant in the open case) and take into account that
Sr(X) = S(X). Then,
m(8(X)) = m(Dr (X)) ,

and one can classify f-states by elements of Hom (m(Dr(X)),U(1)). Isham
(1981) has investigated the question as to which three-manifolds ¥ can yield

a non-trivial #-structure. He has found that
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70(Dr(5%) =0,

so no f-structure is available in the cosmologically interesting case S3. A 6-
structure is present, for example, in the case of ‘Wheeler’s wormhole’, that is,
for ¥ = S x S2. In that case,

’/T()(DF(Sl X Sz)) =7 ® Zo R

where Zy = {—1, 1}. Also for the three-torus S x S xS, one has a non-vanishing
o, but the expression is more complicated. Therefore, #-sectors in quantum grav-
ity are associated with the disconnectedness of Diff ¥. In the asymptotically flat
case, something interesting may occur in addition (Friedman and Sorkin 1980).
If one allows for rotations at infinity, one can get half-integer spin states in case
that a 2m-rotation acts non-trivially, that is, if one cannot communicate a rota-
tion by 27 at oo to the whole interior of space. An example of a manifold that
allows such states is ¥ = R3#T3.

5.3.2 WKB approximation

An important approximation in quantum mechanics is the WKB approximation.
On a formal level, this can also be performed for equations (5.18) and (5.19).
For this purpose, one makes the ansatz

Ulhav] = Clhas] exp (%S[hab]) , (5.29)

where C[hg) is a ‘slowly varying amplitude’ and S[hgp] is a ‘rapidly varying
phase’ (an ‘eikonal’ like in geometrical optics). This corresponds to

w08
p Shuy

which is the classical relation for the canonical momentum, and from (5.18) and
(5.19) one finds the approximate equations

5S 68 Vh

1 . - GIR —2A) = )
67TGGa(, ddhab (Shcd 167TG( R ) 0 s (5 30)
6S
D,—=0. 31
o 0 (5.31)

In the presence of matter one has additional terms. Equation (5.30) is the
Hamilton—Jacobi equation for the gravitational field (Peres 1962). Equation
(5.31) expresses again the fact that S[hgp] is invariant under coordinate transfor-
mations. One can show that (5.30) and (5.31) are fully equivalent to the classical
Einstein field equations (Gerlach 1969)—this is one of the ‘six routes to geometro-
dynamics’ (Misner et al. 1973). This route again shows how the dynamical laws
follow from the laws of the instant (Kuchaf 1993).
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The ‘interconnection theorems’ mentioned in Section 4.2 have their counter-
parts on the level of the eikonal S[hyp]. For example, if S satisfies (5.30), it must
automatically satisfy (5.31). These relations have their counterpart in the full
quantum theory, provided there are no anomalies (Section 5.3.5).

More useful than a WKB approximation for all degrees of freedom is a ‘mixed’
approximation scheme in which gravity is treated differently from other fields.
It is then possible to recover the limit of quantum field theory in an external
space—time. This method will be presented in Section 5.4.

5.3.3 Remarks on the functional Schrédinger picture

The central kinematical object in quantum geometrodynamics is the wave func-
tional. It obeys the quantum constraint equations (5.18) and (5.19), which are
functional differential equations. In non-gravitational quantum field theory, this
‘Schrodinger picture’ is used only infrequently, mainly because the focus there is
on perturbative approaches for which other formulations are more appropriate,
for example, the Fock-space picture. Still, even there a Schrédinger picture is
sometimes used in the form of ‘Tomonaga—Schwinger equation (TS)’ (although
first formulated in Stueckelberg 1938),

Y

1h57_(x) =HY, (5.32)

where 7(x) is the local ‘bubble time’ parameter, and H is the Hamiltonian den-
sity; for instance, in the case of a scalar field, one has

B2 82 1
7&§+§W%V+VWM (5.33)

In the approach ‘choice of time before quantization’, the gravitational constraints
are directly cast into TS form, see (5.14). Equation (5.32) is at best only of for-
mal significance. First, the bubble time cannot be a scalar; see Giulini and Kiefer
(1995). Second, although the TS equation describes in principle the evolution
along all possible foliations of space—time into space-like hypersurfaces, this evo-
lution cannot be unitarily implemented on Fock space (Giulini and Kiefer 1995;
Helfer 1996; Torre and Varadarajan 1999). The only sensible approach is the use
of a genuine Schrodinger equation, that is, an integrated version of (5.32) along
a privileged foliation of space—time.

The Schrodinger equation can be applied successfully to some non-perturbative
aspects of quantum field theory; see Jackiw (1995), section IV .4, for a detailed
discussion and references. Among the applications are the #-structure of QCD
(cf. Section 5.3.1), chiral anomalies, and confinement. From a more principal
point of view one can show that, at least for the ¢*-theory in Minkowski space,
the Schrodinger picture exists at each order of perturbation theory, that is, in
each order one has an integrated version of (5.32) with renormalized quantities,

a\IIren
i
o

H=—

:/&xmmm%7 (5.34)
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where one additional renormalization constant is needed in comparison to the
Fock-space formulation; see Symanzik (1981).°

The simplest example for the Schrodinger picture is the free bosonic field.
The implementation of the commutation relations

[6(x), Dy (y)] = ihd(x —y) (5.35)

leads to
H(x)T[p(x)] = d(x)¥[p(x)] , (5.36)
BoVB(0] = T gy VO (5.57)

where U[¢p(x)] is a wave functional on the space of all fields ¢(x), which includes
not only smooth classical configurations, but also distributional ones. The Hamil-
ton operator for a free massive scalar field reads (from now on again i = 1)

=172 [ @ (0 + 66 (-7 + m*)ix)
= 1/2/d3x P35 (x) +%/d3md3x' (x)w?(x,x")p(x) , (5.38)

where
Wi x,x') = (-V? +m?)d(x — x) (5.39)

is not diagonal in three-dimensional space, but is diagonal in momentum space
(due to translation invariance),

wQ(p,p/) = /d3p// w(p)p//)w(p//’p/)

/

1 . -
=GP /dsxdsx’ e'PX?(x, x')e TP X
T

p*+m*)i(p—p’), (5.40)

—~

with p = |p|. Therefore,

w(p,p’) = Vp?+m2i(p—p’) =wp)dp-p). (5.41)

The stationary Schrédinger equation then reads (we set h = 1)

HY, 4] = (%/d% % +%/d3xd3x’ ¢w2¢> U, [0 = E,U,[¢] . (5.42)

9This analysis was generalized by McAvity and Osborn (1993) to quantum field theory
on manifolds with arbitrarily smoothly curved boundaries. Non-Abelian fields are treated, for
example, in Liischer et al. (1992).
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In analogy to the ground-state wave function of the quantum-mechanical har-
monic oscillator, the ground-state solution for (5.42) reads

ol = dett’t (L) exp (- [Pt oot X))} o (.3

with the ground-state energy given by

Ey = %trw = /d3xd3x/ w(x,x")d(x —x') = % 2V) /dsp w(p) . (5.44)

This is just the sum of the ground-state energies for infinitely many harmonic
oscillators. Not surprisingly, it contains divergences: the infrared (IR) divergence
connected with the spatial volume V' (due to translational invariance) and the
ultraviolet (UV) divergence connected with the sum over all oscillators. This is
the usual field-theoretic divergence of the ground-state energy and can be dealt
with by standard methods (e.g. normal ordering). Note that the normalization
factor in (5.43) is also divergent:

1 v 2 2
det1/4 (%) o (Zmn %> ~ oxp (3%3 /dsp In @) . (5.45)

One can define the many-particle states (the Fock space) in the usual manner
through the application of creation operators on (5.43). The divergence (5.45)
cancels in matrix elements between states in Fock space. However, the space of
wave functionals is much bigger than Fock space. In fact, because there is no
unique ground state in the case of time-dependent external fields, any Gaussian
functional is called a ‘vacuum state’, independent of whether it is the ground
state of some Hamiltonian or not. A general Gaussian is of the form

ol = det (22 ) exp (= [ @a's s0000xx)0(x)) (649

where 2 = Qg + i) is in general complex and time-dependent. One can define
in the usual manner an annihilation operator (skipping the integration variables

for simplicity)
1 —1/2 ( ) >
=—1Q Qp + — 5.47
7o (90 5 (47

and a creation operator

o 1 _1/2 * 6
Al = E/QR (Q ¢ — %) (5.48)

One has the usual commutation relation [A(x), AT(y)] = §(x — y), and the vac-
uum state (5.46) is annihilated by A, AUq = 0.
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Gaussian functionals are used frequently in quantum field theory with ex-
ternal fields. Examples are an external electric field in QED or an external
De Sitter-space background in a gravitational context (Jackiw 1995). The func-
tional Schrodinger picture can also be formulated for fermions (see e.g. Kiefer
and Wipf 1994; Jackiw 1995; Barvinsky et al. 1999b). In the context of lin-
earized gravity, we have already encountered the Gaussian functional describing
the graviton ground state; see the end of Section 2.1. Many discussions of the ge-
ometrodynamical wave functional take their inspiration from the above discussed
properties of the Schrédinger picture.

5.3.4  Connection with path integrals

We have discussed in Section 2.2 the formulation of a quantum-gravitational
path integral. In quantum mechanics, the path integral can be shown to sat-
isfy the Schrodinger equation (Feynman and Hibbs 1965). It is, therefore, of
interest to see if a similar property holds in quantum gravity, that is, if the
quantum-gravitational path integral (2.71) obeys the quantum constraints (5.18)
and (5.19). This is not straightforward since there are two major differences to or-
dinary quantum theory: first, one has constraints instead of the usual Schrédinger
equation. Second, the path integral (2.71) contains an integration over the whole
four-metric, that is, including ‘time’ (in the form of the lapse function). Since
the ordinary path integral in quantum mechanics is a propagator, denoted by
(q",T|q,0), the quantum-gravitational path integral corresponds to an expres-
sion of the form

/ AT (", TI¢,0) = G(q", ¢ E) o »

where the ‘energy Green function’
G({",¢;F) = /dT FT(q" T4, 0) (5.49)

has been introduced. The quantum-gravitational path integral thus resembles an
energy Green function instead of a propagator, and due to the T-integration no
composition law holds in the ordinary sense (Kiefer 1991, 2001qa). All this is, of
course, true already for the models with reparametrization invariance discussed
in Section 3.1. In general, an integration over T yields a divergence. One therefore
has to choose appropriate contours in a complex T-plane in order to get a sensible
result.

A formal derivation of the constraints from (2.71) is straightforward (Hartle
and Hawking 1983). Taking a matter field ¢ into account, the path integral reads

Z= / DgD¢ '519:9] (5.50)
where the integration over Dg includes an integration over the three-metric as

well as lapse function N and shift vector N*. From the demand that Z be
independent of N and N at the three-dimensional boundaries, one gets
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% —0= /DquS g—]i |5 eStoel
where ¥ stands for the three-dimensional boundaries, and an analogous ex-
pression for N®. The conditions that the path integrals containing 65/6N and
05/0 N vanish, respectively, immediately yield the constraints (5.18) and (5.19).
A more careful derivation has to take care for the definition of the measure in
the path integral. This was first attempted by Leutwyler (1964) without yet tak-
ing into account ghost terms. Regarding the correct gauge-fixing procedure, this
was achieved by Barvinsky and collaborators; see Barvinsky (1993a) for a review
and references. Halliwell and Hartle (1991) address general reparametrization-
invariant systems and demand that the ‘sum over histories’ in the path integral
respect the invariance generated by the constraints.'® They assume a set of con-
straints H, ~ 0 obeying the Poisson-bracket relations

{Ho, Hp} = Ul,H, (5.51)

where the Ugﬁ may depend on the canonical variables p; and ¢* (as happens
in GR, where a dependence on the three-metric is present; see (3.90)). The
corresponding action is written in the form

ta )
Slpi i, N°] = / dt (pi’ — N°H,) | (5.52)

t1

where N are Lagrange parameters. As in Section 3.1, one considers

6pi = {pi,e*Hyo} . 6¢' ={q',e"H,} .

If
SN =¢* —Ug,NPe

the action transforms as

it 0H
65: [eaFa(piquXItj 9 Fa:pta—a_Ha .
1

Except for constraints linear in the momenta, the action is only invariant if
€*(t2) = 0 = €*(t1); cf. (3.34). Halliwell and Hartle (1991) have shown that for
such systems—together with five natural assumptions for the path integral—the
quantum constraints . '

Haw(ql) =0
follow from the path integral. At least on the formal level (neglecting anomalies
etc.) GR is included as a special case and the derivation applies. The constraints
follow only if the integration range —oo < N < oo holds for the lapse function. A

10Restriction is made to quantum-mechanical systems, so issues such as field-theoretic
anomalies are not discussed.
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direct check that the path integral solves the quantum constraints was achieved
in Barvinsky (1998) for generic (first class) constrained systems on the one-loop
level of the semiclassical approximation; see also Barvinsky (1993a) and the
references therein.

Quantum-gravitational path integrals play also a crucial role for the formu-
lation of boundary conditions in quantum cosmology; cf. Section 8.3.

5.3.5  Anomalies and factor ordering

If classical constraints G, =~ 0 are quantized a la Dirac, one gets restriction on
wave functions according to G, = 0. Also, it is evident that the commutator
between two constraints must vanish if applied on wave functions, that is,

(Ga ol =0 . (5.53)

This requirement is known as ‘Dirac consistency’. It only holds if the commutator
has the form o R
[Ga, Goltp = Cgy (D, )Gt (5.54)

with the coefficients C¢,(p, §) standing to the left of the constraints. If this is not
the case, additional terms proportional to a power of 4 appear. They are called
‘central terms’ (if they are c-numbers), ‘Schwinger terms’, or simply anomalies.
We have encountered anomalies already in our discussion of the bosonic string;
cf. (3.62). If there are anomalies, it is not possible to implement all constraints
in the quantum theory via the equations Qaw = 0.

The question whether there are anomalies in quantum gravity has not yet
been answered. One may hope that the demand for an absence of anomalies may
fix the factor ordering of the theory and perhaps other issues such as the allowed
number of space—time dimensions or the value of fundamental parameters. The
question is: can the structure of the Poisson algebra (3.90)—(3.92) be preserved
for the corresponding commutators? Or are there necessarily anomalous terms?
In spite of much literature, no definite result has arisen. A warning has been
pronounced by Tsamis and Woodard (1987): in order to establish Dirac consis-
tency, one must first properly regularize singular operator products. Otherwise,
one can get any result. This is because identities such as

fWg(@)é(z —y) = f(x)g(x)é(z —y)

are justified for test functions f and g, but not for distributions (and field oper-
ators are distributions!).

It might be possible to get some insight by looking at anomalies in ordinary
quantum field theories (see e.g. Jackiw 1995; Bertlmann 1996). In Yang—Mills
theories, one has the generalized Gauss law (see (4.30) and (4.122))

Gi = DuE* — p; ~ 0, (5.55)

where p; denotes the (non-Abelian) charge density for the sources. Quantization
yields G;¥ = 0, where ¥ depends on the gauge fields A’ (x) and the charged
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fields. One also uses instead of A’ the variable A, = AflT i, where T; denote the
generators of the gauge group,

[T;,T5] = Cli T -

Classically,
{Gi(2).G;(y)} = CHiGr(2)d(x,y) - (5.56)
Dirac consistency would then be implemented in the quantum theory if one had
(G:(2), G (y)] = ihC};Gx(2)8(x, y) - (5.57)

It is, however, known that anomalies may occur in the presence of fermions with
definite chirality (cf. Bertlmann (1996) and the references therein):

ih €abctr{Ti7Tj}8aAbac(5(fIf’y) ) (558)

where the sign in front of the second term on the right-hand side depends on
the chirality. In perturbation theory, the occurrence of such anomalies arises
through triangle graphs. An anomaly is harmless as long as it describes only the
breakdown of an external symmetry in the presence of gauge fields. It can then
even be responsible for particle decays: the decay 7 — ~~, for instance, is fully
generated by the axial anomaly (the non-conservation of the axial current). An
analogous anomaly, which is of relevance for gravity, is the ‘Weyl anomaly’ or
‘trace anomaly’ (see e.g. DeWitt 1979, 2003; Birrell and Davies 1982); cf. also Sec-
tion 2.2.4: the invariance of a classical action under Weyl transformations (mul-
tiplication of the metric with a function) leads to a traceless energy—momentum
tensor. Upon quantization, however, the trace can pick up a non-vanishing term
proportional to A.

An anomaly becomes problematic if the gauge fields are treated as quantized
internal fields because this would lead to a violation of gauge invariance with all
its consequences such as the destruction of renormalizability. This is the situation
described by (5.58). In the standard model of strong and electroweak interactions,
such harmful anomalies could in principle emerge from the electroweak (SU(2) x
U(1)) sector. However, the respective anomalies of quarks and leptons cancel
each other to render the standard model anomaly-free. This is only possible
because there is an equal number of quarks and leptons and because quarks have
three possible colours. In superstring theory (Chapter 9), anomaly cancellation
occurs (for the heterotic string) only if the possible gauge groups are strongly
constrained (either SO(32) or E8 x E8). Chiral fermions in external gravitational
fields lead to (Lorentz) anomalies only in space-time dimensions 2, 6,10, .. .; see
for example, Leutwyler (1986).

It is possible to quantize an anomalous theory, but not through the equations
G:¥ = 0 (Bertlmann 1996). The chiral Schwinger model (chiral QED in 141
dimensions), for example, allows a consistent quantum theory with a massive
boson.
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Another instructive example for the discussion of anomalies is dilaton gravity
in 141 dimensions. It is well known that GR in 1+1 dimensions possesses no
dynamics (see e.g. Brown (1988) for a review), since

/dzx V=9 PR =4rny , (5.59)

where ?)R is the two-dimensional Ricci scalar, and y is the Euler characteristic
of the two-dimensional manifold; if the manifold were a closed compact Riemann
surface with genus g, one would have x = 2(1—g). Although (5.59) plays a role in
string perturbation theory (see Chapter 9), it is of no use in a direct quantization
of GR. One can, however, construct non-trivial models in two dimensions if there
are degrees of freedom in the gravitational sector in addition to the metric. A
particular example is the presence of a dilaton field. Such a field occurs, for
example, in the ‘CGHS model’ presented in Callan et al. (1992). This model is
defined by the action

4nGSocns = / A2z —g e 2¢ (<2>R + 49" 0, 00,6 — A) + 8w,  (5.60)

where ¢ is the dilaton field, and A is a parameter (‘cosmological constant’) with
dimension L~2.'' Note that the gravitational constant G is dimensionless in
two dimensions. The name ‘dilaton’ comes from the fact that ¢ occurs in the
combination d?z/—g e~2? and can thus be interpreted as describing an effective
change of integration measure (‘change of volume’). It is commonly found in
string perturbation theory (Chapter 9), and its value there determines the string
coupling constant.

The simplest choice for the matter action Sy, is an ordinary scalar-field action,

S, = %/de V—99"" 0,00, . (5.61)

Cangemi et al. (1996) make a series of redefinitions and canonical transformations
(partly non-local) to simplify this action. The result is then defined as providing
the starting point for quantization (independent of whether equivalence to the old
variables holds or not). In the Hamiltonian version, one finds again constraints:
one Hamiltonian constraint and one momentum constraint. They read (after a
rescaling A — \/87Q)

ry = TS 2oy 22+ bm2 v ) (662)
Hl = *[7’0]/7'(‘() — [7’1]/’/T1 — QDITQP s (563)

where 7% and 7! denote the new gravitational variables (found from the metric—
the only dynamical part being its conformal part—and the dilaton), and m

1 One can exhaust all dilaton models by choosing instead of A any potential V' (¢); cf. Louis-
Martinez and Kunstatter (1994). A particular example is the dimensional reduction of spheri-
cally symmetric gravity to two dimensions; see Grumiller et al. (2002) for a general review of
dilaton gravity in two dimensions.
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and 7y are their respective momenta. The form of H; is similar to the case
of parametrized field theory and string theory; cf. (3.80) and (3.49). One recog-
nizes explicitly that the kinetic term in H is indefinite. In fact, the Hamiltonian
constraint describes an ‘indefinite harmonic oscillator’ (Zeh 1988)—the sum of
two ordinary oscillators where one comes with the opposite sign (see also Sec-
tion 8.1.2).

According to our general prescription one has in the quantum theory

HJ_\I/(’)"O,Tl,QO) =0, 7:[1\I/(r0,r1,<p) =0. (5.64)

Although both H, and H; are a sum of independent terms, one cannot expect
to find a product state as a common solution (‘correlation interaction’). All
physical states are probably entangled among all degrees of freedom. The algebra
of constraints (3.90)—(3.92) then reads in the quantum theory,'?

AL (), ()] = B () + ()0 (@~ ) (5.65)
AL (), Ha ()] = BOHL () + L) (& — ) — 5w —y) , (5.66)
[ (2), ()] = A () + P ()0 (& — ) (5.6)

Note the absence of the metric on the right-hand side of these equations. This
is different from the (3+1)-dimensional case. The reason is that hh® = 1 in one
spatial dimension and that the constraint generators have been rescaled by a
factor V/h.

In (5.66) an additional ‘Schwinger term’ with central charge ¢ has been added.
The reason is a theorem by Boulware and Deser (1967) stating that there must
necessarily be a Schwinger term in the commutator

[HL (@), Ha(y)] -

This theorem was proven, however, within standard Poincaré-invariant local field
theory, with the additional assumption that there be a ground state of the Hamil-
tonian. This is certainly not a framework that is applicable in a gravitational
context. But since the equations (5.62) and (5.63) have the form of equations
in flat space—time, one can tentatively apply this theorem. The central charge is
then a sum of three contributions (Cangemi et al. 1996),

c=cF+cm=cf+ 4™, (5.68)

where ¢§ and ¢§ are the central charges connected with the gravitational variables
r0 and 7!, respectively, and ¢™ is the central charge connected with the field ¢.
The result for ¢ depends on the notion of vacuum (if there is one). Standard
methods (decomposition into creation and annihilation operators) yield ¢f = 1.
What about c§? If the sign in front of the (m)?-term in (5.62) were positive,

12The Virasoro form (3.62) of the algebra follows for the combinations 04 = (H, F Hy).
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one would have ¢§ = 1, too. But with the minus sign one cannot simultaneously
demand positive energy and positive norm. Demanding positive norm one must
combine positive frequency with the creation operator (instead, as usual, the
annihilation operator). This would yield ¢§ = —1. Then, ¢ = 0 in the absence of
the -field and one would have no anomaly. The constraints (5.64) can then be
consistently imposed, and one can find the following two solutions in the pure
gravitational case,

W, (r0, ) = exp (i% / de (O[] —7“1[7“0]/)) . (5.69)

Exact states describing black holes in generic dilaton models were discussed in
Barvinsky and Kunstatter (1996).

The presence of the ¢-field would, however, yield ¢™ = 1 and the anomaly
would not vanish, ¢ = 1. Cangemi et al. (1996) have shown that the anomaly
can be cancelled by adding an appropriate counterterm, but this leads to a
complicated form of the quantum constraints for which no solution is in sight.'3
Albeit obtained within an unrealistically simple model, the above discussion
demonstrates what kind of problems can be expected to occur. The presence of
anomalies might prevent one to impose all constraints in GR a la Dirac, but one
could also imagine that in the full theory a cancellation of the various central
charges might occur. The latter is suggested by the indefinite kinetic term in
quantum gravity, but an explicit demonstration is far from reach.

The above discussion of anomalies refers to a field-theoretic context. How-
ever, even for finite-dimensional models with constraints H, ~ 0, H, = 0 the
demand for closure of the quantum algebra leads to restrictions on the possible
factor ordering. This was studied by Barvinsky and Krykhtin (1993) for gen-
eral constrained systems and applied by Barvinsky (1993b) to the gravitational
case. The classical constraints are again collectively written as H, ~ 0. Their
Poisson-bracket algebra—the analogue to (3.90)—(3.92)—is given by the short-
hand notation (5.51). Demanding equivalence of ‘Dirac quantization’ and ‘BRST
quantization’, Barvinsky and Krykhtin (1993) find the relation

N N N 1
Ho —HL =ik (UQA) +OR?), (5.70)

where the adjoint is defined with respect to the standard Schrodinger inner prod-
uct. If one demands that the constraints be covariant with respect to redefinitions
in configuration space, their quantum form is fixed to read (with 327G = 1)

. h? .
H, = —7Gabc(ﬂ)“b7}°d +V, (5.71)
. 2h . ih

Ha = == Dyhoc D" + %Ujk : (5.72)

13These authors also present a proposal for BRST-quantization, QersT¥ = 0, where QBrsT
is the BRST-charge; cf. Section 9.1. They find many solutions which, however, cannot be
properly interpreted.
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where D is the covariant derivative with respect to the DeWitt metric,

DY
D = .
Dhab

The big open problem is of course to see whether this result survives the transi-
tion to the field-theoretic case, that is, whether no anomalies are present after a
consistent regularization has been performed.

5.3.6  Canonical quantum supergravity

We have seen in Section 2.3 that the quantization of supergravity instead of GR
exhibits interesting features. Thus, it seems worthwhile to discuss the canonical
quantization of supergravity (SUGRA). This will be briefly reviewed here; more
details can be found in D’Eath (1984, 1996) and Moniz (1996). The situation in
three space-time dimensions is addressed in Nicolai and Matschull (1993). Here,
we will only consider the case of N =1 SUGRA given by the action (2.142).

The classical canonical formalism was developed by Fradkin and Vasiliev
(1977), Pilati (1977), and Teitelboim (1977). Working again with tetrads (cf.
Section 1.1), one has

G = nnmeﬁe’f . (5.73)

For the quantization it is more convenient to use two-component spinors accord-
ing to
AN AA
e, =euno," (5.74)
where A runs from 1 to 2, A’ from 1’ to 2/, and the van der Waerden symbols
044" denote the components of the matrices

1 1
oo =———+I1, o0,=— xPauli matrix , 5.75
T2 “V2 1)
with raising and lowering of indices by €42, e4 g, eA'B’ €A/ B/, which are all given

in matrix form by

(%)

see for example, Wess and Bagger (1992), Sexl and Urbantke (2001) for more
details on this formalism. The inverse of (5.74) is given by

en = —ohaen? (5.76)

where o7} 4, is obtained from cr;?Al by raising and lowering indices. One can go
from tensors to spinors via el‘i‘A/ and from spinors to tensors via e’} ,,.

One can now rewrite the action (2.142) in two-component language. Instead
of e, (vierbein) and ¢ (gravitino), one works with the spinor-valued one-form

e;‘A/ and the spinor-valued one-form w;‘ plus its Hermitian conjugate z/?;‘/. The
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latter two are odd Grassmann variables, that is, they are anticommuting among
themselves. The action then reads (for A = 0)

1 1 _
= 162G /d% (dete,) R + §/d4$ e (w;‘ eann D2 +h.c.) . (5.77)

The derivative D, acts on spinor-valued forms (i.e. acts on their spinor indices
only),

Dy = 0y +wp by (5.78)

where wi ., denotes the spinorial version of w;;™ (see D'Eath 1984). We remark
that the presence of gravitinos leads to torswn

D[H V] = S;?VA’ _ 47r1G1/1[u V] , (5.79)

where S;‘VA/ denotes the torsion, and the last step follows from variation of the
action with respect to the connection forms; see van Nieuwenhuizen (1981). The
action (5.77) is invariant under the following infinitesimal local symmetry trans-
formations:

1. Supersymmetry (SUSY) transformations:

Jed = —iVRrG (el + eyl (5.80)
D, e — g7 D EA/

St = T gt = T 5.81

w# 217G dj# 2rG ( )

where € and e’ denote anticommuting fields.
2. Local Lorentz transformations:

6@2“4/ Nje BA +NA AB'p , (5.82)
oy = Nsz,L LS =Nl (5.83)
with N48 = N(AB),
3. Local coordinate transformations:
et =g o,ent +eft 9L, (5.84)
0ty = E 0 + Uy OuE” (5.85)

where £” are the parameters defining the (infinitesimal) coordinate transforma-
tion. The right-hand sides are just the Lie derivatives of these fields.
In analogy to Chapter 4 for GR, one can develop a Hamiltonian formalism for

SUGRA. For this purpose, one splits efA/ into e(‘;‘A/ and eg‘A/ to get the spatial
metric

hap = —eanaei™ = gap (5.86)
where eAA = e"aAA in analogy to (5.74). The spinorial version of the normal

vector n* reads
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nA4 = e/‘jA/n” , (5.87)
obeying
’I”LAAIG:?A =0 5 TLAA/TLAA =1. (5.88)

Analogous to (4.40) one can expand the remaining components of the spinorial
tetrad as , , )
et = NpA4 4 Noedd (5.89)

with lapse function N and shift vector N®. The canonical formalism starts with
the definition of the momenta. The momenta conjugate to N, N?, ¢, and
1;()4/ are all zero, since these variables are Lagrange multipliers. The momenta
conjugate to the gravitino fields are'4

a __ 5‘5 _ 1 abe TA’
T = 61p;14 = 26 wb €AAc (5.90)
~a 5S 1 abc
74 = —— = —ePlesan . (5.91)
o 2

Since the action is linear in Dt and D), the time derivatives ¢) and ¢ do not
occur on the right-hand sides. Therefore, these equations are in fact constraints.
It turns out that these constraints are of second class, that is, the Poisson brack-
ets of the constraints do not close on the constraints again; cf. Section 3.1.2.
As a consequence, one can eliminate the momenta 74 and 74, from the canon-
ical action by using these constraints. Finally, the momentum conjugate to the
spinorial tetrad can be found from

0S
A = =7 5.92
Paa 662?14 ( )
from which the ordinary spatial components follow via p® = —eAA/“pf’L, 4~ The

symmetric part of p® can be expressed exactly as in (4.63) in terms of the second
fundamental form K,; on ¢t = constant,

(ab) — \/E (ab) _ ab
p e (K Kh ) . (5.93)

However, due to the presence of torsion, K,;, now possesses also an antisymmetric
part,
K[ab] = SOab = n"S,mb . (5.94)

If second-class constraints are present, one has to use Dirac brackets instead
of Poisson brackets for the canonically conjugate variables (Dirac 1964; Sun-
dermeyer 1982; Henneaux and Teitelboim 1992). Dirac brackets coincide with

14The Grassmann-odd variables must be brought to the left before the functional differenti-
ation is carried out. The momentum 74, is minus the Hermitian conjugate of 7%.
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Poisson brackets on the constraint hypersurface but have the advantage that the
variables of the original phase space can be used. They are denoted by {...}.. In
the present case, one has

x — € GB/(S 5(1’ y)

)
(¥)}
{Phar (), %B' ()} = i Gde¢BdDAB’ec€aef1LA’f5(33ay) +h.c.,
{0 (@), 4 (y)} =0, (5.95)
{0l @), 3 ()} = —D o) |
{ed? (@), 0 (9} =0,
(P (@) 05 (W)} = 5 €“NpaaDEncd(a,y) |
where AA 21 ap BA’
D7 = _ﬁeb egpan- . (5.96)

In addition, one has the conjugate relations.
The invariance of the action under local Lorentz transformations yields the
primary constraints

JABQO, jA/B/z07 (5.97)
where ,
JAB = eanpB)A’a + ngWB)a . (598)
In addition one finds the secondary constraints
Hi~0, Ho~0, Si=~0, Sx=0, (5.99)

where S4 and S4: denote the generators of SUSY transformations. One also likes
to use the combination

Haar = —naaHy +e40Ha - (5.100)
With the definition 79 = —p(ab) /2, one finds for the Hamiltonian constraint
Vh®R

HJ_ = 167G Gabcdﬂab’/TCd 167TG

+7TG\/_nAA/w[a wﬁ’nBB b]
+§e“%a naa Dy +h.c. (5.101)

plus terms proportional to the Lorentz constraints. D, denotes the three-dimen-
sional version of (5.78),

Doy = Ot + Pyl (5.102)

where (3)w§b are the spatial connection forms. For the explicit expressions of the
other constraints, we refer to D’Eath (1984, 1996) and Moniz (1996); see below
for the quantum versions of the Lorentz and the SUSY constraints.
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The time evolution of a dynamical variable is given by

% _ (A HY. (5.103)

where the Hamiltonian is given by the expression

H= / @z (NHL+ NHy+ 0 Sa + Sardit = wapod*? — 2apo ]V F)

(5.104)
from which the constraints follow after variation with respect to the Lagrange
multipliers. This expression holds for the spatially compact case. In the asymp-
totically flat case one has again terms at spatial infinity—the original ones (Sec-
tion 4.2.4) plus supercharges at infinity arising from the global SUSY algebra
(Section 2.3).

Of particular interest are the Dirac brackets among the SUSY generators, for
which one finds

{Sa(@),Sp(y)}« =0, {Sa(z),Sp(y)} =0, (5.105)

and
{Sa(x),Sa (y)}s = 4TiIGH A (2)6(z, y) (5.106)

plus terms proportional to the constraints (5.97). One recognizes from (5.106)
that the constraints Ha 4 ~ 0 already follow from the validity of the remaining
constraints. Since the SUSY constraints appear quadratically on the left and the
Hamiltonian constraint linearly on the right, one can refer to N =1 SUGRA as
the ‘square root of gravity’ (Teitelboim 1977).

Quantization proceeds by turning Dirac brackets into commutators or anti-
commutators. Grassmann-even variables are quantized using commutators (omit-
ting hats on operators)7

(Br, By}e — —%[EhEg] , (5.107)
while Grassmann-odd variables are quantized using anticommutators,
(01,05}, — f%[ol,ogp . (5.108)
Mixed variables are quantized via commutators,
{0,E}, — —%[O,E] . (5.109)

Proceeding as in Section 5.2.2; one can implement the Dirac brackets (5.95) via
wave functionals
Yleg (), v (2)] (5.110)

a a
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which can depend either on 12 (x) (as written here) or on 2", but not both.
This is because of the non-trivial anticommutator

[ (x), 9 (y)]+ = —ihDAY 6(2,y) | (5.111)

which can be represented on the wave functional as!'®

. ) , 5
P2 (x) = —ihD{A A (5.112)

The momenta p% 4, (x) are represented as

a . 6 1 abc n
Paa(z) = ﬂhw +5€ P hap () Pare(x)
0 ih )
= —ifi——~ — =™ D o—m— - 5.113
! 6eéA’(x) 2 € 'l/)Ab(x) A'dce (Sde (l‘) ( )
The factor ordering has been chosen such that all derivatives stand on the right.
One can choose a formal Schrédinger-type inner product with respect to which
p% .4 is Hermitian and 92", 92! are Hermitian adjoints (D’Eath 1996).16

The quantum constraints then read
Jap¥ =0, Jap¥=0, Haa¥=0, Sa¥0=0, Sa¥=0. (5114)

The first two constraints express the invariance of the wave functional under
Lorentz transformations, while the last two constraints express its invariance
under SUSY transformations. From the quantum version of (5.106), it becomes
clear that a solution of the Lorentz and the SUSY constraints is also a solution
to Haa VU = 0, provided, of course, that there are no anomalies and the quantum
algebra closes. The issue of anomalies is here as unsolved as it is in the case of
quantum GR.
The explicit form of the quantum Lorentz constraint operators reads

ih ) ) 1) 1)
JAB = —— <€1§a66AA, + eﬁaéeBA/ +1/)Ba +’¢)Aa ) ; (5115)

2 drpgt oy
= ih 1) )
Jwp == <eg/a soaa € 5eAB'> , (5.116)
while the quantum SUSY constraint operators read
- . ) )
Sa = €®epnq Dyt + 4wGh¢g‘W , (5.117)
s o . ) gar O
SA = 177, Da <W> +47T1G5W <Dba W) 5 (5118)

where *D, is the ‘torsion-free derivative’. In the anomaly-free case, one has only
to solve the constraints Jap¥U = 0, S4¥ = 0 (and their conjugates), since

150ne can also employ other representations; cf. the remarks in Moniz (2003).
160ne can go via a functional Fourier transformation from ¥ to \i![eg‘A’(x), &g"(a:)}
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Haa¥ =0 must hold automatically. This could lead to considerable simplifica-
tion because (5.115)—(5.118) involve at most first-order derivatives.

Canonical quantum SUGRA can be applied, for example, in the context of
quantum cosmology (Section 8.1). One can also study some general properties.
One of them is the fact that pure bosonic states cannot exist (see e.g. Moniz 1996
for discussion and references). This can easily be shown. Considering a bosonic
state W[eA4'], one has 60 /dihA = 0 and recognizes immediately that (5.118) is
solved, that is, S4¥ = 0. Assuming that ¥[eA4'] is Lorentz invariant, that is,
that the Lorentz constraints are already fulfilled, it is clear that a state with
SAW = 0 satisfies all constraints. However, such a state cannot exist. This can
be seen as follows (Carroll et al. 1994). One multiplies §4' ¥ = O by [¥]~! and
integrates over space with an arbitrary spinorial test function €4 ( ) to get

/ Inw
I= /d3x et () (e“bceAA/a Dy + AnGhap2 65(;414,)) =0. (5.119)

This must hold for all fields and all ' (z). If one now replaces e’ (z) by
e (z) exp(—¢(x)) and YA (z) by 2 (x) exp(p(x)), where ¢(z) is some arbitrary
function, the second term in (5.119) cancels out in the difference AI between
the old and the new integral, and one is left with

Al = —/d% e nae Y200 =0 | (5.120)

which is independent of the state W. It is obvious that one can choose the fields as
well as e’ (z) and ¢(z) in such a way that the integral is non-vanishing, leading
to a contradiction. Therefore, no physical bosonic states can exist, and a solution
of the quantum constraints can be represented in the form

oo

Ve (2), 05 (2)] = Y (e (2), 9 ()] (5.121)

n=1

where the expansion is into states with fermion number n. In fact, one can
show with similar arguments that any solution of the quantum constraints must
have infinite fermion number. An explicit solution of a peculiar type was found
(without any regularization) by Csordds and Graham (1995).

5.4 The semiclassical approximation
5.4.1 Analogies from quantum mechanics

The semiclassical approximation to quantum geometrodynamics discussed here
uses, in fact, a mixture of two different approximation schemes. The full sys-
tem is divided into two parts with very different scales. One part is called the
‘heavy part’—for it the standard semiclassical (WKB) approximation is used.
The other part is called the ‘light part’—it is treated fully quantum and follows
adiabatically the dynamics of the heavy part. A mixed scheme of this kind is
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called a ‘Born—Oppenheimer’ type of approximation scheme. It is successfully
applied in molecular physics, where the division is into the heavy nuclei (moving
slowly) and the light electrons (following adiabatically the motion of the nuclei).
Many molecular spectra can be explained in this way. In quantum gravity, the
‘heavy’ part is often taken to be the full gravitational field (motivated by the
large value of the Planck mass), while the ‘light’ part are all non-gravitational
degrees of freedom (see e.g. Kiefer 1994). This has the formal advantage that
an expansion with respect to the Planck mass can be performed. It is, however,
fully consistent to consider part of the gravitational degrees of freedom as fully
quantum and therefore include them in the ‘light’ part (see e.g. Halliwell and
Hawking 1985; Vilenkin 1989). Physically, these degrees of freedom are gravi-
tons and quantum density fluctuations. It depends on the actual situation one is
interested in whether this ‘light’ gravitational part has to be taken into account
or not.

For full quantum geometrodynamics, this semiclassical expansion exists only
on a formal level. Therefore, it will be appropriate to discuss quantum-mechanical
analogies in this subsection. Albeit formal, the expansion scheme is of the utmost
conceptual importance. As we shall see, it enables one to recover the usual time
as an approximate concept from ‘timeless’ quantum gravity (Section 5.4.2). This
is the relevant approach for observers within the Universe (‘intrinsic viewpont’).
Moreover, the scheme allows to go to higher orders and calculate quantum-
gravitational correction terms to the functional Schrodinger equation, which
could have observational significance (Section 5.4.3).

Let us now consider in some detail a simple quantum-mechanical model (see
e.g. Kiefer 1994; Bertoni et al. 1996; Briggs and Rost 2001). The total system
consists of the ‘heavy part’ described by the variable @), while the ‘light-part’
variable is called ¢.!7 It is assumed that the full system is described by a sta-
tionary Schrédinger equation,

H¥(q,Q) = E¥(q,Q) , (5.122)
with the Hamilton operator to be of the form
h? 92
H=———= 12
S50+ V@ +h(@.Q). (5.123)

where h(g, @) contains the pure g-part and the interaction between ¢ and Q. In
the case of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation, the total energy is zero, E = 0. One
now makes an expansion of the form

V(3 Q) =Y xn(@)tn(g, Q) (5.124)

and assumes that (1, |¥,,) = dpm for each value of Q. The inner product here
is the ordinary scalar product with respect to ¢ only (only this part will be

17For simplicity, the total system is considered to be two dimensional. The extension to more
dimensions is straightforward.
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naturally available in quantum gravity). Inserting the ansatz (5.124) into the
Schrodinger equation and projecting on 1., (¢, Q) yields

%: <w

where the QQ-derivative acts on everything to the right. We now introduce the
‘Born—Oppenheimer potentials’

R 92
C2M 0Q?

wn> Xn + V(Q)Xm + Z<'¢Jm‘h|'¢)n>Xn = EXm 5 (5~125)

n

which for eigenstates of the ‘light’ variable, h|i,) = €,|¥y), just read: €y, (Q) =
€n(Q)dmn. In molecular physics, this is often the case of interest. We shall, how-
ever, keep the formalism more general. We also introduce the ‘connection’

Amn(Q) = iR <¢m ’8;5 > (5.127)

and a corresponding momentum

h 0 i

Making use of (5.126) and (5.128), one can write (5.125) in the form!®

5 (B 4 (@) 10l @ VD@ = Brn@) - (5129

n

The modification in the momentum P,,,, and the ‘Born-Oppenheimer potential’
€mn express the ‘back reaction’ from the ‘light’ part onto the ‘heavy part’. In-
serting the ansatz (5.124) into the Schrédinger equation without projection on
Ym, One gets

B 9%xn
> (@ 0.0 = (E-V@) + 555 )
2 02 h? IXn O
2MOQ? My, 0Q 9Q

] bn(@.Q) =0. (5130

We emphasize that (5.129) and (5.130) are still ezact equations, describing the
coupling between the ‘heavy’ and the ‘light’ part.

8Here, P2, = 31, Pk Pin-
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Various approximations can now be performed. In a first step, one can assume
that the ‘heavy’ part is approximately insensitive to changes in the ‘light’ part.
This enables one to neglect the off-diagonal parts in (5.129), leading to

l 1 (3= 4n(@) +V(@+ Bl 0@ = Bu@ . (5131

2M \i 0Q

where E,,(Q) = €,,(Q). For real 1, the connection vanishes, A,, = 0. Other-
wise, it leads to a geometric phase (‘Berry phase’); cf. Berry (1984). We shall
neglect the connection in the following.*

In a second step, one can perform a standard semiclassical (WKB) approxi-
mation for the heavy part through the ansatz

Xn(Q) = Cp(Q)e Mm@/ (5.132)
This is inserted into (5.131). For the Q-derivative, one gets

0%xn B 9°C,, Xn 2iM 0C,, 0S,, Xn
Q2 Q2 C, h 0Q 0Q C,

M\? /85, iM 528,
- (?) (%) Xn + T 90? Xn - (5.133)

Assuming M to be large corresponds to neglecting derivatives of C,, and second
derivatives of S, (the usual assumptions for WKB). One then has

2 2 2
O xn <%) (aS”) Xn - (5.134)

Q2 0Q

The classical momentum is then given by

S, h Oxn
P, = N —— 5.135
0Q  ixn 0Q ( )
and (5.131) becomes the Hamilton—-Jacobi equation,
P2
Ho=-" 1 V(Q)+E.(Q) =E . (5.136)

2M

Since E,(Q) = (5 |h|1r), this corresponds, in the gravitational context, to the
semiclassical Einstein equations discussed in Section 1.2, where the expectation
value of the energy—momentum tensor appears.

19 An intriguing idea would be to derive the connection in gauge theories along these lines.
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One can now introduce a time coordinate ¢ via the Hamilton equations of
motion,

d 0 0
Epn = _@Hcl = _8Q (V(Q) + ETL(Q)) ’
d 0 P,
EQ = ﬁHﬂ =3 (5.137)

In fact, the very definition of ¢ depends on n, and we call it therefore ¢,, in the
following. Since it arises from the WKB approximation (5.132), it is called WKB
time (Zeh 1988). The last term in (5.130) can then be written as

100 O 08y O _ O

My, 9Q 0Q 0Q 0Q at

This means that 1, is evaluated along a particular classical trajectory of the
‘heavy’ variable, ¥, (Q(tn),q) = Yn(tn,q). Assuming slow variation of 1, with
respect to @, one can neglect the term proportional to 9%, /0Q? in (5.130).
Also using (5.136), one is then left with

(5.138)

an[ Gstn) = En(tn) — lﬁ— Yn(tn,q) =0 . (5.139)

This equation still describes a coupling between ‘heavy’ and ‘light’ part.

In a third and last step one can assume that instead of the whole sum (5.124)
only one component is available, that is, one has—up to an (adiabatic) depen-
dence of ¥ on (Q—a factorizing state,

X(@)¥(q,Q) -

This lack of entanglement can of course only arise in certain situations and must
be dynamically justified (through decoherence; cf. Chapter 10). If it happens,
and after absorbing E,, (t) into a redefinition of ¢ (yielding only a phase), one
gets from (5.139):

oy

ihys =i, (5.140)

that is, just the Schrodinger equation. The ‘heavy’ system acts as a ‘clock’ and
defines the time with respect to which the ‘light’ system evolves. Therefore,
a time-dependent Schrodinger equation has arisen for one of the subsystems,
although the full Schrédinger equation is of a stationary form; cf. Mott (1931).
Cousidering the terms with order M in (5.133), one finds an equation for the
C’ru
5 9Cn 05, &S
0Q 0Q  0Q?

or in the case of one component only,

C,=0, (5.141)



THE SEMICLASSICAL APPROXIMATION 169

08 oC 928 ocC  09%S
2—— 4+ —C=2—+—C=0. 5.142
2QoQ Tagz" = ot T a2 (5.142)
This can be written in the form of a continuity equation,
0 oS
—(C*—=)=0. 5.143
oQ ( 3@) ( )
A systematic derivation makes use of an M-expansion,
U=exp(iS/h), S=MSy+S1+M Sy+ . (5.144)

The Hamilton—Jacobi equation (5.136) then appears at order M, and both the
Schrodinger equation (5.140) and the prefactor equation (5.143) appear at order
M?P. The next order, M !, then yields corrections to the Schrodinger equation
(discussed in Section 5.4.3 for the quantum-gravitational case).

Another example, which is closer to the situation with the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation (because of the indefinite kinetic term), is the non-relativistic expansion
of the Klein—Gordon equation; cf. Kiefer and Singh (1991). In the absence of an
external potential, the latter reads

n* 92 2 2 2
One writes
o(x,t) = exp (iS(x,t)/h) (5.146)
and expands the exponent in powers of c,
S = 0250 + 51+ 07252 -+ (5.147)

This ansatz is inserted into (5.145), which is then solved at consecutive orders
of ¢2. The highest order, c?, yields solutions Sy = £m¢t, from which we choose
Sy = —mdt. This choice corresponds to

© = exp (fimczt/h) ,

which is the ‘positive-energy solution’. The approximation works as long as
‘negative-energy solutions’ can be consistently neglected, that is, as long as
field-theoretic effects such as particle creation do not play any role. Writing
1 = exp(iS1/h) one gets at order ?, the Schrodinger equation,

iyt 2

iy = —%Aw . (5.148)
The Schrédinger equation has thus been derived as a non-relativistic approxima-
tion to the Klein-Gordon equation. Writing ¥ = 1) exp(iS2/hc?) one arrives at
order ¢~ at the equation

. h2 h4

The last term is the first relativistic correction term and can be used to derive
testable predictions, for example, for spectra of pionic atoms (for ordinary atoms
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an expansion of the Dirac equation must be employed). A more general case is
the Klein—Gordon equation coupled to gravity and the electromagnetic field. This
leads to additional relativistic correction terms (Ladmmerzahl 1995).

A major difference of the Klein—Gordon example to the first example is the
indefinite structure of the kinetic term (d’Alembertian instead of Laplacian).
Therefore, on the full level, the conserved inner product is the Klein—Gordon
one (cf. Section 5.2.2). In order ” of the approximation, one obtains from this
inner product the standard Schrodinger inner product as an approximation. The
next order yields corrections to the Schrédinger inner product proportional to
¢~2. Does this mean that unitarity is violated at this order? Not necessarily. In
the case of the Klein—Gordon equation in external gravitational and electromag-
netic fields, one can make a (¢-dependent!) redefinition of wave functions and
Hamiltonian to arrive at a conserved Schrédinger inner product with respect to
which the Hamiltonian is Hermitian (Ladmmerzahl 1995).

5.4.2 Derivation of the Schridinger equation

Similar to the discussion of the examples in the last subsection one can perform
a semiclassical (‘Born—-Oppenheimer’) approximation for the Wheeler—DeWitt
equation and the momentum constraints. In this way one can recover approxi-
mately the limit of ordinary quantum field theory in an external gravitational
background. This is done in the Schrodinger picture, so this limit emerges through
the functional Schrodinger equation, not the quantum-mechanical Schrédinger
equation as in the last subsection. In the following, we shall mainly follow, with
elaborations, the presentation in Barvinsky and Kiefer (1998); see also Kiefer
(1994) and references therein.

The starting point is the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (5.18) and the momentum
constraint (5.19). Taking into account non-gravitational degrees of freedom, these
equations can be written in the following form:

1 52 .
— abe —2m? Vh® DA [ hy]) = 1
{ Qm%deéhabéth m3Vh R+ H? L [Ulha)) =0,  (5.150)

2 5 m B
{ThachWbC + Ha } ‘\Ij[habb = 0 . (5151)

Here, m3 = (327G)™', h=1, A =0, and ’I:[‘f and 7:{;“ denote the contributions
from non-gravitational fields. To be concrete, we think about the presence of a
scalar field. The notation |¥[h,s]) means: ¥ is a wave functional with respect to
the three-metric hy, and a state in the standard Hilbert space referring to the
scalar field (bra- and ket-notation).

The situation is now formally similar to the example discussed in the previous
subsection. One of the main differences is the presence of the momentum con-
straints (5.151), which have no analogue in the quantum-mechanical example.
Comparing (5.150) with (5.123), one notes the following formal correspondence
between the terms:
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1 02 1 52
ToraqE T " ama G5
mP ab cd
V(Q) < —2mpVhOR,
hq, Q) « HT,
(g, Q) < [Y[hay]) - (5.152)

The same steps as in the quantum-mechanical example can now be performed.
We already assume at this stage that we have one component instead of a sum
like (5.124) and that this component is written in the form

(W [has]) = Clhape ™5t [y [hgy]) (5.153)

In the highest order of a WKB approximation for the gravitational part, S[hqs)
obeys a Hamilton—Jacobi equation similar to (5.136). In addition, it obeys a
Hamilton—Jacobi version of the momentum constraints. Therefore,

2
mp 08 68 2 /7 (3) m
TP Gabed ——— —— — 2m R+ (|HP ) =0, 154
9 e S Sy 2Vh (YIH ) =0 (5.154)

2mPhabD 6 + (PIHY ) = 0. (5.155)

These equations correspond—in the usual four-dimensional notation—to the
semiclassical Einstein equations (1.35). Note that the ‘back reaction’ terms in
these equations are formally suppressed by a factor mp 2 compared to the remain-
ing terms. For this reason they are often neglected in this order of approximation
and only considered in the next order (Kiefer 1994).

Instead of the single-component version of (5.139), one here gets

~ ~ 6S 6
(HT — (Y HTY) — 1Gabed— 5hos oh d) [[hap]) =0, (5.156)

A )
('Hm <1/J|Hm|w> - abD 5 ) [t[hap]) =0 . (5.157)

One now evaluates |1[hq]) along a solution of the classical Einstein equations,
hab(x,t), corresponding to a solution, S[hgp], of the Hamilton—Jacobi equations
(5.154) and (5.155),

(2)) = [[hab(x,)]) - (5.158)

After a certain choice of lapse and shift functions, N and N, has been made,
this solution is obtained from

hab = NGab(,d 05

5h 2Dy - (5.159)

To get an evolutionary equation for the quantum state (5.158), one defines
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%Wz(t)) :/d?’xhab(x,t) e )"L/J[ ab)) - (5.160)

This, then, leads to the functional Schrédinger equation for quantized matter
fields in the chosen external classical gravitational field,

0 rm
igg W) = H™[%(2)) ,
Hm—/d3 x)H™ (x )—I—N“(x)’l:lgl(x)} . (5.161)

Here, H™ is the matter-field Hamiltonian in the Schrédinger picture, para-
metrically depending on (generally non-static) metric coefficients of the curved
space—time background. This equation is the analogue of (5.140) in the quantum-
mechanical example. (The back-reaction terms have again been absorbed into the
phase of [¢(¢)).) The standard concept of time in quantum theory thus emerges
only in a semiclassical approximation—the Wheeler—-DeWitt equation itself is
‘timeless’.2°

Such a derivation of quantum field theory from the Wheeler-DeWitt equa-
tions dates back, on the level of cosmological models, to DeWitt (1967a). It was
later performed by Lapchinsky and Rubakov (1979) for generic gravitational
systems and discussed in various contexts in Banks (1985), Halliwell and Hawk-
ing (1985), Hartle (1987), Kiefer (1987), Barvinsky (1989), Brout and Venturi
(1989), Singh and Padmanabhan (1989), Parentani (2000), and others; see also
Anderson (2006a, b) for a general discussion. Although performed on a formal
level only, this derivation yields an important bridge connecting the full the-
ory of quantum gravity with the limit of quantum field theory in an external
space—time; it lies behind many cosmological applications.

This ‘Born—Oppenheimer type of approach’ is also well suited for the cal-
culation of quantum-gravitational correction terms to the Schrédinger equation
(5.161). This will be discussed in the next subsection. As a preparation it is,
however, most appropriate to introduce again a condensed, so-called ‘DeWitt’,
notation; cf. Section 2.2. We introduce the notation

qi = hab(x) , Pi= pab(x) ) (5162)

in which the condensed index i = (ab,x) includes both discrete tensor indices
and three-dimensional spatial coordinates x. In this way, the situation is formally
the same as for a finite-dimensional model. A similar notation can be introduced
for the constraints,

HE(q.p) = (H& (%), HE(x)) , HMg 0,pp) = (HT(x),Hi'(x)) . (5.163)

The index p enumerates the superhamiltonian and supermomenta of the theory
as well as their spatial coordinates, p — (u,x). In this notation, the functional

20 An attempt to extrapolate the standard interpretational framework of quantum theory
into the ‘timeless realm’ is the use of ‘evolving constants’ in the Heisenberg picture by Rovelli
(19910).
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dependence on phase-space variables is represented in the form of functions of
(¢*, pi), and the contraction of condensed indices includes integration over x along
with discrete summation. In the condensed notation, the gravitational part of
the canonical action (4.68) acquires the simple form

8lq,p, N] = / at (i — N"H(q,p)) = / dr L# (5.164)

with the superhamiltonian and supermomenta given by expressions which are
quadratic and linear in the momenta, respectively,

1

H =5z

G¥pip + VL, HE=Dip;, (5.165)
with V. = —2m%vh ®)R. Here the indices L — (L,x) and a — (a,x) are also
condensed, Glf is the ultralocal three-point object containing the matrix of the
DeWitt metric, and D? is the generator of the spatial diffeomorphisms (see
below). The objects G°F and D! have the form of the following delta-function
type kernels (Barvinsky 1993b):

G = Gabea 6(%i,x1)8(x1, %)
i = (ab,x;), k= (ed,x), L=(L,x1), (5.166)
D! = —2hq,Dey0(Xa,Xi) , i = (be,X;), a=(a,Xq) . (5.167)

Note that the object G % itself is not yet the DeWitt metric because it contains
two delta-functions. Only the functional contraction of G'** with the constant
lapse function N = 1 converts this object into the distinguished ultralocal metric
on the functional space of three-metric coefficients,

G = G|y, = [@x0 GF =G Bxi%) . (5169

The Poisson-bracket algebra for the gravitational constraints in condensed no-
tation then reads as in (5.51).
Note that the transformations of the ¢’-part of phase space (cf. Section 5.3.4)

i i - GHE
6(] = DHE y D! = apl

B (5.169)

have as generators the vectors DL which are momentum-independent for space-
like diffeomorphisms p = a (and, therefore, coincide with the coefficients of the
momenta in the supermomentum constraints (5.167)), but involve momenta for
normal deformations, D} = G*p,/m3.

With these condensed notations, one can formulate the operator realization
of the gravitational constraints Hj (¢,p) — H ;> closing the commutator version
of the Poisson-bracket algebra (5.51),
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T
[Hg,Hﬂ — U, HE . (5.170)

As shown in Barvinsky (1993b), the fact that (5.170) holds follows from the
classical gravitational constraints (5.165) by replacing the momenta p;, with the
functional covariant derivatives Dy /i—covariant with respect to the Riemann
connection based on the DeWitt metric (5.168)—and by adding a purely imagi-
nary part (anti-Hermitian with respect to the L? inner product): the functional
trace of structure functions, iU};, /2. With this definition of covariant derivatives,
it is understood that the space of three-metrics ¢ is regarded as a functional dif-
ferentiable manifold, and that the quantum states |¥(q)) are scalar densities of
weight 1/2. Thus, the operator realization for the full constraints including the
matter parts has the form

N 1 . i v ‘rm

H, = o G*D;Dy + Vi + SUL, +HT (5.171)
~ 1 . 1 .

Hy = ZViDi+ 5Us, + H . (5.172)

The imaginary parts of these operators are either formally divergent (being the
coincidence limits of delta-function type kernels) or formally zero (as in (5.171)
because of vanishing structure-function components). We shall, however, keep
them in a general form, expecting that a rigorous operator regularization will
exist that can consistently handle these infinities as well as the corresponding
quantum anomalies (see Section 5.3.5).

The highest order of the semiclassical approximation leads to a wave func-
tional of the form (5.153). It is sometimes convenient to consider a two-point
object (‘propagator’) instead of a wave functional—one can, for example, easily
translate the results into a language using Feynman diagrams. This will be done
in the next subsection. We shall, therefore, consider a two-point solution K (g, ¢')
of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. One can construct a closed expression for the
one-loop pre-exponential factor of a solution which is of the semiclassical form
corresponding to (5.153) (see Barvinsky and Krykhtin (1993))

im38(q,q')

K(q,q') = P(g.q')e (5.173)

Here, S(q,q’) is a particular solution of the Hamilton—Jacobi equations with
respect to both arguments—the classical action calculated at the extremal of
equations of motion joining the points ¢ and ¢/,

Hj(q,08/09) =0 . (5.174)

The one-loop (O(m%) part of the 1/m%-expansion) order of the pre-exponential
factor P(q, ¢') here satisfies a set of quasi-continuity equations which follow from
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the Wheeler-DeWitt equations at one loop and which are analogous to (5.143)
in the quantum-mechanical example,

Dy(D;,P?) = U, P?, (5.175)
. OHE
D, = —L : (5.176)
i lp=08/dq

with the generators DL here evaluated at the Hamilton—Jacobi values of the
canonical momenta. The solution of this equation turns out to be a particular
generalization of the Pauli-van Vleck—-Morette formula—the determinant calcu-
lated on the subspace of non-degeneracy for the matrix

9*S(q,q")

Sik = a7
k Oq* Og*

(5.177)

This matrix has the generators DIZ as zero-eigenvalue eigenvectors (Barvinsky
and Krykhtin 1993). An invariant algorithm of calculating this determinant is
equivalent to the Faddeev—Popov gauge-fixing procedure; cf. Section 2.2.3. It
consists in introducing a ‘gauge-breaking’ term to the matrix (5.177),

Fiw = Sy + ¢ cwdis (5.178)

formed with the aid of the gauge-fixing matrix c,, and two sets of arbitrary
covectors (of ‘gauge conditions’) ¢! and ¢¥, at the points ¢ and ¢/, respectively.
They satisfy invertibility conditions for ‘Faddeev—Popov operators’ at these two
points,

JE=¢tDL, J=detJt £0, JP=¢hDL | J =detJ" £0. (5.179)

In terms of these objects, the pre-exponential factor solving the continuity equa-
tions (5.175) is given by
detFik/ 1/2
P=|—— 5.180
[ JJ' det ¢, ] ’ ( )

which is independent of the gauge fixing. This finishes the discussion of the
Born—-Oppenheimer scheme at the highest level of approximation.

5.4.3 Quantum-gravitational correction terms

We shall now proceed to perform the semiclassical expansion for solutions to the
Wheeler-DeWitt equations. Since we are interested in giving an interpretation in
terms of Feynman diagrams, we shall not consider wave functionals but—as in the
last part of the last subsection— two-point solutions (‘propagators’). Due to the
absence of an external time parameter in the full theory, such two-point functions
play more the role of energy Green functions than ordinary propagators; see
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Section 5.3.4. In the semiclassical limit, however, a background time parameter
is available, with respect to which Feynman ‘propagators’ can be formulated.

Let us, therefore, look for a two-point solution of the Wheeler—-DeWitt equa-
tions (i.e. Wheeler-DeWitt equation and momentum constraints) in the form of
the ansatz

. im2S(qy,q-) -
K(q4.q-) = P(qe.q-)e (ar )U(q+7q—)7 (5.181)

where we denote as above by a hat, the operators acting in the Hilbert space
of matter fields. Here, S(qy,q—) satisfies (5.174), and P(qy,q_) is the pre-
exponential factor (5.180). Substituting this ansatz into the system of the Whee-
ler-DeWitt equations and taking into account the Hamilton—Jacobi equations
and the continuity equations for P(q,q-), we get for the ‘evolution’ operator

U(q+,q-) the equations

N PRI 1 .
iDX DU = HMU — 5 P'G"D,, D, (PU), (5.182)
P

iDEDLU = H™U (5.183)

where all the derivatives are understood as acting on the argument ¢,. Evaluating
this operator at the classical extremal g1 — ¢(t),

U(t) =U(q(t),q-) , (5.184)
where ¢(t) satisfies the canonical equations of motion corresponding to S(q4, g-),
gt = N"V, (5.185)

one easily obtains the quasi-evolutionary equation

N it
i U(t) = H U (t) (5.186)

with the effective matter Hamiltonian

1

Hef—f _ ]fIm o
2m?,

NGT"D,, D, |[PU|P'U" . (5.187)

(Recall that we use a condensed notation and that this equation is, in fact, an
integral equation.) The first term on the right-hand side is the Hamiltonian of
matter fields at the gravitational background of (g, V)-variables,

H™ =NVH,} . (5.188)

The second term involves the operator U itself in a non-linear way and con-
tributes only at order mp? of the expansion. Thus, (5.186) is not a true linear
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Schrodinger equation, but semiclassically it can be solved by iterations starting
from the lowest-order approximation

A t+ A
Uyg=Texp |—i dth] , (5.189)

t_

AT =A™ . (5.190)

Here, T' denotes the Dyson chronological ordering of the usual unitary evolution
operator acting in the Hilbert space of matter fields (¢, p,). The Hamiltonian
H™ = H™($,Py,,q(t), N(t)) is an operator in the Schrédinger picture of these
fields (¢,p,), parametrically depending on the gravitational background vari-
ables (¢(t), N(t)), that is, evaluated along a particular trajectory (‘space—time’)
in configuration space.

The Dyson T-exponent obviously explains the origin of the standard Feynman
diagrammatic technique in the matter field sector of the theory which arises in
the course of the semiclassical expansion of (5.189). We shall now show that
the gravitational part of this diagrammatic technique involving graviton loops
naturally arises as a result of iterationally solving (5.186)—(5.187) in powers of
1/mé.

The effective Hamiltonian in the first-order approximation of such an itera-
tional technique can be obtained by substituting (5.189) into (5.187) to yield

N N 1 N
Hleﬂ<t+) = HIn - ngn(DmDnUo)Uo 1
P

1

52 G™"(D,, D, P)P~*
P

1 mn — F Fr—
fm—%g (D, P)P~H (D, U)U" . (5.191)

Here we have used the new notation
gmt = NG (5.192)

for another metric on the configuration space (compare with (5.168)) which uses
the actual value of the lapse function corresponding to the classical extremal
(5.185). This lapse function generally differs from unity. We have also decom-
posed the first-order corrections in the effective Hamiltonian into three terms cor-
responding to the contribution of quantum matter (generated by 0(]), a purely
quantum gravitational contribution generated by P, and their cross-term.
Further evaluation of these terms demands the knowledge of derivatives act-
ing on the configuration space argument ¢ of U, and P. Obtaining these deriva-
tives leads to the necessity of considering the special boundary value problem for
classical equations of motion, the graviton propagator and vertices—elements of
the gravitational Feynman diagrammatic technique. The discussion is long and
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technical and can be found in Barvinsky and Kiefer (1998). Here we shall only
quote the main steps and include a brief discussion of the results.

The following quantities play a role in the discussion. First, we introduce a
collective notation for the full set of Lagrangian gravitational variables, which
includes both the spatial metric as well as lapse and shift functions,

g9 = (d'(t), N"(t)) - (5.193)

This comprises the space-time metric. (Recall that ¢'(t) stands for the three-
metric hqp(X,t).) Next, the second functional derivatives of the gravitational
action with respect to the space—time metric is denoted by

25[g]
Sab = -
dg°(t)dg*(t')
Since Sgp is not invertible, one must add gauge-fixing terms similar to (5.178).

This leads to an operator Fy,. The ‘graviton propagator’ D is then defined as
its inverse via

(5.194)

F,Db = §¢ . (5.195)

We also need the components of the Wronskian operator obtained from the
gravitational Lagrangian L,

- 0L%(q,q, N
W (d/dt) 6g(t) = —6 % . (5.196)
With the help of the ‘graviton propagator’, one can define
. 1 [ . 1 .
) = —— dt’ D* (¢, Ty (t') = ——5 DT}, , (5.197)
mp Jy_ mp

where T}, is the condensed notation for the energy—momentum tensor of the
matter field. The quantity £*(t) obeys the linearized Einstein equations with
source Tj and can thus be interpreted as the gravitational potential generated
by the back reaction of quantum matter on the gravitational background.

The first correction term in (5.191)—the contribution of quantum matter—is
found to read

1
2mi

1 — ~ — A
= §m% gmn T <Wma e Wnb tb)

gm"(DmDnﬁo)ﬁo_l

i e
+ §Dab’wabc (t+) t¢

1 e —_ A 1 A

5O (W D) (W D) (S 4 2 ) (5198)
The resulting three terms can be given a Feynman diagrammatic representation
with different structure. Note that because of (5.197) all terms are of the same
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order mp 2 despite their appearance. The first term begins with the tree-level
structure quadratic in gravitational potential operators t%. Note that despite the
fact that these operators are taken at one moment of time ¢, their chronological
product is non-trivial because it should read as

PURDN 1 PN
T (i*1") = — D*D"T (1.1,) (5.199)
P

and, thus, includes all higher order chronological couplings between composite
operators of matter stress tensors. The second and third term on the right-hand
side of (5.198) are essentially quantum, because their semiclassical expansions
start with the one-loop diagrams consisting of one and two ‘graviton propaga-
tors’ D, respectively. The quasi-local vertices of these diagrams are built from
the Wronskian operators, gravitational three-vertices denoted by wap.(t+) and
Secde (third functional derivatives of the gravitational action) and second-order
variation of matter action with respect to gravitational variables, S o+ The cor-
responding diagrams are shown in Fig. 5.1.

The second and third correction term in (5.191) can be written in a similar
way. The second term—the purely quantum gravitational contribution—contains
instead of t* a gravitational potential that is generated by the one-loop stress
tensor of gravitons which enters as a matter source in the linearized Einstein
equations.

Depending on the physical situation, not all of the correction terms are of
equal importance. It often happens that the effects of quantum matter dominate
over the graviton effects and that from its contribution only the first term on
the right-hand side of (5.198) is significant. This means that one has

T =A™+ L migmT (I/Tfmaf“ VT/nbf") +O(1/m2).  (5.200)

It turns out that this remaining correction term can be interpreted as the ki-
netic energy of the gravitational radiation produced by the back reaction of
quantum matter sources. This term can be decomposed into a component along
the semiclassical gravitational trajectory (‘longitudinal part’) and an orthogonal
component. The longitudinal part is ultralocal and basically given by the square
of the matter Hamiltonian, . ,
s (HT) . (5.201)

This is fully analogous to the relativistic correction term to the ordinary Schrod-
inger equation, as being found from expanding the Klein—Gordon equation; see
(5.149).

Can such quantum-gravitational correction terms be observed? If the mat-
ter Hamiltonian is dominated by the rest mass of a particle with mass m, the
correction term (5.201) is of the order of

x (ﬂ)z . (5.202)
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Fic. 5.1. Feynman diagrams illustrating the quantum-gravitational correction
terms in (5.198). The time parameter ¢, labels the vertices at the space—
time point at which H ff is evaluated. Dashed lines labelled by T denote the
chronological ordering of matter stress tensors in the bilinear combinations
of gravitational potentials £®. (From Barvinsky and Kiefer 1998.)

For scalar fields causing an inflationary expansion of the early universe (infla-
tons), a typical value would be m ~ 10~°mp. The corrections would thus be of
the order 10710, This is a very small number, but it is nevertheless conceivable
that such effects could be seen in future observations of the cosmic microwave
anisotropy spectrum.

The semiclassical approximation scheme has also been discussed for the con-
straint equations of supersymmetric canonical quantum gravity (Kiefer et al. 2005).
It turns out that the formalism is only consistent if the states at each order de-
pend on the gravitino field. That is, already the Hamilton—Jacobi equation and
therefore the background space—time must involve the gravitino.



6

QUANTUM GRAVITY WITH CONNECTIONS AND LOOPS

6.1 Connection and loop variables

In Section 4.3, we encountered a Hamiltonian formulation of GR alternative to
geometrodynamics, using the concepts of connections and loops. In the present
chapter, we shall review approaches to formulate a consistent quantum theory
with such variables, leading to ‘quantum connection dynamics’ or ‘quantum loop
dynamics’. More details and references can be found in Rovelli (2004) and Thie-
mann (2001, 2003), Ashtekar and Lewandowski (2004), and Nicolai et al. (2005).
The popular name ‘loop quantum gravity’ stems from the use of the loop vari-
ables to be defined in Section 6.1.2.

In the present section, we shall introduce the quantum versions of the con-
nection and loop variables and discuss the Gauss constraints (4.122) and the
diffeomorphism constraints (4.127). These constraints already give a picture of
the way space might look like on the smallest scales. At least on a kinemat-
ical level (using the Gauss constraints only), a major result can be obtained:
the spectrum of geometric operators representing area or volume in the clas-
sical limit turns out to be discrete (Section 6.2). This has a direct bearing on
the interpretation of black-hole entropy (see Section 7.1). The more complicated
implementation of the Hamiltonian constraint is relegated to Section 6.3. We
treat here only pure gravity, but various results can be extended to the case of
standard-model matter (Thiemann 2001).

6.1.1 Connection representation

The connection representation is characterized classically by the Poisson bracket
(4.120) between the densitized tetrad E?(y) and the SU(2)-connection A} (x).
These variables are then formally turned into operators obeying the commutation
relation

[Ag(x), El(y)| = 8rBinsiols(x,y) - (6.1)

In the functional Schrodinger representation, one can implement this relation
formally through

AL (x)W[A] = AL (x)¥[4] (6.2)
R )

Fb(y)U[A] = 8n-———T[4], 6.3
F(y)V[A] 616A{7(y) [A] (6.3)

where the A in the argument of the wave functional is a shorthand for A?(x).
As in Chapter 5, the constraints are implemented as conditions on allowed wave
functionals. The Gauss constraints (4.122) then becomes

181
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ow

G¥ =0 — Da@:

0. (6.4)
It expresses the invariance of the wave functional with respect to infinitesimal
gauge transformations of the connection. The diffeomorphism constraints (4.127)

become
ow

b5A;
Similar to the classical case, it expresses the invariance of the wave functional
under a combination of infinitesimal diffeomorphism and gauge transformations;
cf. Section 4.3.2.

The Hamiltonian constraint (4.126) cannot be treated directly in this way
because the I'i-terms contain the tetrad in a complicated non-linear fashion.
This would lead to similar problems as with the Wheeler—-DeWitt equation dis-
cussed in Chapter 5, preventing to find any solutions. In Section 6.3, we shall see
how a direct treatment of the quantum Hamiltonian constraint can at least be
attempted. Here, we remark only that (4.126) is easy to handle only for the value
(# =1iin the Lorentzian case or for the value 8 = 1 in the Euclidean case. In the
first case, the problem arises that the resulting formalism uses complex variables
and that one has to impose ‘reality conditions’ at an appropriate stage (which
nobody has succeeded in implementing). In the second case, the variables are
real but one deals with the unphysical Euclidean case. Nevertheless, for these
particular values of (3, the second term in (4.126) vanishes, and the quantum
Hamiltonian constraint for A = 0 would simply read

HoU =0 — F! 0. (6.5)

52U

ik kab - 5
T5AisA]

€

=0. (6.6)

Note that in (6.4)—(6.6), a ‘naive’ factor ordering has been chosen: all derivatives
are put to the right. Formal solutions to these equations have been found; see
for example, Briggmann (1994). Some solutions have been expressed in terms
of knot invariants.! Many of these solutions are annihilated by the operator
corresponding to v/h and may therefore be devoid of physical meaning, since
matter fields and the cosmological term couple to v/h.

In the case of vacuum gravity with A # 0, an exact formal solution in the
connection representation was found by Kodama (1990). Using a factor ordering
different from (6.6), the Hamiltonian constraint reads for 8 =1
o 6 < ihA )

ijk o v _
Fkab 6 eabc(SA’Cf) \I/[A] 0. (67)

AL 5A]

We note that the second term in parentheses comes from the determinant of the
three-metric,

1A knot invariant is a functional on the space of loops which assigns to loops in the same
knot class the same number.
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ind . 6 o0 9
Ea_ ”kac )
h = det 6'€ ebéAl(SAJéAk

The solution for ¥ is given by

Ty = eXp( GAFLSCS[ ]) ) (6.8)

where Scs[A] denotes the ‘Chern—Simons action’
Scs[A / d3z ety (GQA DpAe — —G“A dApA. > : (6.9)

This follows after one notes that

N 61

eabcm = *EFkab )

that is, the term in parentheses in (6.7) by itself annihilates the state U5. Due
to the topological nature of the Chern—Simons action, the state (6.8) is both
gauge- and diffeomorphism-invariant. In contrast to the states mentioned above
(for vanishing cosmological constant), (6.8) is not annihilated by the operator
corresponding to vk and may thus have physical content. The Chern—Simons
action is also important for GR in 241 dimensions; cf. Section 8.1.3.

A state of the form (6.8) is also known from Yang-Mills theory. The state

1
\I/g = exXp ( 2% 2SCS[A])

is an eigenstate of the Yang—Mills Hamiltonian

1[5 9,0 02 B2
HYM:§/dxtr(—g7im+—,

where B, = (1/2)eqp.F¢, with eigenvalue zero (Loos 1969, Witten 2003). How-
ever, this state has unpleasant properties (e.g. it is not normalizable), which
renders its physical significance dubious. It is definitely not the ground state of
Yang—Mills theory. The same reservation may apply to (6.8).

Since the ‘real’ quantum Hamiltonian constraint is not given by (6.6), see
Section 6.3, we shall not discuss further this type of solutions. What can gen-
erally be said about the connection representation? Since (6.4) guarantees that
U[A] = U[AY], where g € SU(2), the configuration space after the implemen-
tation of the Gauss constraints is actually given by A/G, where A denotes the
space of connections and G the local SU(2) gauge group. Because the remaining
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constraints have not been considered at this stage, this level corresponds to hav-
ing in Chapter 5 states U[hyp] before imposing the constraints H,¥ = 0 = H_ V.
A candidate for an inner product on A/G would be

(W) = /A Dl WAL (6.10)

cf. (5.20). The main problem is: can one construct a suitable measure Dy[A]
in a rigorous way? The obstacles are that the configuration space A/G is both
non-linear and infinite-dimensional. Such a measure has been constructed; see
Ashtekar et al. (1994). In the construction process, it was necessary to extend
the configuration space to its closure .A/G. This space is much bigger than the
classical configuration space of smooth field configurations, since it contains dis-
tributional analogues of gauge-equivalent connections.

The occurrence of distributional configurations can also be understood from
a path-integral point of view where one sums over (mostly) non-differentiable
configurations. In field theory, an imprint of this is left on the boundary configu-
ration which shows up as the argument of the wave functional. Although classical
configurations form a set of measure zero in the space of all configurations, they
nevertheless possess physical significance, since one can construct semiclassical
states that are concentrated on them. Moreover, for the measurement of field
variables, one would not expect much difference to the case of having smooth
field configurations only, since only measurable functions count, and these are in-
tegrals of field configurations; see Bohr and Rosenfeld (1933). In a sense, the loop
representation to be discussed in the following implements ‘smeared versions’ of
the variables A and F.

6.1.2 Loop representation

Instead of considering wave functionals defined on the space of connections, W[A],
one can use states defined on the space of loops a®(s), ¥[a]; cf. Section 4.3.3.
This is possible due to the availability of the measure on A/G, and the states
are obtained by the transformation (‘loop transform’)

Vo] = A_/gD,u[A} T[a][A] (6.11)

where 7 [«] was defined in (4.144). This corresponds to the usual Fourier trans-
form in quantum mechanics,

1[}(p) = m AS d3:13 e_iPX/hr(/}(X> . (612)

The plane wave corresponds to 7 [a] = U, [A]. We shall refer to the latter as
‘loop states’. In the loop approach to quantum gravity they can be taken to be
the basis states (Rovelli and Smolin 1990). The prevalent opinion nowadays is
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Fia. 6.1. An example of a graph with three curves.

that one should start directly with the loop variables, without reference to the
connection representation and the loop transform.

The problem with the above loop states is that they form an overcomplete
basis. A complete basis can be constructed by a linear combination of this basis.
It is called spin-network basis and goes back to Penrose (1971); see also, for
example, Major (1999) for an introduction. To quote from Penrose (1971):

My basic idea is to try and build up both space-time and quantum mechanics simul-
taneously—from combinatorial principles ... The idea here, then, is to start with the
concept of angular momentum—where one has a discrete spectrum—and use the rules
for combining angular momenta together and see if in some sense one can construct
the concept of space from this.

How is the spin-network basis defined? Consider first a graph, T', = {a, ..., @, },
where the «; denote curves (also called ‘edges’ or ‘links’), which are oriented
and piecewise analytic. If they meet they meet at their endpoints (‘vertices’
or ‘nodes’). An example with three curves is depicted in Fig. 6.1. One then
associates a holonomy U|[A, ], see (4.143), to each link. This leads to the concept
of ‘cylindrical functions’: consider a function

fu: SU@) —C,
one can define the cylindrical function?®
‘I]Fnyfn [A] = fTL(U17 M) U’VL) ) (613)

which depends on the connection through a finite but arbitrary number of
holonomies. An SU(2)-holonomy has thus been put on each of the n links of
the graph.? Cylindrical functions are dense in the space of smooth functions on

2The name ‘cylindrical function’ stems from the fact that these functions probe the con-
nection A only along one-dimensional structures, that is, on a set of measure zero.

31t has also been suggested using the group SO(3) instead of SU(2); cf. the discussion in
Section 7.3 on black-hole entropy.
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A. One can define a scalar product between two cylindrical functions f and g,
which is invariant under gauge transformations and diffeomorphisms,

(Ur,s

\IIF,g>:/ dUldUn f*(Ul,...,Un)g(Ul,...,Un) 5 (614)
[SU(2)]™

where dUj - - - dU,, denotes the Haar measure. For different graphs, I" # I, one
has (¥r ¢|¥r/ 4) = 0. With some assumptions, this scalar product is unique. It
is basically the choice of this scalar product that brings in the discrete structure
of loop quantum gravity. Because the fundamental concepts here are graphs
and spin networks instead of loops, the term ‘quantum geometry’ is sometimes
used instead of loop quantum gravity; in order to avoid confusion with quantum
geometrodymanics, we shall however avoid this term.

At the beginning of Section 5.1, we have distinguished between three spaces
satisfying Fpnys C Fo C F, which do not necessarily have to be Hilbert spaces.
Here, the intention is on using the Hilbert-space machinery of ordinary quantum
theory as much as possible, and one would like to employ a chain of the form

Hkin D] Hg D 7_(diff D thys (615)

of Hilbert spaces in which the three sets of constraints (Gauss, diffeomorphism,
and Hamiltonian constraints) are implemented consecutively. However, this would
be possible only if the solutions to the constraints were normalizable. Since this is
not the case, one has to employ the formalism of Gel’fand tripels (rigged Hilbert
spaces), which here will not be elaborated on; cf. Thiemann (2001).

The ‘biggest’ space Hyin is obtained by considering all linear combinations
of cylindrical functions,

oo
¥ = Z cnWr,, fo
n=1

such that their norm is finite,

oo
1 P= " leal® | Ur,.p, IP< 00,

n=1

where
| O s = (Wrf[Tr )2 .

The Hilbert space Hyiy, itself is of course infinite-dimensional and carries unitary
representations of local SU(2)-transformations and diffeomorphisms. It is not
separable, that is, it does not admit a countable basis.

With these preparations, a spin network is defined as follows. One associates
with each link «; a non-trivial irreducible representation of SU(2), that is, at-
taches a ‘spin’ j; to it (‘colouring of the link’), where j; € {1/2,1,3/2,...}. The
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Fic. 6.2. The graph of Fig. 6.1 with spins attached to the links.

representation acts on a Hilbert space H;,. An example is shown in Fig. 6.2.
Consider now a ‘node’ p where k links meet and associate to it the Hilbert space

Hy=H; ®...9H,, . (6.16)

One fixes an orthonormal basis in H,, and calls an element of this basis a ‘colour-
ing’ of the node p. A spin network is then a triple S(I‘,f, N), where j denotes
the collection of spins and N the collection of basis elements at the nodes, that
is, N= (Np,, Np,, ...), where N, is a basis element at p1, Np, a basis element
at po, and so on. Note that S is not yet gauge-invariant. A spin-network state
Ug[A] is then defined as a cylindrical function fg associated with S. How is
it constructed? One takes a holonomy at each link in the representation corre-
sponding to j; (described by ‘matrices’ R7i(U;)) and contracts all these matrices
with the chosen basis element € H,, at each node where these links meet. This
gives a complex number. Thus,

UsA] = fs(Un,....U) = [[ U)o [] N, (6.17)

links 4 nodes p

where ® refers here to the contraction of all indices: there is always one index
of the matrix R (not indicated) that matches one index of a node basis element.
One can prove that any two states Ug are orthonormal,

(Us|Vs) = 51“1“’5;;/5]7’]\7, =dgs - (6.18)

The states Ug form a complete basis in the unconstrained (‘kinematical’) Hilbert
space Hyin.

A gauge-invariant spin network can be constructed by imposing the Gauss
constraints (6.4), leading to the Hilbert space H,. For this purpose, one first
decomposes H,, into its irreducible parts (‘Clebsch-Gordan decomposition’),

My =H;, @@ H;, = PHH (6.19)
J

where k; is the multiplicity of the spin-J irreducible representation. One then se-
lects the singlet (J = 0) subspace, (Ho)*°, which is gauge-invariant. One chooses
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Fi1G. 6.3. Spins at meeting links have to obey Clebsch—Gordan conditions.

at each node p an arbitrary basis and assigns one basis element to the node. The
corresponding colouring N belongs to a gauge-invariant spin network.* At each
node p, the spin of the meeting links have to obey the Clebsch—Gordan condition
for any two pairs, for example, |j1 —j2| < js < j1+72, ete. for the situation of a 3-
valent vertex shown in Fig. 6.3. In this example there exists a unique intertwiner
given by the Wigner 3j-coefficient (there exists only one possibility to combine
these three representations into a singlet). To give one example: addressing the
spin network of Fig. 6.2 with j; = 1, jo = 1/2, j5 = 1/2, the gauge-invariant
spin-network state is given by the expression (Rovelli 2004, p. 236)

Wg[A] = %aLABRl(U[A,aﬂ)’jU[A,ag]AcU[A, as] B, 0iCD |
where o; are the Pauli matrices.

For nodes of valence four and higher, different choices are possible; cf. Nicolai
et al. (2005). Several quantum states can thus be attributed to each spin net-
work. We note that for a gauge-invariant spin network, angular momentum is
conserved at each vertex. We also note that spin-network states can be decom-
posed into loop states; see Rovelli and Gaul (2000) for an illustrative example.
In the literature the kinematical Hilbert space is sometimes directly identified
with Hg. For more details on the machinery of spin networks, we refer to Rovelli
(2004).

The next step is the implementation of the diffeomorphism constraints (6.5).
We shall denote the gauge-invariant spin-network states by

Wg[A] = (A]S) . (6.20)

Diffeomorphisms move points on ¥ around, so that the spin network will be
‘smeared’ over X. This leads to the concept of an ‘s-knot’: two spin networks

4The colouring N is a collection of invariant tensors Np, which are also called ‘intertwiners’
because they couple different representations of SU(2). They thus possess indices referring to
different SU(2)-representations.
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S and S’ lie in the same s-knot if there exists a diffeomorphism ¢ € Diff ¥
such that S’ = ¢ 0 S. One thus invokes a process of ‘group averaging’ instead of
a direct application of the diffeomorphism constraint operator. This procedure
throws the state out of the kinematical Hilbert space; therefore, the ideal relation
Haig C Hyin does not hold and one must apply a more complicated construction
involving rigged Hilbert spaces (Nicolai et al. 2005). In contrast with the situation
for Hyin, it is expected that Haig is separable (Haig is the Hilbert space for the
averaged states). One defines

(s|5) = {?gii (6.21)
and
el = {0y 220 (622

where ¢(s) denotes the number of discrete symmetries of the s-knots under diffeo-
morphisms (change of orientation and ordering). The diffeomorphism-invariant
quantum states of the gravitational field are then denoted by |s). The important
property is the non-local, ‘smeared’, character of these states, avoiding problems
that such constructions would have, for example, in QCD. For details and refer-
ences to the original literature, we refer to Thiemann (2001) and Rovelli (2004).
The Hilbert space Hgig is also used as the starting point for the action of the
Hamiltonian constraint; see Section 6.3.

6.2 Quantization of area

Up to now we have not considered operators acting on spin-network states. In
the following, we shall construct one particular operator of central interest—the
‘area operator’. It corresponds in the classical limit to the area of two-dimensional
surfaces. Surprisingly, this area operator will turn out to have a discrete spectrum
in Hyin. The discussion can be made both within the connection representation
and the loop representation. We shall restrict ourselves to the latter.

Instead of (6.2) one can consider the operator corresponding to the holonomy
UJA, a] (see Section 4.3.3) acting on spin-network states,

U[A, a]Ts[A] = U[A, a]Ts[A] . (6.23)

Instead of the operator acting in (6.3), which is an operator-valued distribution,
it turns out to be more appropriate to consider a ‘smeared-out’ version in which
(6.3) is integrated over a two-dimensional manifold S embedded in ¥,

Ei[S] = —Swﬁhi/ dotdo? ng( 0 (6.24)

s Rza=ch

1

where the embedding is given by (o!,0?) = & — 2%(0!,0?), and
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Fi1G. 6.4. Example of an intersection of a link a with a surface S.

0x°(3) 0z°(F)
dol Qo2

na(F) = €abe (6.25)
is the usual vectorial hypersurface element. The operator defined in (6.24) cor-
responds to the flux of E* through a two-dimensional surface. The canonical
variables of loop quantum gravity are thus the holonomy and this flux. They
obey the commutator relation

U[A,a],Ei[S]} — 2 8u(a, S)Ular, AJriUlas, A]

where ¢(a, §) = +1, 0 is the ‘intersection number’ that depends on the orientation
of @ and §. We assume here the presence of only one intersection of a with S;
cf. Fig. 6.4 where «; refers to the part of a below S and as to its part above
S. The intersection number vanishes if no intersection takes place. We want to
emphasize that in the following procedure, the diffeomorphism constraint is not
yet implemented.

We now want to calculate the action of E;(S) on spin-network states Wg[A].
For this one needs its action on holonomies U[A, «]. This was calculated in detail
in Lewandowski et al. (1993) by using the differential equation (4.142) for the
holonomy. In the simplest case of one intersection of @ with S (cf. Fig. 6.4), one
obtains

S = ey (P [@ [ @ o))

a

=G / ds a*0®) (x(5), () U[A, o | U[A, 0] . (6.26)

One can now act with the operator E;[S], (6.24), on U[A, a]. This yields
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A _ 0z (5) 92°(6) OU[A, o]
‘ _ 14,2 ’
BASILA o] = —smh | d0'ae® cu SRS SR
. 0z°(5) 0z" (&) Da
_ 13.2
= 87rﬂhG1/Sd0' do /adS €abe Hol Oo2  Os

%63 (x(3), a(s))U[A, on | U[A, aa] .

The coordinate transformation (%, 02, s) — (z1, 2%, 23) with a = (0,0, 2°) leads
to the Jacobian

y= Olla’s) 02" Oa’ Dot
T ozt a2, 23) “abe 5ot 9o? s

(note that the right-hand side is zero for curves lying within ). Therefore,

(&) 0z (&) 0x(s
/S/daldUst eabca (9) 92°(7) <)5(3)(X(5)ax(3))

dol 002  Os
= /dxldedx?’ 6@ (x(5),x(s)) = £1 , (6.27)

where the sign depends on the relative orientation of curve and surface. The
holonomy (defined on a one-dimensional edge) and the flux (defined on a two-
dimensional surface) together yield the prerequisites for an integral over the
three-dimensional delta function. One thus gets

Ei[S|U[A, o] = £87BhGiU[A, ay|r:U[A, as) . (6.28)

If there is no intersection, the action of this operator will be zero. For more than
one point of intersection, one has to sum over all of them.

What, then, is the action of El[S] on a spin network? Consider a gauge-
invariant spin network S intersecting & at a single point P. Then, decompose
Ug[A] (cf. (6.17)) as

Us[A] = w5 [AIR],, (U[4,q]) (6.29)

where R? . (U[A,«q]) is the holonomy along « in the irreducible representation
corresponding to spin j, and U¥” [A] is the remaining part of (6.17). The action

of F;[S] on R is similar to (6.28), with 7; — T(J ) according to the representation
associated with j. Then,

Ei[S|Us[A] = £87B13i [ B (U4, aa)) 7 B (U[4, a])|
<z [A] . (6.30)

This action is not yet gauge-invariant. One can obtain a gauge-invariant operator
by ‘squaring’, that is, by considering

E?[S) = E[S]E;[S) . (6.31)
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In order to calculate the action of this operator, consider again a spin network
with a single point of intersection, P. We assume that P belongs to the a;-part
of the curve. Therefore, in the action

B2S)Ws[A] = £87B13iE:(S] [ R (U[A, oa]) 7 R (U[A, as))

XU, (Al

mn

the operator E;[S] on the right-hand side acts only on R’ (U[A,a1]) to give
RI(U[A, a1]) Ti(])]l. Since one has for the ‘Casimir operator’

Ti(j)Ti(j) — _](] + 1)]1

(recall that we have defined 7; = (i/2)o; for j = 1/2 and similarly for higher j),
we get A

E?[S|Us[A] = (87BI12)?)(j + 1)Us[A] , (6.32)
where (6.17) has been used. If there is more than one intersection of S with S,
one will have to consider a partition p of S into n(p) smaller surfaces S,, such that
the points of intersection lie in different S, (for a given S). Otherwise, the action
of E2[S] would not be gauge-invariant (due to ‘crossterms’ in E2[S]¥g[A]).

We now define the ‘area operator’ (see below for its interpretation)

AlS] = Jim, > AV EilSa]EilSa] | (6.33)

n(p)

which is independent of p. If there are no nodes on S and only a finite number of
intersections (‘punctures’ P), one obtains from (6.32) (Rovelli and Smolin 1995;
Ashtekar and Lewandowski 1997)

AS|Ws[A] =8aBi3 Y~ ir(ip + 1)Ws[A] = A[S]Us[A] . (6.34)

PesSNs

The operator A(S) is self-adjoint in Hyi,, that is, it is diagonal on spin-
network states and is real on them. Spin-network states are thus eigenstates of
the area operator. Its spectrum is discrete because the spin network has a discrete
structure. This feature can be traced back to the compactness of the group SU(2)
used in the formalism. The three-manifold ¥ is, however, still present.

If a node lies on S, a more complicated expression is obtained (Frittelli
et al. 1996; Ashtekar and Lewandowski 1997): denoting the nodes by j; =
(5,434,538, i = 1,...,n, where j* denotes the colouring of the upper link, j¢
the colouring of the lower link, and j! the colouring of a link tangential to S,
one obtains

A[S]Us[A] = 4npi Y \/2]'?(3'2‘ +1) + 258G +1) = 5i G+ 1)Ws[A] . (6.35)
i=1

For the special case j! = 0 and j* = j¢ we obtain again the earlier result
(6.34). It must, however, be emphasized that spin-network states for 4-valent
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(and higher) vertices are not always eigenstates of A if the node is on the surface,
cf. Nicolai et al. (2005).

We now show that A[S] is indeed an ‘area operator’, that is, the classical
version of (6.33) is just the classical area of S. This classical version is

ES,] = / o' do? 14 (5)E2 (x(8)) ~ Ao Ac®na(6)EL (xa(3)) |
Sn
where S, refers to a partition of S, and x,(¢) is an arbitrary point in S,, (it is

assumed that the partition is sufficiently fine-grained). For the area, that is, the
classical version of (6.33), one then obtains

ALS) = lim 3" A0 Aa®\/na(@) B¢ (x0(8))(5) B (3 (3)
n(p)

_ /S 420 /(@) E2 (x,(8))my () E2 (%0 (5))

Adapting coordinates on S as 23(&) = 0, 21(7) = 0!, 22(&) = o2, one gets from
(6.25) that n; = ng = 0, and n3 = 1. Using in addition (4.102) and (4.104), one
obtains for the area

AlS) = [ &0 VARG = [ & /hitha — hrabar
S S
= [ a2 VO (6.36)
S

where ) h denotes the determinant of the two-dimensional metric on S. There-
fore, the results (6.34) and (6.35) demonstrate that area is quantized in units
proportional to the Planck area (3. A similar result holds for volume and length,
although the discussion there is much more involved (cf. Thiemann 2001). It
seems that the area operator is somehow distinguished; this could point to a
formulation in terms of an ‘area metric’ that is usually discussed in another con-
text; cf. Schuller and Wohlfarth (2006). We should also mention that a discrete
spectrum does not necessarily follow in all dimensions: Freidel et al. (2003) find
that a space-like length operator in 2+ 1 dimensions has a continuous spectrum.

The occurrence of discrete spectra for geometric operators could be an in-
dication of the discreteness of space at the Planck scale already mentioned in
Chapter 1. Since these geometric quantities refer to three-dimensional space,
they only indicate the discrete nature of space, not space-time. In fact, as we
have seen in Section 5.4, space-time itself emerges only in a semiclassical limit.
The manifold ¥ still plays the role of an ‘absolute’ structure; cf. Section 1.3.

The discrete spectrum (6.34) and (6.35) is considered as one of the central
results of quantum loop (quantum connection) kinematics. Whether all eigen-
values of (6.35) are indeed realized depends on the topology of S (Ashtekar and
Lewandowski 1997). In the case of an open S whose closure is contained in 3,
they are all realized. This is not the case for a closed surface.
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The smallest eigenvalue of the area operator is zero. Its smallest non-zero
eigenvalue is (in the case of open S)

Ag = 2mV3B1% ~ 3-2.86 x 107%% cm? | (6.37)

which is obtained from (6.35) for j¢ = 0 and j* = j* = j = 1/2. The area gap
(6.37) is referred to as one ‘quantum of area’. Ashtekar and Lewandowski (1997)
also showed that for A[S] — oo, the difference AA between an eigenvalue A and
its closest eigenvalue obeys

AA < 4Arpl3 Vj%ﬁ +0 (%) 2. (6.38)

Therefore, AA — 0 for large A.

Although the area operator A(S) is gauge-invariant (invariant under SU(2)-
or SO(3)-transformations), it is not invariant under three-dimensional diffeo-
morphisms. The reason is that it is defined for an abstract surface in terms of
coordinates. It is thus not defined on Hgig. For the same reason it is not an ob-
servable in the sense of Section 3.1.2. The general opinion is that it will become
diffeomorphism-invariant (and an observable) if the surface is defined intrinsi-
cally through curvature invariants of the gravitational field or concrete matter
fields; see, for example, Rovelli (2004). Whether the discrete spectrum is of oper-
ational significance in the sense of a measurement analysis with rods and clocks
remains unclear. We also note that the usual quantum field theoretic divergences
are absent here because of this discreteness of the formalism.

It is somewhat surprising that an important issue such as the fundamen-
tal discreteness of space emerges already at the kinematical level. One would
have instead expected that it is a result that emerges from the treatment of the
Hamiltonian constraint (Section 6.3), which encodes the ‘dynamical’ features of
Einstein’s theory. The discreteness thus seems to hold for more general theories
than quantum general relativity.

The discrete spectrum of the area operator is also at the heart of the statistical
foundation of black-hole entropy, that is, the recovery of the black-hole entropy
through a quantitative counting of microscopic states for the gravitational field.
This will be discussed in Section 7.3.

6.3 Quantum Hamiltonian constraint

The next task in the quantization process is the treatment of the Hamiltonian
constraint. We recall that the Hilbert space Hq;g has not been obtained by the
action of an operator, but instead with the help of a group averaging procedure.
On the other hand, the Hamiltonian constraint is still being imposed as an
operator constraint. The exact treatment of this constraint is the central (as yet
open) problem in loop quantum gravity.

A main problem is that the Hamiltonian constraint operator does not preserve
the Hilbert space Hqig. In order to guarantee diffeomorphism invariance, a more
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involved procedure must be invoked; cf. Nicolai et al. (2005). One can address
the action of the constraint operator H, on a space T* C S*, where S* is the
space dual to the spin-network space S. One can choose T* = Hgig which, to
emphasize it again, is not a subset of Hy;,. The central object then is a ‘dual
operator’ 7:(1 that acts on Y*. The operator must first be regularized, see below.
The limit of the corresponding regularization parameter going to zero can then
only be implemented as a weak limit in the sense of matrix elements.

How is the Hamiltonian constraint dealt with concretely? In Section 4.3, we
considered the rescaled constraint

H, = —87TG62H§;_ :
see (4.126) and (4.129). It can be written as

- 1 f%o —1 o
H, = ﬁtr ((Fab + ‘;723(1,,) (E ,Eb])

20 -1

BBQTU (Rab[E*, E")) . (6.39)
The central idea in the quantization of this constraint is to use the fact that area
and volume operators can be rigorously defined. (For the area operator this was
discussed in the last section. The volume operator can be treated analogously;
cf. Ashtekar and Lewandowski 1998) A direct substitution of E* by a derivative
operator as in (6.3) would not lead very far, since R,, depends on E® in a
complicated way. In this respect the situation has not improved compared to the
geometrodynamic approach discussed in Chapter 5.

In a first step one addresses the ‘Euclidean’ part Hg of (6.39).5 One recognizes
from (4.136) that this part depends solely on the volume, V, and on F,; and
A.. The volume operator—the quantum equivalent to (4.134)—is well defined
and yields a self-adjoint operator on the Hilbert space Hy;, with a finite action
on cylindrical functions. There are therefore no problems with factor ordering at
this stage. The operators corresponding to Fy;, and A, can be treated by using
holonomies. In a second step one makes use of (4.140), which in the Lorentzian
case 0 = —1 reads

2
Hi+ e = —L—i_lf
p? 2(4m3)?
Using (4.138) one can quantize T and then obtain a quantization of the full
operator H 1.

In order to get a well-defined operator Hg, Thiemann (1996) considered the

integral of (4.136) with respect to a lapse function N(x),

=Hg +

ebetr ({Ag, T Ay, THALVY}) . (6.40)

Hg[N] = 7471 3 L &Pz N(x)e™tr (Fup{A, V}) . (6.41)

5In fact, the remaining part is rarely discussed because its discussion is much more involved.
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Fic. 6.5. An elementary tetrahedron A.

One can make a triangulation (called ‘Iri’) of ¥ into elementary tetrahedra A
and choose one vertex, v(A), for each A; see Fig. 6.5. Calling e;(A), i = 1,2, 3,
the three edges of A meeting at v(A), one can consider the loop

aij(A) = e

I(A) O Q45 (A) o GZ(A) 5

where a;;(A) connects the other vertices different from v(A). Thiemann (1996)
could then show that one can get the correct Euclidean Hamiltonian (6.41) in
the limit where all tetrahedra A shrink to their base points v(A): consider

Hg"[N]= Y Hg[N], (6.42)

AETri

with

1 ~
HEN] = 555N () ir (Ve @Vera U 1a) V) 5 (6.43)

where U denotes the holonomies along the corresponding loops and edges. Using
1 L Fapel(A)eb(A
sl Uty = 1 P (8054
lim U, =1+ Azei (D),
L, V) 1A

the expression (6.42) tends to (6.41) in this limit.
The quantum operator corresponding to (6.42) is then defined by replacing
V' — V and by substituting Poisson brackets with commutators,

Hg"[N]= Y Hg[N], (6.44)
A€eTri

H@[N}E_WN(U@))EMU(U% 8 Ve a){02 ), }). (6.45)
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Furthermore, one can show that

A]:Drri[N]fa = Z I;[]%[N]fa ) (6'46)
AETri; ANa#)

where f, denotes a cylindrical function associated with a graph «. From inspec-
tion of the right-hand side, one recognizes that there is a contribution only if A
intersects « (in fact, as one can show, only if it intersects it at a vertex). This
gives only a finite number of such terms, yielding an ‘automatic regularization’
that survives in the ‘continuum limit’ A — v(A). Thiemann (1996) also showed
that no anomalies arise in the constraint algebra ‘on-shell’: Since the Hamiltonian
constraint operator acts only on diffeomorphism invariant states, the right-hand
side of the quantum analogue to (3.90) vanishes, so nothing can be said about
the full ‘off-shell’ algebra. He also showed that a Hermitian factor ordering can
be chosen. All this being done, it is expected from (6.40) that a regularization
can also be achieved for the full Hamiltonian constraint operator.

We also want to remark that it is unclear whether the operator Hg has
anything to do with the left-hand side of (6.6); the solutions mentioned there
will most likely not be annihilated by Hpg.

Various interesting open questions remain which are at the focus of current
research. Among these are:

1. The definition of the Hamiltonian constraint is plagued with various am-
biguities (operator ordering, choice of representation for the evaluation of
the traces, ...); see Nicolai et al. (2005). There thus exists a whole class
of different quantizations. Are there physical criteria which single out a
unique operator?

2. Can physically interesting solutions to all constraints be obtained? This
was at least achieved for (2+1)-dimensional gravity and for cosmological
models (see Thiemann 2001).

3. The action of the Hamiltonian constraint operator is different from the
action of the Hamiltonian in lattice gauge theories; analogies from there
could therefore be misleading; see Nicolai et al. (2005).

4. Is the quantum constraint algebra anomaly-free ‘off-shell’, that is, before
the constraints are implemented? As a comparison with the situation for
the bosonic string (Section 3.2) demonstrates, insisting only on on-shell
closure spoils the standard results of string quantization; see Nicolai et
al. (2005).

5. Does one obtain the correct classical limit of the constraint algebra?

6. How does the semiclassical approximation scheme work?

The latter question has not yet been addressed in the same way as it was done
with the geometrodynamical constraints in Section 5.4, since the constraints do
not have the simple form in which a ‘Born-Oppenheimer-type’ of method can be
straightforwardly employed. Instead, one has tried to use the methods of coherent
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states; cf. Thiemann (2001, 2003). In order to avoid some of these problems, the
‘master constraint programme’ has been suggested (Thiemann 2006). There one
combines the smeared Hamiltonian constraints for all smearing functions into
one single constraint. It is, however, premature to make any judgement about
the success of this programme.

Alternative approaches to the quantum Hamiltonian constraint are the ‘spin-
foam models’, which use a path-integral type of approach employing the evolution
of spin networks in ‘time’. We shall not discuss this here, but refer the reader to
the literature; cf. Rovelli (2004), Perez (2006), and Nicolai et al. (2006).

To summarize, the main results in the loop or connection representation have
been found on the kinematical level. This holds in particular for the discrete spec-
tra of geometric operators. The main open problem is the correct implementation
(and solution) of the Hamiltonian constraint.



7

QUANTIZATION OF BLACK HOLES

7.1 Black-hole thermodynamics and Hawking radiation

In this section, we shall briefly review the thermodynamical behaviour of black
holes and the Hawking effect. These issues arise at a semiclassical level—the
gravitational field is treated as an external classical background—but they are
supposed to play a key role in the search for quantum gravity. More details can
be found, for example, in Jacobson (2003), Kiefer (1998, 1999) and the references
therein, see also the brief review Kiefer (2003a) which we shall partially follow.

7.1.1 The laws of black-hole mechanics

It is a most amazing fact that black holes obey uniqueness theorems (see Heusler
1996 for a detailed exposition). If an object collapses to form a black hole, a sta-
tionary state will be reached asymptotically. One can prove within the Einstein—
Maxwell theory that stationary black holes are uniquely characterized by only
three parameters: mass M, angular momentum J = Ma, and electric charge q.!
In this sense, black holes are much simpler objects than ordinary stars—given
these parameters, they all look the same. All other degrees of freedom that might
have been initially present have thus been radiated away, for example, in the form
of electromagnetic or gravitational radiation during the collapse, or just disap-
peared (such as baryon number). Since these other degrees of freedom constitute
some form of ‘hair’ (structure), one calls this theorem the no-hair theorem. The
three parameters are associated with conservation laws at spatial infinity. In
principle, one can thus decide about the nature of a black hole far away from the
hole itself, without having to approach it. In astrophysical situations, electrically
charged black holes do not play an important role, so the two parameters M and
J suffice. The corresponding solution of Einstein’s equations is called the Kerr
solution (Kerr-Newman in the presence of charge). Stationary black holes are
axially symmetric with spherical symmetry being obtained as a special case for
J = 0. Charged black holes are of interest for theoretical reasons. It should be
emphasized that the uniqueness theorems do not generalize to higher dimensions
in a straightforward way.

In the presence of other fields, the uniqueness theorems do not always hold;
see, for example, Nufniez et al. (1998). This is, in particular, the case for non-
Abelian gauge fields. In addition to charges at spatial infinity, such ‘coloured
black holes’ have to be characterized by additional variables, and it is necessary

IBlack holes could also have a magnetic-monopole charge, but this possibility will not be
considered here.
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to approach the hole to determine them. The physical reason for the occurrence
of such solutions is the non-linear character of these gauge fields. Fields in regions
closer to the black hole (that would otherwise be swallowed by the hole) are tied
to fields far away from the hole (that would otherwise be radiated away) to reach
an equilibrium situation. In most examples this equilibrium is, however, unstable
and the corresponding black-hole solution does not represent a physical solution.
Since classical non-Abelian fields have never been observed (the description of
objects such as quarks necessarily requires quantized gauge fields which, due to
confinement, have no macroscopic limit), they will not be taken into account in
the subsequent discussion.

In 1971, Stephen Hawking proved an important theorem about stationary
black holes: their area can never decrease with time. More precisely, he showed
that for a predictable black hole satisfying R,,k*k? > 0 for all null k%, the surface
area of the future event horizon never decreases with time. A ‘predictable’ black
hole is one for which the cosmic censorship hypothesis holds—this is thus a
major assumption for the area law. Cosmic censorship assumes that all black
holes occurring in nature have an event horizon, so that the singularity cannot be
seen by far-away observers (the singularity is not ‘naked’). The time asymmetry
in this theorem comes into play because a statement is made about the future
horizon, not the past horizon; the analogous statement for white holes would then
be that the past event horizon never increases. It is a feature of our universe that
white holes seem to be absent, in contrast to black holes; cf. Section 10.2. It must
be emphasized that the area law only holds in the classical theory, not in the
quantum theory.

The area law seems to exhibit a close formal analogy to the Second Law of
Thermodynamics—there the entropy can never decrease with time (for a closed
system). However, the conceptual difference could not be more pronounced: while
the Second Law is related to statistical behaviour, the area law is just a theorem
in differential geometry.

Further support for this analogy is given by the existence of analogues to
the other laws of thermodynamics. The Zeroth Law states that there exists a
quantity, the temperature, that is constant on a body in thermal equilibrium.
Does there exist an analogous quantity for a black hole? One can in fact prove
that the surface gravity k is constant over the event horizon (Wald 1984). For a
Kerr black hole, x is given by

 VGMP=a ..y 1 GM

_ o0 - &4 1
2GMry AGM ~ RZ’ (7.1)

where
ry =GM 4+ +/(GM)? — a?

denotes the location of the event horizon. In the Schwarzschild limit, one rec-
ognizes the well-known expression for the Newtonian gravitational acceleration.
(Rs = 2GM there denotes the Schwarzschild radius.) One can show for a static
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black hole that « is the limiting force that must be exerted at infinity to hold
a unit test mass in place when approaching the horizon. This justifies the name
surface gravity.

With a tentative formal relation between surface gravity and temperature,
and between area and entropy, the question arises whether a First Law of Ther-
modynamics can be proved. This can in fact be achieved and the result for a
Kerr—Newman black hole is

AM = " _dA + QudJ + ®dq, (7.2)
8rG
where A, Qy,® denote the area of the event horizon, the angular velocity of
the black hole, and the electrostatic potential, respectively. This relation can
be obtained by two conceptually different methods: a physical process version
in which a stationary black hole is altered by infinitesimal physical processes,
and an equilibrium state version in which the areas of two stationary black-hole
solutions of Einstein’s equations are compared. Both methods lead to the same
result (7.2).
Since M is the energy of the black hole, (7.2) is the analogue of the First
Law of Thermodynamics given by

dE = TdS — pdV + udN . (7.3)

‘Modern’ derivations of (7.2) make use of both Hamiltonian and Lagrangian
methods of GR. For example, the First Law follows from an arbitrary diffeomor-
phism invariant theory of gravity whose field equations can be derived from a
Lagrangian; see Wald (2001) and the references therein.

What about the Third Law of Thermodynamics? A ‘physical process version’
was proved by Israel (1986)—it is impossible to reach x = 0 in a finite number of
steps, although it is unclear whether this is true under all circumstances (Farrugia
and Hajicek 1979). This corresponds to the ‘Nernst version’ of the Third Law.
The stronger ‘Planck version’; which states that the entropy goes to zero (or a
material-dependent constant) if the temperature approaches zero, does not seem
to hold. The above analogies are summarized in Table 7.1.

7.1.2  Hawking and Unruh radiation

What is the meaning of black-hole temperature and entropy? According to clas-
sical GR, a black hole cannot radiate and, therefore, the temperature can only
have a formal meaning. Important steps towards the interpretation of black-hole
entropy were made by Bekenstein (1973); cf. also Bekenstein (2001). He argued
that the Second Law of Thermodynamics would only be valid if a black hole pos-
sessed an entropy Spu; otherwise, one could lower the entropy in the universe by
just throwing matter possessing a certain amount of entropy into a black hole.
Comparing (7.2) with (7.3) one recognizes that black-hole entropy must be a
function of the area, Spy = f(A). Since the temperature must be positive, one
must demand that f’(A) > 0. The simplest case f(A) o< VA, that is, Spy o< M
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Table 7.1 Analogies between the laws of thermodynamics and the laws of black-
hole mechanics

Law Thermodynamics Stationary black holes
Zeroth T constant on a body x constant on the
in thermal equilibrium horizon of a black hole

First dE =TdS — pdV + udN dM = %dfl + QudJ + ®dg
T
Second ds >0 dA >0

Third 7T = 0 cannot be reached x = 0 cannot be reached

would violate the Second Law because if two black holes merged, the mass of
the resulting hole would be smaller than the sum of the masses of the original
holes (due to energy emission through gravitational waves). With some natural
assumptions, one can conclude that Sgg oc A/I3 (Bekenstein 1973, 2001). Note
that Planck’s constant & has entered the scene through the Planck length. This
has happened since no fundamental length scale can be constructed from G and
c alone. A sensible interpretation of black-hole temperature and entropy thus
cannot be obtained in pure GR—quantum theory has to be taken into account.
Thus, one can write

hk kBA
T — —_— 4
BHOCkB7 SBH X ch (7.4)

and the important question is how the proportionality factor can be determined.
This was achieved in the important paper by Hawking (1975). The key ingredient
in Hawking’s discussion is the behaviour of quantum fields on the background of
an object collapsing to form a black hole. Similar to the situation of an external
electric field (Schwinger effect), there is no uniquely defined notion of a vacuum.
This leads to the occurrence of particle creation. The peculiarity of the black-
hole case is the thermal distribution of the particles created, which is due to the
presence of an event horizon.

It is helpful to understand the ‘Hawking effect’ by first considering an anal-
ogous effect in flat space—time: a uniformly accelerated observer experiences
the Minkowski vacuum as being filled with thermal particles; cf. Unruh (1976).
Whereas all inertial observers in Minkowski space agree on the notion of vacuum
(and therefore on particles), this is no longer true for non-inertial observers.

Consider an observer who is uniformly accelerating along the X-direction in
(141)-dimensional Minkowski space-time (Fig. 7.1). The Minkowski cartesian
coordinates are labelled here by uppercase letters. The orbit of this observer
is the hyperbola shown in Fig. 7.1. One recognizes that, as in the Kruskal dia-
gram for the Schwarzschild metric, the observer encounters a horizon (here called
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Fic. 7.1. Uniformly accelerated observer in Minkowski space.

‘acceleration horizon’). There is, however, no singularity behind this horizon. Re-
gion I is a globally hyperbolic space—time on its own—called Rindler space-time.
This space-time can be described by coordinates (7, p) which are connected to
the cartesian coordinates via the transformation

T sinh at
(X) =r (CoshaT) ’ (7.5)

where a is a constant (the orbit in Fig. 7.1 describes an observer with acceleration
a, who has p = 1/a). Since

ds? = dT? — dX? = a?p?dr? — dp? , (7.6)

the orbits p = constant are also orbits of a time-like Killing field 9/07. It is
clear that 7 corresponds to the external Schwarzschild coordinate ¢ and that p
corresponds to 7. As in the Kruskal case, 9/97 becomes space-like in regions II
and IV.

The analogy with Kruskal becomes even more transparent if the Schwarz-
schild metric is expanded around the horizon at r = 2GM. Introducing there a
new coordinate p via p?/(8GM) = r — 2GM and recalling (7.1), one has

1
ds? = k%p?dt? — dp?® — @dQQ . (7.7)

Comparison with (7.6) shows that the first two terms on the right-hand side of
(7.7) correspond exactly to the Rindler space—time (7.6) with the acceleration a



204 QUANTIZATION OF BLACK HOLES

replaced by the surface gravity x. The last term? in (7.7) describes a two-sphere
with radius (2x)7!.

How does the accelerating observer experience the standard Minkowski vac-
uum |0)p? The key point is that the vacuum is a global state correlating regions
I and IIT in Fig. 7.1 (similar to Einstein—Podolsky-Rosen correlations), but that
the accelerated observer is restricted to region I. Considering for simplicity the
case of a massless scalar field, the global vacuum state comprising regions I and
IIT can be written in the form

O = [[ V= e 3 e k) @ i) | (7.8)

where |nl) and |n!l) are n-particle states with frequency w = |k| in regions

I and III, respectively. These n-particle states are defined with respect to the
‘Rindler vacuum’, which is the vacuum defined by an accelerating observer. The
expression (7.8) is an example of the Schmidt expansion of two entangled quan-
tum systems; see, for example, Joos et al. (2003). Note also the analogy of (7.8)
with a BCS-state in the theory of superconductivity.

For an observer restricted to region I, the state (7.8) cannot be distinguished,
by operators with support in I only, from a density matrix that is found from
(7.8) by tracing out all degrees of freedom in region III,

pr = trr|0)nm(0m

=TI (1—e2mee™) S e2mee )l | (7.9)
w n

Note that the density matrix pr has exactly the form corresponding to a thermal
canonical ensemble with the Davies—Unruh temperature

ha

- cm
- 2wk

52

Tou ~4.05x 1072 ¢ { } K ; (7.10)
cf. (1.34). An observer who is accelerating uniformly through Minkowski space
thus sees a thermal distribution of particles. This is an important manifestation
of the non-uniqueness of the vacuum state in quantum field theory, even for
flat space—time. A more detailed discussion invoking models of particle detectors
confirms this result (‘Unruh effect’).

We shall now turn to black holes. From the form of the line element near
the horizon (7.7) one can already anticipate that—according to the equivalence
principle—a black hole radiates with a temperature as specified in (7.10) with a
being replaced by k. This is, in fact, what Hawking (1975) found. In his approach
he considered the situation depicted in Fig. 7.2: the vacuum modes of a quantum
field are calculated on the background of a star collapsing to form a black hole.

2Tt is this term that is responsible for the non-vanishing curvature of (7.7) compared to the
flat-space metric (7.6) whose extension into the (neglected) other dimensions would be just
—dy? —dz2.
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Fic. 7.2. Penrose diagram showing the collapse of a spherically symmetric star
to form a black hole; v denotes a light ray propagating from J~ through the
collapsing star to Jt. The limiting case is the ray i which stays on the
horizon.

Due to the dynamical background, an initial vacuum does not stay a vacuum
but becomes a thermal state with respect to late-time observers. The temperature
of this state is called the ‘Hawking temperature’. It reads

hk

Tsy = ke (7.11)
cf. (1.32). In the Heisenberg picture, this non-invariance of the vacuum is called
‘particle creation’ (more properly, ‘field excitation’). In the Schrodinger picture,
it corresponds to the process of squeezing of quantum states; cf. Grishchuk and
Sidorov (1990) and Kiefer (2001b). More precisely, it is a two-mode squeezed
state, which in this context is also called the ‘Unruh vacuum’. It is a quantum
state that exhibits entanglement between the inside and the outside of the black
hole. Similar to (7.9), tracing out the interior part leads to a thermal spectrum
with the temperature (7.11). It is true in general that tracing out one mode from
a two-mode squeezed state yields a thermal density matrix; see, for example,
Section 5.2.5 in Walls and Milburn (1994). The fact that the excited field modes
are here thermally distributed follows from the presence of a horizon.
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The temperature (7.11) refers to an observer at infinite distance from the hole.
For finite distance one has to modify this expression by a redshift factor. If the
observer is static, he is in a state of acceleration, and therefore the temperature
contains both the Hawking and the Unruh effect. Close to the horizon, only
the Unruh effect remains, and a freely falling observer does not experience any
temperature at all.

For the total luminosity of the black hole, one finds in the Schwarzschild case,

1 o0
LZ———— 2[ 1 d . 7.12
dt 27‘1’; + / W e 1 e2mr= 1‘*’—1 ( )

To obtain the expression for the Kerr-Newman black hole, one has to replace
27k~ lw with 27k~ (w —mQy — ¢®), where m is the azimuthal quantum number
of the spherical harmonics. The spectrum thus involves a chemical potential. The
term I',;—called ‘greybody factor’ because it encodes a deviation from the black-
body spectrum—takes into account the fact that some of the particle modes are
back-scattered into the black hole by means of space—time curvature.

For the special case of the Schwarzschild metric, where k = (4GM)~1, (7.11)
becomes the expression (1.33). One can estimate the life-time of such a black
hole by making the plausible assumption that the decrease in mass is equal to
the energy radiated to infinity. This corresponds to a heuristic implementation
of the back reaction of Hawking radiation on the black hole. (Without this back
reaction, energy would not be conserved.) Using Stefan—Boltzmann’s law, one
gets

dM 1 1

4
2 _
“a X Ao o —M <M> BRTER

which when integrated yields
t(M) oc (M3 — M3) ~ M . (7.13)

Here My is the initial mass. It has been assumed that after the evaporation
M < My. Very roughly, the life-time of a black hole is thus given by

My\*® Mo \*
TRBH ~ (—0) tp ~ 10% <M—O> years . (7.14)

mp ®

Hawking used the semiclassical approximation in which the non-gravitational
fields are quantum but the gravitational field is treated as an external classical
field; cf. Section 5.4. This approximation is expected to break down when the
black-hole mass approaches the Planck mass, that is, after a time given by (7.14).
Only a full theory of quantum gravity can describe the final stage of black-hole
evaporation. This would then necessarily include the full back-reaction effect of
the Hawking radiation on the black hole.

The original derivation of the Hawking effect deals with non-local ‘particle’
modes (Hawking 1975). Alternatively, one can base the analysis solely on the
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local behaviour of correlation functions by inspecting their time development
from the past into the future (Fredenhagen and Haag 1990).

As an intermediate step towards full quantum gravity, one might consider the
heuristic ‘semiclassical’ Einstein equations discussed in Section 1.2; see (1.35).
This enables one to take into account back-reaction effects on the semiclassical
level. The evaluation of (T,;)—which requires regularization and renormaliza-
tion—is a difficult subject on its own (Frolov and Novikov 1998). The renor-
malized value for (T,) is essentially unique (its ambiguities can be absorbed in
coupling constants) if certain sensible requirements are imposed; cf. Section 2.2.4.
Evaluating the components of the renormalized (T,;) near the horizon, one finds
that there is a flux of negative energy into the hole. This follows from the Unruh
vacuum described above. Clearly this leads to a decrease of the mass. These
negative energies represent a typical quantum effect and are well known from
the—accurately measured—Casimir effect. This occurrence of negative energies
is also responsible for the breakdown of the classical area law in quantum theory.

The negative flux near the horizon lies also at the heart of the ‘pictorial’
representation of Hawking radiation that is often used; see, for example, Parikh
and Wilezek (2000). In vacuum, virtual pairs of ‘particles’ are created and de-
stroyed. However, close to the horizon one partner of this virtual pair might fall
into the black hole, thereby liberating the other partner to become a real particle
and escaping to infinity as Hawking radiation. The global quantum field exhibits
quantum entanglement between the inside and outside of the black hole, similar
to the case of the accelerated observer discussed above.

In the case of an eternal Schwarzschild black hole, where both past and future
horizons exist, there exists a distinguished quantum state which describes the
equilibrium of the black hole with thermal radiation at Hawking temperature.
This state is also called the ‘Hartle-Hawking vacuum’. It is directly analogous
to the Minkowski vacuum in (7.8).

One can also give explicit expressions for the Hawking temperature (7.11) in
the case of rotating and charged black holes. For the Kerr solution, one has

fike GM 1o I
kpTon = — =2 (1 . 1
BIBH = on < + VG2M2 — a2) 8TGM < STGM (7.15)

Rotation thus reduces the Hawking temperature. For the Reissner—Nordstrom
solution (describing a charged spherically symmetric black hole), one has

h G*¢* h
ksTsu = 1- . 1
BoBH 87TGM< ri ) < 8rGM (7.16)

Electric charge thus also reduces the Hawking temperature. For an extremal
black hole, r, = GM = \/G|q|, and therefore Tgy = 0.

A conceptual problem in the traditional derivation of the Hawking effect
should be mentioned. The propagation of the modes through the collapse phase
invokes modes with very high frequency; in fact, the corresponding wavelengths
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can be much smaller than the Planck length and one might wonder whether one
would not need the full quantum theory of gravity for the calculation of the
Hawking effect. This is called the ‘trans-Planckian problem’; cf. Jacobson (2003)
and the references therein. An analogous version of this problem also occurs in
inflationary cosmology. There is no general consensus on the relevance of this
problem in the literature; however, since the Hawking effect can be derived in
various different ways, not necessarily invoking the propagation of the modes
through the collapse phase,? it seems that the trans-Planckian problem does not
pose a threat to the Hawking effect.

To discuss problems like these, it may be helpful to recall that there exist
interesting analogues to black-hole quantum effects in condensed-matter physics;
see Barceld et al. (2005) for a detailed review. This was motivated partly by the
trans-Planckian problem, because an understanding of a similar feature within
analogous models could shed some light on this problem. As far as the Hawking
effect is concerned, an important property that the analogous models should
have is the presence of an apparent horizon. Such analogous models could be
superfluid helium or Bose-Einstein condensates (which seems to be the most
promising model). Typically these horizons are acoustic horizons: a horizon is
there defined to be a two-dimensional surface for which the normal component
of the fluid velocity is everywhere equal to the local speed of sound.

7.1.3 Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy

After the Hawking temperature has been calculated, the entropy is also given.
From the First Law (7.2) one finds the ‘Bekenstein-Hawking entropy’

 kpA

ot (7.17)

SBH

in which the unknown factor in (7.4) has now been fixed. For the special case of
a Schwarzschild black hole, this yields

_ kpmRY 77 M\’

It can be easily estimated that Spp is much bigger than the entropy of the star
that collapsed to form the black hole. The entropy of the sun, for example, is
So =~ 10°7kp, whereas the entropy of a solar-mass black hole is about 1077 kg,
which is 20 orders of magnitude larger (recall that the number of states is given
by exp(S/kp)).

Can a physical interpretation of this huge discrepancy be given? In the above
discussion, the laws of black-hole mechanics have been treated as phenomeno-
logical thermodynamical laws. The central open question therefore is: can Spy

30ne example being the work by Fredenhagen and Haag (1990) mentioned above.
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be derived from quantum-statistical considerations? This would mean that Sgyg
could be calculated from a Gibbs-type formula according to

SBH i —kgtr(plnp) = Ssm , (7.19)
where p denotes an appropriate density matrix; Sgg would then somehow cor-
respond to the number of quantum microstates that are consistent with the
macrostate of the black hole. According to the no-hair theorem, the macrostate
is uniquely characterized by mass, angular momentum, and charge. Some impor-
tant questions are:

e Does Sy correspond to states hidden behind the horizon?

e Or does Sgy correspond to the number of possible initial states from which
the black hole might have formed?

What are the microscopic degrees of freedom?

Where are they located (if at all)?

Can one understand the universality of the result?

What happens with Spy after the black hole has evaporated?

Is the entropy a ‘one-loop’ or a ‘tree-level’ effect?

The attempts to calculate Spy by state counting are often done in the ‘one-
loop limit’ of quantum field theory in curved space—time—this is the limit where
gravity is classical but non-gravitational fields are fully quantum; cf. Sections 2.2
and 5.4. Equation (7.11) has been derived in this limit. Expression (7.17) can
already be calculated from the so-called ‘tree level” approximation of the theory,
where only the gravitational degrees of freedom are taken into account. Usually
a saddle-point approximation for a Euclidean path integral is being performed.
Such derivations are, however, equivalent to derivations within classical thermo-
dynamics; cf. Wald (2001).

The emergence of the thermal nature of black-hole radiation has led to the
discussion of the information-loss problem; cf. Section 7.6. If the black hole evap-
orates completely and leaves only thermal radiation behind, one would have a
conflict with established principles in quantum theory: any initial state (in par-
ticular, a pure state) would evolve into a mixed state. In ordinary quantum
theory this is forbidden by the unitary evolution of the total system. A theory of
quantum gravity should give a definite answer to the question whether unitarity
(with respect to an outside observer) is preserved or not.

In the following subsections as well as in Chapter 9, we shall discuss attempts
to describe black holes and their evolution within quantum gravity.

7.2 Canonical quantization of the Schwarzschild black hole

What can the methods of Chapters 5 and 6 say about the quantum behaviour
of Schwarzschild black holes? In the following, we shall present an outline of
the canonical quantization procedure for spherically symmetric systems. This
was developed in the connection representation (using the complex version of
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Ashtekar’s variables) by Thiemann and Kastrup (1993) in the spirit of the Dirac
approach discussed in Section 5.2.2. In the reduced version of Section 5.2.1 it was
developed by Kastrup and Thiemann (1994) using the connection variables and
by Kuchaf (1994) using the geometrodynamical representation. An extension
of the latter work to charged black holes (Reissner—Nordstrom solutions) can
be found in Louko and Winters-Hilt (1996). In this subsection, we discuss the
geometrodynamical approach and follow, with elaborations, the presentation in
Kiefer (1998).

7.2.1  Classical formalism

The starting point is the ansatz for a general spherically symmetric metric on
R x R x S2,

ds? = —N?(r,t)dt* + L*(r,t)(dr + N (r, t)dt)* + R?*(r, t)dQ?* . (7.20)

The lapse function NV encodes the possibility to perform arbitrary reparametriza-
tions of the time parameter, while the shift function N" is responsible for repa-
rametrizations of the radial coordinate (this is the only freedom in performing
spatial coordinate transformations that is left after spherical symmetry is im-
posed). The parameter r is only a label for the spatial hypersurfaces; if the
hypersurface extends from the left to the right wedge in the Kruskal diagram,
one takes r € (—00,00). If the hypersurface originates at the bifurcation point
where path and future horizon meet, one has r € (0, c0). If one has in addition a
spherically symmetric electromagnetic field, one makes the following ansatz for
the one-form potential:

A= ¢(r,t)dt + T (r, t)dr . (7.21)

In the Hamiltonian formulation, ¢ as well as N and N" are Lagrange multipliers
whose variations yield the constraints of the theory. Variation of the Einstein—
Hilbert action with respect to IV yields the Hamiltonian constraint which for the
spherically symmetric model is given by

G LP? PLPr LP?

—1 ~
=5 O T o tOTVERO, (7.22)

where the gravitational potential term reads

RR" RR'L’ R? L
= - . 2
L 2 tar 3 (7.23)

Ho

Vg

(A prime denotes differentiation with respect to r.) Variation with respect to N”
yields one (radial) diffeomorphism constraint,

H, = PrR — LP, ~0. (7.24)

One recognizes from this constraint that R transforms as a scalar, while L trans-
forms as a scalar density.
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Variation of the action with respect to ¢ yields as usual the Gauss constraint

G=P.~0. (7.25)

The constraint (7.24) generates radial diffeomorphisms for the fields R, L, and
their canonical momenta. It does not generate diffeomorphisms for the electro-
magnetic variables. This can be taken into account if one uses the multiplier
® = ¢ — N'T instead of ¢ and varies with respect to ¢ (Louko and Winters-
Hilt 1996), but for the present purpose it is sufficient to stick to the above form
(7.24).

The model of spherical symmetric gravity can be embedded into a whole class
of models usually referred to as ‘two-dimensional dilaton gravity theories’. This
terminology comes from effective two-dimensional theories (usually motivated
by string theory), which contain in the gravitational sector a scalar field (the
‘dilaton’) in addition to the two-dimensional metric (of which only the conformal
factor is relevant). An example is the ‘CGHS model’ defined in (5.60) within
which one can address the issues of Hawking radiation and back reaction. This
model is classically soluble even if another, conformally coupled, scalar field is
included. The canonical formulation of this model can be found, for example,
in Louis-Martinez et al. (1994) and Demers and Kiefer (1996). The dilaton field
is analogous to the field R from above, while the conformal factor of the two-
dimensional metric is analogous to L.

Consider now the boundary conditions for » — oco. One has in particular

GM(1)

L(r,t) — 1+ , R(r,t) = r, N — N(t), (7.26)

as well as
PF(T7 t) - Q(t)v ¢(7”7 t) - ¢(t) . (727)

From the variation with respect to L, one then finds the boundary term [ d¢
NoOM. In order to avoid the unwanted conclusion N = 0 (no evolution at infinity),
one has to compensate this term in advance by adding the boundary term

—/dtNM

to the classical action. Note that M is just the ADM mass. The need to in-
clude such a boundary term was recognized by Regge and Teitelboim (1974); cf.
Section 4.2.4. Similarly, one has to add for charged black holes the term

ffwm

to compensate for [ dt ¢dq, which arises from varying Pr. If one wished instead to
consider ¢ as a given, external parameter, this boundary term would be obsolete.
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As long as restriction is made to the eternal hole, appropriate canonical trans-
formations allow one to simplify the classical constraint equations considerably
(Kuchat 1994; Louko and Winters-Hilt 1996). One gets

(L7PL;R,PR;FaPF) — (MaPMvRvpﬂaQaPQ) .

In particular,

_ P2+P! R R?\ 1—oo
Q(r,t) = Pr == q(t) . (7.29)

(We only mention that R = R and that the expression for Pr is somewhat
lengthy and will not be given here.)
The new constraints, which are equivalent to the old ones, read

M =0 = Mt = M), (7.30)
Q/ =0 = Q(Ta t) - q(t) ) (731)
Pr=0 . (7.32)

Note that N(¢) and ¢(t) are prescribed functions that must not be varied; other-
wise one would be led to the unwanted restriction that M = 0 = ¢. A variation is
allowed if the action is being parametrized, bringing in new dynamical variables,

o(t) = A(t) . (7.33)

Here, 7 is the proper time that is measured with standard clocks at infinity,
and M\ is the variable conjugate to charge; X\ is therefore connected with the
electromagnetic gauge parameter at the boundaries. In the canonical formalism
one has to introduce momenta conjugate to these variables, which will be denoted
by 7, and 7y, respectively. This, in turn, requires the introduction of additional
constraints linear in momenta,

Co=rm +M=~O, (7.34)
Ch=my+q~0, (7.35)

which have to be added to the action:
_ / dt M+ — / dt (7 — NC.) | (7.36)
—/aﬁ — /mmg—wn. (7.37)

The remaining constraints in this model are thus (7.32), and (7.34) and (7.35).
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7.2.2  Quantization

Quantization then proceeds in the way discussed in Chapter 5 by acting with an
operator version of the constraints on wave functionals W[R(r); 7, A). Since (7.32)
leads to 0¥ /0R = 0, one is left with a purely quantum mechanical wave function
Y(1,A). One could call this a ‘quantum Birkhoff theorem’. The implementation
of the constraints (7.34) and (7.35) then yields

h oY

T TMy=0, (7.38)
RO =0, (7.39)

which can be readily solved to give
W(1,A) = x(M, g)e MTHaV/b (7.40)

with an arbitrary function x(M, ¢). Note that M and ¢ are considered here as
being fixed. The reason for this is that up to now we have restricted attention to
one semiclassical component of the wave function only (eigenstates of mass and
charge).

If the hypersurface goes through the whole Kruskal diagram of the eternal
hole, only the boundary term at r — oo (and an analogous one for r — —o0)
contributes. Of particular interest in the black-hole case, however, is the case
where the surface originates at the ‘bifurcation surface’ (r — 0) of past and
future horizons. This makes sense since data on such a surface suffice to construct
the whole right Kruskal wedge, which is all that is accessible to an observer in
this region. Moreover, this mimicks the situation where a black hole is formed
by collapse, in which the regions IIT and IV of the Kruskal diagram are absent.

What are the boundary conditions to be adopted at » — 0?7 They are chosen
in such a way that the classical solutions have a non-degenerate horizon and
that the hypersurfaces start at » = 0 asymptotically to hypersurfaces of constant
Killing time (Louko and Whiting 1995). In particular,

N(r,t) = Ni(t)r + O(r®) , (7.41)
L(r,t) = Lo(t) + O(r?) , (7.42)
R(r,t) = Ro(t) + Ra(t)r* + O(r%) . (7.43)

Variation leads, similarly to the situation at r — oo, to a boundary term at
r =0,

—N1Ro(GLo) " '6Ry .

If N1 # 0, this term must be subtracted (IN; = 0 corresponds to the case of
extremal holes, |¢| = v/GM, which is characterized by ON/or(r = 0) = 0).
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Introducing the notation Ny = Ni/Lg, the boundary term to be added to the
classical action reads

@Grﬂ/dung.

The quantity
t

a= [ dt Ny(t) (7.44)

t1
can be interpreted as a ‘rapidity’ because it boosts the normal vector to the
hypersurfaces t=constant, n®, in the way described by

n®(t1)ne(t) = — cosha (7.45)

see Hayward (1993). To avoid fixing Ny, one introduces an additional parametriza-
tion (Brotz and Kiefer 1997)

No(t) = (1) . (7.46)

Similarly to (7.36) and (7.37) above, one must perform in the action the following
replacement:

@@*/&R@ — /&WM*M@), (7.47)
with the new constraint 4
a=Ta— 35—~/ ~U, 4
¢ g G 0 (7.48)

where A = 47R3 is the surface of the bifurcation sphere. One finds that o and
A are canonically conjugate variables; see Carlip and Teitelboim (1995).
The quantum constraints can then be solved, and a plane-wave-like solution
reads L A(M. )
i , Q)
v A) = x(M —| ——— — M7 —g\ 7.49
@r N =xO0n e |3 (AL - ar-a)| )
where x(M, q) is an arbitrary function of M and ¢; one can construct superpo-
sitions of the solutions (7.49) in the standard way by integrating over M and
q.
Varying the phase in (7.49) with respect to M and ¢ yields the classical
equations

-1
a = 81G (%) T=KT, (7.50)
k O0A

The solution (7.49) holds for non-extremal holes. If one made a similar quanti-
zation for extremal holes on their own, the first term in the exponent of (7.49)
would be absent.
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An interesting analogy with (7.49) is the plane-wave solution for a free non-
relativistic particle,
exp(ikx — w(k)t) . (7.52)

As in (7.49), the number of parameters is one less than the number of arguments,
since w(k) = k%/2m. A quantization for extremal holes on their own would cor-
respond to choosing a particular value for the momentum at the classical level,
say po, and demanding that no dynamical variables (z,p) exist for p = pg. This
is, however, not the usual way to find classical correspondence—such a corre-
spondence is not obtained from the plane-wave solution (7.52) but from wave
packets which are constructed by superposing different wave numbers k. This
then yields quantum states which are sufficiently concentrated around classical
trajectories such as x = pot/m.

It seems, therefore, appropriate to proceed similarly for black holes: construct
wave packets for non-extremal holes that are concentrated around the classical
values (7.50) and (7.51) and then eztend them by hand to the extremal limit.
This would correspond to ‘extremization after quantization’, in contrast to the
‘quantization after extremization’ made above. Expressing in (7.49) M as a func-
tion of A and ¢ and using Gaussian weight functions, one has

(A-A0)? (a- qo)z}

U(a,7,A) = / dAdg exp {‘ 2(A4)7  2(Ag)?

A>4mq?

X exp {% (;t—oé — M(A,q)T — q)\)] . (7.53)
The result of this calculation is given and discussed in Kiefer and Louko (1999).
As expected, one finds Gaussian packets that are concentrated around the clas-
sical values (7.50) and (7.51). Like for the free particle, the wave packets ex-
hibit dispersion with respect to Killing time 7. Using for AA the Planck-length
squared, AA o Gh =~ 2.6 x 107%cm?, one finds for the typical dispersion time
in the Schwarzschild case

12872R3 M\*?
Te = % ~ 10%° (M—Q) years. (7.54)

Note that this is just of the order of the black-hole evaporation time (7.14). The
dispersion of the wave packet gives the time scale after which the semiclassical
approximation breaks down.

Coming back to the charged case, and approaching the extremal limit vGM =
lg|, one finds that the widths of the wave packet (7.53) are independent of T for
large 7. This is due to the fact that for the extremal black hole, x = 0 and
therefore no evaporation takes place. If one takes, for example, AA o« Gh and
Aq o /Gh, one finds for the a-dependence of (7.53) for 7 — oo, the factor

o2
exp ( 12871‘2) , (7.55)
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which is independent of both 7 and h. It is clear that this packet, although
concentrated at the value a = 0 for extremal holes, has support also for o # 0
and is qualitatively not different from a wave packet that is concentrated at a
value o # 0 close to extremality.

An interesting question is the possible occurrence of a naked singularity for
which VGM < lg]. Certainly, the above boundary conditions do not comprise
the case of a singular three-geometry. However, the wave packets discussed above
also contain parameter values that would correspond to the ‘naked’ case. Such
geometries could be avoided if one imposed the boundary condition that the
wave function vanishes for such values. But then continuity would enforce the
wave function also to vanish on the boundary, that is, at VGM = lg|. This would
mean that extremal black holes could not exist at all in quantum gravity—an
interesting speculation.

A possible thermodynamical interpretation of (7.49) can only be obtained if
an appropriate transition into the Euclidean regime is performed. This transition
is achieved by the ‘Wick rotations’ 7 — —ifh, « — —iag (from (7.46) it is clear
that o is connected to the lapse function and must be treated similar to 7), and
A — —iph®. Demanding regularity of the Euclidean line element, one arrives
at the conclusion that ag = 27. But this means that the Euclidean version of
(7.50) just reads 27 = kBh, which with 3 = (kgTgn) ™! is just the expression for
the Hawking temperature (1.32). Alternatively, one could use (1.32) to derive
Qg = 2.

The Euclidean version of the state (7.49) then reads

A
Ug(a,7,\) = x(M, q) exp (m — BM — ﬁ@q) . (7.56)

One recognizes in the exponent of (7.56) the occurrence of the Bekenstein-Haw-
king entropy. Of course, (7.56) is still a pure state and should not be confused
with a partition sum. But the factor exp[A/(4Gh)] in (7.56) directly gives the
enhancement factor for the rate of black-hole pair creation relative to ordinary
pair creation (Hawking and Penrose 1996). It must be emphasized that Spy fully
arises from a boundary term at the horizon (r — 0).

It is now clear that a quantization scheme that treats extremal black holes as
a limiting case gives Spy = A/(4Gh) also for the extremal case.* This coincides
with the result found from string theory; see Section 9.2.5. On the other hand,
quantizing extremal holes on their own would yield Sgy = 0. From this point of
view, it is also clear why the extremal (Kerr) black hole that occurs in the tran-
sition from the disk-of-dust solution to the Kerr-solution has entropy A/(4Gh);
see Neugebauer (1998). If Spp # 0 for the extremal hole (which has temperature
zero), the stronger version of the Third Law of Thermodynamics (that would
require S — 0 for T — 0) apparently does not hold. This is not particularly
disturbing, since many systems in ordinary thermodynamics (such as glasses)

4We set kg = 1 here and in the following.
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violate the strong form of the Third Law; it just means that the system does not
approach a unique state for T — 0.

The above discussion has been performed for a pure black hole without in-
clusion of matter degrees of freedom. In the presence of other variables, it is
no longer possible to find simple solutions such as (7.49). One possible treat-
ment is to perform a semiclassical approximation as presented in Section 5.4.
In this way, one can recover a functional Schrédinger equation for matter fields
on a black-hole background. For simple situations this equation can be solved
(Demers and Kiefer 1996). Although the resulting solution is, of course, a pure
state, the expectation value of the particle number operator exhibits a Planck-
ian distribution with respect to the Hawking temperature—this is how Hawking
radiation is being recovered in this approach. For this reason, one might even
speculate that the information-loss problem for black holes is not a real problem,
since only pure states appear for the full system. In fact, the mixed nature of
Hawking radiation can be understood by the process of decoherence (Kiefer 2001,
2004a). It is even possible that the Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy (7.17) could be
calculated from the decohering influence of additional degrees of freedom such
as the quasi-normal modes of the black hole; cf. the remarks in the next section.

We finally mention that also loop quantum gravity was applied to spherically
symmetric systems at the kinematical level (Bojowald 2004). One advantage
compared to the full theory is that the flux variables commute with each other;
thus there exists a flux representation. It turns out that loop quantizing the
reduced model and reducing the states of the full theory to spherical symmetry
lead to the same result. It seems that singularities are avoided (Modesto 2004).
This also follows if one uses geometrodynamical variables while using methods
from loop quantum gravity (Husain and Winkler 2005).

7.3 Black-hole spectroscopy and entropy

The results of the last subsection indicate that black holes are truly quantum
objects. In fact, as especially Bekenstein (1999) has emphasized, they might play
the same role for the development for quantum gravity that atoms had played
for quantum mechanics. In the light of this possible analogy, one may wonder
whether black holes possess a discrete spectrum of states similar to atoms. Ar-
guments in favour of this idea were given in Bekenstein (1974, 1999); cf. also
Mukhanov (1986). Bekenstein (1974) noticed that the horizon area of a (non-
extremal) black hole can be treated in the classical theory as a mechanical adia-
batic invariant. This is borne out from gedanken experiments in which one shoots
into the hole charged particles (in the Reissner—Nordstrom case) or scalar waves
(in the Kerr case) with appropriate energies. From experience with quantum
mechanics, one would expect that the corresponding quantum entity possesses a
discrete spectrum. The simplest possibility is certainly to have constant spacing
between the eigenvalues, that is, A4,, x n for n € N. (In the Schwarzschild case,
this would entail for the mass values M,, « y/n.) This can be tentatively con-
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cluded, for example, from the ‘Euclidean’ wave function (7.56): if one imposed
an ad hoc Bohr—Sommerfeld quantization rule, one would find, recalling (7.48),

™ Adag A
2 = @ = _— = — .
mnh fﬂ' =dag /0 G 10 (7.57)

(Recall from above that ap ranges from 0 to 27.) A similar result follows if
the range of the time parameter 7 in the Lorentzian version is assumed to be
compact, similar to momentum quantization on finite spaces (Kastrup 1996).

A different argument to fix the factor in the area spectrum goes as follows
(Mukhanov 1986; Bekenstein and Mukhanov 1995). One assumes the quantiza-
tion condition

A, =alin, neN, (7.58)

with some undetermined constant «. The energy level n will be degenerate with
multiplicity g(n), so one would expect the identification

S = % + constant =1Ing(n) . (7.59)
P

Demanding g(1) = 1 (i.e. assuming that the entropy of the ground state van-
ishes), this leads with (7.58) to

g(n) — eo¢(n—1)/4 )

Since this must be an integer, one has the options
a=4lnk, k=23,... (7.60)

and thus g(n) = k"~1. Note that the spectrum would then slightly differ from
(7.57). From information-theoretic reasons (‘it from bit’; cf. e.g. Wheeler (1990))
one would prefer the value k = 2, leading to A4, = (41n2)l3n.

In the Schwarzschild case, the energy spacing between consecutive levels is
obtained from

AA =32rG*MAM = (41n k)i

to read -
n
AM = AE = hioy, = ——— .61
Mok = grand (7.61)
with the fundamental frequency
In k‘ TBH
= = 1 _ . 2
Ok = gt (Ink) - (7.62)

The black-hole emission spectrum would then be concentrated at multiples of
this fundamental frequency—unlike the continuous thermal spectrum of Hawk-
ing radiation. In fact, one would have a deviation from the Hawking spectrum
even for large black holes, that is, black holes with masses M > mp. Another
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consequence would be that quanta with w < @y could not be absorbed by the
black hole. Note that @y, is of the same order as the frequency corresponding to
the maximum of the Planck spectrum.

A discrete spectrum for the black-hole horizon is found in the context of loop
quantum gravity (Chapter 6). This is, of course, a consequence of the area quan-
tization discussed in Section 6.2. However, this spectrum is not equidistant, and
thus may not be in conflict with the Hawking radiation. Consider the intersec-
tion of a spin network with the surface of a black hole. In the case of ‘punctures’
only (cf. (6.34)) the state is characterized by a set of spins {j;}. The dimension
of the corresponding boundary (horizon) Hilbert space is thus

n

H(jS +1).

i=1

The spectrum is in this case given by (6.34). Denoting the minimal spin by jmin,
the corresponding area value is

AO = 87Tﬁl12:> V jmin(jmin + 1) . (763)

It has been suggested that the dominating contribution to the entropy comes
from the jmin-contributions (but see below). Following Dreyer (2003), we consider
the number of links with spin juin,

Ao 87812/ GrminGmin + 1)

The number of microstates is then

Nrns = (Qjmin + ]-)N .

This is only equal to the desired result from the Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy,

that is, equal to exp(A/4l3), if the Barbero-Immirzi parameter has the special
value

In(2jmin + 1

5= ( )

B 27T \Y4 jmin(jmin + 1) -

What is the value of juin? If the underlying group is SU(2), as is usually assumed
to be the case, one has jpin, = 1/2 and thus 8 = In 2/7r\/§. This result has also
been found in a calculation by Ashtekar et al. (1998) where it has been assumed
that the degrees of freedom are given by a Chern-Simons theory on the horizon.?

(7.64)

5An important concept in this context is played by the ‘isolated horizon’ of a black hole;
cf. Ashtekar et al. (2000). An isolated horizon is a generalization of an event horizon to non-
stationary black holes. It is a local concept and does not need to admit a Killing field.
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Taking instead SO(3) as the underlying group, one has jni, = 1 and thus
06 =1In3/ 7v/2. If a link with spin jmi, is absorbed or created at the black-hole
horizon, the area changes by

AA = AO = 87rﬂll23 V jmin(jmin + 1) ) (765)

which is equal to 4(In 2)/2 in the SU(2)-case and to 4(In 3){3 in the SO(3)-case. In
the SU(2)-case, the result for AA corresponds to the one advocated by Bekenstein
and Mukhanov (1995), although the spectrum here is not equidistant (which is
why here there is no conflict with the spectrum of the Hawking radiation for
large mass).

The situation is, however, not so simple. As was demonstrated by Domagala
and Lewandowski (2004), spins bigger than the minimal spin are not negligi-
ble and therefore have to be taken into account when calculating the entropy.
Therefore the entropy has been underestimated in the earlier papers leading to
the result (7.64). If one again demands that the result be in the highest order
equal to the Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy, the equation which fixes the Barbero—
Immirzi parameter reads

2) exp (%5 W) =1,
n=1

which can only be solved numerically, with the result (Meissner 2004),
8 = 0.23753295796592 . . . .

Taking also into account the next order in the calculation, one arrives at the
following value for the entropy:

A 1 A

The logarithmic correction term is in fact independent of 3. Correction terms of
this form (mostly with coefficients —1/2 or —3/2) have also been found in other
approaches; see Page (2005) for a review.

If one nevertheless took the value k = 3 in (7.61), one would find a change
in the mass given by

In3 m?
AM = I 7.67
S (7.67)
corresponding to the fundamental frequency
In3 In3 TBH M@
= = ~ 8.85—— kHz . 7.68
YT 8rGM i M (7.68)

It was emphasized by Dreyer (2003) that w3 coincides with the real part of
the asymptotic frequency for the quasi-normal modes of the black hole. These
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modes are characteristic oscillations of the black hole before it settles to its
stationary state; see for example, Kokkotas and Schmidt (1999) for a review. As
was conjectured by Hod (1998) on the basis of numerical evidence and shown by
Motl (2003), the frequency of the quasi-normal modes is for n — oo given by

_ i(n+ %) In3 ~1/2
Yn = TTAGM +87TGM+O(n )

. 1 K —1/2 .
ik <n+2)+2ﬁln3+(’)(n ) ; (7.69)

see also Neitzke (2003). The imaginary part indicates that one is dealing with
damped oscillations. It might be that the black-hole entropy arises from the
quantum entanglement between the black hole and the quasi-normal modes
(Kiefer 2004a). The quasi-normal modes would then serve as an environment
leading to decoherence (Section 10.1). This, however, would still have to be
shown. Interestingly, at least for the Schwarzschild black hole, a quantum mea-
surement of the quasi-normal modes would introduce a minimal noise tempera-
ture that is exactly equal to the Hawking temperature (Kiefer 20045). If one had
performed this analysis before the advent of Hawking’s work, one would have
concluded that there is a temperature associated with the real part in (7.69),
which is proportional to i and which is equal to (1.33).

The imaginary part of the frequency (7.69) in this limit is equidistant in
n. This could indicate an intricate relation with Euclidean quantum gravity and
provide an explanation of why the Euclidean version readily provides expressions
for the black-hole temperature and entropy: if one considered in the Euclidean
theory a wave function of the form

’ll)E ~ ei'fuﬁtE

K
one would have to demand that the Euclidean time tg be periodic with period
8mGM . This, however, is just the inverse of the Hawking temperature, in accor-
dance with the result that Euclidean time must have this periodicity if the line
element is to be regular (see e.g. Hawking and Penrose 1996).

7.4 Quantum theory of collapsing dust shells

In this section, a particular model will be described in some detail, but without
too many technicalities. This concerns the collapse of a null dust shell. In the
classical theory, the collapse leads to the formation of a black hole. We shall see
that it is possible to construct an exact quantum theory of this model in which
the dynamical evolution is unitary with respect to asymptotic observers (since
one has an asymptotically flat space, a semiclassical time exists, which is just the
Killing time at asymptotic infinity). As a consequence of the unitary evolution,
the classical singularity is fully avoided in the quantum theory: if the collapsing
shell is described by a wave packet, the evolution leads to a superposition of
black-hole and white-hole horizon yielding a vanishing wave function for zero
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radial coordinate. At late times only an expanding wave packet (expanding shell)
is present. A detailed exposition of this model can be found in Héjicek (2003).

7.4.1  Covariant gauge fixing

A problem of principle that arises is the need to represent the expanding and
collapsing shell on the same background manifold. What does this mean? Follow-
ing section 2 of Hajicek and Kiefer (2001a), let (M, g) be a globally hyperbolic
space—time,

M=YxR.

The manifold M is called ‘background manifold’ and is uniquely determined
for a given three-manifold ¥ (the ‘initial-data manifold’). The four-dimensional
diffeomorphism group Diff M is often considered as the ‘gauge group’ of GR; it
pushes the points of M around, so points are not a gauge-invariant concept. In
fact, usually only a subgroup of Diff M plays the role of a gauge group (describ-
ing ‘redundancies’ in the language of Section 4.2.5). Everything else describes
physically relevant symmetries, for example, asymptotic rotations in an asymp-
totically flat space.

The group Diff M acts on Riem M, the space of all Lorentzian metrics on
M. A particular representative metric for each geometry on M (in some open
set) is chosen by ‘covariant gauge fixing’, that is, the choice of a section o,

o : Riem M /Diff M +— Riem M .

Thereby points are defined by coordinates on a fixed manifold. A transformation
between two covariant gauge fixings o and ¢’ is not a single diffeomorphism,
but forms a much larger group (Bergmann and Komar 1972); it corresponds to
one coordinate transformation for each solution of the field equations, which is
different from a single coordinate transformation on the background manifold.
Héjicek and Kijowski (2000) have shown that, given a section o, one can construct
a map from Riem M/Diff M x Emb(3, M), where Emb(X, M) is the space of
embeddings of the initial data surface ¥ into M, to the ADM phase space T’
of GR. (This works only if the evolved space-times do not admit an isometry.)
It was shown that this map is invertible and extensible to neighbourhoods of
I’ and Riem M /Diff M x Emb(X, M). In this way, a transformation from ADM
variables to embedding variables (see Section 5.2.1) has been performed. The use
of embedding variables is called ‘Kuchaf decomposition’ by Hajicek and Kijowski
(2000).

The Schwarzschild case may serve as a simple illustration. The transformation
between Kruskal coordinates and Eddington—Finkelstein coordinates is not a co-
ordinate transformation on a background manifold because this transformation
is solution dependent (it depends on the mass M of the chosen Schwarzschild
solution). It thus represents a set of coordinate transformations, one for each
M, and is thus a transformation between different gauge fixings o and ¢’. A
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background manifold is obtained if one identifies all points with the same val-
ues of the Kruskal coordinates, and another background manifold results if one
identifies all points with the same Eddington—Finkelstein coordinates.

7.4.2 Embedding variables for the classical theory

Here we consider the dynamics of a (spherically symmetric) null dust shell in GR.
In this subsection, we shall first identify appropriate coordinates on a background
manifold and then perform the explicit transformation to embedding variables.
This will then serve as the natural starting point for the quantization in the next
subsection.

Any classical solution describing this system has a simple structure: inside
the shell the space-time is flat, whereas outside it is isometric to a part of the
Schwarzschild metric with mass M. Both geometries must match along a spher-
ically symmetric null hypersurface describing the shell. All physically distinct
solutions can be labelled by three parameters: n € {—1, +1}, distinguishing be-
tween the outgoing (n = +1) and ingoing (n = —1) null surfaces; the asymptotic
time of the surface, that is, the retarded time u = T — R € (—00, 00) for nn = +1,
and the advanced time v = T + R € (—o00,00) for n = —1; and the mass
M € (0,00). An ingoing shell creates a black-hole (event) horizon at R = 2M
and ends up in the singularity at R = 0. The outgoing shell starts from the sin-
gularity at R = 0 and emerges from a white-hole (particle) horizon at R = 2M.
We shall follow Héjicek and Kiefer (2001a,b); see also Héjicek (2003).

The Eddington—Finkelstein coordinates do not define a covariant gauge fixing,
since it turns out that there are identifications of points in various solutions
which do not keep fixed an asymptotic family of observers. Instead, double-null
coordinates U and V are chosen on the background manifold M = R} xR (being
effectively two-dimensional due to spherical symmetry). In these coordinates
(which will play the role of the embedding variables), the metric has the form

ds? = —A(U,V)dUdV + R*(U,V)(d#? + sin® 0d¢?) . (7.70)

From the demand that the metric be regular at the centre and continuous at the
shell, the coefficients A and R are uniquely defined for any physical situation
defined by the variables M (the energy of the shell), 7, and w (the location of
the shell, where w = u for the outgoing and w = v for the ingoing case).
Consider first the case n = 1. In the Minkowski part, U > w of the solution,
one finds
V-U

A=1, R=-——F—. (7.71)

In the Schwarzschild part, U < u, one finds

RQMH<<%1> exp<VMU>> =2Mk(fy) , (7.72)

where « is the ‘Kruskal function’ (not to be confused with the surface gravity )
defined by its inverse as
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FiG. 7.3. Penrose diagram for the outgoing shell in the classical theory. The
shell is at U = u.

Hy) = (y — De¥ (7.73)
and
1 V—-u V-U
A= S()e s I exp < i ) . (7.74)

With these expressions one can verify that A and R are continuous at the shell,
as required. We note that these expressions contain u as well as M, which will
become conjugate variables in the canonical formalism.

The Penrose diagram for the outgoing shell is shown in Fig. 7.3. It is impor-
tant to note that the background manifold possesses a unique asymptotic region
with J~ defined by U — —oco and J+ by V — +o0.

In the case of ingoing shells (n = —1), one finds for V < v again (7.71) and
for V> v,

1 v—U V-U
R=2Mk(f-), A= S0 exp< Y, ), (7.75)

v—U V-U
f_E( i —1)exp< TNY; > .

These expressions result from (7.74) by the substitution V —u — v —U.
As the result of the gauge fixing, the set of solutions (1, M, w) can be written
as a set of (1, M, w)-dependent metric fields (7.70) and a set of shell trajectories

where
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on a fized background manifold M. Here, the corresponding functions A and R
have the form

A(n, M, w;U, V), R(n,M,w;U, V), (7.76)
and the trajectory of the shell on the background manifold is simply U = u for
n=+1land V=v for n=—1.

The next step is the explicit transformation to embedding variables (the
Kuchai decomposition). The standard (ADM) formulation of the shell was stud-
ied in Louko et al. (1998); see also Kraus and Wilczek (1995). The spherically
symmetric metric is written in the form

ds? = —N2d72 + L2(dp + N”dr)? + R2dQ? | (7.77)

and the shell is described by its radial coordinate p = r. The action reads
Sy = /dT {pi‘ + /dp(PLL + PrR — Hy)| , (7.78)

and the Hamiltonian is
Hy=NH, +N"H, + NoEw ,

where Nog 1= lim, oo N(p), Es is the ADM mass, and N and N” are the lapse

and shift functions. The constraints read
w, - LPL_PiPn RR' RRL R® L _mp
2R2 R L L2 2L 2 L

H, = PrR' — PLL—pé(p—1)~0 (7.80)

where the prime (dot) denotes the derivative with respect to p (7). These are
the same constraints as in (7.22) and (7.24), except for the contribution of the
shell.

The task is to transform the variables in the action Sy. This transformation
will be split into two steps. The first step is a transformation of the canonical
coordinates r, p, L, Pr,, R, and Pgr at the constraint surface I' defined by the
constraints (7.79) and (7.80). The new coordinates are u and p, = —M for
n=+1, v and p, = —M for n = —1, and the embedding variables U(p) and
Vip)-

The second step is an extension of the functions w, v, pu, py, U(p), Pu(p),
V(p), and Py (p) out of the constraint surface, where the functions wu, v, p,
v, U(p), and V(p) are defined by the above transformation, and Py (p), Py (p)
by Py(p)lr = Pv(p)lr = 0. The extension must satisfy the condition that the
functions form a canonical chart in a neighbourhood of I'. That such an extension
exists was shown in H§jicek and Kijowski (2000). The details of the calculation
can be found in H§jicek and Kiefer (2001a). The result is the action

S = /dT (putt 4 pu® — NPupy) +/d7/ dp(PyU+ PyV —H), (7.81)
0

where H = NY Py + NV Py, and n, NY(p), and NV (p) are Lagrange multipliers.
The first term in (7.81) contains the physical variables (observables), while the
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second term contains the gauge variables. Both classical solutions are contained
in the single constraint
PuPy =10, (7.82)

that is, one has p, = 0 for n = 1 and p, = 0 for n = —1. Observe that the
Poisson algebra of the chosen set of observables p, and u for n = 41 as well
as p, and v for = —1 is gauge-invariant in spite of the fact that it has been
obtained by a calculation based on a gauge choice (the double-null coordinates
U and V). Therefore, the quantum theory will also be gauge-invariant. A crucial
point is that the new phase space has non-trivial boundaries,

—U 4+ v
2

>0. (7.83)

The boundary defined by the last inequality is due to the classical singularity.
The system has now been brought into a form that can be taken as the starting
point for quantization.

7.4.3 Quantization
The task is to quantize the physical degrees of freedom defined by the action

SPhYS = /dT (puu + Py — npupv) ; (784)

cf. (7.81). The appropriate method is group quantization; see e.g. Isham (1984).
This method is suited in particular to implement conditions such as (7.83). It
is based on the choice of a set of Dirac observables forming a Lie algebra. This
algebra generates a group of transformations respecting all boundaries which in-
sures that information about such boundaries are implemented in the quantum
theory. The method automatically leads to self-adjoint operators for the observ-
ables. One obtains in particular a self-adjoint Hamiltonian and, consequently, a
unitary dynamics.

The application of this method to the null-dust shell was presented in detail
in Héjicek (2001, 2003). A complete system of Dirac observables is given by p,,,
Py, as well as D,, = up,, and D,, = vp,. Thus, they commute with the constraint
PuPv- The only non-vanishing Poisson brackets are

{Duapu} :pu 9 {D’U?p'u} :pv . (785)

The Hilbert space is constructed from complex functions v, (p) and v, (p), where
p € [0,00). The scalar product is defined by

(s da) = / h L 4ol (7.86)

(similarly for 1, (p)). To handle the inequalities (7.83), it is useful to perform the
following canonical transformation,
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t=(u+v)/2, r=(—u+v)/2, (7.87)
Pt = Pu + Do, Pr = —Pu+ Do - (7'88)

The constraint function then assumes the form p,p, = (p? — p?)/4. Upon quan-
tization, one obtains the operator —p; which is self-adjoint and has a positive
spectrum, —prp(p) = pe(p), p > 0. It is the generator of time evolution and
corresponds to the energy operator £ = M. Since r is not a Dirac observable, it
cannot directly be transformed into a quantum observable. It turns out that the
following construction is useful,

\/_ (7.89)

dp \/_
This is essentially a Laplacian and corresponds to a concrete choice of factor
ordering. It is a symmetric operator which can be extended to a self-adjoint
operator. In this process, one is naturally led to the following eigenfunctions of

72
2
Y(r,p) =/ —psinrp , 7>0. (7.90)
T

One can also construct an operator 7 that classically would correspond to the
direction of motion of the shell.

The formalism has now reached a stage in which one can start to study
concrete physical applications. Of particular interest is the representation of the
shell by a narrow wave packet. One takes at ¢ = 0 the following family of wave
packets:

Yer(p) = <\/)_ piti/2e=Ap (7.91)
where £ is a positive integer, and A is a positive number with dimension of length.
By an appropriate choice of these constants, one can prescribe the expectation
value of the energy and its variation. A sufficiently narrow wave packet can thus
be constructed.

One can show that the wave packets are normalized and that they obey
Yea(p) = ¥x1(Ap) (‘scale invariance’). The expectation value of the energy is
calculated as

_ [T
(B)pr = / RO (7.92)
with the result /9
(E)ex = % : (7.93)

In a similar way, one finds for the variation

V2r+1

Abo = —x3

(7.94)

Since the time evolution of the packet is generated by —p;, one has
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%,\(t,p) = wrz)\(p)e_ipt . (7.95)

More interesting is the evolution of the wave packet in the r-representation.
This is obtained by the integral transform (7.86) of 9, (¢, p) with respect to the
eigenfunctions (7.90). It leads to the exact result

1 wI(2N)FH1/2 i i
Wn(t,r) = — - — 7.96
A6 T) Vor (26)!  [(AFit+ir)stt (A4 it —ir)ett (7.96)
One interesting consequence can be immediately drawn:
lirr(l) Ua(t,r)=0. (7.97)

This means that the probability of finding the shell at vanishing radius is zero!
In this sense, the singularity is avoided in the quantum theory. It must be em-
phasized that this is not a consequence of a certain boundary condition—it is
a consequence of the unitary evolution. If the wave function vanishes at r = 0
for t — —oo (asymptotic condition of ingoing shell), it will continue to vanish at
r = 0 for all times. It follows from (7.96) that the quantum shell bounces and
re-expands. Hence, no absolute event horizon can form, in contrast to the clas-
sical theory. The resulting object might still be indistinguishable from a black
hole due to the huge time delay from the gravitational redshift—the re-expansion
would be visible from afar only in the far future. Similar features follow from
a model by Frolov and Vilkovisky (1981) who consider a null shell for the case
where ‘loop effects’ in the form of Weyl curvature terms are taken into account.

Of interest also is the expectation value of the shell radius; see Hajicek (2001,
2003) for details. Again one recognizes that the quantum shell always bounces
and re-expands. An intriguing feature is that an essential part of the wave packet
can even be squeezed below the expectation value of its Schwarzschild radius.
The latter is found from (7.92) to read (re-inserting G),

<R(]>NA = 2G<E>N)\ = (2% + 1)% s (798)

while its variation follows from (7.94),
l2
A(Ro)py = 2GAE,\ = V2K + 1XP ) (7.99)

The main part of the wave packet is squeezed below the Schwarzschild radius if

<T>I€)\ + (AT)/{)\ < <RO>/€)\ - A(RO)K)\ .

It turns out that this can be achieved if either A s Ip (and x > 2) or, for bigger
\, if & is larger by a factor of (\/Ip)*?. The wave packet can thus be squeezed
below its Schwarzschild radius if its energy is bigger than the Planck energy—a
genuine quantum effect.
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How can this behaviour be understood? The unitary dynamics ensures that
the ingoing quantum shell develops into a superposition of ingoing and outgo-
ing shell if the region where in the classical theory a singularity would form is
reached. In other words, the singularity is avoided by destructive interference
in the quantum theory. This is similar to the quantum-cosmological example
of Kiefer and Zeh (1995), where a superposition of a black hole with a white
hole leads to a singularity-free quantum universe; cf. Section 10.2. Also here,
the horizon becomes a superposition of ‘black hole’ and ‘white hole’—its ‘grey’
nature can be characterized by the expectation value of the operator 7 (a black-
hole horizon would correspond to the value —1 and a white-hole horizon to the
value +1). In this scenario, no information-loss paradox would ever arise if such
a behaviour occurred for all collapsing matter (which sounds reasonable). In the
same way, the principle of cosmic censorship would be implemented, since no
naked singularities (in fact, no singularities at all) would form.

7.5 The Lemaitre—Tolman—Bondi model

In the last section we studied the dynamics of a collapsing (null) dust shell. The
next level of complexity is to consider a whole (time-like) dust cloud, while keep-
ing spherical symmetry. This is what we shall discuss in this section. The model
goes back to Lemaitre (1933), who used it to study cosmology, and was later elab-
orated on by Richard Tolman, Hermann Bondi, and others; see Krasinski (1997)
for details and references. For this reason we shall call it the Lemaitre—Tolman—
Bondi (LTB) model. Its canonical formulation and quantization in the spirit of
Section 7.2 was performed in Vaz et al. (2001) for a special case (the ‘marginal
case’) and in Kiefer et al. (2006a) for the generic (including the ‘non-marginal’)
case. In the following we shall mainly follow the second paper.

7.5.1 The classical LTB model

The LTB model describes a self-gravitating dust cloud. Its energy—momentum
tensor reads T),, = €(7, p)uyu,, where u* = ut(t,p) is the four-velocity vector
of a dust particle with proper time 7 and labeled by p (p thus labels the various
shells that together form the dust cloud). The line element for the LTB spacetime
is given by

ds —dr* 4+ —F—2L—_dp® + R“(p)(dh* + sin 9d¢ . 7.100

Inserting this expression into the Einstein equations leads to

0,F

GF
P

and (0,R)* = - T2F, (7.101)

where F'(p) is some non-negative function. The case of collapse is described by
0-R(r, p) < 0.
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There still exists the freedom to rescale the shell index p. This can be fixed
by demanding
R(0,p) = p, (7.102)

so that for 7 = 0 the label coordinate p is equal to the curvature radius R. Now
we can express the functions F'(p) and E(p) in terms of the energy density € at
7 =0. From (7.101) one gets

Fio) = [ 0,074, (7.103)

P
B(p) = 0.R(r = 0.) == [ 0.7 4. (7.104)
The interpretation of these quantities is that F(p)/2 is the active gravitating
mass inside of R(7,p), while E(p) is the total energy of the shell labeled by p.
The marginally bound models are defined by E(p) = 0. Here we consider the
general case, which includes the non-marginal case defined by E(p) # 0.

The equations (7.101) can be solved exactly; see Kiefer et al. (2006a) for
the exact expressions. The solutions show that at the dust proper time 7 =
To(p) the shell labeled by p has reached a curvature radius R = 0, that is,
the physical singularity—the model thus exhibits a non-simultaneous big-bang
(or big-crunch) surface. The parameter 7 can only take values between —oo and
70(p). Apart from the freedom in the radial coordinate, the three functions F'(p),
E(p), and 79(p) determine the model completely.

As in Sections 7.2 and 7.4, we start with the general ansatz (7.20) for a
spherically symmetric line element. The gravitational part of the action reads

58 = /dt/ dr (PLL + PRl — NHE — N’“H%) + Sps | (7.105)
0

where the Hamiltonian and the diffeomorphism (momentum) constraint are given
by (7.22) and (7.24), respectively, and the boundary action Ssx is discussed
below.

The total action is the sum of (7.105) and an action S describing the dust.
The canonical formalism for the latter can be found in Brown and Kuchai (1995).
It reads

54 = / dt / dr (P;# — NH* = N"H2) | (7.106)
0

where the contributions to the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints are

12
M= P14+ 2—2 and HY=7P;. (7.107)

In order to derive the falloff conditions analogously to the vacuum case discussed
in Section 7.2, one formulates F'(p), introduced in (7.103), as a function of the
canonical variables. The result is
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P2 R?
_ 2+ L

As in the Schwarzschild case, one can perform a canonical transformation to
elevate the mass function F' to a canonical coordinate. The canonical transfor-
mation reads

(L7PL;R7PR;77P’F)‘)(F7PF;R7PR;T7PT)7 (7109)
where p p A
Ppr=Pp— L L _ 11
R R7 R ~2RF RL*F’ (7.110)
with
A= (RR(LPL) — (RRY(LPp) , (7.111)

and F =1 — F/R. The action in the new canonical variables then reads
0 — . .
SEH:/dt/ dr (PT7L+PRR+PFF7NH*NTHT) + Sos, (7.112)
0

where the new constraints are

1 (F'R . [ 7
H= 3 (G]: +4G.7:PFPR) + Py /14 T2 (7.113)

H,=7P.+ R Pr+ F'Pr . (7.114)

What about the boundary action Sysx? As was shown in detail in Kiefer et al.
(2006a), it can be absorbed in the course of a canonical transformation that
employs the mass density I' = F’ as a new canonical variable. One then arrives
at a new action

o0
S = /dt/ dr (P-,—’T" + PrR+ Prl'— N'H — N”HT> , (7.115)
0
where the constraints in the new variables read

1 (TR _ / ’
HE<G];4GfPfPR>+PT 1+%, (7.116)

H,=7'P,+ R P —TP}. (7.117)

The Hamiltonian constraint can be greatly simplified if the momentum constraint
is used to eliminate Pp. The constraints (7.116) and (7.117) can then be replaced
by the following equivalent set:

_ 2
H=0G(P? P2 - —— =0 7.118
H.=7P, +RPr—-TP'=~0. (7.119)

These equations will be used as the starting point for the quantization discussed
below.
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We mention that also the functions 79 and E can be expressed through the
canonical variables, in addition to the variable F' which was expressed in this
manner above; see (7.108). This facilitates the interpretation of the canonical
variables.

7.5.2  Quantization

We shall now apply the Dirac quantization procedure and turn the classical con-
straints (7.118) and (7.119) into quantum operators. The translation of Poisson
brackets into commutators is achieved in the Schrodinger representation by the
formal substitution

h 0 = h 90 h 0

PO =T 5m P02 TR O e

(7.120)

and acting with them on wave functionals. The Hamiltonian constraint (7.118)
then leads to the Wheeler-DeWitt equation,

l fo(&‘zi)g +f5]§(i)2 + A(R, F)6(0) 0

+ B(R, F) 5(0)2> - IGF

(7.121)

where A and B are smooth functions of R and F that encapsulate the factor-
ordering ambiguities. We have introduced divergent quantities such as §(0) in
order to indicate that the factor-ordering problem is unsolved at this stage and
can be dealt with only after some suitable regularization has been performed.
That is, one would like to choose the terms proportional to §(0) in such a way
that the constraint algebra closes; cf. Section 5.3.5.

Quantizing the momentum constraint (7.119) by using (7.120) gives

/L , 0 _ 1) ! (! ! ] =
"o AR F(ér(r)”‘”( ). RO, D] =0.  (7.122)

Up to now, the quantum constraint equations have been given only in a formal
way. We shall now attempt to define them by a lattice regularization.

We consider a one-dimensional lattice given by a discrete set of points r;
separated by a distance ¢. In order that the momentum constraint is fulfilled in
the continuum limit, it is important to start with a corresponding ansatz for the
wave functional before putting it on the lattice. We therefore make the ansatz

U r(r), R(r), T(r)] =U < / dr T(r)W(r(r), R(r), F(r))) , (7.123)

where U : R — C is at this stage some arbitrary (differentiable) function. Using
I in the exponent instead of R’ or 7/ is suggested by the form of the Wheeler—
DeWitt equation (absence of derivatives with respect to I') and the fact that
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F’ =T is related to the energy density. The ansatz has to be compatible with
the lattice, which means that it has to factorize into different functions for each
lattice point. So we have to make the choice U = exp, which gives

U [r(r), R(r), T(r)] (7.124)
= exp ( / dr T(r)W(r(r), R(r), F(r))> (7.125)
= exp <;ii%ZUFiWi (7(r:), R(ry), F(m))> (7.126)
= lim H exg (T Wi ((rs), R(r:), F(ry))) (7.127)
= lim W, (7(rs), R(rs), T(r), F(r:)) , (7.128)
where Z i
F(r)=Y ol;. (7.129)

We implement the formal expression 6( ) onto the lattice as
5(0) — lim — . (7.130)
The lattice version of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (7.121) then reads

a?T

7, U, =0. (7.131)

or 6R2

9? 0? 0
GR? ( 5 + 7 A(RJ,F)GR >+B(R,F)

We now insert ansatz (7.127) and make for convenience the redefinition W =
iW/2. This leads to

OW(r, R, F)\* oW(r, R, F)\*> 1
2 ) ) 2 ) ) -
Gh <767 ) +GIF (e o7

o? F?

ol [, o [ 02 0 Kl

+B(R,F)=0. (7.132)

In order for this to be fulfilled independent of the choice of ¢ (and thus also in
the limit ¢ — 0) one is led to the following three equations:

oW (r, R, T)\> oW(r, R,T)\* 1
(GRT> +F (GhT =0, (7.133)

8—2+]-"a—2+A(RF)a W(r, R, T) =0 (7.134)
o972 OR? R T )= '
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and

B(R,T)=0. (7.135)

The first equation (7.133) is the Hamilton—Jacobi equation. The second equa-
tion presents an additional restriction on solutions of (7.133). The last equation
(7.135) tells us that working on the lattice is only possible if the factor ordering
does not contribute to the potential term. If we find solutions to all three equa-
tions, we can do all other calculations on the lattice, since these solutions have
a well-defined continuum limit and satisfy the momentum constraint.

At this point we have to make a few comments on the regularization proce-
dure we are using. It was already noted that the lattice regularization does not
solve the factor-ordering problem. The lattice regularization just represents an
ad hoc regularization in which the divergent terms have to cancel each other.
Put differently, it is equivalent to a type of regularization that was employed in
DeWitt (1967a) (which means setting 6(0) = 0) with an additional constraint
on the solutions.

The signature in the kinetic part of the Hamiltonian constraint (7.118) can
change from elliptic (outside the horizon) to hyperbolic (inside the horizon).
This thus occurs for the kinetic term of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (7.121),
too. As discussed in Brotz and Kiefer (1997), we can say that the part inside
the horizon is always classically allowed, whereas this is not necessarily the case
for the outside part. The usual initial-value problem appropriate for hyperbolic
equations can thus only be applied for the region corresponding to the black-hole
interior.

The two equations (7.133) and (7.134) have to be satisfied in order to get
a diffeomorphism-invariant solution to the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. (We now
set G = 1 = h.) Looking for particular solutions of the separating form W =
a(7)+ B(R), we recognize immediately that this system of equations is consistent
only for special factor orderings. Tackling the problem from the opposite point
of view, one can ask for which factor orderings we do get a separating solution.
We find

F 1
AR.F) =~ 53 (1 + m) : (7.136)

This leads to

Vi—aoF

= (7.137)

W(r, T, R,a) = const. + ar £ /dR
It turns out that these functions are also solutions to the Hamilton—Jacobi equa-
tion. From there one gets the identification 2E = 1/a? — 1. Since classically

E > —1/2, it follows that a should be real. The integral appearing in (7.137)
can be evaluated exactly. One gets
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F 1-F
+2—a2t . 1 V1-a?
———tan
Vv1—a? \/1—a2}"

Here we have assumed that 0 < a <1 (corresponding to E > 0). For a > 1 but
R < Fa?/(a® — 1), the result can be found by analytic continuation to read

V1—a2F 1—+vV1—a2F
+In
1-F 1—+1—a2F

_ A2 42
/del af:Flvl CF g tanh /1

(7.138)

2 —a? 1 Var-1

tan

+
Va1 T-er

Another analytic continuation gives the result in the region R > Fa?/(a? — 1),

F (7.139)

2T _
iF 72}—}_1—2’55111_1 a?F -1
+(1—a2/2) I VarF —1—-+Va? -1 (7.140)
Va2 —1 Va2F —1++Va? —1|| '

We recognize from (7.140) that the wave function becomes a real exponential in
the region R < Fa?/(a® — 1). This can be interpreted by rewriting the classical
Einstein equations in the form

(0-R)*=2E+1—-F. (7.141)

Therefore, the wave function is real in the region that is classically forbidden.

Surprisingly, (7.137) in fact gives the complete class of solutions (Kiefer et
al. 2006a). There thus exist no non-separating solutions, given the ansatz made
where the full wave functional factorizes into functions on the respective lattice
points. But we emphasize that we have succeeded in finding exact solutions to
all quantum constraints. Other solutions to the full Wheeler-DeWitt equation
and momentum constraints would necessarily couple the infinitely many shells
comprising the dust cloud; to find them would demand a regularization scheme
that is much more involved. In a sense, the factor ordering chosen here leads to
quantum states for which the WKB form is ‘exact’; cf. the analogous situation
with the models discussed in Brotz and Kiefer (1997) and Louis-Martinez et al.
(1994).

The solutions (7.137) are thus all solutions that can occur on the lattice
for the factor ordering (7.136). We now want to extend these solutions to the
continuum. The solutions on the lattice contain two free parameters, a; and b; ,

U; = exp (b ol F; + = ar (aim; + /dR V1~ aits )) (7.142)
(We have for simplicity considered only one sign in the exponent.) We know that
a; is connected with the local energy E via 2F; + 1 = 1/a?. In general we have
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E = E(r), and thus it would be natural to demand that a = a(r). But with this
explict dependence on r the momentum constraint would not be satisfied. The
only possible way out of this is to use an implicit dependence a(F(r)) in order
to get solutions fulfilling the momentum constraint. The expression

Ulr, R, T] = exp ( / drb(F(r))F)
xexp{%/drf (F(r))7+/dR—M}(WE]} (7.143)

is still a solution, since the Hamiltonian constraint does not contain a derivative
with respect to I or F'. Hence we arrive at a family of solutions containing two
arbitrary functions a(x) and b(z). It is clear that a(x) is connected with E via
2E(r) + 1 =1/a?(F(r)). One might in principle wish to construct wave packets
by superposing wave functions with different a, that is, with different energies.
However, since the factor ordering depends on E, this does not seem feasible.

What has been achieved? It was possible to solve the coupled Wheeler—
DeWitt equation and momentum constraint at least for a special factor ordering.
This is already a non-trivial issue. However, one can also see the limits. An inter-
esting application would be the fate of the classical singularities (both black-hole
and naked singularities) in the quantum theory. Such a discussion was possible
for the thin shell of Section 7.4. But in the present case one would have to go
beyond the special set of solutions (7.143), which has not yet been achieved.
Another issue is Hawking radiation. In Vaz et al. (2003) this radiation was re-
covered from WKB solutions of the marginal LTB model. A similar approach
may be applied to the solutions presented here. This shows that the discussion
of non-trivial models such as the LTB model is far from being complete.

a

7.6 The information-loss problem

What happens during the final evaporation phase of a black hole? This is, of
course, one of the major questions which a quantum theory of gravity should an-
swer. As long as this is not possible, various gedanken experiments and heuristic
expectations are being discussed. One is the so-called information-loss problem;
see Page (1994) and the references therein for a detailed exposition. According
to the semiclassical calculations that lead to (7.11), black-hole radiation has a
thermal spectrum. As a consequence, the black hole loses mass and shrinks. In
the case that the hole completely evaporated and left only thermal radiation
behind, any initial state for the black hole plus the quantum field would end up
with the same final state, which would be a thermal, that is, mixed, state. This
would correspond to a maximal loss of information about the initial state. In
other words: unitarity would be violated for a closed system, in contrast to stan-
dard quantum theory. Formally, trp? remains constant under the von Neumann
equation; the same is true for the entropy Ssm = —kptr(plnp): for a unitarily
evolving system, there is no increase in entropy. If these laws were violated during
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black-hole evaporation, information would be destroyed. The attitudes towards
this information-loss problem can be roughly divided into the following classes:

1. The information is indeed lost during black-hole evaporation, and the
quantum-mechanical Liouville equation is replaced by an equation of the
form

p— $p# SpST, (7.144)

where $ is Hawking’s ‘dollar matrix’ which generalizes the ordinary S-
matrix S. Hawking originally assumed that the exact evolution is non-
unitary and that information is lost (Hawking 1976), but later he changed
his mind (Hawking 2005).

2. The full evolution is in fact unitary; the black-hole radiation contains subtle
quantum correlations that cannot be seen in the semiclassical approxima-
tion.

3. The black hole does not evaporate completely, but leaves a ‘remnant’ with
mass on the order of the Planck mass, which carries the whole information.

We shall not address the last option; a concrete realization of this possibility
is the asympotic-safety approach discussed in Section 2.2.5; cf. Bonanno and
Reuter (2006).

As we have discussed at length in Chapter 5, in full quantum gravity there is
no notion of external time. However, for an isolated system such as a black hole,
one can refer to the semiclassical time of external observers far away from the
hole. The notion of unitarity then refers to this concept of time. Consequently, if
the fundamental theory of quantum gravity is unitary in this sense, there will be
no information loss. Conversely, if the fundamental theory breaks unitarity in this
sense, information loss is possible. As long as the situation with the full theory
remains open, discussions of the information loss centre around assumptions and
expectations.

For a black hole whose mass is much bigger than the Planck mass, the details
of quantum gravity should be less relevant. It is of importance to emphasize
that a (large) black hole is a macroscopic object. It is therefore strongly entan-
gled with the quantum degrees of freedom with which it interacts. Information
thereby becomes essentially non-local. Because of this entanglement the black
hole assumes classical properties analogously to other macroscopic objects. This
emergence of classical properties through interaction with other degrees of free-
dom is called decoherence; cf. Section 10.1. A particular consequence is that
the black hole itself cannot evolve unitarily, only the total system consisting of
black hole plus interacting fields (Zeh 2005). As was shown in Demers and Kiefer
(1996), the interaction of the black hole with its Hawking radiation is sufficient
to provide the black hole with classical behaviour; strictly speaking, the very no-
tion of a black hole emerges through decoherence. The cases of a superposition
of a black-hole state with its time-reversed version (a ‘white hole’) and with a
no-hole state were also considered and shown to decohere by Hawking radiation.
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This does not hold for virtual black holes, which are time symmetric and do not
exhibit classical behaviour.

In the original derivation of Hawking radiation, one starts with a quantum
field that is in its vacuum state; cf. Hawking (1975) and Section 7.1.2. The ther-
mal appearance of the resulting Hawking radiation is then recognized from the
Planckian form of the expectation value of the particle-number operator at late
times. If the state of the quantum field (which is a two-mode squeezed state) is
evaluated on a spatial hypersurface that enters the horizon, tracing out the de-
grees of freedom of the hole interior yields a thermal density matrix with temper-
ature (7.11) in the outside region; cf. Section 7.1.2. One is not, however, obliged
to take a hypersurface that enters the horizon. One can consider a hypersurface
that is locked at the bifurcation point (where the surface of the collapsing star
crosses the horizon). Then, apart from its entanglement with the black hole it-
self, the field state remains pure. The observations far away from the hole should,
however, not depend on the choice of the hypersurface (Zeh 2005). This is, in
fact, what results (Kiefer 20015, 2004a): the entanglement of the squeezed state
representing the Hawking radiation with other (irrelevant) degrees of freedom
leads to the thermal appearance of the field state. It therefore seems that there is
no information-loss problem at the semiclassical level and that one can assume,
at the present level of understanding, that the full evolution is unitary and that
‘information loss’ can be understood in terms of the standard delocalization of
information due to decoherence. There are indications that a similar scenario
can emerge from the string-theory approach discussed in Chapter 9.

7.7 Primordial black holes

A major test of many of the issues discussed in this chapter would of course be
an experimental test of the Hawking effect. As is clear from (1.33), the Hawking
temperature is large enough only for small black-hole masses—much smaller
than the masses of black holes that result by stellar collapse. To form such black
holes one needs densities that can only occur under the extreme conditions of
the early universe. These objects are therefore called primordial black holes.’
They can originate in the radiation-dominated phase, during which no stars or
other objects can be formed. We shall here give a brief summary of this topic
(Kiefer 2003a). For more details see Carr (2003) and the references therein.

In order to study their formation, consider for simplicity a spherically sym-
metric region with radius R and density p = p. + dp embedded in a flat universe
with critical density p.. For spherical symmetry the inner region is not affected
by matter in the surrounding part of the universe, so it will behave like a closed
Friedmann universe (since its density is overcritical), that is, the expansion of
this region will come to a halt at some stage, followed by a collapse. In order to
reach a complete collapse, the (absolute value of the) potential energy, V, at the

6We do not consider here the possibility of generating small black holes in future accelera-
tors, which is imaginable in various scenarios motivated by string theory; cf. Section 9.2.
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time of maximal expansion has to exceed the intrinsic energy, U, given by the
pressure p, that is,

M2
VNG

~ Gp*R® > U ~ pR? . (7.145)

If the equation of state reads p = wp (w = 1/3 for radiation dominance), this
gives

1

RZVJw— . 7.146
2 Vuw NG (7.146)
The lower bound for R is thus just given by the Jeans length. There exists
also an upper bound. The reason is that R must be smaller than the curvature
radius (given by 1/4/Gp) of the overdense region at the moment of collapse.
Otherwise the region would contain a compact three-sphere which is topologically
disconnected from the rest of the universe. This case would then not lead to
a black hole within our universe. Using p ~ p. ~ H?/G, where H denotes
the Hubble parameter of the background flat universe, one therefore has the

condition
H'>R>JwH™ !, (7.147)

evaluated at the time of collapse, for the formation of a black hole. This relation
can be rewritten also as a condition referring to any initial time of interest. In
particular, one is often interested in the time where the fluctuation enters the
Hubble scale (also called Hubble horizon) in the radiation-dominated universe.
This is illustrated in Fig. 7.4, where the presence of a possible inflationary phase
at earlier times is also shown.
At horizon entry one gets, denoting § = dp/p.,
12 Senter 2 0.3 . (7.148)

~

This is, however, only a rough estimate. Numerical calculations give instead the
bigger value of dpin ~ 0.7 (Niemeyer and Jedamzik 1999).

Taking from (7.147) R ~ \/wH !, one gets for the initial mass of a primordial
black hole (PBH)

4 . 4 . )

Mppy = ?ﬂpR‘s ~ ?ﬂpc(l + w2 H "~ w2 My (7.149)
where My = (47/3)p.H 3 denotes the mass inside the horizon. Since Mppy is
of the order of this horizon mass, a collapsing region will form a black hole prac-
tically immediately after horizon entry. Using the relation My = t/G, valid for
a radiation-dominated universe, one gets from (7.149) the quantitative estimate

Mpgy [g] =~ 10%8 ¢ [s] . (7.150)

This means that one can create Planck-mass black holes at the Planck time, and
PBHs with Mppu ~ 5 x 10 g at t ~ 5 x 10724 s. The latter value is important
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F1a. 7.4. Time development of a physical scale A(t) = a(t)/k, where a(t) is the
scale factor of a Friedmann universe, and the Hubble scale H ~(¢). During
an inflationary phase, H ~!(¢) remains approximately constant. After the end
of inflation (af) the Hubble scale H!(t) increases faster than any scale.
Therefore the scale described by A, which has left the Hubble scale at time
t exit, enters the Hubble scale again at ¢k enter in the radiation- (or matter-)
dominated phase.

since, according to (7.14), black holes with masses smaller than Mppy ~ 5x 10'4g
have by now evaporated due to Hawking radiation. PBHs with bigger mass are
still present today. At t ~ 1075 s, one can create a solar-mass black hole and at
t = 10 s (the time of nucleosynthesis) one could form a PBH with the mass of
the galactic black hole. The initial mass can increase by means of accretion, but
it turns out that this is negligible under most circumstances.

In the presence of an inflationary phase in the early universe, all PBHs pro-
duced before the end of inflation are diluted away. This gives the bound

3

m
Mppa > My (Tru) = m ~1lg, (7.151)
OS8Ry

if for the reheating temperature Try a value of 10'® GeV is chosen.
According to the numerical calculations by Niemeyer and Jedamzik (1999),
there exists a whole spectrum of initial masses,
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Table 7.2 Constraints on the mass fraction a(M) = w ~ Qpeu,m of
primordial black holes at their time of formation (Green and 'Liddle 1997)

Constraint Range Reason
1. oo < 0.1(M/10%5g)2 M< 10 g  radiation relics
2. a < 10717(10%g/M)2 109 g<M< 10" g n,/n,-ratio
3. a0 <10722(M/10%%)z 1010 g<M< 10! g  deuterium dissociation
4. a0 < 10721 (M /10 M g)* 10 g<M< 10'® g helium fission
5 (
6
7.

.a < 10715(10%/M) 10° g<M< 10 g entropy per baryon
Lo < 10726 M~5x10"g v background
o < 10718(M/10'5g) 2 M> 10" ¢  present PBH density

Mppa = KMp (6 — 0min)” (7.152)

a relation that is reminiscent of the theory of critical phenomena. This may
change some of the quantitative conclusions.

To calculate the production rate of PBHs, one needs an initial spectrum of
fluctuations. This is usually taken to be of a Gaussian form, as predicted by
most inflationary models (cf. Liddle and Lyth 2000). Therefore, there always
exists a non-vanishing probability that the density contrast is high enough to
form a black hole, even if the maximum of the Gaussian corresponds to a small
value. One can then calculate the mass ratio (compared to the total mass) of
regions which will develop into PBHs with mass Mppy 2 M; see, for example,
Bringmann et al. (2002) for details. This mass ratio, given by

PPBH,M Opprar = _ PPBH,M 7 (7.153)

a(M) =
( Pr Pc

where p, is the radiation density, is then compared with observation. This, in
turn, gives a constraint on the theoretically calculated initial spectrum. Table 7.2
presents various observational constraints on « (from Green and Liddle 1997).
The corresponding maximal value for each « is shown for the various constraints
in Fig. 7.5.

Constraints arise either from Hawking radiation or from the gravitational
contribution of PBHs to the present universe (last entry). PBHs with initial mass
of about 5 x 10'# g evaporate at the current phase of the universe. (They release
about 10%° erg in the last second.) From observations of the v-ray background
one can find the constraint given in the table. It corresponds to an upper limit of
about 10* PBHs per cubic parsec or QpH,0 < 10~8. One can also try to observe
directly the final evaporation event of a single PBH. This gives only an upper
limit of about 10° events per cubic parsec per year.

Given these observational constraints, one can then calculate the ensuing con-
straints on the primordial spectrum. The gravitational constraint Qppr,o < 1
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Fiag. 7.5. Strongest constraints on the initial PBH mass fraction. The numbers
correspond to the various entries in Table 7.2.

gives surprisingly strong restrictions (cf. Bringmann et al. 2002). For a scale-
free power spectrum of the form o k™, as it is usually discussed for inflationary
models, one finds restrictions on n that are comparable to the limits obtained
by large-scale observations (anisotropy spectrum of the cosmic microwave back-
ground radiation). Since these restrictions come from observational constraints
referring to much smaller scales, they could constitute an important complemen-
tary test. However, according to present observations of the microwave back-
ground, the actual value for n is too small to give a high-enough rate for PBH
formation to be observable. The only possibility, it seems, is inflationary mod-
els with a distinguished scale (Blais et al. 2003). The ensuing amount of PBHs
could then in principle contribute significantly to the cold dark matter present
in galaxies.

The question whether PBHs really exist in nature has thus not yet been
settled. Their presence would be of an importance that could hardly be overesti-
mated. They would give the unique opportunity to study the quantum effects of
black holes and could yield the crucial key for the construction of a final theory
of quantum gravity.
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QUANTUM COSMOLOGY

8.1 Minisuperspace models
8.1.1 General introduction

As we have discussed at length in Chapters 5 and 6, all information about canon-
ical quantum gravity lies in the constraints (apart from possible surface terms).
These constraints assume in the Dirac approach the form of conditions for phys-
ically allowed wave functionals. In quantum geometrodynamics (Chapter 5), the
wave functional depends on the three-metric, while in quantum connection or
quantum loop dynamics (Chapter 6), it depends on a non-Abelian connection or
a Wilson-loop-type variable.

A common feature for all variables is that the quantum constraints are diffi-
cult if not impossible to solve. In classical GR, the field equations often become
tractable if symmetry reductions are performed; one can, for example, impose
spherical symmetry, axial symmetry, or homogeneity. This often corresponds to
interesting physical situations: stationary black holes are spherically or axially
symmetric (Section 7.1), while the Universe as a whole can be approximated by
homogeneous and isotropic models. The idea is to apply a similar procedure in
the quantum theory. One may wish to make a symmetry reduction at the clas-
sical level and to quantize only a restricted set of variables. The quantization of
black holes discussed in Chapter 7 is a prominent example. The problem is that
such a reduction violates the uncertainty principle, since degrees of freedom are
neglected together with the corresponding momenta. Still, the reduction may be
an adequate approximation in many circumstances. In quantum mechanics, for
example, the model of a ‘rigid top’ is a good approximation as long as other
degrees of freedom remain unexcited due to energy gaps. Such a situation can
also hold for quantum gravity; cf. Kuchaf and Ryan (1989) for a discussion of
this situation in a quantum-cosmological context. In the dynamical-triangulation
approach discussed in Section 2.2.6, for example, one can derive an effective cos-
mological action from the full path integral (Ambjgrn et al. 2005).

Independent of this question whether the resulting models are realistic or not,
additional reasons further support the study of dimensionally reduced models.
First, they can play the role of toy models to study conceptual issues which are
independent of the number of variables. Examples are the problem of time, the
role of observers, and the emergence of a classical world; cf. Chapter 10. Second,
they can give the means to study mathematical questions such as the structure
of the wave equation and the implementation of boundary conditions. Third, one
can compare various quantization schemes in the context of simple models. This
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concerns in particular a comparison between reduced and Dirac quantization.

In quantum geometrodynamics, the wave functional ¥ is defined—apart from
non-gravitational degrees of freedom—on Riem ¥, the space of all three-metrics.
The presence of the diffeomorphism constraints guarantees that the true config-
uration space is ‘superspace’, that is, the space Riem X/Diff ¥. Restricting the
infinitely many degrees of freedom of superspace to only a finite number, one
arrives at a finite-dimensional configuration space called minisuperspace. If the
number of the restricted variables is still infinite, the term ‘midisuperspace’ has
been coined. The example of spherical symmetry discussed in the last chapter is
an example of midisuperspace. Since the most important example in the case of
finitely many degrees of freedom is cosmology, the minisuperspace examples are
usually applied to quantum cosmology, that is, the application of quantum theory
to the Universe as a whole. The present chapter deals with quantum cosmology.
For simplicity, we shall restrict our attention mostly to quantum geometrody-
namics; the application of loop quantum gravity (cf. Chapter 6) to cosmology is
called loop quantum cosmology and is discussed in Section 8.4 below.

The importance of quantum theory for an understanding of the origin of the
universe was already emphasized by Georges Lemaitre in the context of his atome
primitif, see Lemaitre (1958). However, he did not consider the quantization of
space—time itself. The idea that the Universe as a whole is the result of a ‘vacuum
fluctuation’ in quantum field theory can be traced back at least to Tryon (1973).

Independent of any quantum theory of gravity, one can give general argu-
ments that demand for reasons of consistency the application of quantum theory
to the Universe as a whole. Namely, macroscopic quantum systems are strongly
coupled to their natural environment; cf. the discussion in Chapter 10. Since the
environment is again coupled to its environment, and so on, the only strictly
closed system in the quantum theoretical sense is the Universe as a whole. This
leads to quantum cosmology, independent of any particular interaction. However,
since gravity is the dominating interaction on cosmic scales, a quantum theory
of gravity is needed as the formal framework for quantum cosmology.

The first quantum-cosmological model based on quantum gravity was pre-
sented, together with its semiclassical approximation, in DeWitt (1967a). It dealt
with the homogeneous and isotropic case. The extension to anisotropic models
(in particular, Bianchi models) was performed by Misner; cf. Misner (1972) and
Ryan (1972). Kuchaf (1971) made the extension to the midisuperspace case and
discussed the quantization of cylindrical gravitational waves; see also Ashtekar
and Pierri (1996). Classically, in the general case of inhomogeneous models, dif-
ferent spatial points seem to decouple near a big-bang singularity for general
solutions of the Einstein equations (Belinskii et al. 1982). Such solutions consist
of a collection of homogeneous spaces described, for example, by a ‘mixmaster
universe’ (in which the universe behaves like a particle in a time-dependent po-
tential wall, with an infinite sequence of bounces). For this reason the use of
minisuperspace models may even provide a realistic description of the universe
near its classical singularity.
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The usual symmetry reduction proceeds as follows; see, for example, Torre
(1999). One starts from a classical field theory and specifies the action of a
group with respect to which the fields are supposed to be invariant. A prominent
example is the rotation group. One then constructs the invariant (‘reduced’) fields
and evaluates the field equations for them. An important question is whether
there is a shortcut in the following way. Instead of reducing the field equations
one might wish to reduce first the Lagrangian and then derive from it directly the
reduced field equations. (Alternatively, this can be attempted at the Hamiltonian
level.) This would greatly simplify the procedure, but in general it is not possible:
reduction of the Lagrangian is equivalent to reduction of the field equations only
in special situations. When do such situations occur? In other words, when do
critical points of the reduced action define critical points of the full action?
Criteria for this symmetric criticality principle were developed by Palais (1979).
If restriction is made to local Lagrangian theories, one can specify such criteria
more explicitly (Torre 1999; Fels and Torre 2002).

Instead of spelling out the general conditions, we focus on three cases that
are relevant for us:

1. The conditions are always satisfied for a compact symmetry group, that is,
the important case of spherical symmetry obeys the symmetric criticality
principle.

2. In the case of homogeneous cosmological models, the conditions are satis-
fied if the structure constants c,; © of the isometry group satisfy c,, b=0.
Therefore, Bianchi-type-A cosmological models and the Kantowski—Sachs
universe can be treated via a reduced Lagrangian. For Bianchi-type-B mod-
els, the situation is more subtle (cf. MacCallum (1979) and Ryan and
Waller (1997)).

3. The symmetric criticality principle also applies to cylindrical or toroidal
symmetry reductions (which are characterized by two commuting Killing
vector fields). The reduced theories can be identified with parametrized
field theories on a flat background. With such a formal identification it is
easy to find solutions. Quantization can then be understood as quantization
on a fixed background with arbitrary foliation into Cauchy surfaces. In two
space—time dimensions, where these reduced models are effectively defined,
time evolution is unitarily implementable along arbitrary foliations. This
ceases to hold in higher dimensions; cf. Giulini and Kiefer (1995), Helfer
(1996), and Torre and Varadarajan (1999).

In the case of homogeneous models, the wave function is of the form (q),
i = 1,...,n, that is, it is of a ‘quantum-mechanical’ type. In this section, we
follow a pragmatic approach and discuss the differential equations for the wave
functions, together with appropriate boundary conditions. A general discussion
of boundary conditions will be presented in Section 8.3 below. Extensive reviews
of quantum cosmology include Halliwell (1991), Wiltshire (1996), and Coule
(2005).
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8.1.2  Quantization of a Friedmann universe

As an example, we shall treat in some detail the case of a closed Friedmann
universe with a massive scalar field; cf. Kiefer (1988) and Halliwell (1991). Clas-
sically, the model is thus characterized by the scale factor a(t) and the homoge-
neous field ¢(¢) with mass m. In the quantum theory, the classical time parameter
t is absent, and the system is fully characterized by a wave function v (a, ¢). The
ansatz for the classical line element is

ds? = —N2(t)dt? + a*(t)dQ3 | (8.1)

where dQ3 = dx? +sin? y(df? +sin? #dy?) is the standard line element on S%. A
special foliation has thus been chosen in order to capture the symmetries of this
model. For this reason no shift vector appears, only the lapse function N. The
latter naturally occurs in combination with d¢, expressing the classical invariance
under reparametrizations of the time parameter; see Chapter 3.

The three-metric hgp is fully specified by the scale factor a. The second fun-
damental form, cf. (4.48), reads here

1 Oha a

79N 9t  aN (82)
Its trace is
3a
K = K ht = — 8.3
ab Na ) ( )

which is thus proportional to the Hubble parameter a/a. Its inverse, K !, is for
this reason called ‘extrinsic time’; cf. Section 5.2.

Since the model fulfils the symmetric criticality principle, we can insert the
ansatz (8.1) directly into the Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1) and derive the Euler—
Lagrange equations from the reduced action. For the surface term in (1.1), one

obtains
1 3 3 3 a
—SWG/dx\/ﬁK—&rG/dx\/ﬁNa.

Vh &z = a®sin® ysin6 dydfde |

Inserting

one finds that this surface term is cancelled by a term that appears after partial
integration from the first term in (1.1). This is how the general surface term is
constructed. More explicitly, one has for the curvature scalar:

R 6 (_Na_ a fa]*) 6
- N2 Na a a a? '

Partial integration of the second term in the parentheses cancels both the surface
term and the first term and changes the sign of the third term.
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Integrating over d3x and choosing units such that 2G /3w = 1, one obtains
from (1.1), the gravitational part of the ‘minisuperspace action’,

Sg:%/dtN(—aN—dj—i-a—AT(ﬁ) . (8.4)
The matter action reads, after a rescaling ¢ — ¢/\/§7r and m?/h% — m?,
Sm = %/dt Na? (;@—22 - m2¢2> . (8.5)
The full minisuperspace action can then be written in the form
S =Sy + S = /dt L(g,q) = /dt N (%GAB q;‘f - V(q)> o (86)

where ¢ is a shorthand for ¢' = a and ¢> = ¢. The minisuperspace DeWitt

metric reads explicitly
—a 0
GAB - < 0 CL3> )

with /=G = a?, where G denotes its determinant here. The indefinite nature of
the kinetic term is evident.

Following the general procedure of Section 4.2, one starts with the definition
of the canonical momenta. This includes the primary constraint

oL,
PN=o8 T
and the dynamical momenta
oL aa oL ¢
_ - = — = — = — . 8.7
Pae=9a = "N T 95T N ®.7)

The Hamiltonian is then given by

H = pnN + pai 4 psd — L

N 2 p? Ad® f
= — <_&+_§_a+_a+m2a5¢2
a a 3

2
=N (3 G*Ppape +V(9) | (8.8)
where G4 is the inverse DeWitt metric. The explicit form of the potential is
1 Aa? . 1
Vig) =V(a,9) = 5 (—a 5+ m2a3¢2) =3 (—a+d’V(9)) .

For a general (minimally coupled) field one has to insert the corresponding poten-
tial term into V(¢). One recognizes that the A-term appears on the same footing,
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so one might also have an effective A-term coming from a matter potential. This
is the typical case for inflationary scenarios of the early universe.

For convenience we give here the expressions for p, and H for general spatial
volume Vp and value for G. In the above case we have Vy = 272 (volume of S?),
but one can also have a flat model with finite volume. This is why one may also
allow the curvature parameter k for the Friedmann universe (which above and
below assumes the value k = +1) to assume the value zero. The expressions read

3Vo aa
Pa= =N (8.9)
and
o N 2 +’L?"—ina+V°Aa3+m2a3¢2 (8.10)
2 3 Voa  a® 81G " 8tG ' ’

(The field ¢ was here rescaled according to ¢ — ¢/1/Vp.) In the following we
shall return to the original choice for G, Vj, and k, but we shall make use of the
general expressions in Section 8.4.

As in the general canonical formalism, the preservation of the primary con-
straint, {py,H} =~ 0, leads to the Hamiltonian constraint H =~ 0. Due to
ansatz (8.1), no diffeomorphism constraints appear. On the Lagrangian level,
{pn, H} = 0 corresponds to the Friedmann equation, which for N = 1 reads,

a? = —1+ a* <¢22 + % + m2¢2) : (8.11)

Variation of (8.6) with respect to ¢ yields
. 3G . )
b+ —dtm*o=0. (8.12)

The classical equations can only be solved analytically for m = 0. In that case
one has p, = a®¢ = constant = K, leading for A = 0 to

1
o(a) = iiarcoshf—2 . (8.13)

In the case of m # 0, a typical solution in configuration space behaves as follows:
starting away from ¢ = 0, the trajectory approaches the a-axis and starts to os-
cillate around it. This model is often used in the context of ‘chaotic inflation’, cf.
Linde (1990), because the part of the trajectory approaching ¢ = 0 corresponds
to an inflationary expansion with respect to the coordinate time t. For a closed
Friedmann universe, the trajectory reaches a maximum and recollapses.
Quantization proceeds through implementation of H ~ 0 as a condition on
the wave function. As in the general theory there is the freedom to choose the
factor ordering. The suggestion put forward here is a choice that leads to a kinetic
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term which is invariant under transformations in configuration space. In fact, this
is already the situation in the ordinary Schrodinger equation. It corresponds to
the substitution

h2
GAP — —W2Vi5 = ————04(V—-GG*Bd
PAPB LB m A( B)
Km0 0 K2 02

where the ‘Lapace—Beltrami operator’ Vip is the covariant generalization of
the Lapace operator. With this factor ordering, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation,
Hy(a,p) = 0, reads

1/h?0 0 h? 92 Aa? 9 3.9
| = laz— ) - === — — =0. 1

2 <a2 da <a8a) ad 0¢? oz Tme ¢ >1/}(a,gz§) 0 (8.15)
This equation assumes a particular simple form if the variable o = Ina is used
instead of a,t

e % h28_2 _ h28_2
2 0a? 0¢?

— el 4 b {m2¢>2 + %D Yo, 9) =0 . (8.16)

The variable o ranges from —oo to oo, and there are thus no problems in con-
nection with a restricted range of the configuration variable.

Equation (8.16) has the form of a Klein-Gordon equation with ‘time-and
space-dependent’ mass term, that is, with a non-trivial potential term given by

V(a, ¢) = —et 4 b {ngbz + %} . (8.17)

Since this potential can also become negative, the system can develop ‘tachyonic’
behaviour with respect to the minisuperspace lightcone defined by the kinetic
term in (8.16). This does not lead to any inconsistency since one is dealing with
a configuration space here, not with space—time.

The minisuperspace configuration space of this model is conformally flat. This
is an artefact of two dimensions. In general, the configuration space is curved.
Therefore, the presence of an additional factor-ordering term of the form nAR is
possible, where 7 is a number and R is the Ricci scalar of configuration space.
It has been argued (Misner 1972; Halliwell 1988) that the choice

d—2

TPy

is preferred, where d # 1 is the dimension of minisuperspace. This follows from
the demand for the invariance of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation under conformal
transformations of the DeWitt metric.

IMore precisely, one should define o = In a/ap with some reference scale ag, e.g. ap = lp.
For simplicity we set here ag = 1.
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One recognizes from (8.16) that « plays the role of an ‘intrinsic time'—
the variable that comes with the opposite sign in the kinetic term.? Since the
potential (8.17) obeys V(«, ¢) # V(—«, ¢), there is no invariance with respect to
reversal of intrinsic time. This is of crucial importance to understand the origin
of irreversibility; cf. Section 10.2. Moreover, writing (8.16) in the form

2 82 — 12
s = (8.18)

the ‘reduced Hamiltonian’ h,, is not self-adjoint, so there is no unitary evolution
with respect to «. This is, however, not a problem since « is no external time.
Unitarity with respect to an intrinsic time is not expected to hold.

Models such as the one above can thus serve to illustrate the difficulties
which arise in the approaches of ‘reduced quantization’ discussed in Section 5.2.
Choosing classically a = ¢ and solving H ~ 0 with respect to p, leads to p,+h, =~
0 and, therefore, to a reduced Hamiltonian h, equivalent to the one in (8.18),

2
Att
ha = :t\/];—f — t2 —+ ? —+ m2¢2t4 . (819)

One can recognize all the problems that are connected with such a formulation—
explicit t-dependence of the Hamiltonian, no self-adjointness, complicated ex-
pression. One can make alternative choices for t—either p, = t (‘extrinsic time’),
¢ =t (‘matter time’), or a mixture of all these. This non-uniqueness is an ex-
pression of the ‘multiple-choice problem’ mentioned in Section 5.2. Due to these
problems, we shall restrict our attention to the discussion of the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation and do not follow the reduced approach any further.

A simple special case of (8.16) is obtained if we set A = 0 and m = 0. Again
also setting A = 1, one gets

0? 02 4
A separation ansatz leads immediately to the special solution
" e2a
U, @) = e Ko (7) ) (8.21)

where Kjj /o denotes a Bessel function. This solution has been chosen in order to
fulfil the boundary condition that 1) — 0 for @ — oo. A general solution with this

2In two-dimensional configuration spaces, only the relative sign seems to play a role. How-
ever, in higher-dimensional minisuperspaces, it becomes clear that the variable connected with
the volume of the universe is the time-like variable; see Section 5.2.2.



MINISUPERSPACE MODELS 251

boundary condition can be found by performing a superposition with a suitable
amplitude A(k),

v = | "k AR 6) - (8.22)

1 1 2
A(k) = e mz (hh) (8.23)

one obtains the following wave-packet solution for the real part of the wave
function (cf. Kiefer 1988):

Re (@, ¢) & e cos f(a, g)e™ 7/ (01/2 arcosh(k/e?))”

+ o cos g, @je (¥ /D@12 arcosh(B/2) (g 0y

The functions f and g are explicitly given in Kiefer (1988) but are not needed
here. The wave function (8.24) is a sum of two (modulated) Gaussians of width
b~!, which are symmetric with respect to ¢ = 0 and which follow the classical
path given by (8.13) with K = k.

This example demonstrates an important feature of the quantum theory (see
Fig. 8.1). In the classical theory, the ‘recollapsing’ part of the trajectory in config-
uration space can be considered as the deterministic successor of the ‘expanding’
part. In the quantum theory, on the other side, the ‘returning’ part of the wave
packet has to be present ‘initially’ with respect to intrinsic time (the scale factor
a of the universe) in order to yield a wave tube following the classical trajectory.
This ensures destructive interference near the classical turning point in order to
avoid exponentially growing pieces of the wave function for large a.

Classical theory Quantum theory

a a
A

)

=<y 2

Give e.g. here Give initial conditions
initial conditions on a = constant
FIG. 8.1. (a) Recollapsing part is (b) ‘Recollapsing’ wave packet must be
deterministic successor present ‘initially’.

of expanding part.
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Whereas in the above example it is possible to construct wave packets fol-
lowing the classical trajectory without dispersion, this is actually not possible
in the general case. Already for m # 0, one finds that the demand for v» — 0
as a — oo is in conflict with the existence of narrow wave packets all along the
classical trajectory (Kiefer 1988). Consider the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (8.16)
for A =0,

82 82 4o 6o, 2 /2 =0 8.25

(W@Tﬁze +e m¢>¢(aa¢) . (8.25)

Within a Born—Oppenheimer type of approximation, one can make the following
ansatz for the wave packet,

¥(a.d) = Y enl@pn (Vime o) (8.26)

where the ,, denote the usual eigenfunctions of the harmonic oscillator. From
(8.25), one gets the following effective potentials for the ¢, (),

Vo(a) =1 (—e*+ (2n + 1)me®®) . (8.27)

These potentials become negative for large enough «. In the classical theory, this
means that trajectories are drawn into the region with negative V,, and are re-
flected. In the quantum theory, it means that the wave function is a combination
of exponentially increasing or decreasing solutions. In order to fulfil the ‘final
condition’ ¢ — 0 for a — oo, the exponentially decreasing solution has to be
chosen. The n-dependent reflection expressed by (8.27) leads to an unavoidable
spreading of the wave packet (Kiefer 1988). This means that the semiclassical
approximation does not hold all along the expanding and recollapsing part of
the classical trajectory. How, then, does classical behaviour emerge? The answer
is provided by adding other degrees of freedom (Section 8.2). They can act as
a kind of environment for the minisuperspace variables a and ¢ and force them
to behave classically. This process of decoherence is discussed in Section 10.1.
It has also to be emphasized that wave packets are here always understood as
corresponding to branches of the full wave function (representing quasiclassical
histories), but not to the full wave function itself.

Another example is a closed Friedmann universe with a non-minimally cou-
pled scalar field. In the general case, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation can become
elliptic instead of hyperbolic for a certain range of field values; see Kiefer (1989).
This would modify the ‘initial-value problem’ in quantum cosmology. No ellip-
tic region occurs, for example, in the simplest case—the case of a conformally
coupled field ¢. Choosing units such that 87G = 1 and performing a field redef-

inition
\/§7ra¢>
¢—x= e

one obtains the following Wheeler-DeWitt equation (Zeh 1988; Kiefer 1990):
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2 2
Hy(a,x) = (—Ho + Hy)p = (% - 88—X2 —a’+ XQ) Y=0. (8.28)
This has the form of an ‘indefinite oscillator’—two harmonic oscillators distin-
guished by a relative sign in the Hamiltonian. The model defined by (8.28) is
the simplest non-trivial model in quantum cosmology. (It also arises from scalar—
tensor theories of gravity; cf. Lidsey 1995.) Its classical solutions are represented
by Lissajou ellipses confined to a rectangle in configuration space. The corre-
sponding wave packets are obtained if a normalization condition is imposed with
respect to a and x. In this way, one obtains an ordinary quantum-mechanical

Hilbert space. The wave packets follow here the classical Lissajous ellipses with-
out dispersion (Kiefer 1990; Gousheh and Sepangi 2000). From (8.28), one finds

Hopn(a)pn(x) = Hypn(a)pn(x)

where ¢, denote again the usual harmonic-oscillator eigenfunctions. A wave-
packet solution can then be constructed according to

bax) = Y Augn(@pn(y) = 3 4, T0OH00 aprz (g 99)

2np!

with suitable coefficients A,,. From the properties of the Hermite polynomials,
it is evident that the wave packet has to satisfy the ‘initial condition’ (0, x) =
(0, —x). The requirement of normalizability thus gives a restriction on possible
initial conditions. A particular example of such a wave-packet solution is depicted
in Fig. 8.2. One recognizes a superposition of (half of) two Lissajous ellipses.
In a more general oscillator model one would expect to find two different
frequencies for a and Y, that is, instead of the potential —a® + x2, one would
have —w?2a? + wixQ. The demand for normalizability would then entail the com-
mensurability condition
wy 2ng+1

=2 - 8.30
we 2ny +17 ( )

where n, and n, are integer numbers. Thus, one gets from normalizability a
restriction on the ‘coupling constants’ of this model. It is imaginable that such
conditions may also hold in the full theory, for example, for the cosmological
constant.?

As Page (1991) has demonstrated, one can map various minisuperspace mod-
els into each other. He also presents a plenty of classical and quantum solutions
for these models. For example, one can find a map between the cases of mini-
mally and non-minimally coupled scalar fields. The fields have to be rescaled and,
what is most important, they differ in the range of allowed values. As mentioned
above, this has consequences for the initial value problem in quantum gravity

3Quantization conditions for the cosmological constant may also arise in string theory; cf.
Bousso and Polchinski (2000) and Feng et al. (2001).
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o -19.0-10.0-5.0 0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 X

F1c. 8.2. Wave packet corresponding to a classical Lissajous figure (only the
region a > 0 is shown). From Kiefer (1990).

(Kiefer 1989). A particular example is the map between the models defined by
(8.28) and (8.15) for m = 0 and A = 0, respectively. The respective wave func-
tions have, however, different domains for their argument. Another map relates
(8.28) to a massive Klein-Gordon equation in the (141)-dimensional ‘Rindler
wedge’.

Up to now we have addressed quantum cosmology in the framework of ge-
ometrodynamic variables with (mostly) minimally coupled fields and without
supersymmetry (SUSY). It is possible to extend the above discussion to the pres-
ence of SUSY, to effective actions coming from string theory (‘quantum string
cosmology’), and to quantum connection and loop dynamics. We shall add in
the following some remarks on each of these frameworks.

Canonical supergravity (SUGRA) was discussed in Section 5.3.6. Again, one
can restrict the corresponding action to spatially homogeneous models, in the
simplest case to a Friedmann universe. After this specialization, only the spinor
indices remain. In this way one can say that full SUGRA with N = 1 leads
to an effective minisuperspace model with N = 4 SUSY—one just has four
quantum mechanical generators of SUSY, S4 (A4 = 1,2) and Sar (A" = 1/,2');
cf. (5.99). As has been discussed in Section 5.3.6, it is fully sufficient to solve
the Lorentz and the SUSY constraints; the Hamiltonian and diffeomorphism
constraints follow through the Dirac-bracket relations. This holds, of course,
also in minisuperspace. The Lorentz constraints can be implemented by making
the following decomposition of the wave function ¥ into the fermionic variables,
allowing the coefficients to be functions of the bosonic variables:
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U= A(av d)v d_))_+ B((Z, ¢» QZ_S)(L/}AwA_‘F iC(a, (b, (Z))XA'lZ)A
+D(a, ¢, 9)x*xa + E(a, b, &) hax xa - (8.31)

Here, a is the scale factor of the Friedmann universe, ¢ is a complex scalar field,
XA its fermionic superpartner, and ¥4 is the homogeneous degree of freedom
coming from the gravitino field. The configuration space of ¥ is thus given by
(xa,V4,a,¢,0). The SUSY constraints then yield a system of coupled first-
order differential equations for the coefficient functions A-£. They may be solved
in various situations, and particular boundary conditions (Section 8.3) may be
imposed. For a detailed discussion, we refer to Moniz (2003) and the references
therein.

The method of canonical quantization can also be applied to actions differ-
ent from the Einstein—Hilbert action for gravity. Popular examples are given by
effective actions from string theory; cf. Section 9.2. They contain besides the
metric additional fields in the gravitational sector, notably the dilaton field and
axion fields. They can act as the starting point for both classical and quantum
cosmology; see Gasperini and Veneziano (2003) for an extensive review. String
theory possesses an invariance with respect to ‘duality transformations’ (Chap-
ter 9). This is reflected in the context of Friedmann cosmology by the duality
transformation @ — a~! and ¢t — —t. Thereby one can relate different solutions
to each other. Classical solutions of particular interest are the ‘pre-big-bang so-
lutions’ for ¢t < 0 being duality-related to ‘post-big-bang solutions’ for ¢ > 0. The
former can describe an accelerated (superinflationary) phase being driven by the
kinetic energy of the dilaton. The latter can describe an expanding decelerated
phase which is interpreted as the standard evolution of the radiation-dominated
universe. The hope is that one can connect both phases and thereby avoid the
usual fine-tuning problems of inflationary cosmology. In addition, one can hope
to generate primordial gravitational waves with higher amplitude, which could
possibly be detected by the space interferometer LISA. However, the transition
between the pre- and post-big-bang solution proceeds through a regime of a
classical singularity (strong coupling and high curvature). This is known as the
‘graceful exit problem’ (exit from inflation into radiation dominance), which is
still an open issue.

The quantum version of string cosmology was first investigated by Bento and
Bertolami (1995). The role of boundary conditions with respect to the grace-
ful exit problem was discussed by Dabrowski and Kiefer (1997). Starting from
the tree-level effective action with only metric and dilaton, one first makes the
following redefinition in minisuperspace:

5;\/5111(1,
- d3z
¢=¢—3na—In 5

where ¢ is the original dilaton and As = V&' the string length (cf. Section 3.2).
One then finds the following Wheeler-DeWitt equation:
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82 82 _ _ _
(-3 + 3~ XV (87 ) 0(5.6) =0, (5.32)
where V (3, ¢) denotes here the dilaton potential. Since no external time ¢ exists
in quantum cosmology, it does not make sense to talk of a transition between
the pre- and post-big-bang regime. Boundary conditions have to be imposed
intrinsically, that is, with respect to the configuration-space variables § and
#. Constructing wave packet-solutions to (8.32), one recognizes that the pre-
and post-big-bang branches just correspond to different solutions (Dabrowski
and Kiefer 1997). An intrinsic distinction between ‘expanding’ and ‘contracting’
solution is not possible since the reference phase e~! is lacking (Zeh 1988).
This can only be achieved if additional degrees of freedom are introduced and a
boundary condition of low entropy is imposed; see Section 10.2.

Quantum-cosmological models can, and have been, discussed in more gen-
eral situations. Cavaglia and Moniz (2001), for example, have investigated the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation for effective actions inspired by ‘M-theory’ (Section
9.1). Lidsey (1995) has discussed general scalar-tensor theories in which it turns
out that the duality symmetry of the classical action corresponds to hidden
N = 2 SUSY. Quantum cosmology for relativity in more than three space di-
mensions also possesses some interesting features (see e.g. Zhuk 1992).

Instead of modifying the gravitational sector one can also introduce exotic
matter degrees of freedom. One example are phantom fields. They have been
invoked as a possible explanation for the observed Dark Energy in the Universe,
and are characterized by a negative kinetic term. Such phantom models exhibit,
in the classical theory, some new types of singularities. Among them is the big rip
where the matter density diverges at finite times for large a instead of small a.
The corresponding quantum scenario is discussed in Dabrowski et al. (2006). It
turns out that wave-packet solutions of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation disperse
near the region that corresponds to the big-rip singularity. One thus arrives at
a genuine quantum region at large scales.

Quantum cosmology can also be discussed using methods of connection or
loop dynamics (Chapter 6). Paternoga and Graham (1998), for example, inves-
tigated Bianchi IX models with A # 0 in the connection representation. They
started from the Chern—Simons state (6.8), which is a solution of the Euclidean
quantum constraints for Barbero—Immirzi parameter 3 = 1. Through a gen-
eralized Fourier transform to the metric transformation, they were able—using
inequivalent contours in the transformation formula—to find various solutions to
the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. One can also address quantum cosmology directly
in the loop representation. The ensuing scenario of loop quantum cosmology is
discussed in Section 8.4.

8.1.3 (2+1)-dimensional quantum gravity

General relativity in 2+1 dimensions is ‘trivial’ in the sense that there are no
local dynamical degrees of freedom. The Riemann tensor depends linearly on
the Ricci tensor and thus the vacuum solutions of Einstein’s equations are either
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flat (for A = 0) or have constant curvature (for A # 0). A typical feature is the
appearance of conical structures which gives rise to a non-trivial global geometry.
There may be a finite number of degrees of freedom connected with the topology
of space. The theory is therefore of a quantum-mechanical nature, and it is
for this reason that we have included 2+1 quantum gravity into the chapter
on quantum cosmology, although this framework is not necessarily restricted
to cosmological applications. General references on (2+1)-dimensional gravity
include Carlip (1998), Brown (1988), and Matschull (1995).
The Planck mass in 2+1 dimensions is given by

m = — (8.33)

and is, therefore, independent of /. Classical GR in 241 dimensions thus contains
a distinguished mass scale. Planck’s constant enters, however, the Planck length,

Iy’ = = (8.34)
The classical canonical formalism here employs a foliation of three-dimensional
space—time into two-dimensional spaces . An important theorem states that any
metric on a compact two-space ¥ is conformal to a metric of constant curvature.*
The curvature is positive for the two-sphere S? (having genus g = 0), zero for
the two-torus T2 (g = 1), and negative for g > 1. The two-metric can thus be
written as

hab(x) = ezg(x)ﬁab(x) , (8.35)

with hqp(x) denoting a metric of constant curvature. The role of the configuration
space is here played by the moduli space of >—for g # 1 the space of metrics
with constant curvature modulo diffeomorphisms, and for g = 1 the space of
flat metrics of constant prescribed volume modulo diffeomorphisms. The moduli
space has a finite dimension: zero for S?, 2 for T2, and 6g — 6 for g > 1. The
theory, therefore, describes a finite-dimensional system described by the moduli
parameters. It is interesting that a reduced phase space description is possible if
“York’s time’ (cf. (5.16)) is being used (see Carlip 1998). A Schrédinger equation
can be formulated in the reduced space, which is similar to the equation occurring
in spherically symmetric systems (Section 7.2).

What can be said about the Wheeler-DeWitt quantization (Carlip 1998)7
The situation is simplest in a first-order formulation, where the connection w
and the zweibein e are treated as independent variables. From the Wheeler—
DeWitt equation, one finds that the wave functional must be a functional of
flat connections. This is related to the fact that (2+1)-dimensional GR can be
formulated as a Chern—Simons theory for a vector potential with gauge group
ISO(2,1) (Achicarro and Townsend 1986; Witten 1988). In fact, the first-order
action of GR is the Chern—Simons action (6.9).

4For open 3, one has to impose appropriate boundary conditions.
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The second-order formalism is much more complicated. There appear func-
tional derivatives with respect to the scale factor ¢ and non-local terms from
the solution of the diffeomorphism constraints. Most likely, this approach is in-
equivalent to reduced quantization, and the Wheeler-DeWitt equation cannot
be solved, except perhaps in perturbation theory.

Quantum gravity in 241 dimensions provides an example for a theory of
the first kind in the sense of Section 1.3: it is a consistent quantum theory of
the gravitational field itself. This holds irrespective of the fact that it is non-
renormalizable by formal power counting arguments.

Of special interest both classically and quantum mechanically is the existence
of a black-hole solution for A < 0, that is, for asymptotic anti-de Sitter space.
The solution is called ‘BTZ black hole’ after the work by Banados et al. (1992)
and is characterized by mass and angular momentum. The BTZ hole provides a
toy model in which one can study the issues of Hawking radiation and entropy; cf.
Chapter 7. One can, in particular, give a microscopic interpretation of black-hole
entropy by counting the degrees of freedom on the horizon in a Chern—Simons
approach (Carlip 1998).

Interesting features appear if point-like particles (whose existence is allowed
in 2+1 gravity) are coupled to gravity; cf. Louko and Matschull (2001), who
consider the presence of two such particles. For one massive particle, space—
time is a product of a conical space with R, the deficit angle of the cone being
given by 8wGm, where m is the mass. For two particles this essentially doubles,
but care has to be taken to implement the condition of asymptotic flatness. The
particles do not interact directly (there is no Newtonian force in 2+1 gravity) but
indirectly through the cone-like structure of space-time. From Wheeler-DeWitt
quantization, one finds features that are expected from a quantum theory of
gravity: the two particles cannot get closer than a certain minimal distance
given by a multiple of the Planck length. This exhibits a discrete structure of
space—time. Even if the particles are far apart, it is impossible to localize any
single particle below a certain length. All these effects vanish both for i — 0 and
for G — 0. A generalization to many particles has been performed by Matschull
(2001). He finds, in particular, hints for a non-commutative structure of space—
time.

8.2 Introduction of inhomogeneities

The minisuperspace models discussed in the last section are easy to deal with,
but are not sufficient for a realistic description of the universe. This can only
be achieved if inhomogeneous degrees of freedom are introduced. Otherwise, one
would not have the chance to understand the emergence of structure in quantum
cosmology. In the following, we consider a multipole expansion of the three-
metric and a scalar field. We take the universe to be closed, so the expansion is
with respect to spherical harmonics on the three-sphere S3. In order to render
the formal treatment manageable, the expansion for the ‘higher multipoles’ is
only performed up to quadratic order in the action. They are thus considered
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to be small perturbations of the homogeneous background described by a and
the homogeneous field ¢. Since one knows from measurements of the microwave
background radiation that the fluctuations were small in the early universe, this
approximation may be appropriate for that phase. The multipole expansion is
also needed for the description of decoherence (Section 10.1.2). Cosmological
perturbations were first studied by Lifshits (1946).

Following Halliwell and Hawking (1985), we make for the three-metric the
ansatz

hap = az(Qab + 6ab) ; (836)

where (2,5, denotes the metric on S®, and the ‘perturbation’ e,5(x, ) is expanded
into spherical harmonics,

2
Canlxt) = > <\/;an<t>ﬂabcz” V()P + VEen (1) + 24n(0) zz) .
{n}
(8.37)
Here {n} stands for the three quantum numbers {n,l, m}, where n = 1,2,3, ...,
1=0,...,n—1,and m = —I[,...,[l. The scalar field is expanded as

D(x,t) = % (t) + e(x,t) ,
e(x,t) =Y fal)Q" . (8.38)
{n}

The scalar harmonic functions @™ = @}, on S3 are the eigenfunctions of the
Laplace operator on S2,

n |k
L = —(n = 1)Qph, , (8.39)

where |k denotes the covariant derivative with respect to €,,. The harmonics
can be expressed as

Qi (X, 0,¢) = I (X)Yim (0, 9) , (8.40)

where II7'(x) are the ‘Fock harmonics’, and Yi,, (6, ¢) are the standard spherical
harmonics on S$2. They are orthonormalized according to

/ du Qﬁn ?;n’ = 6nn/6ll’6’mm’ P (841)
g3

where dp = sin? y sin fdydfde. The scalar harmonics are thus a complete or-
thonormal basis with respect to which each scalar field on S3 can be expanded.
The remaining harmonics appearing in (8.37) are called tensorial harmonics of
scalar type (P2), vector type (S7;), and tensor type (GJ,); see Halliwell and
Hawking (1985) and the references therein. At the present order of approxima-
tion for the higher multipoles (up to quadratic order in the action), the vec-
tor harmonics are pure gauge. The tensor harmonics G7, describe gravitational
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waves and are gauge independent. It is possible to work exclusively with gauge-
independent variables (Bardeen 1980), but this is not needed for the following
discussion.

Introducing the shorthand notation {z,} for the collection of multipoles
Gn, by, Cn, dy, the wave function is defined on an infinite-dimensional configu-
ration space spanned by a (or «) and ¢ (the ‘minisuperspace background’) and
the variables {x,}. The Wheeler-DeWitt equation can be decomposed into two
parts referring to first and second derivatives in the {x,}, respectively. The part
with the second derivatives reads (Halliwell and Hawking 1985)

(Ho +2e% Y " H,(a, ¢, xn)> (o, b, {x,}) =0, (8.42)

where Hy denotes the minisuperspace part,
02 82 9 4 0? 02
=== — - === - = 4

and H,, is a sum of Hamiltonians referring to the scalar, vector, and tensor part
of the modes, respectively,

H,=H® +HY) + HT)
We now make the ansatz

U(a, ¢, {xn}) = &) I vl ¢120) (8.44)

n>0

and insert this into (8.42). Following Kiefer (1987), we get

Vwo_ vwozwn Zv Y

o VeV, 350N~ HaV
Ziwwm + Vi, ¢) + 2e =0,

n#m n

(9 0
:<5_a’3_¢)

denotes the ‘minisuperspace gradient’. One then gets by separation of variables
the two equations

where

T w0 = 2(00). (5.45)
Vl/JO Z Vb, Z Vi, Z Vznziﬁm
n#m nm
+2e3 @ =2f(a, ) , (8.46)



INTRODUCTION OF INHOMOGENEITIES 261

where f(«, ) is an arbitrary function. The second equation can be separated
further if one imposes additional assumptions. First, we assume that the depen-
dence of the v, on the minisuperspace variables is weak in the sense that

V¢0 VT/)n

¢0 wn
Second, we assume that the terms V), /1, add up incoherently (‘random-phase
approximation’) so that the third term on the left-hand side of (8.46) can be
neglected compared to the first term. One then gets from (8.46)

\Y% 1 . H,¥
e e ) ey

>

,m>1.

where

Z@n(aa(b) = f(a>¢) .

Since the v, are assumed to vary much less with a and ¢ than 1y does, one
would expect the term V21, to be negligible. Finally, assuming that in H,, the
x,-derivatives dominate over the V-derivatives, one can substitute

H,¥
v

One then arrives at

Vi
o

The choice f = 0in (8.46) would entail that v is a solution of the minisuperspace
Wheeler-DeWitt equation. If one chooses in addition ¢, = 0, (8.47) reads

ef3a Vl/)o
7/)0

If 99 were of WKB form, ¢y = Cexp(iSy) (with a slowly varying prefactor C),
one would get

Vipn 4+ €3 Hphy = ot (8.47)

Vo, = Hytpy, (8.48)

.On
= InWn , 4
= (0 (8.49)
with 5
5 = e VS,V . (8.50)

Equation (8.49) is a Schrodinger equation for the multipoles, its time parameter
t being defined by the minisuperspace variables o and ¢. This ‘WKB time’
controls the dynamics in this approximation. The above derivation reflects the
recovery of the Schrédinger equation from the Wheeler-DeWitt equation as has
been discussed in Section 5.4.
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One could also choose the ¢, in such a way as to minimize the variation of
the v, along WKB time,

on = ¥ (Hy) (8.51)
where i}
= st
Instead of (8.49) one then obtains
1200 — (i — (Ho) (8.52)

The expectation value can be absorbed into the v, if they are redefined by an
appropriate phase factor. The minisuperspace equation (8.45) then reads

V24
%o

+ V(e ¢) = —26°*> "(H,) . (8.53)

n

The term on the right-hand side corresponds to the back reaction discussed in
Section 5.4. From the point of view of the full wave function ¥, it is just a matter
of the splitting between 1 and the .

Cousider as a particular example the case of the tensor multipoles {d,, }, which
describe gravitational waves. After an appropriate redefinition, the wave func-
tions ¥, (a, ¢, dy,) obey the Schrédinger equations (Halliwell and Hawking 1985)

57/171 _ 1 —3a < 82

o 2 ozt

i

(n? — 1)e4adi) Uy, (8.54)
This has the form of a Schrodinger equation with ‘time-dependent’ frequency

given by
/2
ne—1n>»1 _
—— & ne .

eOé

v

(8.55)

The (adiabatic) ground-state solution, for example, of this equation would read

oot
P X €Xp (— n;;lj) exp <—%/ ds V(S)) , (8.56)

see Halliwell and Hawking (1985) and Kiefer (1987). It plays a role in the dis-
cussion of primordial fluctuations in inflationary cosmology.

8.3 Boundary conditions

In this section, we shall address the following question which has been neglected
so far: what are the appropriate boundary conditions for the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation in quantum cosmology?

Since Newton it has become customary to separate the description of Nature
into dynamical laws and initial conditions. The latter are usually considered
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as artificial and can be fixed by the experimentalist, at least in principle. The
situation in cosmology is different. The Universe is unique and its boundary
conditions are certainly not at our disposal. It has, therefore, been argued that
boundary conditions play a key role in the more fundamental framework of quan-
tum cosmology. It has even been claimed that quantum cosmology is the theory
of initial conditions (see e.g. Hartle 1997; Barvinsky 2001). In the following, we
shall briefly review various proposals for boundary conditions.

8.3.1 DeWitt’s boundary condition
DeWitt (1967a) suggested to impose the boundary condition

v {<3>g} ~0 (8.57)

for all three-geometries 3JG related with ‘barriers’, for example, singular three-
geometries. This could automatically alleviate or avoid the singularities of the
classical theory. Ideally, one would expect that a unique solution to the Wheeler—
DeWitt equation is obtained after this boundary condition is imposed. Whether
this is true remains unsettled. In a sense, the demand for the wave function
to go to zero for large scale factors—as has been discussed in Section 8.1 in
connection with wave packets—can be interpreted as an implementation of (8.57)
in minisuperspace. In the example of the collapsing dust shell in Section 7.4,
the wave function is also zero for » — 0, that is, at the region of the classical
singularity. In that case this is, however, not the consequence of a boundary
condition, but of the dynamics—it is a consequence of unitary time evolution.

8.3.2 No-boundary condition

This proposal goes back to Hawking (1982) and Hartle and Hawking (1983).
It is, therefore, also called the ‘Hartle-Hawking proposal’. A central role in its
formulation is played by Euclidean path integrals. In fact, the description of
black-hole thermodynamics by such path integrals was one of Hawking’s original
motivations for introducing this proposal; cf. Hawking (1979). The ‘no-boundary
condition’ states that the wave function ¥ is for a compact three-dimensional
space ¥ given by the sum over all compact FEuclidean four-geometries of all
topologies that have X as their only boundary. This means that there does not
exist a second, ‘initial’, boundary on which one would have to specify boundary
data. Formally one would write

\Il[hab’cl),z] = ZV(M)/ Dg’D(I) e—SE[gMu,‘b] . (8.58)
M M

The sum over M expresses the sum over all four-manifolds with measure v(M).
Since it is known that four-manifolds are not classifiable, this cannnot be put
into a precise mathematical form. The integral is the quantum-gravitational path
integral discussed in Section 2.2.1, where Sg denotes the Euclidean Einstein—
Hilbert action (2.72).



264 QUANTUM COSMOLOGY

Except in simple minisuperspace models, the path integral in (8.58) cannot
be evaluated exactly. It is therefore usually being calculated in a semiclassical
(‘saddle point’) approximation. Since there exist in general several saddle points,
one must address the issue of which contour of integration has to be chosen.
Depending on the contour only part of the saddle points may contribute to the
path integral.

The integral over the four-metric in (8.58) splits into integrals over three-
metric, lapse function, and shift vector; cf. Section 5.3.4. In a Friedmann model,
only the integral over the lapse function remains and turns out to be an ordinary
integral (cf. Halliwell (1988)),

W(a, ¢) = /dN /D¢ o~ 1la(r)6(rN] | (8.50)

where we have denoted the Euclidean minisuperspace action by I instead of Sg.
For notational simplicity, we have denoted the arguments of the wave function
by the same letters than the corresponding functions which are integrated over
in the path integral. For the Friedmann model containing a scalar field, the
Euclidean action reads

1 [™ a (da\® @ [dp\’ 3
I_E/T dTN[_W(E> +W<E) —a+a V((b)

1

, (8.60)

where V(¢) may denote just a mass term, V(¢) o m2?¢?, or include a self-
interaction such as V o< ¢*.

How is the no-boundary proposal being implemented in minisuperspace? The
imprint of the restriction in the class of contours in (8.58) is to integrate over
Euclidean paths a(7) with the boundary condition a(0) = 0; cf. the discussion
in Halliwell (1991). This is supposed to implement the idea of integration over
regular four-geometries with no ‘boundary’ at a = 0. (The point @ = 0 has
to be viewed like the pole of a sphere, which is completely regular.) One is
often interested in discussing quantum-cosmological models in the context of
inflationary cosmology. Therefore, in evaluating (8.59), one might restrict oneself
to the region where the scalar field ¢ is slowly varying (‘slow-roll approximation’
of inflation). One can then neglect the kinetic term of ¢ and integrate over
Euclidean paths with ¢(7) a~ constant. For a®?V < 1, one gets the following two
saddle point actions (Hawking 1984; Halliwell 1991):

_ 1 2 3/2
IL = 3V (0) 1+ (1 —-a"V(e)) . (8.61)
The action I_ is obtained for a three-sphere being closed off by less than half the
four-sphere, while in evaluating I, the three-sphere is closed off by more than
half the four-sphere.

There exist various arguments in favour of which of the two extremal actions

are distinguished by the no-boundary proposal. This can in general only be
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decided by a careful discussion of integration contours in the complex N-plane;
see, for example, Halliwell and Louko (1991) or Kiefer (1991). For the present
purpose, it is sufficient to assume that I_ gives the dominant contribution (Hartle
and Hawking 1983). The wave functions ¢ « exp(—I1) are WKB solutions to
the minisuperspace Wheeler—-DeWitt equation (8.25) in the classically forbidden
(‘Euclidean’) region. Taking into account the standard WKB prefactor, one thus
has for the no-boundary wave function (choosing I_) for a®?V < 1 the expression

o o (1= V() o (g [L- 0@V ) . s

3V(¢)
Note that the sign in the exponent has been fixed by the proposal—the WKB
approximation would also allow a solution of the form o« exp(—...). The con-

tinuation into the classically allowed region a?V > 1 is obtained through the
standard WKB connection formulae to read

—1/4 a? —-1)32 g
Yng o (a®V(g) — 1) / exp <%«¢)) cos (% - Z) . (8.63)

The no-boundary proposal thus picks out a particular WKB solution in the
classically allowed region. It is a real solution and can, therefore, be interpreted as
a superposition of two complex WKB solutions of the form exp(iS) and exp(—1iS5).

The above wave functions have been obtained for regions of slowly varying

¢. This is the context of inflationary cosmology in which one has an effective
(¢-dependent) Hubble parameter of the form

12(g) ~ U0

5m2 (8.64)
where in the simplest case one has V(¢) = m?¢?. In the units used here (3m3 =
47), this reads H?(¢) = V(¢). The radius of the four-sphereis a = H~' = V~1/2,
The geometric picture underlying the no-boundary proposal is here to imagine
the dominant geometry to the path integral as consisting of two parts: half of a
four-sphere to which half of de Sitter space is attached. The matching must be
made at exactly half the four-sphere because only there is the extrinsic curvature
equal to zero. Only for vanishing extrinsic curvature, K., = 0, is continuity
guaranteed; cf. Gibbons and Hartle (1990). The resulting geometry is called
‘Hartle-Hawking instanton’ or ‘real tunnelling geometry’; see Fig. 8.3. From
(8.61) it is clear that the action corresponding to half of the four-sphere is I =
—1/3V(¢). The solutions of the classical field equations are a(r) = H ! sin(HT)
in the Euclidean regime (0 < 7 < n/2H) and a(t) = H !cosh(Ht) in the
Lorentzian regime (¢t > 0).

The picture of de Sitter space attached to half a four-sphere (also called
‘de Sitter instanton’) is often referred to as ‘quantum creation from nothing’
or ‘nucleation’ from the Euclidean regime into de Sitter space. However, this is
somewhat misleading since it is not a process in time, but corresponds to the
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Fic. 8.3. Hartle-Hawking instanton: the dominating contribution to the Eu-
clidean path integral is assumed to be half of a four-sphere attached to a
part of de Sitter space.

emergence of time (cf. Butterfield and Isham 1999). Moreover, it is far from clear
that this is really the dominant contribution from the path integral: discussions
in 2+1 dimensions, where more explicit calculations can be made, indicate that
the path integral is dominated by an infinite number of complicated topologies
(Carlip 1998). This would cast some doubt on the validity of the above saddle-
point approximation in the first place.

It is not clear that a real tunnelling geometry as described above exists in
all models. In a general situation one has to look for integration contours in
the space of complex metrics that render the path integral convergent. Consider
the quantum-cosmological example defined by the Wheeler-DeWitt equation
(8.28). As was mentioned above, the classical solutions are confined to a rectangle
centred around the origin in the (a, x)-plane. One can explicitly construct wave
packets that follow these classical trajectories; cf. Fig. 8.2. The corresponding
quantum states are normalizable in both the a and the x direction. A general
quantum-gravitational (cosmological) path integral depends on two values for a
and Yy, called a’,a” and X/, x”. respectively. Figure 8.4 shows the corresponding
(a”,X") space; the values for o’ and x’ define the origin of the ‘light cones’
depicted in the Figure by bullets.

The Hartle-Hawking wave function is obtained for ' = 0 = x/, that is, for
the case when the light cones in Fig. 8.4 shrink to one cone centred at the origin.
For this model, the path integral can be evaluated ezactly (Kiefer 1991). The
result shows that there is no contour for the path integration in the complex-
metric plane that leads to a wave function which can be used in the construction
of wave packets following the classical trajectories: the resulting wave functions
either diverge along the ‘light cones’ or they diverge for large values of a and
x- The states are thus not normalizable, and it is not clear how they should be
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Fi1G. 8.4. The wave functions obtained from the path integral for the model
defined by (8.28) either diverge along the light cones in minisuperspace or
for large values of a and y. They exhibit oscillatory behaviour in the shaded
regions.

interpreted. This gives an idea of the problems that result if one goes beyond
the semiclassical approximation.

An interesting consequence of the no-boundary proposal occurs if the inho-
mogeneous modes of Section 8.2 are taken into account. In fact, this proposal
selects a distinguished vacuum for de Sitter space—the so-called ‘Euclidean’ or
‘Bunch-Davies’ vacuum (Laflamme 1987). What is the Euclidean vacuum? In
Minkowski space, there exists a distinguished class of equivalent vacua (simply
called the ‘Minkowski vacuum’), which is invariant under the Poincaré group and
therefore the same for all inertial observers. De Sitter space is, like Minkowski
space, maximally symmetric: instead of the Poincaré group it possesses SO(4,1)
(the ‘de Sitter group’) as its isometry group, which also has 10 parameters. It
turns out that there exists, contrary to Minkowski space, for massive quantum
fields a one-parameter family of inequivalent vacua which are invariant under
the de Sitter group; see, for example, Birrell and Davies (1982). One of these
vacua is distinguished in many respects: it corresponds to the Minkowski vac-
uum for constant a, and its mode functions are regular on the Euclidean section
t — 7 =it 4+ 7/2H. This second property gives it the name ‘Euclidean vacuum’.
One expands as in (8.38) the scalar field into its harmonics,

P 1 "
(x,7) \@Tqﬁ(ﬂ =Y funQ",
{n}
but now with respect to Euclidean time 7. One then calculates the Euclidean
action for the modes {f,(7)} and imposes the following regularity conditions
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from the no-boundary proposal:

dfn
dr

This then yields for the wave functions v,, satisfying the Schrédinger equations
(8.49) a solution that just corresponds to the Euclidean vacuum. The reason is
that essentially the same regularity conditions are required for the no-boundary
proposal and the Euclidean vacuum. In the Lorentzian section, the Euclidean
vacuum for modes with small wavelength (satisfying A < H~!) is just given by
the state (8.56); see also Section 10.1. According to the no-boundary proposal,
the multipoles thus enter the Lorentzian regime in their ground state. Because
of its high symmetry, the de Sitter-invariant vacuum was assumed to be a nat-
ural initial quantum state even before the advent of the no-boundary condition
(Starobinsky 1979).

Hawking (1984) has put forward the point of view that the Euclidean path
integral is the true fundamental concept. The fact that a Euclidean metric usually
does not have a Lorentzian section, therefore, does not matter. Only the result—
the wave function—counts. If the wave function turns out to be exponentially
increasing or decreasing, it describes a classically forbidden region. If it is of
oscillatory form, it describes a classically allowed region—this corresponds to the
world we live in. Since one has to use in general complex integration contours
anyway, it is clear that only the result can have interpretational value, with the
formal manipulations playing only the role of a heuristic device.

fa0)=0,n=23,..., 0)=0,n=1.

8.3.3  Tunnelling condition

The no-boundary wave function calculated in the last subsection turned out to be
real. This is a consequence of the Euclidean path integral; even if complex metrics
contribute they should do so in complex-conjugate pairs. The wave function
(8.63) can be written as a sum of semiclassical components of the form exp(iS),
each of which gives rise to a semiclassical world in the sense of Section 5.4
(recovery of the Schrodinger equation). These components become independent
of each other only after decoherence is taken into account; see Section 10.1.
Alternative boundary conditions may directly give a complex wave function,
being of the form exp(iS) in the semiclassical approximation. This is achieved
by the ‘tunnelling proposal’ put forward by Vilenkin; see, for example, Vilenkin
(1988, 2003).5

The tunnelling proposal is most easily being formulated in minisuperspace.
In analogy with, for example, the process of a-decay in quantum mechanics, it is
proposed that the wave function consists solely of outgoing modes. More gener-
ally, it states that it consists solely of outgoing modes at singular boundaries of
superspace (except the boundaries corresponding to vanishing three-geometry).
In the minisuperspace example above, this is the region of infinite a or ¢. What

5Like the no-boundary proposal, this usually refers to closed three-space 3. A treatment of
‘tunnelling’ into a universe with open X is presented in Zel’dovich and Starobinsky (1984).
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does ‘outgoing’ mean? The answer is clear in quantum mechanics, since there
one has a reference phase x exp(—iwt). An outgoing plane wave would then have
a wave function « exp(ikz). But since there is no external time ¢ in quantum
cosmology, one can call a wave function ‘outgoing’ only by definition (Zeh 1988).
In fact, the whole concept of tunnelling loses its meaning if an external time is
lacking (Conradi 1998).

We have seen in (5.22) that the Wheeler-DeWitt equation possesses a con-
served ‘Klein—Gordon current’, which here reads

j= Ve -V, V=0 (5.65)

(V denotes again the derivatives in minisuperspace). A WKB solution of the
form v &~ C exp(iS) leads to

j~—|C|*VS . (8.66)

The tunnelling proposal states that this current should point outwards at large
a and ¢ (provided, of course, that ¢ is of WKB form there). If 1) were real (as
is the case in the no-boundary proposal), the current would vanish.

In the above minisuperspace model, we have seen that the eikonal S(a, ¢),
which is a solution of the Hamilton—Jacobi equation, is given by the expression
(cf. (8.63))
a2V (9) — 1)¥?

3V(¢)

We would thus have to take the solution x exp(—iS) since then j would, ac-
cording to (8.66), become positive and point outwards for large a and ¢. For
a’V > 1, the tunnelling wave function then reads

S(a,¢) = (8.67)

2  q\—1/4 . 1 _ i 2 _1)3/2
o @V(0) = 1) exp (g ) e (< g @V(0) - D7)
(8.68)
while for a?V < 1 (the classically forbidden region), one has
o (1= V) e (g (1= - @V@)?) ) L (500

As for the inhomogeneous modes, the tunnelling proposal also picks out the
Euclidean vacuum.

8.3.4 Comparison of no-boundary and tunnelling wave function

An important difference between the no-boundary and the tunnelling condition
is the following: whereas the tunnelling condition is imposed in the oscillatory
regime of the wave function, the no-boundary condition is implemented in the
Euclidean regime; the oscillatory part of the wave function is then found by a
matching procedure. This leads in the above example to the crucial difference
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between ¥ and ¥np that, except for the real versus complex wave function, ¥
contains a factor exp(—1/3V), whereas t)xp has a factor exp(1/3V). Assuming
that our branch of the wave function is in some sense dominant, these results for
the wave function have been used to calculate the probability for the occurrence
of an inflationary phase. More precisely, one has investigated whether the wave
function favours large values of ¢ (as would be needed for inflation) or small
values. It is clear from the above results that ¢ seems to favour large ¢ over
small ¢ and therefore seems to predict inflation, whereas ¥np seems to prefer
small ¢ and therefore seems to predict no inflation. However, the assumption
of the slow-roll approximation (needed for inflation) is in contradiction to sharp
probability peaks; see Barvinsky (2001) and the references therein. The reason
is that this approximation demands the ¢-derivatives to be small. A possible
way out of this dilemma is to take into account inhomogeneities (the higher
multipoles of Section 8.2) and to proceed to the one-loop approximation of the
wave function. This ensures the normalizability of the wave function provided
that certain restrictions on the particle content of the theory are fulfilled.

The wave function in the Euclidean one-loop approximation is given by
(Barvinsky and Kamenshchik 1990)

\IIT,NB = exp(:I:I - W), (870)

where the T and NB refer to ‘tunnelling’ and ‘no-boundary’, respectively, I is
the classical Euclidean action,® and W is the one-loop correction to the effective
action,
1 F
W= _trln— . (8.71)
2 %
Here, F represents the second-order differential operator which is obtained by
taking the second variation of the action with respect to the fields, while p is a

renormalization mass parameter. It can be shown that the wave function assumes
after the analytic extension into the Lorentz regime the form

R
1 . L. r 1
Yt NB = (W) X exp (i] +1iS + §1f (Dv)v f) . (8.72)

Here, S is the minisuperspace part of the Lorentzian classical action, f denotes
the amplitudes of the inhomogeneities geometry and matter (Section 8.2), u de-
notes the solutions of the linearized equations for all the modes, v those solutions
referring to the inhomogeneous modes, D is a first-order differential operator
(the Wronskian related to the operator F'), and the superscript R denotes the
renormalization of the infinite product of basis functions.

6Tn the above example, I = —(3V)71[1 — (1 — a?V)3/2], and exp(+I) results from the
tunnelling condition, while exp(—1I) results from the no-boundary condition.
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Information concerning the normalizability of the wave function of the uni-
verse (8.72) can be obtained from the diagonal elements of the density matrix

p = trp|U) (W) (8.73)

It was shown in Barvinsky and Kamenshchik (1990) that the diagonal elements
(denoted by p(¢)) can be expressed as

p(¢) ~ exp(+] —T'1-100p) , (8.74)

where I'; _j50p is the one-loop correction to the effective action calculated on the
closed compact ‘Hartle-Hawking instanton’ (Fig. 8.3). This quantity is conve-
niently calculated by the zeta-regularization technique (Birrell and Davies 1982),
which allows I'1 _jo0p to be represented as

]-—‘lfloop = % gl(o) - % C(O) ln(:uzaz) ) (875)

where ((s) is the generalized Riemann zeta function, and a is the radius of the
instanton. In the limit ¢ — oo or, equivalently, a — 0, the expression (8.74)
reduces to

p(¢) ~ exp(+I)p~772 (8.76)

where Z is the anomalous scaling of the theory, expressed in terms of ¢(0) for
all the fields included in the model. The requirement of normalizability imposes
the following restriction on Z:

Z > -1, (8.77)

which is obtained from the requirement that the integral

| a0 0t

converge at ¢ — oo. In view of this condition, it turns out that SUSY models
seem to be preferred (Kamenshchik 1990).

Having obtained the one-loop order, one can investigate whether the wave
function is peaked at values for the scalar field preferrable for inflation (Barvinsky
and Kamenshchik 1998; Barvinsky 2001). It turns out that this works only if the
field ¢ is coupled non-minimally: one must have a coupling —¢R¢?/2 in the
action with & < 0 and |£| > 1. One can then get a probability peak at a value
of ¢ corresponding to an energy scale needed for inflation (essentially the GUT
scale). It seems that, again, only the tunnelling wave function can fulfil this
condition, although the last word on this has not been spoken. One obtains
from this consideration also a restriction on the particle content of the theory in
order to obtain A¢/¢ ~ AT/T in accordance with the observational constraint
AT/T ~ 10~° (temperature anisotropy in the cosmic microwave background).

We finally mention a difference of both conditions in view of the chosen factor
ordering (Kontoleon and Wiltshire 1996). It seems that the tunnelling condition
can only be consistently defined for particular factor orderings, in contrast to
the no-boundary condition.
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8.3.5  Symmetric initial condition

This condition has been proposed by Conradi and Zeh (1991); see also Conradi
(1992). For the wave-packet solutions of Section 8.1, we had to demand that
goes to zero for o — oo. Otherwise, the packet would not reflect the behaviour
of a classically recollapsing universe. But what about the behaviour at « — —oo
(a — 0)? Consider again the model of a massive scalar field in a Friedmann uni-
verse given by the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (8.25). The potential term vanishes
in the limit & — —o0, so the solutions which are exponentially decreasing for
large a become constant in this limit. With regard to finding normalizable solu-
tions, it would be ideal if there were a reflecting potential also at & — —oo. One
can add for this purpose in an ad hoc manner a repulsive (negative) potential
that would be of relevance only in the Planck regime. The application of loop
quantum gravity to cosmology as discussed in the next section can lead to the
occurrence of such a respulsive potential. It is also imaginable that it results from
a unification of interactions. One can, for example, choose the ‘Planck potential’

Ve(a) = —C?%e™2 | (8.78)

where C is a real constant. Neglecting as in the previous subsections the ¢-
derivatives (corresponding to the slow-roll approximation), one can thereby se-
lect a solution to the Wheeler-DeWitt equation ((8.25) supplemented by Vp)
that decreases exponentially towards o« — —oo. This implements also DeWitt’s
boundary condition that 1) — 0 for o — —oo (Section 8.3.1).

The ‘symmetric initial condition’ (SIC) now states that the full wave function
depends for & — —oo only on «; cf. Conradi and Zeh (1991). In other words,
it is a particular superposition (not an ensemble) of all excited states of ® and
the three-metric, that is, these degrees of freedom are completely absent in the
wave function. This is analogous to the symmetric vacuum state in field theory
before the symmetry breaking into the ‘false’ vacuum (Zeh 2001). In both cases,
the actual symmetry breaking will occur through decoherence (Section 10.1).
The resulting wave function coincides approximately with the no-boundary wave
function. Like there, the higher multipoles enter the semiclassical Friedmann
regime in their ground state. The SIC is also well suited for a discussion of the
arrow of time and the dynamical origin of irreversibility; cf. Section 10.2.

8.4 Loop quantum cosmology
8.4.1 Classical variables

The cosmological applications of quantum gravity discussed above mainly make
use of the geometrodynamical variables. However, quantum cosmology can also
be treated using the loop variables discussed in Chapter 6. The ensuing frame-
work of loop quantum cosmology was introduced by Martin Bojowald; see Bo-
jowald (2005) for a detailed review and references. The mathematical structure
of loop quantum cosmology is presented in Ashtekar et al. (2003). Similarly
to the minisuperspace approach discussed above, loop quantum cosmology is
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constructed via a truncation of the classical phase space of GR to spatially
homogeneous situations, which is then quantized by using the methods and re-
sults of loop quantum gravity (Chapter 6). Features such as the quantization
of geometric operators are thereby transferred to the truncated models. In the
present section we restrict ourselves to the simplest case of Friedmann universes;
anisotropic models as well as inhomogeneous situations can also be addressed
(Bojowald 2005).

We consider the model of a Friedmann universe containing a scalar field;
cf. Section 8.1.2. Instead of the original variables a and p, we shall use new
canonical variables which result from the truncation of the general canonical
variables holonomy and triad to the homogeneous and isotropic model. How
this truncation is performed in a mathematically clean way is shown in detail
in Bojowald (2005) and the references therein. From the triad one obtains the
single variable p, while the holonomy leads to the single variable ¢. How are
they defined? We shall in the following assume a Friedmann universe with finite
spatial volume V{ and allow it to be either positively curved (k = 1) or flat
(k =0). The new variables are then obtained from the ones in Section 8.1.2 by

|p| =a®, é=k+pa, (8.79)
where from (8.9) we have
_ 417G Np,
3V0 a

and (3 is the Barbero—Immirzi parameter introduced in Section 4.3.1. The Poisson
bracket between the new variables reads

. Gl

¢,pt = .

It is convenient to absorb the volume V{ into the canonical variables by the
substitution

~ —2/3 ~ —1/3
p:V()/pa C:‘/(]/Ca

leading to
8TGL
ey = =5

We note that p has the physical dimension of a length squared, while ¢ is di-
mensionless. The sign of p reflects the orientation of the triad. Both orientations
are thus present in the formalism, a feature that will play a central role in the
quantum theory.

The Hamiltonian constraint (8.10) can easily be rewritten in terms of the new
variables. If the lapse function is chosen as N = 1, it reads (using the identity
k2 =k)

(8.80)

_ 3 (c— k)Q 2 -
H§E<—E;—+k>¢m+ﬂm~o, (8.81)



274 QUANTUM COSMOLOGY

where in the case of the scalar field,

1 _
Ha = 5 (1172293 + bI/2V(9)) - (8.82)
The starting point is now set for the quantization.

8.4.2  Quantization

In accordance with the spirit of full loop quantum gravity we shall not quantize
c directly, but the related holonomy. For this purpose one has to consider special
holonomies constructed from isotropic connections. This introduces a parame-
ter length g (chosen to be dimensionless) into the formalism, which captures
information about the edges and the spin labels of the spin network (i is not
a physical length). That such a parameter appears is connected with the fact
that the reduced model still possesses a background structure, in spite of the
background independence of the full theory. This is because the spatial metric
is unique up to the scale factor, which thus introduces a conformal space as a
background.

Instead of turning the classical Poisson-bracket relation (8.80) into a com-
mutator acting on the standard Hilbert space, one makes use here of the Bohr
compactification of R.” One starts with the algebra of almost-periodic functions

of the form .
Fle) =" fuee’? (8.83)
"

where the sum runs over a countable subset of R. The reduction procedure from
the holonomies of the full theory just leads to the factor e#¢/2. This algebra is
isomorphic to the Bohr compactification of R, Rpepr, which is a compact group
and contains R densely. It can be obtained as the dual group of the real line
endowed with the discrete topology. Representations of Rpop, are labelled by
real numbers p and are given by

LT ipc
pM'RBohrH(Ca cr e,

If we had decided to quantize c¢ directly, we would have chosen the space of square
integrable functions, L?(Rdc), as the Hilbert space. Here, instead, we choose the
space L?(Rponr, diu(c)), where du(c) is the Haar measure, defined by

1 T
/ du(e) f(c) = lim —/ de f(c) .
Rpohr T =T
The basis states are chosen to be
(clu) = e/, (8.84)

"This concept is named after Harald August Bohr (1887-1951), the younger brother of Niels
Bohr, who contributed much to the theory of almost-periodic functions.
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obeying
(palp2) = Opy o - (8.85)
In the standard Schrédinger representation one would here have the delta func-
tion §(p1 — p2) on the right-hand side. The occurrence of the Kronecker symbol
expresses the fact that the Hilbert space is non-separable.
How is p being quantized? Since according to (8.80) it is conjugated to ¢, we
represent it by a derivative operator,

877@12
3 de’

p=

(8.86)

leading to®

R A B3
plu) = =3 plp) = pulu) - (8.87)
The basis states are thus eigenstates of the ‘flux operator’ p. This is possible
because of the orientation freedom for the triads, allowing p € R. Still, the
spectrum of p is ‘discrete’ in the sense that its eigenstates |u) are normalizable
(this is possible because the Hilbert space is non-separable). The discreteness of
the full theory thus survives in the truncated version. We note also the relation

ei;/c/2|u> = |/j/ + /j//> , (888)

from which one gets
(P2 1) = Gy

—

From here one recognizes that the operator el#'¢/2 is not continuous in g, which
is why the Stone—von Neumann theorem of quantum mechanics does not apply
and one indeed obtains a representation which is inequivalent to the standard
Schrédinger representation.

We shall now turn to a discussion of the quantum Hamiltonian constraint for
the Friedmann universe with a scalar field. Consider first the matter Hamilto-
nian (8.82). The major problem is to construct a well-defined operator for the
classically diverging (in the limit a — 0) expression |p|=3/2 & a=3. As can be
seen from (8.87), the operator p possesses a discrete spectrum containing zero
and is thus not invertible. In order to deal with this situation one makes us of a
‘Poisson-bracket trick’ similarly to the full theory in which one uses the identity
(4.135) and transforms the Poisson bracket occurring therein into a commutator.
Here instead of |p|~3/2 one directly uses the function

Zth{U RVATRSN (8.89)

dlp) = :waG

where U, denotes the holonomies of the isotropic connections, and V = |p|3/ 2

is the volume. For large p one has d(p) ~ |p|=®/? as required. Turning the

8The difference to the numerical factors appearing in some of the cited references is due to
the fact that in much of the literature on loop quantum cosmology 87rl1% is used instead of l%.
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holonomies into multiplication operators and the Poisson bracket into a com-
mutator, one indeed finds a densely defined bounded operator. Its spectrum is
given by

6
Al = (ﬁm/m - \Wl)) e (8.90)

where

AdmBl3 8/2
Vo=l = () (s.91)

cf. (8.87). There are, of course, ambiguities in defining such an operator. A more
general class of functions, d(p),,, is obtained by introducing the parameters
Jj € %N and I, 0 < [ < 1, where j arises from the freedom to use different
representations of SU(2), and [ from the classical freedom in writing V=1 =
(VE=1)1/(=0 | This, then, leads to an effective matter Hamiltonian

1™ = 2 (d(p),03 + pV(6)) (8.92)
The new term d(p);; appearing here has various consequences. It gives rise to
modified densities in the effective cosmological equations (Friedmann equation,
Raychaudhuri equation) and to a modified ‘damping term’ in the effective Klein—
Gordon equation for the scalar field. This leads to qualitative changes at small
a, since d does not go to infinity as a approaches zero. One finds an effective
repulsion which can potentially prevent the big bang. Effectively, this corresponds
to the presence of a Planck potential as has been introduced by Conradi and Zeh
(1991); cf. Section 8.3.5. The new term can also enhance the expansion of the
universe at small scales, providing a possible mechanism for inflation from pure
quantum-gravitational effects. If one takes into account inhomogeneities, it is also
imaginable to find observable effects in the anisotropy spectrum of the cosmic
microwave background.

What about the gravitational part of the Hamiltonian constraint operator?
It contains the term ¢? and thus is not an almost-periodic function. One may
use instead, for example, a function proportional to § =2 sin? d¢, where § labels a
quantization ambiguity (there are many more such ambiguities). This reproduces
c? in the limit for small ¢, which is why the classical limit follows only for small c.
The situation here is thus much more involved than for the matter Hamiltonian
where one just has to address modified densities. Expanding the general solution
of the full constraint in terms of volume eigenstates,

[9) =D Yulu) (8.93)

one arrives at the following difference equation for the coefficients of this expan-
(9
sion,

9Restriction is being made to a flat Friedmann universe.
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(Vu+55 - Vu+36)wu+45(¢) - 2(Vu+5 - Vufﬁ)w# (¢)

2G 253l2 R
Vg = Vs -15(68) = — O (0 (0) , (8.99

where V), is defined in (8.91). This is an evolution equation with respect to a
discrete intrinsic time p (Bojowald 2001a). Note, however, that the state |1))
is not a volume eigenstate. Assuming that |¢) is sufficiently smooth one can
recover for large scales the minisuperspace Wheeler—-DeWitt equation with a
particular factor ordering (Bojowald 2001b). This provides the bridge to the
standard formalism of quantum cosmology discussed in Section 8.1.

The major result here is that the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is being replaced
near the Planck scale by a difference equation. This presents the role of the
classical singularity from a new angle. As emphasized above, there exist two
regions in the formalism differing by the sign of p,, (which is equal to the sign
of ). These two regions are separated by degenerate geometries at p = 0. It
now turns out that can evolve, at least for certain factor orderings, the wave
functions v, through p = 0 from one region into the other. In this sense one
can claim that the classical singularity is being avoided in the quantum theory.
However, the general criteria for singularity avoidance are not yet fully clear
(Bojowald 2006). Does one have to demand that the wave function be zero at
1 = 07 As one knows from the solution of the Dirac equation for the ground state
of the hydrogen atom, the wave function there even diverges at r = 0. But what
counts is that the norm of the state is finite. So a crucial role is played by the
construction of an appropriate inner product, which beyond the kinematical level
is still a matter of debate. It is therefore important that at least all solutions of
the difference equation (8.94) can be continued through the classical singularity
(Bojowald 2006).

We conclude with some brief remarks. The discussion of loop quantum cos-
mology can be extended to anisotropic models. A non-singular quantum evolu-
tion is still possible, although matter densities are not necessarily bounded. The
behaviour of the difference equation is considered a primary feature (encoding
the dynamical properties), while the boundedness is considered secondary (en-
coding the kinematical properties); cf. Bojowald (2006). Ashtekar et al. (2006)
have investigated in detail the flat Friedmann universe with a massless scalar field
serving as an intrinsic time variable. Using an ‘improved version’ of the Hamil-
tonian constraint operator, they calculate numerically the behaviour of wave
packets. They find that the quantum evolution across the classical singularity is
possible and deterministic.

Some difficulties may result in the case of classically recollapsing universes.
Green and Unruh (2004) find that it seems impossible to avoid the divergence of
solutions (that is, non-normalizable states) in such models. This, of course, raises
questions about the interpretation of the corresponding wave function and the
possibility of recovering the classical limit. The situation seems similar, although
not identical, to the behaviour of wave packets in standard quantum cosmology
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for recollapsing universes (Kiefer 1988); cf. Section 8.1.

Results similar to those from loop quantum cosmology can also be obtained
using geometrodynamical variables if one employs the Bohr compactification
scheme, at least for the isotropic case discussed here (Husain and Winkler 2004).
Whether this also holds for anisotropic models is not clear.
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STRING THEORY

9.1 General introduction

The approaches discussed so far start from the assumption that the gravitational
field can be quantized separately. That this can really be done is, however, not
clear. One could imagine that the problem of quantum gravity can only be solved
within a unified quantum framework of all interactions. The only serious candi-
date up to now to achieve this goal is superstring theory. Our interest here is
mainly to exhibit the role of quantum gravitational aspects. It is not our aim to
give an introduction into the many physical and mathematical aspects of string
theory. This is done in a series of excellent textbooks; see in particular Green
et al. (1987), Liist and Theisen (1989), Polchinski (1998a,b), Kaku (1999), and
Zwiebach (2004). Mohaupt (2003) gives a concise overview with particular em-
phasis on gravitational aspects. For more details we refer the reader to these
references.

String theory started as an attempt to explain the spectrum of hadrons. After
the discovery of quantum chromodynamics and its successful predictions, it was
abandoned as such. It was, however, realized that string theory could in principle
implement a theory of quantum gravity (Scherk and Schwarz 1974; Yoneya 1974).
The main reason is the appearance of a massless spin-2 particle in the spectrum
of the string. As we have learned in Chapter 2, such a particle necessarily leads
to GR in the low-energy limit.

String theory transcends the level of local field theory because its fundamental
objects are one-dimensional entities (‘strings’) instead of fields defined at space—
time points. More recently it has turned out that higher-dimensional objects
(‘branes’) appear within string theory in a natural way and on an equal footing
with strings (see below). We shall nevertheless continue to talk about ‘string
theory’.

What are the main features of string theory?

1. String theory necessarily contains gravity. The graviton appears as an ex-
citation of closed strings. Open strings do not contain the graviton by
themselves, but since they contain closed strings as virtual contributions,
the appearance of the graviton is unavoidable there, too.

2. String theory necessarily leads to gauge theories since the corresponding
gauge bosons are found in the string spectrum.

3. String theory seems to need supersymmetry (SUSY) for a consistent for-
mulation. Fermions are therefore an essential ingredient.

279
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4. All ‘particles’ arise from string excitations. Therefore, they are no longer
fundamental and their masses should in principle be fixed with respect to
the string mass scale.

5. Higher space-time dimensions appear in a natural way, thus implementing
the old idea by Kaluza and Klein (or some modern variant).

6. As emphasized above, string theory entails a unified quantum description
of all interactions.

7. Since one can get chiral gauge couplings from string theory, the hope is
raised that one can derive the Standard Model of elementary particles
from it (although one is still very far from having achieved this goal).

The free bosonic string has already been introduced in Section 3.2. Its fun-
damental dimensionful parameter is o’ or the string length Iy = v/2a/h derived
from it. In view of the unification idea, one would expect that Is is roughly of
the order of the Planck length Ip. The starting point is the Polyakov action Sp
(3.51). Making use of the three local symmetries (two diffeomorphisms and one
Weyl transformation), we have put it into the ‘gauge-fixed form’ (3.58). In this
form, the action still possesses an invariance with respect to conformal transfor-
mation, which form an infinite-dimensional group in two dimensions. It therefore
gives rise to an infinite number of generators—the generators L,, of the Virasoro
algebra (3.61).

Consider an open string with ends at ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 7. Variation of the
action (3.58) yields after a partial integration the expression

]' [
05p = 5— /M %o (n°P8,05X,) 6 X"
+ [ dr (XL0XM] _ — XIoXH : 9.1
»/E)M T ( 1 ]U:ﬂ' 1 ]U:O> ( )

The classical theory demands that §Sp = 0. For the surface term to vanish, one
has the following options. One is to demand that X L =0forc=0and o =7
(Neumann condition). This would guarantee that no momentum exits from the
ends of the string. Alternatively one can demand the Dirichlet condition: X,, =
constant for ¢ = 0 and ¢ = m. This condition comes automatically into play
if the duality properties of the string are taken into account; see Section 9.2.3.
The vanishing of the worldsheet integral in the variation of Sp leads to the wave

equation
o2 02
- = =
<87_2 8U2> XH(o,7)=0. (9.2)

The solution of this equation for Neumann boundary conditions reads
okt .
XH(o, 1) =zt + 2a/p'T + 1V 2/ Z e cosno . (9.3)
n
n#0

Here, x# and p" denote position and momentum of the centre of mass, re-
spectively. These would be the only degrees of freedom for a point particle.
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The quantities o are the Fourier components (oscillator coordinates) and obey
o, = (i)t due to the reality of the X*. The solution (9.3) describes a standing
wave.

In view of the path-integral formulation, it is often convenient to continue the
worldsheet formally into the Euclidean regime, that is, to introduce worldsheet
coordinates 0! = ¢ and 02 = ir. One can then use the complex coordinate

1

z=e7 T (9.4)
with respect to which the solution (9.3) reads
XH(z,z) = 2" —id/p* In(22) + 1y — Z +z7") . (9.5)
n;éO

For a closed string the boundary condition X*(o) = X* (o + 2m) is sufficient.
The solution of (9.2) can then be written as

Xt (o,7) = Xg(o7)+ X{'(cT) , (9.6)
where we have introduced the lightcone coordinates o7 = 74+ ¢ and 0~ =

7 — 0. The index R (L) corresponds to modes which would appear ‘rightmoving’
(‘leftmoving’) in a two-dimensional space-time diagram. Explicitly one has

Xf{(a‘)=7+—p”o +1\/ Z % o ino~ (9.7)

n#0
and
Th o
Xf(a+):7+ p ot iy = Z O —ina* : (9.8)
n;éO
where &# denotes the Fourier components of the leftmoving modes. One can also

give a formulation with respect to z and z, but this will be omitted here. It is
convenient to define

for the closed string, and
b =Vv2ap!

for the open string.
In Section 3.2, we introduced the string Hamiltonian; see (3.59). Inserting
into this expression the classical solution for X*, one obtains

Z a_pQp, (9.9)

n=—oo

for the open string, and
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oo

H=g D (apn + ) (9.10)

n—=—oo

for the closed string, and a_,«,, is a shorthand for nm,a*_”na,’j, etc. In (3.60), we

introduced the quantities L,, for the open string; one has in particular Ly = H.
One can analogously define for the closed string

1 o —imo 1 -
Lm - w A do e T_ _ = 5 n;m Qm—nQn , (911)
. I 1 &
Ly = — i do e™T, =7 > o, (9.12)

n=—oo

from which one obtains H = Lo + Lo. As we have seen in Section 3.2, the L.,
(and L,;,) vanish as constraints.
Recalling that off = v/2a/p* for the open string and, therefore,

2 _ B v _ / _ / 2
oy = oo = 2 p"'p, = -2/ M*

one obtains from 0 = Ly = H for the mass M of the open string in dependence
of the oscillatory string modes, the expression

1 oo
M? = = > anan, (9.13)
n=1

and from H = Lo + Lo for the mass of the closed string,

2

Oé/

M? = =3 (0 nan + Gpdn) (9.14)
n=1

The variables z#, p#, o, and & obey Poisson-bracket relations which follow
from the fundamental Poisson brackets between the X* and their canonical
momenta P* (Section 3.2). Upon quantization, one obtains (setting h = 1)

[z#,p"] = """, (9.15)
[a;’iu a;] == ménz,—nnuy bl (9.16)
[&ﬁu dz] = m57n,—’nnuy ) (917)
[agy,, 6] =0 (9.18)

The Minkowski metric n** appears because of Lorentz invariance. It can cause
negative probabilities which must be carefully avoided in the quantum theory.
The task is then to construct a Fock space out of the vacuum state |0, p*),
which is the ground state of a single string with momentum p*, not the no-string
state. The above algebra of the oscillatory modes can be written after rescaling
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as the usual oscillator algebra of annihilation and creation operators, a¥, and
ayl, T
b " mo_ I
o, =vmah, , o, =+vma ,m>0.

One therefore has
al,|0,p") = ah,00,p*) =0, m >0, (9.19)
and
- o
ab|0,p*) = a0, p) =4/ Ep“|0,p“> . (9.20)

The rest of the spectrum is generated by the creation operators a and &,
for m < 0. In order to implement the conformal generators L,, in the quantum
theory, one must address the issue of operator ordering. It was already men-
tioned in Section 3.2 that this leads to the presence of a central term in the
quantum algebra; see (3.62). Consequently, one cannot impose equations of the
form Ly|1) = 0 for all n. This is different from the spirit of the Wheeler-DeWitt
equation where all constraints are implemented in this form. Instead, one can
achieve this here only for n > 0. The demand for the absence of a Weyl anomaly
on the worldsheet (see the next section) fixes the number D of the embedding
space—time to D = 26. This is also called the ‘critical dimension’. For the mass
spectrum, one then gets in the critical dimension the following expressions, which
differ from their classical counterparts (9.13) and (9.14) by constants (see e.g.
Polchinski 1998a): for the open string one has

1 [ 1
M2 — = (Z A pCly — 1) == (N-1), (9.21)
n=1

where N denotes the level of excitation, while for the closed string one has

4 [ 4 (s 4
M2 = J (Z A_nOp — 1) = J (Z O_pQp — 1) . (922)
n=1 n=1

The ground state (N = 0) for the open string thus has

1
M? = = <0. (9.23)

(In D dimensions, one would have M? = (2 — D)/24a’.) The corresponding par-
ticle describes a tachyon—a particle with negative mass-squared—which signals
the presence of an unstable vacuum. There may be a different vacuum which is
stable, and there is indeed some evidence that this is the case for the bosonic
string; cf. Berkovits et al. (2000). What is clear is that the presence of SUSY
eliminates the tachyon. This is one of the main motivations for introducing the
superstring (Section 9.2.4). For the first excited state, one finds

le,p”) = ena]0,p") (9.24)

with a polarization vector e, that turns out to be transverse to the string
propagation, e,p* = 0, and therefore corresponds in the critical dimension to
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D — 2 = 24 degrees of freedom. Since for N = 1 one has M? = 0, this state
describes a massless vector boson (a ‘photon’). In fact, it turns out that had
we chosen D # 26, we would have encountered a breakdown of Lorentz invari-
ance. Excited states for NV > 1 correspond to massive particles. They are usually
neglected because their masses are assumed to be of the order of the Planck
mass—this is the mass scale of unification where string theory is of relevance
(since we expect a priori that ls ~ Ip).

We emphasize that here we are dealing with higher-dimensional representa-
tions of the Poincaré group, which do not necessarily have analogues in D = 4.
Therefore, the usual terminology of speaking about photons, etc., should not be
taken literally.

For the closed string one has the additional restriction Ly = io, leading to

(oo} oo
g Ay Oy = g a_pnQy, -
n=1 n=1

The ground state is again a tachyon, with mass squared M? = —4/a’. The first
excited state is massless, M? = 0, and described by

|67py> = euuaﬁldil‘07py> 5 (925)

where e, is a transverse polarization tensor, p*e,,, = 0. The state (9.25) can be
decomposed into its irreducible parts. One thereby obtains a symmetric traceless
tensor, a scalar, and an antisymmetric tensor. The symmetric tensor describes
a spin-2 particle in D = 4 and can therefore—in view of the uniqueness features
discussed in Chapter 2—be identified with the graviton. It is at this stage that
string theory makes its first contact with quantum gravity. The perturbation
theory discussed in Chapter 2 will thus be implemented in string theory. But as
we shall see in the next section, string theory can go beyond it.

The scalar is usually referred to as the dilaton, ®. In D = 4, the antisymmetric
tensor has also spin zero and is in this case called the axion. The fact that massless
fields appear in the open- and the closed-string spectrum is very interesting. Both
the massless vector boson as well as the graviton couple to conserved currents
and thereby introduce the principle of gauge invariance into string theory. Higher
excited states also lead for closed strings to massive (‘heavy’) particles.

Up to now we have discussed oriented strings, that is, strings whose quan-
tum states have no invariance under ¢ — —o. We note that one can also have
non-oriented strings by demanding this invariance to hold. For closed strings
this invariance would correspond to an exchange between right- and left-moving
modes. It turns out that the graviton and the dilaton are also present for non-
oriented strings, but not the axion.

9.2 Quantum-gravitational aspects
9.2.1 The Polyakov path integral

We have seen in the last section that the graviton appears in a natural way in
the spectrum of closed strings. Linearized quantum gravity is, therefore, auto-
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matically contained in string theory. Here we discuss other aspects which are
relevant in the context of quantum gravity.

One can generalize the Polyakov action (3.51) to the situation of a string
moving in a general D-dimensional curved space—time. It makes sense to take
into account besides gravity other massless fields that arise in string excitations—
the dilaton and the ‘axion’. One therefore formulates the generalized Polyakov
action as

Sp=S5,+954+ 5B
1 /d20 (\/Eho‘ﬁaaXﬂaﬁXng(X)

4o/

—o/Vh @RO(X) + eaﬁaaX“agX”BW(X)) . (9.26)

The fields g,,,, (D-dimensional metric of the embedding space), ® (dilaton), and
B,,, (antisymmetric tensor field) are background fields, that is, they will not be
integrated over in the path integral. The fields X* define again the embedding of
the worldsheet into the D-dimensional space which is also called ‘target space’.
An action in which the coefficients of the kinetic term depend on the fields them-
selves (here, g,,, depends on X) is for historic reasons called a non-linear sigma
model. This is why the first part on the right-hand side of (9.26) is abbreviated
as S,. The second part Sy is, in fact, independent of the string parameter o/,
since in natural units (where i = 1), the dilaton is dimensionless. We emphasize
that (9.26) describes a quantum field theory on the worldsheet, not the target
space. For the latter, one uses an effective action (see below).

In string theory, it has been proven fruitful to employ a path-integral ap-
proach in which the worldsheet is taken to be Euclidean instead of Minkowskian;
cf. Section 2.2. This has the advantage that the integral over the metric is better
defined. Polchinski (1998a, p. 82) presents a formal argument why the resulting
theory is equivalent to the original Minkowskian version.

In the Euclidean formulation, where o' = ¢ and ¢2? = ir, the starting point
would thus be

Z = / DXDh e 7 | (9.27)

where X and h are a shorthand for the embedding variables and the worldsheet
metric, respectively. Only these variables are to be integrated over. In order to
get a sensible expression, one must employ the gauge-fixing procedure outlined
in Section 2.2.3. The invariances on the worldsheet involve two local diffeomor-
phisms and one Weyl transformation. Since hab(01,~0'2) has three independent
parameters, one can fiz it to a given ‘fiducial’ form h,;, for example, hap = Oap
(‘flat gauge’) or hay = exp[2w(o!,02)]dap (‘conformal gauge’). As discussed in
Section 2.2.3, the Faddeev—Popov determinant can be written as a path integral
over (anticommuting) ghost fields. The action in (9.27) has then to be replaced
by the full action Sp + Sghost + Sef, that is, augmented by ghost and gauge-fixing
action.
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The full action is invariant under BRST transformations, which were already
briefly mentioned in Section 2.2.3. This is an important concept, since it encodes
the information about gauge invariance at the gauge-fixed level. For this reason,
we shall give a brief introduction here (see e.g. Weinberg 1996 for more details).
BRST transformations mix commuting and anticommuting fields (ghosts) and
are generated by the ‘BRST charge’ Qp. Let ¢, be a general set of first-class
constraints (see Section 3.1.2),

{ba; v} = fapde - (9.28)
The BRST charge then reads

Qp =n"¢a — 3 Pefsyn’n® , (9.29)

where 7% denotes the Faddeev—Popov ghosts and P, their canonically conjugate
momenta (‘anti-ghosts’) obeying [n%, Py]+ = ;. We have assumed here that the
physical fields are bosonic; for a fermion there would be a plus sign in (9.29).
One can show that @p is nilpotent,

Q=0 (9.30)

This follows from (9.28) and the Jacobi identities for the structure constants.
BRST invariance of the path integral leads in the quantum theory to the
demand that physical states should be BRST-invariant, that is,

QplU) =0 . (9.31)

This condition is less stringent than the Dirac condition, which states that phys-
ical states be annihilated by all constraints. Equation (9.31) can be fulfilled for
the quantized bosonic string, which is not the case for the Dirac conditions. The
quantum version of (9.30) reads

[QB,QBL =0. (9.32)

For this to be fulfilled, the total central charge of the X*-fields and the Faddeev—
Popov ghosts must vanish,

Ctot = C+ Cghost — D—-26=0 5 (933)

since it turns out that the ghosts have central charge —26. The string must there-
fore move in 26 dimensions. In the case of the superstring (see Section 9.2.4),
the corresponding condition leads to D = 10. The condition (9.32) thus car-
ries information about quantum anomalies (here, the Weyl anomaly) and their
possible cancellation by ghosts.! One can prove the ‘no-ghost theorem’ (see e.g.
Polchinski 1998a): the Hilbert space arising from BRST quantization has a pos-
itive inner product and is isomorphic to the Hilbert space of transverse string
excitations.

1One can also discuss non-critical strings living in D # 26 dimensions. They have a Weyl
anomaly, which means that different gauge choices are inequivalent.
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- —Sc=3

Fi1Gg. 9.1. The first two contributions to the scattering of two closed strings.

How can the path integral (9.27) be evaluated? The sum over all ‘paths’
contains, in particular, a sum over all worldsheets, that is, a sum over all Riemann
surfaces. In this sum, all topologies have to be taken into account. Figure 9.1
shows as an example the first two topologies which arise in the scattering of
two closed strings. It is in this way that string interactions arise—as amplitudes
in the path integral. Unlike the situation in four dimensions, the classification
of these surfaces in two dimensions is well known. Consider as an example the
dilaton part of the action (9.26),

Sy = i /d% VhOR &(X) . (9.34)

If ® were constant, ®(X) = A, this would yield
Sp =\ = A2 - 2g) (9.35)

where x is the Euler number and g the genus of the surface. (We assume for
simplicity here that only handles are present and no holes or cross-caps.) This
then gives the contribution

e 2A(1-g) = 91

to the path integral, and we have introduced
a=e?=g2, (9.36)

which plays the role of the ‘fine-structure constant’ for the loop expansion; g.
denotes the string-coupling constant for closed strings. Adding a handle cor-
responds to emission and re-absorption of a closed string.? The parameter g
(meaning g. or g,, depending on the situation) is the expansion parameter for
string loops. It must be emphasized that one has only one diagram at each order
of the perturbation theory, in contrast to Feynman diagrams in quantum field
theory. The reason is that point-like interactions are avoided. Such a ‘smearing’
can be done consistently in string theory, and it somehow resembles the ‘smear-
ing’ of the spin-network states discussed in Section 6.1. In this way the usual

2For the open string one finds g2 o< .
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divergences of quantum field theory seem to be avoided, although no proof is
yet known demonstrating finiteness at all loop orders. The sum as a whole does
not converge and is not even Borel summable (i.e. the terms in the sum increase
with n!, where n is the number of handles); see Gross and Periwal (1988). One
therefore expects that this is an asymptotic series as in QED and thus must be
an approximation to some non-perturbative theory.

In discussing scattering amplitudes, one has also to specify the ingoing and
outgoing string states, which have to be given at infinity in the spirit of an
‘S-matrix’. This is done with the help of ‘vertex operators’: in the example of
Fig. 9.1, such an operator would correspond to four point-like insertions in the
worldsheet. Vertex operators do not describe interactions, but instead the cre-
ation or annihilation of a string state at a position on the worldsheet. Vertex
operators have to be included into the expression for the path integral.

It must also be emphasized that the gauge choice fixes the worldsheet metric
only locally (e.g. to hap = dab). There may, however, be additional global degrees
of freedom described by a finite number of parameters. These parameters are
called moduli. In the case of the torus (g = 1), for example, this is the Teichmiiller
parameter or modulus 7 € C. These parameters have to be summed over in the
path integral.

For a string propagating in flat space—time, the demand for the absence of the
Weyl anomaly leads to the restriction D = 26. What about the string in a curved
space—time as described by (9.26)? The requirement that no Weyl anomaly be
present on the worldsheet leads at the tree level to an additional set of consis-
tency equations, which follow from the vanishing of renormalization-group beta
functions,

1

0= Ry, — ZHMAPHVA,) +2V,V,® + 0(d) (9.37)

0=ViH",, =2V ®H,,, + O(d) , (9.38)
D — 26 1 1 ,

0= ===+ V, VI = oV, OV P — oy HMY o). (9.39)

Here we have introduced the field strength H,,,, connected with the antisym-
metric tensor field,

Hyp =3 01,B,,) -

The above set of equations (which in the highest order correspond to the Einstein
equations in the presence of dilaton and antisymmetric tensor field) builds the
bridge to the concept of effective action in string theory. As in Section 2.2.3,
effective actions are useful to connect the full theory with phenomenology.

9.2.2  Effective actions

The consistency equations (9.37)-(9.39) follow as field equations from the fol-
lowing effective action in D space—time dimensions:
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S 2(D — 26)
2k 3o/

AV, OV D + 0(0/)) : (9.40)

1
Sett APz /=g e72% (R - — 5 Hyuwp H""

Higher orders exhibit powers of o/ and are thus genuine string corrections. They
contain, for example, higher curvature terms, which means that one has to replace
in (9.37)

al
Ry, — Ry + ERWATRV"“” +on

The approximation of a classical space—time metric is well defined only if the
curvature scale 1. associated with it obeys

e > g .

It has been speculated that a ‘non-metric phase’ will appear if this condition is
violated (see e.g. Horowitz (1990), Greene (1997), and the references therein).
The expansion of the effective action into powers of o' is thus a low-energy
expansion.

One can make a comparison of the effective action with a ‘Jordan—Brans—
Dicke’ type of action, which contains an additional scalar field in the gravitational
sector. There one would have a kinetic term of the form —4wV ,®V*®, where w
denotes the Brans—Dicke parameter (GR is recovered for w — o0). Comparison
with (9.40) exhibits that string theory would correspond to w = —1. If the field
® were really massless—as suggested by (9.40)—this would be in conflict with
observations because the additional interaction of matter fields with ® in addition
to the metric would violate the equivalence principle (cf. Limmerzahl 2003). The
latter has been tested with great accuracy. One would, however, expect that the
dilaton gets a mass term from the higher-order terms in o’ so that no conflict
with observation would arise. Because of the natural occurrence of the dilaton
from string theory, theories with a scalar field in addition to the metric (‘scalar-
tensor theories’) are widely studied; cf. Fuji and Maeda (2003).

We emphasize that (9.37) are the Einstein equations describing the coupling
of the dilaton and the axion to the metric. It is interesting that these space—time
equations follow from the Weyl invariance on the worldsheet. This gives one of
the most important connections between the string and gravity.

One can also perform a Weyl transformation in space-time in order to put Seg
into a form in which the first term is just the space-time Ricci scalar without
the dilaton. This is sometimes called the ‘Einstein frame’ in contrast to the
‘string’ or ‘Jordan frame’ of (9.40). While this new form is convenient for various
situations, the physical form is given by (9.40), as can be seen from the behaviour
of test particles—the physical metric is g,., not the Weyl-transformed metric.
The Jordan frame is also distinguished by the fact that the standard fields are
coupled minimally to the metric.
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We have already emphasized above that the space—time metric, dilaton, and
axion play only the role of background fields. The simplest solution for them is

Guv = NMuv Buy:O, ® = const. = \ .

It is usually claimed that quite generally the stationary points of Seg correspond
to possible ground states (‘vacua’) of the theory. String theory may, in fact,
predict a huge number of such vacua; cf. Douglas (2003). The space of all string-
theory vacua is also called the ‘landscape’ (Susskind 2003). A selection criterion
for the most probable wave function propagating on such a landscape background
is discussed in Mersini-Houghton (2005).

It is clear from (9.39) that D = 26 is a necessary condition for the solution
with constant background fields. Thus, we have recovered the old consistency
condition for the string in flat space—time. There are now, however, solutions of
(9.39) with D # 26 and ® # constant, which would correspond to a solution
with a large cosmological constant o< (D — 26)/6¢/, in conflict with observation.

The parameter k¢ in (9.40) does not have a physical significance by itself since
it can be changed by a shift in the dilaton. The physical gravitational constant
(in D dimensions) reads

167G p = 2k3e** . (9.41)

Apart from «o'-corrections, one can also consider loop corrections to (9.40). Since
gc is determined by the value of the dilaton, see (9.36), the tree-level action
(9.40) is of order g_ 2. The one-loop approximation is obtained at order g2, the
two-loop approximation at order g2, and so on.?

In Section 9.1, we saw that the graviton appears as an excitation mode for
closed strings. What is the connection to the appearance of gravity in the effective
action (9.40)7 Such a connection is established through the ansatz

Guv = Guv + V321G fL

(cf. (2.76)) and making a perturbation expansion in the effective action with
respect to f,,. It then turns out that the term of order f,,, just yields the vertex
operator for the string graviton state (see e.g. Mohaupt 2003). Moreover, it is
claimed that exponentiating this graviton vertex operator leads to a ‘coherent
state’ of gravitons. The connection between the graviton as a string mode and
gravity in the effective action thus proceeds via a comparison of scattering am-
plitudes. For example, the amplitude for graviton—graviton scattering from the
scattering of strings at tree level coincides with the field-theoretic amplitude of
the corresponding process at tree level as being derived from Seg. The reason
for this coincidence is the vanishing of the Weyl anomaly for the worldsheet.
The coincidence continues to hold at higher loop order and at higher orders in
o' ~ [2. Since the string amplitude contains the parameter o’ and the effective

3For open strings, odd orders of the coupling (go) also appear.
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action contains the gravitational constant G p, the comparison of the amplitudes
yields a connection between both; see, for example, Veneziano (1993),

Gp ~ gslP=2 (9.42)

where g is again the string-coupling constant (here we do not distinguish between
open and closed strings and write for simplicity just g for the string coupling).
An analogous relation holds between gauge couplings for grand unified theories
and the string length.

Since we do not live in 26 dimensions, a connection must be made to the
four-dimensional world. This is usually done through compactification of the ad-
ditional dimensions which have the form of ‘Calabi—Yau manifolds’; c¢f. Candelas
et al. (1985). In this way, one obtains a relation between the four-dimensional
gravitational constant and the string length,

G~ g%12, (9.43)

in which the details of the compactification enter into geometric factors. Ideally,
one would like to recover in this way other parameters such as particle masses
or the number of families from the details of compactification. One is, however,
still far away from this goal.

The finiteness of the string length [5 leads to an automatic cutoff at high
momenta. It thus seems impossible to resolve arbitrarily small distances in an
operational sense. In fact, one can derive from gedanken experiments of scattering
situations, a generalized uncertainty relation of the form

2

h l
A — 4+ 2 Ap; 44
x>Ap+h D (9.44)

cf. Veneziano (1993) and the references therein. This seems to match the idea
of a minimal length which we have also encountered in the canonical approach
(Section 6.2), although, for example, D-branes (Section 9.2.3) can probe smaller
scales.

How many fundamental constants appear in string theory? This has been
a matter of some debate; see Duff et al. (2002). We adopt here the standpoint
already taken in Chapter 1 that three dimensionful constants are needed, which
can be taken to be ¢, Ak, and [s.

9.2.3 T-duality and branes

In this subsection, we shall introduce the concept of T-duality, from which one
is led in a natural way to the concept of D-branes. The ‘T’ arises from the fact
that one assumes here that the higher dimensions are compactified on tori.

The classical solutions for the closed string are given in Section 9.1. In order
to introduce the concept of duality, we take the left- and rightmoving modes of
the closed string as independent, that is, we write
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n /
ng*y:%~+d%ﬂm7—ay+u~, (9.45)

T+ o
X{'(o7) = -5 T Eag(TwLU)wL"’ , (9.46)
where - - - stands for ‘oscillators’ (this part does not play a role in the following

discussion). The sum of both thus yields

1 ! /
X”:§(x“+i*‘)+\/%(angd{)‘)TJr\/%(&gfag)0+~~~ . (9.47)

The oscillators are invariant under o — o + 27, but the X* transform as

/
XM — X" 2my f % @GE —ab) . (9.48)

We now distinguish between a non-compact direction of space and a compact
direction; see in particular Polchinski (19984) for the following discussion. In the
non-compact directions, the X* must be unique. One then obtains for them from
(9.48)

a/

ah =alff = Ep” . (9.49)
This is the situation encountered before and one is back at Eqns (9.7) and (9.8).
For a compact direction the situation is different. Assume that there is one com-
pact direction with radius R in the direction u = 25. The coordinate X?° = X
thus has period 27 R. Under 0 — o + 27, X can now change by 2rwR, w € Z,
where w is called the ‘winding number’. These modes are called ‘winding modes’
because they can wind around the compact dimension. Since exp(27iRp?®) gen-
erates a translation around the compact dimension which must lead to the same
state, the momentum p?® = p must be discretized,

nez. (9.50)

From
1
P V2a!

(ap is a shorthand for a2’, etc.) one gets for these ‘momentum modes’ the relation

(&0 + o)

- 2n o’
oo + o = =V (9.51)

For the winding modes, one has from (9.48)

o
21 ?(5[(] — Ol()) =2mwR
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and therefore

Qo —ap = wRy[ — (9.52)
a
This then yields
a/
g = ( ) = DR ? 5 (953)
O[/

&g = (" ) \/? oL (9.54)

For the mass spectrum, one obtains
4 > 2((10)2
Mz—(z> ’

_ ai (i i — 1) + 2<Z?)2 . (9.55)

The expressions in parentheses correspond to the excitation level of the right-
and left-moving modes, respectively, in the non-compact dimensions (the sum
there runs over p # 25).

Of particular interest are the limiting cases R — oo and R — 0. For R — oo
one gets

wR wR
Qg — —— Qg — — . 9.56
2a/ 2a/ ( )
Since M? — oo for w # 0, all states become infinitely massive in this case. For
w = 0, on the other hand, one gets a continuum of states for all n. For R — 0,

one gets
n /o - n /o
ag — E 3 y ag — E 3 . (957)

For n # 0, all states get infinitely massive, while for n = 0, one has a continuum
for all w. These are the winding states that can wind around the extra dimension
without cost of energy (note that Hy = (a2+ag) — 0 for n = 0). This is a typical
feature of string theory related to the presence of one-dimensional objects and
has no counterpart in field theory. We recognize from (9.53) and (9.54) that there
is a symmetry between R and the ‘dual radius’ Rp,

o 12
R~ Rp=— =" 9.58
— np R °R ’ ( )
which corresponds to
n<<w, Qo < —Qp , do — 640 . (959)

The mass spectrum in both cases is identical. The above duality between R
and Rp is called ‘T-duality’. It is an exact symmetry of perturbation theory
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(and beyond) for closed strings. The critical value is, of course, obtained for
R ~ Rp ~ ls, which is just the length of the string, as expected.
It is useful for the discussion below to go again to Euclidean space,

2 .1 .
z=¢? 79 | gl=0g, ot=ir.

Equation (9.47) then reads

XM(z,z) = Xp(2)+X{(2)

B e / /
= %fi\/%(&g+ag)a2+\/%(d6‘7046‘)01+...

L XE(2) + XP(z) . (9.60)
What happens for the open string? In the limit R — 0, it has no possibility
of winding around the compactified dimension and therefore seems to live only
in D — 1 dimensions. There are, however, closed strings present in the theory
of open strings, and the open string can in particular have vibrations into the
25th dimension. Only the endpoints of the open string are constrained to lie on a
(D—1)-dimensional hypersurface. For the vibrational part in the 25th dimension,
one can use the expression (9.60) for the closed string. Choosing X?° = X in
this equation yields

- 7 /
X:x—gHij %(do—ao)ol—i\/%(do+ao)02+-~- , (9.61)

so that one gets for its dual

x4+ o . Lol
Xp = ) + E(Oéo-f—oéo)al—l 7(040—040)‘72‘1‘-“7 (9.62)

2

that is, X < Xp corresponds to —io? < ¢!, leading in particular to

_ 0Xp 0X .
]/:) = W — lw =iX.
Integration yields

Xp () — Xp(0) :/ dot X7}, :i/ do! X .
0 0

Inserting X following from (9.3) yields

2ra'n

R

Xp(m) — Xp(0) = 2ma’p = =2mnRp ,n€e€Z,

where only vibrational modes were considered. The dual coordinates thus obey
a Dirichlet-type condition (an exact Dirichlet condition would arise for n = 0;
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cf. the remarks before (9.2)). Since, therefore, Xp(w) and Xp(0) differ by a
multiple of the internal circumference 2w Rp of the dual space, the endpoints
must lie on a (D — 1)-dimensional hypersurface. Consideration of several open
strings reveals that it is actually the same hypersurface. This hypersurface is
called a D-brane where ‘D’ refers to the Dirichlet condition holding normal to
the brane. Sometimes one refers to it more precisely as the ‘Dp-brane’, where p
is the number of space dimensions.

A D-brane is a dynamical object since momentum can leak out of the string
and is absorbed by the brane (this cannot happen with a Neumann boundary
condition which still holds in the directions tangential to the plane). A D-brane is
a soliton of string theory and can be described by an action that resembles an ac-
tion proposed long ago by Born and Infeld to describe non-linear electrodynamics
(it was then meant as a candidate for a modification of linear electrodynamics at
short distances). A D-brane can carry generalized electric and magnetic charges.

The above discussion can be extended to the presence of gauge fields. The
reason behind this is that open strings allow additional degrees of freedom called
‘Chan—Paton factors’. These are ‘charges’ i and j (i, = 1,...,n) which reside at
the endpoints of the string (historically one was thinking about quark—antiquark
pairs). One can introduce a U(n) symmetry acting on (and only on) these charges.
One can get from this the concept of U(n) gauge bosons living on the branes
(one can have n branes at different positions).

Interestingly, n coinciding D-branes give rise to ‘n x n’-matrices for the em-
bedding variables X* and the gauge fields A,. One thus arrives at space—time
coordinates that do not commute, giving rise to the notion of non-commutative
space—time. It has been argued that the D-brane action corresponds to a Yang—
Mills action on a non-commutative worldvolume. Details are reviewed, for ex-
ample, in Douglas and Nekrasov (2002).

The concept of D-branes is especially interesting concerning gravitational
aspects. First, it plays a crucial role for the derivation of the black-hole entropy
from counting microscopic degrees of freedom (Section 9.2.5). The second point
has to do with the fact that these branes allow one to localize gauge and matter
fields on the branes, whereas the gravitational field can propagate through the
full space—time. This gives rise to a number of interesting features discussed in
the context of ‘brane worlds’; cf. Section 9.2.6.

9.2.4  Superstrings

So far, we have not yet included fermions, which are necessary for a realistic
description of the world. Fermions are implemented by the introduction of SUSY,
which we have already discussed in Sections 2.3 and 5.3.6. In contrast to the
discussion there, we shall here introduce SUSY on the worldsheet, not on space—
time. This will help us to get rid of problems of the bosonic string, such as the
presence of tachyons. A string with SUSY is called ‘superstring’. Worldsheet
SUSY will be only indirectly related to space—time SUSY. We shall be brief in
our discussion and refer the reader to, for example, Polchinski (1998b) for more
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details.

We start by introducing on the worldsheet the superpartners for the X*—
they are called 9/}, where y is a space-time vector index and A is a worldsheet
spinor index (A = 1,2). The ¢/, are taken to be Majorana spinors and have,

thus, two real components,
Wi = (i) . (9.63)

They are not to be confused with the gravitinos, which are trivial in two dimen-
sions.

The ‘superversion’ of the (flat) Polyakov action (3.58) is the ‘RNS action’
(named after Ramond, Neveu, and Schwarz). It reads

1
4o’

SpNs = — / %0 (0 X"0“X,, + " p*Oatby) (9.64)
M
where the p® denote two-dimensional Dirac matrices (suppressing worldsheet
spinor indices). Thus, they obey

[0 0] =207 . (9.65)

The RNS action is invariant under global SUSY transformations on the world-
sheet. The classical equations of motion are (9.2) and

PO =0 . (9.66)

To make SUSY on the worldsheet explicit, one can formulate the theory in a
two-dimensional ‘superspace’ described by worldsheet coordinates (o, 7) and two
additional Grassmann coordinates #. This must not be confused with the super-
space of canonical gravity discussed in Chapters 4 and 5! We shall not elaborate
on this formalism here.

Compared to the bosonic string, new features arise in the formulation of
the boundary conditions. Considering first the open string, the demand for a
vanishing surface term in the variation of the action allows two possible boundary
conditions for the fermions:

1. Ramond (R) boundary conditions: ¢ is periodic (on a formally doubled
worldsheet), and the sum in the mode expansion is over n € Z.

2. Neveu—Schwarz (NS) boundary conditions: 1 is antiperiodic, and the sum
is over n € Z + 1/2 (this is possible because a relative sign is allowed for
spinors).

It turns out that for consistency one must really have both types of boundary
conditions in the theory, the R-sector and the NS-sector of Hilbert space.

For the closed string one can demand that ¢4 and ¢_ are either periodic (R)
or antiperiodic (NS). Since they are independent, one gets four types of boundary
conditions: R-R, NS-R, R-NS, and NS-NS. Again, they must all be taken into
account for consistency.
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What about quantization? From the X*-part, one gets as before the com-
mutation relations (9.16)—(9.18) for the o/ and the &*. For the superstring, one
has in addition anticommutators for the fermionic modes. They are of the type

[b#m7bryp]+ = nwj(sm,fn s (967)

etc. One finds a SUSY extension of the Virasoro algebra, which again has a
central charge. The demand for the vanishing of the Weyl anomaly leads this
time to D = 10 dimensions for the superstring.

Consider first the case of closed strings.* The NS-NS sector yields, as in the
bosonic case, a tachyonic ground state. At M = 0, one finds again a graviton,
a dilaton, and an antisymmetric tensor field (‘axion’ in four dimensions). The
R-R sector yields antisymmetric tensor gauge fields, while the NS—R sector gives
space-time fermions. The R-NS sector contains an exchange of left- and right-
moving fermions compared to the NS-R sector. Among these fermions are the
massless gravitinos. In this sense, string theory contains space—time supergrav-
ity (SUGRA); see Section 2.3. An important notion (for both open and closed
strings) is the ‘GSO projection’ (named after Gliozzi, Scherk, and Olive). It re-
moves the tachyon and makes the spectrum supersymmetric. Moreover, it must
necessarily be implemented in the quantum theory. In the R-R sector, the GSO
projection applied on ground states can yield states of the opposite or of the
same chirality. In the first case, one talks about type ITA superstring (which is
non-chiral), in the latter case, about type IIB superstring (which is chiral). Types
ITA and IIB are oriented closed superstrings with N = 2 SUSY. After the GSO
projection, there is no longer a tachyon in the NS-NS sector, but one still has
the graviton, the dilaton, and the axion as massless states (for both types ITA
and IIB). In the NS-R and the R-NS sectors, one is left with two gravitinos and
two dilatinos (the SUSY partners of the dilaton), which have opposite chiralities
for type ITA and the same chirality for type IIB.

In the case of open strings, one gets in the NS sector a tachyonic ground state
and a massless gauge boson. In the R-sector, all states are space-time spinors.
Again, one gets rid of the tachyon by applying the GSO projection. This leads to
the type I superstring—the only consistent theory with open (and closed) strings
(the strings here are non-oriented). It must have the gauge group SO(32) and
has N =1 SUSY. In the closed-string sector of type I theory, one must project
type IIB onto states which are invariant under worldsheet parity in order to get
non-oriented strings. There remain the graviton, the dilaton, a two-form field,
one gravitino, and one dilatino. From the open-string sector, one gets massless
vector and spinor fields.

In addition to types I, ITA, and IIB, there exists a consistent hybrid construc-
tion for closed strings combining the bosonic string with type II superstrings.
This is referred to as ‘heterotic string’; the right-moving part is taken from type
IT and the left-moving part is from the bosonic string. It possesses N = 1 SUSY.

4We neglect all massive states in our discussion.
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There exist two different versions referring to gauge groups SO(32) and Eg x Eg,
respectively. Anomaly-free chiral models for particle physics can, thus, be con-
structed from string theory for these gauge groups. This has raised the hope that
the Standard Model of strong and electroweak interactions can be derived from
string theory—a hope, however, which up to now has not been realized.

To summarize, one has found (the weak-field limit of) five consistent string
theories in D = 10 dimensions. To find the theory in four dimensions, one has
to invoke a compactification procedure. Since no principle has yet been found to
fix this, there are a plenty of consistent string theories in four dimensions and it
is not clear which one to choose.

This is, however, not yet the end of the story. Type IIA theory also contains
DO-branes (‘particles’); cf. Witten (1995). If one has n such DO-branes, their

mass M is given by
n

gVl
In the perturbative regime g < 1, this state is very heavy, while in the strong-
coupling regime g — oo, it becomes lighter than any perturbative excitation.
The mass spectrum (9.68) resembles a Kaluza—Klein spectrum; cf. the beginning
of Section 9.2.6. It thus signals the presence of an 11th dimension with radius

Ry =gVa' . (9.69)

M =

(9.68)

The 11th dimension cannot be seen in string perturbation theory, which is a
perturbation theory for small g. Since D = 11 is the maximal dimension in which
SUSY can exist, this suggests a connection with 11-dimensional SUGRA. It is
generally believed that the five string theories are the perturbative limits of one
fundamental theory of which 11-dimensional SUGRA is a low-energy limit. This
fundamental theory, about which little is known, is called M-theory. A particular
proposal of this theory is ‘matrix theory’ which employs only a finite number of
degrees of freedom connected with a system of DO-branes (Banks et al. 1997).
Its fundamental scale is the 11-dimensional Planck length. The understanding
of M-theory is indeed very limited. It is, for example, not yet possible to give
a full non-perturbative calculation of graviton—graviton scattering, one of the
important processes in quantum gravity (see Chapter 2).

In Section 9.2.3, we have discussed the notion of T-duality, which connects
descriptions of small and large radii. There is a second important notion of
duality called ‘S-duality’, which relates the five consistent superstring theories
to each other. Thereby the weak-coupling sector (¢ < 1) of one theory can be
connected to the strong-coupling sector (g > 1) of another (or the same) theory.

9.2.5 Black-hole entropy

In Section 7.3, we have reviewed attempts to calculate the Bekenstein-Hawking
entropy (7.17) by counting microscopic degrees of freedom in canonical quan-
tum gravity; see also the remarks in Section 8.1.3 on the situation in (2+1)-
dimensional gravity. What can string theory say about this issue? It turns out
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that one can give a microscopic foundation for extremal black holes and black
holes that are close to extremality. ‘Extremal’ is here meant with respect to the
generalized electric and magnetic charges that can be present in the spectrum of
string theory. It is analogous to the situation for an extremal Reissner—Nordstrom
black hole (Section 7.1). We shall be brief in the following and refer the reader
to, for example, Horowitz (1998) and Peet (1998) for reviews.

The key idea to the string calculation of (7.17) is the notion of S-duality
discussed at the end of the last subsection. A central role is played by so-called
‘BPS states’ (named after Bogomolnyi, Prasad, and Sommerfield), which have
the important property that they are invariant under a non-trivial subalgebra
of the full SUSY algebra. As a consequence, their mass is fixed in terms of their
charges and their spectrum is preserved while going from a weak-coupling limit
of string theory to a strong-coupling limit. In the weak-coupling limit, a BPS
state can describe a bound state of D-branes whose entropy S can be easily
calculated. In the strong-coupling limit, the state can describe an extremal black
hole whose entropy can be calculated by (7.17). Interestingly, both calculations
lead to the same result. This was first shown by Strominger and Vafa (1996)
for an extremal hole in five dimensions. It has to be emphasized that all these
calculations are being done in the semiclassical regime in which the black hole
is not too small. Its final evaporation has therefore not yet been addressed.

We give here only some heuristic arguments why this result can hold and
refer to the above references for details. The level density dy of a highly excited
string state with level of excitation NV is (for open strings) in the limit N — oo
given by

dy ~ VN x M/Mo (9.70)

where (9.21) has been used, and
My= —— . (9.71)

The temperature Ty = My/kp connected with My is called ‘Hagedorn temper-
ature’ or ‘temperature of the hell” because the free energy diverges when Tj is
approached (signalling a phase transition). The expression for dy can be under-
stood as follows. Dividing a string with energy M into two parts with energies
My and Ms, respectively, one would expect that M = M; + M5. The number of
states would then obey

dN(M) = dN(Ml)dN(MQ) = dN(M1 -+ Mg) s

from which a relation of the form (9.70) follows. Using from statistical physics
the formula dy = exp(Ss), one finds for the ‘string entropy’

Sy ox M o VN . (9.72)

Since the gravitational constant depends on the string coupling (see (9.43)), the
effective Schwarzschild radius Rg = 2G' M increases if g is increased and a black
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hole can form if g becomes large enough. On the other hand, starting from a black
hole and decreasing g, one finds that once Rg is smaller than /s, a highly excited
string state is formed; cf. Horowitz and Polchinski (1997). It seems, however,
that (9.72) is in contradiction with the Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy, which is
(for the Schwarzschild case) proportional to M2, not M. That this is not a
problem follows from the g-dependence of the gravitational constant. Following
Horowitz (1998), we compare the mass M ~ v/N /I, of a string with the mass
Mg ~ Rs/G of the black hole when Rg = I,

Rs I vN
M ~N — X — M ~
BH G G ls ’

leading to 12/G ~ V/N. The entropy of the black hole is then given by

BB
BH ~ I
and thus comparable to the string entropy (9.72). Strings thus possess enough
states to yields the Bekenstein—Hawking entropy. It is most remarkable that
the exact calculation yields (for BPS states) an exact coincidence between both
entropies. The fact that Rg ~ [s in the above estimate does not mean that the
black hole is small: eliminating in the above expressions [y in favour of the Planck
length Ip ~ v/G, one finds
Rg ~ NY4p .

Since N > 1, the Schwarzschild radius Rg is much bigger than the Planck
length—again a consequence of the fact that G varies with g, while Iy is fixed.

The exact calculations mentioned above refer to extremal black holes, for
which the Hawking temperature is zero (see Section 7.1). It was, however, pos-
sible to generalize the result to near-BPS states. Hawking radiation is then non-
vanishing and corresponds to the emission of a closed string from a D-brane. If
the D-brane state is traced out, the radiation is described by a thermal state.
This is in accordance with Section 7.2 where it has been argued that unitarity
is preserved for the full system and the mixed appearance of Hawking radiation
arises from quantum entanglement with an ‘environment’, leading to decoherence
(cf. Section 10.1). In the present case, the environment would be a system of D-
branes. One would thus not expect any information-loss paradox to be present.
In fact, the calculations in string theory preserve—in their range of validity—
unitarity.

It is interesting that the calculations can recover the exact cross-sections for
the black hole, including the grey-body factor T'y,; in (7.12). Unfortunately, it was
not yet possible to extend these exact results to generic black holes. An exact
treatment of the Schwarzschild black hole, for example, remains elusive.

Sub-leading corrections to both Sgp and Ss have been calculated and shown
to be connected with higher curvature terms; cf. Mohaupt (2001) and the refer-
ences therein.
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The Bekenstein—-Hawking entropy is calculated from the surface of the hori-
zon, not from the volume inside. The idea that for a gravitating system the
information is located on the boundary of some spatial region is called the ‘holo-
graphic principle’ (see Bousso (2002) for a review). More generally, the principle
states that the number of degrees of freedom in a volume of a spatial region is
equal to that of a system residing on the boundary of that region. Apparently
this gives rise to non-local features.

A realization of the holographic principle in string theory seems to be the
‘AdS/CFT-correspondence’; see Aharony et al. (2000) for a review. This is the
second approach besides matrix theory to learn something about M-theory. The
AdS/CFT-correspondence states that non-perturbative string theory in a back-
ground space-time which is asymptotically anti-de Sitter (AdS) is dual to a
conformal field theory (CFT) defined in a flat space—time of one less dimension.
Type 1IB string theory on an asymptotically AdSs x S® space—time (called the
‘bulk’) may serve as a concrete example. This is supposed to be dual to a CFT
which is (3+1)-dimensional SUSY Yang-Mills theory with gauge group U(n).
Since the conformal boundary of AdSs is R x S2, whose dimension agrees with
that of the CFT, one claims that the CFT is defined on the boundary of AdS
space. This cannot be meant literally, since a boundary cannot in general be
separated from the enclosed volume because of quantum entanglement between
both. It should also be mentioned that in a more recent version of AdS/CFT,
one can compare genuine string calculations with calculations in gauge theories;
cf. Berenstein et al. (2002).

The AdS/CFT-correspondence (also called the ‘AdS/CFT conjecture’) asso-
ciates fields in string theory with operators in the CFT and compares expecta-
tion values and symmetries in both theories. An equivalence at the level of the
quantum states in both theories has not been shown. As long as no independent
non-perturbative definition of string theory exists, the AdS/CFT conjecture can-
not be proven. This correspondence is often interpreted as a non-perturbative
and mostly background-independent definition of string theory, since the CFT
is defined non-perturbatively and the background metric enters only through
boundary conditions at infinity; cf. Horowitz (2005). Full background indepen-
dence in the sense of canonical quantum gravity has, however, not yet been
implemented.

9.2.6 Brane worlds

String theory employs higher dimensions for its formulation. The idea of using
higher dimensions for unified theories goes back to the pioneering work of Kaluza
and Klein in the 1920s; see, for example, Lee (1984) for a collection of reviews
and an English translation of the original papers. In the simplest version, there
is one additional space dimension, which is compactified to a circle with circum-
ference 2w R. We label the usual four dimensions by coordinates z* and the fifth
dimension by y. One can get easily in such a scenario particle masses in four
dimensions from a massless five-dimensional field. Assuming for simplicity that



302 STRING THEORY

the metric is flat, the dynamical equation for a massless scalar field ® in five
dimensions is given by the wave equation

Os5® (2, y) =0 , (9.73)

where O is the five-dimensional d’Alembert operator. Making a Fourier expan-
sion with respect to the fifth dimension,

O(at,y) =Y pn(a)e™/ R ne, (9.74)
one obtains for the ¢, (z*) an effective equation of the form

<u4 - _2> on(z") =0, (9.75)

where Oy is the four-dimensional d’Alembert operator. Equation (9.75) is nothing
but the four-dimensional Klein-Gordon equation for a massive scalar field ¢, (z*)
with mass
My = M . (9.76)
R

From the four-dimensional point of view one thus has a whole ‘Kaluza—Klein
tower’ of particles with increasing masses. For low energies £ < 1/R, the massive
Kaluza—Klein modes remain unexcited and only the massless mode for n = 0
remains. The higher dimensions only show up for energies beyond 1/R. Since no
evidence has been seen yet at accelerators for the massive modes, the size of the
fifth dimension must be very small, definitely smaller than about 10~!7 cm.

The Kaluza—Klein scenario has been generalized in various directions. In Sec-
tion 9.2.3, we have seen that the notion of T-duality in string theory gives rise
to the concept of D-branes. Gauge and matter fields are localized on the brane,
whereas gravity can propagate freely through the higher dimensions (the bulk).
One can, therefore, assume that our observed four-dimensional world is, in fact,
such a brane being embedded in higher dimensions. This gives rise to various
‘brane-world scenarios’ which often are very loosely related to string theory itself,
taking from there only the idea of a brane without giving necessarily a dynamical
justification from string theory. A general review is Rubakov (2001).

In one scenario, the so-called ‘ADD’ approach, the brane tension (energy per
unit three-volume of the brane) and therefore its gravitational field is neglected;
see Arkani-Hamed et al. (1998) and Antoniadis et al. (1998). A key ingredient
in this approach is to take the extra dimensions compact (as in the standard
Kaluza—Klein approach) but not microscopically small. The reason for this pos-
sibility is the fact that only gravity can probe the extra dimensions, and the
gravitational attraction has only been tested down to distances of about 0.2
mm. Any value for R with R < 0.1 mm would thus be allowed. This could
give a clue for understanding the ‘hierarchy problem’ in particles physics—the
problem why the electroweak scale (at about 1 TeV) is so much smaller than
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the Planck scale mp ~ 10'9 GeV. This works as follows.? One starts with the
Einstein—Hilbert action in D = 4 4+ d dimensions,

1
167TGD

Sen =

/d4mddy v—9p0 PR, (9.77)

where the index D refers to the corresponding quantities in D dimensions. We
denote by m, the D-dimensional Planck mass, that is,

G 1 1
D= "po = 412>
mP=2  qdt?

where d = D — 4 is the number of extra dimensions. Assuming that the D-
dimensional metric is (approximately) independent of the extra dimensions la-
belled by y, one gets from (9.77) an effectively four-dimensional action,

__Va 4, = (4)
SEH = 167TGD /d X g4 R, (9.78)

where V; ~ R? denotes the volume of the extra dimensions. Comparison with
the four-dimensional Einstein—Hilbert action (1.1) gives the connection between
m, and the four-dimensional Planck mass,

mp ~ my(m,R)¥? . (9.79)

The four-dimensional Planck mass is thus big (compared to the weak scale) be-
cause the size of the extra dimensions is big. Thereby the hierarchy problem
is transferred to a different problem: why is R so big? This reformulation has
two advantages. First, a unified theory such as string theory might give an ex-
planation for the size of R. Second, it opens the possibility of observing the
extra dimensions, either through scattering experiments at colliders or through
sub-mm tests of Newton’s law; see Rubakov (2001) and the references therein.
Higher-dimensional theories generically predict a violation of the Newtonian 1/7-
potential at some scale. No sign of the extra dimensions, however, has been seen
up to now.

Both in the traditional Kaluza—Klein and the ADD scenario, the full metric
factorizes® into the four-dimensional part describing our macroscopic dimensions
and the (compact) part referring to the extra dimensions. Such an assumption is,
however, not obligatory. If factorization does not hold, one talks about a ‘warped
metric’. The extra dimensions can be compact or infinite in size. A warped metric
occurs, for example, if the gravitational field produced by the brane is taken into

51t was also suggested that this huge discrepancy in scales may have a cosmological origin;
cf. Hogan (2000).

SFactorization here means that the D-dimensional metric can be put into block-diagonal
form, in which one block is the four-dimensional metric, and where the various blocks do not
depend on the coordinates referring to the other blocks.
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account. We shall briefly describe one particular model with two branes put
forward by Randall and Sundrum (1999). There is one extra dimension, and the
bulk has an AdS geometry. All four-dimensional slices have the same geometry
(they are flat), but the higher-dimensional space—time is curved.

The action of this model is given by the following expression in which the
index I = &+ enumerates the two branes with tensions o4 :

1
S[G?ga¢] = 55[G] +ZI:/;Id4x (LIII((ba 8¢7g) _91/201 + 87TG5 [K]) ?

|
(0] =t / & G2 (<5>R(G) - 2A5) . (9.80)

M5

Here, S[G,g,¢] is the action of the five-dimensional gravitational field with
the metric G = Gap(z,y), A = (1,5), p = 0,1,2,3 propagating in the bulk
space-time (z4 = (z,9), z = z*, 2° = y), and matter fields ¢ are confined
to the branes Y¥j, which are four-dimensional time-like surfaces embedded in
the bulk. The branes carry the induced metrics ¢ = g, (z) and the matter
field Lagrangians L, (¢, 9¢,g). The bulk part of the action contains the five-
dimensional gravitational and cosmological constants, G5 and A5, while the brane
parts have four-dimensional cosmological constants o;. The bulk cosmological
constant Aj is negative and is thus capable of generating an AdS geometry,
while the brane cosmological constants play the role of brane tensions o7 and,
depending on the model, can be of either sign. The Einstein—Hilbert bulk action
in (9.80) is accompanied by the brane surface terms (cf. (1.1)) containing the
jump of the extrinsic curvature trace [K| associated with both sides of each
brane.

The fifth dimension has the topology of a circle labelled by the coordinate y,
—d < y < d, with an orbifold Zy-identification of points y and —y.” The branes
Y+ and X_ are located at antipodal fixed points of the orbifold, y = y4, y4+ =
0, ly—| = d, respectively; see Fig. 9.2. When they are empty, Ly, (¢, 09, gu) =0,
and their tensions are opposite in sign and fine-tuned to the values of A5 and
G57

6 3

*Z—Q s Oy = —0_ = m 5 (981)

this model admits a solution with an AdS metric in the bulk (I is its curvature
radius),

ds? = dy® + e_2|y|/lnwdx“dx” , (9.82)

0=y4 < |y| <y- =d, and with a flat induced metric 7,, on both branes. The
metric on the negative tension brane is rescaled by the ‘warp factor’ exp(—2d/l).

7 An orbifold is a coset space M/G, where G is a group of discrete symmetries of the manifold
M. Here we deal with the special case of an S'/Zs-orbifold.



QUANTUM-GRAVITATIONAL ASPECTS 305

F1c. 9.2. The situation in the Randall-Sundrum model with two branes. The
warp factor is a(y) = exp(—|y|/1).

This could provide a solution to the hierarchy problem in this model; see Randall
and Sundrum (1999). With the fine tuning (9.81) this solution exists for an
arbitrary brane separation d—the two flat branes stay in equilibrium. Their
flatness is the result of a compensation between the bulk cosmological constant
and the brane tensions. We note that the distance between the branes need not
be big, unlike the ADD scenario. This is because of the exponential decrease of
the gravitational ‘force’ between the branes.

More generally one considers the Randall-Sundrum model with small matter
sources for metric perturbations h4p(z,y) on the background of this solution,

ds? = dy? + e_Q‘y‘/lnlwdx“dx” + hap(z,y) de?dz? | (9.83)

such that this five-dimensional metric induces on the branes two four-dimensional
metrics of the form

(@) = 0% 1 + i, () . (9.84)

Here the scale factors a+ = a(y+) can be expressed in terms of the interbrane
distance,

ay =1, a_=e 2 =q (9.85)
and hfw(z) are the perturbations by which the brane metrics gfu(w) differ from
the (conformally) flat metric in the Randall-Sundrum solution (9.82).

Instead of using the Kaluza—Klein formalism with its infinite tower of modes,
one can employ an alternative formalism which captures more the spirit of the
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holographic principle and the AdS/CFT correspondence. This results in the cal-
culation of a non-local effective action for the branes; see Barvinsky et al. (2003a)
for details. This action is a functional of the induced metrics on both branes.
One can also derive a reduced action which depends only on one brane (the vis-
ible brane, which is taken here to be o). These effective actions contain all the
physical information that is available on the brane(s). Interesting applications are
inflationary cosmology and gravitational-wave interferometry. The latter arises
because this model has light massive graviton modes in addition to the massless
graviton. The mixing of these modes can lead to gravitational-wave oscillations
analogous to neutrino oscillations. The parameters of these oscillations depend
crucially on the size of the extra dimension. Such an effect can in principle be
observed with current gravitational-wave interferometers. This mechanism and
its phenomenology are discussed in Barvinsky et al. (2003b) to which we refer
the reader for more details.
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QUANTUM GRAVITY AND THE INTERPRETATION OF
QUANTUM THEORY

10.1 Decoherence and the quantum universe

The central concept in quantum theory is the superposition principle. It consists
of a kinematical and a dynamical part; cf. Joos et al. (2003). The kinematical
part declares that for any two physical states ¥; and ¥o, the sum c1 ¥y + co U5
(with ¢1,co € C) is again a physical state. This expresses the linear structure of
Hilbert space and gives rise to the important notion of quantum entanglement
between systems. The dynamical part refers to the linearity of the Schrodinger
equation. If Uy (t) and Uo(t) are solutions, then the sum ¢ Uy (t) + caWa(t) is
again a solution. The superposition principle has so far passed all experimental
tests; cf. Schlosshauer (2006).

The superposition principle remains untouched in most approaches to quan-
tum gravity. This holds in particular for quantum GR and string theory, which
are both discussed in this book. There exist suggestions about a gravity-induced
breakdown of the superposition principle; see for example, Penrose (1996) and
the discussion in Chapter 8 of Joos et al. (2003). However, no such mechanism
was developed to a technical level comparable with the approaches discussed
here.

If the superposition principle is universally valid, quantum gravity allows the
superposition of macroscopically different metrics. This has drastic consequences
in particular for quantum cosmology (Chapter 8) where it would be difficult to
understand why we observe a classical universe at all. In some interpretations
of quantum mechanics, notably the Copenhagen interpretation(s), an external
observer is invoked who ‘reduces’ the wave function from the superposition to
the observed component. In quantum cosmology, on the other hand, no such
external measuring agency is available, since the universe contains by definition
everything. A reduction (or collapse) of the wave function by external observers
would then be impossible. How, then, does the classical appearance of our uni-
verse emerge? In the last decades, one has reached an understanding of how
classical properties can emerge within quantum mechanics. It is an amazing fact
that the key role in this process is played by the superposition principle itself,
through the process of decoherence. Following Kiefer (2003b), we shall give a
brief introduction to decoherence in quantum mechanics and then extrapolate
decoherence into the realm of quantum cosmology (Section 10.1.2). An exhaus-
tive treatment can be found in Joos et al. (2003); see also Zurek (2003) and
Schlosshauer (2004).

307
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10.1.1  Decoherence in quantum mechanics

If quantum theory is universally valid, every system should be described in quan-
tum terms, and it would be inconsistent to draw an a priori border line between
a quantum system and a classical apparatus. John von Neumann was the first
who analysed in 1932 the measurement process within quantum mechanics; see
von Neumann (1932). He considers the coupling of a system (S) to an apparatus
(A), see Fig. 10.1.

w2
Y
>

F1G. 10.1. Original form of the von Neumann measurement model.

If the states of the measured system that are discriminated by the apparatus
are denoted by |n) (e.g. spin up and spin down), an appropriate interaction
Hamiltonian has the form

Hi =Y [In)(n|® A, . (10.1)

The operators An act on the states of the apparatus and are rather arbitrary, but
must, of course, depend on the ‘quantum number’ n. Equation (10.1) describes
an ‘ideal’ interaction during which the apparatus becomes correlated with the
system state, without changing the latter. There is thus no disturbance of the
system by the apparatus—on the contrary, the apparatus is disturbed by the
system (in order to yield a measurement result).

If the measured system is initially in the state |n) and the device in some
initial state |®g), the evolution according to the Schrédinger equation with the
Hamiltonian (10.1) reads

In)[®0) — exp (—iHinet) [n)|Bo) = |n) exp (_iAnt) Do)

)| Pn(t)) - (10.2)
The resulting apparatus states |®,,(t)) are often called ‘pointer states’. A process
analogous to (10.2) can also be formulated in classical physics. The essential
new quantum features now come into play when one considers a superposition

of different eigenstates (of the measured ‘observable’) as the initial state. The
linearity of time evolution immediately leads to

(Z Cnn>> |®o) -5 ch\nﬂ@n(t» : (10.3)

But this state is a superposition of macroscopic measurement results (of which
Schrédinger’s cat is just one drastic example)! To avoid such a bizarre state,

In
In
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and to avoid the apparent conflict with experience, von Neumann introduced a
dynamical collapse of the wave function as a new law. The collapse should then
select one component with the probability |c,|?.

Can von Neumann’s conclusion and the introduction of a collapse be avoided?
The crucial observation that enforces an extension of von Neumann’s measure-
ment theory is the fact that macroscopic objects (such as measurement devices)
are so strongly coupled to their natural environment that a unitary treatment
as in (10.2) is by no means sufficient and has to be modified to include the
environment (Zeh 1970); cf. Fig. 10.2.

YYY
=

Fia. 10.2. Realistic extension of the von Neumann measurement model includ-
ing the environment. Classical properties emerge through the unavoidable,
irreversible interaction of the apparatus with the environment.

Fortunately, this can be easily done to a good approximation, since the inter-
action with the environment has in many situations the same form as given by
the Hamiltonian (10.1): the measurement device is itself ‘measured’ (passively
recognized) by the environment, according to

<Z cn|n>|¢n>> Bo) — ) caln)|®0)|E,). (10.4)

This is again a macroscopic superposition, now including the myriads of degrees
of freedom pertaining to the environment (gas molecules, photons, etc.). How-
ever, most of these environmental degrees of freedom are inaccessible. Therefore,
they have to be integrated out from the full state (10.4). This leads to the reduced
density matrix for system plus apparatus, which contains all the information that
is available there. It reads

psam Y lealIn)(nl @ [8,)(@u] i (BulBu) ~ 00, (10.5)

since under realistic conditions, different environmental states are orthogonal to
each other. Equation (10.5) is identical to the density matrix of an ensemble of
measurement results |n)|®,). System and apparatus thus seem to be in one of
the states |n) and |®,,), given by the probability |c,|?.

Both system and apparatus thus assume classical properties through the un-
avoidable, irreversible interaction with the environment. This dynamical process,
which is fully described by quantum theory, is called decoherence. It is based on
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the quantum entanglement between apparatus and environment. Under ordi-
nary macroscopic situations, decoherence occurs on an extremely short time-
scale, giving the impression of an instantaneous collapse or a ‘quantum jump’.
Recent experiments were able to demonstrate the continuous emergence of clas-
sical properties in mesoscopic systems (Hornberger et al. 2003; Joos et al. 2003).
Therefore, one would never ever be able to observe a weird superposition such
as Schrodinger’s cat, because the information about this superposition would
almost instantaneously be delocalized into unobservable correlations with the
environment, resulting in an apparent collapse for the cat state.

The interaction with the environment distinguishes the local basis with re-
spect to which classical properties (unobservability of interferences) hold. This
‘pointer basis’ must obey the condition of robustness, that is, it must keep its
classical appearance over the relevant time-scales; cf. Zurek (2003). Classical
properties are thus not intrinsic to any object, but only defined by their inter-
action with other degrees of freedom. In simple (Markovian, i.e. local in time)
situations, the pointer states are given by localized Gaussian states (Didsi and
Kiefer 2000). They are, in particular, relevant for the localization of macroscopic
objects.

The ubiquitous occurrence of decoherence renders the interpretational prob-
lem of quantum theory at present largely a ‘matter of taste’ (Zeh 1994). Provided
one adopts a realistic interpretation without additional variables,! the alterna-
tives would be to have either an Everett interpretation or the assumption of a
collapse for the total system (including the environment). The latter would have
to entail an explicit modification of quantum theory, since one would have to in-
troduce non-linear or stochastic terms into the Schrédinger equation in order to
achieve this goal. The Everett interpretation assumes that all components of the
full quantum state exist and are real. Decoherence produces robust macroscopic
branches, one of which corresponds to the observed world. Interferences with the
other branches are suppressed, so decoherence readily explains the observation
of an apparent collapse of the wave function, independent of whether there is a
real collapse for the total system or not. The question is thus whether one applies
Ockham’s razor? to the equations or the intuition (Zeh 1994): either one has to
complicate the formalism in order to have just one macroscopic branch or one
retains the linear structure of quantum theory and has to accept the existence
of ‘many worlds’.

10.1.2  Decoherence in quantum cosmology

In this subsection, we investigate the question: how can one understand the clas-
sical appearance of global space—time variables such as the radius (scale factor)
of the universe? If decoherence is the fundamental process, we have to identify a
‘system’ and an ‘environment’. More precisely, we have to differentiate between
relevant and irrelevant variables. All degrees of freedom exist, of course, within

1The Bohm theory would be an example for a realistic approach with additional variables.
2¢Pluralitas non est ponenda sine necessitate’.
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the universe. It has been suggested by Zeh (1986) that the irrelevant degrees
of freedom are the variables describing density fluctuations and gravitational
waves. Their interaction with the scale factor and other homogeneous degrees
of freedom (such as an inflaton field) can render the latter classical. In a sense,
then, a classical space—time arises from a ‘self-measurement’ of the universe.

The following discussion will roughly follow Joos et al. (2003). Calculations
for decoherence in quantum cosmology can be performed in the framework of
quantum geometrodynamics (Kiefer 1987), using the formalism of the Wheeler—
DeWitt equation presented in Chapters 5 and 8. A prerequisite is the validity of
the semiclassical approximation (Section 5.4) for the global variables. This brings
an approximate time parameter ¢ into play. The irrelevant degrees of freedom
(density fluctuations, gravitational waves) are described by the inhomogeneous
variables of Section 8.2. In Kiefer (1987), the relevant system was taken to be the
scale factor (‘radius’) a of the universe together with a homogeneous scalar field
¢ (the ‘inflaton’); cf. the model discussed in Section 8.1.2. The inhomogeneous
modes of Section 8.2 can then be shown to decohere the global variables a and
®.

An open problem in Kiefer (1987) was the issue of regularization; the number
of fluctuations is infinite and would cause divergences, so an ad hoc cut-off was
suggested to consider only modes with wavelength bigger than the Planck length.
The problem was again addressed in Barvinsky et al. (1999a) where a physically
motivated regularization scheme was introduced. In the following, we shall briefly
review this approach.

As a (semi)classical solution for a and ¢, one may use

o(t) = ¢, (10.6)

1
a(t) ~ ) cosh H (o)t , (10.7)
where H%(¢) = 47V (¢)/3m% is the Hubble parameter generated by the inflaton
potential V(¢), cf. Section 8.3.2. It is approximately constant during the infla-
tionary phase in which ¢ slowly ‘rolls down’ the potential. We take into account
fluctuations of a field f(¢,x) which can be a field of any spin (not necessarily
a scalar field ®). Space is assumed to be a closed three-sphere, so f(t,x) can
be expanded into a discrete series of spatial orthonormal harmonics Q" (x); cf.
Section 8.2,
f(t,X) = Z fn(t)Qn(X) : (108)
{n}
One can thus represent the fluctuations by the degrees of freedom f,, (in Sec-
tion 8.2, f, were the modes of a scalar field ®).
The aim is now to solve the Wheeler-DeWitt equation in the semiclassical
approximation. This leads to the following solution:

U(tlo, f) = ﬁ e~ HO/2HS A TT (£, 6| f) - (10.9)
’U¢ n
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The time ¢ that appears here is the semiclassical (‘WKB’) time and is defined
by the background-degrees of freedom a and ¢ through the ‘eikonal’ Sy, which
is a solution of the Hamilton—Jacobi equation; cf. (8.50). Since ¢ is determined
by a within a semiclassical branch of the wave function, only one variable (a
or ¢) occurs in the argument of W. The wave functions ¢, for the fluctua-
tions f, obey each an approximate Schrodinger equation (8.49) with respect to
t, and their Hamiltonians H,, have the form of a (‘time-dependent’) harmonic-
oscillator Hamiltonian. The first exponent in (10.9) contains the Euclidean action
I(¢) from the classically forbidden region (the ‘de Sitter instanton’) and is in-
dependent of t. Its form depends on the boundary conditions imposed, and we
shall here choose the no-boundary condition of Section 8.3.2., which amounts
to I(¢) ~ —3mp/8V(¢). The detailed form is, however, not necessary for the
discussion below. The function vg(t) in (10.9) is the so-called basis function for
¢ and is a solution of the classical equation of motion.

For the 1),,, we shall take the de Sitter-invariant vacuum state (the Euclidean
vacuum discussed in Section 8.3.2). It reads

1 1
alt 011 = e (~5(052), (10.10)
ION0)
Qn(t) = 71a3(t) ’U;“L(t) . (10.11)

The functions v,, are the basis functions of the de Sitter-invariant vacuum state;
they satisfy the classical equation of motion

d d ,d .
F, <E) o <Ea3§ +a*m? + a(n?® — 1)) v =0 (10.12)

with the boundary condition that they should correspond to a standard Minkowski

positive-frequency function for constant a. In the simple special case of a spatially
flat section of de Sitter space, one would have

e (10.13)
avy, = T w ) .

where 7 is the conformal time defined by adn = dt. We note that it is the corre-
sponding negative-frequency function that enters the exponent of the Gaussian,
see (10.11).

An important property of these vacuum states is that their norm is conserved
along any semiclassical solution (10.6) and (10.7),

(alin) = [ Ahalin(F) =VERIAL@) 2 (10.14)

A, (9) = ia®(v)v, — V5v,) = constant . (10.15)
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Note that A, (¢) is just the (constant) Wronskian corresponding to (10.12).> We
must emphasize that A,, is a non-trivial function of the background variable ¢,
since it is defined on the full configuration space and not only along semiclassi-
cal trajectories. In a sense, it gives the weights in the ‘Everett branches’. It is
therefore not possible to normalize the v, artificially to one, since this would be
inconsistent with respect to the full Wheeler-DeWheeler equation (Barvinsky et
al. 1999a).

The solution (10.9) forms the basis for our discussion of decoherence. Since
the {f.} are interpreted as the environmental degrees of freedom, they have to
be integrated out to get the reduced density matrix (cf. (10.5)) for ¢ or a (a
and ¢ can be used interchangeably, since they are connected by ¢). The reduced
density matrix thus reads here

pltlt, &) = / af W(to, T (H ) | (10.16)

where ¥ is given by (10.9), and it is understood that df = [], df,. After the
integration, one finds

6, ) = O exp [~ 51— 21" +i(So  55)]
v (v (1)

<11 [v;v;(gn + Q;f)} s (10.17)

where C' is a numerical constant. The diagonal elements p(t|®, ¢) describe the
probabilities for certain values of the inflaton field to occur.

It is convenient to rewrite the expression for the density matrix (10.17) in
the form

A1/4A/1/4

p(t]g, ¢') = C——_—exp <1r S T s()))
v (t)vg (t) 22
xD(tle,¢) , (10.18)
where
= I((b) + rl—loop(¢) (1019)

is the full Euclidean effective action including the classical part and the one-loop
part (cf. Section 2.2.4). The latter comes from the next-order WKB approxima-
tion and is important for the normalizability of the wave function with respect
to ¢. The last factor in (10.18) is the decoherence factor

3The corresponding Wronskian for the homogeneous mode ¢ is Ay = ia3 (v;v'd) - 1};‘51)4)).
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AReQ, Re 0 \ /4 (v, v* e
D(ﬂ@d)-ﬂ(W) (U—”U—7}) : (10.20)

It is equal to one for coinciding arguments. While the decoherence factor is time-
dependent, the one-loop contribution to (10.18) does not depend on time and
may play a role only at the onset of inflation. In a particular model with non-
minimal coupling (Barvinsky et al. 1997), the size of the non-diagonal elements
is at the onset of inflation approximately equal to those of the diagonal elements.
The universe would thus be essentially quantum at this stage, that is, in a non-
classical state.
The amplitude of the decoherence factor can be rewritten in the form

4Re 2, Re Q¥

10.21
19, + Q|2 (10.21)

D(t6,6)] = exp 3 n

The convergence of this series is far from being guaranteed. Moreover, the diver-
gences might not be renormalizable by local counterterms in the bare quantized
action. We shall now analyse this question in more detail.

We start with a minimally coupled massive scalar field. Equation (10.12) for
the basis functions reads

d [ sdoy, 5 (n?—1 9
a (a E) +a ( a2 +m Up = 0 . (1022)

The appropriate solution to this equation is

_ —1p—n f ol
v (t) = (cosh Ht) P—%+i\/m(l sinh Ht) , (10.23)

where P denotes an associated Legendre function of the first kind. The corre-
sponding expression for (10.11) is for large mass m given by

1 2q? 1
Q, = a? [\/n2 + m2a? + isinh Ht (1 + —Lﬂ +0 (—) (10.24)

2 n2 + m2a? m

The leading contribution to the amplitude of the decoherence factor is therefore

1 4a2q’? 2 2.2 2 272
n[D(tlg, &')| ~ 7 3 n?In—"2 Vi b mPa? Vn? £ mta” g o

70 (CL2\/TY,2 +m2a2+a’2\/n2+m2a’2)

The first term, n?, in the sum comes from the degeneracy of the eigenfunctions.
This expression has divergences which cannot be represented as additive func-
tions of @ and a’. This means that no one-argument counterterm to I' and I in
(10.18) can cancel these divergences of the amplitude (Paz and Sinha 1992). One
might try to apply standard regularization schemes from quantum field theory,
such as dimensional regularization. The corresponding calculations have been
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performed in Barvinsky et al. (1999a) and will not be given here. The important
result is that, although they render the sum (10.25) convergent, they lead to a
positive value of this expression. This means that the decoherence factor would
diverge for (¢ — ¢') — oo and thus spoil one of the crucial properties of a density
matrix—the boundedness of tr 52. The dominant term in the decoherence factor
would read

In|D| = ;—4(ma)3 +0(m?), a>d , (10.26)
and would thus be unacceptable for a density matrix. Reduced density matrices
are usually not considered in quantum field theory, so this problem has not been
encountered before. A behaviour such as in (10.26) is even obtained in the case of
massless conformally invariant fields, for which one would expect a decoherence
factor equal to one, since they decouple from the gravitational background. How,
then, does one have to proceed in order to obtain a sensible regularization?

The crucial point is to perform a redefinition of environmental fields and to
invoke a physical principle to fix this redefinition. The situation is somewhat
analogous to the treatment of the S-matrix in quantum field theory: off-shell
S-matrix and effective action depend on the parametrization of the quantum
fields, in analogy to the non-diagonal elements of the reduced density matrix.
In Laflamme and Louko (1991) and Kiefer (1992) it has been proposed within
special models to rescale the environmental fields by a power of the scale factor. It
was therefore suggested in Barvinsky et al. (1999a) to redefine the environmental
fields by a power of the scale factor that corresponds to the conformal weight of
the field (which is defined by the conformal invariance of the wave equation). For
a scalar field in four space—time dimensions, this amounts to a multiplication by
a,

Un(t) = Un(t) = a vn(t) (10.27)
_ Cd.
Q, = —1aElnvn ) (10.28)

An immediate test of this proposal is to see whether the decoherence factor is
equal to one for a massless conformally invariant field. In this case, the basis
functions and frequency functions read, respectively,

B 1 +isinh Ht\"™/?

() = <1 " isinh Ht) : (10.29)
- d

Q, = 71(1&111 or(t)=mn. (10.30)

Hence, D(t|¢,¢’') = 1. The same holds for the electromagnetic field (which in
four space—time dimensions is conformally invariant). It is interesting to note that
the degree of decoherence caused by a certain field depends on the space—time
dimension, since its conformal properties are dimension-dependent.
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For a massive minimally coupled field, the new frequency function reads

2.2

N 1
Q, = [V/n2 +m2a2 + isinh Ht (—Lﬂ +O(1/m) . (10.31)

2n2 + m2a?

Note that, in contrast to (10.24), there is no factor of a? in front of this expression.
Since (10.31) is valid in the large-mass limit, it corresponds to modes that evolve
adiabatically on the gravitational background, the imaginary part in (10.31)
describing particle creation.

It turns out that the imaginary part of the decoherence factor has at most log-
arithmic divergences and, therefore, affects only the phase of the density matrix.
Moreover, these divergences decompose into an additive sum of one-argument
functions and can thus be cancelled by adding counterterms to the classical
action Sy (and S}) in (10.18) (Paz and Sinha 1992). The real part is simply con-
vergent and gives a finite decoherence amplitude. This result is formally similar
to the result for the decoherence factor in QED (Kiefer 1992).

For a > d’ (far off-diagonal terms), one gets the expression

- ma)? 8
|D(t|¢, ¢")| ~ exp {% <7r — §> + O(mZ)} . (10.32)
Compared with the naively regularized (and inconsistent) expression (10.26),
has effectively been replaced by 8/3 — 7. In the vicinity of the diagonal, one
obtains ra )
. m°mwala — a
In|D(t N=—-———
n|D(tlo, ) T
a behaviour similar to (10.32).
An interesting case is also provided by minimally coupled massless scalar
fields and by gravitons. They share the basis- and frequency functions in their
respective conformal parametrizations,

(10.33)

- 1+ isinh Ht n/2 n —isinh Ht
f(p) = (St N IS e 10.34
On(t) <1isinth) ( nt 1 ) (10:34)
~ 2.1 H?a®>VH?%a? -1
G, -t -l)  Ha a . (10.35)

n2 —1+ H2a? n? —1+ H2a?

They differ only by the range of the quantum number n (2 < n for inhomoge-
neous scalar modes and 3 < n for gravitons) and by the degeneracies of the nth
eigenvalue of the Laplacian,

dim(n)scal = n? | (10.36)
dim(n)gray = 2(n? — 4). (10.37)

For far off-diagonal elements one obtains the decoherence factor

1D(t|¢, ¢')| ~ e CHD g a/ C>0, (10.38)
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while in the vicinity of the diagonal one finds

~ 2
D60 ~ xp (-3 (1 = Pt ) (10.39)
2H4 2
~ exp (—%(a = a’)2) L HE> 1. (10.40)

These expressions exhibit a rapid disappearance of non-diagonal elements during
the inflationary evolution. The universe thus assumes classical properties at the
onset of inflation. This justifies the use of classical cosmology since then.

The decohering influence of fermionic degrees of freedom has to be treated
separately (Barvinsky et al. 1999b). It turns out that they are less efficient in
producing decoherence. In the massless case, for example, their influence is fully
absent.

The above analysis of decoherence was based on the state (10.9). One might,
however, start with a quantum state which is a superposition of many semiclas-
sical components, that is, many components of the form exp(iS§), where each
Sk is a solution of the Hamilton—Jacobi equation for a and ¢. Decoherence be-
tween different such semiclassical branches has also been the subject of intense
investigation (Halliwell 1989; Kiefer 1992). The important point is that deco-
herence between different branches is usually weaker than the above discussed
decoherence within one branch. Moreover, it usually follows from the presence
of decoherence within one branch. In the special case of a superposition of (10.9)
with its complex conjugate, one can immediately recognize that decoherence be-
tween the semiclassical components is smaller than within one component: in the
expression (10.20) for the decoherence factor, the term €, + €/ in the denom-
inator is replaced by €2, + €2,. Therefore, the imaginary parts of the frequency
functions add up instead of partially cancelling each other and (10.20) becomes
smaller. One also finds that the decoherence factor is equal to one for vanishing
expansion of the semiclassical universe (Kiefer 1992).

We note that the decoherence between the exp(iSp) and exp(—iSp) compo-
nents can be interpreted as a symmetry breaking in analogy to the case of sugar
molecules (Joos et al. 2003). There, the Hamiltonian is invariant under space re-
flections, but the state of the sugar molecules exhibits chirality. Here, the Hamil-
tonian in the Wheeler-DeWitt equation is invariant under complex conjugation,
while the ‘actual states’ (i.e. one decohering WKB component in the total su-
perposition) are of the form exp(iSp) and are thus intrinsically complex. It is
therefore not surprising that the recovery of the classical world follows only for
complex states, in spite of the real nature of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (see
in this context Barbour 1993). Since this is a prerequisite for the derivation of the
Schrédinger equation, one might even say that time (the WKB time parameter
in the Schrodinger equation) arises from symmetry breaking.

The above considerations thus lead to the following picture. The universe
was essentially ‘quantum’ at the onset of inflation. Mainly due to bosonic fields,
decoherence set in and led to the emergence of many ‘quasi-classical branches’
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which are dynamically independent of each other. Strictly speaking, the very
concept of time makes sense only after decoherence has occurred. In addition
to the horizon problem etc., inflation thus also solves the ‘classicality problem’.
It remains, of course, unclear why inflation happened in the first place (if it
really did). Looking back from our universe (our semiclassical branch) to the
past, one would notice that at the time of the onset of inflation our component
would interfere with other components to form a timeless quantum-gravitational
state. The universe would thus cease to be transparent to earlier times (because
there was no time). This demonstrates in an impressive way that quantum-
gravitational effects are not a priori restricted to the Planck scale.

The lesson to be drawn is thus that the universe can appear classically only
if experienced from within. A hypothetical ‘outside view’ would only see a static
quantum world. The most natural interpretation of quantum cosmology is an
Everett-type interpretation, since the ‘wave function of the universe’ contains
by definition all possible branches.* As macroscopic observers, however, we have
access only to a tiny part of the cosmological wave function—the robust macro-
scopic branch which we follow. Incidentally, the original motivation for Everett
to develop his interpretation was quantum gravity. To quote from Everett (1957):
The task of quantizing general relativity raises serious questions about the meaning of
the present formulation and interpretation of quantum mechanics when applied to so
fundamental a structure as the space-time geometry itself. This paper seeks to clarify
the foundations of quantum mechanics. It presents a reformulation of quantum theory
in a form believed suitable for application to general relativity.

This view is reflected by the words of Bryce DeWitt in DeWitt (1967a):

Everett’s view of the world is a very natural one to adopt in the quantum theory of
gravity, where one is accustomed to speak without embarassment of the ‘wave function
of the universe.” It is possible that Everett’s view is not only natural but essential.

10.1.3  Decoherence of primordial fluctuations

We have seen in the last subsection how important global degrees of freedom
such as the scale factor of the universe can assume classical properties through
interaction with irrelevant degrees of freedom such as density perturbations or
gravitational waves. There are, however, situations when part of these ‘irrelevant’
variables become relevant themselves. According to the inflationary scenario of
the early universe, all structure in the universe arises from quantum fluctuations.
This was first discussed by Mukhanov and Chibisov (1981); see, for example,
Liddle and Lyth (2000) and Borner (2003) for a review. We would thus owe
our existence entirely to the uncertainty relations. In order to serve as the seeds
for structure (galaxies, structures of galaxies), these quantum fluctuations have
to become classical. Their imprint is seen in the anisotropy spectrum of the
cosmic microwave background. The quantum-to-classical transition again relies
heavily on the notion of decoherence; see Polarski and Starobinsky (1996), and

4There also exist attempts to extend the ‘Bohm interpretation’ of quantum theory to quan-
tum cosmology; cf. Pinto-Neto and Santini (2002), and Blaut and Kowalski-Glikman (1998).
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Kiefer et al. (1998), as well as section 4.2.4 of Joos et al. (2003) for a review. It
happens when the wavelength of the primordial quantum fluctuations becomes
much bigger than the Hubble scale Hfl during the inflationary regime, where
H; denotes the Hubble parameter of inflation (which is approximately constant);
cf. Fig. 7.4. The quantum state becomes strongly squeezed during this phase:
The squeezing is in the field momentum, while the field amplitude becomes very
broad. Such a state is highly sensitive to any interaction, albeit small, with other
(‘environmental” or ‘irrelevant’) fields. It thereby decoheres into an ensemble of
narrow wave packets that are approximately eigenstates of the field amplitude.
A prerequisite is the classical nature of the background variables discussed in the
last subsection, which is why one could talk about a ‘hierarchy of classicality’.

Density fluctuations arise from the scalar part of the metric perturbations
(plus the corresponding matter part). In addition one has of course the tensor
perturbations of the metric. They correspond to gravitons (Chapter 2). Like
for the scalar part the tensor part evolves into a highly squeezed state during
inflation, and decoherence happens for it, too. The primordial gravitons would
manifest themselves in a stochastic background of gravitational waves, which
could probably be observed with the space-borne interferometer LISA to be
launched in a couple of years. Its observation would constitute a direct test of
linearized quantum gravity.

The decoherence time turns out to be of the order

ta~—, (10.41)

where g is a dimensionless coupling constant of the interaction with other ‘irrel-
evant’ fields causing decoherence. The ensuing coarse-graining brought about by
the decohering fields causes an entropy increase for the primordial fluctuations
(Kiefer et al. 2000). The entropy production rate turns out to be given by S =H,
where H is the Hubble parameter of a general expansion. During inflation, H
is approximately constant and the entropy increases linear with ¢. In the post-
inflationary phases (radiation- and matter-dominated universe), H oc t~1 and
the entropy increases only logarithmically in time. The main part of the entropy
for the fluctuations is thus created during inflation. Incidentally, this behaviour
resembles the behaviour for chaotic systems, although no chaos is involved here.
The role of the Lyapunov coefficient is played by the Hubble parameter, and the
Kolmogorov entropy corresponds to the entropy production mentioned here.
Decoherence also plays an important role for quantum black holes and in the
context of wormholes and string theory; see section 4.2.5 of Joos et al. (2003).

10.2 Arrow of time

One of the most intriguing open problems is the origin of irreversibility in our
universe, also called the problem of the arrow of time. Since quantum gravity
may provide the key for its solution, this topic will be briefly reviewed here. More
details and references can be found in Zeh (2001).
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Although most of the fundamental laws of nature do not distinguish between
past and future, there are many classes of phenomena which exhibit an arrow of
time. This means that their time-reversed version is, under ordinary conditions,
never observed. The most important ones are the following;:

Radiation arrow (advanced versus retarded radiation);

Second Law of Thermodynamics (increase of entropy);

Quantum theory (measurement process and emergence of classical proper-
ties);

Gravitational phenomena (expansion of the universe and emergence of
structure by gravitational condensation).

The expansion of the universe is distinguished because it does not refer to a
class of phenomena; it is a single process. It has, therefore, been suggested that
it is the common root for all other arrows of time—the ‘master arrow’. We shall
see in the course of our discussion that this seems indeed to be the case. But
first we shall consider in more detail the various arrows of time.

The radiation arrow is distinguished by the fact that fields interacting with
local sources are usually described by retarded solutions, which in general lead to
a damping of the source. Advanced solutions are excluded. They would describe
the reversed process, during which the field propagates coherently towards its
source, leading to its excitation instead of damping. This holds, in fact, for all
wave phenomena. In electrodynamics, a solution of Maxwell’s equations can be
described by

A" = source term plus boundary term

= Afet + Afln
= Agdv + Agut ’

where A" is the vector potential. The important question is then why the ob-
served phenomena obey A* = AL, or, in other words, why

A ~ 0 (10.42)

mn

holds instead of AL, ~ 0. Equation (10.42) is called a ‘Sommerfeld radiation
condition’. One believes that the radiation arrow can be traced back to ther-
modynamics: due to the absorption properties of the material which constitutes
the walls of the laboratory in which electrodynamic experiments are being per-
formed, ingoing fields will be absorbed within a very short time and (10.42) will
be fulfilled. For the thermal properties of absorbers, the Second Law of Thermo-
dynamics (see below) is responsible.

The condition (10.42) also seems to hold for the universe as a whole (‘darkness
of the night sky’). The so-called Olbers’ paradox can be solved by noting that
the universe is, in fact, not static, but has a finite age and is much too young
to have enough stars for a bright night sky. This is, of course, not yet sufficient
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to understand the validity of (10.42) for the universe as a whole. In an early
stage, the universe was a hot plasma in thermal equilibrium. Only the expansion
of the universe and the ensuing redshift of the radiation are responsible for the
fact that radiation has decoupled from matter and cooled to its present value
of about three Kelvin—the temperature of the approximately isotropic cosmic
background radiation with which the night sky ‘glows’. During the expansion, a
strong thermal non-equilibrium could develop, which enabled the formation of
structure.

The second arrow is described by the Second Law of Thermodynamics: for a
closed system entropy does not decrease. The total change of entropy is given by

ds _ (ds) (s
de a de ext de int )
—_——— ——

dSexs=3Q/T >0

so that according to the Second Law, the second term is non-negative. As the
increase of entropy is also relevant for physiological processes, the Second Law
is responsible for the subjective experience of irreversibility, in particular for the
ageing process. If applied to the universe as a whole, it would predict the increase
of its total entropy, which would seem to lead to its ‘heat death’ (‘Warmetod’).

The laws of thermodynamics are based on microscopic statistical laws which
are time-symmetric. How can the Second Law be derived from such laws? As
early as the nineteenth century objections were formulated against a statistical
foundation of the Second Law. These were, in particular,

e Loschmidt’s reversibility objection (‘Umkehreinwand’), and
e Zermelo’s recurrence objection (‘Wiederkehreinwand’).

Loschmidt’s objection states that a reversible dynamics must lead to an equal
amount of transitions from an improbable to a probable state and from a prob-
able to an improbable state. With overwhelming probability, the system should
be in its most probable state, that is, in thermal equilibrium. Zermelo’s objec-
tion is based on a theorem by Poincaré, according to which every system comes
arbitrarily close to its initial state (and therefore to its initial entropy) after
a finite amount of time. This objection is irrelevant, since the corresponding
‘Poincaré times’ are bigger than the age of the universe already for systems
with few particles. The reversibility objection can only be avoided if a special
boundary condition of low entropy holds for the early universe. Therefore, for
the derivation of the Second Law, one needs a special boundary condition.

Such a boundary condition must either be postulated or derived from a funda-
mental theory. The formal description of entropy increase from such a boundary
condition is done by master equations; cf. Joos et al. (2003). These are equations
for the ‘relevant’ (coarse-grained) part of the system. In an open system, the en-
tropy can of course decrease, provided the entropy capacity of the environment
is large enough to at least compensate this entropy decrease. This is crucial for
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the existence of life, and a particular efficient process in this respect is photo-
synthesis. The huge entropy capacity of the environment comes in this case from
the high temperature gradient between the hot Sun and the cold empty space:
few high-energy photons (with small entropy) arrive on Earth, while many low-
energy photons (with high entropy) leave it. Therefore, also the thermodynamic
arrow of time points towards cosmology: how can gravitationally condensed ob-
jects like the Sun come from in the first place?

Another important arrow of time is the quantum-mechanical arrow. The
Schrédinger equation is time-reversal invariant, but the measurement process,
either through

e a dynamical collapse of the wave function, or
e an Everett branching

distinguishes a direction; cf. Section 10.1. We have seen that growing entan-
glement with other degrees of freedom leads to decoherence. The local entropy
thereby increases. Again, decoherence only works if a special initial condition—a
condition of weak entanglement—holds. But where can this come from?

The last of the main arrows is the gravitational arrow of time. Although
the Einstein field equations are time-reversal invariant, gravitational systems in
Nature distinguish a certain direction: the universe as a whole expands, while
local systems such as stars form by contraction, for example, from gas clouds. It
is by this gravitational contraction that the high temperature gradients between
stars such as the Sun and the empty space arise. Because of the negative heat
capacity for gravitational systems, homogeneous states possess a low entropy,
whereas inhomogeneous states possess a high entropy—just the opposite than
for non-gravitational systems.

An extreme case of gravitational collapse is the formation of black holes.
We have seen in Section 7.1 that black holes possess an intrinsic entropy, the
‘Bekenstein—Hawking entropy’ (7.17). This entropy is much bigger than the en-
tropy of the object from which the black hole has formed. If all matter in the
observable universe were in a single gigantic black hole, its entropy would be
Spn ~ 10123kp (Penrose 1981). Black holes thus seem to be the most efficient
objects for swallowing information. A ‘generic’ universe would thus basically
consist of black holes. Since this is not the case, our universe must have been
started with a very special initial condition. Can this be analysed further? Close
to the big bang, the classical theory of general relativity breaks down. A possible
answer can thus only come from quantum gravity.

In the following, we shall adopt the point of view that the origin of irre-
versibility can be traced to the structure of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation. As
can be seen, for example, from the minisuperspace case in (8.15), the potential
term is highly asymmetric with respect to the scale factor a = exp(«): in partic-
ular, the potential term vanishes near the ‘big bang’ o — —oo. This property is
robust against the inclusion of (small) perturbations, that is, degrees of freedom
describing density fluctuations or gravitational waves (cf. Section 8.2). Denoting
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these variables (‘modes’) again by {f,}, one has for the total Hamiltonian in the
Wheeler-DeWitt equation, an expression of the form (cf. Zeh 2001)

- 0? 0?
i o X (g Vel d) FVle D). 0
where the last term describes the interaction between the modes (assumed to be
small), and the V,, describe the interaction of the mode f,, with the scale factor
a. Both terms have, in fact, the property that they vanish for o — —o0. It is,
therefore, possible to impose in this limit a separating solution of H¥ = 0,

U == () [[oan(Fa) (10.44)

that is, a solution of lacking entanglement. If this is taken as an ‘initial condi-
tion’, the Wheeler-DeWitt equation automatically—through the occurrence of
the potentials in (10.43)—leads to a wave function which for increasing a be-
comes entangled between « and all modes. This, then, leads to an increase of
local entropy, that is, an increase of the entropy which is connected with the
subset of ‘relevant’ degrees of freedom. Calling the latter {y;}, one has

S(a, {yi}) = —kptr(plnp) , (10.45)

where p is the reduced density matrix corresponding to « and {y; }. It is obtained
by tracing out all irrelevant degrees of freedom in the full wave function. Entropy
thus increases with increasing scale factor—this would be the gravitational arrow
of time. It is also the arrow of time that is connected with decoherence. It is,
therefore, the root for both the quantum mechanical and the thermodynamical
arrow of time. Quantum gravity could thus really yield the master arrow, the
formal reason being the asymmetric appearance of « in the Wheeler—-DeWitt
equation: the potential goes to zero near the big bang, but becomes highly non-
trivial for increasing size of the universe. It is an interesting question whether
a boundary condition of the form (10.44) would automatically result from one
of the proposals discussed in Section 8.3. The symmetric initial condition (Sec-
tion 8.3.5) is an example where this can be achieved—in fact, this condition was
tailored for this purpose. It is expected that one can apply such an analysis also
to loop quantum gravity and to string theory.

In the case of a classically recollapsing universe, the boundary condition
(10.44) has interesting consequences: since it is formulated at o — oo, increasing
entropy is always correlated with increasing «, that is, increasing size of the uni-
verse; cf. also Fig. 8.1. Consequently, the arrow of time formally reverses near the
classical turning point (Kiefer and Zeh 1995). It turns out that this region is fully
quantum, so no paradox arises; it just means that there are many quasi-classical
components of the wave function, each describing a universe that is experienced
from within as expanding. All these components interfere destructively near the
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classical turning point, which would then constitute the ‘end’ of evolution. This
would be analogous to the quantum region at the onset of inflation discussed
in Section 10.1.2. Quantum gravity would thus in principle be able to provide a
foundation for the origin of irreversibility—a remarkable achievement.

10.3 Outlook

Where do we stand? We have not yet achieved the final goal of having constructed
a consistent quantum theory of gravity checked by experiments. It seems, how-
ever, clear what the main problems are. They are both of a conceptual and a
mathematical nature. On the conceptual side, the most important task is to get
rid of an external background space-time. This is drastically different from or-
dinary quantum field theory which heavily relies on Minkowski space (and its
Poincaré symmetry) or a given curved space—time. An expression of this issue is
the ‘problem of time’ with its connected problems of Hilbert space and the role
of the probability interpretation. On the mathematical side, the main task is to
construct a non-perturbative, anomaly-free framework from which definite and
testable predictions can be made. An example would be the prediction for the
final evaporation stage of black holes.

In this book I have presented two main approaches—quantum GR (in both
covariant and canonical versions) and string theory. Both rely on the linear struc-
ture of quantum theory, that is, the general validity of the superposition principle.
In this sense also string theory is a rather conservative approach, in spite of its
‘exotic’ features such as higher dimensions. This has to be contrasted with the
belief of some of the founders of quantum mechanics (especially Heisenberg) that
quantum theory has already to be superseded by going from the level of atoms
to the level of nuclei.

What are the predictions of quantum gravity? Can it, for example, predict
low-energy coupling constants and masses? As is well known, only a fine-tuned
combination of the low-energy constants leads to a universe like ours in which
human beings can exist. It would thus appear strange if a fundamental theory
possessed just the right constants to achieve this. Hogan (2000) has argued that
grand unified theories constrain relations among parameters, but leave enough
freedom for a selection. In particular, he suggests that one coupling constant and
two light fermion masses are not fixed by the symmetries of the fundamental the-
ory.> One could then determine this remaining free constants only by the (weak
form of the) anthropic principle: they have values such that a universe like ours
is possible. The cosmological constant, for example, must not be much bigger
than the presently observed value, because otherwise the universe would expand
much too fast to allow the formation of galaxies. The universe is, however, too
special to be explainable on purely anthropic grounds. In Section 10.2, we have
mentioned that the maximal entropy would be reached if all the matter in the

5String theory contains only one fundamental dimensionful parameter, the string length.
The connection to low energies may nonetheless be non-unique due to the existence of many
different possible ‘vacua’.
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observable universe were collected into a single gigantic black hole. This entropy
would be (in units of kg) about 1023, which is exceedingly more than the ob-
served entropy of about 10%%. The ‘probability’ for our universe would then be
about exp(10%8)/exp(10'23), which is about exp(—10'%%). From the anthropic
principle alone one would not need such a special universe. As for the cosmolog-
ical constant, for example, one could imagine its calculation from a fundamental
theory. Taking the presently observed value for A, one can construct a mass

according to
1/3

271/2
(h G ) ~ 15 MeV , (10.46)

which in elementary particle physics is not an unusally big or small value. The
observed value of A could thus emerge together with medium-size particle mass
scales.

Since fundamental theories are expected to contain only one dimensionful
parameter, low-energy constants emerge from fundamental quantum fields. An
important example in string theory (Chapter 9) is the dilaton field from which
one can calculate the gravitational constant. In order that these fields mimic
physical constants, two conditions have to be satisfied. First, decoherence must
be effective in order to guarantee a classical behaviour of the field. Second, this
‘classical’ field must then be approximately constant in large-enough space—time
regions, within the limits given by experimental data. The field may still vary
over large times or large spatial regions and thus mimic a ‘time- or space-varying
constant’; cf. Uzan (2003).

The last word on any physical theory has to be spoken by experiment (ob-
servation). Apart from the possible determination of low-energy constants and
their dependence on space and time, what could be the main tests of quantum
gravity?

1. Black-hole evaporation: A key test would be the final evaporation phase of
a black hole. For this one would need to observe primordial black holes; see
Section 7.7. As we have discussed there, these are black holes that are not
the end result of stellar collapse, but which can result from strong density
perturbations in the early universe. In the context of inflation, their initial
mass can be as small as 1 g. Primordial black holes with initial mass of
about 5 x 10' g would evaporate at the present age of the universe. Unfor-
tunately, no such object has yet been observed. Especially promising may
be models of inflationary cosmology with a distinguished scale (Bringmann
et al. 2002).

2. Cosmology: Quantum aspects of the gravitational field may be observed
in the anisotropy spectrum of the cosmic microwave background. First,
future experiments may be able to see the contribution of the gravitons
generated in the early universe. This important effect was already em-
phasized by Starobinsky (1979). The production of gravitons by the cos-
mological evolution would be an effect of linear quantum gravity. Second,
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quantum-gravitational correction terms from the Wheeler-DeWitt equa-
tion or its generalization in loop quantum cosmology may leave their impact
on the anisotropy spectrum (see Sections 5.4 and 8.4). Third, a discrete-
ness in the inflationary perturbations could manifest itself in the spectrum
(Hogan 2002).

3. Discreteness of space and time: Both in string theory and quantum general
relativity there are hints of a discrete structure of space—time. This could
be seen through the observation of effects violating local Lorentz invari-
ance (Amelino-Camelia 2002), for example, in the dispersion relation of
the electromagnetic waves coming from gamma-ray bursts. It has even be
suggested that space—time fluctuations could be seen in atomic interferom-
etry (Percival and Strunz 1997). However, there exist severe observational
constraints (Peters et al. 2001).

4. Signatures of higher dimensions: An important feature of string theory is
the existence of additional space-time dimensions (Section 9.2.6). They
could manifest themselves in scattering experiments at the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) at CERN, which will start to operate around 2007. It is
also imaginable that they cause observable deviations from the standard
cosmological scenario.

Some of these features are also discussed in detail in Kimberly and Magueijo
(2005). Of course, there may be other possibilities which are not yet known
and which could offer great surprises. It is, for example, imaginable that a fun-
damental theory of quantum gravity is intrinsically non-linear (Penrose 1996,
Singh 2005). This is in contrast to most currently studied theories of quantum
gravity, being discussed in this book, which are linear.

Quantum gravity has been studied since the end of the 1920s. No doubt,
much progress has been made since then. I hope that this book has given some
impressions from this progress. The final goal has not yet been reached. The
belief expressed here is that a consistent and experimentally successful theory
of quantum gravity will be available in the future. However, it may still take a
while before this time is reached.
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dimensional regularization, 51
Dirac brackets, 160
Dirac consistency, 153
Dirac equation, 10
Dirac quantization, 76
Dirichlet condition

in string theory, 280, 295
dust shell

collapse, 221

quantization, 226
dynamical triangulation, 66
dynamical triangulation, 42

effective action, 56, 288
effective average action, 64
effective theory, 23, 44
Einstein frame, 289
Einstein’s equations, 2
linearized, 25
semiclassical, 15, 171
Einstein—Cartan theory, 2
Einstein—Hilbert action, 1
embedding variables, 138
for dust shells, 223
energy—momentum tensor, 2
ephemeris time, 96
Euclidean vacuum, 267, 312
Euler-Heisenberg Lagrangian, 44
Everett interpretation, 310
extremal black holes
entropy, 216
quantization, 215
extrinsic curvature, 108
extrinsic time, 140, 246

factor ordering, 271
factor ordering, 90, 134, 141

in quantum cosmology, 248
Faddeev—Popov

determinant, 48

ghosts, 48

procedure, 47
Feynman diagrams

for quantum gravitational corrections,

179

for quantum gravity, 45
field theories

parametrized, 86
Fierz—Pauli Lagrangian, 28

INDEX

Friedmann universe
quantization, 246

gauge fixing, 77
gauge theories

from constraint algebra, 103
gauge fixing, 49
gauge invariance

for linearized gravity, 33

of electrodynamics, 34
Gauss constraint, 125, 127, 181

for charged black holes, 211
Gauss equation, 109
Gauss’ law, 104
Gaussian wave functional, 38, 150
general covariance, 73
generating functional, 55
geometric quantization, 133
global-time problem, 139
globally hyperbolic, 106
graceful exit problem, 255
gravitational radiation

for quantum systems, 20
gravitational waves

weak, 25
gravitino, 71, 158
graviton, 25, 33

from string theory, 284
graviton propagator, 178
graviton—graviton scattering, 54, 290
graviton emission in atoms, 36
Green function

connected, 55
greybody factor, 206
Gribov ambiguities, 47
Gross—Neveu model, 62
ground state

of free QED, 38

of linear quantum gravity, 39
group averaging procedure, 136, 189
group quantization, 226
GSO projection, 297

Hagedorn temperature, 299
Hamilton—Jacobi equation, 147, 167
Hamiltonian constraint, 88, 113

in loop quantum gravity, 194
Hamiltonian formulation

of general relativity, 98
harmonic oscillator

indefinite, 156, 253
harmonic condition, 25, 50
Hartle-Hawking proposal, 263
Hartle-Hawking vacuum, 207
Hawking radiation

intuitive interpretation, 207
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Hawking temperature, 14, 205
helicity, 27, 32
heterotic string, 297
hierarchy problem, 302
higher-derivative quantum gravity, 46
Hilbert space
in connection dynamics, 184
Klein—Gordon type, 142
problem of, 136
Schrédinger type, 141
holographic principle, 301
holonomy, 130
homogeneous Lagrangians, 74
horizon, 202
horizontal stacking, 94, 116
Hubble parameter, 246

inflationary universe, 3, 318
information-loss problem, 209, 236
inhomogeneities

in quantum cosmology, 258
intrinsic time, 250
isolated horizon, 219
it from bit, 218

Jacobi’s action, 96
Jeans length, 239
Jordan frame, 289

Klein—Gordon equation, 79, 169

label time, 74

lapse function, 75, 79, 88, 107

large diffeomorphisms, 145

Leibniz group, 94
Lemaitre-Tolman—Bondi model, 229
Lichnerowicz equation, 140

little group, 32

loop algebra, 131

loop quantum gravity, 181

loop variables, 130, 184

M-theory, 298

many-fingered time, 91

Mashhoon effect, 11

mass-shell condition, 78

master constraint programme, 198

matrix theory, 298

mean field, 56

minisuperspace, 244

mixmaster universe, 244

moduli space, 257, 288

momentum constraints, 88, 113
quantum, 141, 144

momentum modes, 292

multiple-choice problem, 139, 250
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Nambu-Goto action, 81
Neumann condition
in string theory, 280
neutron interferometry, 7, 8
Neveu—Schwarz boundary conditions, 296
Newtonian potential
quantum-gravitational correction, 54
no-boundary proposal, 263, 269
no-hair conjecture
cosmological, 4
no-hair theorem
for black holes, 14, 199
non-canonical gauge, 81
non-commutative geometry, 295
non-metric phase, 289
non-relativistic particle
parametrized, 73
non-renormalizability of quantum gravity,
43

observables, 77, 117, 135
one-loop approximation, 51
one-loop effective action, 58, 271
one-loop divergences, 52
open spaces

canonical formalism for, 118

path integral

Euclidean, 40

in string theory, 285
path integral composition law, 39
path-integral quantization, 39, 151
Pauli term, 44
perennials, 117, 136
phantom fields, 256
photon, 33

from string theory, 284
Planck potential, 272
Planck units, 5
Poincaré group, 31
pointer states, 308
polarization tensor, 26
Polyakov action, 83, 285
prefactor equation, 169, 175
primordial black holes, 238
problem of time, 4, 136

quantum connection dynamics, 181
quantum cosmology, 244
from string theory, 255
loop quantum cosmology, 272
supersymmetric, 254
quantum cryptography, 20
quantum geometrodynamics, 133
quantum geometry, 186
quantum gravity
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experimental tests, 325

in (2+1) dimensions, 256
quantum loop dynamics, 181
quasi-normal modes, 220

Ramond boundary conditions, 296
Randall-Sundrum scenario, 304
rapidity, 214

Rarita—Schwinger action, 71
reduced phase space, 77

reduced quantization, 138, 250
reference fluid, 140

Regge calculus, 66

Regge calculus, 42

relational systems, 93

relativistic particle, 78
renormalizability, 44
renormalization group equation, 64
reparametrization invariance, 75, 82
Rindler space-time, 203

Rindler vacuum, 204

RNS action, 296

S-duality, 298
s-knot, 188
Sagnac effect, 9
sandwich conjecture, 115
Schrodinger equation, 76, 139, 168
for multipoles on three-sphere, 261
from quantum gravity, 172
quantum gravitational correction
terms, 175
Schrédinger picture
functional, 135, 148
Schrédinger—Newton equation, 20
Schwarzschild black hole
canonical quantization, 209
Schwarzschild radius, 200
Schwinger term, 85, 156
Schwinger—DeWitt technique, 60
second fundamental form, 108
self-dual connection, 128
semiclassical approximation, 164
shift vector, 88, 107
singularity avoidance, 277
singularity avoidance
in shell collapse, 228
singularity theorems, 2
Sommerfeld radiation condition, 320
space—time problem, 140
spin connection, 125
spin network, 185, 186
spin-foam models, 198
squeezed states, 205
string field theory, 83
string interactions, 287

INDEX

string theory, 23, 279

bosonic, 81, 280
string-coupling constant, 287
strong-coupling limit, 118
super-Hamiltonian, 74
supergravity (SUGRA), 70

canonical, 158

from constraint algebra, 105
superspace, 120, 144

in string theory, 296
superstrings, 295
supersymmetry (SUSY), 70
surface gravity, 201
symmetric criticality principle, 245
symmetric initial condition, 272, 323

T-duality, 291

tachyon, 283

tetrads, 10

theorema egregium, 109

theta vacuum, 145

third quantization, 143

time after quantization, 141

time before quantization, 138

time gauge, 125

time—energy uncertainty relations, 12
Tomonaga—Schwinger equation, 139, 148
torsion, 2, 159
trans-Planckian problem, 208
transverse-traceless gauge, 26
triads, 124

tunnelling proposal, 268, 269
two-loop divergences, 53

uncertainty relation
in string theory, 291
unification, 3
Unruh effect, 204
Unruh temperature, see Davies—Unruh
temperature
Unruh vacuum, 205

vacua
in string theory, 290
vertex operators, 288
Virasoro algebra, 85
volume operator, 195

wave packets
in minisuperspace, 251
weak equality, 74
‘Weyl anomaly, 61, 85, 154
Weyl invariance, 83
‘Wheeler-DeWitt equation, 141, 170
arrow of time from, 322
for multipoles on three-sphere, 260
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in minisuperspace, 249
Wick rotation, 40
Wilson loop, 131
winding modes, 292
WKB approximation, 147, 164
WKB time, 168, 261, 317

Yang-Mills theory, 105
York’s time, 140, 257

zeta regularization, 271
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