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ABSTRACT

The Lorentzian Engle-Pereira-Rovelli-Livine /Freidel-Krasnov (EPRL/FK) spinfoam model and the Conrady-
Hnybida (CH) timelike-surface extension can be expressed in the integral form [ e®. This work studies the
analytic continuation of the spinfoam action S to the complexification of the integration domain. Our work
extends our knowledge from the real critical points well-studied in the spinfoam large-j asymptotics to
general complex critical points of S analytic continued to the complexified domain. The complex critical
points satisfying critical equations of the analytic continued S. In the large-j regime, the complex critical
points give subdominant contributions to the spinfoam amplitude when the real critical points are present.
But the contributions from the complex critical points can become dominant when the real critical point are
absent. Moreover the contributions from the complex critical points cannot be neglected when the spins j are
not large. In this paper, we classify the complex critical points of the spinfoam amplitude, and find a subclass
of complex critical points that can be interpreted as 4-dimensional simplicial geometries. In particular, we
identify the complex critical points corresponding to the Riemannian simplicial geometries although we start
with the Lorentzian spinfoam model. The contribution from these complex critical points of Riemannian
geometry to the spinfoam amplitude give e~ 57<ss¢ in analogy with the Euclidean path integral, where S Regge
is the Riemannian Regge action on simplicial complex.
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1 Introduction

Spin foam models (SFM) arise as a covariant formulation of Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG), for a review,
see [1-5]. The spinfoam model is defined as a state sum model over certain cellular complex K which
contains vertices v, edges e, and faces f. K is dual to a triangulation in 4 dimensions. Each face f are
bounded by a cyclic sequence of contiguous edges and each edges e are bounded by two vertices. One of
the popular spinfoam models is the Engle-Pereira-Rovelli-Livine /Freidel-Krasnov (EPRL/FK) model and the
Conrady-Hnybida (CH) extension. These models using certain boundary gauge choices to weakly impose the
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1 Introduction

simplicity constraint. The EPRL model uses the time gauge which leads SU(2) irreducible representations
on boundary states, and correspond to quantum spacelike boundary geometries [6, 7]. The CH extension
extends the model to space gauge which uses SU(1, 1) irreducible representations for boundary states, thus
have timelike boundary geometries [8-10]. Both the EPRL/FK and CH models can be cast into an integral
expression f e¥ with the spinfoam action S = 3 f Sy. The action Sy at each face f can be either the
space action or the time action for the triangle dual to f being spacelike or timelike. The space action
uses representations of the SU(2) or SU(1,1) discrete series while the time action uses continuous-series
representation of SU(1,1) . In these models, a spinfoam can be regraded as a Feynmann diagram with
5-valent vertices. Each vertex corresponds to a quantum 4-simplex, as the building block of the discrete
quantum spacetime.

The semiclassical behavior of spinfoam model is determined by its large-j asymptotics. Recently there have
been many investigations of large-j behaviour of spinfoams, in particular the asymptotics of EPRL/FK
model [11-16] and the asymptotics of CH extension [17, 18]. It has been shown that, in large-j asymptotics,
the spinfoam amplitude is dominant by the contributions from critical configurations, which corresponds
to simplicial geometries on a simplicial complex and gives discrete Regge action as its critical action. The
models may contain critical configurations of degenerate simplicial geometries, known as vector geometries,
except for the CH model with both spacelike and timelike tetrahedra appearing in every 4-simplex.

Currently, most of the studies about the spinfoam models focus or rely on the critical configurations inside
the real integration domain of the spinfoam amplitude. These results shows the semi-classical behaviour and
perturbative effect around these semi-classical configurations corresponds to simplicial geometries. However,
for the boundary data does not correspond to simplicial geometry configurations, the behavior of amplitude
will be dominated by complex critical points away from the real integration domain [19-22]. Those contribu-
tions from complex critical points have not been extensively studied. The complex critical points will give
the "sub-dominate" contributions (e.g. analog of instantons) of the model when real critical points appear,
which reflects the non-perturbative behavior. At smaller j regime, these "sub-dominate" contributions can
become important and determine the behaviour of the model. The recent progress on the Monta-Carlo
computation of spinfoams [23] also requests a better understanding of these sub-dominant contributions in
order to clarify the behavior at smaller j’s. Moreover, a complete analysis of these sub-dominate contribution
might be a necessary step towards the understanding of the non-perturbative topological property of the
model and the study may give different phases and unveil possible quantum phase transition of the model
via resurgent trans-series [22, 24].

The spinfoam model can be written as an oscillatory integral of type [ eS over finite dimensional real
integration cycle. According to the Picard-Lefschetz theory, we can deform the original integration cycles to
the weighted unions of Lefschetz thimbles, each of which is defined as the union of all steepest descent paths
ending at a complex critical point of the analytic continued action [19-22]. The Picard-Lefschetz theory and
Lefschetz thimble have been applied to the spinfoam model and turned out to be important in particular
for numerical computations. When we analytic continue the spinfoam action S, the critical points of the
analytic continued action in general live in the complexification of the integraion domain, and contain both
the dominate and sub-dominate critical configurations of the model. In this paper, we study the analytic
continuation of EPRL/FK model and CH extension, extract the complex critical points (of the analytic
continued spinfoam action), and analyze their possible geometrical interpretations.

In the analysis we firstly derive the analytic continuation of spinfoam amplitude in the most general EPRL-
CH model, to include both spacelike and timelike tetrahedra and triangles. We then analytic continue
the action and derive the analytic continued critical equations, from which we extract the complex critical
points. At each vertex v, the analytic continued critical equations can be written as two copies of parallel
transport equations and closure conditions for simple bivectors, which are rotated by SO(4, C) group elements
(g7 € SL(2,C),5~ € SL(2,C)) respectively:

lftf

GreBo s (Gh) ™ =GB (G 0= is(-)77 By, (1.1)
f



1 Introduction

where G~ = (§7)~', Gt = gt R, with R, = I, orios respectively for SU(2) or SU(1,1) gauge fixing. Simple
bivectors Bi 7 are given as

+ + - 1yt
By =tra) s 0es Bovf (a)) " (1.2)

with 0. represents the (complexified) coherent states associated to edge e (Uey = vey € H for boundary
edges. H is SU(2) for the EPRL and SU(1,1) for the CH extension). By = o3,t5 = 1 for space action
(related to spacelike triangles and discrete-series representations) and By = o1,ty = —1 for time action
(related to timelike triangles and continuous-series representations). azztf € SL(2,C) is a group element

related to phase space variables depending on Immiriz parameter 7. BT satisfies the following condition:
tI‘(Bi . (B+ — th_)) = tI‘((B+ — th_) . (B+ — th_)) =0 (13)

namely, BT differs by a null bivector orthogonal to themselves. As a result, B may have different geometrical
interpretations and the cross-simplicity condition will be in general broken.

(1.1) are complex holomorphic polynomial equations of complex variables, where the number of equations
equals the number of variables. There always exists complex solutions for generic spinfoam boundary data,
e.g. even when the boundary data do not satisfy the closure condition, in contrast to the existing results
of critical points in the real integration cycle. However, not all of these complex solutions have geometrical
interpretation as the simplicial geometries, since they might not always satisfy the cross-simplicity condition
for the bivectors.

We then identify the subset of complex critical points that have clear geometrical interpretations as simplicial
geometries, namely all their corresponding bivectors satisfy cross-simplicity condition. These solutions we
identified satisfying aZ:Ef = [. There are three possible signatures of the simplicial geometry arises from
the complex critical points: Riemannian, Lorentzian, and split signature. The analytic continued spinfoam
action evaluated at these critical points gives:

e Riemannian or split signature critical points

§1%o) = 3 (i) ((—if# (470 — (@7 + jgm)) mod (v, m)) (1.4)
f
n Z Jf(i+’y)1J;tfwf7T r2nod27r
fe€boundary
1%l =3 (=) F ()7 60— 0F pym) mod (ym i) ) (15)

1+tfwpm mod 2w
2 2

+ ) Ji+)
fe€boundary

e Lorentzian critical points

-ty w?ﬂ

S[Xo] :ZJf(—i) 7 (112% <iiy®f —i(®F + pym) — (i—i—y)T mod (iﬂ',’}m’))) (1.6)
!

1+tywrm mod 2w

TR SRR : (17)
fE€boundary
S N .lit? .+ B .
S[XO]:ZJf(—l) z (1 T (£0f —i(®f + pypm)) mod (17r,’yﬂ')) (1.8)
!
. 1+tywpm mod 27
+ Y Jelit+y) 5 5 (1.9)
f€boundary
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2 Analytic continuation of the spinfoam amplitude

where Oy (@? ) are deficit (dihedral) angles for internal faces (boundary faces), cp)l? are determined by the
phase convention of the boundary coherent state, which in principle can be 0 for certain boundary data,
and @? = 0 for internal faces. wy € {0,1} are parameters distinguish the difference of the time gauge or
space gauge in EPRL-CH model where w; = 1 when the gauge fixing are different at edges on df and w =0

otherwise. w? € {0,1} distinguish the difference geometries between the pair of tetrahedra sharing f, where

wf = 1 when the boundary tetrahedra have different signature and w® = 0 otherwise. Both w and w®

are 0 for internal faces. The extra im and ym ambiguity appearing in the critical action coming from the
analytic continuation of logarithm function which is multi-valued. Thus the analytic continued action has
to be defined on the cover space, in which there are infinitely many critical points associated with the same
geometrical interpretation. One can easily recognize that the critical action for Riemannian sub dominate

contrlbutlons (1.4) is nothing else but the Wick rotated action of the Regge action up to (—1) —="ir and

(—1) 2 771' ambiguity for both space and time action. Namely their contributions to the spinfoam ampltiude
are proportional to e~ SResse with

Shegse =+ Y A0 (1.10)
f

where Ay := ~J; for both space and time action is the area for triangle associated to f, and £ associate to
different critical points. Oy is the deficit angle (dihedral angle) when f is an internal (boundary) face. We
have analytically continued the spin Jy — iJ; for the time action to cancel the extra i appearing in (1.4).
In the case when the tetrahedra contain both timelike and spacelike triangles, this analytical continuation
of the spin is required by the closure condition (1.1).

This paper is organized as follows: In section 2, we give a brief introduction the spinfoam action for EPRL-
CH model to fix the notation and derive the analytic continued action. In section 3, we derive and analyze
the analytic continued critical equations. The critical equations are reformulated in geometrical form. Then
in section 4, we reconstruct geometries from a subset of complex critical points. Finally in section 5, we
evaluate the analytic continued action at critical points corresponding to simplicial geometries.

2 Analytic continuation of the spinfoam amplitude
The SFM on a simplicial complex I can be written in the integral representation [14, 17, 18, 25]

=21l Jlaxyexs s, (2.1)

where f are 2-faces in K colored by half-integer spins J¢'. d; ; labels the choice of the face amplitude:

2Jr+1 EPRL model
dj, =4 2Jy—1 CH model with spacelike triangles in timelike tetrahedra, Jy > 1 . (2.2)
1 CH model with timelike triangles in timelike tetrahedra, J;y > /2

(2.1) is a universal expression of SFMs, while different SFMs have different variables X and functions F;[X]
independent of J;. For instance,

e Buclidean EPRL model:
X = (goerEer) (2:3)
including (g%, g,.) € Spin(4) at each pair of 4-simplex v and 3D tetrahdron e C dv, and &5 € C?
at each pair of e and f C de. Each & is normalized by the Hermitian inner product (-|-) on C2.

'For the amplitude related to timelike triangles in timelike tetrahedra in CH model, J; € Z/2 is related to the
43

casimirs of SU(1,1) principle series label sy by sy = f% + % 'v — 1.
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2 Analytic continuation of the spinfoam amplitude

Fy[X] in the exponent is a function of g, & and independent of J;:

Fr(X]= 32 |1 = ) e (92) " g [0 + (14 7) Inleer | (95) 20 |61 (2.4)
v, fCov
Lorentzian EPRL model
X = (gveazvfagef) (25)

with gpe € SL(2,C), z,s € CP!, and &5 € C? normalized by the Hermitian inner product. We can
equivalently view &5 € SU(2) since & corresponds to the SU(2) group element which rotates (1,0)
to &p. Defining Zyer = gl 20r, Fy[X] is written as

<§efvzvef>2 <Zve’f7§e’f>2 . <Zvefvzvef>
FiX] = In —iyln ————+~ (2.6)
u,fZCu ( <Z’U€f)Z’U€f> <Zve’faZUe’f> <Zve’faZUe’f>
with SU(2) invariant inner product (-, ).
Hnybida-Conrady extension
X = (gveazvfageif) (27)

with now two different spinors Eeif € C? which corresponds to the SU(1,1) group element which
rotates & = (1,0) and &; = (0,1) to «Eeif. The face action reads

FIUX) = Y kuep P [X] (2.8)
v,e€0f
with
+

Fif[X] (’ivef —1)In ( <§ef7 Zvef>) - (’ivef +1)In (:l:<Z'u6f;§ef>) (2.9)
— (i’y — Kvef) In (i<Zvef;Zvef>) (2.10)
where now (-,-) is SU(1,1) invariant inner product and m.; = £1 = (fj;,ﬁjw. Kvey = £1 defines
the direction of simplicial complex satisfying kycf = —Kyerf = —koref. Moreover, the integration is

restricted to the domain me(Zyes, Zyes) > 0. All the other variables are the same as EPRL model.

Hnybida-Conrady extension - timelike triangles f in timelike tetrahedra

X = (gveazvfaleif) (2.11)

with now again two different spinors lj[f € C? which corresponds to the SU(1,1) group element which
rotates [§ = (1,1) and I; = (1,—1) to lei . The face action reads

FI X Z Foer Fous [X] (2.12)
UeCBf

where s,ep = £1. Fvg}f [X] is given by

FE X =y LD i (o, ) Zueg)) 10 F DIZas, Zuey) (213

with SU(1,1) invariant inner product (-, -).

For both Euclidean and Lorentzian models, the theory have the following gauge transformations

SL(2,C) Lorentzian

—1t

Zof = gozop & Goe = (90) ™ Gue, v € Spin(4)  Euclidean (2.14)
2 li

fef — 'Uefef & gue — (ve)_ngvea Ve € 2851)1) spacelike boundary (215)

timelike boundary



2 Analytic continuation of the spinfoam amplitude

The Lorentzian model has an extra gauge transformation

Gue — —YGve - (216)

2.1 Analytic Continuation

We complexify the integration variables X to complex variables X, and analytic continue the integrand in
(2.1) to be the holomorphic function on the space of X.

We define the following complexification for integration variables in X: The group variables appears in X
are complexified as in SO(4,C) ~ SL(2,C)¢c ~ Spin(4)c, Eef,leif are complexified via their corresponding
group element v.¢ where now becomes in in SL(2,C), and 2,5 are complexified as in C2. We look for new
critical points of the spinfoam action 3 7 J¢Fy in the space of complex variables.

The complixifications are illustrated below:

1 je’ ’Ije — ~’I<J‘r€’ N’Ije e — €
Euclidean (gpir{(@)) (sgpin(gax)c) 35{2) SL%Q{(C)
. ve — Joe e — e Zv - 2y

Lorentzian SL?Q, C) 80%4, Q) S%(fQ) SL%Q{C) C]P{l C{
Gue — Jve €ef — éef Zof 2’Uf
SL(2,C) SO(4,C) SU(2) SL(2,C) cP! C?
Gue — gve lch - Etf Zuf - 2Uf
SL(2,C) S0(4,C) SU(i,1) SL(2,c)  CP' c?

where we use - to mark the variables in the space of complex variables.
Some details of complexifying X are given below:
e Group elements g € SL(2,C) or g € Spin(4)

Since SO(4,C) ~ SL(2,C)¢c ~ Spin(4)c, we can write G = (77,75.) € SO(4,C), where g €
SL(2,C). For Euclidean model, the complexification is simply defined as

(9ves Gue) = (Tues Tue) - (2.17)
For Lorentzian model, we define the complexification as
(gvea gle) - (.g:e’ Gpe) - (2'18)

Given any 2 x 2 matrix z, the complexification of g,.zg], is
gvewgle - g':rexg';e (2.19)
for Lorentzian model while for Euclidean model this simply implies g zgf = gfa(¢f)~! —
st -ty —1
Goe(Goe )
e Normalized spinors &, 1 € C2
According to the definition,

5 = vaa (NS SU(2)7

2.20
€ = e, 1 =vlE, v e SU(1,1), (2:20)

where &, £F are reference spinors &, & = (1,0)%, &5 = (0,1), I = (1,£1)t. The complexifications
of &, &% are equivalent to the complexifications of SU(2) and SU(1, 1) group variables v:

v, — 5,9 € SL(2,C), v € SU(2) or SU(1,1). (2.21)
Here 0, 7' are related to each other. Indeed, v, 7’ can be expressed by complexifying the parametriza-

tion of group elements, where we consider the complex conjugation of a complex parameter a as an
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2 Analytic continuation of the spinfoam amplitude

independent variable, e.g. a — a,a — a where a, a are independent complex parameters, see below:

1 a 1

vzi( ]E_)—H?:i(“qu)

Vaa+tbb \ 0 @ Vaa+bb \ 0 @

; 1 < a B> , 1 < a E>

v = — b - V= b ;
Vaa+bb \ TO a VaaFbb \ T0 @

where a,b,a,b € C, the minus sign in the square-root corresponds to v, vt € SU(1,1). Note that

(2.22)

' =g’ =n, 1= DiagonalMatrix[1, +1] (2.23)

where detn = 1 corresponds to SU(2) and detn = —1 corresponds to SU(1,1). The exact form of
spinors can be read from (2.20), for example, £ and ¢’ = £§9 are given by

__ 1 [a ;o1 [a
E_\/&aqLBb(b) os \/&aJrl;b(b)’

(2.24)
1 . ~ 1 -
f=—n——(a,b) » & =———(a,b).
\/@a—i-bb( ) \/da—i—bb( )
This also define the complexification of J¢, (J&) as
1 ~b ~ 1 —b
in( >%J§7~<~ ),
\V aa + bb a V aa + bb a (2 25)
1 —~ 1 '
()t = (~ba) = JE = ———(-b,a),

Vaa + bb aa + bb

Ei, Ei' and [*,[*' are defined similarly. Note that «f and 32 are linearly independent since there
does not exist SL(2,C) group element ¥ such that 0y = avJ&. Thus £ and J¢ form a basis for 2

~ —~/ ~
dimensional spinor space. The same argument hold for pairs of £ and J¢ , pairs of I+ and pairs of
I+,

In the following, many formulae can unify the treatments of SU(2) £ and SU(1,1) ¢€*. In these
formulae, we often skip the upper index 4 of £*.

CP*' spinors z

Since z € CP*, we can use Gelfand’s choice of the section

z:(‘ff),xec. (2.26)

Under complexification we have

z—>z=(f) (2.27)

with Z € C independent of z.

Below we give the analytic continuation of the face action F' [f( ] for specific spinfoam models

e Euclidean EPRL/FK model:

X = (goebey) = X = (qu,éef) (2.28)
where the analytic continued action for each face now is given by
Fy [X} = [(1 — ) (€5 (Goe)  Gowrbers) + (14+7)In (égf(gje)—lgje,ge,f)] (2.29)

v, fCv

-7 -



8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

e Lorentzian EPRL model:
X = (gve, glev Zufs Zlfv 56fa glf) — X = (gvjrev g;ev Evfa 'gi;fa gefa géf) . (230)

We define

Zvef = gv_eé’l/f Z~7/Jef = évljfg:e ’ (231)
— Spacelike triangles f: We can unify both the EPRL and CH extension with spacelike triangle
with the following Fy[X]

Ff[X]: Z Fvef[X;Hvef] (2.32)
v,eCOf
with
Fuef[X, Kuvef] =Kvef [(1 + Kyer det(ne)) In (E’efnezjef) (2.33)

+ (Kuep det(ne) — 1) In (Zvljefne‘sgef) — (iv + Kuep det(ne)) In Ziefnezvef}

where K,y = F1 changes sign when changes v or e. This formula of Fvef unifies 2 cases:
when e is spacelike, det(n.) > 0, € is the complexification of SU(2) spinor &; when e is timelike,
det(n.) < 0, & = €% is the complexification of SU(1,1) spinor §i. We often adopt this convention
in the following discussion to unify the treatment of & and &*.

— Hnybida-Conrady extension - timelike triangles f in timelike tetrahedra:

FfPX] = 37 muerEuly [X] (2.34)
v,eCOf
where s, = £1 and
Fi [X] _ In (ZLef)fnieif iln (((Z/ )t Zi )(i/i Z )) (2 35)
vef = 7 [/efnzuef + vef n ef efn vef .

i(1F)In (Z;efnzvef) .
This defines a series of actions for given sets of {syes}-

The analytic continued theory now have the following gauge transformations

Zof = Gy Zof & Goe = 0e(,)7N gy €SL(2,0), (2.36)
Zp = Zpdy & Gl = (G8) 719, gf €SL(2,0), (2.37)
Vef = Velep & Gow — 0e(Fy) 7 & Gl — LG, ve € SL(2,C), ¥.nete = 1e . (2.38)

There is still a discrete gauge transformation the analytic continued spinfoam action satisfied:

g;e - 7@;& & gvj_e - 7@1—; . (239)
3 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

We may write the analytic continued action as

S=x[D_isF}IX] (3.1)

f
where J; = \j;. The LQG area spectrum Ary = 8my¢%/J¢(J¢ + 1) suggests that A — oo should correspond
to the p — 0 while fixing the area Ary. Thus the semi-classical limit of the amplitude is given by the
asymptotic analysis of the path integral in the A\ — oo limit. In addition to the real critical points which
has been studied in the literature, here we focus on the complex critical points emergent from the analytic
continuation of the action. The complex saddles give subdominant contributions to the amplitude when the

-8 —



8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

boundary data allow the amplitude to have real saddles. When the boundary data forbids the amplitude to
have any real saddle, the contributions from the complex saddles may become dominant to the amplitude.
The critical points (critical point) of the analytic continued action are given as the solutions to the equations
of motion:

6545 =05-8=6;8=06:S=0. (3.2)

We will identify all possible critical point of analytic continued spinfoam action S on the complexified domain
of X. We will concentrate on the analysis of Lorentzian model here, while a simple analysis for Euclidean
model is given in Appendix A.

3.1 Critical equations for Lorentzian Theory

First of all, from the definition of Z and Z’ given in (2.31)

Zvef = g;eévf’ Z’L/J(if = é'fzfg;re ’ (33)
we have the following constraints
(Goe) ™ Zvet = (Gyer) ™ Zver s ver (@)™ = Zher s (G3) (3.4)

These constraints hold for both spacelike and timelike faces. The following derives all the equation of motions
by variation of the action.

3.1.1 Space action

With parametrization (2.27) of Z, the variation of spinor variables Z can be decomposed as the variation
respect to x and & under our parametrization of z given in (2.26-2.27). From the analytic continued face
action F' (2.32), the variation respects to z,5 and Z,f leads to

the following sets of equations

0= _(17 - 1) Z "ﬁvefX;efneg;ea 0= —(W + 1) Z Hvefg;reneX'uef 5 (35)
eCOof eCof
with
Xi}ef :i'}/ + {fef det(n.) _ Zil/ef _ det(ﬁe)“ef +1 _ ZfN , (3.6)
Iy — 1 Z{,evaef y — 1 géfnezvef
ot i+ f:@ef det(n.) ) Zve]i B det(T'ye)nef -1 ] éef . (3.7)
iy +1 Zi/,efnezvef y+1 Z{,efnefef

where kyey = £1 flips its sign for changing e to ¢’ with given face f.

For the variation respect to g* € SL(2,C), we introduce the small perturbation of g* as §°* = g*e®? with
infinitesimal € € C. The variation to §* then becomes the derivation respect to € evaluated at e = 0, which
leads to

0=—(y=1) D FefXoerOiZuef 0=—(y+1) Y FefZiesOiXues » (3.8)
feCOf f:eCOf
where we use the fact that n.(0) = +o;.

We also derive the variation respect to bulk € and §~’~ According to the parametrization (2.24), the equations
of motion are given by variations respect to a, b, a, b, which imply

i 7z
0= 3 ver [ = oesly o+ (raer detn) = 1) =L, (3.9)
vCde veflleSef

-9 —



8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

Z’U(i
0= fuer | = Fverbes + (s det(ne)Jrl)iZf} (3.10)
vCOe gefne vef

The solution are given by B ~ B ~
Zvef(+) Xc gef; Z{;ef(f) Xc géf ’ (311)
where (%) correspond to Kyer = £ detne.

The set of equations (3.5 - 3.11) are equations of motion for general analytic continued space action.

3.1.2 Time action

Similar to the space action case, the variation of spinor variables Z can be decomposed as the variation
respect to « and Z. From the analytic continued face action F' (2.32), the variation respects to z,; and Z,;
leads to the following equations

0=i(iy = 1) Y Kves Xopef Nefoe s 0= —i(v+1) Y Kuer Glenexonf » (3.12)
eCOf feCOf
with
o Zli 1_ Z/
s B A L I (3.13)
iv—1 l/erZvef iy —1 Z{;efnZUef
i . Zi 1— Z
Xv;,eff _ 1'7. + Svef _ efNi : Svef In — 'Uef : (314)
ivy+1 Zvesnlyy iy+1 queﬂ?Zuef
where again k. = £1 flips its sign for changing e to ¢’ with given face f.
The variation respect to §* € SL(2,C) leads to
0=i(iy=1) > KefXoefN0iZuves » 0=—i(iy+1) > KerZhesOinXuef - (3.15)
f:eCOf feCOf
The variation respect to bulk % and I'* leads to
0= 5{a7b,&,b}FU:]if Fv"e]if , (3.16)
with
5B tia | yFi Zyes M50 L DU FL J€077Zvef (3.17)
vef = V2 = V2 '
aa — b ruefn efn vef
= :Flb ’Y Fi vefn‘jgo -y Fi gonZvef
SFE, = = |+ (3.18)
T Vaa — ( Z{;efnlétf V2 Zvef
5~F:|: tia ’7 Fi + ijefn{go + -7+ i €0nZUef (319)
vef = aa — 2 ijefnlff \/5 llefnZvef
. 71
< Fib 'y Fi Zype N0 -y Fi Jfonzuef
opFer = \/7 (iZ’ = + ) 2 . (3.20)
aa — bb vefMer cfN4vef

One can show that, after inserting the decomposition of Z, Z’ s.t. Z' = l’:F +av fl’ef and Zvef =1 f+ozueflef,
the above equation give the following solution:

Svef = Svef 1 (14 SvepV) (e = wer) = (1= Sves¥)(@rep = Cer) (3:21)
Svef = —Svief 1 (14 SvepY)wer = (1= Svef V) e (T4 Svref¥)Ques = (i = Svref¥) Qe - (3.22)

The set of equations (3.12 - 3.22) are equations of motion for general analytic continued time actions.
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

3.2 Geometric interpretation

Inspired by (3.4), (3.5-3.8) and (3.12-3.15), we define the following 2 X 2 matrices for space and time action
X’Ljef = Z’uef ® X’/Uefne ) X’:;f = TNeXvef ® Z:Jef y (323)

which satisfies
Tr(X* XF) =Tr(X*) =1. (3.24)

Notice that both X* are invariant under the transformation Z — AZ and Z’ — X' Z’. Moreover, X+ and
X~ are not totally independent and are related to each other as we shall see lately. .

We can define a trace-less simple bivector B* € sl(2,C) from X=:

B* = X* - %]12 ,  Tr(B*)=0 (3.25)
which satisfies
|BE|? :=2Tr(B* - B*) =2Tr(X* - X* - X* +1,/4) = 1. (3.26)
Thus the bivector B* defined above are always simple and timelike 2. B¥ can be rewritten as B* = %Ufiai
where
vl = K'+1iJ' = Tr(Bo") (3.27)

with vlve; = 2Tr(B - B) = 1. Using v¢, we can induce a map from spin-3 representation of B € sl(2,C) to
spin-1 representation of B, where now B!’ € SO(1, 3) is given as

0 K' K? K3
-K' 0 J: o —J?
-K? J3 0 J!
-K3 —J* J! 0

(3.28)

where K' = B% J' = ¢9* B,;.. The equation of motion (3.4), (3.5-3.8) and (3.12-3.15) then can be rewritten
as bivector equations contain parallel transport equation:

(Gue) ' BrefGve = (Goer) " Boos 13 Gae Bl (G4 =GBl (G5) 7 (3.29)

and the closure condition:

0= > kesBup—i Y rkesBoy, (3.30)
f:space action f:time action

0= Z jf’iefB:eeri Z jf’iefB:ef; (3.31)
f:space action f:time action

which holds for both time and space action. The extra i appearing in these equations coming from the fact
that in our definition, B is always a timelike bivector for both space and time action. These equations then
implies that, if we do not complexify the spin j¢, after we absorb ¢ into the definition of B for time action,
the bivector for time action must have different signatures than space action. We will go back into this lately.

However, the form of the timelike bivectors Bi 7 and their relations to the integration variables are still
complicated. Moreover, we also need to impose the parallel transport equation between internal vertices
(3.11) and (3.21-3.22) to determine finally the solution. We analyse these bivectors in detail below.

*We define the norm of spin-1/2 bivector as |B|? := 2 Tr(B - B), where |B|?> € R corresponds to a simple bivector
with |B|? > 0 the bivector is timelike, |B|? < 0 is spacelike and |B|> = 0 is null. The definition generalize to spin-1
representations with |B|? := Tr(B - B).
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

3.2.1 Space action

~ — ~ —~
Since pairs of £ and J¢ as well as pairs of ¢ and J€ can be regarded as a basis for spinor space, we can
make the folllowing decomposition of Z and Z’:

~ ~ —~ ~ - —~
Z’Uef XC Jvef ‘= gef +a'uefJ§efa Z{;ef Xc 5fuef = €éf +a;efJ§efa (332)

— ~
where « is defined as ou,cr 1= JE, fMeZvef- With the decomposition, the bivectors correspond to space action
then can be rewritten as

) - — )
B™ =megles ®§(Igf77€ - §]I+mefavefJ€ef ®€éf77€ +Evef’ (333)
~ ~ 1 ~ —~
neB+77e = Mefef ®§(Igf77€ - §]I+mefa;ef€ef ® Jgefne +E:,refa (334)

where E* are given as

—al (v —idet nekes) - - — -
o — ((det 2 ' ete — I J /
vel (14 7)(1+ det eaweral, ;) O6Meues (2meses @ Eopne = Iz + Quegmes JEep © Epne)

5 —
— mef‘sef ® erfne) (3-35)
B *Ofuef(’yiidetne’ief) (detneagef(Qmefgef ®€éf776 — I +04'/Uefmefg€f®:]\é/efn€)
vef (v —1)(1 + det neavefaifef)
B ggfne), (3.36)

satisfying tr(E* - B¥) = 0,tr(X* - B%) = 0. mep := & meley is —1 when &5 is £, otherwise mc; = 1. We
check that BT are related to each other by the following mapping
Kef = —Kefy ¥ = =7, Quef <> ey, JEos ®«§éfne & Nebof @ J«féf (3.37)

which relate to the fact that BT here are related by complex conjugation in the original real domain.
Moreover, we can define M :== X~ —n. X+, = B~ — n.B7n. where
1
M =
vef (L+92)(1 + det nevyesa, ;)

+ MefQuef (avefa;ef(l +iy)(det ne + Kuer) +i(y +1)(det erver — 1):]2ef ® 5éf77e)

(Qi(det NeY — iKvef ) Quef Qe (2mef«§ef ® é;fne —I) (3.38)

~ —~/
+ Mef Qe p(Qefiep (v — 1)(det ne — Kyep) —i(y — 1) (det erives +1))Eey @ Jéefne) :
One can check that
tr(M - M) = tr(B*- M) = 0. (3.39)

This relation then implies B~ and n.B™n,. differs by a null bivector M orthogonal to them. M is trivial
only when both o and o are zero. As a result, when B, 7 at given edge e satisfies the cross simplicity, in

general B;re f associated to the same edge will not satisfy it, as cross simplicity conditions

V(fa f/) e C a(fv f/)a EI.]KLBing»LI;i?/ =0 (340)
imposing non-trivial constraints to M thus to a, /.

Since Bi s are bivectors satisfying tr(B* - Bt) = %, we can always define a SL(2,C) group element afe f
depending on «a, o’ such that

— ~ — 03, _ (1.~ _ ~ g3 1/~ _
Bvef:’Uefavef?(avef) 1(Uef) 15 neB:efne:vefajef?(ajef) 1(’Uef) 17 (341)
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

where afef € SL(2,C) can be defined as

1 _iozuef((l-l-detnemuef)auefoz;ef—i-(l—iv) det ne)
- (’eri)(auefaLef detne+1) (3 42)
a'uef - a;ef('Y*idEtneﬁvef) 'Y+i(0‘vef0¢;,ef(dEtneJF"'?vef)J"l) ’ ’
Y+i(yes oz;ef(det Ne+huver)+1) (v+1)(ver oz;ef detne+1)
1 auef(i"@vef*dEt Ne7)
+ _ (’Y*i)(auefa;ef dEtne+1)
Uer = |y amilowesobe detne—ne )+ | (3-43)
vef (=) (awesar,, ; det ne+1)

where avief =1 when a=da =0.

The bivectors satisfy the closure condition from which {awey, ey} can be solved up to re-scaling. Notice
that

(iy = )Xoy — (v + 1)ne Xl e (3.44)
~ ~ —~ ~ ~ —
=—28r ® géfne — (Key det(ne) + 1)(O‘vef<]§ef ® féfne) + (Kes det(ne) — 1)(O‘Lef§ef ® Jgefne) .

The closure for B¥ then can be rewritten as the following conditions

0= drres(iy = DBy — (v + 1)ne Bl pme = =Y dipkver (2er ® Epme — 1)+ (3.45)
f f

—_— ~ ~ —~/
ij’fvef (*(“ef det(n.) + 1)(O‘vef<]§ef & ééfne) + (’ief det(n.) — 1)(0‘;ef§ef Y Jgefne)) )
f
0= ij“vef (BJef - nerfefne) = ijmefMuef , (3.46)
f f

Notice that the second equation are closure condition for null bivectors M.

At given edge e, since there are only 6 closure conditions, only 3 pairs of {«,a’} out of 4 will be fixed.
This generates a series of continuous connected solutions [a]., correspond to a continuous deformation of
the corresponding bivectors. However, in general not all these solutions [a]. solves the parallel transport
equation. Actually «, o’ here subject to extra conditions (3.4) can be viewed as a coordinate change which
removes spinor variables Zz, f,z~’v ¢. Thus we have the same number of variables and polynomial critical
equations, which in general admits isolated solutions unless the system is degenerate. If one carefully counts
the d.o.f with parametrization using a, @’ and the number of critical equations at each vertex, they are equal:
we have in total 2 x (20 + 4 x 3) = 64 complex variables for o, a’, g%, and the critical equations contains
2 x 10 x (3 — 1) = 40 complex bivector equations plus 2 x 4 x 3 = 24 complex closure conditions.

For the internal edges, from the parallel transport equation between vertices, we have ayer =0 or o, ;=0
for kyep = £ detn. respectively. As a result, EEF F= 0 respectively and M,y becomes

Mef
ve =7 o\
et =)

~ —~/
e (=i = i) (det ekive + 1)ées ® TEeq. )

(0es 0y + 1) (det nesves — 1)TE,; @ & 1)

As a result, the closure condition given by (3.45) becomes

0= jsrver(2bes @ pme — 1), (3.47)
7

which is independent of a, o’ thus constrains internal © to satisfy the closure condition. This is compatible
with the argument that the closure constrain in spinfoam models is imposed strongly [26, 27]. The left
undetermined «, &’ are constrained by (3.46) . Notice that, since r,e; have opposite sign between the two
vertices v and v’ associated to the edge e, we have B,y # Byrey unless @ = o/ = 0. However, one should note
that the existence of the & = &/ = 0 solution will be determined finally by solving simultanecously parallel
transport equations.
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

3.2.2 Time action

For the time action, a similar analysis can be carried out while now we can expand the bivector using the
decomposition Z’ oc¢ l’e:Ff + a;efl’eif and Zyer occ le:Ff + avefleif, which gives

- 7 7+ 714 - 7+ 71+
Xy = (U +auveplsy) @Usme + By Xiy=nedyy @S + o ')+ EL, (3.48)
where now
_ 1 (1 Svef)avef 74+
B, = [ it @ity 3.49
vef Cyef + a;ef 1’}/ _1 ® efn ( )
_ (L= Suey) (—200e I @ Uipne + cwerlr + 17, @ 1T me)
iy —1 vefley @lUcylle + Quefla eflle) ]
1 Svef — 1 O"Iue
o= : [( ! Sy neli @ U, (3.50)
Qef + Qg iy+1
1— 54 77
%( 2avefn€li l/ﬂF + aveflg + nelef l/jf)} ,
satisfying
(B ) =T (L, B, ) =0, (3.51)

Namely, E* is always a null bivector. Notice that we have

_ 1 —s ivy+s 0 Sver |
M:= B~ 4 nBty= [( vef ve s
+n n Oévef‘i’a;ef 1771 vef+ 1'Y+1 vef ® ef77@

1- ve .
% (2055 © T — ((tuey + 0leg) + ey — o) (205 @ T — 1) )]

by the fact that l ;® l'efne + l 7 ® l'efne = I. One can check that similar to the case of the space action,
we have

tr(M - M) = tr(B*- M) = 0. (3.52)
When s =1 and a+ o/ =0, M is trivial.
We can define again a . €SL(2,C) :

- (14 aey) fa (o, ) 1 0
aU@f = \/ 1f_ : Quef + (Sver—1) -1 (Sver—1) N (353)
vy aves+1 T fr(aa’)  avertl T fi(aya)
S (T Y P P 350
vef — N Qe Spef—1 —1 Spef—1 > .
I+iy o L Tre M S S UL S W)
with
fa (ad) =1 —aqp +iglaves + o) — (Qves +1)s (3.55)
fa (0,0") = avwer +iglower + dep) + (Aep —1)s +1 (3.56)
such that the bivectors B . can be rewritten as
— — N—1/~ _ ~ g1 1/~ _
B'Uef Uefavef 2 ( Uef) 1('Uef) 1’ nijefne:vefajef?(ajef) 1('Uef) 17 (357)

Note that when o« = o/ = 0 we have afef =1
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

As a result, all the argument for space action then follows similarly here, namely «, o’ can be solved from
the closure condition combining with the parallel transport equation. For example, from the fact that

(i — DE™ + (iv+ DnEtn = (1 — spey) ((avef T © P, + 20T, © P, — ]12) , (3.58)
one of the closure condition can be rewritten as

D s ((iy = DX + (iy + )nX )
= ijmvef (—QSvefijf ® Z'eifne + 1o + (iy(Qwes + Qe p) — Svef(Ques — a;ef))l;if ® i’eifne) ) (3.59)
f

Another closure condition is then given by null closure condition:

0= jfhiver Mycs - (3.60)
!

Note that, when s,y = 1, we have Ej[e F= 0, the closure conditions becomes

1
0= Z]f’ivef ( ef + aveflef) l/eﬂ?e - §H2) y (361)

- . 1
0= ijmef ((lff — esloy) @1 pme — 5l ) : (3.62)
!

which are the same set of equations for @ and —co’ respectively. As a result, in the case when boundary
variables at edge e satisfy the closure: 0 = 3¢ jriues ((lef ® l/eﬂ?e — %]Ig), a and —a’ differ by only an
overall scaling at edge e.

For the internal edges, due to (3.21) and (3.22), one can check that for all possible s, we have ((iy —
DX, + (y + 1)77X:ef77) = ((y = DXy + (v + l)nX;Cefn). Thus comparing (3.59) at v and v’ leads
to an equation independent of «, &’ which now reads 0 = Zf JfEvef ((l l’efne — %Hg), thus imposing
the closure condition to T.s. For the case syef = Syref, (3.59) becomes 0 = Zf Jrkver(iy(awer + a;ef) —

Svef (e — a;ef))li ® lleﬂ?e) while this is automatically satisfied for the case syef # Syref. The left
undetermined o, o’ are then given by (3.60). As a result, this again implies X,e; 7# X,y in general since
Myes # My es. The possible situation to have My = M,yey is when M is trivial for both v and v, otherwise
it will transport nontrivially between v and v’. A simple situation for this is given by s = 1 for both v and
a+ao =0.

For the action composed by both time and space action, the closure condition reads

Yo rteer(L=iNBr i Y rkuer(iy = 1)B =0, (3.63)
fispacelike fitimelike

> pkeer(—iv =Bl —i Y Ruerliv+1)Bl, =0, (3.64)
fispacelike fitimelike

which implies

Z jffiueva_ef —1 Z jf’i'uefBU_ef = Z jf’fvefB:ef +1i Z jf’fvefB:ef =0. (3.65)

fispacelike fitimelike fispacelike fitimelike

The compatibility between timelike and spacelike action then requires

0= Z JfKver (B nBvefn) Z JfKver (Bv_ef + nB;"efn) (3.66)

f:timelike fitimelike
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8 Semi-Classical analysis of the amplitude

= Z jf’fvevaef -1 Z jf’ivevaefy (367)

fispacelike fitimelike
which is again a closure condition of null bivectors.
3.3 Summary

In summary, the critical point equations are given by two copies of the following bivector equations associated
to each vertex v:

. LT TS
ves = Bierp D dskes(F) T B =0, (3.68)
freCOf

B

for both space action with ¢ty = 1 and time action with ¢y = —1. Bgef is defined by

BY.; = GueBo;(Gue)™,  for g=(37)7", . (3.69)
The bivectors BT satisfying 2tr(B* - BT) = 1 and are related to each other by
BT =tn(B~ — M)n, (3.70)

where M are null bivector defined in (3.38) and (3.52) satistying tr(M - M) = tr(M - B) = 0. The bivector
B¥* can also be rewritten as

Bv_ef = f)efa;efBO(a;ef)il('Def)il ) UeB:efne = f)efajefBO(a:ef)il('Def)il ) (3'71)

where By = % for space action and By = % for time action, avief € SL(2,C) are given by (3.42) and (3.53)
respectively.

For the internal edges e on the complex graph, the variational principle respect to 0. ¢ introduce new equations
. + ~ . + + / :

restricts a;_; and v.f, under which the form of Qe s and Ayre for v and v’ associated to the same e are

restricted by condition (3.11) or (3.21-3.22) . As a result, one of the closure conditions in (3.68) becomes the

closure condition for . Bg(0.r)~" associated to edge e. This is compatible with the fact that the closure

constraints in EPRL-CH model are actually imposed strongly [26, 27].

By using the map @ : SL(2,C) — SO(3,1), we can define

1 EPRL
SO(3,1) € Re = ®(ine) = { ®(ios), Conrady-Hnybida ’ (3.72)
such that
Bj,p = tRe(By; — Mueg)(Re) ™. (3.73)
We then absorb R, into definitions of G = ®(§%) as Gt = ®(§7)R., which leads to the following equations
. s 3
Bi(v) =By =By, Y dkes(F0) 7 Bf(v) =0. (3.74)

f:eCOf

+1-1

with Bjjf(v) = (x) T GE (Bv_ef +(=1)"= Mvef) (GE)~! for G = (G7)7, GTR.. Clear when M,.; = 0,

G™* are two possible sets of solutions of above equation.

The parallel transport equations are invariant by the Hodge duality * acting on the bivectors. As a result,
we have two possibilities of the geometrical interpretation of the bivectors By(v). They can be generally
interpreted as either timelike bivectors or spacelike bivectors, related by the Hodge duality. However, note
that from the closure condition, the bivector associated to edge e must be defined simultaneously as By
or *B,.¢. Since By.s is always a timelike bivector in our notation, the corresponding geometrical faces
associated to given edge e will be determined up to an overall flip of the signature of the metric associated to
these faces. For example, when actions at a given edge e are all space actions, the corresponding geometrical
faces can be interpreted as all timelike or all spacelike (Note that however only one set of these signature
at e will have a possible geometric explanation as tetrahedron). A special situation is the case where both
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

time and space actions appear at a given edge e (which is the mixed case in [18]), the geometric triangles
corresponding to the bivector B at edge e will always contain both time and space action. In this case, an
extra i or Hodge dual for time action in closure condition always appears. As a consequence, an Euclidean
signature of the space where these bivectors lie in is possible only when we analytic continue the spin j for
time action to ij.

In general, as a summary, for each vertex, the solution of the critical equations (3.68) represents two sets
of bivectors subject to closure constraints at each edge e on the complex manifold. There is no simplicial
geometric notion for the data associated to each edge. The bivectors lie in a 4D Lorentzian manifold, unless
one impose by hand additionally cross simplicity condition (3.40).

We shall move to the detailed analysis of this condition in the next section.

4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

Since the equations of motion (3.74) contains two sets of equations for bivectors Bfej; in 4D Lorentzian space

and g, € SL(2,C). As a result, we can explain the bivectors {Bf@'}, Bf@}} satisfying (3.74) as pair of two
geometries in 4D Lorentzian space. The gauge transformations (2.36) of SO(1, 3)¢ group elements becomes

gauge transformations on ijf: separately. Thus these two geometries can be regarded as independent

geometries given by boundary Bfe f following independent gauge transformations at each vertex. We will
summarize all possible geometries appearing in 4D Lorentzian space in this section, and build the link between
bivector solutions Bfej; and these 4D Lorentzian geometries. The 4-simplex geometry and degenerate vector

geometry will appear as the subsets of all possible geometries correspond to ijf:

Note the bivectors {Bfejf:} transform non-trivially between neighboring v and v’, the reconstructed geometries

can not be glued together unless Bfe? = Bg’:eif. Thus the discussion of this section focuses on the geometrical

reconstruction of a single 4-simplex, except for the paragraphs of Eqs. ((4.8) - (4.10)) where 4-simplex
geometries are glued to form a geometrical triangulation. The boundary geometries in this section means
the data of 5 boundary tetrahedra of the 4-simplex.

4.1 Classification of geometries

4.1.1 Non-degenerate simplicial gemometry

A non-degenerate geometrical 4-simplex up to global scaling is specified by 5 4D normals U; := V; N; where
any 4 of them are linearly independent. Note that the analysis here holds for all signatures of 4D spacetime
M, not only Lorentzian. The set of U; satisfy the 4D closure condition:

> ViNi=> Ui =0. (4.1)

The geometrical 4-simplex is bounded by 3D planes orthogonal to the normals. The 3D boundary is also
simplicial, and made by tetrahedra orthogonal to the normals N;. Each V; is the volume of corresponding
boundary tetrahedron. The boundary of these tetrahedron are triangles specified by the bivector

B =Vix(U; AU;), (4.2)
where V} is the oriented volume of the 4-simplex given by
1 1
Vi =5 _z};lew det[U;, Uj, Uy, U] (4.3)
ik,

where the orientation of the 4-simplex is given by the ordering of these 5 normals. One can check that the
bivectors satisfy the following equation from the 4D closure

A A _
V; > Bj=0, N;-Bj=0. (4.4)

5,370
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

This is the closure and linearized simplicity conditions which imply the cross simplicity condition (3.40) that
results in the simplicial boundary geometry of the 4-simplex. The 3D normal of the triangles in the boundary
tetrahedra are given by

A Nj — tl(Nl . Nj)Ni

i = |BA . 4.5
s =B [tj — ti(Ni - N;)?| 45)
The co-frame of the 4-simplex is specified by
\%
El = 3—? €ijimn€ UL U Unt (4.6)
“lm,n

where Efj is the vector related to each oriented edge shared by tetrahedra [, m,n, as the discretization of
the co-tetrad e! of the manifold. The face bivectors now can be rewritten as

1
Bz% - geijlmn (Elm A Eln) . (47)

The shape of the 4-simplex is determined by it’s 10 edge lengths. This implies that, in order to form
a 4-simplex, the boundary tetrahedra must satisfy the length matching condition (When gluing together
boundary tetrahdra to form the 4 -simplex, the lengths of the common triangle of boundary tetrahedra need
to the same. This condition can also be described as shape matching condition). Moreover, in order to form
a 4-simplex, the oriented volume for the boundary tetrahedra must have the same sign. As a result, one
has to choose a consistent orientation of the boundary tetrahedra prior to construct the 4-simplex such that
their oriented volumes have the same sign.

When the simplicial geometry is composed by several 4 simpilcies, we can define the co-frame at each 4-
simplex. these co-frames of neighboring 4 simplices are related to each other by a SO(M) group element
Q77 such that

Vizi Q7 (V) Eij(v) = By (v'), Qf (v, v)Ne(v) = Ne(v') (4.8)

at the shared tetrahedron ¢, and the group element is determined uniquely by the common edges at the
shared tetrahedron t.. Notice that, in order to have a consistent orientation on the entire simplicial manifold,
for every internal tetrahedron, its orientation seen from different neighboring 4 simplices must be opposite.
When the sign of the oriented volume, sgn(V'), of neighboring 4 simplices are the same, the above Q7 is the
discrete spin connection. For boundary tetrahedra, the above relation between neighboring co-frames then
restricted to boundary symmetry groups SO(V) with V' a 3D subspace of M.

Simplicial geometries are said to be gauge equivalent if there exists group elements in special orthogonal
group G, € SO(M) at each vertex v such that the co-frames E;;(v) and E;;(v) are related by

VijEij (’U) = Ginj (’U) . (49)

The above transformation of co-frames of simplicies is the gauge coordinate transformation which will not
change the geometry and orientations. Notice that, for given nondegenerate length data satisfying the length
matching condition at each vertex, there are always a geometric 4-simplex up to rotations in the orthogonal
group O(M). As a result, there are two non-gauge equivalent geometries related by a reflection:

VijEij(v) = Re, Eij(v), (4.10)

where R, is the reflection with respect to any normalized vector e,. These two geometries then have opposite
oriented volume.

When parametrizing the simplicial geometry in terms of edge lengths and angles, it is manifestly SO(M)
invariant. We will see later in the reconstruction that the simplicial geometries appear as the corresponding
solutions of the critical point equations. The gauge transformation of SO(1,3)¢ is a pair of two SO(1, 3)
transformations acing on the Lorentzian simplicial geometry, and leaving the geometry invariant.
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

4.1.2 Degenerate vector geometry

A degenerate vector geometry is again specified locally by 10 faces. However, now these face bivectors
Bl% = fBjAZ- with 4,5 € (1,...,5) are all lying in the same three dimensional subspace of the 4 dimensional

Minkowski space, namely,
BS =V5 -7, V5 eR, (4.11)

where 7¢ represents the generators of SU(2) if the three dimensional subspace is Euclidean or SU(1, 1) if the
subspace is Lorentzian. The bivector equations then become vector equations, namely

Vi=-V5, Vi > Vi=o0. (4.12)

Jjio
J.J#i

Thus the geometry is given by 10 3D normals by the Minkowski theorem. The extra simplicial condition for
the simplicial geometry are automatically satisfied:

Vi N - BZ% =0. (4.13)

with N = (1,0,0,0) or N = (0,0,0,1) up to O(1,3) rotations. Notice that, for a simplicial geometry in 4D
Euclidean space or split signature space, since the Hodge duality satisfies *> = 1, we can always introduce a
map on the bivector BZ% by decomposing it into self dual and anti-self dual part:

.72 . HE Ay A A _ A+
oFAA(M') -V F(BS) = (+BS £ BS) - N =V5E, (4.14)
such that
N V5 = (£(B5) 1N N7 + (+B5)1yN'N7) = 0. (4.15)

The inverse map is given by

oI VET VL) = % [(ﬁ3+ —VE)AN+ (V5T +V57) A N)] = B5. (4.16)
One can check that,
(VAT V) T (T VAT =1 [ (VAT - V) - Tt 4 V)] (4.17)
= s[oarr+ 5] (4.18)
W@ (VA TR @ (U, V) =5 [ (PR - V) (95 4 V)] (4.19)
— %[(ﬁ@*f -7 (4.20)

Thus when (ﬁ$+)2 = (]}'ﬁ*)Q the bivector B;; is simple and have the same norm specified by the vector up
to a signature. As a result, the maps build the correspondence between simplicial geometries in Riemannian
or flipped signature space and the vector geometries in their subspace. At given vertex, the flipped signature
simplicial geometry and the vector geometries under the maps ® clearly have the same boundary geometries,
since the boundary bivector are given as B;; = *(9@ A N) which satisfies

—

q)Jr(Bij) = @7(Bij) = Vij . (421)

Notice that, when the original simplicial geometries in Euclidean space or split signature space are degenerate,
we have BZ% =By = *(VZ% A N) up to gauge transformations, such that

o+(BS) =0 (BS) = V5. (4.22)
When 1}% t= 1_/;%_, the inverse map gives

—

V5, VE) = +(V5 AN). (4.23)

170 71
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

Namely, non-degenerate 4-simplex geometries in flipped space are always in one to one correspondence to
two non-gauge equivalent vector geometries.

The map also induces a map on transformations with group elements G € SO(4) or G € SO(2,2),
+ —1\ _ gt m3At +
O=(GBG™) =2=(G)V;; ™, O+ (G) e O(V) (4.24)

since it keeps the norm unchanged. As a result, in this case the geometric solution satisfies ®*(G) = &~ (G)
if and only if GN = £N up to gauge transformations.

4.1.3 Lorentzian SO(1,3) bivector geometry

Generally speaking, the SO(1,3) geometry are specified by 10 faces whose simple face bivectors BZ% = fBjAZ-
with 4,5 € (1,...,5) in the 4D Minkowski space satisfy the closure condition at each i:

Vi Y B =0. (4.25)
5,370
Each i here related to a SO(1, 3) boundary geometry composed by 4 faces with bivectors B;j,j # i¢. The

simplicial geometries (4-simplex or vector geometries) are a sub class of this geometry where these boundary
satisfying further cross simplical constraint, or

AN, st. N;-B5 =0. (4.26)

This condition actually implies the simplicity to the boundary geometry. In the case when the boundary
satisfying closure condition but do not satisfy the cross simplicity constraint, these boundary bivectors do
not belong to the same lower dimensional subspace. We call this geometry the SO(1,3) boundary, which
does not correspond to a simplicial geometry.

The non-simplicial geometry can be regarded as a composition of two orthogonal vector geometries in a
corresponding 3 dimensional Euclidean or Lorentzian subspace, since we can always decompose the bivector

as
A SAR | VIATY =
Bij = (VZ-]- + 1Vij )T (4.27)

with real 3D vectors ]}’372 and ﬁﬁz . These vectors satisfy
DAR|2 _ |VFAZ2 A2 DAR  YAT
|Vij | - |Vij | - |Bij ) Vij ’ Vij =0, (4~28)

where the fact that the face bivector Bl% is simple is encoded in the last equation. The bivector equations

then become two vector equations for VA = ﬁAR, PAT

A A A
JJ7#u
{ﬁAR, ﬁAI} can be regarded as the lie algebra element of s0(1, 3) for boost and rotation parts respectively.
We can introduce new bivectors BA® and BA7 defined as
AR _ AR _ VAR = AT _ AT _ VAT =
with tr(B2% - BAR) = 0. The bivector Bl% is then decomposed as
A _ pAR AT
Bjj = Bj3" +*B;, (4.31)

where both BA® and BAT satisfy closure condition

Vi B3R => Bj'=0. (4.32)

J,J7#u 5,370
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

The decomposition (4.31) are invariant under SO(1, 3) transformations for each 7. As a result, we can always
explain the SO(1, 3) bivector geometry as the composition of two orthogonal vector geometries 3, related by
(4.31). The geometry is invariant under an overall SO(1, 3) rotation which rotates simultaneously two vector
geometries. Due to (4.31), the overall SO(1, 3) rotation of a single vector geometry is not allowed.

Notice that, 10 bivectors BZ% = fBin are totally determined if the Bl% for the geometries of three boundary
tetrahedra are given. This can be seen from the fact that three boundary tetrahedra determine 9 out of 10
bivectors, and the only one left needs to satisfy two closure conditions thus is determined uniquely. When
the data of three boundary tetrahedra out of five satisfy the closure condition and length matching condition
on the gluing triangles, the only geometry it can form is a 4-simplex (or degenerate vector geometry).

4.2 Geometric condition and solutions

Clearly by comparing the equations of motion (3.74) with the geometric condition, we see immediately
the correspondence between them. More specifically, the bivector solutions B¢ to the equation of motion
corresponds to the geometrical bivectors B2 via

B® = rkB¢ (4.33)

where 7 = =+ related to the orientation and the oriented volume of the geometry. One then can reconstruct
geometries from B2. According to the classification, different geometries are distinguished via their boundary
geometries at each vertex. One should keep in mind such boundary geometry is not necessarily a simplicial
geometry, unless specified, there will be no simplicial meaning of geometry.

Since the equations of motion (3.74) contains two sets of bivector equations, there will be two 4D geometries
reconstructed out from BE* respectively at each vertex v. As we already argued in Sec. 3, BS* may
correspond to different geometries. As a result, the two 4D geometries may be in different classes: they can
be possible pairs of combinations of non-degenerate Lorentzian simplex, vector geometries and Lorentzian
non-simplicial bivector geometry. The pair of geometries reconstructed from (B“+, B¢~) can be understood
as the geometry correspond to SO(4, C) group element which are invariant under SO(4, C) transformations
by pairs of (¢g%,97) € SO(4,C) respectively. The transformation of the geometry is consistent with the
gauge transformations of the analytic continued action given by (2.36). Moreover, as we shown in Sec. 3,
for given edge e the boundary geometries given by Bg:e f and Bie ; may be different. Thus the reconstructed
geometries at neighboring vertices may be in different classes.

There is a special case when the boundary geometry correspond to B are the same with B~ up to geometrical
gauge transformations. Namely, we will have neB;re e = LB, fa;el for all ef at a given vertex v for
some a,. € SL(2,C). In this case, the pairs of geometries correspond to B¢+ are equivalent to each other
up to reflections and SO(1, 3) gauge transformations. As we derived in Sec. 3, a simple situation for this is
a = o/ = 0 for space action and syey = 1 as well as a + o/ = 0 for time action. This seems to be the only
possible case to have a same boundary geometry and remove the v dependence for internal vertices since the
matrix transform from n, B, #Me to B, which is (a,, f)(a;re f)’1 dependents non-trivially on v and f.

4.2.1 Non-simplicial SO(1, 3) boundary

From (3.40), it is clear that the the cross simplicity condition is invariant under the action of group element
g on boundary bivectors Bg:e f for given edge e. This reflects the fact that geometrically the shape of the
boundary geometry is invariant under overall SO(1,3) gauge transformations. As a result, the appearance
of non-simplicial boundary is determined by Bffe - From definition (3.71), for boundary edges, since vy =
vef € H C SL(2,C) are not complexified, the existence of non-simplicial geometry for the boundary edge
clearly implies one must have non-trivial solutions of a,a’ at edge v. This is the case, for example, when
the boundary data does not satisfy the closure condition. The existence of o, @’ then opens the possibilities
to have non-trivial solutions as complex critical point which contribute to the leading order critical action

with Re(S) < 0 for the analytic continued action S.

3Here orthogonal means in the 3D subspace, the normals of boundary tetrahedra of these two vector geometries
are orthogonal to each other
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4 Geometrical Interpretation and Reconstruction

For the internal faces, due to the analytical continuation of ¢ and &', it is not necessarily to have «a, o’
non-vanishing for a non-simplicial boundary.

4.2.2 Simplicial boundary

When the boundary satisfies the cross simplicity constraints, the critical equations are exactly two copies of
the equations of motion derived in the original real EPRL-CH model ([12, 13, 17, 18, 28]), whose solutions
corresponding to 4-simplices or degenerate vector geometries, as described in previous section. We briefly
summarize the result here. For the detailed reconstruction of geometry from the solution, we refer to
([12, 13, 17, 18, 28]).

Since the boundary geometries are simplicial, they correspond to tetrahedra in a 3D subspace. As a result,
we can reconstruct lengths of all the tetrahedra at given vertex v. Here we will only concentrate on the case
when boundary data satisfies the length matching condition and non-degenerate. When it does not satisfy
the length matching condition or is degenerate, there will be no solution or only one set of vector geometry
solutions exist for each copy of the geometric equations of motion.

According to the geometric interpretation and reconstruction theorem of EPRL-CH model, we have the
following 2 possibilities at a given vertex determined by their boundaries, which can be described by the
signature of length gram matrix contains all boundary lengths at each vertex:

e Boundary corresponds to Lorentzian signature signature geometry.
Notice that, for given solution of bivectors Be s (v) satisfying equation of motions, one can reconstruct
uniquely up to a sign s, = £1 the normals N, (v) which satisfying Bes(v)- Ne(v) = 0. these normals
are given by N.(v) = Gpeu. and they are non-degenerate in this case. The sign s,. here related
to the inversion gauge transformations G, — —G,.. Using the normals, one can shown that the
bivectors can be rewritten as

Bf(e,e’)(v) = )\ % (Ne A\ Ne’) (434)

with A € R.
Compare with the normals and bivectors for geometric 4 simplicies, we see their relation to geomet-
rical normals N (v) and bivectors B?f (v) of some simplicial geometry are given as

Ne(v) = (=1)**NZ2(v),  By(v) =r,Bf(v). (4.35)

Thus these solutions correspond to geometrical Lorentzian 4-simplices, which are bounded by 3D
planes orthogonal to the normals. Notice that, the existence of 4-simplex geometry implies that
the boundary geometries at each vertex satifying length (shape) matching and orientation matching,
otherwise the critical equations have no solution.

From the fact that N.(v) = Gyetie, we then have
Gue = Go. I (IR,,)™ | (4.36)
which implies
Veswcoe det GO, =1y (4.37)

where r, = +1 is the Plebanski orientation of the geometric simplcies. Clearly at each vertex, if the
boundary satisfies the length matching condition and orientation matching condition, there exists
two solutions for given boundary v.f, which relates to 4 simplicies up to the Plebanski orientation.
We denote these two solutions as G and G’, they are related by the following relation

G, = Re, GyeRa. (4.38)

up to geometrical gauge transformations which corresponds to the reflection of geometries. In terms
of spin—% representation, one can show that these two solutions are related by ¢’ = J1gJ = g~ .

In the case when the two boundary geometries correspond to BT are the same (in the case a = o/ = 0
for space action and o + o/ = 0 for time action) , the two copies of equations of motion coincide
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with each other:

ve’?

BS = GueBey Gy} = Goe By G, 0= jrrsBS (4.39)

f
with Gpe = (G5.)71, GFR.. As a result, G, are the two possible solutions of the same sets of
geometric equations of motion up to a possible rotation R.. As a result, we then have 4 possibilities
for G = (G*,G7) at each vertex: G = (GT,G7): G = (GR.,(G)™!), G = (GR.,(G")~!) and

G = (G'R., ()™ 1), G = (G'R.,(G')™") for two non-gauge equivalent geometrical solutions G and
G’ of (4.39).

e Boundary corresponds to Riemannian or split signature geometry.

In these cases, the solutions {g} are in the subgroup of SL(2,C), which is the stabilizer group for
some given normal u of the boundary geometry, namely g € SU(2) for u = ¢g and g € SU(1,1) for
u = €3.

we will have two non-gauge equivalent sets of vector geometry solutions for given boundary bivectors
Buyes, which we denotes as (Vf(v),V}(v)). We have 0 = u-V¢(v) = u - V}(v) with u = eg or u = e3
correspondingly. (Vf(v), V}(v)) correspond to a Riemannian or Split signature 4-simplex by the map

Bf(v) = @~ (Vf (v), V5 (v)). (4.40)

The reconstruction then follows exactly the same procedure for the non-degenerate Lorentzian sim-
plicial case, with two sets of geometrical simplicies solutions G, G’ related to the vector geometry
solutions by the induced map:

G =0 (Gr (). Gp(v), G =D (G)(v),Grw)). (4.41)

In the case when the two boundary geometries given by B* are the same, the two copies of equations
of motion are coincide with each other. Thus we have 4 possibilities for G = (G*,G™) again:
G = (GR., (G)™), G = (GR.,(G")™Y) and G = (G'Re, (G)™1), G = (G'Re, (G')™1) with two

non-gauge equivalent sets of vector geometry solutions for boundary B*.

Note that, these solutions will reduce to the usual real solution of EPRL-CH model when we restrict g to
d=1(3%,37) = (g9,9"), and restrict © as the stabilizer group compatible with 7, appears in the action. The
solution in such case can be seen from parallel transport equations and their complex conjugation:

GveBefGne = Guer Ber g, (9oe) " (Bep)Tgle = (goe) M (Berp) Tl (4.42)

14t

With the fact iﬁBef € su(2) or inBef € su(1,1) up to gauge transformations, we have (B.;)' =
tneBeyne. Then

(gve)_lTReBef (Re)_lgie = (gve’)_HRe’Be’f(Re’)_lgie" (4.43)
When there is only one solution, this directly implies (g,.) TR, = gue, thus g € SU(2) or SU(1,1), and
the solution corresponds to vector geometry. When there are two solutions, in the non-degenerate case
since we have (gve)_”Re # gye, this means (gve)_”Re is another solution for the critical equations, which
corresponds to the solution with opposite Plebanski orientation from reconstruction. This is the so-called
Parity transformed solution in [16, 28] and the above relation confirms the fact that there exists two solutions
for non-degenerate case, which are related by ¢ = J~'gJ = ¢g~''. One can then identify solution G =
(GR., (G")~") and G = (G'R., (G)~") as the real critical point of EPRL-CH model, which leads to Re S = 0.

5 Evaluation of the Amplitude

One can check that, by inserting the decomposition of Z, the function F can be expressed by

Ff [XO] = Rf Z |:9/€’v6f - 92’1716)0 + 1’7 (Gé’vef + eg’lvef) + f(a’ a/)i| space action (51)
v:fCw
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Fy[Xol=rp > Womf = 0liper) Hi(Ocrver + 0Lpes) + fla, ) time action (5.2)
v:fCv
with
o ltagegal (e pal, o)~ 200! .
1 F Qe f 1 f v? f t
f(Oé,O/) — Iy n 1+Otve’fo‘u 'y + (1+aue’faue/f)d6t e space action s (53)

0 (Ozue/f-f-OtUe,f)liSve’

QesFal, )= time action

which is a function depends on «, o € C. 07} Poe = =Inmerme f + Oerper is a term related to the action. When
summing over vertices, the term Inm.sme ¢ in internal faces will cancel with each other thus becomes a pure
boundary term. Here Ocrycr and 0y, are defined as

Cve ve
& Lpey = 1n ve's (5.4)

Cvef vef

eg}vef -

Inmepmer g + Ocrpep In =

At critical configurations, Cyef, (). §€ C are some complex numbers determined by

Z f= Cvef(ggf + O‘vefjggf)v Zlio;ef = Cvljef(glgf +O‘:Jef‘]£gf) (55)

for space action and
def = C’Uef (lN;FfO + avefz(:ztfo)a ) Z/vef Cvef (ZI:FO + avefl/ ) (56)

for time action on critical solutions Z% Z’° € Xj. Since for space action the parallel transport equation
implies either ozve s=0ora ef =0 for mternal edges, thus f(«,a’) only involves « and ' at the boundary.
Since o and o/ can be dlrectly solved via equations of motion, the task is then to determine ¢ and ¢’, which
related to loop holonomies along the face.

5.1 Determine values from EoMs

From the parallel transport equation for space and time action, we have

-1 _ C’U(if ~/— C’Ue’f ~

X;;fnegu_e(g;e’) Xover f1e’ 5 Gyer (gv_e)_lgvef = = dve'fs (5'7)
Cve 'f vef
*1 F1
- N1~ f N1~ - -
3'Iuef(g1—1i_e) lg;i_e’ = = 52}6 Tfo (g:e’) 191-}"_6776)(-71"_6‘)‘. = = ,Xje’f’ (58)
vef ve' f
where we define Z = ¢ and Z’ = ¢'3'. The equations can be rewritten as
~— ([~ 1J C'Uef /— ~— ~—\—17x _ gve/f’* 59
Gyer (gve) ( vefne) - ( Ue/fne ) ) Gper (gve) dvef = = dve'f ( . )
ve’ f vef
F1
G TG = BTG () Ty = (5.10)
gue’ gve 3vef dve 'f gve’ guenexvef , Tle’ Xve/f ’ .
Cvef Cve/f
where we use J 1gJ = g~ for any SL(2,C) group element g.
Using X defined by (3.23), we have
Xe_fj(f(;efne)T = Jvef @ )?;efnej(filefneﬁ =0, Xe_fgvef =3vef ® X;efnegvef = 3vef (5.11)

where we use the fact a*.Ja!’ = 0 for arbitrary spinor @ and tr(X) = 1. From the definition of bivectors
B=X- %I, we then have

2B, J(Xesme)t = =J(Xiyme)', 2By, j3ver = 3ves - (5.12)
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Similar argument also holds for B™ which leads to
2quref‘](57{;ef)‘r = 7‘](57{;ef)T ) 2B;refne>2vef = ne)?vef . (513)
If we introduce a group element related to boundary variables such that
Deer : me/fnee/ge’f & gé/fne/ (Uee’ )71 = mefgef & géfne y (514)
we then have
ELueft)ee/ (ave/f)_lB;e/faue’f(Uee’)_1 (avef)_l = B;ef ) (515)

where d,.; here are related to a,.s defined in (3.42) and (3.53) by Gyef = Uefyes(Oef) ! Note that since
onv’ = 7, we have

1—m, 1—m ,

Deer = 1~)6ng1(—102> 2 (10—2) 2 Re/(f)e/f)71 . (516)
Thus
ApefReveer (Rer) ™ (aver ) ™ Bifus p0ver f (0eer) ™ (aves) ™ = By - (5.17)

And one can check that,

cr 1 . l=detne  1odetng t

M f0cer J (€ pMer )T = Merpmepmer(1) 2 (=) 7 2 (Xepne)' s (5.18)

s . l-detne ,  1—detn. ~
Veerferf = Mergmer(—i) 2 (1) 2 &y, (5.19)
Revee R I(EL )T = J(E,)T, (5.20)
me/fReUee’ Rglne/ge/f = mefnegef . (5'21)

In the case when the face contains only one vertex, this then implies
a’;efneel (a;e’f)ilgvje’ (g';e)71 = me/fmefe(29vf+i7rwf)B;ef 5 (522)
_ _ ~ 1~ —920’ B+
0. Revee (Re) (a0, 1) 7 (G0 ) 71, = €7 Poes (5.23)

where wy := M';Lmel € {0,1} and takes 1 when det 7., # detn,, otherwise w = 0. Then § and ¢’ can
be expressed as

_ Nl el iw e
0us = 10g [T (mes e pa, poeer () G (G0) X 0p )| = =25, (5.24)

= —tylog {Tr(ajefRenee/Rj(aje,f)*l(gje/)*1§jex;f)} , (5.25)
where the log mes pmey term in 6,5 will cancel exactly the same term appears in the definition of 7%, leading

a critical action that independent of m. As a result, we can safely remove the log me fmey terms in all the
expressions for simplicity.

The analysis can be generalised to faces containing internal edges, where we can define the following group
element

Glereo) =ay . o | T (@oe ) Goer (Goe) Hapey) | (@)™ (5.26)
veIf

Glleveo)i=al o | T] (@l )7 @) T @0 p) | (o)™ (5.27)
vedf

for boundary faces. For internal faces the definition is the same with identifying e1, ey as the same edge. The
above equations (5.24) still valid for faces containing internal edges by replacing (3;",)~*g;. and g, (75.) !
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| det ne; —det e, |
2

by G* ¥ correspondingly, and now wy : € {0,1} only contains contribution from boundary

edges, thus w = 0 for internal faces.

5.2 Special cases: 4D simplicial geometry

As we derived before, when the geometry forms 4-simplex, we have the cross simplicity being satisfied. We
will restrict our study to the case where we have o = o/ = 0 for space action and @ = —a’ for time action
and independent of vertex v, namely B* correspond to the same boundary geometry. The general equations
(5.26-5.27) in previous section then becomes

Gr=[ g™ GF=1]] G@GL) "k (5.28)
’Ueaf ’Ueaf
with
Grle)” =e2Xo®rBey  Gyle)t = e 2X0 s Bh = (R,)le M Lo Ba R, (5.29)

for internal faces. Then 6 and ¢’ can be expressed as

> 0up =log [Tr(Gele) Xep)] Y0,y = —tflog [Tr((Re) ' Gy(e) "R Xep)] (5.30)

where R.Gy(e)" R, is given by

(Re)™'Gr(e)" Re =: Gp(e)™ = ] (3 Rer) "G Re . (5.31)
’Ueaf

For boundary faces, we have
Uee/G;(e/,e) _ eQZU 91,fBef-l-wr(_ufBef7 Uee/RglG (6 e)R _ e—2tf >, 0 vf

. i . o i - . .
where we use the fact that o3e“? g3 = €737 73 and here we can again introduce

(Re)"'Gs(¢ e) T Re = Gy(e', ) = T () Rer) T il Re - (5.32)
vEDy
Note that for time action « = —a’ may appear on the boundary edges as shown in (5.17). Here we make a

redefination of 0.y and ¥/ 7 to absorb dcs and a. p appear on the boundary edge.

5.3 Geometrical interpretations

By the reconstruction theorem, when the critical geometry corresponds to simplicial geometry, there are
two solutions available at each vertex which defers by a Plebanski orientation. Suppose at each vertex the
solution are given by G and G’ correspondingly and satisfy (4.38), one can show that the loop holonomy G/
along a face which are product of these two solutions are related by

Gre) =[] (Gre)'Goe = ] Ruo(Goer) ' Re, Re,GueRu, = Ry, Gy(e) R, , (5.33)
veEDf vedf
)gn(u D)
GL(ee) = L) LG, = I3 T Ru (Guer) ' Re. Re.GocRa, 5.34
f ve ve
vedf veIf
4112(&;3
=1 R. Gy(€,e)Ry, . (5.35)
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This analysis holds for Lorentzian, Riemannian or split signature simplicial geometries. The equation then
implies
Goe (G/f )~ ! Gy G;el = Goelu (Gue)™ ! (Gf (€)(Gue)™ ! ) 71Rue Gy G;el (5.36)

P
20, NPAN

INPANe| (5.37)

= By, Bnrw) =€

for internal face holonomies with N¥(v) := Gue(Gf) ™1 tte = Gpe(G )1 (Gye) ™1 - Ne(v) which is the parallel
transported vector seen in the reference frame specified by G.. ©y is then the dihedral angle between N P(v)
and N.(v), which is given by © := cos™(sgn(|Ne(v)|)N¥ (v) - Ne(v)) when the plane span by N (v) and
N,(v) have signature (——) or (++), and O := sgn(N,(v) - N,(v)) cosh™ ' (|N”(v) - N.(v)|) when the plane
span by N (v) and N.(v) have signature (4+—). For boundary faces, similarly we have

_sgn(u,r) ,_sen(uer) sgn(u_s) NSIANQ

sgn(ue) sgn(ue) : FINP AN
S S e sgn(ue) IND)ANe|

By, ) Bz, ) = O

Gue(G)) M e)Gy(e e)G ) =1 (5.38)

NP ANe
with now N2 (v) := (GyG,l) ™! - ue = Gue(Gy) ™" - uer and O = e NN O is now the dihedral angle
between N (e’) and N.(e). The definition of O is the same as internal faces with special cases when
sgn(NP(e")) # sgn(NF(e)), in which case it is defined as ©f := sinh ™' (N (v) - N.(v)). Note that, for
both internal and boundary faces, similar arguments hold for N'F(v) := Gve(G'f)_l -1, by rewriting above
equations based on G’, for example,

NPANe
T INEANT = Gve(G’f)*leG;el = Gve(G’f(e))flRueG’fG;eleeRueG;el (5.39)
o/ N'BANe
= RN”’(’U)ERNE(U) = 672Of IN'EANe] (540)

and we have cos (@'f) := N'P(v) - N.(v) where N'F(v) are in the same plane span by N¥(v) and N. As a
result, ©’; = —©; which reflects the fact that G and G’ differs by the Plebanski orientation.

Notice that, by reconstruction theorem, when the reconstructed geometry admits a consistent orientation
and the signature of the 4-volume sgn(V (v)) of each reconstructed simplex at vertex v along a face is a

constant, we have the following equations hold for both G and G’ for any co-frame vecotr E; in the dual
triangle othogonal to N, and N¥(v) or N (v):

GG (V)G Ei(v) = ()™ E(v),  pp=Y pe € Ry pe €{0,1}. (5.41)

For boundary faces, from G/ (¢/,e)Ej(e) = pE(e'), we have

A
1+t
l—me,f 1— +

e S
Ror(=i02) 7 (1)) LG (¢, s (i03) 7 REP(e) = pEQ(¢) = pe™ 77 Bogf(e)  (5.42)

with By = o3 or By = o for space action and time action respectively. We use the fact that both Ep(e) :=

1—7nef

R;l(—iUg)y(ﬁef)_lEl(e) and Ep(e') := R_,'(—iog) ™=  (Uey) ' Ey(¢') are in the plane orthogonal to
By or xBjy. As a result, we have

tA
I Lo NIEmep (1T —1f (o ‘I’?(*)%f_ et
Ve G7 (€, €)Ey(v) = vefRe(io2) ™2 (—io2)” 2 Re(vey) "G/ (€,e)Ei(v) = pe 1Berl By (e)
(5.43)
which implies
<I>B(>k)¥ﬁ By
GueVew GT (€', €)GL E (V) = pRee Ey(v),  Reer =¢ * Enel (5.44)

for @? some real parameters totally determined by the boundary data. Moreover, one notes that, when the
triangles span by E; are timelike, we have p = 0.
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Since N (v) - E; = NP (v) - By = 0, we have

NP AN, ( )H? By (v)
—_— = 7% 2
|NE A N By (v)]

with » = +1 is the Plebanski orientation of the reconstructed simplicial geometry, and r related to sgn(V (v))
when the simplicial complex admits a consistent orientation as described before. For the cases the sgn(V (v))
is not a constant on the reconstructed simplicies, we can perform sub-divisions of the simplicial complex,
such that in each sub-complex sgn(V(v)) thus r is a constant.

(5.45)

As a result, suppose we pick r = £1 for solution G and G’ respectively, for internal faces,

A A
'Y B T By
_ O:(x) 2 _;_,_H (%) i S
GGGl = 7 BT TS RO (5.46)
A
_L By (v) oty By (v)
_ 70 +ppm 2
GueGGpl = o OO T T T (5.47)
1— tA

which is a rotation (boost) in the plane span by (%) 2" Bjy(v) with angle ©;. For boundary faces, the
equation (5.41) then determined Gy and G’} as

A
4 By (v) Ity By (v)
~ _ (—) *) 2 + <I> g 2
Gvevee’GfGUel _ 7 (%) \Bf(u)\ ( pypm) () By ()] , (548)
4’ By (v) 4 B (v)
- ~1_ o H(@F+ T
Gloeliow GGt = 107 T HE T “PmE T e (5.49)

where w]% =1 when sgn(u. ) # sgn(u.) for boundary faces, otherwise w]% =0.

On the other hand, from (5.29) and (5.32), we have

Bj(v) By (v) )

G'Uer(e)(G'ue)71 _ 22 9vf\Bf<v>\ Gvevee’Gf(e/,e)(Gye)71 _ 22 9uf\13f(u>\ Wf“*\Bfm\ ) (5.50)

Combine the result we then can determine the value of 6 by relating the solutions of G* and geometrical
solutions G and G’. For example, when G~ = G, we have

OB 4 T+ wrT
ST Re(lo) = r 2L, S Tm(0y) = L Zelem FLr5 (5.51)

2 2

Note that here we define both ©f and @? to take their principle values, s.t., cos~!(z) € [0,27), cosh™ ' () €
[0,00). The detailed correspondence for simplicial geometries will be built explicitly later.

For special cases when the critical group elements are in the stabilizer group of normal uy up to gauge
transformations, namely we have vector geometry as the critical geometry, the equations (5.29) and (5.32)
simplifies to

S L A oY A
Gver(e)(Gve)il _ 62ZU(_1) Ou (%) Byl 221;(—1) 0y VT , (552)

A A
it _f_ By (v) e Vo7

_ - 2 Opr+iwrm f —i 2 2 Oy ¢ +iwem ST
Gvevee/Gf(el,e>(Gye) 1 e( ) ( Z vf f )() \Bf(v) e( ) ( ZU vf f )‘Vf‘

for internal and boundary faces respectively, where G’ and G are in the stabilize group of uy, 7 are generators

+
of the stabilize group and (—i) 2 (2 >, v +iwpm) € R is a real parameter which will be determined later.
f is the corresponding signature for the plane orthogonal to both uf, Vs and we use the fact that By is
always a timelike plane in our notation.

Notice that, when there are two gauge in-equivalent vector-geometry solutions available, the solution actually
corresponds to 4-simplicies with Riemannian or split signature. Suppose the two solution are given by {G}
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and {G'} and correspond to normal vectors V¥ respectively, by using the mapping
By(v) = 271 (V/ (v),V5 (v)), (5.53)
and the induced map on group elements
G =0 UG(0), Gy (v), G =B L(G(v), G (v)) (5.54)
with G € SO(4) for u = (1,0,0,0) and G € SO(2,2) for u = (0,0,0,1). Following the same analysis as in

Lorentzian case, we then have

By (v) L B _ B (v) L B
GoeGr Gt = O TBF I THI ™ 1B o] GGGl = e O By TR T B (o] (5.55)
for internal faces and
Br(v) By (v)
gve{)ee/gfg71 = e®fm;w+(¢?+#f”)*m;w (5 56)
ve ) .
By(v) By (v)
gveﬁee/g}'971 = eief‘sﬁw+(¢?+pjﬂ—)*m8fw (5 57)
ve ? :
for boundary faces. Notice that since
+ +
OF(By(v)) = £V5(v), @ (+Bs(v)) = Vi (v), (5.58)
148
above equation recovers (5.52) for vector geometry solutions {G} and {G'} with 2 Opr =1 = (£, +
vof f
@? + ppm) —iwgm, where g = 0 when t2 = —1, since in such case both the plane orthogonal to normals are
timelike in the split signature space. © is now also given as the angle between NP (v) and N.(v) where
Ne(v) = Gueus,  NP(v) = GueGrug, (5.59)

which is the deficit angle along face f in Riemannian or split signature space.

5.4 Summary and Special Cases

Now we can relate the above result to different cases to identify the value of # and S according to the
corresponding critical simplicial geometry. According to previous analysis, when the critical geometry cor-
responds to non-degenerate simplicial geometry, we have two solutions at each vertex for each set of the
equation of motion given by BT or B~. As a result, we have four sets of geometrical solutions with two
of them correspond to G and the other two correspond to G™ at each vertex. The solution for G* may
correspond to different geometries.

In the special case when the boundary given by B¥ at each vertex v are the same and does not change at given
internal edge e for neighboring vertices v and v’ (with @ = @/ = 0 for space action and o + o’ = 0 for time
action), the pairs of 4-simplex geometries differ only up to reflection and geometrical gauge transformations
since they share the same boundary geometry at each vertex. We then only have two possible sets of
geometric solutions correspond to this boundary geometry, denoted as G,G’, where the honolomy G and
G’f are related to the spin connection compatible with the co-frame specified by the bivector By when sgn(V)
is a constant along the face f. 0 is then related to the deficit angle between different frame. The solution
for G now correspond to the same geometries up to orientation and gauge transformations.

As a result, from the reconstruction, we have 4 possibilities for solutions G = (C;”r, é*) at each vertex:
G = (GT,G7): G = (GR.,(G)™Y), G = (GR.,(G")™") and G = (G'R.,(G)™ "), G = (G’'R.,(G")~1). In
the following analysis we assume sgn(V') is a constant on the reconstructed simplicial complex. When it
is not a constant, we can always make a sub-division of the complex such that in each sub-complex it is a
constant. Note that, for the boundary faces whose boundary are boundary of the initial complex, we have
w? = w. However, for the boundary of sub-divided complexes which contains internal variables of the model,

w? # wy is possible.
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5.4.1 4D Riemannian and split signature simplicial geometry

The solutions correspond to a Riemannian or split signature 4-simplex at vertex v, and in this case, G, G’ €
SO(3) for Riemannian and G, G’ € SO(1,2) for split signature. The solution G, G’ then subject to (5.46-
5.49). When t» = 1, the corresponding triangles associated to face f in the 4 simplices is spacelike with
©f € £[0,7) mod 27 is a rotation angle associated to triangle By and CIDJI? € (0,27) corresponds to a phase
related to boundary data, while t® = —1 the triangle is timelike with ©; € [0, c0), <I>J]? € [0,00) and p = 0.
For pure boundary faces of the complex, we must have w]% = wy = 0 to have degenerate solutions. For the
boundary of sub-divided complexes which are internal variables of the model, only w? = 0 is needed. Note
that wy = 0 when ¢t; = —1. Compare with (5.52) we have the following result:

e G=(G'R.,G™)

1+r,fA
: Lot
S b= | (O + F + puym) - Z L2 mod i, (5.60)
1+t?
Z 0, = —tf(@f —®f — py7)) mod i, (5.61)
Fyfa] = ()7 () (107 (8] + ) mod (rm.i) ) (5.62)
. 1+tywsmr mod 21
+ (47— 5 ;
o G=(GR.,(G")™)
> 1+t
> 6= IT(—®f+<I>?+uf7r) - %% mod ir, (5.63)
A
Zevf = tr(—Op — ®F — pym) mod i, (5.64)
o ] i .
FrlXo) = (i) = ((—1) 7 (vO; —1(<I>f + pym))  mod (777,177)) (5.65)
. 1+tywsr mod 21
+ (47— 5 ;
o G=(GR.,(G)™)
1+tj%
1+ Lt
S 0, = | - — (O +®F + puym) - ; flefﬁ mod ir, (5.66)
1+tf
Zeuf = (=05 — ®F — pym) mod mi, (5.67)
Fyiol = ()% () F (=67 — 0 — ym) mod (ym.im) ) (5.68)
+(i+7)1+tfwf7r mod 27

2 2 '
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e G=(G'R.,(G")™ ")

1468
ZGvf: i ;f (—®f+<1>?+uf7r)—1+thiw2fﬂ mod i, (5.69)
1+tf
ZGM = (O — <I>f — pym)  mod i, (5.70)
Fyl%o)] = (4)1;2“ ((i)l—ﬁu@f ~0f —ugm) mod (rm.ix) ) (5.71)
n (i+7)1+tfwf7r mod 27r.

2 2

Here f mod (ym,in) := (f mod ir) mod «m. Note that the y7 and ir ambiguity coming from the fact that
the analytic continued action is defined on the cover space due to the analytic continuation of the logarithm.
As a result, there are infinitely many critical points on the cover space corresponding to the same geometrical
interpretation.

The original integration path is contained in the case 3 and 4 with ¢ty = t? and wy = 0 with extra requirement

that R. = I for Riemannian which implies g™ = (g_)_1 and R, = io3 for split signature which implies
gt = (¢g7)7. One can identify them with the degenerate solution of EPRL-CH model shown in [12, 14, 17, 18].
In such case ¢ = 01 thus the F 't [XO] is determined up to 27, which removes the domain of covering space
from analytic continuation. Note that since j can be half integers the total action is determined only up to
m. Some of the 7 ambiguity can be removed by fixing the lift ambiguity according to [12, 17, 18].

By applying the above result to each vertex and summing over the result, due to the cancellation of internal
® s at each vertex, one immediately notice that we have

PN e =—1
O;r=) O, = A , 5.72
mXou={ &0, A1 672

thus Oy is related to the deficit angle e; or boundary deficit angle 0y by © = ¢; mod atty) 7r or Oy =0y

mod (1+—2f)7'(' . As a result, we can replace O in above equations to €7 for internal faces or 9 ¢ for boundary.

Notice that when t? = 1, namely the geometry are Riemannian 4-simplex, the contributions of (5.62) to the
spinfoam ampltiude are proportional to e~ Resse with the Regge action

Shegge = £ »_ AsOy, (5.73)
f
where Ay := ~Jy for both space and time action is the area for triangle associated to f. We have analytically
continued the spin Jy — iJ5 for the time action to cancel the extra i appearing in (5.62). As we indicated in
Section 3.3, in the case when both time and space action appears at a given edge, this analytical continuation
of the spin is required by the closure condition given in (3.74).

5.4.2 4D Lorentzian simplicial geometry

The solutions correspond to Lorentzian 4 simplices at vertices v. In such case, G,G" € SO(1,3). The
corresponding spin connection are again given by (5.46-5.49) with ©¢ € [0,7) mod 27 for timelike triangles
of corresponding face f in the 4-simplices with t? = —1 and O € £[0, 00) for spacelike triagles with 2 =1.
@? is again the angle determined by the boundary. u; = 0 when t]% =—1.

In such case, compare with (5.32)-(5.29) we have the following result
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e G=(G'R.,,G™)

1-t4
f
172 1+tfi
S 0ur = (O +i(@F + pym+wim) - =L mod i, (5.74)
117 B ,
D0y =5i 7 5O —i(®F + puym)  mod i, (5.75)

wim

17t? A
Fy[Xo] = ()77 <iT (iVGf_i(‘I)?‘i‘Nfﬂ) (A +7) =5 ) mod (m,w)>

1+tfwpm mod 27

+ 1+ 5 , (5.76)
e G =(GR.,(G")™")
1— tA 141,i
Zevff = (0 +i(®F + pym)) — Z T mod i, (5.77)
A
> 0= tr(—Oy —i(®F + ppr —wfm)) mod i, (5.78)
A A
- [ s A B N .
F[Xo] = (—1) 2 (1 > <1v®f1(<1>f +uf7f)+(17)7> mod (mw))
1 2
+(i47) +tywsm mod 7r; (5.79)
2 2
G = (GR.,(G)™)
o3 14+triwsem .
Zevf == ( Of +1(<I>f + pgm)) — 5 f 5 mod i, (5.80)
Ze;f == tf(Gf - 1(<I>f + pym))  mod 7, (5.81)
A
Fyl%o] = (—)" ( (05 i@ +ym) mod (ir,7m))
1+t d?2
+(i+7) +lywpm mo up (5.82)
2 2
e G =(G'R., (G
1+t
S0, = (®f+1(<1>f + g+ whn) — %% mod i, (5.83)
1— tA
Zovff tr(—O5 —i(®F + ppr + wfm)) mod i, (5.84)
Fr[Xo) = (—i) 2 (1 z (—@f—1(<b]l?+ufﬂ')) mod (177,777))
1+t d?2
(4 LT ST (5.85)

2 2

The original integration path is contained in the case 1 and 2 with ¢y = t?, Wy = w]% and ¢'R, = g~ T, which
corresponds to the parity transformation. One can identify them with the non-degenerate solution shown in
[12, 14, 17, 18]. Again in such case § = 7, and Ff [Xo] is determined up to 27 which recovers the original
mornodromy, which determine the action up to .

Again by applying the above result to each vertex and summing over the result, we have now

Z Ouf, 2 =1
O;r=) O, = £ . 5.86
=2 0= { Sor—Ouy), = (5.86)
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(1+t7)
As aresult, O = ¢y mod ~—5'-7 or Oy =0y mod

e¢ for internal faces or 6 for boundary.

(14t5)
2

m, thus we can replace © in above equations to

6 Discussions and Outlook

In this work we study the analytic continuation of the Lorentzian EPRL spinfoam model and the CH
extension on 4D simplicial manifold. We then derive the complexified critical equations and find all complex
critical points. We also obtain the geometrical correspondence of the complex critical points. Our result is
important for understand the subdominant contributions to the large-j spinfoam amplitude when the real
critical point is present, and dominant contributions to the amplitude when the real critical point is absent.
Our result may also be helpful for studying spinfoam amplitude when j is not very large.

There are a few future perspectives from this work: Firstly, we do not take into account the analytic
continuation of the Barbero-Immrizi parameter . The complex critical points with simplicial-geometry
interpretations satisfy critical equtations that are independent of . Thus the effect of possible complex ~
may be seen from the critical action with complexified v and may relate to the Stokes phenomenon.

Secondly, our result should be helpful for improving the Lefschetz-thimble Monte-Carlo computation in
[23] at small j, because the small-j spinfoam amplitude and correlation functions receive non-negligible
contribution from the Lefschetz thimbles of complex critical points. Our work identifies and classifies these
complex critical points, thus provide a preparation for the numerical integration on the Lefschetz thimbles.

Lastly, our work propose a realization of Wick rotation in the spinfoam LQG: By the analytic continuation of
the Lorentzian model, we identify the complex critical points correspond to Riemanian simplicial geometries,
whose contributions to the amplitude behave as e~SResse  similar to the situation in the Euclidean path
integral. This provides a possible relation from the spinfoam model to the Euclidean quantum gravity. This
relation should be important for applying spinfoams to studies such as the black hole entropy computation
and the entanglement entropy computation.
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v,fCv

The variation respect respect to group elements §* leads to the following closure condition

e g'ue) 10i§;e’ée/f
0= Z] N{ ] (A.2)
ef (g'Ue) g’uelé.e/f
= i+t &
e gve) o gue’ge/f
0= ijlief { — = (A.3)
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A Critical configurations and action for Fuclidean Model

For internal faces, the variation respect to ¢ and &' becomes the variation respect to the SL(2,C) group

clement ©. Since we have /% = I, for 60 = ¢ L , we have 6%/ = —¢- L(?)~! = —&- Lt/. As a result, we
have
Ri&lr () Guebers R 2
0 =(1 — 7)ot (1 - )2 e (A4)
fef (gy/e) gve/ge/f fe”f(gv/e“) gv/e/gef
RLge gve 1§:re’ée’ é;” g;r,e” _1g:r’e’RL€e
(147) (i) L 1+ ~,f( ~+) AR (A.5)

Eef(gve) .g:e/ge’f ge”f(gy/e//)_lgj/elgef

where RLE = 00;&p. Since o1&y x 02&y x JE and o3&y = &y, there are only one non-trivial equation given
by

— ~ ~ o e —

Jé—ef(gv_e)_lgve’ge'f é.é”f(gv’e”> 1gv/e"]§€f
0=V z—ger 0N
é-ef(gu’e) gve’ge/f €e”f(gv’e”) gv’e’gef

(A.6)

TEes (G) 5 b €y (Ge) 5 €
(1) LI Bee 8 (g e e
éf(gje)_lg»je/ge’f gé//f(g,j/eu)_lg,j,e,gef

The equations of motion is totally different from the one we obtain in the case of Lorentzian models, but we
can still assume for special configurations there are solutions of above equations of motion which satisfies

~+ F 0t 4z Zoet =1 —0%
g;te,gerf:eevEngiegef, €é/f(g,;te/) 1:8 Evefgéf(gvie) 1 (A?)

One can check that this ansarz solves (A.6). The equation of motion now have the same form as (3.74) with
bivector Bjjf defined as

|
Bfi'( ) = g'ueBi (gve/) = g'L:)te <§ef ® gé’f - §I2> (g'uie’)il (AS)

Then the analysis for Lorentzian case follows exactly here. Namely for the (degenerate) simplicial geometry
solutions G, G’, we have 4 possibilities for solutions G = (G*,G7) at each vertex: G = (GT,G7): G =
(G,(G)™), G = (G,(G")™") and G = (&', (@) 1), G = (G',(G')~1). The critical action associated to each

face in this case reads o
Py [X] = [(1 — 0+ (1 + wejf] (A.9)
v, fCv
The parallel transport equations are given by

nee/G?(e', e) = e’ v 0.8 (A.10)

. + N1~
with G7 =[]0, (d0e) 15t

We can then get similar result for 6+ as in section 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 by identifying #~ with # and + with —¢’
as well as set wy = 0. Substitute them to (A.9) gives out the ciritcal action. As a result, we may have the
following possibilities:

e Riemannian or split signature critical points

A

ZJf ( —- (iy(%f—i—(I)f + pym)  mod (’77T,i7'f‘)) (A.11)

A

ZJf ( —- i(£07 + <I>f + pgm) mod (’77T,i7'f‘)) (A.12)

— 35—



A Critical configurations and action for Fuclidean Model

e Lorentzian critical points

1-1p tA 1-t9 wiT  mod 27
Z‘]f ( :l:’y@f+1(<I>f + ppm)  mod (i7r,'y7r))+i—2Li(17'y %)
(A.13)
1 tA
Z Jr < (+0; + 1(<I)f + pm) mod (iﬂ,'yﬂ))) (A.14)

For the Lorentzian critical points (A.13), their contributions to the spinfoam ampltiude are again proportional
to e~ SResse with

Shegge = = Y A0 (A.15)
f

the Lorentzian Regge action with Ay = vJ¢. There is also another subdominant contribution proportional
to e~ v Shesse given by (A.14)
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