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Abstract

The treatment of quantum constraint theories in physics is considered. These systems
exist in many different branches of physics. One noticeable case is the quantum theory of
gravity (which is a completely constraint system).

We contrast two modern methods of solving such quantum constraint systems, namely
the method used in the String Theory - BRST Quantization, and that used in Loop Quantum
Gravity - the Loop Quantization.

We investigate these methods and the quantum solution space they produce - along with
proper observables - for the case of a discrete closed string. This system has the advantage
that it lends itself to the investigation of these two methods of quantization easily - thereby
highlighting some of their principle features - yet it is simple enough so to side-step the many
complications that arise in more general systems.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In physics symmetries play a very central role. In the most general case, a physical system is
described by an action in terms of a Lagrangian or a Hamiltonian. The only restriction that
is (reasonably) applied on the action is that it should obey the symmetries of the systenﬂ
From such an action then, two sets of equations can be derived; one set are the equations of
motion (EOM), and the other are the constraint equations (CE). This second set ensures
that the solutions of the EOM obey the symmetries of the said system.

One of the important physical systems where the question of constraints is raised, is the
quantum theory of gravity. This theory is a Generally Covariant system. A Generally
Covariant (GC) theory, is a theory whose action is invariant under a general transformation
of the spacetime coordinate system. The Hamiltonian of a GC turns out to be a total
constraintﬂ That is to say, the Hamiltonian of a GC is just a Gauge Transformation.
Notice that the Hamiltonian also defines the dynamics of the system. However if the
Hamiltonian itself is a constraint, then the dynamics it defines can only be triviaﬂ These
facts therefore, have significant implications for the observables of the theory ([I] and

[2I-[71)-

The mathematical formulation of these difficulties, is the contexts of Dirac’s Canonical
Quantization. We will say more about this method, shortly.

The main goal of this report is to consider the exact role of the constraint equations and
the various methods of analyzing constraint systems in generally covariant theories. In
particular we will be looking at the effect the constraints have on the physical observables of
the theory, and the dynamics associated with these observables.

It is also usually required that the action be minimal, i.e. that it be the simplest action which can
describe the system.

2If the “position”, X and “momenta”, II transform as scalars with respect to the transformation param-
eter.

3This makes sense because the symmetry of the system basically implies that translation in the time is
only a coordinate transformation.



Now as we mentioned a quantum theory of gravity is also a GC. However, in quantum
gravity understanding the question of constraints is particularly crucial for the consistent
construction and interpretation of the quantization process of gravity. As such it is
reasonable to ask how do the candidates of a quantum theory of gravity propose to solve
the question of observables and their dynamics in GCs.

Therefore in this report we will consider two of the major candidates of quantum gravity,
namely String Theory and Loop Quantum Gravity. There are two questions which we will
be specifically interested in:

1. How do the mathematical concepts of these theories allow for alternate formulation of
quantum observables, compared to the Dirac’s quantization?

2. What are the physical interpretations of these formulations, and how do they differ
from Dirac’s quantization?

However, the context in which each of these two theories - String Theory and Loop
Quantum Gravity - is defined in, is much larger than the above questions require - String
theory is not merely a quantum theory of gravity; it is supposed to be a theory of
everything! And Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) has to consider many more questions
associated with the 4D nature of spacetime which are not relevant to the questions which
we wish to address.

Therefore we will attempt to cast these theories in a model. This model is the Discrete
String. This model is useful for the following reasons:

e From the perspective of String Theory, the model is a discrete version of the full
string. This modification - we hope - will allow for the simplification of the full string
solution space. This simplification will then allow for a more focused analysis of the
questions of observables and their dynamics, associated with the solution space.

e From the LQG’s perspective, the model represents D scalars on a 2D spacetime.
However in LQG, it is argued that the discreteness of spacetime is “natural” and not
assumed. Therefore the discrete model represents the “natural” solution set for the
Loop quantized string.

This then outlines the theses of this report.

In the rest of this introduction we will further discuss the questions of observability, and
dynamics. Then we will review Dirac’s quantization formulation which should then,
mathematically, identify the problems associated with this quantization procedure in a GC.
Then we will shortly discuss the solutions that the String quantization and the Loop
quantization propose for these problems. At the end we will discuss the model - which we
have proposed - in more detail, thereby motivating the remainder of this thesis.



1.1. THE QUESTION OF AN OBSERVABLE

1.1 The Question of an Observable

To start then let us first address two key questions:
e What is an observable; what should be defined as a physically observable quantity?

e What can be defined as dynamics for these observables and what limitations are
placed on the dynamics by the action of the constraints in a GC?

First let us briefly consider the question of observables in physics and physical systems.

A physical observable is defined as some function, f(X,II) of the phase space variables of
the system, X and II, which is invariant under the symmetry transformations of the
syste

The implications of this definition and the class of observables which can therefore be
defined however, is drastically different in classical mechanics and quantum mechanics. And
although this difference is not the focus of this report and we will be concerned with
quantum observables only, it will help if we briefly reviewed these differences so to see (at
least phenomenologically) how the quantization of a system can greatly demand a different
prescription for what may be defined as an observable and its dynamics.

In the classical theory an observable must, again, be symmetry-invariant. However, with
respect to the question of observables, there exists one crucial difference between classical
and quantum theories.

This difference is due to the distinction between measurables and observables.

In the classical case, we can measure quantities that change value under a symmetry
transformation, which nonetheless have physical meaning. One simple example is the
momentum of a particle moving at a given speed in a given frame (of reference). The value
of this quantity is certainly observer(frame)-dependent. Nonetheless, its value in any given
frame has a physical meaning and significance. Therefore in classical theories, in addition
to observables it is possible to use the rest of the measurable quantities to define physically
“useful” quantities.

In contrast, in the quantum theory, the act of measurement is not at all straight-froward; it
can be argued that a measurement “alters” a quantum system. Hence measurable
quantities may not all be warranted to be physically “useful” quantities. Only a subset of
these measurables which can be predicted without measurement are considered “useful” in
the quantum theory.

However notice that quantities that are measurable but cannot be predicted without
measurement, must be coordinate or gauge—dependemﬂ Hence we see that in the quantum
theory only gauge-independent quantities are given significance and by the above definition
these are the observables. Said another way, in the quantum theory only observables are
physically significant and these are symmetry-invariant.

4Because these transformations do not represent any real physical transformations.

5Since observables C measurables = 1measurables 4900 — dependent.
observables



1.1. THE QUESTION OF AN OBSERVABLE

Therefore we see that the crucial difference between classical and quantum theories - as
regards the question of observables and dynamics - is in what may be considered as a
physically useful quantity in these theories. As we discussed, the answer to this depends to
a large extend on the physical interpretation of the mathematical structure of these theories.
This is precisely why we would like to see how the different mathematical apparatus of the
two theories of quantum gravity propose to solve this problem.

However despite the above mentioned difference which allows us to construct a much larger
class of “useful” quantities for classical theories, there exist specific problems associated
with generally covariant theories. let us therefore say a few words on the observables of

GOCs.

Observables of GCs

As we mentioned in a GC the Hamiltonian vanishes; the Hamiltonian is a total constraint.
The problem of vanishing Hamiltonian can be traced back to a very specific feature of a
GC: not having a preferred/chosen time-parameter. In the classical theory, in most cases
this problem is dealt with using boundary conditions. A boundary can be used in different
ways. In one respect, the boundary terms of the action can be used as a preferred frame of
reference from which to look at the system. In this way a time parameter can be derived
and the dynamics can be defined in terms of it.

In a quantum theory however, it is not as easy to consider boundaries. In particular a
boundary usually defines some sort of classical gauge-firing. The consequences of such a
gauge-fixing combined with quantization can be quite non-trivial. In fact in the
quantization of the string via String’s method, (chap.(2)), we will see that such a gauge
fixing is done. There we will ask the validity of such a method and its possible effects on
the solution space of the resulting quantum theory.

However notice that a given system does not have to naturally have a boundary. In the
absence of a boundary, in a GC, even in the classical theory the bag of observables which
can be constructed is very limited. Therefore it may be argued that the problem of
producing observables in a GC is a problem for physics in general and not a specific artifact
of quantization.

Hence we can easily perceive that coupling the question of “useful” physical quantities in
quantum theories, to the problem of constraints in a GC, can be quite challenging to
analyze and understand in many respects.

This motivates the focus of this report.
Next therefore let us briefly discuss the Dirac Quantization procedure, which is the first

prescription for handling quantum constraint equations. Here we will see the major
problems which arise as a result of this prescription when applied to a GC.



1.2. THE DIRAC QUANTIZATION

1.2 The Dirac Quantization

The original method of dealing with constraints in the Hamiltonian formulation of quantum
mechanics (also called The Canonical Quantization Method (CQ)), is due to Dirac et.al. [§]
(see also [9] and [I0]). In this method, first the the solution space is found by solving the
EOM, and then the constraints are “imposed” on the individual quantum states of the
solution space (hence “ensuring” that they are invariant under the transformations due to
the constraints) as follows:

Let:

¢ ~ Constraint

(1.1)

|¥) ~ The state in the solution space ,
then Dirac’s Physicality Condition is that:
é|‘I’physical> =0 The Physicality Condition (1.2)

States which obey this condition are called physical states. By going through the entire
solution space in the same way, the physical solution space can be isolated from the solution
space itseliﬁ

However, in a GC, since the Hamiltonian is a total constraint, this requirement implies
that:

W) o< H|T) =0 (1.3)
In other words all states, representing the physical system are static!

In terms of the operators, the Dirac method is as follows. For an operator @, corresponding
to some observable of the system, O must obey the condition:

[0,C]~0 (1.4)

where the & is named weakly equal to, and it means that the resulting operator from the
commutation must be a function of the constraints. However, in a GC, with H =~ 0, we
need therefore have:

Ox[O,H ~0 (1.5)
Hence, all observables of the theory are non-dynamical. This conclusion is equivalent to the
one above concerning the states, |U).

This is a brief description of the problems of quantizing a GC via Dirac’s method.

Now let us condensly discuss the solutions which are set forth to solve these problems, via
the new quantization methods of two candidates for a quantum theory of gravity, namely
String Theory and Loop Quantum Gravity.

6The original solution space would, in general, contain null-normed states and also negative-normed states.
In appendiz we argue that the later problem is related to the general covariance of the theory.



1.3. THE STRING QUANTIZATION

1.3 The String Quantization

The canonical method of quantizing the string via the method of String theory is called the
Old Covariant Quantization (OCQ)E OCQ can be described as follows.

In this method, to determine the physicality of a given state, |¥), one modifies Dirac’s
prescription by “splitting” the constraint, and applying only part of it onto the states.

The rational behind this method is that in the quantum theory, one is interested in
expectation values.

Hence, it is argued the constraint placed on the states:

ClT) =0
should instead be replaced by the weaker condition:

(W|C|W) =0 (1.6)
and notice that if:

Let  C=Ct+C where (C)=C*

If  C =0 or CHU)=0 (1.7)
Then (U|C|¥) =0
which confirms that this condition is much weaker; we only need demand,
CTlW)Y =0 or CH®)=0 (1.8)
for eqn to be satisfied - which is only “half” the constraints.
This is the main element of the quantization of constraint systems in String theory:
A new definition for a “physically useful quantity”.
We will expand upon it in the part on the String quantization.
However we may ask if this method can be justified. Moreover, what is the resulting
physical solution space and many more questions arise from this new definition for a

quantum physical solution space.

This and the other questions which were mentioned are some of the questions which we will
address in this report.

Next let us briefly describe the Loop quantization.

"The most general method of considering the constraints in String Theory is via the gauge-fixing method of
BRST. In appendiac we argue the equivalence of this Lagrangian method to the Old-Covariant-Quantization
(OCQ) which is a Hamiltonian formulation.



1.4. THE LQG QUANTIZATION

1.4 The LQG Quantization

The analysis of the methods of LQG are more involved, and a full analysis will be required
to grasp the model of observables and dynamics which is prescribed by LQG. However, very
briefly we may describe this method of quantization as follows.

Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) is a background independent quantization of gravity. In
LQG although the theory starts with a continuum (manifold), a discrete structure (lattice)
emerges as the space of solutions. As a result the constraint equations effectively act on a
lattice. The basic principle and method of Loop quantization however, differs significantly
from the previous two method.

Here the requirement that the theory be gauge-invariant and the requirement that the state
be a solution of the system (minus the constraints) are split into two requirements and
applied on two different objects. The combination of which defines the physical useful
quantity; the Dirac’s bracket:

e The ket of Dirac’s bracket belongs to a subset of the Hilbert space, called the
cylindrical solutions:

W) € Cyl (1.9)
These provide a “dense” solution space for the quantum theory.

e The bra is the object, outside the Hilbert space which is gauge-invariant; it belongs to
the dual space of the Cyl, i.e. Cyl*:

(U] e Cyl* (1.10)

Then the combination, (V|¥), is posited to carry the proper (gauge-invariant) physical
observable information.
This method, also known as the Gelfand-triple:

Cyl € Hspace € CYl™, (1.11)

is based on the idea that in a constrained system, the question of having a proper measure

and that of obeying the constraints are in principle contradictory if they were to be applied

on the same object, and therefore they should be considered separately.

As such the measure is defined for the Cyl solutions, |¥), whereas the dual of these, (¥| are
gauge-invariant. However no measure can be defined on the dual space Cyl*. Therefore to

extract the physical information we need look at the inner product between the elements of
Cyl and those of C'yl*, i.e. the (U|¥), carry the physical information.

So we see that the inner-product is again highlighted in the Loop quantization as the main
physical object (however due to very different physical requirements as that in the String
quantization).



1.5. THE MODEL

The quantization methods of LQG can be said to be on a firm mathematical footing.
However the physical questions concerning dynamics, observability, the time evolution and
so on are not clear. This is the second method which we will look at, with the focus to see
where within the mathematical structure we can extract the answers to the above questions.

Now as we mentioned we will be looking to cast the above two quantization methods in a
model, where we could then effectively investigate the questions regarding observability and
dynamics of GCs without further convolution due to other physical problems.

This brings us to our model.

1.5 The Model: Discrete String vs. 2D Spacetime + Scalars

As we mentioned the model which we will consider is the Discrete String. Different features
of this model can be used in the two quantization methods which we described above. We
mentioned some of these features:

e Discreteness - Finite H space, Less Ambiguity
In the case of the String theory, we will assume, a-priori that the string is discrete (i.e
that it is composed of a discrete set of points). By doing this, we hope that with a
discrete theory - which would immediately mean less degrees of freedom and also
avoidance of the problems associated with the Hilbert space of a continuous theory -
we should be able to side-step the many issues which are not directly relevant with
the problems of constraints in generally covariant theories. However the theory should
still be general enough so that these questions (even though in a simplified context)
can be asked and addressed.

e Spacetime - Natural Solution Space of LQG
As we should see the quantization procedure of LQG asks for a certain “sampling” of
the string . Hence in the LQG case the discrete structure is “emergent” and not
“assumed”. Therefore the discrete string emerges as the proper solution for the loop
quantized string.

However notice that the treatments of the constraints in these two theories are drastically
different from each other. Therefore this discretization - “natural” or assumed - will enable
us to compare these formulations more transparently with each other.

Hence we see that this model has one very important feature; it can be viewed in two very
different ways; This model is a Discrete String but it also represents a 2D Spacetime +
Scalars. This feature therefore enables us to consider both of the quantization methods
which we discussed above, in the same simple context. And, in each of these, different
features of the model will enable us to greatly simplify the system, so to be able to directly
concentrate on the questions regarding observability and dynamics.

This concludes our introduction. The outline of the report is as follows:



1.6. OUTLINE

1.6 Outline

In chap.@ we will look at the Continuous String Theory. This chapter will mainly serve
as a review. We use this chapter to extract the main features which contribute to the
analysis of observables and dynamics of the string. The main focus of the chapter will
therefore be to:

e Study the method of quantization used in string theory, and the specific method used
to solve the constraints of the theory. But more importantly

e To analyze the assumptions that go into the gauge-fixing of the theory and the possible
effects of this method on the quantization of the string.

These results will be crucial in the analysis of the following chapter. In addition we will
carry out the full calculation of the solution space of the theory. This will highlight the
difficulties that exist for discussing observables in the context of the full string theory,
which motivates the model of the discrete string.

In chap. we will use the findings and results of the previous chapter, to analyze the
discrete string via String quantization. Within the context of this model we will try to look
at the questions concerning the quantization of a GC. However, as we shall see, we will face
an unanticipated problem; the gauge-algebra of the discrete theory does not close! This
indicates that the solution space may be too restricted.

To see if it is possible to get around this problem, we therefore carry out a full analysis of
the source of the non-closure of the algebra. Although the answer will turn out to be in the
negative, through this analysis a number of very interesting features of the discrete theory
are found. These include:

e Firstly that the “proper” discrete string theory, is non-local.

e Secondly, that the non-locality is not a mere artifact of the discretization which is
used; i.e. other discretization of the string will also be non-local.

e And thirdly that in the quantum theory, this non-locality cannot be trivially removed.

The non-locality indicates very strong conditions on the theory. As a result it may be
expected that the final solution space will be too restricted. One way of getting around this
problem, maybe to assume that some of the symmetries are broken; not all the constraints
need be satisfied. This conjecture is akin to the types of conjectures which are made in some
of the most recent analysis done in LQG, and other theories of quantized GCs.

Interestingly enough we will see that these features have a very general origin, and therefore
they in fact may be present in the discretization of any generally covariant theory.
Therefore, though as a side-note, through this analysis we find that a strong statement may
be made with regards to any GC which possesses a discrete structure.



1.6. OUTLINE

At the end of the chapter, for completion we will carry out the full analysis of the solution
space of the discrete string. Here we will explicitly confirm that the resulting space is too
restricted and therefore only contains the trivial solution.

This fact, along with other questions regarding the gauge-fixing method of the string
quantization, then motivates the analysis of the last chapter.

In chap. we consider the Loop Quantization method. To do so, first we will consider
the full Loop Quantum Gravity. The focus will be to 1). Briefly discuss the method of this
quantization procedure and 2). To discuss the questions which arise regarding observability
in this method and the dynamics associated with them.

In the next section of the same chapter, then we apply what we have learned to the string.
We will carry out the full loop quantization of the discrete string. First we will lay out all
the similarities which exist between our model’s and the full LQG’s solution spaces. We will
see that the states of the resulting solution space - what we will call charge-networks - are
in complete analogy to the spin-networks of LQG.

These similarities will utilize a comparative analysis of the effects of the constraint operator
algebras of the two theories. Within this model, however we perform a full analysis of the
action of the constraint operators on the solutions. We will fully discuss the action of the
Diff constraint - something which is rarely done for LQG. This will clarify many of the
formal arguments which exist in the Loop quantization of systems. In particular, it will
precisely identify the role and the action of the Scalar constraint, which is essential in
describing the dynamics of the system. These findings therefor enable us to conduct a full
analysis of the possible solution space, the notion of an observable, and dynamics, in the
context of a fully Loop quantized theory.

As we mentioned, many of the features which exist in the full LQG exist in this model -
which is however far simpler to analyze - therefore the results which are found through the
analysis of the discrete string, can be generalized to the full theory of LQG, and for that
matter to any GC which is to be quantized via the method of LQG.

Through this analysis therefore we manage to clearly analyze and clarify some of the
fundamental notions that exist in LQG. And in particular we will be able to clearly discuss
the questions of observables and dynamics in this theory.

In chap. we will summarize the findings of the different chapters. We will end with a
few concluding remarks as to:

e The implications of these modern methods of quantization of systems, and

e The fate of the question of observability in generally covariant theories.

10



Chapter 2

The Continuous String Case

In this chapter we examine and discuss the Closed Continuous Bosonic String Theory. The
main purpose of this is to outline the different features of the theory as concerned with the
gauge-choices and the application of the constraints on the solution space which results in
the physical solution space, via the method of the string theory ([12]-[15]).

As such we will first outline the main theory, and the EOM and Constraints. Then we look
at its Gauge freedom and contrast it against the Coordinate-choice- freedom of the theory,
thereby identifying the exact assumptions and conditions that go into the solution space
which is used to describe bosonic strings. And finally we look at the Virasoro constraint
algebra to investigate the possible physical solution space of the theory.

In chap. we use what we analyze in this chapter on the discrete string model to
investigate the corresponding physical solution space that can be constructed, were we to
quantize the theory using the methods of this chapter.

2.1 Initial Setup

The action of the Continuous String is a generalization of the action of the relativistic free
particle; the Area that the string spans as it evolves through time is required to be
minimal, just as the Length of the path a particle travels through time is minimized. The
following action, known as the Polyakov action (which is a “generalization” of the
Nambu-Goto action) meets this requirement:

1
S = -5 / A/ =gg™ 0, X" 0p X ,
o ~N2+M? M (2.1)
gab(a7t) =7 ( M 1 )

Where o and t are parameterization on the string, and the N and M are the lapse and the
shift functions associated with this parameterization, fig.(2.1)).

Notice that this theory is diffeomorphism invariant (i.e. invariant under a general
coordinate transformation). This produces two of the three symmetries of the theory. The

11



2.1. INITIAL SETUP

Moo

R i Non ot

Figure 2.1: The string is parametrized by o in the spacial direction and by ¢ in the temporal direction.
n is the normal to 0. The N and M are the lapse and shift functions, respectively.

other symmetry comes about because the theory is 2 — Dimensional, and as is known in
this dimension all metrics are conformally flat. In other words we should be able to recast
the general metric g, above, into the form 27,;, where the 4?2 is the conformal factor.
Therefore the choice of this factor produces the 3rd symmetry of the system.

So we already know that we should anticipate a constrained theory. Let us see how string
theory handles such theories. First let us look for the EOM and the Constraints which we
should find from this theory.

2.1.1 The EOM and The Constraints

First following the method of Dirac, let us identify all the constraints (primary and
secondaryEI) of this theory, whereby then we can define the Hamiltonian and the correct
EOM, and also to see that it is a fully constraint system (i.e. H ~ 0).

Looking at the momenta (this is where we anticipate primary constraints to be found):

oL 1 g ,
Hu(ot) = o= (Xﬂ - MXu) (0,1) (2.2)
= 2L =g
%]X The Primary Constraints (2.3)
oM

From this we can rewrite the Lagrangian and define the full Hamiltonian:

1Fortunately, as we shall see this theory only has First Class constraints which simplifies things greatly.

12
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L) = % / doN (1% — X"*) (0, t) (2.4)
H(t) = % / do (N(H2 +X7%) + 2MH“X’H) (0,%)
H(t) = H+/da (U'Py +U*Pyr) (0,1) (2.5)

Next we look for secondary constraints by assuring that the primary constraints are
time-independent, we find the secondary (and the main) constraints of the system:

PN:{PN,H} = —% (H2+X’2) (0,t) = C%o,t) =~ (2.6)
Py ={Py,H} = -TI"X',(0,1) = ClYot) =~
So we immediately see that the Hamiltonian is a total constraint:
H = /da (NCO+ MC' +U'"Py +U*Py) = 0 (2.7)

Now to check whether there exist any more constraints we need consider the Poisson
bracket of the new constraints. However since these are distributions we should actually
look at the corresponding smeared Gaugesﬂ

These constraints therefore define the following two gauge transformations:

Gle] = % / do ¢(11% 4 X'*) (2.8)

Glln = / donlI* X', (2.9)
These form the following gauge algebra:

(GG} = GHe—&nl= GULy¢]

{G°lg], G} = GIe €= GUlLy¢] (2.10)

{GHE.G I} = GHre—&nl= GHLyE]

This indicates that the algebra of the constraints (or the gauge algebra) is closed, which
confirms that there does not exist anymore constraints in this theoryE| Hence eqn. is
the most general Hamiltonian for this system. From which we can derive the equations of
motion for the system:

XM ={Xr H}=NI*4+MX"

" = {I1*, '} = NX* + MII'* (211)

2See appendiac for a full discussion

3This is the very point to which we will come back in sec‘ of chap., where we will see that it
is this very assumption that, “one should deal with the smeared version of the constraints rather than the
distributions themselves”, which provides the continuous string theory with a closed constraint algebra.

13



2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

Now to solve these, or their Lagrangian-variants, in the usual method of string theory, one
first makes a gauge choice, where g, — 7qp. The justification for this is that (as
mentioned) gauges correspond to coordinate (and conformal factor)-choice degrees of
freedom of the theory, and as such they can be fixed to simplify the EOM and the
corresponding Constraint equations.

Two questions arise from this choice however:

e First: Is this true; do the gauge and the coordinate choices correspond exactly?

e Is this a proper procedure? In other words, is this gauge-fixing an appropriate step, in
lieu of the future quantization of the system?

We will address the first of these in the next section.

However, the second question is related to the quantization—anomaliesﬁ This method of
quantization can be contrasted to other methods which we review briefly in appendiq:.
However one particular example where no gauge-fixing takes place is exactly in the Loop
quantization which we will look at in chap.. There then we may compare the results
found here to those suggested by the loop quantization.

2.2 The Transformations of the Action

Recall that the entity that should remain invariant under the gauge and coordinate
transformations is the action. So let us look at these transformations and try to find the
relation between them. The ultimate goal is to realize that the gauge and the coordinate
transformations are “equivalent” so that gauge fixing conditions which are used in the
string quantization procedure, for finding the solution space of the string can be justified
from (at least) this perspective.

2.2.1 Gauge Transformation of the Action]|

We now consider the transformation of the action under a general gauge transformation:
Gle,n) = G°[¢] + G'[n] (2.12)

The variation can be given by:

86Se0n = /dwg (HX - H) = /d2)\ {HX - H,G} (2.13)

41t is found that in gauge theories, often after quantization, having first gauge fixed the theory, the
final solutions are not necessarily gauge-invariant, these are called quantization anomalies. For example the
requirement that the Bosonic string theory be embedded in a 26-Dim spacetime is the requirement so that
the theory recovers form one such anomaly.

5 The variation of a variable, delta(Variable) always has a subscript corresponding to a coordinate trans-
formation, ¢ X or a gauge transformation, X . This is not to be confused with the infinitesimal amount
of spatial transformation & which has no subscript.

14



2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

Now we have:

H = GY[N]+G'M] (2.14)
= 0cH = {G°[N]+G'[M],G[¢n]}
Using eqn.
GO[LeM + L,N] + GY[LeN + L£,M] (2.15)
where: Len = n—n'¢ (2.16)

Also (for a full calculation of this see appendiz (A)):
/ dt / do{IIX, G°[¢]}
/dt/da{HX,Gl[n]} G (2.18)

= /dt/da&G(HX) /dt/da{HX,G} = /dt(GO[é] +Gn)) (2.19)

Therefore the total effect of the gauge transformation on the action becomes:

GOl¢] (2.17)

0GScov = {Scova G’ [{] + Gl[n]} (220)
Gives
H = G°[N]+G'[M]— G°[N + LcM + LN — €]

+G [N + LeN + L, M — 1) (2.21)

We can conclude two results from this calculation:

e That the transformation is indeed a gauge whose effect on the action is to redefine the
Lagrange multipliers N and M.

e The Gauge transformation (seems) to be identical to coordinate transformations
(which effectively change the metric, and hence redefine N and M.)

This second result is the one which we will investigate next: i.e. we would like to know if
the gauge transformations are identical to general coordinate transformationsﬂ
We therefore next look at the coordinate transformations of the action.

6Note that we indeed know that the source of the gauge trns. are the coordinate choice freedom of the
theory, however in order for a set of (X#,II*) to be gauge invariant a certain condition is necessary; they
need to obey the equation of motion. This may seem obvious; i.e. we are stating the well-known classical
statement that Two solutions of the eom which are obtained by different choice of coordinate systems, will
be related by a gauge transformation. Or said another way: If two solution of the eom are related by a
gauge transformation, they simply correspond to two choices of coordinate system in which the eom where
solved. This in turn corresponds to two different observers. But now note that the obviousness of the above
statement relies on the requirement that (X*#, II*) be solutions of the classical eom. This corresponds to
saying (XH*,II*) are on-shell. When however we wish to quantize the theory the situation changes entirely.
One way of regarding the quantization of a given system is to allow (X*,II*) to go off-shell; this is the
Feynman description of quantization: It is not just the classical solutions that are allowed; all solutions
are allowed and they are weighted-summed. Hence, here with this perspective if one where to choose a
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2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

2.2.2 The Coordinate Transformation of the Action

Under a general coordinate transformation:
X=(t,o) > A=X+C  where (= ("¢ =(A,0), (2.22)
the metric transforms as:

JCgab = ‘Cﬁgab

= GacObC + 9eb0aCC + CDcGab - (2.23)

From this we find:
_ 2\ __ 2 / / T T'
degn =0 (v) = - [27 (MA"+6") + ((v JA+ (v )5)}

bogo =8 (M) = = |22 ((MA +8) + ((-N* + M?) A"+ MY) )

+ ((]\/H?)A +(M77)'5)]

bogon = 8 (17 (=N + M?)) = = [292 (=N + M?) A + M§)

- (PN 3)A + (7 (N7 + 2] o) |

(2.24)
Rewriting this we can calculate the induced change on N and M:
5¢N = —N(A -3¢ —2MA") — (AN + 6N') (225)
SoM = —[(MA +6) — (N? + M*)A' — MJ'] — (AM + M) '
We are now in the position to compare the Gauge transformations to the Coordinate
transformations.
2.2.3 Gauge vs. Coordinate Transformations
If we consider the Coordinate Transformation:
it)y=A
—(A,0) = 2.26
(= (8.9) { o) 5 (226)

we see that these correspond to one gauge transformation along the ¢ direction, and one
along o direction.

The later transformation, has a direct correspondence with the gauge transformations, since
the o transformations correspond to spatial gauge transformations, and these are generated

certain coordinate system in which to solve the eom and then quantize the system, the solutions obtained
may very well not be gauge-related to another set of solutions obtained by another choice of the coordinate
system. This is precisely what we wish to examine: i.e. can one relax the requirement that (X#,II*)
necessary be solutions of the eom. For this we need to draw up exactly how the C-Transformations and the
G-transformations correspond.
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2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

by G*[n] hence for the equality we simply need: 7 = 6. The second one is slightly more
complicated because the t direction is defined by:

9, = No, + Ma,, (2.27)

and since the gauge transformations along the ¢ direction are defined by H[N M |, we see
that we need N = AN and M = AM for the coordinate transformations, and using
eqn.(2.14)), this corresponds to a gauge transformation of:

H[AN,AM] = G°|[AN] + G'[AM].
Together then we need:
G[N, M, A, ] = G'[AN] + G [AM +6]. (2.28)

It can then easily be verified that using the above correspondence, we have:

0cN =0aN,
oM = dcM .

So we have shown that the gauge transformations and the coordinate transformations can
be related; a given gauge choice (for example the conformal flat gauge, which we will use in
sec.(2-3.2) to find the solution space) corresponds to a coordinate choicd’]

We are ready to discuss the solution space of the string; i.e. we have provided a “plausible
argument” for gauge-fixing the theory. This is nevertheless not a proof and only the
technique used in the String quantization. As we mentioned we will look at the Loop
quantization in the last chapter where this assumption is not made.

However before we proceed let us summarize the Gauge-Coordinate relation which we
found. In addition let consider the individual action of these transformations on the scalar
field variables, X* and IT#. This will further highlight the concern one may have for
gauge-fixing any theory prior to quantization.

7 However we must point out that while a gauge choice fixes the unit of length and relative angles, does
not fix the origin of the coordinate system. Hence a gauge-choice does not fully fix the coordinate system;
there is a slight mismatch. This however is a mere technicality, which we mention for completeness, and it
does not affect or relate to our calculations. For a quick look at this you may wish to consult [IT].
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2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

2.2.4 The G vs. C Transformation of X and II

Another question which we should ask is whether the GT' — CT correspondence is
sufficient to also match the o (X and II) and (X and II). This is the question that we
will next consider.

So far we can summarize the way the two transformations compare as follows, table(2.1)):

Gauge Tr. (GT) Coordinate Tr. (CT)
GIA, 8] = G°[AN] + G'AM + 4] {0_ L G—o4s
S-S o S— S5 o
H[N, M| — H[N, M] 9an| N, M| — gup[N, M)
B R~ ver 6¢N = —N(A—-§ —2MA')— (AN +6N)
{ N = LianmyM+ LavisyN — (AN) SoM = —[(MA+3)— (N2 + M)A — M§|
5GM = E(AN)N+£(AM+6)M - (AM+6) _[AM"_(SM/]

Table 2.1: The gauge to coordinate transformations correspondence; with respect to the spacetime
variables degrees of freedom, N and M there exists an exact correspondence between
these two transformations.

Now the gauge, G and coordinate C, transformation of a scalar field, F can be given by:
6aF = {F,G} ScF = FA+F'§

and since X* is a scalar, we have:
S XM ={X" G} = A(NTI" + MX"") +6X"" So Xt = AXF 45X (2.29)

Notice first that we used used egn.(2.28). However in order to equate these two expressions
we, in addition will require to use one of the EOM, egn.(2.11)):

XF = {X" H[N,M]} = NII* + MX"" (2.30)

Therefore at least one of the EOM are required to have 6o X = g X.

Now let us consider the variation of IT#. Notice that II* is not a scalaifl Hence even to
evaluate the two variations of it we need resort to the same EOM as was used for the case
of X*. In effect we are comparing the following two expressions:

/ /

SaIl = {IT", G} = (A (NX'" + MTIn)) + (5TI#) ScTI* = b¢ (;I(X'” - MX’“))
(2.31)

8Due to the % factor in the definition for IT = %(X - MX').
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2.2. THE TRANSFORMATIONS OF THE ACTION

Carrying out the calculation and writing everything in terms of X* we find (we omit the p
index for simplicity):

/ /

o (AM 1) , AM +6
5GH_X<N >+X<AN M(N )) (2.32)
! AM+5 " _%
+X (N + X" (AN — (AM +9)

5ol =X (N2 (AN + 6N’ — N§' — 2MA’)>

M r ' NG vane ’ I (A2 2\ AZ
+X ( 5 (BN +00M" = M§') + - (BM 46 +0M' = M§' — (N? + M%) &)
B e R L (2.33)

Comparing the terms in the two expressions above we see that the X# term only appears in
6CX“ﬂ And it cannot be written in terms of the others without the use of the second
EOM:

it = (N 5 3 } N (XMX) - (vx Hoe-axn) ea

X =NIO+MX' N

This then leads to the relation:

X (;{) X' (—%\4) + X7 (MZ];NU (2.35)

(G () () (57) -

With these, the expressions for the gauge and coordinate transformations of II* become:

S = (AII+61) + II(A'M + &) + X'(A'N) (2.36)
\ 4
ScIl* = (AIL40IT) + (A — &' — 2MA' + 2A% + 25%)
+X%(MA+5— (N?+ M*)A' — M§' +2M + 26M') (2.37)

Therefore we can conclude, that the only way we can hope to equate the two variations of
the IT* is to resort to both equations of motion. i.e. this verifies the classical requirement
that only the solutions of the EOM are gauge invariant.

91In fact the only reason we have Variable in §g X* is that we have used the EOM for X*, otherwise the
gauge transformation is alien to the 9¢; it only knows of the Poisson Bracket {X*, G} which (in the case of
our Hamiltonian) can only lead to O5.
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This is the point of concern; the GT of field variables can be considered a CT only if IT and
X are the solutions of the classical EOM. Said differently: it is only for on-shell values of
the X and II that the GT of these correspond to a different choice of the coordinate
systems. But in quantization, for example in the path integration this is exactly the point
which we depart from: X and II do not just follow the classical solution orbits; they follow
all orbits. So whether we can actually gauge-fix the theory in lieu of quantization is no
longer transparent. Indeed due care must be given, and more often than not one does run
into anomalies.

2.3 The Solution Space

With these remarks and having emphasized that the gauge-fixing conditions imply very
strong assumptions for the theory, we proceed to the solution space making the said gauge
choices. To do so, however let us note an interesting relation which exists between the
constraints and the energy momentum tensor. This will help us in the next section where
the constraints are written in this language (rather than the Dirac’s canonical language).

2.3.1 T, vs. C%0,0)

The relation that we seek comes from the two alternate definitions of the action:

S = f% / d®X\/—g¢°?0. X", X,

(2.38)
Seon = /dt/da(HX — H|N, M])
From these we can define T}, and C(0,0"):
) -2 0L 1
Ty = = = 0, X" X, — = gapg 0. X" 0aX 2.
" Vg o9 T /=g 09 0 X0y dund 0 X 0a X (2.39)
/ OH 1 2
0 = — = — = — 2 !
Co.0) = ~{Px, 1} ON(o,0') 2 (H +X )
oM (2.40)
Yo,0)=-{P = —TI*X/
C (0.70-) { M’H} aM(O'7O'I) "
where, again Py and P,; are the primary constraints:
PN = %
o (2.41)
PI\/I = %
M

Now let us relate the constraints and the energy-momentum tensor. Notice that since IV
and M exist only in g:

—N?24+M?> M 1 -1 M
_ .2 ab __
Gab =7 < M 1 - g9 = N2’}/2 M N2 _ M2 (242)
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we can write:

o  0g* 0 aw O

aN = N gt = A gy (243)

(‘)iM - %i\zb agaab =B abajab (2.44)
Where:

b — 589;1’ _ N;72( i 2—% ) (2.45)

B® = gg; = N%Q ( (1) _21M ) (2.46)

Now if we use the obvious equality:

S = Suo :/dt/da(HX—H)

we can write:

—2 0Sco0 -2 0 .

T = = IIX —H 2.47

b /_g 5gab /_g 8gab( ) ( )
Therefore we have:

_OH W, OH 4 O

T HONoe a agab =a (agab

CQ

. 1
X + 5«/—gTab) (2.48)
Where:
_ 10 a_ | N aw [ A%
a—{l N—{M a _{Bab

This establishes the relation between the energy momentum tensor and the constraints.
Writing the form of Ty, explicitly we find:

1
Too = (N + M%) (I + X"+ 2NM(IIX")
1
Tor = M3 (I + X*) + N(I1X') (2.49)
1
Ty, = 5(1——[2 +X/2)

which gives:

T, — <(N2 +M?)C° +2NMCt MCP +N01>

MCO 4 NC! 0 (2:50)

Therefore we see that the energy momentum tensor is also just a combination of the
constraints. In fact, it can be considered a certain representation (in complex conformal

coordinates) of the constraints. This representation is the one which is used in string theory.

With this, we are now ready to consider the solution space of the theory.
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2.3.2 Solving the EOM

So now we come to describing the solution space which is prescribed by the gauge-fixing
method of string theory. The Gauge fixed equations of motion are very simpl

1
——0.(v/—g9™XH") G.Fizing 10,0, X" 2.51
Ner ( (2.51)
= X,—-X"=0 isawaveequation. (2.52)

This equation has the wave equation solution:

" pg h % 1 Twmt 1Km O —1Kkm O
XHt(ot) =a5 + =t + | = Z—e m (a,‘ile m? 4 [Bhe m)

L 2L Wi
, . m7o (2.53)
" (o,t) = pfo +1 (2L> Z e mt (ot em? 4 Bl e m)
m##0
Where L is the length of the sting, and:
2mm
2 2
— =0 d Km=—.
wh, — K, and kK 7
These must satisfy the proper commutation relations:
13 v ! ]‘ 12 v
[X (th)aH (U ’t)} = 7 [%vpo]
I i(witwi)t ) ) L I
—|—’L <2L> Z e - |:aéteznla 4 Bzuef'mla ,agezfiko + ﬂl,:befzmca i|
k0 L
(2.54)
with:
[047, OzZ] = wldh_ké“”
181", Bg] = widr, k0" Lk#0 (2.55)

[, Bk =0

This commutation relation is satisfied.
We are now in the position to look at the Fock-Space solution and the corresponding
Virasoro constraints.

10We go through the derivation here quickly, where the results are well-known. However in the discrete
case we show and derive every step carefully. Not so surprisingly the steps are very similar and the basic
physics is in fact identical.
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2.3.3 The Fock Space

We can represent the most general Fock solution vector, |¥ 4 g(K*)) as:

oo
Wap(K") = [] 1%a..5,;K) (2.56)
a,b=1
where :
D Do, (ﬁu )Bz‘f
Wa,m,) =[] 4% B)) = H \0,0) (2.57)

In other words, the general solution is the product of all modes of oscillation of both the

left and the right moving waves, hence the Ha,b and the product of the oscillation in each
individual dimension, hence the [],.
We also use the following convention:

| A1 By = VwaVAL +1[AF+1,BlY if a<0
alar b V@aVAL | A — 1, B if a>0
glar Bl = Voo B + 1A% B +1) if b<0 (2.50)
b \ﬁ\/B“|Ag,B“—1> if b>0 '

(2.58)

2.3.4 The Virasoro Generators

Let us now look at the corresponding Virasoro constraints. First note that these come form
gauge fixing of the elements of the energy momentum tensor eqn., Tup and there are
only two of these:

1 /. .
Too(0,) = C(o.1) = 5 (XX, + X" X],)
. (2.60)
Tor(o,) = C'(0,) = 5 (XX, + X*x},)
These then become:
2TOO(U t) pOpOH _ 2N2 Z 7 wl+wh)t (aétakuei(lﬁn—‘rnm)g + ﬂlltﬁkue—i(lin"v'ﬁm)o')
1,k#0
Y .
+ QZNf IZ: et (aluem"” + Bi.e m"")
_ _ 7 (2.61)
2oy (03 ) = —28? Z eilwitwn)t (ozfozkuel(“"*“’")g - ftﬁk”eﬂ(“”“m)")

1,k0

I—L . . .
+ 21pro Z ezwlt (O‘luelmg _ Bluefzma')
140
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Where we have defined:

-~
N:<2L>

Now we have:

Too(n,m;t) = 0
{Tm(n’m;t) = Vot (2.62)

Making this more symmetric:

2(Too+To1) = % — 4N? Z eilwrtw)t (agal#el(”“r”m)”) + 4iN% Z e“ oy, e

k170 1#0
2 _ ‘ o ' ' (2.63)
) (TOO _ TOl) — fg _ 4N2 Z eZ(Wkerl)t (ﬂgﬁluefz(nnJrnm)o') + 42Nf0 Z ezwltﬂluefzma
k10 10
If we rewrite this in the following form, we notice something interesting:
o
10, = 2(Too + Tor) = % + 2R ey’ % +2iRY e lae? ~0
k#0 1#0
o
w
P, = 2(Tho — Ton) = [ 22+ 2R elrtgetner | {22 oy ertpiee |~
k#0 170 "
(2.64)

In other words, T%" and T''* are two null vectors.

Here, based on what we know about pj, that it represents the momentum of the centre of
mass, we can equate its value to be:

P2
L—g ~ M?, (2.65)

where M is the mass-density of the string.

In addition we can posit that the direction of motion of the centre of mass, is orthogonal to
that of the modes of oscillations:

{ Po k=0

vk 2.66
pgﬁku ~ 0, ( )

i.e. the oscillations are transverse[™

' This posit can be justified in a variety of different ways. A physical explanation is that the longitudinal
modes will have negative norm. We show this in appendiz‘
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

With this then the conditions on the I'** « = 0,1 can be translated into statements about
the modes of oscillations. Let:

Koo) = (aﬁaz#ei(“l“k)") — <M>2
2N

170 2 (2.67)
1 — —i(ki+KEK)o N e
K'o)= > (5kﬁl e ) = <2N>
k10
With this we arrive at the following:
2
Po 2
Iz M~ =~
Po 4
S
10
S e
U 6[;16“”0 ~ O
L 170 (2.68)
2
Po 2 — t(Ki+KE)o M ~
©o- ()= 3 (aganeterrr) - (2) =0
k10
2
1 Po\? _ 1g o—ilkitni)o MN™
Ko = (g) = 2 (e o) = (55) ~0
k10
as the set of the constraints of the theoryIE
By performing the Fourier transfornEbf these we obtain the Virasoro Generators:
/daZalue“" = —alu
1£0
S
140
L _ DN AN\ 2 (2.70)
‘Cm = z ‘/daeimma <ICO(U) - (ﬁ) ) = Zaﬁszaku - (QN> 5m,0
k#£0
1 1Rm O Po 2 M ?
= z/dffe " <’C1(U) - (ﬁ) > = Zﬂﬁkkﬂku - (22\2) Om,0
k#£0
12 Also note the following relations:
0 Po 1 opro _ 0 L 2
K%(o) — <2L> 4N2F “FN— 2N2(T00+T01)— 2N2(C +ct )= (Do +01)X)* =0 (2.65)
1 Po 1 1 _ 1 0 1y _ 2 ’
Koy - <2L> = el T 2&2 (Too =Ton) = 55 (7= C) = 5% 2&2 (90 —01)X)"~ 0

13Note that the transformation of the constraints had to be performed because the solutions are the
momentum space solutions (in its representation) therefore the corresponding generators should also be in
the same space.
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

These are the constraints which validity we should test by applying them on the solution
space eqn..

However before doing so let us make a remark on the £y and Lo. Note that they are the
only ones in which the ordering of the two operators in the sum does matter. This ordering
however has only the effect of leading to an infinite term (due to the residue of the
commutation). As such we require that the constraints be operator-ordered. This then
effectively redefines the last three constraints as follows:

o) M 2
— p (22 &
Lo —QZO‘—kO"W <2N) 0
k=1
N o] M 2
Lo=2) 3", Bru— (m) ~0
k=1 (2.71)
Em:Za”m_kaku%O m#0
k#0
L= B 1 Bru=0 m # 0
k#0

Let us now consider these to isolate the physical solution space.

2.3.5 The Physical Space

First notice that the first and the second constraints Z, Z , are restrictions on p whereas the
last two L,,, L., are restrictions on the occupation numbers of states.

Therefore we can satisfy the first two conditions by a convenient choice of the direction of
oscillation and that of the direction of propagation. Let:

w={1;i} st. i=2,---,D

H_INM: O
po =1 . } (2.72)
and ol = {0;0)
sy = {0; 63}
Therefore we should rewrite the Fock solutions of the theory as:
o0
WA (K%)= [] [¥a..5,;M) (2.73)
a,b=1
where :
D D p AL n Bt
' o ® (B
|\IJAa,Bb> = H |A57Bli> = H ( a) ( b) ‘050> (274)
= = Al By apypp
n=2 =2 \wg*w, " Ag! By

Now the last two constraints serve the purpose of isolating the physical sector.
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

This is the place where String Theory’s definition of physicality comes into picture. Note
that all the previous assumptions as to the Mass-density of the string and the transversality
of the oscillations are respectively, assumptions about the basic theory and a convenient
coordinate system. However in order to satisfy the last two constraints, we must make a
certain choice as to the definition of physicality. In the canonical quantization of Dirac, as
discussed in sec.7 we demand that the “whole” of the constraints be satisfied, as in:

Lo |Wphys) =0 (2.75)
£m|‘I’phys> =0

This of course has the effect of rendering the solution space trivial (as is expected of any
completely constrained theory), as we will show at the end of this section.

Here, in string theory however, a physical state |¥ppys), is defined as one which obeys the
following condition:

{ <‘I'phys |£m‘\1/phy8>

=0
- (2.76)
<‘I'phy8|£m‘\1/phy8> =0

In addition we get rid of the null states:

|‘l/null> = {'q}phys> s.t. ‘\I,null> = ZAk|\I]phys>k:}
k

_ Hclosed _ HPhys
= Hprst = =
Heacact Hnull

Let us now show how this results in a non-trivial solution space. We shall focus on the
requirement egn.(2.76]) for now. To do so first we note an identity:

{ (‘Cm)]L == E—m

(‘Cm)T = Z—nz

Therefore in order to satisfy egn.(2.76), it is sufficient if we had:

{ £m|\I/ph8>

=0
~ or m >0 2.77
‘C'H’L|\I/phs> =0 f B ( )

i.e. as compared to eqn., we are applying only “half” of the constraints. This is the
very reason why the physical solution space will now be more viable.

Because of the symmetry of the situation we will consider the £,, only.

For the m = 0 case consider:

Lol Al) = (22aznam — @i) ) | ALY (2.78)
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

Notice that since a > 0 only the n = a affects this expression,

Lolar) — (20&“% - (Qi)) %) (2.79)

Now using:
0" o () =%, (02 ) ¥ gy + ALt (02,) ) 2

we get:

Lol — <2<A5> - (&) ) 14) (2581)

With similar results for the /30. In other words, the £y and ZO (less the mass-density
constant) give the occupation number of their corresponding states.

Now let us consider the m > 0 case. Let us first rewrite the Virasoro constraints:

oo oo oo
Lo ] 140 Bo) =D ale pany ] 140 Bo) =0 m >0
a,b=1 n#0 a,b=1
= Z m+7la_"l‘ + am naTLH H |Aa7 Bb>
n=1 a,b=1
oo m o
- [ Z APy + O, —I—Za‘;lnanu} H |Aq, By)
n=m+1 n=1 a,b=1

[ Z ah o, py + Zam naw—l—agamﬂl H |Ag, Bp) (2.82)

n=m+1 a,b=1

We now throw out the n=m case which gives an affau,,, ~ pjjcum, = 0.
This now can be written in the form:

o0
L, = Z ' am—n, (20,—m + Om_n) m > 0
1

n#m (2.83)
1 >0

where: O, =
0 z<0

Applying this on the states egn.(2.73)), and taking into account that each term of the ©,,_,
actually picks up 2 terms in the domain 1 <n < m — 1, we have:

D oo oo D oo
Co [TTT1A =211 11 |A5>\/(wnwm n|A|n\>|A|‘iL‘ - 1)

pn=2a=1 n=1 pu=2 a#n
nEM a|men|

><2< R L L RV . ) |V (S >@m_n>
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

(2.84)

This is a complicated linear combination of the states. Note that under this construction of
the states, two states of the same mode, say |C#) and |D¥), however of differing occupation
numbers: C' # D are orthogonal (at least in the original construction). Hence if a linear
combination of these is zero, it means that either the coefficients must be zero or otherwise
the original states themselves are not all independent.

However, looking at the coefficients for a given n in the sum:

n<m — \/(wlnwlmnlAan)\/(A#m—n) n=12---,m-—1
n>m — \/(w|nw|mn|Af‘n)\/(A”m_n + 1) n=m+1lm+2,---

we see that these are very tight restrictions on the occupation numbers of physical states.

(2.85)

Therefore we may conjecture that the complicated expression of the constraints on the
states, has the effect of rendering some of the states dependent on the rest. Yet the
restrictions may not be so strong as to make the physical solution space - as defined via this
string theory method - trivial.

The problem of demonstrating and attempting to prove this conjecture was initiated in the
works of Dual multi-particle theory [16] (the precursor to string which was initially used to
describe the strong force in nuclear physics.) These lead to the works of [I7] which
culminated in the now-known Goddard-Thorn Theorems (also popularly known as the
No-Ghost Theorems.) We do not present the proof here, and will only state it at the end of
appendiz (C)[**l Instead the main features which we would like to take from these
discussions are the following:

e The complicatedness of the expressions of the constraints for the string, eqn., is
quite puzzling; it is very unusual that from such a set of constraints, a non-trivial
solution space may survive. Now obviously the above-mentioned works do suggest
(and perhaps prove) this conjecture. However we may be able to consider another
way of looking at the problem which may reveal something interesting.

Notice that, abstractly, we know that Dirac’s quantization method is too restrictive,
and will therefore only produce a non-dynamical solution space (in contrast to the
String’s method, where - as we show in appendix - it can at least abstractly be
argued that the solution space may still contain dynamics due to the weaker
constraint conditions.) However observe that Dirac’s constraints are String’s
constraints, augmented with the m < 0 constraints. Therefore, by comparing the

m > 0 case and the m < 0 case, we may be able to find a simple method of relating
the two quantization methods with each other.

This is therefore what we will consider next.

MFor a proof based on the BRST formalism also see [I8].
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2.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

2.3.6 Comparison with Dirac’s Quantization

Going back, as we argued, Dirac’s quantization can be satisfied, if in addition to egn.(2.77),
we demand the following conditions:

{ E—m|‘I’phys> =0

~ m >0 (2.86)
E—m|‘11phys> =0

Then repeating the same steps of the calculation for £, of the String, we will have:

oo oo oo
Lo ] 14a:Be) =D ot _pony [] [4a Bo) =0 m <0
a,b=1 n#0 a,b=1
—1 o]
= Z (Oé;l;l_,’_na_n'u + Oéﬁl_nanp) H |Aa7 Bb>
n=-—0o0 a,b=1
m—1 -1 e}
= [ Z (b Oty + Oy Oy) + Z aﬁl_naw] H |Aa, By)
n=-—oo n=m a,b=1

m—1 -1 o]
[2 Z Aty + Z aﬁlnaw—l—a’gamll] H |Ag, Bp) (2.87)

n=—oo n=m-+1 a,b=1

We again throw out the n=-m case which gives an o) ap,, ~ pfm, =~ 0.

Again we write:

-1
Lon= Y 00, (20 0+ 6, )  m<0 (2.88)

n#Em

With the corresponding action on the states (with the same note as to the ©,,_,, terms as
for the ©,,_,, in the m > 0 case):

D oo —1 D %)
enTTTTI40 = 3 T TT 149 i (4 + 1) 45 4 1)

n=2a=1 n=—oo u=2 a#n
n#m a#|m—n|
p @ p
X2 < T [ R V (Al + 1) i + 1>9n—m>

(2.89)

This can now be compared to egn.(2.84), of the String.
The striking feature is the symmetry that exists between these two expressions; i.e. they

seem very similar. It is very difficult to see how a solution should exist that will obey only
one of these sets of constraints, and not the other. In fact it would seem quite improbable
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2.4. DISCUSSION

that this should be the case. It may therefore be more reasonable to assume that a given
solution of one of these constraints will obey the other constraint, than not.

Hence, this comparison may suggest that, despite the results of Goddard-Thorn Theorems,
in the specific case of the string the solution space may still be quite trivial - in the sense
that the solution space is as restricted by String’s constraints as it is by Dirac’s constraints.

Of course these are suggestions, and do not form a proof. The proof, as we discussed, is
complicated due to the complicated nature of the solution space of the continuous string.
This is precisely what motivates the analysis of the discrete string; we hope that the
solution space there will be easier to analyze and discuss.

This finishes the analysis of this chapter, let us end with a discussion.

2.4 Discussion

In the last section we carried out the full analysis of the solution space and the constraint
algebra thereof string theory. As mentioned, through the works of [16], [I7] and others, it
has been shown that the continuous string theory is ghost-free (i.e. the physical space is
positive-definite normed). These results however do not indicate whether the resulting
solution space is trivial or not.

In the last section, we considered the possibility that the solution space may in fact be
trivial.

Now let us assume the alternative possibility. Let us assume:

e That there exists a non-trivial solution to these constraints, with a complexly
inter-related set of physical states, restricted by the constraints egn.(2.84)).

Let us discuss the implications of this possibility.

Again based on the symmetry of the m > 0 and m < 0 cases of the Virasoro constraints -

eqn. and eqn. - we may argue that, if we assume that there exists a nontrivial

solution space, it perhaps obeys both sets of constraints. However if this is the case, given
the complexity of the constraint relations, this realization would strongly suggest that the
restrictions are obeyed a-priori; all constraints seem to be already satisfied!

If this is true, we may ask what construct in the analysis may have warranted it?

The answer must lie in the only step we have taken to get to this result, i.e. the
gauge-fixing.

In other words, due to the gauge fixing which we have performed, it would seem that we
have removed all degrees of freedom which contribute to the constraints.

If this conclusion is correct, then we may be able to propose the following conjecture for
any gauge theory that is to be quantized:

Either gauge-fix then quantize or quantize then apply constraints
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2.4. DISCUSSION

Said another way, we need only do one of these; gauge fix (completely) before quantization,
and then satisfy the quantum EOM, or Quantize and then apply the constraints. Hence in
the analysis of the string of this chapter, the checking of the states against L, is just that,
only a check.

Of course this does not mean that these two methods - gauge-fixing before vs. applying
constraints after - would lead to the same description of the theory. In other words the
question whether the gauge fixing method is acceptable, or whether it is consistent with the
non-gauge-fixing method of Dirac, and also whether the results are still covariant are
questions which remain unanswered.

This provide further motivation for the analysis of chap,, were we consider the covariant
quantization of the string via the Loop Quantum Gravity method. In other words, by
considering and comparing the results which may follow from the Loop quantization, which
is a fully covariant theory, it may be possible to shed some light on the above-mentioned
questions.

On another note, the question of dynamics still remains; in what sense (in light of the
weaker constraint conditions) are the solutions dynamical? Notice that via the gauge fixing,
we have fixed a time parameter, and have therefore conceived of a preferred time, and a
true Hamiltonian, which can then provide nontrivial dynamics. But in order to discuss this
dynamic explicitly we will need to have access to the physical solution space.

Therefore the investigation of this question is also compounded by the complexity of the
interrelations of the solution space of the continuum string.

As such the possible usefulness of a simplified version of the string, which may then have a
simpler solution space to analyze, is again emphasized. This again, provides the motivation
to consider the Discrete String, in the next chap.. We hope that this system will be
simpler to discuss and therefore more accessible for analysis, so that within its context we
may try to re-ask the questions regarding the observables and dynamics of the string.
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Chapter 3

The Discrete String

In this chapter we analyze a discrete version of the closed (Bosonic) string. The main
motivation for this is, as mentioned, to utilize a simple model where some of the questions
regarding observables and their dynamics, in generally covariant theories could be answered
more clearly than in the more complex situation of the continuous string.

3.1 Initial Setup - First Picture

To start we would like to discretize the original continuous string’s action:

_ !

5=73

/ A/ =gg™ 0, X" 0p X ,

There, of course exist a wide class of discretizations which can be tried. We will focus on
the following:

/do — zn:ei,
i=1

XH(o,t) — Xé)(t)v
1
4 B YK
0, X" (0,t) — Z,;(XWU X(H)) (1),
—N2 +M2- M(lv)
gulont) - 72( & + My )<t>,

(3.1)

however, as we shall show in sec(3.2.4), this discretization represents the class of all
discretization which are related by a linear, time-independent transformation.

The €; is the unit length on the string, which is allowed to be position-dependent (via the
index 7).
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3.1. INITIAL SETUP - FIRST PICTURE

The resulting action from this discretization is:

S—- */dtz { XXy + M(l)X()(X(Hl) = X(i=1)u

1
+=

2 (NG = M%) (X i1y — X(i-1))” (3.2)

However notice that the IV; and the M; are arbitrary. And since ¢; is finite (none-zero), it
can be absorbed into the definition of these:

€
| ] (3.3)
€

which has the effect of redefining the metric:

7 N2 + M? EiM(i)
f eZM(i) 6,%

€

—N2 + M2 Mg,
v( AR 1”)@) (34)
(@)

So we can effectively assume that the discretization which is used is in fact the following;:

XH(o,1) - X(l)( )
0o XH(o,t) — (X(i+1) - Xélz‘fl)) ), (3.5)
—N2, + M?

M.
gab(o,t)  — 72( OO )(t)-
M('L) ].

i.e. the ¢; does not contribute to the analysis. We will use this convention in the remainder
of this chapter.

With this the discrete action becomes:

H(NGy = ME) (X — X(i—1))2] (3.6)
With this let us start the analysis of the discrete string.

To start, let us first work out a number of preliminary calculations, which will be useful in
the remainder of the analysis of this chapter.
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3.1. INITIAL SETUP - FIRST PICTURE

3.1.1 Lagrangian Equations of Motion

Varying the action with respect to all its variables we have: (§, stands for variation, see

footnote @ in sec. .

+ (NG = M) (X i) — X(i—l))ﬂ } (3.7)

(X<> My (X (i) — X(ie 1)))}

m
WXy — l&‘[ Ng)

Miv1) M-y
Xiiig) — X ) .
((N@f L e~y Xeey (3.8)
N2, — M N, M w
(i+1) (i+1) (i—1) (i—1)
(2D T e X)) — X — X
( Neirn) (X(ir2) = X)) Non ) — X 2)))1
1 2 2
0uN@ = 7, (X< ) = Mp(Xian) = X))+ (Xrn) = X)) (3.9)
B N
Using the definition of H“ eqn. lb we have:
. MZ 1) ¢ M(i—l) .
0 Xl — | — (( D % i+1) — o X(@-1) (3.11)
@ ( Nit1) Ngi-) )
N2, — M2 N2 M2 I
(i41) (i4+1) (i—1) (i—1) )
(2D D e X)) — Xy — Xi
( Norn (X(i+2) — X)) Ne) (X)) — X(i-2) ]
= |:H/(z) (M(erl)Hl(Lz_A,_l) M(z l)H(z 1)) (312)
— (N1 (X(iy0) — X0y — Ni—1)(X() — Xg;z)))}
2
2
owN@ — I+ (X(i+1) - X(ifl)) (3.13)
0 My — Hl(i‘) (X(i—H) - X(i—l))ﬂ (3.14)

From these expressions, we can deduce the resulting Lagrangian EOM, for the field
variables, X*, eqn., and the resulting constraint equations on these variables from the
variation of the Lagrange multipliers N and M, eqn, . We will repeatedly come
back to see these expressions in the remainder of this chapter.

Now let us proceed with the canonical analysis of the discrete string, starting from its
constraint algebra.
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3.1.2 The Constraints

First let us determine the complete Hamiltonian of the system. To do so we will follow
Dirac’s procedure for the integration of the constraints into the Hamiltonian. This method
- for a system without any Second-Class Constraints - consists of the following stepsﬂ

e Identifying the Primary Constraints; these are the vanishing momenta.
e Adding the Primary Constraints to the Hamiltonian

e Finding Secondary Constraints; these are expressions that one finds from the Poisson
Bracket of the Primary Constraints with the Hamiltonian.

e Now we need to test the Secondary Constraints against all the other constraints and
themselves; their Poisson Bracket with each other should all vanish.

e This process continues until all constraints are identified. The full Hamiltonian is the
original Hamiltonian plus all the constraints weighted be an arbitrary function
(multiplier).

Here then we will follow these steps for this particular discretization of the string, to see
what sort of dynamics is predicted by the Hamiltonian.

The momenta are given by:

oL 1

iy = —— = — | Xy — My (X1 — X(ie 3.15
() oxXn N (@ = Moy (X1 = Xi-1))n (3.15)
oL
== ~0
T aN
or The Primary Constraints (3.16)
Py = ——— &
M) oM ;)

The last two expressions identify the primary constraints of the theory. Based on the
definition of the momenta we can rewrite the Lagrangian and the Hamiltonian - which

n the presence of second class constraints there are different identical approaches which can be taken.
They effectively lead to the redefinition of the Poisson Bracket to a Dirac Bracket. To understand this, notice
that a Second Class Constraint ultimately refers to a condition: {X# I1#} ~ 0. This means that there exist
certain degrees of freedom in the theory which:

e Are redundant in the description of the system
e While existing in the formulation, they cannot be allowed to evolve arbitrarily.

Effectively, therefore, with a proper redefinition of the variables, they can be removed from the formulation.
As far as the Poisson Bracket is concerned, this means that the evolution of the real degrees of freedom should
not be affected by these sets of (X*#,II#*). Hence we need to remove these sets of variables from the definition
of the PB. This is the essence in whicha { , }pp—{ , }pB.:

Also notice that first class constraints can be changed to second class constraints, and hence removed from
the theory via gauge-fixing the conjugate variable associated with the first class constraint variable, see [3§].
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would be useful in the upcoming calculations - as:
1 — 2
= 52 [Nu) (Hu (Xi+1) = X)) )} (3.17)
=1
Ly N (112 X X 2) +2Mm X X 3.18
52[ o (T + (Xaan) = Xion)?) +2M Iy (X = Xony),| - (318)

=1

<.

<.

n

Z %)PN<>+U PM() (3.19)
i=0

Using these expressions and those of the primary constraints, we now look for any
secondary constraints:

: 2
Pni, = {PNm’H} = ( (i T (X(Hl) X(ifl)) ) = _C?i) ~0
PM(i) = {PMm’H} == (i) (X(i+1) - X(i—l)) = _C(li) ~0

(3.20)

These are the secondary constraints of the theory, which however as we should see, are
more important than the primary constraints. These expressions also imply that the N(;
and M(;) are to be treated as arbitrary Lagrange multipliers.

We should now check for closure of the constraint algebra; i.e. are there any more
constraints?

For {C?‘ (J)} We find:
{ChClin } = Misy) (Xn) = X)) + o) (X — Xeo)
{C?Z‘>>C<1i+1>} = oM + (Xary — Xo-n) Xarz) — X)) (3.21)
{ClyClion} = T (Xirz) = X)) +Masny (Krn) — Xion)

As is evident we see that there indeed are more constraints. These have the form:

[H<1)H<z+1) + (X — X)) (Xare) — X))

a

(@)

12 (3.22)
5 M) (Xaiv2) = X)) + Mgy (Xisn) — X))

We are already departing form the continuum case; in the continuum string the constraint
algebra of the secondary constraints was closed, and no new constraints existed. Here we
are forming new constraints due to the discretization. This can be quite bad since too many
constraints may make the final solution space, trivial. As a result we may start to
anticipate that this model will not be too useful for the questions we set out to consider.

Nonetheless let us continue to find the ultimate implications of these findings, and the

reasons behind them. To do so we need to find all the constraints. Therefore let us now
consider the PB of the new Constraints. Another set of calculations will show that:
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For {C?i),ng)} We find:

b
{C?i)vp(i—m} = — - Mo Mi—2) + (Xit1) — X—1) (X(im1) — X(i=3))]

o[
2
1
b 2 2 0
{C8) Dhy} = =5 6" + (X - X)) = ¢y
2 (3.23)
{Ct Dl }=+5 Mo+ Ko - Xe-1)?] = +Chy
1
{C?z')’ D?i+1)} = 45 Mo Wiiy2) + (K1) = X-1) Xirs) = X))
For {C(li),’DE’j)} We find:
1
{Cly Plisy} = =5 [y (X(im) = Xim) + Hiimy (Kin) = Ximy)]
1 b _ 0
{Cu)’D(i—l)} =G 324
1 b _ 0 '
{C@)vi”(i) } =+Cs
1
{Cly Dlisny b = +5 Moy (Ko = Xn) + Heasa) (Xirn) = X))
At this stage we get a hint that all the constraints are of the form:
1
Chin = 5 Moy + (X — Xa-1) (X1 — X-1)] (3.25)

2
1
5 Mo (XG4 = X-n) + 1) Xy — Xi-p)]

If we calculate the only remaining cases, namely {C?Z.), D‘(lj)} and {C(li), Dé’j)} we see that

this is indeed the case. So this shows that the algebra of these new constraints, egn.(3.25)),
is in fact closed:

(€l Ch} = % [(Chisamt + st + Chidiir + Chdia) (3.26)
- (C(lik5j,l+1 +Ci0jkt1 + Cjbingr + C}ﬁi,kﬂ)}

{C05):Chy } = 5[ (€101 + €101 + s + Cdie ) (3.27)
— (Ckbj141 + Cbj k41 + Cibing + C?l(si,k-i-l)}

{ClipCli } = % [(Chidsamt + st + Chidir + Cldi ) (3.28)

— (Chbjs1 + Ciybj et + C;k5i,l+1 + C;l5i,k+1)}

These constraints therefore define the complete set of the constraints of the system. The
interesting feature of these is that they are non-local. The alarming feature of them is that
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there are too many of them relative to the (local) continuum case (co X 0o wvs. o0.) We
will investigate these feature in the upcoming sections.

We can also rewrite the PB of the new (non-local) constraints in a more suggestive way, the
reason for which will become apparent in the next section:

{C?ij)’c?kl)} = %[(Cz‘lk(aj+1,l —05-10) + Cir(Gj1k — 65-1.k) (3.29)
+ Ciu (i1, — di10) + Cj (i1 r — 5z‘—1,k)}

{C%j)’céu} = % [(C?k(5j+1,z —8j-10) + C(Sj41k — Gj-1,k) (3.30)
+ C(Gi1,0 = Gim1,0) + Cy(Gip1 ke — 5i—1,k)}

[ehiCh} = 5[ (ChGsars = Fm0) + Ch(Birs — ) (3.31)

+ Cr(Bi10 — 6i10) + Cy(Sis1k — (52‘71,19)}

At this point let us make a few remarks:

e As was mentioned the above algebra is a generalization of the algebra of the
constraints, eqn of the continuum case. This fact can have significant
implications which we will try to analyze fully in sections to come. For now however
for completeness, let us just mention what the resulting Hamiltonian and the EOM
thereof would be as a result of these calculations so far. The complete Hamiltonian,
using the complete set of non-local constraints will have the form:

2 4
ij

He =5, [A?mcg‘j) + ’Y(ij)%ﬂ +y {U&)Pmm + M(Qk)PM(k)} (3.32)
k

where the )\?‘ij) are completely symmetric, arbitrary yet nonlocal “discrete smearing”
functions. This smearing feature will turn out to be very important when we analyze
the reason for the enlargement of the constraint group in sec.(3.2]).

e In order to recover the original N(;) and M(;) we need:

AGjy o 0
Nay = Aui (3.33)
May = 769

These conditions are extremely nontrivial; there is no good reason why they should be
obeyed. This is an indication that there may not exist any a good connection which
would then relate the emerging non-local theory to the original local theory. We shall
investigate this question as well.
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e Note that this theory is consisted only of First-Class constraints. This is very good
news for the quantization of the system because the elimination procedure

({ ., }ps—{ , }pp) which was briefly explained in footnotdl] of sec
usually leads to nonlinearity in the constraints which then leads to certain quantum

anomalies/ ambiguities.

So now lets us briefly look at the EOM of the Hamiltonian before delving into the problem
of the “runaway” non-local constraints.

3.1.3 Hamiltonian Equations of Motion

Using the Hamiltonian which was found:

1 0 0 1 1 2
He =75 [Nij)cu‘j) + WJ‘)C(U)} + [“(k)PMm +u<k>PM<k)}
ij k
and the relations in table(3.1]), (which for completeness we have also shown their
correspondence to the continuum analogues),

Discrete Case Continuum Case
{Xw):Cpt = 3 [Ho)0k + L5 0] (X106} = emn
X, Clijyt = 3[(Xarn) = Xm1)0ks + (X1 — X(-1)) 0] (Xt G} = nXn
M €} = 3Ky = Xa-1) Grg-1 = djn) Q) = X

+(X(j41) — X(j-1)) (Oki-1 — Oki1)] T 2
{H(k), C(lij)} = %[H(i) ((51@’]'71 — 5k,j+1) + H(j)((sk’i,1 — 6k,i+1)] {HH’ G [77]} = nl

Table 3.1: The transformations of the field variables via the constraint/ gauges, in the discrete and
the continuum theories.

we can calculate the nonlocal Hamiltonian EOM:

n

Xt = {X(;),HE} =57 DanIl) + v (XL — X2 1)] (3.34)
i?
H/(LZ) = {H’(;),HE} = > [ (i = Yik—1) + (X — X 1) Nikrr = Aip—1)]
- (3.35)
Notice that using eqns.7 we will get:
Xty = N Tfyy + M (X5+1> - Xfi‘fl)) (3.36)

I = <M<z‘+1>H<“z—+1) - M(i—l)“ill))
+ (N (Xliya) = Xf) = N (Xl = Xf5))  (3:37)
which corresponds correctly to egn.(3.12)), however again there is no physical reason for this

reduction, of the nonlocal set of equations to the local ones.
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3.2 Constraints Revisited

Let us now turn our attention to the problem of the constraints. The main question we are
interested in is whether the (now nonlocal) theory can be recovered. To do so we need to
analyze the main (physical and mathematical) reason for the enlargement of the constraint
group, and then to see if this problem can somehow be remedied. These are the objectives
of this section.

To do these we will find it helpful to repeatedly draw up the exact relation between the
continuum case and the discrete case.

Let us first consider the similarities that exist between the two cases. Notice that in the
continuum case we actually use the smeared versions of the constraints, or the gauges:

GOle] = / doC(0)e(0) where C(c) = %(nhx?)(a) (3.38)
G'n) = /dO’Cl(U)’I](O') where C'(o) = %(H”Xﬂ + X*II,) (o) (3.39)

Yet if we compute the commutation relations of the constraints, C*(o) themselves:
{C%0),C°%(6)} = 11(0)X(6)056(6 — o) + 1L(6) X (0)0s6(c — &) (3.40)

i.e. the same situation arises as the discrete case. And if we were to follow the steps of the
Dirac quantization (sec.(3.1.2)), and take the PB of these constraints, we would find:

{CO(J, 0'/), CO(U”,J/N)} _1 {Cl(a, J//)aa/é(al — am) + CY(o, U/N)ao/(?(al - O’N)
2 (3.41)

1"

+CY 0,0 )0,0(c—0 Y+ C o o )0s6(c —0 )

which is completely comparable to the case of nonlocal constraint algebra of the discrete
case, eqn.(3.26). In other words if we consider the constraints rather than the gauges, we
might be forced to consider a similar enlargement of the continuum constraints, as follows:
C%a,6)= = [I(o)(6) + X (o)X ()]
(3.42)

DN = N =

CY(0,6) [[(0) X (6) + 11(6) X (0)]

Hence we realize that the continuum and the discrete theories are not that unlike. But
more importantly through the above analysis we realize the importance of the smearing
procedure in the continuum case; without this procedure the continuum case would be as
over-constrained as the discrete case.

The main reason for using the smearing functions in the continuum case, and hence the
gauges:

Gl = [ doto)c7 (o).
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rather than the constraints, C* (o), are the Dirac delta~-functions 6(oc — ¢’) which appear in
eqn.. The delta-function is properly defined within an integration only; otherwise the
delta function is not a proper function. Hence it may be argued that the integration of the
constraints are somewhat necessitated due to this mathematical feature.

We might therefore consider a similar procedure for the discrete case. However notice that
the delta-functions will be replaced with kronecker deltas in the discrete case, and as such
the main motivation for the “discrete smearing” does not exist. Regardless let us see if this
intuition can be somehow fruitful in revealing something deeper about the non-locality of
the discrete theory.

Therefore let us define the “discrete-smeared” constraints of the discrete string as follows:
1
GO =) NiC) = Z)\ijg Iy + (X — X)Xy — Xg-1)]  (343)
ij ij
1
' =D wisCly = Z%Jg [Ty (X g1y = Xg-1) + My (Xirn) — Xa-ny)] - (3.44)
ij i

where the A;; and v;; are “discrete smearing” functions.

Now if we carrying out the calculation of the commutation relations, we haveﬂ
{G°IN, G} = Z Xij e {Co Cli b (3.45)
ijkl
1
= Z )\z‘ﬂkl§ {(Cz‘lk(sj,l—l +Chj 1+ C}k5i7z—1 + C;l5i7k_1)
ijkl

— (Cibji1 + Citdj 1 + Cjrbiin + C}léi,kﬂ)} (3.46)

=) Ch(DN), (3.47)
= {G°N, 611} = G' DN (3.48)

where we have defined:

1
(D,,/\)ij == Z [)\ik(7k+1,j = Ve—1,5) = Vit (Mk+15 — Me—1,5)
%

2
+ Mg (Vikr1 — Visk—1) — Yrj (Nijkt1 — /\i,k—l):| . (3.49)
And the complete “discrete gauge” algebra is:
{G°N,G°M} = G' DA
{°N, G0} = 6Dy (3.50)
{G'N.G' M} = G' DA

2We include this detail calculation here because it reflects on the relationship between the discrete and
the continuous case
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i.e. the algebra of the “discrete-smeared” constraints is closed. In addition these are in
complete analogy to the continuum expressions:

{6y = GULyg)
{6y = GlLyg]
{Gle. 'y = GULyg
where :
L6 = n'¢—¢&n
In particular we see that the D is “discrete” analogue of the Lie-derivative:
‘Cnf = 77/5 - f'ﬂ

which appears in the expression for the PB of the continuum gauges.

These results then confirm that the smearing of the constraints is a crucial procedure when
we wish to analyze the constraint algebra of any theory.

Nevertheless, one important difference still remains; for the constraint algebra of the
discrete case to close, the constraints, C* need still be nonlocal, whereas the continuum
counterpart’s constraint algebra can close with the original local constraints. We will
investigate this in the next sec..

In other words despite the similarity which we discovered above, the discreteness does
produce features which are not present in the continuum case, and these features can upset
the usefulness of the discrete theory. This investigation will be the content of sec.([3.2.2)).

Let us therefore address these concerns.

3.2.1 Summary Comparison

In this section let us show that indeed the smeared version of the local constraints, does not
produce a closed algebra in the discrete case.
This can be done with a simple example. If we define the local “discrete gauges” as:

G\

1
doac = §(H? + (Xip1 — Xi1)?) (3.51)

G'M Z%‘Cil == (Li(Xip1 — Xi-1)) (3.52)
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and consider the algebra that follows, we for example have:

{9°W, 6"} = D nsfel. o}

= Z(Xi+1 = Xi1) i1 (vidier — Yigr i) — ima (vidic1 — Yiea )]
(3.53)

First notice that the form of the combination of the X; and II;, suggests that the results
are of the form ~ C!'. However, the local version of the C,i ~ I (Xg41 — Xk—1). But as we
can see the terms that are formed in the above calculation - i.e. the combination of the II;
and (X;41 — X;_1) - are not in this format. Hence the final expression of the eqn.
cannot be hoped to be in the group of the local gauges.

This result confirms that smearing alone is not sufficient to make the algebra closed; we
need to make the discrete constraints nonlocal if we wish to close the algebra. Hence the
non-locality of the discrete theory persists.

This realization has two important implications:

1. The nonlocal discrete theory, is not related to the original continuous theory in the
sense that the final solution space of these two theories will be under severely different
restrictions.

2. As a result, the discrete theory is in fact perhaps related to, or has a different
continuum limit.

While in the next two sections we will still continue to dig deeper into the mathematical
feature which forces the discrete theory to be nonlocal, it is important to see what this
alternate continuum limit is.

To answer this we take another look at the continuous case.
If we allow for the non-locality of the theory this can be done at the level of the constraints.
Hence let us assume we have nonlocal continuous constraints:

A = / dodo €(0,0')CO (0, 0) (3.54)
G'ln] = /dada/n(a, o )CY(o,0) (3.55)
where
o, 1 N ey oy
o0 = 3 (H(U)H(U )+ X(0)X (o )) (3.56)
Cl(o,0) = % (H(U)X(a/) + H(o—’)X(J)) (3.57)

Of course the algebra that follows is identical to the discrete case:
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" 17 ’ 1 ’ ’ 17 ’ !
(6166t} = [ dodo” 010N 0,0 [ o' 5[0, m(0,0 )¢l 0" ~ 6000 (oo

+0,m(0 0 ) o) =80 0 (o

E/dada,,C{a’ﬁ}(U, 0”)(/3775)(0, o) (3.58)
=GR L, ¢ (3.59)
where
_ )1 if a=p
{a,ﬂ}:{o if atp (3.60)

and (L£,¢)(o, O'H) is the nonlocal lie derivative.

Now in order for the above nonlocal gauges, G¥[¢], to represent gauges of the theory, they
need to leave the action invariant:

(5.Gle]} = 685 = 5g/dt/da (X —#) ~ 0 (3.61)

We saw in the beginning of this chapter that gauge transformations operate on the action
by redefining the N and M functions, in the definition of the Hamiltonian, (sec.(2.2.1))):

H[N, M] = /H (3.62)

However, if we consider the transformations of the field variables due to the nonlocal gauges:

5?F(a) = {F(a),GO‘[E]} (3.63)
which gives :
82X (o) = / do’ (o, 0 )(0)
6,1,X(0) = /daln(o, 0 )X(o)
, o (3.64)
5T1(0) = / do’ 0,¢(0,0 )X (o)

(5,17X(0) = /da/&,n(a, o (o)

we can see that in order for the action to remain invariant under the nonlocal gauge
transformations, the NV and M functions need be nonlocal as well:

H[N, M| = /H = GIN|+G'[M] = /dodol [N(O’,O‘/)CO(U,O’/)-FM(O’, Ul)Cl(ma/)} (3.65)

In fact a quick calculation will show that the transformation of S, by a general nonlocal
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gauge G = G°[¢] + G1[n], is as follows:
0GSeov = {Scova Go[g] + Gl [77]} (366)

Gives :
H[N,M] = G°[N] + G*[M] — G°[N + LcM + L,N — €]
+G'M + LN + L, M — 1] (3.67)
where, N and M are nonlocal functions, and L¢7 is the generalized nonlocal lie derivative

which we defined above.
This of course means that the resulting action is nonlocaf] :

S = /dt/dada' [HX&(U —¢') = N(0,0)C%0,0 ) — M(5,0 )C*(o, 0/)} (3.68)

Hence the proper continuum limit of the nonlocal discrete case is also the nonlocal string,
defined via the above action. This is the action which we will in effect use in sec.(3.3)) to
analyze the solution space.

To make these results concrete, let us demonstrate that indeed the same results are
obtained for the discrete case, and that the proper discrete action which we should use
needs to be nonlocal.

The transformations of the field variables are again given by:
08Py = {Fi G} = > A{ P Cf ) (3.69)
ij

which gives :

B Xe =Y ATl

8 Xy = Z%‘k(XiH - Xi-1)
' (3.70)

691y, = Z(Xi+1 — Xic1)(Nik+1 — Ai—1)

)

STy =Y T(Yiks1 = Yik—1)

And consequently a general nonlocal gauge G = G°[\] + G'[y] transforms the action, S,

1 .
where
He =GOINT+ G M| = (M€l + Mi,Cl)) (3.72)

ij

3The reason for the 6o — ¢’ in the first term is that we only have reason to make the Hamiltonian nonlocal.
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as follows:
595001) = {Scova gO [)\] + gl ['y}} (373)
Gives :
H =G W]+ G M] — G°IN + DAM + DN — ]

+ GHM + DAN + DM — 4] (3.74)

where, again:

(DyN)ij =

DN | =

> ikt = Teg-1) = Yikkjr1 — Mejo1)
k

+ X (Vi1 — Yoyio1) — VikAkyit1 — Aeie1)]

This reconfirms the result that wherever the X! — IIY — combination and N;, M; appear in
the action, they must be replaced by their more general, non-local substitutes.

Now let us return to analyzing the exact reason that causes the discrete case to be
ultimately nonlocal, when its continuum counterpart can be made to be local. In other
words let us see what mathematical construct does not translate completely in the
transition of Continuum — Discrete.

3.2.2 The Link

In this section let us identify the exact cause of the discrepancy between the local discrete
theory and the local continuum theory. To do this we will again run a parallel calculation
between these two cases.

To start, let us notice that the results of the previous sections do show that the smearing is
an important procedure; it is the smearing, in the continuum case, which allows the
nonlocal algebra of the constraints to define a local algebra of gauges. Hence we want to ask
what is it in the integration that is not present in the summation, which then does not
produce the same results for the discrete case.

At first it may seem that it is indeed some property of the integration, in the continuum
case, which is not present for the sum, in the discrete case which leads to this difference.
However as we shall see, this difference is in fact related to much more fundamental
concepts in the theory of continuum than these operations.

Therefore let us by considering the algebra of the constraints. We had:

{00(0), 00(0’)} - (H(O’)X(U/) n H(U’)X(a)) 8,8(c — o) =20 0,0)0,8(c — &)
(3.75)

{C?ﬂ?} = (Hi(Xj+1 = Xj-1) + I (Xoq1 — Xi—1))(5i,j71 — 05 j+1) = 20} (g1 — Giz1,5)
(3.76)
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As mentioned both these, the continuum and the discrete, produce nonlocal constraint
algebras. However when we smear these we get different outcomes. Let us therefore carry
out the steps of the smearing to locate the exact place where this difference comes from.

In the continuum case the step by step calculation of the smearing is as follows:

/dadag o) {C%0),C% )} = //dada§ )[ ()X (o + (o)X (0 ))}a 50— o))
/ dodo'n(o")[X(0')9 (£(0)T(0)) +T1(0" )0, (£(0) X ()] 6(0 — o)
- / dado/{n(alé(o) (o)X (c') + T1(c") X (o)
+ (0 Vo [X (0))0,T1(0) + T1(0" )0y X (0)] }5(0 — )
- / dan(o){was(a))é(am(a) +€(0)0, (X (0)M1(0) }
- (n€) — 2né)TIX

\\

o(n € —ne I

=G [Ly¢]
(3.77)

The corresponding step by step “discrete smearing” procedure is as follows:
Z AU Z Ay (T (X1 = Xjo1) + 10 (Xig1 — Xio1)) (G415 — dio15)

= Z [%‘(Xjﬂ = X)) (NicaTlimy = A I ) w1 (X — Xi—2) — (Xige — Xi))}éi,j

(3.78)

As mentioned, by comparing the above two results, it can easily be seen that the sum does
indeed mirror the integration; it is in fact the differentiation that fails in the following sense.

Note that when we cary the first integration by part we get:

E(@)F(@)0:8(x — ') — ~0a(E(0)F(2))3(x — '), (3.79)
Whereas in the discrete case:

)\mfm(5m,7z+1 - 5m,n—1) = (AF)ns1 — AF)n—1- (3.80)

In other words the discrete case seems not to be mirroring the differentiation chain-rule!
Let us confirm this. In other words let us ask if there actually exists some identity that
relates the above two expressions - in which case then these are not different - or that these
two expressions cannot generally be set to be equal.
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For this let us consider the discrete differentiation. We find the following identity:
OAF)ni1 = AF)n1= O+ A)Fn+A) = (A — A)(F — A
= (MaFnt1 + Mt 1Fn — AFn + AA)
— (MnFuct + A1 F = M + A AT)
=M (Frst = Fac1) + g1 = A1) Fo + (AA = A"AT,
which we define as:
= (A\F)ns1 — AF)uo1 = M Dif(Fo) + Dif (M) Fo + F(AA = A"A"), (3.81)

Notice that in the limit that we take A — 0, the above identity egn.(3.81]) does produce the
equivalence - between the continuum chain rule, eqn.(3.79)), and the “discrete chain rule”,

eqn.(3.80)) - which we seek.

Therefore the main question we need to ask is, under what conditions will this limit be
warranted, whether these conditions exit in our theory, and if not what are the
consequences?

However before we address these questions, for completion let us check that if we set the
FAA — A" A7) =0, the “discrete smeared” gauge algebra does close.

Let us therefore conduct an example calculation. Using the identity, egn.(3.81]), we can then
se

e:
D oA {8} = Ny (X1 — X 1) + T5( X1 — Xi1)) (Big1,y — Gim1,g)
i i
1
=3 Z {)\i L (i1 (Xigo — Xi) = %1 (Xi — Xic2)) + (Xip1 — Xi 1) (vag 1 i — %11l

— i [(Xip1 — Xi) (Wiga Xigr — Iy Aiq) + IL(Xp2 — Xo)Aigq — (X — Xi72)\i71)]}
now if we assume f = 0, and therefore using:
A1 Fnt1 — An—1Fn—1 = (Mg — Nim1)Fi + Xi(Fipr — Fica) (3.82)

the local “discrete smeared” gauge algebra becomes:

= {G°\.G°]} = % Z {)\i [T (i1 — Yie1) (X1 — Xim1) +7(Xive — 2X; — X;_9))

K2

+ (Xiv1 — Xic) (Vi1 — v )L + % (g — 1)) |
=7 (X1 = Xic ) ((Migr = L)X + Mg — Ai—1)IL;)
1L (Xiv2 — 2X; — Xi o)A 4 (Xig1 — Xim1)(Nig1 — )\i—l))]}

= Z [)\i('Yi+1 —%i—1) = Yi(Aig1 — /\i71)]Hi(X¢+1 - Xi 1)

i
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Therefore for this example we have:
{G°IN, "N} =G DA
where
(DyA)i = Ai(Vit1 = Yi—1) — Yi(Ai1 — Aim1) (3.83)

1s the local version of the D in the previous sections, and is analogous to the local lie
derivative of the continuum.

This calculation can be done for the other sets of constraints and the same result is found.
Hence we see that if we could ignore the f(AA" — A”"A™) the local discrete case would
produce closed algebras, if we smeared the constraints - in complete analogy to the local
continuum case.

Let us now consider the question of the Deltas, A.

3.2.3 The Delta’s, A’s

In the first place let us realize that in the discrete case there does not exist any good reason
to a-priori set the A — 0. In fact these deltas are related to the the discrete structure.
Hence unless at some point we are going to take the limit Discrete — Continuum, we
cannot hope to arbitrary set the A = 0. However even if we did wish to take such a limit,
notice that a problem arises when we consider that the theory is to be quantized. Let us
discuss this at the end of this section.

Instead let us first consider the consequences of the nonzero A. Recall that we are dealing
with two different notions:

1. We found that the discrete theory has a nonlocal constraint algebra

2. We realized that the reason that the local constraint algebra does not close are
because of the A’s, or the discreteness of the theory

A natural question is then, what is the relation between these A’s and the nonlocal parts of
the constraint operators.

To see this let us therefore consider the nonlocal constraint algebra, and contrast it against
the extra pieces which are produced in the calculations of the local constraint algebra, were

we to use the full identity, egn.(3.81)), (i.e. were we to consider nonzero A.)

Recall that the full identity was of the form:

Ait1Fir1 — Mic1Fic1 = (N1 — i) Fi + Xi(Figr — Ficr) + (AA/ - A”Am)i (3.84)
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Where we define, (fig.(3.1)):

1"

Ai:Aj\rZ_ A; =AY, Ai:AE A, =A%

K2

and :

f(AA/ _ A//A///)Z_ — (AjA; — A;\A;—)l = A[AF];,

AT Fori

N

Figure 3.1: Discrete Functions on the string, and the definition of the Deltas.

Then the full local gauge algebra becomes:

1
5 Z {)\i [T (i1 — Yie1) (Kigr — Xim1) + 7(Xive — 2X; — X;-0) + A[WXL')

3

{G°IN, 6"} =
+ (Xiv1 — Xic) (Vi1 — i) + % (i — 1) + Apy,) |
=% [(Xip1 = Xio1) (i1 = TLim)Ai + (Nigr — AT + Apay, )
1L (Xivz — 2X; — Xio)Ai 4+ (Xig1 — Xim1)(Nig1 — )\171)A[,\X]i)]}
= Z i (Vi1 — Yie1) — % Nig1 — i) [ (X — X-1)

+ ;Z {)\i (HiAhX]i + (X1 — Xi—l)A['yH]Z) — % (HiA[)\X]i + (Xig1 — Xi—l)A[)\H]i)}

(0", 0%} = G DA+ 5 3 (i gy, + (Xion — Xi )y, )
i (3.85)

— i (Hz'A[,\)‘qi + (Xig1 — Xze1)A[m]i) }

where:

(D A)i = Xi(vigr — vie1) — Yi(Aig1 — Xic1)
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Comparing this to the nonlocal constraint algebra:

{G°N,G°} =D Mg {Cli CRi}

ijkl
ILILR (356
= Z Xjar = Xjo1) + 10 (Xiyr — Xioa) |

1
X3 D ik (ikjrr = Y1) = Yik Mkgar — Ak 1)
k

+ Xk (Veyit1 — Veiim1) — Vik (Mesit1 — Aesim1) |
= CLDN)ii + Y CL(DyN)i (3.87)

i#]

we see that all nonlocal terms, i.e. the off-diagonal terms of Cf; are indeed proportional to
terms of order Az, = (A:\*'AJ}C — A A7%);. This is the nontrivial result of this section; the
off-diagonal terms of the nonlocal discrete theory are related to the A-terms of the local
discrete theory.

Using this result we can now answer the other questions, which were posed at the beginning
of this section. Notice that the off-diagonal terms therefore vanish in the classical
continuum case limit, because - based on the above finding - this is the same limit where we
take A(function) — 0. Therefore the non-locality, in the discrete case, would vanish
classically, when we take the continuum limit.

We may ask if this is true for the quantum theory as well. Notice that in the quantum
theory, we wish to compare the quantum solution spaces of the discrete and the continuum
case. Hence we will be quantizing the system before taking the continuum limit. In this case
then A terms become operators and cannot be trivially set to zero. Hence in the quantum
theory, the off-diagonal terms of the nonlocal constraints can be anticipated to contribute
to the final analysis of the solution space and cannot therefore a-priori be ignored.

We therefore see clearly why the discrete and the continuum formulations lead to different
theories, and can clearly identify the source of this difference.

Let us now ask the only question that remains; namely is it possible to get rid of the extra
constraints using a different discretization method. This is the question we will address in
the next section. The answer will be in the negative. We will see that the mathematical
impossibility of the simultaneous diagonalization of the two constraint matrices indeed has
physical consequences.
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3.2. CONSTRAINTS REVISITED

3.2.4 Non-Diagonalizability

The question we wish to ask is if the nonlocal constraint matrices can be diagonalized via a
new choice of the discretization. Namely, if we were to choose a new set of X! and H‘j‘ ,
would the constraints:

1

C?j = §<H¢Hj+(Xi+1 7Xi—1)(Xj+1 7Xj—1))
1

Cij = g(Hi(XjH = Xj1) + 1;(Xig — Xi—l)) :

become diagonalized? Of course there may in fact be a large class of transformations that
can be performed to redefine the discretization. And it may not be possible to analyze all of
these. However let us motivate two physical requirements, which will then greatly reduce
the class of possible transformations. Let us denote a transformation which redefines the
discretization by T. Let us posit that these should have the following properties:

e A given transformation T, must be a constant (independent of o and ¢). It can be
argued that more general transformations will simply relocate a portion of the
dynamics of the field variables to T.

e T must also only be a linear mixing of the space nodes; a nonlinear mixing would
require T to be a function of the field variables X* and II* which is again not useful
for the same reason as above.

Based on these requirements, the only “physically interesting” transformations we will
consider are Constant Linear Transformations.

Now let us analyze this class of transformations. First let us define the field-vector:
Xy
. X4
XHh = . (3.88)
XN
. . ey d . . .
A constant linear transformation of X# produces a linear combinations of the elements of

this vector. The T can therefore be presented as linear matrix transformations, on the
space of the field-vectors:

— —~ —
T: X — X#=TX" (3.89)

Similarly we can define the following field vectors:

1, X/

_ 0, _ X}

Il = . X' = . where X! =X;11 — X;1 (3.90)
My X/

]
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CONSTRAINTS REVISITED

Since T are independent of ¢ and o, we can see that:

— — —
X" - xm=TXx"
T: - o -
Xt — Xr=TXH
However a simple comparison will show that:

1. S
=X -MX) = T:IF-Ir=TI

however since :

~ X
Il = % _ Xk (T~H'1
§X 0X 00X
comparing the above two equations we get:
T !'=T"

(3.91)

(3.92)

(3.93)

(3.94)

i.e. the T are real-unitary matrices. This fact will be useful later.

We can also denote the field-vectors as kets: ¥ = |Y). We will use this notation in what
follows. Now in order to consider the constraints, let us define the following matrices:

m? I, - LIy
R LI, T2 - Iy
Oyl TpyIl, - I3
X" Xi?gé e XXy
X5X, X3 - X4XY
X? = | X'(X'| = . . _
XpX{ XhXy - X%
X, X, - ILX)
ox =|ox/| = X ILX, - Xy
Oy X, TyX, - IyXh

with a similar expression for:
X'TI = | X' )(11]

Using these we can now rewrite the constraint matrices as:
co= %(H2 +X'%)

ct-.

5(HX' + X'II)

o4

(3.95)

(3.96)

(3.97)

(3.98)

(3.99)
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This provides us with the expressions which we can now manipulate to analyze the possible
effects of the linear transformations on the constraints. This analysis then will enable us to
answer whether a re-discretization (of the form we have argued) can make the nonlocal
constraints diagonal, and therefore local.

Notice that a given linear transformation, transforms the constraints in the following way:

c® . Co=T1CoT!
(3.100)

cl - cCt=T1C'T.

Hence in order to diagonalize these simultaneously, (via a linear transformation on the basic
phase-space variables) requires that C° and C! to commute. However from the constraint
algebra we know that the constraints do not commute. Hence these constraints cannot be
diagonalized simultaneously by a transformation of the kind we have considered. This
means that the nonlocal constraints cannot be made local by a re-descretization (subject to
the physical conditions defined at the beginning of this section.)

This concludes our analysis of the non-locality of the constraints of the discrete theory. We
investigated all aspect of the implications of this feature of the discrete theory:

e We found that the non-locality has significant implications for the action of the system
- the action has to be monlocal for constraints to represent gauge transformations.

e We analyzed the fundamental reason behind the non-locality, and in the process
found interesting consequences of discretization when the system is quantized - the
non-locality cannot be trivially removed in the quantum discrete theory, when we take
the continuum limit.

e Furthermore we investigated alternatives of the discretization which would result in a
local theory, however the results of this section shows that such a discretization
(under certain restrictions) does not exist. Hence non-locality is an unremovable
feature of the discrete theory.

We conclude that a discrete string theory will therefore have a nonlocal constraint algebra
and a nonlocal action. We already anticipate that the gauge-group is too large to allow for
non-trivial physics in the solution space of this theory. However there exist several reasons
which still motivate this investigation:

e Firstly we should confirm this triviality.

e Secondly, as was discussed, there are interesting relations between the non-locality
and the quantization process.

Let us therefore next look at the solution space that the discrete string theory describes.
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3.3 The Solution Space

We have seen that the discrete string’s constraint algebra closes if the constraints and
therefore the action are nonlocal. We therefore start with the nonlocal discrete action of
sec.(3.2.1). We will first show that this action does produce the proper equations of motion
and the corresponding closed constraint algebra.

Then we proceed to develop a solution space, using the methods of the continuous string of
chapter.

Then we ask to see what, if any, nontrivial physics can be extracted from the solution
space, after it has be treated with the nonlocal constraints via the methods of Virasoro
algebra of String theorylﬂ

3.3.1 The Action, The EOM and The Constraints
The action we start with is therefore the following (the ¢ and j run over N nodes):
1 N
5 =3 [ 43" (VI i 00X XL )
ij=1

with the nonlocal metric:

. —NZ + M2 M,

L _ A2 i 7 %

gab(lvjvt) - ’Yz] ( JJWZ“ J 1J ) (t)

9°° (i, jit) = NA" ( S N2 M2 > (t) (3.101)
L ij ij
where
Nij _ (Ni')_l
Therefore:

1 - .. .
5=3 /dtZN” [~ XX+ 2My X, X + (N — M) XX (3.102)
i
where

Xi=Xi1 — Xia

(or with respect to the findings of sec.(3.2.4), any other linear variation of this.)
The momenta can be found as:

§ oo
I+ = % = N*(X; - My X]) (3.103)
k

i

4In this section we make the following notational restrictions:
e There is no sum over repeated indices without the presence of a >,

e We suppress the background field D — dimensional superscript, p unless its presence is nontrivial.
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3.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

However at this step we will need to impose the following restriction on the N and M
matrices:

ZNijMik x & - ZN“MMX;Q - NijMin]’. (3.104)

i

Using this we can show that:

Xp =Y (NiII¥ + M; X7) (3.105)
k

Notice that this restriction is necessary so that the theory would resemble the continuous
theory as closely as possible. However the resulting N and M matrices are still nonlocal
under the above restrictions; this restriction relates these two matrices in certain ways and
they still remain nonlocal.

With this we now have :
L= [(X; = My X))(X; — My; X)) — N7 X[ X]]
i
1 .
=5 > N (ITTY - X[ X)) (3.106)
iJ

The Hamiltonian can then be verified to be of the form:
S ILXi - L

= 5 DN (ITTF + X{XG) + Mi; (IT' X + IF X))

ij

H

= Ni;C + Mi;Cl; (3.107)
ij

in agreement with the findings of sec.(3.2.1]). However to get to this point we can
summarize that we have made the following changes to the original local action:

e We have used nonlocal combinations of the field-variables in the action egn.(3.102)),
yet the field variables themselves are still local functions of spacetime.

e A nonlocal metric: gqp(i,7;t) egn.(3.101)); i.e. the N and M are nonlocal functions

The first of these two changes - and in particular the fact the field variables are still local -
will have significant consequences in regards to the physical space of this theory, which we
shall discuss at the end of this chapter.

At this stage however C% and Cilj are not yet identified as constraints. Let us confirm this

next.
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3.3.2 The Constraint/ Virasoro Algebra
Starting with the action egn.(3.102f), we find the following first class primary constraints:

PNij ~0~ PM” (3108)
Checking for secondary constraints we find:
— (9 ~
{Pn,;,H} =Ci; =0 (3.109)
1~

and with these we can verify the (smeared) constraint algebra:

(GG = 3 Agma{ g, Oy = Y (D) el
ij

ijkl
_ _J 0 difa#p
a,f=00rl and {a,ﬁ}—{ 1 ifa=p
where
1
(DyA)ij = 3 > Pik(rgar = 1) = Yie Mk jn — Aej—1)
k

+ Xk (Vryit1 — Yoyi=1) — VikAkyit1 — Akyi1)]

in agreement with the findings of sec.(3.2).
Recall the following relation - from the results of sec.(2.3.1]) - between the constraints and
the energy momentum tensor:

68 58 68
Ta ~ 2~ a0
b 5gab (5N 531
which gives:
T (N2 4+ M?%)C° +2NMCY MCP + NC*
ab = MC° + NC! (ol '

Now based on the arguments of sec(3.2.1]) - which lead to the above mentioned
“non-localization” of the action - we can perform a gauge fixing of the metric componentsﬂ

{ﬁj : gi,j (3.111)
as a result of which, the components of the energy-momentum tensor become:

o o 1 ILIL; + X[ X IL XS + 11X
me () -a L 2 611

These are the constraints of the nonlocal theory. We will use these to isolate the physical
sector of the solution space. So now let us formulate the solution space of this theory.

5The questions regarding general covariance of this gauge fixing are the same ones as in the continuum
string case, see end-remarks of the last chapter for this discussion.
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3.3.3 The Solution Space

The Gauge fixed equations of motion are very simple:

1
——0,(v/ =g X") G.Fizing n®o,0,X" (3.113)
V=9 L

= X,—-X'"=0 isawaveequation. (3.114)
The only difference between this “wave equation” and a continuous wave equation is that:

X':L/ = Xn+2 - 2Xn + Xn—? )

nonetheless, we shall see that this merely changes the relation between the wave number
and the wave frequency. Hence let us posit a solution of the form:

1 L. . X )
Xk = ZX,‘:(m) =N Z w—é(o — %)e“’mt (a‘,ﬁlem’"” + ﬁ%e‘“""")

eiwmt

:NZ

(a%em"‘% +5¢;e*i“m%), (3.115)

Wm
Note:

e L is the length of the string and N the number of “nodes” of the closed string. By
definition then: AL = L,

o The factor —— is a “convention” which we choose in this report; there exists a certain
freedom in placmg this factor which we analyze fully in appendlx@ where we
motive our choice.

e The factor X is a normalization factor to be determined in the quantization.

In other words the only difference is the 6(c — W) which enforces the solution to vanish on
points which are off the “nodes” of the discrete string. However we now need to apply the
boundary conditions (BC) and the EOM to find out the restriction and the relation
between w,, and k,,; we find that:

. LN\ 2
EOM: X,-X!=0 — w2 — <28in (limN>> =0
2mm
L )

which we may compare with the continuum case:

BC: X,yn=X, — En=

2mm
2
— =0 d Km=—.
wy, m and kK 7

i.e. in the lim , these are equivalent.
AL—0

This is a solution with somewhat strange requirements, yet note:
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3.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

e We cannot expect the symmetry between w,, and x,, because of the broken symmetry
between the ¢ and o in the discrete case.

e It has what we need in terms of satisfying both the EOM and the BC.

However we can already foresee a problem for the m = 0 case, corresponding to aff and gf.
In other words since these will eventually be identified as creation (m < 0) and annihilation
(m > 0) operators, we need to clarify what the m = 0 cases stand for from here.

Note that the m = 0 — w,, = 0 corresponds to a non-wave motion. This is indeed the
centre of mass mode and needs to be separated from the sum. Hence let us posit a solution
of the form:

zwmt

(at e 4 gpeien®) . (3.110)

Wm

Xk =" X!(m) x0+Apgt+NZ;
m m##0

Where A is a constant which is to be determined so to satisfy the required quantization
relations (commutation relations), i.e. this is the only restriction on A since the EOM and
the BC' do not impose anything extra.
So, now let us proceed to quantization; imposing commutation relations:
First note that:
M G.F, X =Apo+iRY ent (aﬁlem’”% + ﬁ;ge—"“m%) , (3.117)
m##0

which gives:

(X5 (0), 11, (1)) = Alfag, pg]

—I-ZNZZ

k0

Z(wl+w’“)t u nL f —iry BL M nL b —iry, AL
1K —1K 1K —lKk
[ale PN 4+ BleT VN o e N+ Ble ’”N} (3.118)

we notice that in order for this to be equal to a constant, and therefore be t-independent,
we must have:

l k
wtwp,=0 — sm(ﬁw) = —sin(ﬁﬂ) — l=—-k+2aN acZ (3.119)
However the 2a N does not affect any of the results and we can generally consider: | = —k.

This requirement then indicates that we must have:
laf' o] and B, 6] o< di—k
[, 8] =0, (3.120)

where the last condition was added because we also wish commutativity between the
left-moving and the right-moving waves. We also need a term o< w; to cancel the w— present
in the commutation. The requirement 6#* is also obvious. Hence let us posit the followmg
form for the commutations:

[Oééb, OZZ] = leéh_ké””
1B}, BY] = Kwidy, 0" (3.121)
[}, B¢} =0
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With this we have:

XA (1), TIL, ()] = ihAS™ 4 w25 3 {Kezi%(”’m) + IN{e*Qilﬁﬂ("*m)} (3.122)
170

we recognize that the prop. constants must equal K = K.

Therefore we have:

(XU (), 0, ()] = ihAGH + i2X*K 6" > " cos (2]l\;r(n - m))

1#£0
= ihASM + idnN2K " (6 2l(n —m) | — x
N 2
= ihAS™ 4 282 N K 5" <5an - ]1[)
= 28N K " 5, + i(hA — 2K)
must equal = 1hé"" 6, (3.123)

We wish to have K = K =1 so that the theory resembles a simple harmonic oscillator as
much as possible. This gives:

™l
—_

~ h

The solution space can then be given by:

1
H h\?2 1 . —— o
Xﬁ(t) = xg + @t + () Z L piwmt (aumemmTL + ﬁr;:le—mmWL)

N 2N oy Wm
. B\ (3.125)
_Po | iwmt ik 2L —iRm R
i = i () T e (ot v e )
m=#0

with :

[, o] = 6, Bkl = wid"™ o o], 3] =0 (3.126)
where :

2k L
Wi = 2s8tn (N7T> = 2sin (HZZ)
2km
Also notice the association of the zeroth mode oscillations ol , 8 and pf:
popop = (R Rou + L Lo) = (2NR)? (g oy + 5 o) (3.128)

where, Ry and Lf are, respectively the momenta of the right and the left moving waves.

We are now in the position to look at the Fock-Space solution and the corresponding
Virasoro constraints.
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3.3.4 The Physical Fock-Space

We can represent the most general solution vector, |¥ 4 p(K*")) as:

WA B(K")) H [Va, B, K (3.129)

a,b=1
where :
D Do (o o ® (8", )Bi‘
@a,.m) =[] I4% B = H 10,0) (3.130)

p=1 w{f wbbA”'B”'

In other words, the general solution is the product of all modes of oscillation of both the
left and the right moving waves, hence the [], , and the product of the oscillation in each
individual dimension, hence the []

u
We also use the following convention:
| AR, Bl = VwaVAG + 1A+ 1,B)) if a<O0
alfiar b V@aVAL | A — 1, B if a>0
BY|AE, B — VBl + 1A Bl +1) if b<0 (3.132)
b \ﬁ,/B”|A“ B”—l if b>0 )

Let us now look at the corresponding Virasoro constraints. First note that these come form
the elements of the energy momentum tensor, T,; and there is only two of these:

(3.131)

{ 2Too(n,m) = XX + XX}, ~ XX + (X1 — Xo1) (X1 — Ximo1) (3.133)

2T01(7’L, m) = XnX:n + XmX7/7 ~ Xn(Xm+1 — Xm—l) + Xm(Xn+1 — Xn—l)

using eqn.(3.125)), these become:

2T()0(77, me t) pOpoﬂ _ N2 Z i(witwi)t (aétakﬂ i 2% (In+km) +6{L/Bk# ”(ln+km))

1,k£0
o
+ ZN% Zeiwlt (al,u (ei%’ln + eizﬁ”lm) + ﬂl,u (efi%ln + efizﬁ"lm>)
140
2To1 (n, m;t) = —2R?2 Z eilwitwr)t (oz Q€ i (inthm) — By Brpe” ln+km))
1,k7£0
o
+ ZNPWO Zeiwlt (al,u (ei%ln + ei%’lm) _ ﬂl,u (671’%’171 + efir%’lm>)
140
Now we have:
Too(n,m;t) ~ 0
{ To1(n,m;t) =~ 0 vt (3:134)
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Making this more symmetric:

2Too + Tor) = N2 _ N2 Z i(wrtw)t (O‘kal et & (kntlm) ) _|_21Npo Zezwzt (ei%"n +€i%"m>

k10 l;éo
2(TOO _ TOI) N2 _4N2 Z e—z(wk-‘rwz)t (ﬁuﬁl —i2r (kn+l7n)) + QZNpO Zezwltﬁu ( iZZn + e—z’%’m)
k,1#0 l;éO

(3.135)

Let us now try to interpret these. Notice that by picking pfy to be the centre of mass
momenta, we can have:

pOpOH M2

N2 (3.136)

Pl oy, ~ 0 and Db B = 0 VYV k#0
The first equation makes the association between the momenta of the centre of mass and
the mass-density of the string. The second set posits that the direction of motion of the
centre of mass is perpendicular to the oscillatory motion of the string. So we can separate
the constraints to five (5) different sets:

Po 2
ﬁ - M ~
pO Angu, = Zal#ezmn ~0
l;éO
pO 1 pO K
A e~ 0
N ; Pun (3.137)
“w 2 2
0o _ Po — i i(kpgn+kim) % ~
v\’ (einkemy) _ (M
- 0 = H —i(kpntkim ~0
nm <2NN) k%;oﬁkﬁl ne 2

Notice that, in order to obtain the second and the third equations here (i.e. the posit that
the oscillations are transverse), we actually made another assumption:

Py Z ay (ei%ﬂl" + ei%ﬂlm) — Py Z Qy (ei%ﬂl") = pﬁAO (3.138)
K H - n .
N 10 N 10 N

and similarly for AL.

This transformation or posit corresponds to the following assumption:
X, X + XX, ~0 — X, X ~0~X,X/,
= XX+ XX 20 — X, X,~0

for the centre of mass degree of freedom.
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First note that this may seem like a more restrictive assumption than is a-priori granted.
Yet as we argue from a different perspective in appendix, the non-transverse oscillations
correspond to the negative-norm solutions of the theory, which are therefore unphysical.
Hence their exclusion at this stage is justified in that respect. This also helps provide
correspondence between the discrete case and the results of sec. of the continuum
case.

Now, let us look at the Virasoro generators.

We note, (as we shall make this point more clear shortly) that the fact that n and m need
not be equal is the embodiment of the presence of the extra (nonlocal) constraints.

Next, let us perform the Fourier-transform of these equations to obtain the Virasoro
Generators (for the same reason as outlined in the continuum case):

We define:
o
_ PoPuo 2
Zoo = N M
1 o
o _— - o ,—13F (nc) —
ZOC_N;Ane N o=0orl (3.139)
1 M\?
[ Fi2F (ne+md) I e
CdiN;e N (’Cnm <2N) )
which gives:
"
_ PoPro 2
ZOO = W — M
"
b
Z(()Jc = ﬁoacﬂ
”w
1 _ Do
Zoc = 7y Pen (3.140)
M\ 2
Ly = ataq, — <2N> 6¢,00d,0
M2
Ly =B Ba, — (2?\2) 8¢,004,0
Let us make a few remarks:
e Note we may need factors of the form: (wawy)” "™ and (we) "™ in the definition

of these expressions, where the value of r depends on the choice of the factor in the
definition of X# ~ (w;)". (More on this in appendizv@.) E|

6Incidentally these could have been removed:
i in the definition of X/ (t) and II} (¢) or

ii in the definition of o, and Bk,.
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N
L, reduces to to the first equation, and the d = 0 reduce to the second and the third
equation. As a result we can rewrite these equations as:

N
e However, now notice using eqn(3.128]), (ﬁ> = 4R? (oz% + 63) the ¢,d = 0 cases of

I M I
PP Y b
ZOO = 3\]’;0 - M2 Z[())c = FOO[CM Z(%c = Noﬁcﬂ
LY = ataq, ed 40 (3.141)
E(l;d = Bcluﬁdp, 7

e This reduction was absent in the continuum case precisely because of the
intertwined-ness of the constraint equations. In the discrete case the assumption of
non-locality makes it possible to separate these degrees of freedom completely, hence
obtaining the above set of independent equations.

So we may now continue with this new set of constraints to isolate the physical solution
space. First let us consider the first three constraints: Zgo, Z§; and Z};.

Zyo is simply a restriction of the value of the four-momenta of the centre of mass. Whereas
Z9, and Z}; are restrictions on p.

Therefore the first three conditions can be satisfied by a convenient choice of the direction
of oscillation and that of the direction of propagation. Let:

w={1;i} st. i=2,---,D

b= {M;0
7 ={M; 0} (3.142)
and QZ‘ = {O7 O/;L}
By = {0 6}
Therefore we should rewrite the Fock solutions of the theory as:
Wap(K)) = [] [Wa,.5,; M) (3.143)
a,b=1
where :
D D p \Au u By
of,) @ (B
Wa,5,)=[]14% B =] ( )“ Bu( 0) 10,0) (3.144)
i 2\ Jwlt B ampp

Now as in the case of the continuous string the last two constraints serve the purpose of
isolating the physical sector of the solution space, where a physical solution |¥,y,,s) must
obey the following condition (per the prescription of string theory):

(Wphys|Log|Ppnys) =0 ¥V ¢,d#0. (3.145)
We also get rid of the null states:

|\Pnull> = {|\IJphys> s.t. ‘\I/null> = ZAk|\Ilphys>k:}
k

Hclosed _ HPhys
Hezact Hnull

= HBrsT =
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We shall focus on the requirement eqn. for now. To do so first we note an identity:
(X“a)Jr = X", and w_;= —uw
=) =a", and (B")"=p",
(Lot =Ly (3.146)

Therefore in order to satisfy egn.(3.145)), it is sufficient if we had:

Lo Wphys) =0 for ¢>0 and Vd#0, (3.147)
as we can see from fig.(3.2).
Ad
L

\

Figure 3.2: Here we can see how the Generalized Virasoro Space can be split into two parts so that
the expectation value is kept invariant.

Now let us look at the physical solution space that these restrictions prescribe.
Here because of the symmetry of the situation we will assume ¢ = 0, i.e. consider the £2,
only (and g runs from 2, --- | D) :

L] 1Aa B) = atagy x [[|4a. Bs)  ¢>0 d#0 (3.148)
a,b a,b
7 o0
=0 T 14as By ed >0 (3.149)
aléaid# a,b

e Oé'ia)AZ (5Zb)Blb]
- H H { oo g N Nar |0; 0) (3.150)

e In the first case either ¢ or d or both do not commute with a

—~

a,b v=2

e In the second case d commutes and increases the occupation number of the |A%) state
by 1, ¢ may not commute with a

D
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0 [ o ((0%0)" e+ Alwa (070) " 0000 )

% |0; B) (3.151)
be.00")

a v=2 | a_qy ((o&a)AZ ol + Alw, (o/ﬁa)AZ_l

The first term of each expression vanished since ¢,d > 0, and we are left with:

Av—2
,a) 6c,a5d,a6w/5uy

AY—1
a v=2 afduAch (aia) (sc,aéuy

oo D v v
AV (AY — Dwgw, (a
(4G — Dwawe ( x |0; B) (3.152)

e The first condition indicates that if ¢ = d > 0 then only states with
occupation number = 1or 0 survive (because of the A% (A% — 1) factor).
If however, ¢ # d we must have occupation number = 0, but this is easily seen from:

o The second condition, which forces the occupation number to be 0, because of the A%.

Hence the only remaining state is the trivial or the ground state ~ A% =0 Va > 0 and v.

Now let us see why this is; i.e. why is it that this theory does not lead to a reasonable
solution space whereas it continuous counterpart, namely the continuous string does
succeed in doing so (as we saw in sec.(3.3).)

In other words let us see why the restrictions:

° oMo s
<c>d H |AaaBb> :OcOdu H ‘Aava> c>0 d#o
a,b=1 a,b=1 (3153)
X
where O, stands for either ot or (Y

are too-strong a conditions. This problem can be traced back to the definition of the £Z, in
the discrete case as compared to its continuum counterpart. Notice that here we do not

SO
have the > 0.0y, as we did in the continuum case egn. |D relating the ¢ to d. This
problem then traces back to when we transformed T,;(n, m) — L4 via:

—i(kentkgm &
D e henthamgch
n,m

where we had to use two separate sums over the n and the m, >~ > because of the form
of the K¢,
ok o )
IC:Lm — Z Onomuez(kknJrkl,m)
k,I£0

ki n+klm)

Or more accurately because of the el where n # m necessarily, which was precisely

the posit that the theory is nonlocal.
Hence we can clearly see why the solution space is “too restricted”: as a direct consequence

of the non-locality of the theory brought upon by the nonlocal constraints, this theory’s
physical content is trivial.
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3.3. THE SOLUTION SPACE

This result was anticipated from the first time we encountered the nonlocal constraints.
However notice that having had considered a nonlocal action, we were hoping that the
solution space may have been enlarged enough to be able to produce non-trivial results. We
can now see that this hope was unfounded for the following reason:

As we mentioned in sec., although the action was generalized by allowing nonlocal
spacetime degrees of freedom, the field variables, X* and II* are still defined locally;
Xt = XH(o) and II* = TI*(0).

So we see, that since the degrees of freedom of the constraints, C*(o,0’), are reflected on the
degrees of freedom of the field variables and not the spacetime coordinates, the solution space
defined by the local variables is too small to survive the enlarged nonlocal constraint group.

Had we considered a nonlocal versions of the field variables, perhaps nontrivial results
would have been expected, but as it were there did not exist any physical reason to consider
this change.

Therefore as we had anticipated we have shown that the solution space of the discrete
string, per the prescription of the quantization of the continuous string theory fails to
produce a physically useful solution space.

As a result - for reasons which were nonetheless not transparent initially - we are unable to
use the discrete string to analyze the method of the string quantization, and to consider the
questions regarding observables and their dynamics. In this respect the model has certainly
failed.

However along the way we discovered many a interesting features of this model, which can
be true of any discrete or lattice theory in general. For an example the non-locality of the
resulting constraint algebra is perhaps present in more general cases. As such the questions
regarding the implications and meaning of this can be quite important and interesting. The
same can be said of other “side-results” which we discussed in this chapter.

Nevertheless, as regards the question of observables and dynamics in generally covariant
theories, and in particular the question of dynamics in string theory, this model has proven
unsuccessful. This provides another motivation for considering a completely different
approach to these problems.

In the next chapter therefore let us consider the method of quantizing the string (and

generally covariant theories in general), used in Loop Quantum Gravity, and to re-ask the
questions regarding dynamics and observability in the context of this method.
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Chapter 4

LQG and Loop Quantization of
the String

Loop quantum gravity (LQG) is an elegant and novel approach to the quantization of the
gravitational field. This theory has already managed to produce a background independent
description of gravity, avoiding therefore all singularity and non-renormalizability issues
which concern background-dependent field theory quantizations. In addition to having a
full description of the solution space of gravity and its coupling to matter, LQG has many
startling findings about the quantum structure of the spacetime, such as that spatial area
and volume are granule, and perhaps so is time (in spin-foam formulations). Nonetheless
despite these great advances there exist many open issues and problems which concern
quantization of generally-covariant theories (GC)E in general which LQG does not provide
an answer to yet. These include questions regarding the HamiltonianEI, and the True
Hamiltonianﬂ of such theories, the problem of time, and the related issue of observables and
their dynamics.

These issues are conceptually quite complicated and their description in LQG is further
compounded due to the difficulties inherent with the mathematical structure of /D
spacetime gravity. This is the fact that motivates the use of simpler models which can
nonetheless capture some of the features of the Loop quantization.

In this chapter therefore, we first review the basic constructs that enter into the full LQG,
whereby highlighting its method and then we consider the above mentioned problems by

INote that gravity is a very special form of a generally covariant theory, in that in addition to being
passively covariant, it is also actively covariant. See [39] for a full discussion. How this special character may
affect different aspects of the analysis is highlighted in sec,7 where we consider the Scalar constraint.

2In LQG the Scalar constraint’s algebra with the Diff constraint does not close (sec.(4.2.2))) in the BRST
sense. As such via Thiemann’s Master Constraint Programme, [40] which is perhaps the best known method
to handle this problem, one is lead to consider variations of this constraint, i.e. consider Hamiltonian-type
functions which can act as the Hamiltonian yet form closed algebras. The problem that arises then is that
there may not exist a unique choice of such a Hamiltonian.

3Since a GC’s Hamiltonian is a constraint, in some models, to extract dynamics one needs to construct
(by gauge-fixing or some other mean) a so called True Hamiltonian.
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4.1. INTRODUCTION

loop quantizing The String model. This model, as we shall see has the interesting
advantage of possessing many of the interesting features of a constrained system, yet it is
simple enough so that the methods of loop quantization could be considered and analyzed
in an effectively very simple framework.

4.1 Introduction

Here we will present a brief introduction to LQG, however since our main goal is to extract
and use the methods and ideas which are applied in this theory, we should mention that
this introduction is by no means self-contained. In addition we will gloss-over many
theorems which although fundamental to the whole construction of LQG, are not relevant
to our considerations. We provide a somewhat detailed investigation of the full
mathematical framework which reproduces LQG in appendix. More details as well as
better reads on the topic may be found in [27] [28] [29].

The interesting feature of LQG is that it is a quantum theory of constraints. In other words,
since General Relativity’s equations are constraint equations, in essence LQG is a
consistent method of quantizing constraint systems.

This is the feature that enables us to use the methods of the Loop quantization to analyze
the constraints that are present in the string model.

4.2 Overview

The quantization of theory of gravity via the methods of Loop Quantization may be briefly
summarized in the following steps (we will later try to explain each step):

1. The New variables The canonical variables of the theory are redefined

2. The Constraints The equations of motion are the constraints. In addition to the
diffeomorphism and the scalar constraints we now also have an additional constraint
brought about by the introduction of the new variables. These are the internal
degrees of freedom or the SU(2) gauges.

e The SU(2) Solns. The solutions to the SU(2) constraints are the spin-networks

e The Diff. Inv. Solns. The spin-networks, in a compact space obey the Diff.
constraints, and in more general spaces can be made to do so by utilizing the
concept of Group Averaging methodﬁ

e The Scalar Solns. This is where the problem of Loop quantization lies, and
where this method may be considered incomplete. However in a specific sense,
the spin-networks “can be made to be” the solution to the Scalar constraint. In
addition due to the nonlinearity of this constraint many different methods for its
quantization exist (such as Thiemann’s procedure, the consistent discretization

4This method is also called the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal (GNS) construction, which are the generalization
of the so called Rigged Hilbert Spaces.
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4.2. OVERVIEW

procedure, and the spin foam quantization). These methods may be said to be
well-defined, however they all face many unknown questions.

3. Observables Depending on the method of quantization of the Scalar constraint,
different observables may be constructed. However, 1) Many of these do not have a
physical interpretation and 2)They are Ultralocal meaning that it is not known how
global features of the classical and/or semiclassical gravity may be extracted from
them.

The last two of these steps - namely the fate of the Scalar constraint and that of the
observables - are precisely the focus of the quantization of the string model via the Loop
quantization method, which we will address in sec, through sec..

We will now explain each of the above steps and provide a quick formulation of the 4D
LQG theory.

4.2.1 The Action and the New Variables

The action of the classical general relativity can be written as:

Slowed = 5 [ d'av=sR (4.1)

where g,,,, is the 4-metric on the manifold M.
The 3+1 D foliation of the 4D manifold, M — ¥ + ¢, then gives the action:

1
Staan 7% Nos N = o [t [ @ [ = (Vg 1) + NS (g 7)) | (42
)

H[Ny,N]

Where:
1
Vb(%byﬂab) =-2 V¢(13) (\[Wab> Diff. Constraint (4.3)
q

1 . 1/1 2 .
S(qap, ) = —— [Rw + - < Tr(r))* — Tr(r? )] Scalar Constraint 4.4
( ) 7 3 (T'r(m)) (%) (4.4)
The g, is the 3-metric on the spacial slice ¥ of M, and 72 is its conjugate momenta. The
N, and N are the shift and the lapse functions respectively.

The Hamiltonian (density), H[Ny, N], is a total constraint, as expected. The last two
equations are the Diffeomorphism and Scalar Constraints respectively. At this stage the
conjugate variables of the theory are qqp and m°:

{qab(2), WCd(y)} = 255(25?)5(3)@ -y), {qab(2), qealy)} =0 = {W“b(:v),ﬂc‘i(y)} (4.5)
We now introduce the set of the new variables, which will enable us to write the constraints
in a more suitable form. The main motivation for this change of variables is that the

solution space of the theory has a surprisingly simple formulation in terms of these
variables (see sec.(G.1)) for more details.)

71



4.2. OVERVIEW

New Variables

First define the densitized triad:

1 4
E} = §eabceijke{)e’§, (4.6)
Where :
el s the einbein = qu = eflei(%j (4.7)

The conjugate variable to the densitized triad is the tensor

K = %KabEé?éij (4.8)
Where :
Kap = i(wab - 17rq“b) is the extrinsic curvature. (4.9)
NG 2

There are two points that we have to pay attention to at this point:

e First note that the introduction of the new variables has introduced 3 additional
degrees of freedom into the theory. These correspond to the so(3) rotation of the
orthonormal coordinate. These represent a new su(2)E| gauge freedom. Hence we will
have to augment our constraint equations with the equation:

Gi{(BK]) = e EYKF =0 (4.10)

e Secondly, because of this new degree of freedom there exists a more “natural”
conjugate variable for the E¢ namely the connection (for a more complete

explanation, see sec.(G.1))):
Al =T + K (4.11)

Where I' is called the Spin Connection, and the - is the Immirzi parameter which
identifies the ambiguity in choosing the connection.

In terms of these variables we have:

, 1 . , , . ,
S[E}, Ay, Nay N, M| = E/dt/ dx3[EfA?—Nbe(E?,Afl)—NS(E;,A;)—MZGZ-(E]C-‘,Afl)]
b

(4.12)
Where:
Vo(Ef, AL) = B¢ Fop — (14+9°)KiG; Dif f. Constraint (4.13)
a Aj E?E? ij ok 2\ 10 7d :
S(Ef,A)) = 7B (ek Fh—2(1+~ )K[aKb]> Scalar Constraint (4.14)
Gi(E$, Al) = D E} SU(2) Constraint (4.15)

550(3) and SU(2) have the same Lie algebra. However this is a generalization; see appendiz(G) for a
discussion on this.
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4.2. OVERVIEW

Where:

p = 0u Al — Oy Al + eé—kAj Al is the curvature of the connectionA’, (4.16)
D, E“ = 0.7 + ¢ AJ TEy is the covariant divergence of E' (4.17)

With the commutation relations:

{E5(5), Aj(y)} = wyop0i0(z —y),  {Ej(x), EX(y)} =0={A](xz, A}(y)}  (4.18)

4.2.2 The Constraint Algebra

Defining the smeared versions of the constraints:

G(a):/dx?’o/Gi(Afl,Ef) (4.19)

z

V(N®) = / dz® NV, (AL, ES) (4.20)
/dx?’NS (AL B (4.21)

the resulting constraint algebra of the new constraints (both in terms of the new variables
and the new set of the SU(2) constraints) become:

{Gw,ﬂn:mmmx (4.22)
{G(a),V(N*)} = -G (Lya), (4.23)
{G(a),S(N)} =0, (4.24)
{V(N®),V(M*)} = V(N*O,M" — M"9,N*), (4.25)
{S(N),V(N®)} = =S(LyN), (4.26)

a bi
[S(N). S(M)} = V(5°) + (+vaQ@ME&MQ, (4.27)
|q]
Where:
E¢Eb§Y
So = W(N@bM — M8,N). (4.28)

Notice that in the BRS sense, because of the form of this last equation(its dependance on
field variables rather than structure constants) the algebra is not closed! As was mentioned
in the introduction, this is a significant source of ambiguity in the definition of the Scalar
constraints and therefore the Hamiltonian. We will discuss this issue further in sec.

Having rewritten the canonical structure of GR in terms of the new variable, we are now in
the position to ask what the solution space to these constraints may look like.

6 You may also see section 6 of [36] for further discussion.
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4.3 The Solution Spaces

The solution space, as mentioned will be the solution to all the constraints of the theory. So
let us go step by step and see what the solutions to each set of the constraints (SU(2), Diff
and then Scalar) will be.

This is the second place where LQG introduces new methods for the analysis of the
constraint equations of GR.

4.3.1 The Solutions to G;(Ef, A]); the Spin Networks

The solutions to the SU(2) constraint are the so called Cylindrical Functions, Cyl, of all
graphs v C X ~ 3D spacial slice:

Cyl = UCylv VY graphs yCX (4.29)
¥

Cyly = {tby,5 = f(he,[A], hey[A], .. hey [A)| f - SU(2) — C} (4.30)

where N is the number of the nodes of v, and

he[A] = Pexp(— / A) (4.31)

€

is the holonom@,ﬂ of the connection A along the edge e.

These are the elementary blocks of the construction of the spin-networks. To see that the
spin-networks form the solutions to the SU(2) gauge condition, notice that the SU(2)
gauge:

Gla) = / dzia’Gi(AL, B = / dz*a’D,E¢, (4.32)

g ~ e;:p(G), ; (4.33)
transforms the holonomy of the connection as:

A= gt Ag+g7ldg = he[A] = g(x(0)he[A]lg™ (x(1)). (4.34)

Therefore certain functions of the holonomy, such as the tr(h.[A]) (given e is a loop), are
invariant under this transformation.

"The holonomy is defined as the solution to the equation
%he [A,s] + &H(s)Aphe[A,s] =0
which is comparable to U(t) in Shrodinger’s equation:
ih%U(t) + H)U(t) =0

i.e. the holonomy induces parallel transportation along the edge e.
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4.3. THE SOLUTION SPACES

Another function of the holonomy which is also SU(2) invariant is
1
V25 +1

where anm, is the SU(2) unitary irreducible representation matrix of spin j, and

Q=2+ 11T, (4.36)

is the “normalized” (with respect to the measure) SU(2) representation of spin j.

WI[A] = tr[TF (h.[A])] = Tr[®7 (he[A])] (4.35)

Now, expanding on this idea, for a graph 7, with N nodes (such that the entire graph has
no “loose” edges; it forms a mesh of loops), the function of the holonomy:

U g[A] = S0 premNm N gat (b [A]) - @3N, L (hey [A]), (4.37)

Ji1JN ming mNnN
JiJdnN

where U, ¢[A] € Cyl, is SU(2) invariant. Such a function is called a Spin Network of the
graph ~.

The collection of all C'yl,, for all graphs v C X, forms Cyl. These are all solutions of the
SU(2) gauge, and it can then be shown (sec.(G.3)), [29], that Cyl (given an appropriate
measure) forms a (possibly over-) complete solution space for the SU(2) gauge equation.

4.3.2 The Treatment of Up|¢|; the Diffeomorphism

In this and the next section, we will be looking to see how the C'yl functions could “be
made” to obey the diffeomorphism and the scalar constraints of the theory - the main
constraints of GR.

Immediately there exist formal problems with the diffeomorphism gauge, which are
independent of the LQG formulation. To illustrate these we will first discuss a simple
example. This will help us to motivate and introduce the concepts of the group averaging
techniques (or the so called Gelfand-Naimark-Segal, (GNS) construction or that of the
Rigged Hilbert Space.) You may consult [27] and [37] and other literature therein for further
reading on these topics.

Gelfand-Naimark-Segal Construction:

The basis of the GNS construction is that the Hilbert space, H (consisted of square
integrable functions) is not sufficient to consider more general class of physical systems with
certain symmetries (such as the general Diff. transformation). Instead it is posited that the
following triple:

Cyl C H C Cyl* (4.38)

known as the Gelfand triple should be used to extract the physical information of the
system. Let us see how this is done in the following example.
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4.3. THE SOLUTION SPACES

Figure 4.1: The Display of Compact vs. NonCompact Dimensions, and the resulting issue of finite-
integrability or finite-norm (normalization) of the state.

The Example we will use is that of a particle confined on a cylinder, Fig.(4.1):
Let us denote the solutions by, ¥(z, §), which we posit must obey the constraints:

Potp =0 and P, =0 (4.39)

where, p, is the gauge translation along the direction a.
A solution of the Schréodinger’s equation which obeys the # boundary condition,
(0 + 27) = (), yet is neither normalized nor gauge-invariant, is:

Yk (2,0) ~ el gik= neZ and keR (4.40)

However, recall that the solutions of a Hilbert Space H C L£*(M) - where M is the manifold
which the solution is defined on - i.e. are square integrable functions. Therefore
Yo k(2,0) ¢ H, in fact ¥, (z,0) € Cyl, k.

In addition, the square integrability requirement introduces other problems for constrained
systems. In fact it demands that any solution, ¢ € H to have special properties along the
directional dimensions of M:

e Along compact dimensions, x., ¢ is finite-integrable

e Along non-compact dimensions, x,., ¥ must die “fast-enough” as we go to oo

We therefore see, that it is along compact dimensions, that ¥ can be made to be
translationally invariant, p, ¢ = 0.

This is the limitation of a Hilbert space; non-compact dimensions pose formal
problems in defining invariant states.

This is exactly the situation we have for ¢ (z, §) along the z direction.
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4.3. THE SOLUTION SPACES

To remedy this we use the GNS construction or the concept of Group Averaging.
Notice that a solution to the two constraints, egn.(4.39)), on 1 is ¢, a constant:

¢ ~ Average (e™%e™*) ~ /d@dzemeeikz (4.41)

i.e. if we average over all the resulting expressions of the transformations of ¥ by the
constraints, we find a gauge-invariant solution, c.

However notice that c is neither £2 - and therefore not part of H - nor is it part of Cyl.
Instead c is in the algebraic dual space, Cyl* of Cyl.

The elements of C'yl* are however only accessible via inner products with the elements of
Cyl:

(clp(2,0')) ~ / d0dzem(0=0") g~ ik(==2") (4.42)

and these inner products are well-defined; only a finite number of terms in the average for ¢
will survive the inner product. This suggests that instead of considering only C'yl or H, or
the Cyl*, we need to look at:

CylC HC Cyl” (4.43)

the Gelfand triple, and use the Gelfand-Naimark-Segal (GNS) construction - which uses the
inner product of the C'yl and the dual C'yl* - to extract the physical information of the
system.

This is the programme of GNS, or the Group-Averaging technique used in Loop Quantum
Gravity to treat the quantization of gravity.

As we have seen in LQG the holonomies present themselves as the natural variables of the
theory, and the spin-networks as the solution space of it. Here, then the group-averaging
method is applied on the spin-networks to produce diffeomorphism-invariant states. We
anticipate these will belong to C'yl*. The physical content of the theory is then extracted
via the inner product of these states with elements of C'yl, the spin-networks.

4.3.3 The Scalar Constraint

The “croaks” of LQG is the dynamics ([36],[34],[35]). Here the ideas of group-averaging
cannot be applied because finite transformations of the scalar constraint even in the
classical gravity is not well-understood. Hence the only remaining method of trying to solve
the scalar constraint is to seek its kernel.

There exist consistent methods which attempt, and perhaps it can be said that they achieve
this goal. En-route to this goal however a number of non-trivial choices are made. These
produce ambiguities in the method. Hence the results are not unique.

Nonetheless the very fact that this feat can be achieved has been one of the great successes

of LQG. Yet, despite the large possibility of the space of the solutions there exist a number
of very significant problems which remain unsolved.
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4.3. THE SOLUTION SPACES

One such problem is the question of observables.

e In the first place it is not clear what these mean. Are they properties associated with
the states in C'yl or in C'yl* or neither, or perhaps both?

e Secondly how can we assume these to be dynamical? Is there a sense in which this
can be achieved, hence providing a canonical method of quantizing generally covariant
theories with dynamics?

e Thirdly, if so, can these be related to semiclassical or classical observables of the
theory?

We can see that these are fundamental questions which a full quantum theory of spacetime,
such as LQG, is expected to provide answers to.

At the moment however the answer to these questions, in LQG are at best unclear. This is
the main motivation behind trying to pursue the answer to these questions in a simpler
model, such as this model of a closed string; D scalar fields on a 2D spacetime.

4.3.4 The Closed String

To do so, let us therefore first restate the main principles of loop quantization.

The main idea that can be derived from using the spin-networks (and their variants) as the
solutions in LQG, is that the physical content of the infinite theory (infinite points on the
manifold), can be extracted by using an infinite set of finite samplings of the full theory;
the spin-networks are “samplings” of the the 3D spatial manifold.

This theory then, works on the basis of finite-“sampling” the infinite theory,
infinitely many times.

The interesting feature of the string model is that despite its simplicity, it embodies most of
the main features of the full LQG. In particular most of the ambiguities which are inherent
in the treatment of the scalar constraint of LQG are present in this model as well (cast in a
much simpler format). This model therefore provides a very simple structure where we can
hope to explore some of the problems which are very difficult to answer in the full LQG.

However, let us make a comment as to the discreteness which manifests itself throughout
this method of quantization.

The Discreteness

The discreteness comes about when we consider samples of the fields in question (here these
are the spacetime). From the perspective of the continuum theory, the sampling may be
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4.3. THE SOLUTION SPACES

seen as a coarse-graining, and the description provided as a kind of approximation of the
full theory.

In LQG the discreteness of the spacetime comes about because the spin-networks present
themselves as the “natural” solutions of the SU(2) gaugdﬂ and these have a discrete
structure.

However in the String case there does not exist an equivalent to the SU(2) gauge. Hence
such a discrete structure may not be warranted a-priori.

However, the fundamental posit of LQG is that the discreteness of spacetime is
fundamental. Therefore it is reasonable to think that perhaps, in extending this method of
quantization to other theories, the sampling is also assumed as a fundamental feature of the
theory rather than an approximation to it.

This is the view point which we will take in the Loop quantization of the string, i.e. we will
assume a discrete string as the background for the scalar fields on it.

In the remaining sections of this chapter, sec. through sec., therefore, we will
explore the method of the quantization of LQG, as well as questions regarding observability
and dynamics in generally covariant theories by attempting a full loop quantization of the
2D spacetime + scalar fields, i.e. the closed bosonic string.

8Technically however this discreteness is not fully automatic in LQG; the fundamental group, i.e. the
SU(2) gauge, which is used is in fact a mathematically convenient choice. Other possible choices exist which
however do not have fully developed mathematical structures. More on this in append'ix.
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4.4 Loop Quantization of the String

From here to the end of this chapter we apply the full method of loop quantization to the
D-dimensional scaler field theory on a 2D spacetime, where the field theory is treated in
analogy to the connection variable in LQG.

As mentioned this model has two interesting features; On the one hand it is a simple arena
where many of the questions regarding the observables of a GC and many of the
ambiguities concerning the loop quantization may be investigated.

On the other hand it represents the String in string theory. As such, although we do not
address the issues of the background (the background is flat here), the results of the loop
quantization may then be compared to the results of the quantization of string via the
usual string theory methods in chap. and chap.(@.

4.5 Basic Construction

As in LQG the choice of the operators are interrelated to the possible solution spaces.
However in contrast to LQG where the spin-networks arise from the requirement that the
solution space be a solution to the SU(2) gauge, here we have no such restriction. Hence we
shall start from one step further; from the idea of sampling/probing. We will assume that
the continuum string is to be modeled by considering all possible discrete samplings of it.

Let us therefore define what a sample is. This also defines the Kinematic Hilbert Space of
the theory.

4.5.1 Kinematic Hilbert Space

A sample is defined as a ﬁxedﬂ set of probes which are points n € [0, L) where L is the
length of the string. A sample is simply then a set of nodes on the string.
A sample is also called a graph. A graph composed of N ordereﬂ nodes, is denoted by ay,

fig-(4.2):
ay ={er, ez, en} e, €[0,L) (4.44)

9Two samples of equal number of nodes which are however differently positioned on the string continuum
are considered different samples. Hence a sample in reality is a fixed lattice. We shall see that this is the very
reason why the kinematic Hilbert space, Hy;n (defined as the Cauchy completion of Cyl) is not separable;
two physically equal states with different graphs are not necessarily orthogonal, however the Diff. solution
space (defined in sec. as the quotient of the H-space with the Diff transformations) is composed of states
which are orthogonal if the states are physically different. Hence Hp; s is separable whereas Hy;,, is not.

10The ordering does not pose any restriction in this theory; it further facilitates analysis. It will later appear
in the consideration of Diff constraints, where we will see that the ordering represents a diffeomorphism
transformation, and hence is quite irrelevant.
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Figure 4.2: A sample or graph from the continuum string

Now a solution W4 (f) is defined as follows™}

W= S S s 0B g g X
31538 N
N (4.45)
S @i
j—‘: n=1
where (Z);fu[X“] = ¢inXn (4.46)

where j# are charges at the node n (in analogy to spins on an edge in LQG), X* is the
value of the field X* at the node n, and f-; are proper smearing function

A general solution, ¥, (f), may then be defined as:

D
W [f] = (] ©4)1] (4.47)

p=1

In analogy to LQG we call these the Charge-Networks. The class of all functions ¥, (f)
on the graph ay forms Cyl,,, the cylindrical functions of the graph an. The set of all
cylindrical spaces, for all possible graphs an forms the cylindrical solution space of the
system (let us drop the N index as it is redundant and understood):

Cyl = JCyla (4.48)

The Cauchy-completion of Cyl, forms the Kinematical Hilbert space of the system, Hyiy,.
This Hilbert space therefore has the following structure:

Hiin — @Hoz - @ Ha,[?] 5 (449)
> o7

where the [-- -] indicates the p = 1,--- D sets of charges, j* = ji',75, -, i

M Note that at this stage we consider ji to take on discrete values. However note that in contrast to LQG
where these need to be eigenvalues of the discrete SU(2) group, and hence are discrete, here they are not
subject to any such restriction and may take on a continuum of values. In later sections when we analyze the
states we shall make these continuous.

12We define the proper functions as those whose norm, with respect to the measure of the theory dpup,
which we discuss in the next section, is finite.

81



4.5. BASIC CONSTRUCTION

4.5.2 The Measure

Here we will present the semantics for the definition of the measure in this theory.
The measure for this theory should have two very important properties:

e It should be graph-independent. In other words if ¥ is a solution on ay and ajys is
just an extension of the an by adding nodes for which ¥ has null values, then the
inner product must stay invariant.

e Second we wish to define the measure dyy such that (¢ (¢!, ) < o

The measure on this solution space is therefore defined as follows:

(Vo (¥ (9)) = [ dunfo (450)
For an example we could allow:
1\
T
whence we have:
(Ta(H)¥alg)) = /duw Y S Qe (4.52)
[71[K] n=1
=259 (4.53)
(7]

Hence we see that through this construction ®5:1 ®71:/:1 (;555 forms a complete basis for a
given graph ay. The questions regarding consistency of the measure and so on, are
mathematical questions regarding the measures for discrete theories, known as
Lebesgue-measure theory which are well-established. We provide a semi-rigorous
development of the main ideas behind these in the appendi:z:.

4.5.3 The Operators

Now we can address the question of the operators of the theory. We define these as follows:

The “j*th representation of the holonomy” of the field

o R TLD ¢x

hiju[X] =e' e (4.54)
The smeared conjugate momenta to the field

Pl = /l do f (o)1 () (4.55)
the X -representation:

R ) é

P — —ih /l 107(0) = (4.56)
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where [ € [0, L), and f(o) is the smearing function.

The holonomy operator is point-wise, i.e. it is defined in the same manner as the sampling
is used to define the states. This feature is in fact the reason for this definition; the action
of this operator on a given graph ay is rather trivial: it adds a charge j* at the node e of
the string. If the node already exists, it increases the value of the charge at that node by
the amount j*, and if the node does not exist, then it creates a new node with charge j*

— —
hence changing the graph; an(j) — an+1(j").

The action of the momenta is a little more involved and we will shortly describe it in full
detail, however intuitively it can be seen that P}’ l(b?;; will give the charge of the node n if
1) p = v but more importantly if 2) n N1l # 0 i.e. if the node and the interval intersect.
This suggest that the action of this operator on the basis ¢*,. is case-wise. This is therefore
also be true of the operator algebra. So let us consider the (ﬁoerator algebra which then
would also detail the action of this operator on the states.

4.6 Operator Algebra and Action on Solution Spaces

We wish to evaluate:
N . K
(i, p1} = Y [aoro {xe)t (o)) (457)
k

We see that the Poisson bracket (P.B.) will depend on whether the interval [ and the node e
intersect. There exist in general three possible cases fig.(4.3)):

e [ and e do not intersect, in which case the P.B. is null
e ¢ is within the interval [ in which case we wish the P.B. to return a value of §*¥

e ¢ falls on one of the end-points of the interval . To handle this case we need to know
whether the string is oriented or not.

To handle this case we invoke two consistency requirements: the interval should be
“breakable” into “fundamental” pieces. These pieces should be able to incorporate the
orientation of the string should the theory requires it. So let us explain this in a bit more
detail. There exist two cases:

4.6.1 Unoriented String

Note that if the string is not oriented, then we need not bother with two cases of the left
and right intersection, we do as follows:

Break the interval [ into fundamental pieces which may be defined as follows: a
fundamental piece of I, I is a closed-open interval (closed on “left” end and open on
“right” enﬂ and no nodes exist in the interval ly. Of course as in the second case in

13The “left” and the “right” can be identified via the direction of the do on the string.
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b) <)

Figure 4.3: The Operator Algebra, a) The node intersects the interval b) The node does not intersect
the interval c) The node intersect the interval at the endpoint

ﬁg. b), we see that it may be that [ cannot be decomposed into fundamental nodes. If
so, then the P.B. is immediately null, (since that [ is a closed interval.) Hence a
fundamental interval is graph-dependent and intersects one node of the graph ay at one of
its end-points. Each of these then contribute a factor of d;, ,, to the P.B.. With this then
expression for the P.B. can be written as:

(b sux), B = S i uix, ) (4.58)

ly

and each of these is easily defined.

In the case of the un-oriented string we avoid another complication which exists in
describing the interaction of the holonomy and the flux operator in LQG. The analogue of
this problem is when we consider the oriented string. Let us then consider this next. The
expression which we shall find there is a general expression which also includes the
unoriented string.

4.6.2 Oriented String

Consider fig.(4.4). We define the P.B. based on the requirement that for case 4ii) of
fig-(4.4):

[t 1X1 P g | = a0 it X (4.59)

i.e. it gives the value of the charge at that node, and the requirement that if the length,
liii ~ lz D lii; then:
=N

[iw [X]fm,f} - [ﬁgyj[xm,ﬁm,f (4.60)

each with an equal contribution. Now we can see that due to the do if the string is oriented
we can pick up a sign. To get around this we make two definitions so to achieve the above
goals:

84



4.7. THE DIFF CONSTRAINT

z —
do
_:_>
i) | * |
e — X

Y

Figure 4.4: The effect of the orientation of the string, and the principle which is used to define the
operator algebra.

1. Source vs. Target
if I is the source or target of node e, which reflects the orientation of the interval

2. Whether the node is on the Left or on the Right of I;:

S ~ Left ~
gy ource + if e.f + (4.61)
Target ~ — Right ~ —

Let us denote these by the variable k;, = =, which is a multiple of the two factors above.
For example if e is on the left of the interval [y and [y is its source, k;, = + X + = +.
Therefore to evaluate the commutator first we need cut the interval [ into “elementary
length”, such that each /¢ contains one node at one of its end points. Hence we have:

(e X), Prg| = " by [y X) Py g (4.62)
ly

As explained this expression includes the unoriented string which has k;, = + for all its
fundamental intervals.

Hence we have defined the operator algebras. We are now in the position to discuss the first
of the two constraints of the system.

4.7 The Diff Constraint

We will treat the Diff constraints in two stages. In the first we set up the construct for
group averaging a state, which constructionally renders a state Diffeomorphism-invariant.
In the second step we actually take a look at the action of the Diff. operator on basis states.
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4.7. THE DIFF CONSTRAINT

However since the second step is closely related to the treatment of the Scalar constraint,
we will postpone it to the next section where we attempt to consider this constraint.
Now to define a diffeomorphism-invariant state first we need to recognize the different
families of diffeomorphisms in the theory. These can be divided into three groups:

e Dif f,: Subgroup of Diff which map o — « (itself)
This subgroup can in turn be divided into two groups: T Dif f, and GS,.

> TDif f,: Subgroup of Dif f, which has trivial action on « (i.e. preserves every
node and its charge.) These can be assumed to be obeyed trivially.

> GS, = T%f;}‘ are the graph symmetries of a. To satisfy this set of Diff. we

group-average over the states as follows:
Let a graph-Dif f-invariant state be denoted by:

- 1
GS, ¥, = — Z px U, group — averaged state . (4.63)
LFGGS

This state is invariant under graph-Diff. These states are however still in the
Cyl,; this is not the group-averaging which is needed for the next set of Diff.
constraints:

° [Z_iff fJ; which move/ change the graph « on the continuum string. This is a large
group, its action takes elements of Cyl, to Cyl%, (the Algebraic Dual of Cyl). Hence
a solution to the Dif f = Dfof{’ @GS, @ TDif f, constraint, belongs to the algebraic
dual of C'yl. And since the elements of this space are understood only via their action
on the elements of C'yl, we therefore need to consider the inner product for the
definition of this operation.

We therefore define a sz ff -transformed state, by its action on the elements of
Cyl =, Cyl, as follows:

let: e 2L

Dif fa _
Then we define the gz‘lfffi — averaged — state :  (n(¥,)| € Cyl* by:
( ( |®ﬁ Z @ * GSQ\PQ7 (I),B> (464)
pe 2L

(n(T4)] is well-defined because for any given [ only a finite number of the

transformations of ¥, are not orthonormal to ®g, (although ¢ € gfff ff is an infinite

group.)

Let us make a note on the graph-symmetries. In contrast to LQG where in 3D space, 2
edges may be related via homotopies (via rotation in the third dimension, i.e. no crossing is
allowed), in our case since two non-adjacent nodes cannot be swapped, the
graph-symmetries exist only if two adjacent nodes have the same charge (and orientation if
the string is oriented.)

This is then the group-averaging through which we make a given state, ¥, on the graph «,
diffeomorphism-invariant. Notice that there is an immense emphasis on the role of the Dual
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space Cyl* in this definition. We will come to see that this role can have great significance
in the definition of observables and their dynamics in LQG.

This role will be explored the in next section where we shall see in some detail the action of
the diffeomorphism operator on the states and analyze its operation.

4.8 The Scalar Constraint

Now in the expression of the Hamiltonian (constraint):
N 2 M
HIN, M| = /dag <H2 + X ) + 5 (X, + X711, (4.65)

we see that the second expression is the Diff constraint, C'[M]. Hence we identify the
Scalar constraint as the first term:

COIN] = / dag (2 + x7) (4.66)

Notice that the method of group-averaging for the scalar constraint is not suitable in LQG
because “finite scalar transformations are not well-understood even at the classical level”
[36]. However the scalar transformations here are not due to the spacetime, they are due to
the scalar fields, so the group-averaging may still apply. However to draw as close a
comparison to LQG as possible let us consider LQG’s method.

Therefore to proceed with loop quantization, we seek to find the kernel of the scalar
operator. The first step in this direction is defining the Scalar constraint operator in terms
of well-known operators of the theory, namely the “holonomy” h% .,[X] and the “momenta

e,gH
2 1%
flux”, Py,

The IT* in the scalar constraint’s expression is easily read; in the X* representation it can
be ~ fih(”‘;“. The difficulty lies in the X’*. To define it we need discuss regularization,
and this is precisely where we make contact with similar issues in defining the Scalar

constraint, and therefore the Hamiltonian, in the LQG.

To define this operator, let us consider a discretization of the continuum string into regular
e-sized pieces, which may be independent of the graph being considered. At this point, € is
constant throughout the string and not related to the discrete structure of any one of the
graphs on the string. Later we will come to find a relationship between these. Now using:

1
X' = 2% (Xt —XE)+0O() e€o,L) (4.67)

we can see (dropping the p index for simplicity):
X'~ eliXere _ giiXeme = giiXe (ezjex; _ e—ijexg) = Xe (2ijeX! + O(e%)  (4.68)

Notice that whereas j cannot be generally considered to be small (i.e. we cannot take
lim;_.o), € can. Furthermore this definition does make physical sense. Nonetheless there
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does exist a certain ambiguity in the definition of this operator. This ambiguity is likened
(though not on the same footing) to the ambiguity in the definition of the volume operator
in the regularized expression of LQG’s scalar constraint. The effects of this ambiguity can
be plainly seen at the end of the calculations of this section.

As such we then define (after self-conjugating):

L 1 T . . . . .
X = e [P X0 (Mo X1 = B XT) = Rl X (R ] = R D)

We call this the the j*th representation of the operator X"

Now we are in the position to try to analyze the details of the actions of the constraints on
the solution space. We shall do this in two distinctly different ways. In the first we will
apply an intuitive reasoning to the problem. In the second we will consider detailed
calculation. We do so to illustrate and highlight an interesting intuitive-discrepancy in
LQG which one should be aware of. This will also help in the discussion which we will have
as to the possible observables of LQG, and their dynamics.

4.8.1 Intuitive Picture

At this point we are equipped with the required elements to define the j#th representation
of the constraints, C? ;. and C! ., using a regularization e. Using these we can also
consider the effects of the Diff. constraint. We will in fact use the effect of this constraint
to later interpret the effects of the Scalar constraint. To do so, let us consider the action of

these operators on a give graph, ay.

What we may ask is What is the definition of a Diff. transformation of a state U, [f]
defined on this graph?

Intuitively, Spatial Diffeomorphism should shift the graph on the spacial slice, i.e. along the
length of the string. As such for a given graph the action of the operator defining this
transformation should not change or alter the discrete topology, the only feature of which is
the number of nodes of the graph, and their relative positions, (recall based on the
discussion at the end of the last section that nodes cannot be swapped unless they were
adjacent and possessed the same charge.) Hence theDiff. operator corresponding to a graph
must be tailored not to alter its topology. In other words the diffeomorphism operator must
be defined graph-dependently.

Now notice that the only mathematical constructs that are introduced in the definition of
the Diff. constraint are the e and the e. However notice that given a certain e, we therefore
must have that % € N, i.e. the € must slice the string into an integer-number of intervals.
This defines a (chargeless) graph. Hence we find that there exists a one-one relation
between a given regularization, given by €, and a given graph, denoted by aj. This then
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suggests the following:

H= @'HQ - 0= @ Oo H ~ Hilbert Space Y operators O (4.70)

i.e. just as the Hilbert space can be split into graph-spaces (the Hilbert space itself is not
however separablﬂ, so can (and should) any operator O.

Now that we have made this connection, we may suggest how the Diff. constraint or any
other operator, should act on the states:

Since a given state U, is group-averaged, we can pick the one graph in the average which
“matches” the operator’s regularization exactly. The effect of the Diff. operator on this
state is to shift it to another one of the states of the same group-average state. And as such
the state remains invariant.

Hence we intuitively reach the conclusion that the Scalar constraint should also be
“matched” to the graph. If so however since the only part of these operators which can
alter a graph is X', despite the internal difference of the two constraints (i.e. the detail of
their action on the state), the Scalar constraint should also leave the topological structure
of the state unchanged. Hence nodes cannot be created or destroyed even due to the scalar
constraint. As such we see that there is no change of the state via the Hamiltonian; the
state, in this sense, is static.

Through this intuitive analysis therefore we find that if we were to associate dynamics to
the topological changes of a given graph on the string, then due to the restrictions which
are imposed on operators due to the (intuitive) definition for a Diff., we anticipate all
charge-networks to be static and non-dynamical. In the next section however, we shall see
that this intuition may not be well-justified.

4.8.2 Detailed Structure

Now let us analyze this question rigorously. We will in fact see that the Diff. constraint
does not simply “move” the graph; it can also change its topology. This indicates that we
cannot think of these operators intuitively as we did in the previous section. As an
immediate consequence we therefore realize that we need not impose the requirement that
the state and the operator be regularization-matched.

In this analysis we will try to make contact with the same considerations in LQG. We will
however consider an additional important case; we will perform a detail analysis of both the

Scalar and the Diff. constraint, not just the former.

To do so let us reconsider the regularized constraint operators. In the first step we have:

[or - mi_ (471)

4See for example [28].
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where the € comes about from the AL. Let us still demand that e = Putting this in
the expression for the constraints we have:

D N
Ci[?] [M] = Z ZeMekCelk,e,ju (4.72)
p=1k=1
D N
0 _ 0
Ce,e,[?] [N] - Z ZGNek‘CekyE»j“ (473)
p=1k=1
where:
—h 6
1 _ T T T
Cekyfyj“ - E(SX&C [hﬂek,jﬂ (hgkﬁ’e,jﬂ - h’?}g*é,j/‘) - h#m,ju (hy‘ekJrE,j“ - h#ekfe,jF‘):I
(4.74)
6 0 1 2
0 _ 2 + " . ; :
Cek’E)j“’ o |:h 5XH’ 5XH’ + (2].”6)2 |:h/‘uek’jH (hlek"’ﬁfj“ o hékfenju) - hﬂek’j“ (h#ek7+5’ju - huekfffj“):l :|
(4.75)

Note that the regulator e vanishes in the first expression (just as it does in LQG’s Scalar
constraint regularization), however it is present in the Scalar constraint’s expression.
However a look at LQG’s Diff. constraints will show that, based on the same regularization
as the Scalar constraint, the regulator does not vanislﬂ Given the parallel nature of these
constraints, and in light of what we will later further discuss, we may say that our
regularization is just as reliable as that of LQG’s. (We will have other notes to add to the
discussion of the regulator, which we will differ to sec.(4.8.2)).)

Now let us analyze the action of these operators.

In LQG, the action of the Scalar constraint is tailored to the node@ However the Diff.
constraint is not subject to this restrictior@ Interestingly enough we have the opposite
situation in our toy model. In our case the Diff. can only act exactly on the nodes of the
graph, because of the &; it annihilates the state if no node exists where it is applie
However the Scalar is not subjected to this restriction. Two different cases in fact exist for
this constraint:

e if on the node, both terms of the constraint contribute
e if not on a node of the graph, only the X’ 2 contributes.

Hence in the case of the Diff. constraint we have e, — k € N, coincide with the nodes of
the graph, ay (it is irrelevant which because of the Zem ), whereas this restriction is not
applied automatically on the action of the Scalar constraint. Of course this situation is no
different than for the constraints of LQG (with the Dif f < Scalar.)

15This is because o is compact and the string is closed; no equivalent requirement to this exists in LQG.
3 3 3

161n this modelCt ~ < and Y~ T+ E% In LQG Csecalar ~ E—g whereas, Cpiff ~ 2—2 + <.

17This is because in that expression there exists a volume operator. This operator only acts on the nodes.

181t is only a function of the holonomy.
19Pending certain ordering ambiguities which we will discuss in sec.(4.8.2)).
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At this point € is still arbitrary. Yet it too must be tailored. Following LQG we demand
that € < ¢, i.e. less than the spatial separations of adjacent nodes of the node n. The
(LQG) reasoning is that the new node is the result of the evolution of the original node,
hence it should be created locally.

Now let us look at the action of the operators as defined above on a given node of the
graph. We have:

1
X' = = 9ije {hujn,j“ (Prne.gn = Mo ju) = C'C‘] (4.76)
)
# = —ih——p 4.
w ; o (4.77)

on the states. A general state is again give by:

D
- =T]a"~ (4.78)

[J]e T
uzl

IJ/ — 2 n 71
where @7“’(1 = @ ¢ = ®e In (4.79)
T
vl = [T e, (4.80)
Again, the arrow, — indicates the n = 1--- N nodes, whereas the square brackets, [-- -]

indicate the = 1--- D scalar fields.

The action of the momenta II# is rather trivial:
Ik — fI)“, = hjh, <I>“ (4.81)
] Nej

The action of the X’ % _j may seem more complicated at first. It is however also more

instructive if we therefore looked at it in pieces. We have:

il R (M M) X il YR
gl = W = Q) 5 @I @)

n#m

i o ijh X i(gh,—3") Xk, it xh (4.82)
B g e o = @ o, = Q) €91 () e'n Qe e
n#m
Then subtracting the second from the first we have:

- R R [ezrj:;—mxm ® " Xinre — elinXh_. g ¢ilita—i" >X,“,L}

n#m

N o m I u

= Q) Xh g iU IXh (e” Xihe — 0" X0 )

n#m

ey il X M P
— it XY, (eu Xpge — ol X,,H) oL (4.83)

Jthe
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In other words we see the action of the X’% is in fact rather trivial on the state. With its
complex conjugate portion then we have:

weogh i Xl (G X XY i X (i X i X )] g
1 e vy
= lsin (7 (Kl = X0)) + sin (7 (OXf - X ) @, (480

Hence the action of the X ’?M on a charge-network, gives a superposition of four (4)

charge-networks fig.(4.5]).

i~ J - J
j"’l j 1y Iy iy Iy iy Iy . 1y
* * jr’n' j! j/l:z j; ? ? jrfl+J/ j;:"’]/ ?
A - * + . - *
Wll m-€ m m mte m-€ m m mte

Figure 4.5: The action of the X/, on a node m of the graph ay.

Each of these is a simple modification of the original charge-network by the addition of
another node of charge +j# an t+e-away from every node, and the reduction/ addition of
the same charge from the original node.

These modifications are exact analogues to those in LQG. Note that what this means is
that the graph does actually change, by addition of nodes via the action of X’. This
operator is present in both the Diff. and the Scalar constraints. As such we see that the
action of the Diff. is not a simple diffeomorphism of the graph; it may indeed change the
topology of the graph.

This finding is also in correspondence with LQG, although this is not the usual treatment.
In LQG if we look at the Diff. constraint we see that it includes the curvature term; the
same term in the Scalar constraint which is responsible for the addition of loops at nodes.
The only difference is that this operator is not bound to act only at the nodes (because
there is no volume operator present.) Hence in addition to adding loops to nodes, it can
add an edge to another edge hence making it into a node, ﬁg..

Nonetheless the greater lesson here is that the Diff actually changes the graph, in much the
same way that the Scalar constraint changes the graph. This has two consequences.

1) The scalar constraint’s changes on the graph cannot be trivially considered as
dynamical; these are identical to diffeomorphism transformations.

2) It can be shown that the space of Diff.-Invariant states, also obeys the Scalar
constraint. We will see this in the next section, sec.(4.8.2)).
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a) —_—

b) —

Figure 4.6: The Diff. in LQG can act in two ways on a graph. a) On an edge b) At a node

Hence one may ask if the dynamics is once again lost here. In the next section, sec.(4.9)), we
will see that this may not necessarily be the case. However let us finalize the action of the
constraints in our model before proceeding.

Now putting together egn. and eqn , and recalling that in the expression of the
full constraints, we have two sums: Z he1 and Z _1, and therefore to consider for example:

D
ITL, + XX, — 7 (X) + () (4.85)
p=1

we need consider the general solution, <I>[7] o= I1 u @’Ll , we find the following results:
s JHa

D
eNmZ{ Giro? [sin (5" (X5 . — X1)) + sin (5" (XL — X5 _ 6))]2+(hj51)2}(1>[7],a

> sm( HXE o= XE)) + sin (54 (XE — XE E))] <I>[f>
(4.86)

The latter of these is satisfied via the group-averaging. Therefore in the next section let us
look to see what the solution space of the first constraint can be.

The Kernel of Cgeqiar

First note that the solution space is such that the different scalar fields, (i.e. the p index)
are truly decoupled from each other. Hence we may focus on just one of these. So let us
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ignore the Z . The constraint equations then become:

2
1 SRR B M 2
0 H -1 X'n, 9 Xn 7-7 Xn € —
CoznNI®%, ZEN {hJ” <2iej;:) [e (e ) C’c'} }

(4.87)
N
1 iz | —ight X R (gt X it X ) n
06,7/» [M]CI)?‘,a — Z:leMn 2ij#e‘7” {e (e e —e ) c.c.} <I>7M7a
(4.88)

Again the action of the diffeomorphism constraint are as displayed in ﬁg. A Diff. Inv.
state is then averaged over all these changes. By definition then it belongs to the dual space
Cyl*. However then such an averaged-state also obeys the Scalar constraint, i.e. is in its
kernel. We can see this as follows:

COnI?+X? = 0~ 20+ X'(X'®) (4.89)

However, the X’® term is indeed the term in Diff. which requires the group-averaging of
the state. So we have:

CSCI) — jQCI) + X/(X/(I)) — jQCI) + X/((I)Diff) — qu) + q)Diff ~ (I)Diff (4.90)
Hence, the Scalar constraint does not change the states of the Diff constraint; they share
the same solution space. We may also see this by writing:

o el e, (e, ) - K] o (4.91)

€7 Mue B L eTme Ve Tre
where, 8 and K are (graph-dependent) constants. Hence under the same regularization,
if ®e{Ppis}— (C)"P~d VneN (4.92)

and therefore the solutions to the C! constraint are also in kernel(C?).

However this also means that the C° does not change the state. As such the averaged
eigenvalues of the observables (~ area, volume) should be unchanging, or static hence
non-dynamical.

However the perspective (as we will discuss in the sections on Dynamics sec.) on the
observables in the loop quantization is that these eigenvalues, should only be considered in
the case of the un-averaged states, i.e. on the elements of C'yl not Cyl*. These do change
via the action of the Hamiltonian (a combination of the Scalar and Diff constraints.)
However they are not solutions to the constraints.

As such the observables are associated with the states in C'yl and these are dynamical,
however it is the elements of the C'yl* which obey the constraints. Therefore the resulting
inner product between the elements of C'yl* and the elements of C'yl will carry the
dynamical yet invariant physical information of the theory.

If we are to take this perspective, we see precisely how LQG separates the requirements of
constraint-invariance and those o f the dynamics.
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4.9. OBSERVABLES AND DYNAMICS

The ¢ Limit

We said a little bit about the € and the lim._,o. Let us make a few more remarks here.
First notice that, as in the Diff case, the solutions to the Scalar constraint belong to C'yl*,
and can be understood via their inner product on the elements of Cyl. Hence in LQG it is
posited that the limit is to be understood in the following sense:

(CO0)(@) = (¥)(lim C/P) = lim (¥)(C7D) (4.93)
where the last step is a definition of this limit, which is used in LQG. Now notice, that if ¥
is Diff. Inv. this limit exists and is proper.

Ordering Ambiguity

Notice that the IT ~ % gives the charge of the node. Hence if no node exists at that point,
it will annihilate the state. In our case the Diff. is a combination of II and X’. If IT is put
to the “right” of X', then it acts on the state first. Hence the operator must be “matched”
to the nodes of the graph. However if we put II to the “left” of X', since X’ creates nodes
at the exact position where II will act, then the action of this operator will never be null,
but it will be completely arbitrary. Therefore there exits an ordering ambiguity. The
equivalent of this ambiguity is also present in the Scalar constraint of LQG@ These
similarities are extremely interesting specially when we realize that the

Dif four ~ Scalarpga and vice versa.

Hence we have analyzed the detailed structure of the constraints in this section. The
conclusion is that the consideration of dynamics and dynamical observables in LQG may be
quite non-trivial and unintuitive. Therefore let us spend the next and final section of this
chapter to finalize the possible solution of Loop quantization for the question of
observability and dynamics in generally covariant theories.

4.9 Observables and Dynamics

Let us first discuss the observable space of the model in question, and then ask how, if at
all, may these be assumed to be dynamical.

4.9.1 Observables

First, let us make a superficial comparison of our observables to those of LQG’s.

Local observables in LQG are defined as the functions of the flux operator. These become
the area and volume operators of the theory. The analogues of these in this toy model are
functions of the momentum-flux operator, Pl“ 7

O~ f(B) (4.94)

20In the expression of the Scalar constraint in LQG, there exists a volume operator which annihilates
trivalent nodes. The curvature term in the same expression is capable of adding edges to a graph. Hence the
ordering of these may determine if a state will be annihilated or not.
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4.9. OBSERVABLES AND DYNAMICS

However in contrast to LQG, (where the area and volume define the geometric observables
of the theory), these operators will not be geometrical; they are related to the field
variables not the spacetime variables. Hence they cannot be given such interesting
interpretations as their LQG counterparts.

In particular, a very important feature will be missing if we were to analyze these
observables in the same manner; the eigenvalues of these are the jh:

e (D L 499
' ne(lNa) ’

where the I N« was defined fully in sec.@

However these are not constrained to be discrete; they take on a continuum of values.
Hence the interesting discreteness of spacetime, described in the form of the discrete
eigenvalues of the geometrical observables (area and volume) does not appear here.

Hence some of the very interesting findings of LQG, such as that the geometric structure of
the spacetime is granule cannot be confirmed within this toy model.

However this has not been the goal. We had set out to cast the loop quantization method
in an effective and simple framework, where the questions regarding observables and their
dynamics may be addressed. We have produced an accessible solution and observable space
in the form of @%M o and F (Pl‘ff), functions of the momenta. Now we may consider the

)

dynamics.

4.9.2 Dynamics

To address the question of dynamics and dynamical observables, let us restate a crucial
construct which enters the treatment of the constraints in the loop quantization. This
construct is the utilization of the Gelfand triple:

Cyl CH C Cyl*

In other words as we saw, we started of by defining the states of the system as being the
functions ¥ € Cyl. These were the charge-networks. The Cauchy-completion of Cyl is then
‘H, the Hilbert space.

However in the next step we saw that in order to make sense of the constraints we need
resort to the dual space of these functions, Cyl*. For example we realized that the Diff.
Inv. states belong to Cyl* (We saw in detail that the Diff constraint changes the graph.
The solution, invariant under such changes cannot belong to Cyl.)

In the case of the Scalar constraint, which is more relevant to the question of dynamics, we
found two crucial results:

e The changes induced by the two constraints are very similar

e Solutions to the Diff constraint are also solutions of the Scalar constraint
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4.9. OBSERVABLES AND DYNAMICS

Put together, the solutions invariant under the Scalar constraint will again belong to C'yl*.

Therefore while the states in C'yl change under the scalar transformations, the elements of
Cyl* are invariant under it. So we may consider the elements of C'yl to be dynamical but
they are not invariant. The Cyl* are invariant but they are static. The question is, can
these two, somehow be combined to represent the observables or the physical information of
the system which is dynamical while obeying some sort of invariance under the constraints.

LQG claims that the answer to this comes from the mathematical structure. Namely that,
mathematically the elements of Cyl* are to be understood only via their action
(inner-product) on the elements of Cyl. In other words the physical content of the theory
can be extracted only via this inner product. But notice that while one portion of this
inner product is invariant the other part is dynamical. Hence it may be possible to define
dynamical physical quantities which are in some special sense invariant via a certain
interpretation of this inner product.

In effect although, we may define physical states, as those which are Dif f & Scalar
invariant, it is the inner product:

(Cpif¥)(®) = (V)(Cpiys®) = (¥)(®) (4.96)
which produces the physical content of the theory.

This is a very important distinction from Dirac’s treatment of constraints; it is certainly a
much weaker condition. As such (appendia:) therefore observables, @, need not commute
with the constraints. Hence they need not commute with the Hamiltonian constraints. And
since this is the (Dirac’s) criteria which would otherwise render observables static, we see
that through loop quantization it is still possible to maintain dynamics and dynamical
observables.

Now let us see what these could be; let us give a more intuitive picture of these observables,
and their possible dynamics.

As we discussed in sec., the observables of the theory, are functions, F'(Py,;) of the
momenta-flux. These are in fact any polynomial combination of the momenta-flux - just as
the area and the volume operators of LQG are polynomials of the momenta-flux (of the
connection.) The eigenvalues of the Py, as we showed in sec., are the charges at the
nodes of the charge-network state.

Now as we saw, the scalar constraint can actually change the graph of a given
charge-network state, by adding/subtracting nodes and also changing the charge of the
already existing nodes.

Hence we see that evolution can be described in terms of the changes in the values of the
eigenvalues of the momenta-flux operator functions.

This is picture of dynamics which the Loop quantization provides, and the arguments for it
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seem viable. Nonetheless we may question their validity. Let us finish by making a
comment as to this.

Validity

Notice that from a physical point of view the above construction may not seem that
straight-forward; there is a large degree of freedom which enters the construction there, and
therefore the last assertion of the loop quantization regarding the dynamics may not be
fully automatic; from a specific perspective it is an artifact of the mathematical structure.
In other words it may be said that no new physical intuition seems to have been used to
particularly answer the problem of dynamics.

Of course it may be argued that the Cyl < Cyl* - which lies at the heart of the possible
dynamics of the theory - is a direct artifact of the “sampling” method which is used in the
loop quantization. And if we recall this sampling is a physical statement regarding the
fundamental structure of spacetime; i.e. the sampling implies that spacetime is discrete and
not continuous. Hence it may be argued that the possibility of dynamics in this formulation
of generally covariant theories is a direct consequence of the physical granularity of the
spacetime.

If so, this argument is at best quite tenuous. Because, physically it is extremely hard to see
why these two seemingly disparate concepts - namely the granule structure of spacetime
and dynamics in a GC - should be related. In fact there exist perhaps as much
counter-intuitive physical considerations in the loop quantization to render any such
argument unacceptable. Furthermore, it is a simple realization that LQG simply does
neither anticipate nor provide a physical construct which should, eventually allow for the
possibility of dynamics within the framework of GC theories.

From this perspective then the above mentioned Cyl «» Cyl* construct, becomes merely a
mathematical tool; we do not know any other way to extract useful information from the
theory.

Therefore we conclude that despite its elegant method of providing a full solution space
with interesting outcomes as to the geometrical structure of spacetime, LQG may not be
physically constructed in such a way to be able to solve the issues related to time evolution
and dynamics in generally covariant theories. In other words there does not exist any new a
intuition as regards this problem within the framework of LQG. Hence in fact we cannot
hope that its, nonetheless elegant description for a quantum theory of spacetime can resolve
such issues.

Let us conclude with a few more remarks as to the problems associated with the
Hamiltonian of the loop-quantized theories, and a note on the perspective of Partial vs.
Complete observables, which may also play a role in describing the dynamics of a loop
quantized system.
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4.9.3 A Final Note on the Hamiltonian

So far we have discussed a number of problems in defining the Hamiltonian constraint
expression. These included the Proper action of the constraints on the states,
e-regularization, and the ordering ambiguity. We tried to explore these to some extent and
explain their origin and their effects in the description of the theory.

There are however other questions and problems which present themselves in the
formulation of the Hamiltonian of a system which is to be quantized via loop quantization.

The Constraint Closure ambiguity

This is another ambiguity associated with the Hamiltonian in LQG, due to constraint
algebra. The algebra of the Scalar constraint with the Diff constraint does not close in the
BRST sens@ (As was mentioned at the beginning of the Loop quantization.)

In one of the major attempts to address this problem one seeks Hamiltonian-like functions
which satisfy two properties:

1) They form a closed algebra
2) They can be used to isolate the physical space of the solution space.

These requirements however do not uniquely identify such a function. As such one has a
class of possible functions that can act as the “Hamiltonian”. Each with its own possible
prescription as to LQG-type evolution.

This however does not happen in our toy model, because the algebra closes. Hence the
original Hamiltonian of the system is the unique candidate for isolating the physical space
and prescribing dynamics. This can be viewed as both good an bad; on the one hand it is
good because we need not worry about this complication in our analysis, however on the
other hand the model fails in trying to consider such problems associated with the full LQG.

The Operator Ambiguity

Another ambiguity is due to the definition of the fundamental operators that go into the
definition of the Hamiltonian constraint. For example in LQG one changes the scalar
constraint to a series of Poisson brackets of the Holonomy (around test loops) and the
Volume operator. Of these two , the volume operator can be defined in at least two
consistent methods (the external vs. the internal definition; the former assumes the
operator knows about the differential properties of the nodes of the graph, whereas the
latter does not). And different physical descriptions can be expected of each of these.

This problem can be related to the ambiguity that exists in our theory, in the definition for
X' in terms of the holonomy, sec.(4.8). Of course the method used and the expression
which we chose is not unique. This choice has a significant effect on the final solution space.

21This is because the original lagrangian which is used in LQG is a modified version of the original Einstein-
Hilbert action (for various reasons). The action is in fact Palatini’s action, based on the connection variable
Al augmented by a canonical term which introduces the Barbero-Immirizi parameter, 7. In the expression
for the commutator of two scalar constraints, one gets terms which are related to this parameter, which cause

the algebra not to close.
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If we recall, the expression eqn., that needs to be satisfied for a state to be physical,
crucially depends on the choice of this operator. Hence we see that this issue of identifying
the Hamiltonian, can in fact be the source of great ambiguities in describing the physical
space and the definition of dynamics.

The Representation Ambiguity

Yet another source of the ambiguity is the jth representation. In principle there is an
infinity of this representation (continuous in our model, and discrete in LQG) for the
constraints. The question is, which is to be used, if we must choose. A criteria may exist in
the discrete LQG-type theories, where we can for example choose the spin = % over the
other representations. However such a criteria may not exist in continuous theories like
ours. Another solution may be to average over all representations, but this cannot be hoped
to be convergent.

However a more reasonable solution may be to assume all representations, just as we
assume all representations for all graphs. In this sense we relate the extension of the
solution space via the charges to the extension that happens in the definition of the
corresponding operators that act on these states. However there is certainly an ambiguity

related as to whether this is a reasonable-enough criteria.

Let us now summarize the results of the Loop quantization of the String, within the content
of the new concepts of observables - namely Partial vs. Complete observables - which are
commonly used in some interpretations of LQG.

4.9.4 Partial vs. Complete observables

There is also another discussion that enters the question of observables in LQG. This is the
distinction between so-called Partial and Complete observables. For a full discussion of the
ideas here see [28] and [32].

In short, Partial observables can be measured, however their value (probabilistic or
otherwise) cannot be predicted by the theory.

Partial observables are not gauge invariant. Hence in the Dirac sense they are not an
observable. Nonetheless they can be measured. As such, for example they need not
commute with the Hamiltonian in a GC. Hence their values can change (although these
cannot be predicted without being measured), and are therefore dynamical.

The rational behind the consideration of Partial observables is that in a theory of gravity,
due to the principle of relativity one cannot hope to have an independent time variable.
Hence “ -- notions of time evolution, instantaneous states and observables at a fixed time”
are not relevant, [28]. It is posited that only relations between quantities exist, and these
can change though none can be predicted by the theory until they are measured.

Here again the idea that LQG attempts to answer the question of dynamics in a GC by
motivating new notions which can be considered as physically useful quantities - not just
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the observables - is highlighted; Partial vs. Complete observables are akin to the concepts
of Cyl « Cyl*, where new physical quantities are suggested as useful physical quantities.
Via such redefinitions, new considerations are developed which then may allow for certain
notions of dynamics in GCs.

We faced the same situation in the String quantization case, chapters and . There,
physically useful quantities, were defined by a very similar inner product as that in LQG.
As a result these quantities were again required to satisfy much weaker constraints. These
new requirements then - as we discussed in appendi:r - does allow for a consistent
description of the theory with possible dynamical physically useful quantities.

That these two theories should agree on this conclusion is extremely striking. For one, this
conclusion is reached based on completely different physical and mathematical constructs.
Hence we would not, trivially anticipate this agreement on the basis of the construction.

However notice that the physical requirement that leads to this result is the same; we want
to devise dynamical quantities. The full set of constraints, and their application ala Dirac,
are simply too strong to allow for this. So it is posited that the conditions should be
relaxed. Of course many a different ways may exist to exercise such a relaxation. Hence we
may ask why is it that the inner product should be the preferred solution.

Recall that as was discussed in the very beginning of this report, that the question of
observability and dynamics in a GC is largely an artifact of quantization. What the above
theories are suggesting is that, the inner product is the quantity that all other quantum
quantities are based on. Hence it is natural that the question of what is a useful quantum
physical quantity should be related to the inner product.

Of course there is a great deal of hand-waving and interpretation which enters into this
suggestion.

However notice that between the two prescriptions - the LQG and the String - it may be
argued that the appearance of the notion of the dual spaces as a solution to the constraints,
and therefor the need to consider both the C'yl and Cyl*, “inescapably” motivates the
importance of the inner product, whereas in the String case, the inner product’s application
is quite ad-hoc; it has no other motivation than “if we apply the full constraints the theory
1s static.”

Of course this is a matter of physical principle. Operationally however the end results are
strikingly similar; while the solution spaces are described based on completely different
notions and constructs, they convey a very similar picture. This picture is that the inner
product, and not simply the states, should be considered for defining observability and
dynamics.

This concludes our discussion of the Loop quantization. Let us conclude this investigation

on the observables and the dynamics of generally covariant theories by summarizing our
findings in the final chapter of this report.

101



Chapter 5

Summary

Throughout this report we have analyzed the question of the constraints and the resulting
effect on the observables, in Generally covariant (GC) systems; systems whose Hamiltonian
is a complete constraint.

The question of what this means, as a physical principle, and as a mathematical restriction
on physical theories has posed many a challenges to theories which poses general
covariance. These include what a physical observable may be and what could be regarded
as dynamics for it.

In many of these theories - through different methods - it is possible to assume a limited
version of, or an approximation to the original system and try to analyze that system
within that framework.

However in a fundamental theory, such as Quantum Gravity (QG), this sort of
approximation is neither appropriate physically, nor does it seem feasible mathematically.
Therefore the fate of the effect of the constraints on the dynamics of the observables of the
system becomes difficult to describe.

As such, a theory which wishes to claim a successful quantization of gravity is expected to
provide a satisfactory resolution for this problem. Hence, in any such theory the answer to
questions of observables and dynamics become a key feature for checking the validity of the
construction and the method of that theory. Therefore it is important to at least clarify the
exact definitions for observables and dynamics, that are made in such theories of Quantum
Gravity.

In this report - by taking different perspectives on the specific case of a String - we
attempted to cast some of these questions in a more manageable, yet relevant framework.
In particular we fully analyzed the methods of the Loop Quantization of Loop Quantum
Gravity (as a Ddim. field on 2D spacetime) and also the Virasoro methods of the String
Theory (as a 2D Discrete field on a flat background.)
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In each of these we highlighted the above mentioned questions and tried to see how the
particular method of the theory, attempts to develop an answer to these questions.

The striking feature which was found throughout our analysis, was that fundamentally in
each of these theories, the concepts of observables and dynamics are defined in a new way.

In other words, despite the new methods and mathematical framework of either one of
these theories, ultimately the same kinds of restrictions will need to be applied on
observables. The remedy that these new theories suggest is to relax the constraint
conditions by redefining what the physically useful quantities of the theory are. In this way
then it is possible to allow for a larger solution space and the possibility of dynamics for
these quantities.

The physical intuition behind most of these new definitions come from quantum mechanics
and the mathematical construct which is exploited to exercise this intuition, is the
ambiguities that exist in interpreting a quantum theory’s physical content. This is why
throughout our analysis we repeatedly came back to visit the inner product of the quantum
operators. In both LQG and String Theory, it was repeatedly argued that the inner product
is the element which carries the physically useful content of the theory and therefore the
constraints should be relaxed to be obeyed within the structure of the inner product.

Of course - although it may be argued that no other method is known to rescue the theory
from becoming trivial - there exists a large degree of ad-hocness to any physical theory
where only interpretation is used as the guiding principle. This is the concern which greatly
discredits the results of both the Loop quantization and the String quantization.

However comparatively it may be said that there exists less of this ad-hocness in the Loop

quantization as compared to the String quantization; the mathematical structure of LQG is
constructed such that it (more or less) suggests the group-averaging techniques as the only

alternative.

Hence it may be concluded that the two major candidates of a quantum theory of gravity,
namely LQG and String Theory, attempt to resolve the question of observables and
dynamics in quantum gravity (and therefore other generally covariant theories) by
redefining what should be considered as a physically useful quantity. Nonetheless there
exists inherent ambiguities in what this new definition should be.

It may be argued that it will ultimately be future experiments which may prove one or
other of these theories to be the better candidate, and as a result the new definitions within
that theory to be the proper physical definitions for physically useful quantities. However it
should be clear that even the concept of experimentation requires a clear definition of an
observable to be able to make any such distinction.

Therefore one may say that these questions remain open whose full description, despite
their significant and fundamental nature are still lacking.
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The answer may perhaps lay in one of the already existing theories; however if so what is
certain is that some form of new physical principle is perhaps missing - which would then
explain the above-mentioned ad-hocness (or ambiguities) - which may then adequately
address the questions of observability and dynamics in quantum gravity and therefore
generally covariant theories in general.
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Appendix A

The Proper Treatment of
011X (0, 1))

In this appendix we carry out the proper calculation of 6c(IIX (0,1)) - the gauge
transformation of IIX (o, t) - which we encountered in chap., for a general gauge:

G =G (a,0 ,t)] + G [n(o, 0 ,1)] (A.1)
= /dtdado% [5(0, ot (H(a, (o ,t) + X' (o, t)X’(a/,t))
+ (0, 0", 1) (H(U, HX' (o', t) + (o, 1) X (0, t))] .
(A.2)

Notice that we are considering the nonlocal gauges. We use these because the results will
then be more general. However the analysis which follows, and the results we should find,
apply also to the case of the local gauges.

In particular we wish to see if - similar to using different ¢ parameters for the variables of
the gauge function and the IIX (0,t) - we need to use different temporal, ¢ parameters as
well, to calculate the above mentioned variation.

To do so, let us start with this as a posit, and show that it is well-motivated; proper results
will be achieved only if we use two temporal parameters. Therefore let us consider:

56 (TX (0, 1)) = / dtdo {11X(0,1). Glé. (o’ 0" 1))} (A.3)

= /dtda {HX(U,t), G'l] + G [nl(o a”,tl)} (A4)

where the G* are gauges we defined in chap.. We use the convention that, a (o, t)
applies to all terms prior to it.

Now we will carry out a careful calculation of the above transformation, with a focus on the
role of the temporal parameters in the calculations.
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Let us first calculate the first term of the general gauge transformation egn.(A.4)), i.e. the
GO term. So we have:

5O(ILX) = / dodt {115 (0,). &Vl (0" o 1)} (A5)

’ ’ " * 1 ’ " ’ ’ ! " ’ ’ ’ " ’
/dtdt dodo do {HX(a,t), 55(0 co L) (o )Mo ,t)+X'(o,t)X (0 ,t ))}

% / dtdt'dods’ do”¢(0',t) [H(o, t) {X(a, t),H(ol,t/)H(a//7t/)}

+X (o, 1) {0 1), X' (6" )X (0,1}
(A.6)

There are therefore two PB’s to consider. We will analyze these separately.

First however notice that the functions which appear in these calculations and necessitate
the use of the smearing - and therefore the integrations - are the partial derivatives of the
delta functions, 9,0(x — l’,); to deal with these terms, we need to perform an
integration-by-parts, on the variable which is being differentiated.

Now the 9, comes from the terms in a PB, such as {0,.f,g}. The crucial observation is
that, to analyze this PB, the 0, should be able to be taken out of the PB. The only way that
1s possible is if the x — dependence of the two terms of PB are different; they depend on
different x parameters. For example:

f = f(‘T) 9= g(wl) = {&Cf(m),g(x’)} =0y {f(x),g(x')} (A7)

In the above variation therefore we get a 9,/6(c — o) term from the second Poisson
Bracket, which is dealt with by the [ do’. However for the first Poisson Bracket we get a
0o (t — t/) term, which then requires a [ d¢ to integrate by part. Note that had we

considered the same time parameter t — t, we would not be able to pull the 0; outside the
Poisson Bracket.

This is the result that motivates the posit; we need to use different time parameters.
Whether, however this result is a mathematical artifact or a physical requirement is not
clear. Nonetheless from this result it is evident that a proper treatment is only possible if
two different time parameters are considered.

Now let us return to the calculation of the gauge transformation.
Notice that in the second PB we immediately obtain a §(t — t/) term, which reduces the

Ik dt’ integral. Therefore the posit is not needed for this term, however the results of the
calculation of this term serves to show that calculation of the PBs is still consistent if we
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consider two temporal parameters:
% / dtdt' dodo’do”'¢(o 0" 1) X (0, 1) {n(a, ), X' (o )X (0, t')}

N _% / dtdodo’ do"¢(0’, 0 1) X (0, 1) [50,5(0 —)X'(0" )+ 0,60 — )X (o, t)}

o % / dtdodo’ do" €0, 0 1) X (0, 1) [805(0 — )X (6" ) + 8,8(c — 0 )X (o, t)]

— —/dtdada,f(a7 o )X (0,0)X'(c 1)

= —% /dtdadalf(o, o )0, [X/(O', t)X/(O',,t):| (A.8)

This shows that the posit does not upset the otherwise well-understood results of the PB.

However, as we mentioned, in the first term in order to pull the 9; out of the PB, we need
different temporal parameters:

% / dtdt' dodo'do €(o 0t (o, t){ X (0,1), (¢ ,t (o , )}

- % / dtdt' dodo’do”'€(0 0" £ (0, 1) [at(su ) (H(a’,t’)a(a o)+ (050 — a’))}
- % / dtdt'do’ Ao’ &(0" o £)0,5(t 1) [o”, OTI(0" ) + 10" £ )10 1)]

. f% / dtdt' do’do”"6(t — £)e(o ot [H(a’,t’)atn(a”,t) + H(a”,t')atn(a’,t)]

- —% / dtdo’do”'€(0’ o 1) [H(a’,t)n(a”,t) + H(a”,t)n(a”,t)]

- —% / dtde’do”'€(0’ 0" )0, (n(a’,t)n(a”,t)) (A.9)

In other words without the posit, this PB could not be properly treated. Hence this
calculation confirms the necessity of the posit.

Putting the two PB’s together, we then get:
SUIIX) = —% / dtdodo €0, 0, )8, [H(m HII(o 1) + X' (o, t)X’(a’,t)]
- / dtdodo £(o,0 ,1)C%(0, 0 1)
- / U4COE (0,0 1)) (A.10)
which is the expected result. Therefore we conclude that the posit of using different time
parameters (in addition to different spacial parameters), is both consistent with previous

results (where the posit is not necessary), and necessary to find the correct results (for all
other PBs).
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Now to complete the calculation of the full gauge transformation of G, we need to calculate
the second term of this gauge transformation, G' as well. A similar calculation to the one
above -under the same posit for the temporal parameter - for G'[n(o,t)] gives:

11Ty 1,
(LX) = / A ] (A1)
Which again confirms our results.

Therefore the general gauge transformation of the IIX under a general gauge G [, ],
assuming temporal smearing as well as spacial smearing gives:

5 (TIX) = §2(TX) + 8} (TX) = / dt(GO €] + Gl[m) (A.12)
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Appendix B

On Poisson Bracket of
Distributions

In this appendix we consider the Poisson bracket (PB) of Distributions. The results which
we will try to motivate are the following:

{X”(a, t),HV(a’,t’)} = 5150 — o Vot —t) (B.1)
{H“(a, t),XV(a’,t’)} — 550’ — 0)d(t — 1) (B.2)

These equations derive from the concept of “induced change” via the conjugate variable, in
the following sense.

IT induce an (incremental, infinitesimal) change on the X, (since it is X’s momentum,
suggesting motion of the variable), and vice versa; i.e. X also induces a change on II.

This is the origin of the Poisson Bracket equation for functions:
tpit = — - — = 6 u6F =67 B.3

{.%‘ pJ} g oxk apk apk oxk ; k9 J ( )
The same idea extends to Distribution functions. A given smeared functions:

o(t) = /dsf(s)O(s,t) where f(s) is the smearing function (B.4)
must obey the same basic principle which defines the Poisson bracket. However O(s,t) is a
distribution.The problem that arises is that the PB is defined for functions. As such
technically a PB can only be properly defined for the smeared versions of the distribution,
or functional of O(s,t) - i.e. for O(t).
This generalization leads to the following complication. A functional of the distribution will

always involve an arbitrary function. As a result the calculation of the PB for a distribution
can involve some arbitrariness. In fact the results of the PB of two functionals are always
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only valid up to boundary terms of the smearing functions - which are due to the freedom
in the integration by parts .

For example consider the following conjugate distributions: X (o,t) and (o, t), with the
smeared versions: X f(t) and P,(t), for smearing functions f(c) and g(o). Now if wish to
calculate the following PB:

{50, B0} = / dodo’ f(0)g(0") {0, X (0, 1), 11(o" 1)} (B.5)

—- [ do(r'9)0) (B.6)
~ [ast5)(o) (B.7)
~ [do3 009~ £'9) ) (B3)

The last three integrals, eqns. , represent the arbitrariness in the calculation
of PB of functionals, as we mentioned. The resolution to this problem comes from physics,
and physical systems.

Notice that in any physical situation, a PB for a distribution will involve several terms. For
example when we take the PB of the scalar field, X with the Hamiltonian H, there are
usually several terms in the Hamiltonian which will contribute to the PB. To obtain the
final result of any such PB we need to “put all the resulting terms together”.

The method that we put these terms together defines the proper method of handling the
PB of functionals.

Now to put the different terms of any such PB together, we notice that it is the field
variables which are the physical quantities of the system, and not the smearing functions.
Therefore we put the resulting terms of the PB together in such a way that they all have the
same multiplicative smearing functions.

This is because the resulting expression, minus the smearing functions, is the result of the
PB of the distributions. Hence to remove the smearing functions all the terms of the PB

must have the same form of smearing multiplicative factor.

The result which is then obtained in this way - for the PB - can be shown to be unique.
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For example, in the example above, if we were calculating the following PB instead:
{Z50.72,0} = [ dodo'f0)9(") {0, X 0,1, TP, 1) (B.9)
-2 [ do(s'g)()(e10) (B.10)

Notice that if we perform an integration by part on the 9, of f’, we would get two terms in
the integral with different smearing multiplicative functions:

—o / Ao [(f¢')(0)(0,1) + (f9)(0)TT (0 1) (B.11)

As a result, we can say that this solution is not useful, and we would use the original
solution instead.

This is then the proper method to calculate the PB of the distribution functionals.
Following this method, we can see that the equations given at the beginning of this

appendix, do define the proper distributional Poisson brackets for the fields X and II of the
string case.
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Appendix C

Methods of Quantization of
Constraint Systems

In this appendix we will describe the OCQ of String theory completely. We will then briefly
review the problems that can arise due to the gauge fixings which enter this formulation.
These motivate the BRST formulation of String theory which is a non-gauge-fixing
approach.

At the end we will briefly represent the result of the BRST formulation regarding the
physical space of the string.

C.1 String’s OCQ

Let us first summarize the method of quantization due to the Old Covariant Quantization
(OCQ). This method has two very important features:

1. This method has a Lagrangian-formulation origin. Therefore it places emphasis on
the importance of the expectation value in quantum theories.

2. As we should see this is in fact the way this method is related to the BRST method,
which is also a Lagrangian formulation.

This method therefore starts from the Path integral formulation of quantum theory. Then it
argues that by varying the Lagrangian with respect to Lagrange multipliers, N*, we have:

Swililf) = [ X+ (CLaN*) =0, (1)

Notice that the expectation value is naturally highlighted in this way, and it is posited that
the constraints are satisfied if this variation vanishes. Which means:

(Cr) =0 (C.2)

for all constraints Cj, and physical states.
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C.1. STRING’S 0CQ

Now recall that starting from the energy-momentum tensor, we have:

S
dgab

In other words, the constraints of the string system are the restriction T, ~ 0. As we
mentioned in the text the constraints are associated with the Dif f x Weyl invariance of
the theory. We also carried out the calculation where the above expressions were
transformed into the Virasoro generators, L,,:

=0~ {C°C"} (C.3)

Tab 0.6

Towy~0 = L,~=0 (C.4)
Putting these together therefore the method of OCQ can be summarized as follows:
(Lyp 4+ Abp0)|¥) =0 for n>0
= wsing: Li=L_, for n<0 — (9|L,|¥)=(L_,P|¥)=0

which satisfies (Cj) = 0.
In addition it is required that:

if |X> = ZL—n|Xn>
n=1

o0

= <Xphys|X> = Z<LnXphys|X> =0 1isspurious

n=1

andif [x) € {[Wphys)} = (xIx) =0 dsnull

However:
if |U)e Phys & |x) € null (= Phys & Spurious)
= |U)=[¥)+|x) isPhys

& (U|¥) = (V]
= |U)&|V) arephysically indistinguishable

HPhys

Hocq = (Set of equivalence classes) (C.5)

null
This is the process of identifying the physical sector of the Hilbert space, Hocg, via the
method of OCQ.

Notice that in this report, in order to get to the solution space we also applied a gauge
fixing (which we tried to justify to some extent.) However a number of problems arise
whenever we gauge-fix a theory. These problems, and also the requirement that the OCQ
be generalized for more general theories, motivates the formulation of the BRST
quantization. Let us therefore briefly consider the problems of gauge fixing a theory, and
then describe the BRST method.
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C.2. GAUGE FIXING OF THEORIES

C.2 (Gauge Fixing of Theories
Let us first recall where the gauge fixing comes from.
e Recall that classically, in a constraint system, we obtain two sets of equations:

1. E.O.M Denote by: F =0
2. Constraint equations Denote by: C' =0

Classically therefore, using (2.) we could get rid of a number of the variables in (1.)

e However in quantization the above equations become operator equations:

E — E
. (C.6)
c — C
and the corresponding variables become quantum states:
@) — %) (1)
Therefore one can view the quantization process as:
quantization : {E,C &% ¢;} — {E,C & |¥,)} (C.8)

with one very important difference:
@CZ PN @Im (09)

i.e. the relation between the classical equations and the solutions to these and the
relation between the quantum states and the corresponding operators is not on the
same footing.

As such it is not at all clear if the removal of the classically “redundant” variables before or
after quantization will lead to equivalent formulations. This “choice” leads to two major
methods of quantization: the gauge-fixing vs. non-gauge-fixing.

We extensively discussed the latter method in this report. Now let us briefly discuss the
gauge-fixed approaches:

Gauge-Fixing (OCQ) — BRST

As mentioned in this method of quantization, the “extra” degrees of freedom are removed
prior to quantization, i.e. we reduce the variable space. Two major problems arise as a
consequence to this:

1. We need to show that the variables do reduce properly (i.e. gauge freedoms
correspond properly to d.o.f.-reduction.) This is because gauges are local
transformations, with changing global behavior. However the reduction of the
configuration/phase space is a global restriction . Hence the equivalence of these two
needs be considered carefully, [I 1E

1We see this explicitly in String Theory where the Diff x Weyl (3 gauges) gauge of the string does not
correspond exactly to the complete removal of the 3 terms (variables) of the metric, gup.
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C.3. BRST QUANTIZATION (OF THE PATH INTEGRAL)

2. Due to the reduction of the variable space, non-linearities arise. These are the source
of quantization ambiguities. In general, however these ambiguities do not have a
unique solution and the resulting solution space may be degenerate.

These problems are some of the main motivations behind the BRST formulation.

However before we proceed to see how this is done, let us make a note on the relation
between this method of quantization and the Dirac’s non-gauge-fixing (which was discussed
in the report).

As we discussed, the Lagrangian non-gauge-fixing method of OCQ is related to the
Hamiltonian method of Dirac’s procedure. However we saw that these prescribe different
procedures for the constraints, based on different physical requirements - the latter applies
the “full” set of constraints whereas the former applies only “half” of these. As a result the
physical pictures which they describe are very different.

Therefore we expect that the BRST - as a generalization of the OCQ - will also be different
from the Dirac quantization.

C.3 BRST Quantization (of the Path Integral)

The main ideas of this method of quantization come from the generalization of gauge-fixing
and the OCQ methods. In BRST quantization the phase-space is extended - instead of
getting reduced (as it is done in gauge-fixing methods) - via the the so-called ghost
variables?l

Briefly we can describe this method as follows:

This method is a path integral formulation of quantization. The above mentioned extension
is done in such a way that the gauges invariances are removed - by “tagging” the gauge
degrees of freedom using the ghost variables - before quantization, and then constraints are
applied within the path integral - as variations on the ghost variables - to ensure the path
integration is gauge-invariant.

Let us now consider the details of this formulation. Mathematically, the following steps are
taken:

I. Augmenting the path integral action using Faddeev-Popov determinant App and as a
result including the gauge conditions, Fi4 = 0 in the path integral.

IT. Tt is checked that the path integral is invariant with respect to the variation of the
gauge-condition (F4 = 0). This leads to the the BRST transformation and its
conserved quantity, the BRST charge, Q5.

Let us explain these one by one.

2And therefore BRST avoids the quantization ambiguities which are inherent to gauge-fixed theories.
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C.3. BRST QUANTIZATION (OF THE PATH INTEGRAL)

. Faddeev-Popov Determinant:

The main motivation behind this Determinant is to determine the factor:
ViDiffxweyy in the path integral:

dXd
/ _ 2 S (C.10)
ViDiffxWeyl)

This factor represents the over-counting of states related by a gauge degree of
freedom. To define this determinant let us consider the following example.

Solution Space

Gau,
Con

4

k Gauge Orbits

Figure C.1: Gauge Orbits and Gauge Fixing

States which are related by a choice of gauge form gauge orbits, fig.(C.1)). However,
recall that the states in a given orbit describe the same system and are therefore
redundant. To remove the extra states we use gauge conditions:

FAp] =0 A ~ No.of conditions (gauges) (C.11)
¢ ~ the fieldinthe system being considered.

Now notice that the gauge conditions can be realized from the following integral:
/dBAeiBAFA 2By pA—y, (C.12)

Hence by adding this integral to the path integral, we can “fix” a specific slice of the
gauge orbits:

o s /d¢dBAe_S¢_Sg (C.13)
V[D><W]
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C.3. BRST QUANTIZATION (OF THE PATH INTEGRAL)

The B4 are called “ghost variables”, and:
S, =iBoF4 (C.14)

the “ghost action”. And the integral which acts as a “measure”, or a Jacobian
determinant is called the Faddeev-Popov determinant:

1=App / dBAF, (notice the inversion of the indices.) (C.15)

Let us see this for the example of the string:
For Example:

For the String:

X
Z[9) = / AXd —sxlax (C.16)
ViDxw]
The Dif f x Weyl transformations of the metric are:
6gab = 20w3gap — (Vadop + Vido,) (C.17)
= (20w — V60 gap — (P'V60) ap (C.18)
The F.P. is defined as:
1= Arr(g) [ 433 o) (C.19)
and goes into Z[g] as
dXdéd
/ XD N pp (965 — gF)e 71 (C.20)
ViDxw
3
= / XS N pp(g€)eSx1o5 X (C.21)
ViDxw

However:
A7L(gf) = / Ae's(g¢ — g¢') = / Ae's(5-gf €)= / Ae"8(3-9¢") = Aph(g) (C.22)

and by construction X, g and therefore S are invariant under &:

dXdé

= 7= App(g)eS19-X] (C.23)
V[D><W]
Now using :/ de =1 (C.24)
[DxW]

where in this step we are setting Local G Trans. equal to the Local C Trans. of the
metric, we get:

(5] = / X App(g)e 50X (C.25)
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C.3. BRST QUANTIZATION (OF THE PATH INTEGRAL)

This is then the role of the F.P. determinant. Now let us consider the second step in
the BRST quantization.

I1. Variation of the Gauge
Now we wish to add another term to the gauge-fixed path integral to make sure under
arbitrary variations of the choice of the gauge it remains invariant.
Hence we need also include a term of the form:
/dbAdcae*bAcaé‘*FA ba and c® more ghost variables (C.26)
This is the BRST requirement which is intended to make sure the gauge fixing is
effective, i.e. the (i|f) is truly independent of the choice of the gauge.
This variation is called the BRST transformation. Now if we consider:
S(ilf) ~ sz ) (C27)
i f) ~ === (i .
5(6F4)
— (il65(ba6F*)|f) =0 (C.28)
this introduces the BRST (conserved) charge, Qp:
Sp(badFA) = {Qp,badF A}, (anticommutator; ghost variables are Grassmannian)

(C.29)

However this must be true for all §F'4 (arbitrary). Therefore putting everything
together we have:

= (Y{Qp,ba6F 1} |¥) =0 (C.30)
= QB|\I/>phyS:0 (031)

Side remark on Qp:

Qp is a conserved charge = [@Qp,H] =0

In particular addition of dg(bsdF4) to H (as is done in BRST) should not change this
condition:
ie let: H' = H+bsoF4

= 0=[Qp,{Q5,badF*} ] = [Q%,badF*] ¥V oF4

= Qp=0

i.e. @p is nilpotent.

This is the physicality condition which then BRST prescribes, and we can of course
immediately notice its resembles to OCQ.
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C.4. GODDARD-THORN THEOREM

In fact in addition to the above condition, we will again need to remove the null
(Physical & Spurious) states - (since null states do satisfy Qp|null) =0 - by
imposing the following conditions):

if |¥)=Qglx)  forsome |x) (C.32)
= |U) = [¥) +|T) ~ |[T) (C.33)

because the norm of |¥) is 0 = |¥)&|¥’) are physically indistinguishable.
We need therefore consider the Cohomology of Qp:

HBRST = % which can be compared to eqn. of 0CQ. (C.34)
exact
where:
7_{closed = {|\I/>‘QB‘\I/> = 0} (035)
Hezact = {@)‘\W) =Qg|x) forsome |X>} (C.36)

This summarizes the BRST quantization.

Remarks:

e As compared to the gauge-fixing, BRST could be considered as a gauge-fixing
quantization with a “check” for gauge invariance. However since, in effect we impose
the gauge-fixing without reducing the variable space (indeed we expand it via the
ghost variables), this procedure side-steps many of the issues associated with the
ambiguities which can otherwise occur.

e As compared to OCQ, the @p of BRST exacts the action of C~ in the decomposition
of the constraints (Gauge) condition: C'= C*T + C~. i.e. just as Qp is the conserved

charge (wrst BRST, i.e. changes in the gauge-choice condition), C~ is the part of the
conserved charge which is affected by the choice of the gauge.

Let us conclude by stating the Goddard-Thorn Theorem, which is the culmination of
applying the BRST quantization to the string theory, see [I1] for details.

C.4 Goddard-Thorn Theorem

Suppose that V is a vector space with a non-singular bilinear form (-, -).
Further suppose that

a. V is acted on by the Virasoro algebra in such a way that the adjoint of the operator
Ly is L_,,,

b. The central element of the Virasoro algebra acts as multiplication by 24,
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C.4. GODDARD-THORN THEOREM

c. Any vector of V is the sum of eigenvectors of Ly with non-negative integral
eigenvalues and

d. All eigenspaces of Ly are finite-dimensional.

e Let V,, be the subspace of V' on which Ly has eigenvalue m.

e Assume that V is acted on by a group G which preserves all of its structure. Now let
Vrr,, be the vertex algebra of the double cover Ir 1,1 of the two-dimensional even
unimodular Lorentzian lattice I1; 1 (so that V; L., is 1111 — graded, has a bilinear
form (-,-) and is acted on by the Virasoro algebra).

e Furthermore, let P! be the subspace of the vertex algebra V @ V; ., of vectors v with
Lo(v) = v, Lyu(v) =0 form > 0 and let P! be the subspace of P! of degree r € I ;.
(All these spaces inherit an action of G from the action of G on V' and the trivial
action of G on Vj, , and R?).

Then, the quotient of P! by the nullspace of its bilinear form is naturally isomorphic (as a
G module with an invariant bilinear form) to V'=("")/2ifr £ 0, and to V' @ R%ifr = 0.

The name “no-ghost theorem” stems from the fact that in the original statement of the
theorem by Goddard and Thorn, V' was part of the underlying vector space of the vertex
algebra of a positive definite lattice so that the inner product on V; was positive definite;
thus, had no “ghosts” (vectors of negative norm) for r # 0. The name “no-ghost theorem”
is also a word play on the phrase no-go theorem.
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Appendix D

The Choice of The Solution
Space

As we mentioned - both in the continuous and the discrete cases - there exists a choice as to
where the oscillation frequency of the modes of the string, w,, can be placed, in the
definition of X* and II*:

Xy = 30 X0 (m) = N Y () et (alhen ¥ g g e ) (D.1)
I, = X# = ZH“n(m) =N Z(wm)rﬂemmt (a‘,ﬁlemm% + ﬁ,‘;e_mm%> (D.2)

where, r represents the degree of freedom of this choice; the exponent of the frequency
factor is undetermined at this stag.

In this appendix we will investigate this choice, thereby motivating the solution set which
was used in the main text of this report.
To do so, first recall that:

m continuous case
Wi (D.3)

sin(m) discrete case

Therefore as we mentioned, the wg case is anomalous; in fact wy corresponds to the centre
of mass d.o.f., i.e. frequency = 0. However we wish to provide a consistent formulation,
where we do not need to treat this mode separately. This can be done if wherever wg
appears in the definition of the relevant operators of the theory, it is in the numerator and
not in the denominator. This is the relation between the choice of r and this anomalous
case; the “proper” choice of r will determine whether the operator algebra on the resulting
Hilbert space of solutions is well-defined or not.

The relevant operators of this theory, are the operators which define the final solution
space. These are the constraint operators, T,;, — K°® — L°. Now as we saw these operators
are functions of the creation/ annihilation operators o/, and G

m?
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Therefore the first step to take is to properly define the algebra of the o, and ¥, Vm,
including m = 0; i.e. we need to define their commutation relations.

To do this, we need to look at the commutation relation between X# and II?,. If we use the
natve expressions:

[, o] = (wi) ™" " b = (B, 57 (D.4)
we have:
(XHo, 117 ] = Z [(XH (k) 117, (1)] = Z.hnm/én,m (D.5)
kl
) L ()
wnereweusea . = 2N

Notice however, that the expression for the commutation of o) and £, is well-defined,
V1, k, including k£ = 0, if and only if:

1
2r+1<0 = r<-—; (D.6)

This highlights the difference between the [,k = 0 ~ wy mode and the other modes. With
this in mind let us now calculate the commutation relation more carefully by separating the
anomalous cases:

(X0, T ] = (X (0), T (0)] 4+ D (X (), Ty (D] + Y (X (), T (0)] + > [X5(0), Ty (1)]
k,1£0 k0 10
(D.7)

If we dismiss the last two terms of this expression by imposing orthogonality, appendi:c,
we have:

[X*,, 11",,] = [Xn(0),11,,(0)] + %5‘“’ ZZCOS (k;?z;(n — m))
k£0

= [X,,(0),11,,(0)] + %5’“’2 Z cos (k?z;(n - m))
k=1

=MM%HM®H?mwwM(%m_m0_l}

N N 2
— [X,,(0), T, (0)] + %w [];5 (n—m)) — ﬂ
= X, 0,0, 0]+ i85 |6, | D3
must equal  ihd" 6,
[X0(0), T (0)] = S8 (D.9)
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We can now use this to define the commutation relation for aff and g3} :

X, 01100 ~ it (5 ) of o] + 196,

ih .
= N(SW i.e.take wy #£0

Therefore we conclude the following expressions for the of and )

{ [af, af] = wo 2" tpH = (8¢, 551 (D.10)

o, o] = wp 2 TS = (B, 67
where, wy ~ k  Vk # 0, and wy ~ arbitrary.

With these definitions then the commutation relations will be well-defined. The only
condition on 7 so far is r < —%. Now let us consider the operators which are defined from
these to see if other restrictions exist.

As we mentioned the operators which define the solution space are the constraints.

As, we saw the constraints originated from the energy momentum tensor, To(n, m) which
was then broken up to the K, and then transformed to Virasoro generators, £¢;:

Tap(n,m) ~ K2 ~ (XX, X X' X'X") ~ Z(wkwl)’“"’le;i(k”'”m) X e (D.11)
kl
= tohave L%~ f(wwa) Zeii("Cerd)lsz — ooy,

nm

need f(wcvwd) = (wcwd)(_r_l) (D12)

Now notice that - based on their initial definition - depending on the choice of the value of
r, K° and £° will have anomalous cases;

ie {IC needs to consider the kand/orl=0 and specially. (D.13)

L the cand/ord=0

There however exists one unique choice of » which will make both these cases vanish:

+1>0
r = R (D.14)
—r—1>0

This choice is in agreement with the previous condition on r, eqn..

The choice r = —1 then stands out as being the choice that defines the proper operator
algebra for the solution space of the field variables, X and II. This verifies the correctness
of the convention used in the main text.
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Appendix E

Negative Norm ~ Longitudinal
Oscillations

In this appendix, we briefly discuss the origin of the negative norm states, hence providing
an argument for removing these from the theory via the method in the main text.

The main function of the constraint equations is to remove the unphysical states of the
solution space. In the quantum theory there exist one important argument for
un-physicality of a given state is that it should have negative or null norm.

Now in the case of the string, we sought the solutions to the operators X* and II*.
However notice that the superscript u = 1,2, --- D represents the spacetime coordinates of
the background - and not just the space. As such the commutation relation between the
field operators, are of the form:

(X T1Y] = il (E.1)

where, 7, , is the flat (background metric. And the following convention is used:

—_——
D—-1

For this to be true, based on the calculations of the main text, chap,, we need to have:
[ah, ar ] = wpbn —mn™” (E.3)

m

A simple calculation using this commutation relation will then give the following result:
() ()] = o At (E.4)

—a

However, the norm of a given state in the solution space of this problem:

w AL
apy = (B ) (E.5)

p
\wits A%
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can be calculated to give:

(AE145) = Z= (01 (@) (02) " o) = (E6)

i.e. the norm of the D = 1 dimension can be negative. This confirms that there can exist
negative normed states.

However notice that since the negative-normed states are related to the 1;; ~ D = 1, these
are associated with longitudinal oscillations of the string.

From this result then it is argued that the longitudinal oscillations are unphysical and must

be removed from the solution space. This is the feature which allows for the separation of
the transformed constraints, in the calculation of the solution space of the chap..
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Appendix F

Consistency and Dynamics via
String Quantization

In this appendix we consider the possibility and consistency of the dynamics which may
exist if the theory is quantized due to the weaker constraint conditions of string theory.

Recall that in Dirac’s method we check the constraints:

Co =0 (F.1)
are obeyed, by checking the states, as follows:

Co|T) =0 (F.2)

So we can think of this as the realization of the constraint conditions. Hence, in the string
case, where the condition is now redefined to:

(U|C, [Ty =0 = CH¥)=0 (F.3)
instead of considering that:

[0,Cl=~0 = [0,C]|¥)=0 (F.4)
we need consider:

(][0, C)|¥) =0 (F.5)

In this respect, we can then see that in a theory where H = ) C® (is a total constraint)
such as the string, whereas Dirac’s theory prescribes:

[0, H]|[W) = O[w) =0 (F.6)
in string’s case we have:

(V[[0, H]|¥) =0 (F.7)
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F.1. DYNAMICS AND GAUGE TRANSFORMATIONS

which has the potential of leaving a few of the O eigenvalues:

oW = o[ ) (F.8)
non-trivial. Let us examine this.

If (U|[0,H]|¥)=0 = (¥|O|¥)=0 (F.9)
which is satisfied if via:

O=0%+0" (F.10)
we require that:

o) =0 (F.11)
Hence the nontrivial eigenvalues of O come from O~:

O|¥) = O~|W) notnecessarily =0 (F.12)
Therefore we have the possibility of having dynamics. Let us check the consistency of this
method as applied to the variations of the observables and their dynamics.

F.1 Dynamics and Gauge Transformations
If we analyze the expression for the expectation value:

(U|O|W) = (W|O(HY + H™) — (H' + H)O|¥)
= (U|OH™ — HTO|¥)

= i(U|F~ + F*|W) (F.13)
=0
= (T|0~ + 01 |v)

where, for example we can therefore define:

O~ =iOH~ and OY=—iHTO (F.14)

We could have of-course defined these in the other order, however note that this, convention
is the one which will lead to a consistent formulation without need of resorting to any more
restrictions on the observables. For notice that:

iHTO|¥) =0 or

iOH~|U) =0 (F.15)

O+|\I/>:O—>{

Note that we previously had:

H*T) =0
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F.2. THE STRING C-ALGEBRA

Without loss of generality let us assume now that |P) is an eigenstate of O. Then:

{If O+t = HTO = O+|¥) = HYO|¥) = oH+|¥) =0 VO (F16)

whereasif Ot =0H™ = OF|¥) = OH|¥) neednot necessarily =0

So we find that the constraint conditions can be satisfied without further restrictions,
Similar results can be established for a general gauge transformation induced by any
constraint; the eigenvalues of the variation of an observable O via a given constraint C* can
be consistently defined as:

6,0 = (6607 + 0,01) = 6,0~ = O0C;; (F.17)
3,01¥) = (6,07 + 5,01 |¥) = 6,07 |¥) = OC; | V) '
So we can see that these are not trivial and to stress:
O|¥) = OH™|¥) = 6|¥) (F.18)

Hence observables can be seen to consistently poses nontrivial dynamics, without further
restrictions on the theory.

F.2 The String C-Algebra

Now let us address the question of the closure of the algebra. In other words, we would like
to see what the combination of this new method with the requirement of the closure of the
algebra will lead to. Notice that in Dirac’s quantization we’d require that:

if [Ca,Cgl=KJ50 (F.19)
Whereas in the string’s case, since we need only have:
(U][Ca, Cp]|¥) = (P|CFCF — CFCL W) = (Y|KL 507 — Kj,C5 %) =0 (F.20)

where we have used K5 = —K},.
Therefore we set:

At — o
{KWCA =CaCly (F.21)

X o= — o
K;,Cy =050,

which is also consistent with the consistent convention needed for other observables O, we
see that the (¥|[Cy, Cs]|¥) = 0 is satisfied. So not only the algebra is closed, its closure can

be met with much weaker conditions which are nonetheless consistent with the rest of the
formulation.
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Appendix G

The Foundations of LQG

In this appendix we will try to lay out the foundations of the formulation of LQG. Our
emphasis will be to consider all the assumptions which enter into its formulation, and the
consequences of these assumptions for the final results of the theory - in particular on its
“manifest” discreteness.

To do so let us consider the full mathematical structure of LQG.

G.1 The Origin of the Action

The action of LQG is derived from GR’s original action. However a number of
modifications are made to this action, which have significant ramifications for the eventual
theory that emerges - LQG. Let us consider these modifications.

Recall that, GR’s Einstein-Hilbert action in a general coordinate system,

ot = (2% 2%, 2%, 23) can be written in the form:

1 4 1
/ .

The first modification of the LQG, is that it considers the Palatini’s action, which is based
on the connection rather than the metric variable. The second modification is to write this
action in an orthonormal basis. Why we move to an orthonormal basis, and the
consequences of this modification are questions which we consider in sec.. First let us
see how this modification is done.

The index notations which we will use are as follows:

Greek indices, o, B, v+ — 4-D general coordinates - 0,1,2,3
Lower case Roman indices a, b, c, -+ — 3-D spatial-general coordinates — 1,2,3 t=0
Upper case Roman indices IJ, K- --- — 4-D orthonormal coordinates - 0,1,2,3
Lower case Roman indices i, j, k, -+~ — 3-D spatial-orthonormal coordinates — 1,2,3 t=0
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G.1. THE ORIGIN OF THE ACTION

Now to rewrite the action we need to make a few definitions, and rewrite the geometrical
functions in the new coordinate system. The vierbein (4-leg “thing”) is defined as follows:

I I

el 2 el =ela” (G.2)

which defines the elementary transformation between the two coordinate systems.
The general connection S, is defined as follows:

Ve ep=e(e,) + %60 = S 0e0 (G.3)

Then using the general definition of the Riemann Curvature Tensor (next section), we have:

R = Ve, Ve, Jeg = S — 58w + 525 30 — S35 g (G.4)

Notice however that R“g,, is asymmetric over the its last two indices. This property is
manipulated in the Palatini’s formulation of GR to simplify calculations, as follows:

1
R, (" ®e”) = §Raﬁuu(e“ Qe —e" ®eH)
= Rag,we“ A e (GE))
using eqn.(GA) = 2 (S“gu + S“2S7p0) € A e”
=2(dSY + 5%\ A Sp)
Let us define this as:
1
§Raﬁwje“/\ey EQ‘*B:dS‘Ig—FS“A/\SAg (G6)
Rewriting this then givesﬂ
R = R%gyo (7 @¢7) - (e, @ 0y)
1
= §R°‘5W ("®e? —e ®@e7) - (e, Dey)
=Ry6 (€7 Ne7) - (e ®ey)
1
:2Q“g-§(eu®ey—ey®eﬂ)
= QQag ey Aey
=20%1; (e Ne?) - ( ffeK Aeler)
= QQ"guefeﬁ (" Ael) - (e Aer)

1
= ZQangeffefi (5IK5JL — §IL5JK)
=Q%y (eiei - e;fell,)
= Q% Ueiel{ s asymmetric over I « J and therefore over u < v

1We go through every single step of this procedure for two reasons.

1 It would help clarify many initial steps which are taken in the formalism which are nonetheless not
stated clearly in any literature.

2 It will help highlight the exact relations between the general and the vierbein coordinates, hidden in
the notational indices, which are however oversimplified by the seeming simplicity of the relations.
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G.1. THE ORIGIN OF THE ACTION

Now, if we calculate the Ricci scalar, we have:
R = Raﬁaﬁ = Qo‘ﬁueieé

and using the identities:

e[“egl _ (Sa[-} as
€ = ¢¢ By A, v ( . )
IJKL I €J CK €L €apry
we find:
1
Qaﬁueieé = §€[JKLQI/\BJ/\QKL (Gg)
So, we find:
1
= |R= EGIJKLQI/\QJ/\QKL (G.IO)

This is the main result of this section; we have derived the Palatini action for GR in the
orthonormal coordinates. Also note that:

Jap =l — g=ept = |det(g) = — (det(e))’ (G.11)

whence the action becomes

Sp = i‘/ det(e)eUKLeI Nel ANQEL = i/ det(e)Qo‘BueIaeJﬁ (G12)
4k Jo 2k Jn

The important mathematical transformation which has taken place so far is the formulation
of the theory in terms of the connection. As we saw, calculation of the terms of the
curvature tensor, the Ricci tencsor and the scalar are greatly simplified in the formulation -
as a direct consequence of the manipulation of the connections. However in this format -
Palatini’s original formulation - “ --- in the Hamiltonian formulation of this theory --- all
references to the connection-dynamics will be lost”, [36]. Therefore in LQG the following
term is added to the Palatini action, to maintain the useful properties of the connection-
formulation.

1
I = / det(e)QU/\eI/\eJ:—
M

I ,J KLap
_—— d Q G.13
2]€’y et(e)elJKLe at B ( )

4k Jm
where + is the famous Barbero-Immirizi parameter, whose choice has significant
mathematical and physical consequences which we shall discuss in the next section.
This integral is posited to be a canonical transformation [41]. The combination of this
“canonical” term, with the Palatini action, leads to the Holst’s action for GR:

Sy =——— det(e)eI Ael A (Q[J — IEIJKLQKL> Ashtekar
1 iy ; 1 Lo (G.14)
= — det(e)e’ o 0« — —e¢ Qne ) Holst
% /s (e) 8 ( 17 = 5 €IIKL
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G.1. THE ORIGIN OF THE ACTION

In Asktekar’s formulation the det(e) is absorbed into the expression. This action defines the
basic action of LQG.

The next step is to adopt an ADM-type formulation from this action. To do this the
following steps are taken:

e Make a gauge fixing to define a 3D spatial slice (but we consider all slicings so the
gauge fixing does not ruin covariance.)

Define, n! as the normal to this surface, with nfn; = signature(nry) = o = —1.
The metric on the 8D surface is 7;; = qilqumJ, where the ¢! are the projection
matrices.

e The connection (1-form) SZ7 defines:

. . . 1 . .

Al =njqiq@ ALY = nsqtq® (QEIJKLS(fL + 'ySiJ) =T, +7K',, (G.15)
the connection 1-form on the 3-D spatial M. This connection along with its
conjugate:

oz L gigkeaer, 1 po (G.16)
2 riy c k’Y 7

form the basic conjugate pair of the LQG theory:

[ (z), Pb(y)} = 86%8(x, y) = % [ A (2), B2} (G17)

Through this calculation we also see how the new definition of the action leads to the
definition of the new variables of LQG.

The rest of the formulation then follows as discussed in the chapter LQG.

G.1.1 On the Spin-Connection?|

In this subsection we will formulate the definition and the mathematical concept of the
connection, which then leads to the spin-connections. As we have seen the spin-connections
are the main elements which are manipulated in the Palatini’s formulation of GR.

The basic concept here is that of covariant derivative (CD). The basic idea behind CD is to
enable us to properly compare properties of tensors at different points of the manifold. CD
is needed because in a general coordinate system {e,}, when we go from one point on the
manifold to another the coordinate system can change.

As such we define the CD as:

Ve en=ev(en) +T%eq = S ea (G.18)

2We include this “basic” subsection mainly because despite the simplicity of its context, in the literature
there rarely exists a well-composed explanation of these basics.
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G.2. THE INTERNAL GAUGE GROUP

e The first term of this definition, is a simple differential (in a general coordinate
system different coordinates may not be independent of each other; a coordinate
system whose different coordinates are independent is called a coordinate basis.)

e The second term, takes into account the possible change in the coordinate system.
e The last term, S¢,, is the total connection.

From the CD we may now calculate the following fundamental forms of differential
geometry:

w¥eq  =eyle,) —eu(ey) is the Spin-connection
=leu, ev)ea (G.19)
Twea =Ve,en — Ve, eu—leu, e is the Torsion

(Sauu - Sauv — W) ea
=T ) €a (G.20)
Rsuea =(Veu: Vel = Viepen) €8 is the Riemann Curvature
= [5%sutn = 5% suw + 5 A5 3 = S0 SN g + ST ] €a (G.21)

If we assume the torsion is zero - as it is done in GR- we will have:

T%, =0

wa;w = - (Sa;w - Sayp) (G22)

R = S%gujp = Sty + S 0S50 — 5% 1% g

Now we can work out the general form of S ,, in a general metric g.g:

1
Sa;uj = 5 (gau,u - gl/u,a + gua,u + wauy - w;u/a + wl/au) (G23)
which then leads to the familiar results:
1 . ) .
Sopw = 3 (gau’u — Gopa + Juaw) in coordinate basis
1 (G.24)
Sapy = B (Wapr — Wyva + Woap) in orthonormal basis

So we see that in the orthonormal basis, which is used in LQG, the connection S¢,, is
completely dependent on the spin-connection w®,, .

G.2 The Internal Gauge Group

As we mentioned there are certain mathematical advantages which motivates the
transformation to the orthonormal basis. Let us now discuss some of these.
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G.2. THE INTERNAL GAUGE GROUP

Notice that in the conversion from general coordinates to orthonormal ones, we picked up
an internal index. This new index represents a new degree of freedom. This d.o.f. is related
to the choice of the orientation of the orthonormal basis, and is therefore just a gauge. The
physical ramifications of the choice of the gauge group associated with this gauge freedom,
are the single motivation for the transformation to the orthonormal basis in LQG.

Let us discuss these ramifications.

As we mentioned the gauge freedom is related to the freedom to the rotation of the vierbein,
therefore it is related to an SO(3, 1) gauge. However, although SO(3,1) is globally different,
this gauge is locally isomorphic to SU(2) and therefore shares the same Lie-Algebra with
SU(2). In LQG therefore - for reasons which we will shortly see - the internal gauge group
is assumed to be SU(2) instead. This change is definitely a generalization.

This generalization facilitates LQG with two features:

1. The internal gauge group is now that of the (simplest) Yang-Mills theory. Hence the
fully developed machinery of Yang-Mills quantization can now be used in LQG

2. SU(2) gives us the possibility of including half-integer “objects” into the theory
therefore utilizing the possibility of adding Fermions to the theory.

Regardless though, this is a choice! As a result alternatives to LQG exist which make other
choices. For example the SO(3,1) itself, or SL(2,C) gauge groups are sometimes used, [43].

However mathematically, these alternatives are problematic. The most important of these
problems is that most of these alternatives have a non-compact gauge group, whereas
SU(2) is compact. The important feature of compact groups is that a Haar measure can be
defined on them. This measure has the property that it is easily normalized, and therefore
can be given a probability interpretation, which is precisely what is needed in quantization.
Nomne of these features are present in non-compact groups.

Therefore we can say that SU(2) is mathematically motivated as the preferred gauge group
to represent the internal degrees of freed of LQG.

We can demonstrate above-mentioned property of compact groups with a simple example.

Compact Group Example

The example we use is a particle on a circle. This example represents the compact U(1)

group, fig.(G.1)).
A solution on the circle, parametrized by 6, is of the form:
BC

Y~ 25 (0) = ce™ ¢ normalization constant (G.25)

A measure on this circle is simply d#.
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G.2. THE INTERNAL GAUGE GROUP

However notice that due to the compact-
ness, the measure can be normalized: y

1
df — ﬂdQ, 0

As a result the solutions have well-defined e
norms, and the inner product:

(¥n(0)¢m(0))

can be given proper quantum-
probabilistic interpretation.

Figure G.1: Demonstration of normalizability and
discreteness of a compact group; par-
ticle on a circle.

The generalization of this property is precisely what distinguishes SU(2) as the preferred
gauge-group for LQG.

Now let us consider the physical and mathematical consequences of this choice. As a direct
result of this choice of gauge group - via a generalization of the above example - it can be
shown that the structure of compact groups is discrete. This discreteness is precisely the
discreteness which is manifest in the spin-networks - the formal solutions of (compact) LQG.

However notice that the discreteness of the spin-networks, is the reason that the eigenvalue
spectrum of the geometrical operators of LQG - namely the area and volume operators -
are discrete. However, recall that the discrete spectrum of these operators is usually
interpreted as one of the physical features of the loop quantization of spacetime; i.e. it is
claimed that spacetime’s discreteness is a manifest feature of the loop quantization.

However as we have shown, the physical discreteness results are a direct consequence of this
initial mathematical “choice” of the internal gauge grouﬂ

To conclude let us say a few words on the « parameter and its relation to the the internal
gauge.
The v Parameter

Mathematically, the choice of the internal gauge-group is reflected in the freedom of
choosing the Barbero-Immirizi parameter, v. Let us see how.

Recall that the v entered the formulation in the process Spaiatini — SHsist, when the new
integral, egn.(G.13|), was added to define the latter action.

Notice that, although classically the addition of this integral to the action is posited to be a
canonical transformation - and therefore the choice of the ~ is not physically significant -

3Some of the results on the non-compact representations of LQG, confirm the validity of these conclusions.
Interestingly in one of these alternative formulations, (see for example [43]) discreteness is only found along
the time-direction.
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G.2. THE INTERNAL GAUGE GROUP

quantum mechanically the different choices of the v parameter are not unitarily-equivalent
[36].

The v later appears in the definition of the internal gauge transformation. From that
expression it can be seen that the choice of the value of the v (whether it is real or not) will
then determine if the internal gauge group is compact or not. This is the way that these
two constructs - the internal gauge group and the Barbero-Immirizi Parameter - then get
related in LQG.

From this relation however an interesting result is found with respect to the Scalar
constraint of LQG.

On the Scalar Constraint

In the compact formulation, or Ashtekar’s formulation v needs to be real-valued, which
then makes the internal group compact.

It is interesting to note that initially however, v was taken to be imaginary, because this
choice leads to great simplifications of the scalar constraint of LQG. Amazingly enough this
“coincidence”, was actually the motivation that lead to the development of LQG! (Because
recall that the scalar constraint is nonlinear and therefore extremely difficult to quantize.)

But later - having discovered that the non-real choice of v would lead to a non-compact
structure - research was redirected to look at compact groups. However in compact
formulations the “nice” simplifications of the scalar constraint did not exist. This to a great
extend halted further development of LQG.

In fact it was not until Thiemann’s discovery, [42] of a unique method of quantization of the
nonlinear constraints, that the way for further developments was found.

In this method the constraints can be recast as the Poisson Brackets of the volume and the
Holonomy operators. These have well-defined behavior in LQGE| Therefore one can devise
a method to quantize the (still nonlinear but now compact) group theory.

This concludes the basic construction of the LQG.

In the final section of this appendix we will discuss the concept of measure which is also
very crucial to the discussion of the solution space of this theory. First we will discuss the
general features of this concept, and then we will develop the measure which is particularly
used in the main part of this report for the string.

4We should mention that another ambiguity enters at this point; the volume operator, in contrast to the
holonomy and the area operator can either be quantized internally (Ashtekar and Thiemann) or externally
(Smolin and Rovelli). The physical difference is that in the former the resulting operator will know about
the differential structure at the vertices of graphs whereas in the latter it is topological[36].
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G.3. THE MEASURE

G.3 The Measure

Let us now briefly take a look at the issue of defining the measure in LQG.

The most important question which one faces in dealing with the measure of LQG, is
whether it is consistent.

To discuss the concept of measure in LQG we will need the following definitions:

e Sigma-Algebra
In mathematics, a o-algebra over a set X is a nonempty collection S of subsets of X
(including X itself) that is closed under complementation and countable unions of its
members.
The pair (X, S) is called a o-field or a measurable space.

e Borel Measure
In mathematics, the Borel algebra is the smallest o-algebra on X, a locally compact
Hausdroff space.
The Borel measure is any measure p on this o-algebra.
Note: Every Borel measurable set is also Lebesgue measurable.

e Lebesgue Measure
Let D be a domain of a set S. Now Let S = {e;} i=1,2,3,--- ¢; are the
measurable subsets of elements of S.
i.e. we can define a “size-function” (measure) for them, u(e;), such that:

n(@) =0
if eNe;j=0 = pule;Ue;) =ple;)+ ule))
Fordisjoint e; : p(e;UejUerU---) = p(e;) + ple;) + plex) + - -

Next we need a notion of a measurable function, f : S — R where R is a topological
space.

i.e. f sends members of S to a topological space.

Then for every open subset A : A € R, if f~! is a measurable subset € S, then f is
said to be measurable.

Now we are in a position to construct the Lebesgue Integral.

Notice that for a measurable subset {e;} of S f(e;) is well-defined.

For each of these, a well-defined range exists: t;—1 < f(e;) < t;.

Assume that these e; are disjoint, and denote their measure as m(e;)

The sum

n

> med)(ti — i),

i=1

can be defined as the Lebesgue sum (fig.(G.2))).
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FR A N
L NN
/ \

A measurable subset, e |// /|

Figure G.2: The Lebesgue measure, and Lebesgue Integral.

e Haar Measure
Lets now consider having a locally compact topological group G on S.
The Haar measure is the invariant (under-group transformations G on S) measure
defined on this Borel-algebra. i.e. it is the (can be shown to be unique) G-invariant
Borel-measure.
And (as mentioned before) due to this compact-ness, the Haar measure is
normalizable and therefore suitably adaptable for quantization.

G.3.1 The Measure of the String

Now let us develop the above mentioned concept of the measure on a set, and use it to
define the measure for the String.

For this let us assume the space we start with is the real line R. A set on R is defined as N
points on R. N may be infinite (yet it must be countable). Call this set of points a graph
Q.

Denote by S the set of all such graphs on R. The graphs may vary in two different ways:

1. Q) VS. ﬁN
The same number but different selection

2. an Vvs. apy
Different number of points, yet with some overlap, in particular ex. ay C ayr

Notice that these span the methods in which a graph may be different from another. Put
together, we in general have:

ap vs. OBy — Different selections with different numbers (of nodes) with possible overlap
(in the selection.)

We call two graphs which differ in any one (or more) of these ways, different graphs. Hence
ay is different from ap; N # M, is different from Gy, and is certainly different from ;.
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Now the main goals of the sampling are the following:
1. The set S = {an}, of all an covers R (in a special sense which we shall elaborate on.)

2. To each sample or graph one may associate a measure or size-function m(ay) (in a
consistent manner which we will also describe shortly.)

The measure of ayy is the “size” of ap. Therefore measure is a relative concept, that is why
this method requires the set to be a Borel (or Lebesgue) set, i.e. a set with the following
properties:

o If ay €S, so is its complement, C(ay)
e Sisclosed — ifayeS,andfyesS = an®Bu €S

The second requirement allows for a definition of the measure of S. The former realizes
that if say mr = @ ymy, the sum of all elementary subsets/ graphs (we will define these
later), then if m(ay) =my = m(C(ay)) = mpr © my. In this sense the measure theory
is intuitively consistent.

Notice however that {ay} forms an over-complete basis for S due to the closure
requirement. Therefore let us consider a subset of these, A C S; which we call the
fundamental or elementary set of R:

A:{QN}fundamental any Nay =10 N%M (G26)

where we define A to be the set of all non-overlapping sets of R. Notice that a certain
degree of freedom exists in choosing this set, yet it can be done, and since the concept of
the measure is a relative one (not absolute), the measure will be set-dependentﬂ

Now let us proceed to see how this may be done. Define a function on A as:

Wulf] ~ ZfNaN (G.27)
N

The inner-product of two such functions:

(Walfl[®alg]), (G.28)

may be defined as:

— (Wa[f]|@alg)) ~ D (fvanlgran) (G.29)
N,M

and by construction we have:

{<aNaN> =m(ay) The size of an (G.30)

(an|an) = m(any Napr)  The size of the overlap of ay and apy

5In physical terms since the set will be related to the set of all possible physical states, we can see how
the measure begin relative is actually rather appropriate.
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which gives:

(Ve[f|Prlg]) = (Walf]|Palg] ZngNm an) = Y fvgumlan Now) (G 3)

N,M

However the second term vanishes for a fundamental set A, and we have:

(Ur[f]|Prly] ZngNm (an) (G.32)

This sets the basic construction of the sampling theory, its representation, the choice of the
basis, the definition of the measure and its relation to the inner product of the space of the
functions.

We can summarize these as follows:
e The concept is to consider all possible oy non-overlapping
e Assign m(ay) to each
e We have an inner product on the state-space defined as above

A state is initially defined on: R — Ug[f].

We break R into all it possible infinite, countable subsets a, the collection of which is S.
From this choose a subset A whose elements are non-overlapping; these then are all possible
un-overlapping graphs of R. S is an overcomplete representation of R, whereas A is the
minimal representation of it. To see the A actually forms a representation notice the
following.

Consider the contrary situation; an overlapping set. The description in the overlap sector is
simply redundant; it does not describe R any better. Hence the non-overlapping basis is not
only the most convenient, it is also the minimal set (using which the information of R may
be represented completely, so far as this representation is concerned.)

The basis set of A forms a complete/ minimal basis for R which in the sense of the
measure, m(ay Nay ) =0, if N # M, is said to be “orthogonal” as well.

A function-state on this set is then defined as:

[f] ~ ZfNOéN

The main result is that any function on R can be represented in this way. Hence we can
consider {an} as an (over-complete) basis of the space R. And the {an} r,,q0mentar 1 the
minimal basis for it.

The Cauchy completion of S or A is R.

The connection with the quantum theory is that The Hilbert space, H can also be defined as
the Cauchy completion of Cyl.
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To construct a quantum theory then we start from the A, instead of R. We assume ay as
the basis for the quantum states. In analogy we can have many different kinds of sets A
just as in quantum mechanics we can have different basis. We choose an orthonormal basis
because in many cases it is convenient.

So long as the requirements for a basis-to-the-space is met there does not exist any
inconsistency. The requirement here is that {ay} 7 represent R, (this is the definition of the
cover which we used earlier).

A state function of R can be represented in A as:

Ualf) =D fvan =) taylf] (G.33)
N N

Let us now look at the fine structure of A. The last equation implies that we could in fact
write:

banlf] =D FFnenn (G.34)
keN

where ey, are the nodes, or the basic elements of the sampling.
In principle we may even associate

{m(em = (enklenr)

G.35
m(€N7k N 6N,l) = <6N,k: ( )

eN1) X Ok

to these (and the “overlapping vs. non-overlapping basis” discussion disappears completely.)
Furthermore it would make sense to let m(ey k) be equal for all (N, k), since these are
constructionally-equivalent. Hence the proportionality constant becomes unity.

This concludes the discussion of the basic structure which leads to the definition of the
measure in o-algebras.

Now notice that the expression of egn.(G.35)), is often satisfied by the variables of the
theory. In other words the measure is defined using these variables. In our construction,
these are the X*. So we wish to make the relation:

D
duy ~ J] dxtaxs---dxy (G.36)
pn=1
However we would like to do see in a way so that a number of criteria regarding the

charge-states are satisfied. Hence let us first recall these. In this model then the step by
step construction of the state is again:

er [X] = etinXn neEao (G.37)
N
X1~ @ 4] = @ G
nea n=
D D N
_ I _ igh Xh
P X] = Q0L = QX e (G.39)
pn=1 p=1n=1

144



G.3. THE MEASURE

with the smeared functions:

VhIf] = /d]1 djh - 'dj]lfzfjfuujluveijyxf Q- ® ednXn
~ [ i H ALt e IX] (G.40)
D
1= w4lf] (G.41)
=1

We wish to define a measure which would therefore realize the separability of the :
Hkin = @Ha = @ Ha,[?] = @ Ha,?“ (G42)
* o[7] o [7]m

The <I>[—>] [X] forms a basis for the H o (7]’ and the <IJ" forms the basis for H_ — . This

can be verified via the following relations:

(Walf][Wslg]) o da,p
{ (WElrIvelgl) oc 67 (G-43)

We see that the measure duy defined above, egn.(G.36|) with proper normalization factors,
will give exactly these results.
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Appendix H

On “Background Independence”
of Field Theories. Gravity vs.
Other Fields

As we have argued in this report, we know that GR is a GC, and so it does not have a true
Hamiltonian and this leads to the mentioned problem with respect to its observables.
However the naive question which arises is, why is this problem so specific to GR; after all
shouldn’t all theories of physical systems be generally covariant? Why is it that this
problem seems to surface for gravity only?

Is there a principle physical concept that differentiates GR from the other field theories of
physics?

In this appendix we wish to consider questions like this, from a phenomenological
perspective. We will try to produce a phenomenological comparison of the theory of gravity
(gravity for short) and the other field theories of physics, using the electromagnetic field as
a particular example.

However, let us state the result which we will try to argue for, right away . This will help
clarify the direction which we are headed for:

We will argue that in a field theory, if the theory is formulated relationally with respect to
its own degrees of freedom - i.e. with respect to its own “background” - it will produce only
static observables.

Therefore It is not surprising that Gravity - which in GR, is formulated based on the
internal degrees of freedom of the spacetime field - fails to produce non-static observables.

Alternatively, we will suggest that:

Only if a field theory is measured against another field theory - i.e. one field is used as the
“background” to the other - dynamical observables - where the dynamics is measured
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against the background field - can be produceﬂ

In this sense gravity should not be singled out as an odd-behaving theory, nor can it be
concluded that the methods used to treat field theories cannot be used to analyze it.

Now to start our argument, let us first consider the simplest question: is it consistent to
consider gravity as a field theory? To answer this question then let us start by assuming
that gravity is a field theory and see if there are any technical problems associated with this
assumption.

In the analysis of any field theory there exist two mathematical constructs which decide
whether the quantization of that field theory is consistent or not. These are the
Renormalizability and the Proper Gauge-invariance of the quantized field theory. Let us
therefore analyze what these constructs describe for gravity.

H.1 Renormalizability

As we mentioned we will assume gravity is a field theory. One method of implementing this
is by assuming the spacetime metric is a field on the spacetime. In other words:

o gop(x") is just a function of spacetime, as A*(z*) in E&M is a field on spacetime.

Now recall that renormalization is an artifact of perturbative field theory.
Briefly then the perturbative field quantization of gravity is comprised of the following two
steps:

1. The metric, gog is expanded around a flat spacetime, 7qs
2. Quantum corrections are added around this expansion

There exist many different physical descriptions which attempt to justify renormalization.
Technically however, renormalization is supposed to take care of the divergences that occur
in calculating the quantum corrections (step 2). Naively speaking this is done by “summing
the infinite divergences in the corrections and adding them to constants of the theory which
do not contribute to the analysis”, [30]. However for the analysis to work, the number of
corrections which are needed should be finite.

In the case of gravity however, this method fails because an infinite number of corrections
are requirecﬂ By definition therefore, gravity is not renormalizable.

1 Note that this kind of construction is fraught with conceptual (and perhaps technical) problems (see
appendz’x). One such complication is that it can be argued that a theory which is formulated in this
fashion is incomplete, or only an approximation to the full theory. This is because, when a field is fixed
as the background, that field is being given special properties. For example it may be assumed that the
degrees of freedom of the background field are fixed and non-dynamical. In this sense, it may be said that
the description is ignoring the background. The resulting theory, under this assumption can therefore be
considered an approximation.

2In the calculation of the propagator; the (energy) dimensions of the coupling constants is such that, the
propagator diverges infinitely, and to normalize the theory, an infinite number of terms is required.
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However notice that ultimately, there is a great deal of mathematics involved in the
renormalization of a given field theory. In fact it can be said that the process of
renormalization is merely the way that we know how to “fix” perturbative quantization! The
adjusting of the running-constants via renormalization does not have a good physical
interpretation. Consequently, if renormalization fails, it can be argued that it is the
mathematical method that fails; non-renormalizability does not imply physicality
conditions.

Hence it can be said that renormalizability does not provide a good physical argument for
dismissing gravity as a field theory, nor does it physically distinguish it from the other field
theories. As such it can be said that physically gravity can still be treated as any other field
theory of physics, even though it is not renormalizable.

Next let us consider Gauge transformability of gravity.

H.2 Gauges

We have seen that the results of the renormalization argument are that:

1). it is in fact the method of quantization that fails, and

2). that this does not produce a physical difference between gravity and other physical
fields.

Now let us consider the question of gauge invariance and to ask if this feature can
physically distinguish between gravity and the other field theories.

In literature sometimes the following distinction is emphasized with regards to gauge
invariance of gravity vs. other fields.

Tt is stated, [28] [31], that there exist two different types of diffeomorphism transformations:

1. Passive Diffeomorphism i.e. invariance under general coordinate transformation.
Any physical theory can be made to be invariant under Passive Diffeomorphisnﬂ

2. Active Diffeomorphism It is stressed that gravity is the only theory which is
invariant under active diffeomorphisms. Let us therefore analyze the meaning of this
gauge transformation and consider its consequences.

To do so, consider a solution of the gravity field, g, = 1 + €4, We can think of this
solution, g,,, in different ways:
1. A quantum correction of €., to a vacuum 7, .

or,

3The idea is a generalization of the Point Particle case where we can include the time-parameter as a
coordinate and include it as part of the Hamiltonian.
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2. A classical solution of gravity where another field - for example a given matter-field -

: - B OLjicld
contributes to the nontrivial portion: €,, ~ Dgi

or,

3. via the Active Diff. of GR, 1., + €., could be interpreted as 7, viewed by another
observer - i.e. in a different coordinate system.

The first of these was related to quantization which we discussed in the renormalization
section. Therefore let us consider the latter two viewpoints.

Notice that the first of these interpretations, (2.) could be realized in any field theory, and
is not specific to gravity. However, the last viewpoint seems to be specific to gravity,
because a nontrivial solution is not usually equivalent to the trivial solution of the theory.
However in gravity this can be true in the following sense:

This viewpoint is related to the concept that an observer cannot tell the difference between
a gravitational field, or that she is being accelerated (in vacuum) - This is the Equivalence
Principle of GR - Now, since a G-field is related to a non-zero energy-momentum tensor,
T,., and acceleration (in vacuum) to a special coordinate (curved) system with 7},, = 0, we
see that:

Equivalence Principle:

Ty @ “special” coordinate system ~ T, 0 @ “not special” coordinate system

This is the essence of active diffeomorphism, which is assumed true only for GR; active
diffeomorphism is the mathematical embodiment of the Equivalence Principle in GR.

This is the argument that claims gravity is different from other field theories, based on its
gauge transformation properties.

Now let us analyze this difference completely. The results of this analysis are the
conjectures which were stated at the beginning of this appendix.

Under the equivalence principle we can see that a massive body (the observer) can interpret
the mass of another body, either as a gravitational field (in a flat coordinate system), or as
acceleration - free fall - (in a curved coordinate system). In other words, the coordinate
system can be transformed to reinterpret the presence of matter, or the source of
gravitational field.

Let us consider the analogy in electromagnetism. Lets assume there exists a charge-source,
which creates an electromagnetic field, A,,.

However notice that there exist gauge transformations which take A, — A", = A, + 0,A,
for arbitrary scalars A.

However A, and A’, represent the same physical system; just as g,, and 7, represented
the same system.
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As such a charge (in analogy to the massive body above) can interpret the charge of
another body either as an electromagnetic field, or as acceleration (in a special gauge).
Hence the gauge transformation can be used to reinterpret the presence of charge, or the
source of the EM field.

The only objection which we can raise to this interpretation is if we claim that coordinate
transformations cannot be considered as gauge transformations.

As we can see therefore, if we “generalize” coordinate systems to include gauge choices of
other fields no such difference exists. Indeed this difference is instilled because we insist on
differentiating the spacetime from other fields. In other words, if we allowed for coordinate
transformations to be on the same footing as other gauge transformations, then we could
conclude that with respect to themselves - i.e. with respect to their own gauge
transformations - all fields are actively diffeomorphic!

Hence if the field - any field - is considered against its own background, it will be actively
diffeomorphic. In other words different solutions will be related via the gauges of the theory.
However notice that this would mean that all solutions will be constants of motion in the
sense that they simply represent the gauge transformed versions of the same physical
system. As such the famous problem of time - regarded as a problem specific to gravity -
exists for any field theory, if that field theory’s dynamics is described with respect to itself;
i.e. if the field theory’s own internal degrees of freedom are used in relation to each other to
describe dynamics, the evolution that is described will be static.

However an obvious question remains:

Why is it then that this isn’t what is seen in the formulation of other field theories - at least
not trivially?

The answer is that in other field theories, we do not formulate the theory based on its own
background; In these theories we assume a spacetime background on which the field theory
exists. And by assuming that the background has special properties - it is static, or
semi-classical etc. - we could then extract some meaning for dynamics of the field.

Based on our discussion however, gravity (i.e. spacetime) is no different from other field
theories. As such if, for instance we were to formulate gravity in relation to a given E&M
field - where the E&M field could be assumed the “background” in the above sense - then
we could extract a dynamical theory for gravity.

This is the result which we summarized at the beginning of the appendix. It motivates a
fully relational description of physical systems. Such a formulation can be quite difficult to

consider or define, and many concepts relating to it are not understood.

Let us therefore say a few words on the concepts and difficulties that enter into the
relational formulation of physics in the next appendi:c.
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On the Observables of GR

The question of the observables in GC’s has been the main topic of the investigation in this
report. However in this appendix we would like to consider the question of observables in
the context of relational formulations which we described in the previous appendi:r.

As we discussed, the relational way of describing physics may in fact be the proper method
of treating GR’s observables. This method - while being properly facilitated classically -
may have fundamental concerns quantum mechanically.

The problem can be summarized in trying to define a proper time (what it means, how it
should be defined etc.) in the quantum framework.

We can explain this problem as follows:

e In a classical theory one can propose a relational method of defining a local time
variable - but not globally - based on the arguments of the previous appendix.

e However in any such consideration, the “related-to” or the “background” field, must
act classically for the time parameter to operate properly - for any reasonable length
of the given time.

e Therefore it would seem that some part of the full theory will always be classical.
This then means that the theory can never be fully realized as a quantum theory.

This, however, fundamental problem, has an interesting facet: it arises from insisting on
describing physics as a theory of evolution in a time parameter. If one were to consider a
shift from this stance, an interesting resolution emerges:

Let us recapitulate; if we consider theories to be relational and demand a time-evolution,
we cannot make the theory fully quantum mechanical. However let us notice something
interesting. The set of relational quantities, can provide dynamics, without some sort of
external time; the change in the relations between these quantities defines the dynamics of
the system.
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In addition we find something even more interesting. Notice that if we demand that the
theory be fully relational, then there will always exist a degree of uncertainty in the theory.
Regularly we would regard this as a sign of approximating some degree of freedom of the
theory. However we propose to consider the following possibility:

Instead of assuming the uncertainties to be a shortcoming of the relational formulation, let
us alleviate its consequences to the status of a physical principle, in the following way.

If we define quantization in the following broad way:

Quantization is the principle which puts a limit on the determinism of physical processes,
we can then identify the inherent uncertainty in the relational formulation of theories, as
the mechanism for quantization. Namely, requiring that physical theories must be
relational, will demand that quantum mechanics emerge as the fundamental mathematical

apparatus suitable for analyzing physical processes.

Hence we conclude:

Physics can only be consistently formulated in a relational way.

As an immediate consequence, there always exists a degree of uncertainty in
formulating physical systems.

- This uncertainty is akin to the uncertainty so-postulated in Quantization.

We identify these two uncertainties.

Postulate

“Quantum mechanics is the very reason that - i.e. is necessitated (emerges), from the basic
requirement that fundamentally and intrinsically - physics must be formulated as relations
between things. The classical limit is where the intrinsic relational description of physics
could be ignored - where then one would ignore the intrinsic uncertainty (principle) or
indeterminism - at which point one could adopt a time-parametrized dynamical picture.”

Of course there exist many questions which need to be addressed, some of which are:

e Is this a coincidence? L.e. is there any degree of ad-hocness in this realization, or is it
a self-contained, consistent construction?

e How does the classical limit emerge where we see two phenomena: a) size-dependence;
what is the origin of size-dependent? b) How and why does a time-parametrized
dynamical picture emerge in the classical limit?

The accumulative answer to these questions - and others like them - will determine whether
the relational proposal is both consistent and fruitful, in providing an alternate and more
fundamental picture of physical processes.
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