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1 Introduction

The most important concepts introduced in fundamental physics in this half
century are renormalizability and gauge principle. Various experimental ver-
ifications of the standard model of elementary particles have marked their
success. However, there remains one important field which is not encom-
passed by these ideas: the gravitational interaction.

Of course general relativity, the most successful classical theory of gravity,
is a gauge field theory in the sense that gravity is described by a SO(3,1)
connection. However, the requirement of the general covariance has made
it quite different from ordinary gauge theories: the local gauge symmetry
is intimately connected with space-time diffeomorphisms. Actually it is this
feature that makes general relativity work as a theory of gravity.

This difference gives rise to the serious problem of unrenormalizable di-
vergences when one tries to construct a quantum theory of general relativity.
It implies that the dynamics becomes more and more intricate as one goes
to smaller scales. In the classical theory this does not cause any trouble
because one can suppress local excitations. In contrast such a suppression
is not possible in the quantum regime due to the existence of uncontrollable
quantum fluctuations.

Though various approaches have been tried to attack this problem histori-
cally, they are now converging to three main streams. The first is to construct
a new theory of gravity which does not suffer from the above difficulty. The
most successful approach along these lines is the superstring theory. Sec-
ond is the canonical approach in which one tries to find a new framework to
handle the nonperturbative nature of quantum gravity by starting from the
conventional canonical quantization of general relativity. The third is the
path-integral approach which differs from the second in that it formulates
the theory in terms of sums over histories.

Superstring theory appears to be quite elegant in its formulation and fas-
cinating in that it gives a unified treatment of all the interactions. In spite of
these nice features it is yet at a premature stage as a theory of quantum grav-
ity since it can treat gravity only perturbatively |. The spacetime structure
is built into the theory just as a classical object and its quantum dynamics
cannot be studied. Two entities of completely different nature coexist. Fur-
ther, since no satisfactory mechanism of dimensional reduction is found yet,
there remains a significant ambiguity in its prediction for low energy physics.



In contrast, the canonical approach is far from being elegant and cannot
restrict the structure of interactions other than gravity. Further there exists
no justification for assuming that gravity is described by general relativity on
small scales. The path-integral approach shares these features except that it
utilizes the path-integral which is conceptually powerful but technically ill-
defined. The main reason why people follow these approaches in spite of these
limitations is in that they are currently the only approaches in which one can
address the problem of the quantum dynamics of four-dimensional spacetimes
directly without introducing extra ambiguities. This point is reflected in
the historical development that the canonical approach was awakened from
its long sleep relatively recently by the interesting work of Hawking and
otherst® B B B B on quantum cosmology.

It is quite interesting that these approaches are now coming closer and
closer in spite of the differences in their starting points and features. It is
the introduction of new canonical variables by Ashtekar[m’ that has played
a very important role in this development.

Ashtekar’s theory was proposed as a rewriting of the traditional canonical
theory of general relativity in terms of new variables and has two fascinating
but one embarrassing feature: all the fundamental equations in the canonical
theory are polynomial and the takes a form of a SO(3, C') gauge theory, but
the new variables are complex.

Soon after its proposal Samuel[g] and Jacobson and Smolin[@’ | showed
that Ashtekar’s complex canonical theory can be derived from the first-order
Palatini action by its (anti-)self-dual decomposition. They also clarified that
the above three features are intimately related. Further with the help of this
elegant reformulation gravity systems coupled with matter were rewritten in
the same form by several authors@ 3, [

Almost at the same time Jacobson and Smolin@] revealed that Ashtekar’s
complex canonical theory when the above three features are fully utilized
may provide a new breakthrough for the study of canonical quantum grav-
ity. They found an infinite family of solutions to the quantum Hamiltonian
constraint equation which is the central equation in the canonical gravity.
This was astonishing because no exact solution had been found in the con-
ventional ADM-WD formulation since its first detailed study by DeWitt [E]
The essential ingredients were the introduction of a holomorphic connection
representation[@’ @ and loop integral variables. The former was a natural



consequence of adopting the complex connection as the fundamental variable
and the latter of the gauge theoretical structure of the formulation.

There were, however, a few unpleasant aspects in these solutions. First
they appeared to be unphysical since they represent spacetimes with spa-
tial metrics everywhere degenerate[@’ . Second they do not satisfy the
diffeomorphism constraint. Since the diffeomorphism invariance is the most
important feature of general relativity, the latter was regarded as a crucial
defect.

Resolution was brought about@r the introduction of the loop space rep-
resentation by Rovelli and Smolin &4 ], which is in a sense a natural devel-
opment provoked by the introduction of loop variables but is quite foreign to
the conventional framework of canonical quantum gravity. There all the op-
erators and the fundamental equations are transferred into the space of loops
in a three-dimensional base manifold, and the problem of diffeomorphism in-
variance is reduced to the task of finding the knot or link invariants. Actually
a solution to all the constraint equations which is nondegenerate at a point
is foundBd and is extended to a series of solutions 3 B4 with the help of an
exact solution of non-loop-integral type in the connection representation@]
and the link between the Jones Polynomial and the Chern-Simons topological
field theory found by Witten 4. Stimulated by these successes, a program
has started to reformulate the other conventional gauge theories in terms of
the loop space language in order to transfer all the physics onto the loop space
and find physical interpretations of the loop space objects@= B8, B9, B

In spite of these exciting developments there remain lots of important
problems yet to be solved in this approach to quantum gravity based on
the complex canonical theory. Some of them are common to the traditional
ADM-WD approach, such as the extraction of dynamics, the construction of
diffeomorphism invariant operators and the interpretation. Though some in-
vestigations have been made on these problems by specializing the formalism
to the Bianchi minisuperspace models[= B3, BT, B3] or the space-times with
one or two Killing vectorsBd: @], all of them are of a preliminary nature
except for the recent construction of some finite geometrical operators on
the loop space[. The other problems are specific to the complex canonical
theory. In particular the treatment of the reality condition, which is closely
connected with the definition of the inner product of quantum states, is left
as a quite difficult problem.



In the present paper I review the basic formulation of this complex canon-
ical theory and the achievements and the problems in its application to quan-
tum gravity. Since several %?]od reviewsB3 BG B, BY including the excellent
book by Ashtekar himselfl already exist, I have tried to make this paper
complementary to them keeping the exposition self-contained. In particular
I have inserted a long section explaining the general structure of the canon-
ical quantization program and its difficulties in order to help the readers to
look at the present status of the theory objectively. A large fraction of the
discussion in this section is original and in particular includes an important
criticism on the conventional treatment of the quantum Hamiltonian con-
straint and its interpretation. Further as a technical point I avoid the use of
the spinorial notation and describe the theory in the vector language as far
as possible because the spinorial notation seems to be cumbersome for non-
specialists. Since the main interest is in quantum gravity, I will not touch on
some of the topics which are not directly relevant to it.

The main body of the paper consists of three sections. We begin in
the next section by examining the basic structures and the characteristic
features of the three main formulations of the classical canonical gravity, the
metric approach, the real triad approach and the chiral approach(the complex
canonical formulation), in order to see the similarities and the differences of
them. In particular I explain in some detail how the latter two formulations
are derived from the covariant actions to make clear the origin of the new
features of the complex canonical theory and examine the correspondence
among the three formulations.

In §3 T outline the generic structure of the canonical quantization pro-
gram of gravity, and discuss its difficulty associated with the specification
of dynamics and its origin, as a preliminary to the next section. In particu-
lar, by analyzing the physical meanings and roles of the three invariances in
general relativity, the ordinary gauge invariance, the spatial diffeomorphism
invariance and the time coordinate transformation invariance, I criticize the
conventional treatment of the Hamiltonian constraint and quantum states,
and propose a new treatment which I call the probability amplitude func-
tional formalism. Some simple examples are given to illustrate how this
formalism works.

In the light of the general framework given in §3, I describe in §4 what
has been achieved and what to be done yet in the quantum gravity program



based on the complex canonical formulation. The exposition is limited to the
basic aspects and technical details are often omitted since they are described
in the reviews cited above. Section 5 is devoted to summary and discussion.

Finally I comment on the notation used in this paper. I adopt the nat-
ural units ¢ = i = 1 and use k?> = 87(G in stead of G. The signature of
the spacetime metric g,, is [—, 4+, +, +], and the completely antisymmetric
symbols always denote tensor densities normalized by €gio3 = 1, €% = —1
and €193 = €23 = 1. The spacetime coordinate and spatial coordinate indices
are denoted by the greek letters and the Latin letters starting from j, re-
spectively, and the four- and three- dimensional internal indices by the Latin
letters between a and h, and the capital letters starting from I, respectively.
The zeroth component of the spacetime coordinate indices is denoted by ¢
instead of 0 where it is necessary to distinguish it from that of the internal
indices. Of course these letters are sometimes used in other senses due to the
limited amount of symbols.

2 Canonical Formulation of General Relativ-
ity

In this first part of the paper we first summarize the basic structures and the

characteristic features of two conventional real canonical formulations of the

classical theory of general relativity, the metric approach and the real triad

approach. Then we derive the complex canonical formulation and look at its
structures and relation to the conventional ones.

2.1 Metric Approach

In the metric approach one starts from the action which is expressed in terms
of the space-time metric g, and the material field variables as

S = Sg + S, (2.1.1)

where Sg is the Einstein-Hilbert action

1 1
[ @ y=g / ), — k" 9.1.2
Sa /M x2l€2 glt+ o M2 ( )



and Sy is the action for matter. The second term in the right-hand side of
Eq.(B.1.9) is the surface term to cancel the second derivative terms in the
first term, where k* is the vector density defined in terms of an appropriate
tetrad e/ as

k= —\/—gn“b(veaeb)”, (2.1.3)
and dX, is the three-dimensional volume element
1 v A o
ax, = gew,\adx Adx N da?. (2.1.4)

In the present subsection we only consider a three-component real scalar
field @ coupled with a SO(3) gauge field A, for simplicity. For this system
Swu is given by

1 1
Sui = / "oy =gl~7Fu - F"* = D,0-D'O— V(@) (215)
M

where

F. =0,A,—0,A, —cA, x A, (2.1.6)
D,® = (9, —eA,x)®.

In order to construct a canonical theory of this system, we must foliate
the spacetime into a family of space-like slices with constant time ¢, and
decompose the fundamental variables to three dimensional tensors on each
slice. In the present paper we assume that the spacetime manifold M has
the structure R x ¥ after this time slicing where R and > correspond to the
curves with constant spatial coordinates and the time slices, respectively.

First, by expressing the future-directed unit normal vector n to each slice
in terms of the lapse function N and the shift vector N7 as

n=N"10,— N9,) (2.1.8)

the space-time metric is written in terms of N, N7 and the intrinsic metric
;1 of each slice as

ds = ~N*df + qyu(da? + Ndt)(da* + N¥dr). (2.1.9)



This (3+1)-decomposition leads to the following expression for the gravita-
tional Lagrangian density:

V—9R = N/qCR + K;;. K" — K*) — 0,(2\/gK) + 9;]2\/q(N' K — %' N)],

(2.1.10)

where %, is the three-dimensional Riemannian covariant derivative with

respect to g, all the spatial-coordinate indices are raised and lowered by
¢;k, and K is the extrinsic curvature of each slice defined by

1 .
Kjk = —ank = ﬁ(—q]'k + 3Vij + Skaj), (2.1.11)
K = K] = ¢* K. (2.1.12)

In order to decompose the boundary term, we choose the tetrad such that
eo = n. Then, since k° = \/gK on each time slice and k¥ = —,/g[KN7 —
NIN + N( NVe1)’] on R x 9%, the total derivative terms in (B.1.10) are
canceled out by the boundary term.

Under the (3+1)-decomposition the action is written in terms of gz, N,

Ni A, and ®. However, since no time derivatives of N*(N*:= N) and Ag
are contained in the action as is seen from the expressions for \/—¢gR and

F,,, we can introduce the canonical momentums only for ¢;z, A; and &:
, oL \/a . _
k k k
= — == (K"—¢"K 2.1.13
P g = s (K = ), (21.13)
j 0L /4 j !
E = — =-¢"(Fy — N'Fy,), 2.1.14
54~ N (Fox ) ( )
0L \/q .
IMI:=—=Y-(Dy®—- N'D;®). 2.1.15
22— YI(Dyd - NTD,®) (21.15)

In terms of these variables the Lagrangian is written in the canonical form
as

L= / P + B A +11- &) — 1, (2.1.16)
by
H= /Ed?’:c(N”Hu +Ay-Ca)+ He, (2.1.17)
where
Ca = —D;FE’ + e x 11, (2.1.18)

9



2%2 : 1 q v
HO == —(p]kp]k - _p2) - 2—\//€;3R + \/aT/u/nun ) (2119)

Va4 2

H, = -2 3Vkp§+f i (2.1.20)
H2
Tntn’ = .D'® —E N 5
+§qﬂ'kqlmFﬂFm, (2.1.21)
VaTyn® =11 D-<I>+E’“ Fj, (2.1.22)
H. = / ds;| \/_N( %7, er) + Ay - B, (2.1.23)

In the last expression dS; = (1/2)e;uda* A dx'. For asymptotically flat
spacetimes e; should be taken so that it approaches some fixed Descartian
frame at infinity in order for H., to be finite. Of course H,, vanishes for the
spatially compact case.

Thus by setting the Poisson brackets among the fundamental canonical
variables as

{agn(@), 0" (y)} = 6;080° (x — y), (2.1.24)
{Aj(2), E(y)} = 65076 (x — ), (2.1.25)
{2/(x), L (y)} = 0;0°(x — y), (2.1.26)
others are zero, (2.1.27)

the variation of the action with respect to these variables yields the canonical
equation of motion for the canonical quantity f(q,p, A, E, ®,1I)

f={fH}. (2.1.28)

On the other hand the variation with respect to the non-canonical variables
N* and A, yields the constraint equations

H, =0, (2.1.29)
Ca=0. (2.1.30)

These constraints are shown to be of the first-class, that is, weakly closed
under the Poisson bracket. Actually the classical commutation relations

10



among them are given by

{Ca(A1),Ca(A2)} = eCa(A1 x Ay), 2.1.31

( )
{CM(Ly), (L)} = Cu([Ln, La)) + Ca(IALEF ), (2.1.32)
{Cu(L),Cu(T)} = Cu(£.T) — Cal¢ \PTLE;),  (2.1.33)
{Cu(Th),Cu(T)} = OM(Ty NTy — Ty, NTy), (2.1.34)
others = 0, (2.1.35)

where Cy(T), Cv(L) and Ca(A) are defined in terms of smooth functions or
vectors T, L7 and A with compact supports as

On(T / B TH,, (2.1.36)
Ow(L / BrLiH,;, (2.1.37)
Ca(A ::/Ed?’xA-CA. (2.1.38)

Since the Hamiltonian is written as a linear combination of these constraint
functions apart from the term H,, which does not affect the local dynamics,
this first-class nature guarantees the consistency of the constraints with the
canonical evolution equation.

Thus the general relativity theory can be consistently put in the canonical
form. In the classical region this canonical formalism works well. Actually
it is utilized successfully in practical problems such as numerically solving
the Einstein equations. However, when regarded as the starting point of the
quantum gravity program, it has some difficulties.

First, though the momentum constraint functional Cy; has a rather simple
structure ( linear both in g;, and p%), the Hamiltonian constraint functional
Cy is non-polynomial in g;;, and includes ,/q. Of course, if one redefines N to
N = N/(,/4¢?), the new Hamiltonian constraint functional becomes a poly-
nomial in ¢;;. However, the resultant polynomial is at least of 8th degree (
of 9th degree if the scalar field has a non-vanishing potential), and its struc-
ture is quite complicated. This complicated structure makes it difficult to
find appropriate operator orderings and regularization of operator products
in constructing the operator corresponding to the Hamiltonian constraint
functional as well as to solve the constraint equation.

The second difficulty is associated with the constraint algebra. In general
the appearance of first-class constraints is closely connected with the gauge

11



invariance of the original Lagrangian[. In the present case the constraint
H,, = Oisrelated with the general covariance and the constraint C' 4 = 0 with
the SO(3) gauge invariance. In fact the variation of the canonical variables
under the infinitesimal coordinate transformation

ot="T, Sl = I, (2.1.39)

and the infinitesimal gauge transformation

5 = —eA x @, 611 = —eA x II, (2.1.40)
§A,=—-D,A, SE=—cAxE, (2.1.41)
(2.1.42)

is expressed as the canonical transformation
of ={G,0f}; f=flqg,p, ®1, A E), (2.1.43)
with the generator
G= /Z Pr[T(N"H, + Ay Ca) + LI(H; + A;-Ca) + A-Cal. (2.1.44)

Here Eq.(R.1.43) is valid for 7' # 0 only when the canonical variables satisfy
the equation of motion.

Thus the constraint function C'4 is the generator of the gauge transfor-
mation and the canonical quantity Cp defined by a linear combination of the
constraint functions as

Cp(L) := Cyu(L) + Ca(L Ay), (2.1.45)

is the generator of the spatial coordinate transformation(or the spatial dif-
feomorphism). Further, the Poisson bracket algebra generated by these con-
straint functions,

{Ca(A1),Ca(As)} = eCa(A; x Ay), (2.1.46)
{Cp(L), Ca(A)} = Ca(£LA), (2.1.47)
{Cp(L1),Cp(L2)} = Cp([L1, L)), (2.1.48)

12



is completely isomorphic to the Lie algebra of the spatial coordinate trans-
formation group and the SO(3) gauge transformation group

[L(&)aL(&)] = L([£17£2])7 (2-1-49)
[L(§), L(A)] = L(£¢A), (2.1.50)
[L(A1), L(A2)] = eL(Aq x Ay), (2.1.51)

Hence the constraints C'4 = 0 and Cp = 0 are purely kinematical ones. This
point is also confirmed from the structure of their Poisson brackets with Cy
given by

(Ca, Cu(T)} = 0, (2.1.52)
{Co(L), Cu(T)} = Cu(£.T). (2.1.53)

In contrast, though the generator of the time-coordinate transformation
is written as a linear combination of the constraint functions, it is not a
canonical quantity since it contains the noncanonical variables N* and A,.
This implies that the group of canonical transformations generated by all the
constraint functions is not isomorphic to the group of the four-dimensional
diffeomorphisms and the gauge transformations. This point is reflected in
the fact that the structure coefficients in Eq.(2:1-:39) depend on the canoni-
cal variables. This peculiarity occurs because in contrast to the other trans-
formations the time-coordinate transformations can be represented on the
phase space only by eliminating the time derivatives appearing in the trans-
formation formula with the aid of the evolution equation. This implies that
the Hamiltonian constraint is of a dynamical nature unlike the other con-
straints(cf. [[]).

Classically this Poisson bracket structure of the constraint functions causes
no problem. However, if one tries to quantize the theory, it introduces a non-
trivial ambiguity in the operator ordering for the constraint operators. This
ambiguity is common to all the canonical approaches. This problem will be
discussed in more detail in §4.

2.2 Real Triad Approach

If one would like to describe the interactions of spinor fields with the grav-
itational field, one must introduce the local pseud-orthonormal frame, the

13



so-called tetrad. The Einstein-Hilbert action can be easily rewritten in terms
of the tetrad.
Let e, = €/, be a tetrad field and 6* = 6fdz* be its dual 1-form basis:

0%(er) = O, = 6. (2.2.1)
The metric tensor g is written in terms of 6 as

G = nabeaeb (222)

e

where 7 is the flat metric. Though the gravitational action for the tetrad
is obtained simply by substituting this expression into Eq.(R.1.9), it is better
to introduce the connection form to make clear the structure of the action.
In general the connection form for the covariant derivative V with respect
to a given vector frame e, and its dual 1-form basis 6* is a set of 1-form w?,

defined by[@]
Vxea = ep’a(X), V= —w(X)6". (2.2.3)

The curvature tensor R’\UW of this covariant derivative is related to the cur-
vature 2-form defined by

R = dw® + w A w (224)

as
Ry = 055 R0 . (2.2.5)

Hence the Lagrangian density of the Einstein-Hilbert action is written in
terms of the tetrad and the connection form as

V—=9gR = |0]e™ " Rapyu, (2.2.6)

where |0 = det(f),) = \/—g and the tetrad indices a,b, ... are lowered and
raised by 7.

Thus in terms of the tetrad and the connection form the Einstein theory
can be put in a form similar to the gauge field theory. Actually the action
obtained from the Lagrangian density (R.2.6) is invariant under the local
Lorentz transformations as well as the general coordinate transformations.
The theory in the present form, however, cannot be regarded as a genuine
gauge theory since the connection form is not an independent field but is

14



assumed to be expressed in terms of the tetrad through the condition that it
corresponds to the Riemannian connection. This condition is expressed by
the following two equations:

0% :=df* + w' A0* =0 (Torsion free), 2.7)
(V@)ab = Wap + wpa = 0 (Metricity). (2.2.8)

—~
Do

Apparently, if one would like to treat the connection form as an independent
field, one should impose these equations as the extra constraints. Interest-
ingly, however, it is not the case: if we only require the metricity condition,
the torsion free condition is obtained from the action. Thus the Einstein
theory can be formulated as a gauge theory for the proper Lorentz group
SO, (3,1). This point will play an important role in putting the theory into
the complex canonical form.

Before proving the above statement and its generalization to the case in
which the interactions with matter fields are included, we must make some
comments on the SO, (3, 1) connection.

2.2.1 S0,(3,1) connection

From now on we denote the connection form by A%, = A%,,dz" and reserve
the symbol w?, to denote the Riemannian connection form expressed in terms
of the tetrad. Further the latin indices a,b, ... are always raised or lowered
by 1. and A%, is assumed to satisfy

Ay = —Apa, (2.2.9)

which corresponds to the metricity condition.

In the above argument the connection form is regarded as defining an
linear connection in the tangent bundle 7'(M). From this standpoint, for
example, the covariant derivative of a vector field V' = V%, is expressed in
terms of the connection form A%, as

VxV = e, (dV(X) + A%(X)V). (2.2.10)

This expression consists of two parts: the part defining a derivative of the
component fields V* and the tetrad which maps the component fields to a

15



vector field. Since V xV is invariant under the local Lorentz transformation
A € SO4(3,1) of the tetrad

ea = € = ep(A1), = Aley, (2.2.11)
0" — 0’ = A%0° (2.2.12)

the connection form transforms under this transformation as
A— A= ANAANT —dAATT (2.2.13)

Thus the connection form can be regarded as a SO (3, 1) gauge field. Mathe-
matically speaking this implies that the connection form A%, defines a connec-
tion in a principal fiber bundle P(M, SO (3,1)) or vector bundles associated
with it

Conversely, if a connection A in the principal fiber bundle P(M, SO, (3,1))
is given, we can define an linear connection V in the tangent bundle 7'(M)
with the aid of a quantity e which transforms as a covector under the local
SO4(3,1) transformations and a contravariant vector under the general co-
ordinate transformation simultaneously. If we define a metric by Eq.(-2.9),
the linear connection satisfies the metricity condition and e, = e/ 0, becomes
a pseud-orthonormal tetrad with respect to this metric.

Thus A%, can be regarded either as the connection form defining an linear
connection in the tangent bundle T'(M) or as the SO, (3,1) gauge field.
Though both the view points are mathematically equivalent, the second view
point turns out to be more natural and convenient if one would like to treat
the connection form as an independent gauge field. Hence we adopt the
second view point and regard the connection form as defining a connection
in a principal fiber bundle P(M, SO, (3,1)) throughout this paper.

Let the covariant derivative in this sense be denoted by D. Then in
general the covariant derivative of a quantity ¢ which transforms under the
local SO4(3,1) transformation A(x) as

é— p(A)g (2.2.14)
with some representation p : SO, (3,1) - GL(R™) is given by

Dx¢ = do(X) + dp(A(z))o. (2.2.15)

16



For example, the covariant derivative of a vector field V* as a section of
SO, (3,1) vector bundle is given by

D,V =09,V + A%, V" (2.2.16)

Similarly the covariant derivative of a 2-component spinor field £ as a section
of a spinor bundle is given by

D& = 9u& + Aok, (2.2.17)
where o; is the Pauli matrix and %A is defined by
1 i
:tA()] = 5 (AQ[ + §€IJKAJK> . (2218)

Here + sign and — sign corresponds to the left chiral and the right chiral
field spinors, respectively. For a Dirac spinor field ¢ these formulas are put
together in the form

1
Dy = 0 — gAabM[va,vb]@b. (2.2.19)

Na» can be regarded as a natural metric of each fiber of the vector bundle,
and the metricity condition Eq.(:2.9) is expressed as

D1y, = 0. (2.2.20)

From this condition it follows that the covariant derivative of €,p.q also van-
ishes:
Deabcd =0 (2.2.21)

One important point to be noted here is that tensor fields expressed in
the coordinate basis are regarded as scalar with respect to the derivative D.
For example

D,V"=09,V". (2.2.22)

Thus DT does not behave as a tensor under the coordinate transformations
even if T is a tensor in general. However, restricted to the tensorial forms,
that is, differential forms whose values transform under the local SO, (3,1)
transformation A as in Eq.(2-2.14), we can define a covariant derivative from
D, so called the covariant exterior derivative, by

Dy :=dx + dp(A) A x. (2.2.23)
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Like the ordinary exterior derivative the equation
D(xAN¢)=Dx Ao+ (=1)’x A D¢ (x:p—form) (2.2.24)

holds, but D? does not vanish in general.

For example, the exterior covariant derivative of an ordinary 1-form,
D,V, — D,V,, behaves as a 2nd-rank covariant tensor under the coordinate
transformations. In particular the dual tetrad basis 8¢ is a tensorial 1-form,
and its covariant exterior derivative coincides with the torsion form of the
corresponding linear connection:

Q% := DO* = df* + A% N 6. (2.2.25)

Taking the covariant exterior derivative of the torsion form, we get the first
Bianchi identity
DO = % A 6P, (2.2.26)

where F'%, is the curvature form defined by
Fab = dAab + Aac AN Acb. (2227)

Further the covariant exterior derivative of the curvature form yields the
second Bianchi identity:

DF%, = 0. (2.2.28)
Finally since the identity
0el; = %E”Maﬁabcdeﬁeil@s (2.2.29)
yields the equation
D(€apead® N O* A 0°) = 41D, (|0]e)d "z, (2.2.30)

D, (]0ek) behaves as a scalar density under the coordinate transformation.

2.2.2 1st-order Palatini action

Now we prove that the second-order action given by Eq.(E:2.0) is equivalent
to the first-order Palatini action obtained from it by treating the connection
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form as the independent variable:

Sale, A) = 2%2 [ dalolene B - % [ aslele e A,
- 2—22 /M[zab A Fy — d(S% A %Aw)), (2.2.31)
where
Y=g A QP (2.2.32)
«Fop = %eabch"d. (2.2.33)

First varying A in Sg(e, A) we obtain
242,456 (e, A) = —2 / 0% A B A %6 Ay, (2.2.34)
M

Hence 045¢(e, A) = 0 yields
elad =0 < ©e*=o. (2.2.35)

Since the Riemannian connection is specified by the metricity and the torsion
free conditions, this equation determines A%, to be A%, = w%(e). Therefore
the total variational equation 0Sg(e, A) = 0 is equivalent to the variational
equation for the 2nd-order action dSg(e) = 0.

This equivalence is easily extended to the case in which matter fields are
included. For simplicity we consider as matter fields a Yang-Mills field A =
(A"), a real scalar field multiplet ® and a left-chiral spinor field multiplet &
coupled with the gravitational field minimally. We do not lose any generality
by restricting to left chiral spinors since right chiral spinors can be converted
to left chiral spinors by the charge conjugation

£ — & = Fiosé”. (2.2.36)
The action for the Yang-Mills field is given by
1
Syat = ——/ Qg™ P F - Fop, (2.2.37)
4 /m

where the field strength F' = (F") = (3F",, d2" Adx") is expressed in terms
of the gauge field A and the structure constant fg R as

F' =dA"” + 5, A N AT, (2.2.38)
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and

Qy=+/—gd'z =0 NO"NO* NG, (2.2.39)
The action for the scalar field is given by
1
Sg = —/ Ul59" D@ DO+ V(D) (2.2.40)
M

where D, is the covariant derivative with respect to the gauge field A and
expressed in terms of the representation matrix T' = (Tp) satisfying

[Tp,Tq) = fEo Tk, (2.2.41)

as
D,® = 9,0 +cA, - TO. (2.2.42)

Finally the action for the left-chiral spinor field is given by
z’ a Z a
Se= [ Q=€ Do+ 5(Do)lo"s —glM(@)e],  (22.43)
where 09 = 1 and D, is expressed as
Daf = 65(au + +AOIMUI + cA - T)€ (2244)

The total 1st-order action S; is given by the sum of these actions and

SG(evA):
S1 = Sa(e, A) + Sym(A,e) + Sg(P, A, e) + Sp(&, A e, A). (2.2.45)

Since the connection form appears in Sg as well as in S, the variational
equation 6457 = 0 is modified from Eq.(P:2.37) to

2
ol A gt = —%e[“cdesb}ec A% A6, (2.2.46)
where
S = ¢l (2.2.47)
This equation can be solved with respect to ©% to yield
2

0" = —%eabcdsbec N (2.2.48)
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Thus the torsion does not vanish and the connection form A is not Rie-
mannian when the gravitational field is coupled with spinor fields. In spite
of this we can prove that the first-order action S is equivalent to the second-
order action obtained from S; by replacing A with the Riemannian con-
nection form w. First from the definition of the torsion form (R.2.25) and
Eq.(2:2.48) the connection form is expressed in terms of the Riemannian
connection form and the spinor current S as

2

Aab = w“b — %e“deScé’d. (2.2.49)

Putting this expression into Sg and Sg, we get
Sa(e, A) = Sale, w +—/ €,5,5%, (2.2.50)
Se(€, A e, A) = Se(€, A, e,w) — —/ 0,8,5%.  (2.2.51)

Thus the contributions of the spinor current to Sg and Sg cancels:
Si(e, A, A, D,8) = Si(e,w, A, D, £) = Sa(e, A, D, §). (2.2.52)

This proves the equivalence of the first-order Palatini action and the mini-
mally coupled second-order action.

2.2.3 (3+ 1)-decomposition

Now we put the action into the canonical form. It is a rather easy job if we
start from the first-order action. For simplicity we neglect the material fields
here. Further we restrict the freedom of the local Lorentz transformation of
the tetrad so that eq is orthogonal to the t=const hypersurfaces. We call this
gauge the spatial gauge. This partial gauge fixing does not affect the physical
content of the theory.

Under the spatial gauge eq is expressed in terms of the lapse function N
and the shift vector N7 as

eo = N1, — N79;), (2.2.53)
and e is tangential to the t=const hypersurfaces:

er = €)0;. (2.2.54)
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Accordingly the dual basis is written as
0° = Ndt, 6" =0!(da? + Ndt), (2.2.55)

and the intrinsic three dimensional metric g;;, of the constant-time hypersur-
faces is expressed in terms of 9][ as

G = 0165 (2.2.56)
Since X% is expressed as
S = Noidt A da, (2.2.57)
S = 076 [da? A dab + dt A (NVda — NFdad)|, (2.2.58)
the first-order Lagrangian density is written as
SUNxFy =€k <%N9JI-FJKM + 0710, N™ Focr
—040] Forcr; ) dt A da? A da® A da. (2.2.59)

In order to make this expression simpler, let us introduce the following
three dimensional vectors whose components are labeled by the internal index
I, J,...

& = (e := (\/ge'), (2.2.60)

1
Py 1= (Pr) = (55 Aon), (2.2.61)
Qu = (Qru) = (%EUKAJKN). (2.2.62)

The components of F,,, appearing in the above equation are expressed in
terms of P, and @, as

1
§€IJKFJKjk = (Fjr +4k*P; x Py)y, (2.2.63)
Forjr = 26*(D; Py, — Dy Py)1, (2.2.64)
Fory = 26%(0,P; — D P, — Qu x P))y, (2.2.65)
where
F’jk = 8ij - aij - Qj X Qk, (2266)
Dij = 8]Pk — Qj X Pk (2267)
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Further from the identity

MOT070 = "7E /g, (2.2.68)

erax0)07 0 = eju/a (2.2.69)
we get

€1JK9}-]91§ = €;me’, (2.2.70)

gl = iqe”Ké{',é’;. (2.2.71)

Putting these expressions into the above Lagrangian density, we finally
obtain the following gravitational Lagrangian in the canonical form:

Lo = /Ed?’x[%j P — (P - Cg + Q- Cr + NCyj + N Cy)]

1 . . .
+ ) dS;[— N (" x &) - Qr+2(FN* — " N7) - B], (2.2.72)
P %

where N = N/,/q and

Cp = 2D;é&, (2.2.73)

Cr =28 x Pj, (2.2.74)

Cnij = —28° - (D; P, — D Py), (2.2.75)
: 1

Cu = —( x &) - | == Fjx +2°P; x Py | . (2.2.76)

2K27 7

From this expression we see that only the quantities (&7, P;) are dynamical
canonical variables, and the others are non-dynamical. Among these non-
dynamical variables, P,, Q;, N7 and N play the role of Lagrange multipliers

and the variation of the action with respect to them yield the four sets of
constraints on the canonical variables,

Cp =0, (2.2.77)
Cr =0, (2.2.78)
Chj = 0, (2.2.79)
Cy = 0. (2.2.80)
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The third and the fourth of these correspond to the momentum and the
Hamiltonian constraints in the metric approach, respectively. On the other
hand the first and the second ones are new constraints arising from the local
Lorentz invariance of the theory, and represent the generators of the Lorentz
boost and the spatial rotation of the tetrad, respectively.

In contrast to these variables, the variation of the action with respect to
(); does not lead to a constraint but yields equations determining @); itself
and P;. In fact the variation with respect to @); yields

y N 1
0=156 =28 x (P = NP+ 50 + 5 50N )

) N )
+N/Cr + = Dye’ x &, (2.2.81)
K
which is equivalent under the constraints Cg = Cr = 0 to the two equations
¢ = (U x DyeM) - e =0, (2.2.82)
1 . 1 " ; .
P, = N"P, — %akNek - @Ne emjr(e? x Diek) - & (2.2.83)

Since (); is non-dynamical, we must eliminate them to obtain a consistent
canonical formalism. This is achieved with the help of the constraint Cg = 0
and the equation ¢’* = 0. To show this, let us calculate the torsion form of
the three-dimensional SO(3) connection

Djvl - 8]‘/1 - €[JKQJj X VK. (2.2.84)

Since the torsion form is given by the covariant exterior derivative of the
three dimensional dual basis QJI- as 3@]1k = 2Dy;60/,, we obtain the following
relation with the help of the identity equation ()

1 )
ora = 56’}6qu 3@]1k

_ i(e” X e9) - Cly + o™, (2.2.85)

Thus the equations Cg = ¢/* = 0 are equivalent to the torsion free condi-
tion on the metric connection Dj, which implies that the connection is the
Riemannian connection with respect to the triad e7:

1

Qjr = §€IJKWJK]'(6)- (2.2.86)
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Thus, although the canonical Lagrangian (B-2.72) appears to be a simple
polynomial, it is really a complicated rational function after the elimination of
Q;. In fact the momentum and the Hamiltonian constraint functions coincide
with those in the metric approach modulo the constraint Cr. To see this,
let us examine the relation between Pr; and the momentum variable p/* in
the metric approach. First note that for the three-dimensional Riemannian
connection D;e¥ is related to the Christoffel symbol I, by

Djek = 0;ek +w' ek = 0;eh — (N je) = —Fﬁell. (2.2.87)
From this it follows that
(D31 = (P + T Pa)eb, (2.2.88)
where
Py, = Py;05. (2.2.89)
Hence the momentum constraint function is expressed as
Onj = —2/q¢" (N Py — N 1.Py). (2.2.90)

Now let us define pj; by
pir = —va(Pyr) — @ik Pimd™). (2.2.91)

Then from the relation .
Blju = Zejkl(CR e, (2.2.92)

we get
1
Cymj =H; + 5\/563'1@1 3vk(CR : el)- (2.2.93)

Similarly the Hamiltonian constraint function is written as
(2
Cu = qHo — ZCR - CR. (2.2.94)

Since the Poisson brackets of ¢/* = e7 - e* and pj, with Cg vanishes, it follows
from these equations that ¢’* and p;;, defined above satisfy the same evolution
equations as in the metric approach. This implies that p;; here coincides with
the momentum variable defined in the metric approach. In particular from
Eq.(B.I.13) Pk is expressed in terms of the extrinsic curvature Kj; as

1

i 1
Piiry = ﬁKﬂw P& = ﬁ\@[(. (2.2.95)
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2.3 Chiral 1st-Order Formalism

As we have seen in the previous section, the Hamiltonian becomes a com-
plicated rational functions of the canonical variables in the canonical theory
obtained from the 1st-order Palatini action in spite of its apparent simple
structure at the start. The origin of this complexity was that the spatial
part Ay, of the connection form is not dynamical and should be eliminated.
The main point of the complex canonical theory is that this elimination pro-
cedure can be avoided if the momentum variable is modified to a complex
quantity to include A;; as its imaginary part.

2.3.1 Chiral representation of the proper Lorentz group

Let X be a quantity antisymmetric with respect to the indices, Xy, = —X g,
and * X, be its dual defined by

1
* X = §€“deXcd‘ (2.3.1)

This dual operation satisfies the identity equations

o+ Xop = —Xap, (2.3.2)
1
% X,C 0 xYy, = inachd oY+ X, 0Y5,, (2.3.3)

where o is any binary bilinear operation such as the exterior product of
differential forms. From this it follows that

% Xgp 0 Y = Xy 0 %Y (2.3.4)

With the help of this operation let us define the pair of complex chiral
combinations of X, by

1
X = §(Xab + i % Xgp). (2.3.5)
These quantities are eigen quantities of the dual operation:
* Xy = FiXap. (2.3.6)

As we saw in §2.2, the connection form A, is coupled with the left(right)
chiral spinor in the chiral combination *A.,(7Agp). This is the reason why
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we call £X the chiral combination. Accordingly we call ¥X,, and ~X,;, the
left chiral and the right chiral combination, respectively. In the literature
these quantities are often called the anti-dual and the dual variables as well,
respectively.

Owing to the self-duality of the chiral combination, only the half of the
components of X, are independent:

:tX(][ = :l:%EIJK:tXJK. (237)

This implies that the Lorentz group can be linearly represented on the three-

dimensional complex space C?. In fact the chiral combinations yield natural

isomorphisms between the proper Lorentz group SO, (3,1) and the complex

orthogonal group SO(3, C). To be explicit, for A € SO, (3,1) under which
X transforms

X% 5 AT AP X (2.3.8)

+X,; transforms as
Xor = X001 (2.3.9)

where Oy is matrix defined by
j:O[J = 2A0[0AJI} F ’iEJKLAK[OALI}. (2310)

Since *Or; is shown to belong to SO(3,C) and the correspondence is one-
to-one, it gives the isomorphism.

Another way to look at this isomorphism is to utilize the spinor represen-
tation of SO, (3,1) to SL(2,C). For example the right chiral representation
is the double-valued correspondence A € SO, (3,1) = V € SL(2,C) deter-
mined by

Vo V= oA’ (2.3.11)

If we parametrize V as V = 2%, by a four-dimensional complex time-like
vector 2% satisfying 1,,2%2° = —1, A is expressed as

A% =™ (|20 — 2T2") + 220020 4 e 4202, (2.3.12)
On the other hand the matrix O defined by

VO']V_l = O]JO'J (2313)
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belongs to SO(3,C) and gives a two-to-one representation of SL(2,C) to
SO(3,C) as is seen from its expression in terms of z%:

Ory = (1 + 2272001, — 22727 + 2iep 22 (2.3.14)

Combination of these representations yields the above isomorphism based on
the right chiral combination. Similarly using the left chiral representation
which is obtained by assigning (V)~! to A with V defined by Eq.(R.3.11]) we
obtain the isomorphism based on the left chiral combination.

As we will see soon, the fact that the chiral combination makes it possible
to represent the Lorentz group on the three dimensional complex space plays
an important role in the complex canonical theory.

2.3.2 Chiral action

As shown by J acobson[Ld @], the most elegant way to arrive at the complex
canonical theory is to use the chiral decomposition of the first-order Palatini
action written in terms of the tetrad and the connection form.

Let us define the chiral connection by

1
Ay = §(Aab +ix Agy), (2.3.15)

and the chiral gravitational action ¥Sg in terms of the first-order Palatini
action by

£Sq = Sg(e, FA). (2.3.16)

Then since the curvature form F; [iA] constructed from *A,;, coincides with
the chiral combination of the curvature form F,[A],

1
Fup = §(Fab + i % Fy) = Fu[TA] (2.3.17)

the chiral Lagrangian density *£q corresponding to £Sg is expressed as

1
Lo =55 50N T = dE A A)
i
=F52 (2% A EF — d(Z A FAR))
1 i ab ab
= §£G + —4,%2 [Z N Fab — d(Z VAN Aab)]~ (2318)
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From the definition of the torsion form the second term in the second line of
this equation is rewritten as

SN Fyy—d(S™ A Agy) = —d(0° A db,) + 6, N 6" (2.3.19)

Next we define the left-chiral action *Sg for the left chiral spinor multiplet
by

S = — /M Qufi€t o Dos + €M (D)e], (2.3.20)

and the right-chiral action ~Sg by its complex conjugate. Then the corre-
sponding chiral Lagrangian density is written as

] 1
L = Lp + %[—d(§eab6d5“9b ANOEAGY) + ST xSy A O, (2.3.21)

From these equations, if we define the total chiral action %S by
£S = 255¢ + Sym + Ss + “SF, (2.3.22)

the real part of the total chiral Lagrangian density *£ coincides with the first-
order Lagrangian density £ written in terms of the tetrad, the real connection
form and the matter fields:

°Lo=Lt %d(%@“ A db, — %eabcdS“Hb A6° A 67

K2 K>
(O4 + o YapS®) A (0% + o $*.59,  (2.3.23)
where we have used the identity ¥,. A X% = 0.

The variational equations obtained from the chiral action splits into two
sets of equations corresponding to the real and the imaginary part of the
action. Hence the chiral action appears to only admit a more restricted class
of solutions than the real first-order action. However, it is not the case. In
fact, as was shown in §2.2; the variation of the real action with respect to
the connection form yields Eq.(2.2.48), but the variation of the imaginary
part of the action vanishes under this equation. Therefore the chiral action
is equivalent to the original real first-order action.

l

T
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2.3.3 (3+ 1)-decomposition

Now let us rewrite the complex chiral action in the canonical form. First
note that the chiral gravitational Lagrangian density (R.3.1§) is written from
Eq.(B3:9) and the self-duality of the chiral combinations as

N
g = iH—Z[izm A EFor — d(or A EAor)]- (2.3.24)

This equation shows that we only have to calculate the (0/) components.
In order to decompose the curvature form, let us introduce the vector-type
notation as in §2.2:

1
A, = (FAL) = (?%401“), (2.3.25)
:tBM = (:tB[u) = (E[JK:tAJKu). (2326)

In contrast to the real connection, A4, and *B,, are not independent but are
related owing to the self-duality as

B, = F2ir*FA,, (2.3.27)

which will play a crucial role later. In terms of these quantities the relevant
curvature form is expressed as

ifg[ = Ii2 [&giAj - DjiAt][dt VAN dl’j + %if[jkdl’j N dl’k, (2328)

where
D;iFA; == 0;5A, — B; x FA,, (2.3.29)
:t./_"jk = 8ji8k — 8k:tBj — :tBj X :tBk. (2330)

Next to rewrite *¥; let us rotate the tetrad e, by some appropriate
proper Lorentz transformation so that eg is orthogonal to the constant-time
hypersurfaces. We denote this new tetrad by é, and define &/, ¢/*, N7 and
N from this tetrad as in §2.2. There we had to restrict the tetrad variable to

this special one in order to arrive at the canonical formalism. In the present
case we do not have to do such a gauge fixing. This is because iZOIA for the
general tetrad is related to *¥; for the special tetrad by *Xo; = 20,501
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with some matrix O € SO(3,C) as was shown in §2.3.1. With the help of
this relation, if we use the chirally rotated quantity £’ defined by

= (V) .= (e77%0yy) (2.3.31)

in stead of &/, ¥; is simply written from Eqs.(E:2.57) and (B:2.58) as

1201 = :|:4€jkl:tglldl’] /\dSL’ + 2€jkl[Nk:tgl gk X :tgl]ldt/\dl’j. (2332)

3
2
From these equations *L¢ is put into the following canonical form:
25Lq =257 EA; - 2FA, - DEE
%_—%Njigk EF + 2%62]}7(%5']' x T8 AFu
+0;[((NFET — NIFeF i Nk x 5€7) . #4,).  (2.3.33)
Next we rewrite the Lagrangian densities of the matter fields. First for

the scalar field, introducing the momentum IT conjugate to ® by Eq.(R.1.19),
Lg is written as

Ls =T-®+ell- AL Tp® — N’I1- D;®

SN[ + a0 (D,®) - (D) + V(D). (23.34)

Here, since Y0 € SO(3,C), qjk and ¢ are expressed in terms of T’ as
gt =& . &b = HgI Ak (2.3.35)

1 1
e]kl(ej X ék) él Ejkl(ig] igk) . :tgl. (2336)

1= 3 3]

Next for the gauge field only A, has the conjugate momentum E7 defined
by Eq.(B.1.14) and the Lagrangian density is written as

EYM = Ej . Aj — 8j(At . E]) + At . DjEj + Nijk : Ek
1 . 1
N (JunB - B+ a0 Fy Fin) (23.37)

where . ’ .
D,E"1 = 9E"T + e fP o rASE". (2.3.38)
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Finally in order to rewrite the Lagrangian density for the spinor field, we
recall the argument on the relation of the chiral representation of SO (3,1) to
SL(2,C) and to SO(3,C) in §2.3.1. From the equations there V € SL(2,C)
and TOr; are related for the left-chiral representation by

(VT)_lU[VT = +O]JUJ. (2339)

With the aid of this relation and Eq.(B.3.T1]) we can express 0%, in Eq.(B.3.20)
in terms of N, N7, €/ and V. Putting this expression into the chiral La-
grangian density for the spinor field yields

Ly =n(0, +r* TApo; +eA, - T)E — Njn(aj + K2 Ao +eA; - T)E
= N[€701(0; + k> T Arjor + Aj)é + q€IMe], (2.3.40)

where
n=1i/q'VVT. (2.3.41)

With these equations altogether, we finally obtain the following canonical
Lagrangian for the total system:

o= [ 28 AT b B A
b
—(A;-Ca+ A Ca+ N'Cyj + NCr)

+ [ dS;(N*ET — NIEF T iNEF x &7 - Ay, (2.3.42)
0%

where
Ca = —cll - T® — D;E’ + enT¢, (2.3.43)
Ca =2D;& F K*noé, (2.3.44)
Cyij = :Fﬁi;sk - Fijr+1-D;® — Fj. - E* +nDj¢, (2.3.45)
Cu = —2%2((9' x EFY - Fip + %(HQ +&1.E"D;® - D®) + qV (®)

1
+4—q(5J EN(E EM)epieprm BT - BT+ Fjy - Fiy)

+&7 - (noD;€) + ¢ €M (P)E. (2.3.46)
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Here in the expression for L, £ should be replaced by the right chiral field
&, n by ne = —iy/g€H(VVT)™, and the covariant derivative D& by

ngc == (8] — I‘€2 _Aj -0+ €Aj . T)gc (2347)

In these equations we have omitted the suffix £+ to distinguish the left
and the right chiral variables. We will adopt this simplification throughout
the paper from now on unless it is necessary to distinguish the left and the
right chiral variables. The + or F signs in the equations are always to be
understood that the upper sign corresponds to the left chiral variables and
the lower sign to the right chiral ones.

In contrast to the real tetrad approach, B; which corresponds to Q); is
not independent from A;, and its elimination does not lead to any new con-
straint. Hence by treating the complex variables £/ and A; as the funda-
mental canonical variables for the gravitational field and setting the Poisson
brackets among them as

(E5(2), Anly)} = 505610z — ), (23.49)
(E9@), ") =0, {Ayle) An) =0, (23.49)

the time evolution of a functional of the canonical variables is given by the
canonical equation of motion

F={FH}; F=F(EA®ILAEZmn) (2.3.50)
with the complex Hamiltonian
H :=Ca(A:) +Ca(A) + Cu(N) + Cu(N). (2.3.51)

This Hamiltonian is a differential polynomial of £ and A; which is of
degree three in &7 and two in A; if the material gauge fields do not exist.
Including the material gauge fields breaks this polynomiality. If one makes
it polynomial by rescaling IV to include 1/q, the degree of the Hamiltonian

in £’ increases by three. Hence as far as the degree of the polynomialized
Hamiltonian is concerned, the gain of introducing the complex chiral vari-
able is small: it decreases the degree only by three compared to the metric
approach. However, if we inspect the expression in detail, we find that its
structure is much simplified: ¢¢g’* which is a complicated combination of g
in the metric approach is replaced by a simple expression &£’ - €%, and the
cumbersome term wf,j in the real triad approach does not appear.
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2.3.4 Gauge invariance

In the real triad approach we had to fix the local SO (3,1) gauge freedom
of the tetrad partially in order to put the theory in the canonical form.
As a result the gauge symmetry of the theory was reduced from SO, (3,1)
to SO(3). In the chiral canonical theory this reduction of symmetry does
not occur because the original local SO, (3,1) transformation is faithfully
represented as the local SO(3, C) transformation on the canonical variables.
In fact it is easily checked that the chiral canonical Lagrangian (£:3.49) is
invariant under the local SO(3, C) transformation by noting that D; is the
connection with respect to this gauge symmetry and Fj; is its curvature
form.

As in the metric approach and the real triad approach, the constraint

functionals Ca(A), C4(\) and Cp(L) defined by
Cp(L) :=Cum(L) + Ca(L7 A)) + C4(L Ay), (2.3.52)

are the generators of the infinitesimal canonical transformations correspond-
ing to the material gauge, the local SO(3,C) and the spatial coordinate
transformations, respectively. In particular the local SO(3, C) and the spa-
tial coordinate transformations of the complex canonical variables £/ and A;
are given by

2.3.53
2.3.54
2.3.55
2.3.56

0E(9) = {Ca(N), £(9)} = F2ir*E(N x ¢),
InA(a) = {Ca(A), Al)} = =DA(e),
0LE(¢) = {Cp(L),E(d)} = E(£.L9),

A

(
(
(
dpA(a) = {Cp(L), A(0)} = A(£La), (

)
)
)
)

where
£(p) = /Z BrEl 6, Ala) = /Z BrA; - o, (2.3.57)

Due to this group theoretical property these constraint functionals form an
algebra isomorphic to the Lie algebra of the corresponding groups with re-
spect to the Poisson brackets as in the real canonical theories:

{Ca(A), CalM)} = eCal[A, Ke);  [Ar, o] = [, AT AF(2.3.58)
{CA(N), Ca(A2)} = F26%CA (N1 X N2), (2.3.59)
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2.3.60
2.3.61
2.3.62
2.3.63

{Ca(N), Ca(A)} =

{Cp(L),Ca(A)} = CA(ELA)
{Cp(L),Ca(N)} = Ca(£LN),
{Co(L1),Cn(L2)} = Cp([L1, La]).

For the same reason the Poisson brackets of these constraints with the Hamil-
tonian constraint are given by

{Ca(A),Cua(T)} = {Ca(N),Cu(T)} =0, (2.3.64)
{Cp(L),Cu(T)} = Cu(£LT), (2.3.65)

(2.3.60)
(2.3.61)
(2.3.62)
(2.3.63)

where 7' implies that it behaves as a scalar density of weight —1. Finally

the Poisson bracket of Cy is given by
{Cu(T1),Ca(T2)} =Cu(€-E(T10T 2 — T20T))

= / d3$lf5j . gk(IlngQ — I28]I1)CM](2366)
b

2.3.5 Reality condition

In the complex canonical theory the dynamical degrees of freedom for the
gravitational fields are doubled compared with the real triad formalism.
Hence in order for the theory to be equivalent to the original Einstein theory,
some additional constraints should be imposed. These constraints are obtain
from the requirement that the spatial metric calculated from &7 is real and
its consistency with the time evolution equations.

First from the relation g¢/* = £7 - £¥ the reality condition for the spatial
metric is written as

(E7-EF) = (&7 - &F). (2.3.67)
Since the time evolution of £7 - £ is given by

(&7 &Ry = —20,NU(EM . £+ 20,N (&7 - EF) + N'oy(E7 - £F)
K2(NIER 4 NKEIY . Cp + 20 N ¥, (2.3.68)

where

W= (U x DEV) - £ F %ﬁ(eﬂ' - EMne, (2.3.69)
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the consistency of the condition (E:3:67) with the time evolution equations
yields a further constraint o
ik = —qpik, (2.3.70)

It can be shown that the time derivative of this constraint yields no new
constraint.

Though the second condition contains the spinor fields, their contribution
is trivial. In order to see this, recall the relation (£.2.49). This relation implies
that the connection form consists of a geometrical part and a spinor current
part. As was shown in §2.2, the terms arising from the latter spinor part
cancels in the total action. Thus it is expected that if we decompose the

connection form as

Ii2

Aab = A:zb F ZeabcdSCQd, (2371)

the spinor contribution in Eq.(R-3:69) will be separated. This expectation is
true. Actually by noting that this decomposition is written in terms of the
chiral connection as

2
/ K -10& 9 | S )
B :BJiZO L(Sp0; £iS x ;)
l€2

4qejkl[(n§)5’“ x E' ti(naé) x (EF x Y],  (2.3.72)

=B, Fi

we can show that 7% is written as
Yk = (EU x DIEM) - £, (2.3.73)

where Dj is the chiral covariant derivative with B; replaced by Bj. Further
in the same way we can show that the constraint function C4 is written as

D& = 0. (2.3.74)

With this separation of the spinorial contribution we can find the geomet-
rical meaning of the reality condition. First note that the condition (2.3.67)
implies that with some appropriate SO(3, C) rotation £/ can be made real,
which is equivalent to take the spatial gauge for the tetrad £ = é7. In this
gauge if we decompose A, and B), as

?

!/
A, = Pyt o

Qu B, =Q,T2:%P,, (2.3.75)
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the real part of 7% is proportional to ¢7* defined in Eq.(22.89):
Rey?* = 320k (2.3.76)
Further from Eq.(2:3-74) the constraint function C4 is decomposed as
C4 = Op F 26%iCk. (2.3.77)

Hence from the argument in §2.2 it follows that the constraint (2-3:70) sup-
plemented with the constraint C 4 = 0 is equivalent in the spatial gauge to the
condition that (); is given by the Riemannian three-dimensional connection
determined from e’.

Thus the reality condition reduces the dynamical degree of freedom of the
gravitational fields to the correct one at the level of the equation of motion.
However, if one tries to impose the reality condition within the framework
of the canonical theory, one meets a difficulty. To see this, neglecting the
spinor contribution for the moment for simplicity, let us decompose the chiral
variables into their real parts and the imaginary parts as

)
2k2

Putting this decomposition into the canonical Lagrangian, its kinetic part
for the gravitational field is written as

g =& Fi&, Aj=P+-—=Q, (2.3.78)

1
5
Hence if the real and the imaginary parts of the variables were regarded as
independent dynamical freedoms, one would get two sets of canonical systems
with different canonical structures after decomposing the Lagrangian into its
real part and imaginary part. This implies that one cannot treat the real and
imaginary parts of the complex variables as independent canonical degrees
of freedom in the complex canonical theory, and that the reality condition is
not a constraint in the dynamical complex phase space but exact relations
among the complex variables to be satisfied on the image of embedding of a
dynamical real phase space into the formal complex phase space.

For example, in the spatial gauge £/ = &7, from the argument above, the
expression

— 280 Ay = 2] Py 58] Q) £2i(E8 - P - 558 Q). (23.79)

l

A=hraa

Qj(e) (2.3.80)
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with Q;(e) given by Eq.(£:2.8) and the real P; yields a natural embedding,
consistent with the reality condition, of the canonical variables in the real
triad approach into the complex phase space. The real canonical theory
induced by this embedding from the complex canonical theory is equivalent to
the one given in §2.2. Actually Ashtekar constructed the complex canonical

theory by this embedding when he first proposed the theory!lt . Here we
give a rough sketch of the proof for the pure gravity case since some equations
appearing in the course of the proof will be utilized later.

First note that from the relation

Flp = Fl +46"(P; x Py)' ¥ 26%(D; Py — D Py)", (2.3.81)

the constraint functions Cy; and Cy are decomposed into real parts and imag-
inary parts as

CM]' = CMj + 2K2ipj : CR + %ék . F’jk, (2382)
Cy = Cn +140;(¢7 - Or) F 2iD; (&' x &%) - P (2.3.83)

For @); given by Eq.(2.2.8G), the last term on the right-hand side of the first
equation &’ - Fj, vanishes due to the first Bianchi identity and the last term

on the right-hand side of the second equation is written from Eq.(R.2.87) as
. 1 .
Di(&7 x &*) . P, = 5(@-@)@] - CR. (2.3.84)

Hence together with Eq.(B.3.77) the constraint functions are written as linear
combinations of those in the real tetrad approach:

C4 = F2k%CR, (2.3.85)
Cnij = Ouj £ 26%P; - Ok, (2.3.86)
Cu = Cu £i0;(¢" - Cr) Fi(0;1/q)¢’ - Cr. (2.3.87)

Putting these expressions into the chiral canonical Lagrangian (2.3.43),
and setting the value of the arbitrary function P;(the real part of A;) to be
the one given in Eq.(2.2.83), the chiral canonical Lagrangian reduces to

=L+ /d‘q’x?ej Q. (2.3.88)
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Due to the identity equation

267 - Q;(e) = (Vaersx0r;0ne’ %Y + 0. (\/qer 101,77 F), (2.3.89)

the imaginary part of the chiral Lagrangian reduces to a total time derivative.
This proves the equivalence.

Finally note that there exist an infinite number of embeddings consistent
with the reality condition. They are all obtained from the above embedding
by some appropriate local SO(3, C) gauge transformations and are mutually
equivalent. What is important here is that the dynamics is always described
by the same complex theory irrespective of the embedding. Actually the
detail of the embedding becomes relevant only when the correspondence be-
tween the theory and observations is concerned. In particular, when we are
concerned only with the quantities invariant under the local SO(3, C) gauge
transformations, we do not even have to fix the embedding. This point be-
comes important in quantizing the theory.

3 Quantum Theory of Totally Constrained
Systems

As we have seen in the previous section, the Hamiltonian in the canonical
theory of general relativity is written as a linear combination of the first-class
constraint functions, irrespective of the approaches to construct the canonical
theory. We call such a canonical system a totally constrained system. Clas-
sically this special structure of the theory does not give rise to any serious
problem, and can be treated like ordinary canonical systems with constraints.
In contrast, however, when one tries to quantize such a system, some serious
problems arise.

The first problem is the formulation of dynamics, i.e., the time evolution
in the quantum theory. For example, let us consider a totally constrained
system with a Hamiltonian

H =Y \C,, (3.0.1)

where C, are constraint functions and A* are arbitrary function of time. If
one quantizes this system by the Dirac method, classical constraints C, = 0
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are translated to a set of constraints on physical states:
Co|¥ >=0, (3.0.2)

where C,, are the ~operators corresponding to C,. However, since the Hamil-
tonian operator H is written as a linear combination of Ca, these quantum

constraints yield R
H|¥ >=0, (3.0.3)

which implies that the Schrodinger equation becomes trivial for the physical
states. Hence one loses dynamics in this formal quantization method. This
difficulty arises due to the time-reparametrization invariance of the theory
which implies that the formal time variable of the system has no observa-
tional meaning[. Therefore it is closely connected with the following set of
problems: Is it possible to find natural time variables expressed in terms of
the canonical variables? Are the time variables to be included among observ-
ables? Are the time variables represented as operators? and so on. These
problems constitute the issue of time in quantum gravity.

The second problem is concerned with observables. In ordinary gauge
field theories observables are restricted to the gauge-invariant quantities. The
same restriction formally applies to totally constrained systems since it can
be generally shown that each of the first-class constraints corresponds to a
generator of some generalized gauge transformationB. However, in totally
constrained systems, some subtle problems arise.

First, as was stated above, totally constrained systems have the time-
reparametrization invariance, which is a generalized gauge invariance gen-
erated by the constraint function C* whose Poisson bracket with the time
variable t does not vanish. Since time-reparametrization invariant quantities
are essentially constant of motion as we will see later, one would lose the
chance to extract dynamics in the Dirac quantization method if one restricts
observables to those invariant under the time-reparametrization.

Second as we have seen in §2, a part of the constraint functions are the
generators of the spatial coordinate transformation or the spatial diffeomor-
phism. Though this is a kind of gauge transformation in a generalized sense,
invariance under this transformation has a meaning which is quite different
from the usual gauge invariance. In particular the observational meaning
of quantities invariant under the spatial coordinate transformation is not a
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priori clear since all the observational information of physical quantities are
expressed in a coordinate dependent fashion.

These problems have a long history and a lot of work has been done on
them ( see [I3] on the early history and the difficulty in finding the internal
time variables, and [f4] on the recent arguments). Nevertheless, no resolution
which satisfies most of people has not been found yet. If technical difficulties
are neglected, the main controversial point is whether operators should be
assigned to the time variables or not. The formulation of canonical quan-
tum gravity, in particular the treatment of observables and states, changes
significantly depending on which standpoint is taken.

Though this is a review article, we adopt the standpoint that the time
variables should be included into the observables represented by operators
since the other standpoint seems to be unsatisfactory to the author. In the
subsequent part of this section we explain the reason for that by analyzing
the above problems in detail both from the classical and the quantum points
of view. Then from this standpoint we summarize the formal structure of the
canonical quantization program of gravity. Further, after critical comments
on the approaches proposed so far we propose one possible new approach on
the treatment of the quantum hamiltonian constraint.

Finally we should remark the reader that, although there exist some re-
searchers who take standpoints similar to ours( for example, see Kuchai’s
comment in the discussion part of Rovelli’s article in [f4]), our argument
may not be convincing enough for people taking different standpoints( in-
cluding C. Rovelli).

3.1 Gauge-invariant Quantities and Dynamics

Since most of the difficulties associated with quantization of a totally con-
strained system are caused by the gauge invariance of the system, we expect
that a part of them are eliminated if we can separate the gauge invariant
freedoms and extract the true physical freedoms at the classical level. How-
ever, in general, this separation procedure provokes various problems which
do not arise in the ordinary gauge field theories. In this subsection we look
at these problems and discuss how they should be handled in the classical
framework.
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3.1.1 Gauge-fixing method vs. gauge invariant formalism

There are in general two approaches to eliminate the gauge freedom. The
first is the gauge-fixing method. In this method one imposes a set of addi-
tional constraints, the gauge fixing condition, by fixing the values of some
canonical quantities as ¢® = f(t). If ¥* is selected so that {C,, 1"} is a
regular matrix, the consistency of the gauge condition with the canonical
time evolution equation,

o= {0y, P}, (3.1.1)
completely determines the arbitrary functions A*. The only feature specific to
the totally constrained system is that f¢ should be explicitly time-dependent
since all the A\* should not vanish simultaneously.

The gauge fixing constraints with the original constraints are of the second
class. Thus in general they should be solved explicitly before quantization.
In realistic theories such as general relativity this is practically impossible.
Of course if one modifies the canonical structure by the Dirac method or re-
formulates the theory by introducing ghost fields so that it is BRS-invariant,
one does not need to solve the constraints. However, even in these methods,
one needs the inverse of the matrix {C,,¥?}. Since this inversion is to solve
non-linear partial differential equations, it is also practically quite difficult.

Besides this technical difficulty there exits a more fundamental problem
specific to general relativity. In general relativity practical coordinate-fixing
conditions are always local and can not be applied to the whole spacetime.
Furthermore whether a given coordinate condition is appropriate or not de-
pends on a solution of the Einstein equation. This feature makes it difficult
to formulate the quantum theory.

The second approach is to find all the gauge-invariant quantities in the
classical canonical theory and construct quantum theory based only on them.
Since the constraint functions are the generators of the gauge transforma-
tions, the condition for a function [’ on the canonical phase space I' to be
gauge invariant is expressed as

{Ca, F} =0 Va. (3.1.2)

Here for the generators which exactly form a Lie algebra the equations should
hold strongly, but those for the others such as the Hamiltonian constraint are
required to hold only modulo the constraints. Since the Hamiltonian is writ-
ten as a linear combination of the constraint functions, this condition implies
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that F'is a constant of motion. Conversely any canonical quantity which is
conserved for any choice of the arbitrary functions A\“ is gauge invariant.

In general finding all the constants of motion is equivalent to solving the
canonical equation of motion. This also holds for the present case. To see
this, let I, be the subspace of the original phase space I' determined by the
constraints, O be the set of all the function on I', Oy be its subset consist-
ing of the constants of motion, and X, be a maximal subset of functions in
Oecons Which are independent on I'y. Since I'y is invariant under the canoni-
cal transformations generated by the constraint functions, I', is decomposed
to a set of orbits each of which has the same dimension as the number of
independent constraint functions, and one orbit is picked up if the values of
all X; are specified. Hence, if we select a set of functions ) in O such that
A = {9y, Cp} is a regular matrix, X; and ¢* defines a local coordinate
system of I',. Now let S be a gauge orbit in I', and v be an arbitrary curve
parametrized by ¢ in S. Then, since X, is constant along <, we can find
functions g(¢) such that along v ¢ satisfies the differential equation

dy®
= g%(1)). 3.1.3
V=) (313)
Hence, if A\* is a function on I determined by
9" () = Aj (¢, X)X (¢, X), (3.1.4)
any function F' in O satisfies the equation
dF  OF
_ = @ = F o ]_
T = et () = (X0 (3.05)

along . This implies that the curve  is a solution of the canonical equations
of motion.

3.1.2 Physical meaning of the general covariance

The argument above shows that the gauge-invariant quantities carries all
the dynamical information in the classical totally constrained systems. In
particular the dynamics is determined only by the canonical structure and
the constraint functions. If we assign operators only to the gauge-invariant
quantities in quantization, however, we meet a difficulty of losing dynam-
ics as stated at the beginning of this section. In order to find out what is
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wrong with this approach, let us analyze the meaning of the three types of
gauge invariances which appear in general relativity: the usual internal gauge
invariance associated with the gauge fields and the tetrad field, the spatial co-
ordinate transformation invariance, and the time coordinate transformation
invariance.

In the usual gauge field theories gauge-dependent quantities are intro-
duced to express the relations among directly measurable quantities in terms
of equations local in the space-time coordinates. Thus they are genuinely
theoretical entities and the restriction of observables to gauge-invariant quan-
tities or relations is the fundamental postulate of the formulation. The spon-
taneous symmetry breaking does not change the situation: it is essentially
breaking of a global symmetry at the phenomenological level and can be
described only in terms of the gauge-invariant quantities. The freedom of
the tetrad rotation in general relativity is of the same nature as the internal
gauge transformation.

In contrast to the gauge field theories some of the quantities represented
by space-time-coordinate dependent fields are measurable in general relativ-
ity. For example, let us consider the phase ¢ of electromagnetic fields which
is a scalar quantity in general relativity, and an apparatus which measures
the value of ¢ at the space-time location of the apparatus. Clearly the appa-
ratus yields a definite value of ¢ by measurement. Of course the collection of
the measurements at various spacetime points is just a set of real or complex
numbers and is not described by a field.

However, if one performs similar measurements of other independent
scalar quantities ¢!,..., ¢"(n > 4), each measurement yields a definite set
of values (¢, ¢',...,¢"), and the collection of the results at various space-
time points will form a definite four-dimensional submanifold of the (n +
1)-dimensional linear space. Let us select four quantities 2°,... 2% from
b, ..., ¢" If the projection of an open subset of this submanifold to a
four-dimensional space (Y, ..., z3) is one-to-one, then the observational data
corresponding to this subset is represented by a function ¢(z°,. .., z3). If an-
other choice of four scalar fields 1°, ..., 4% has the same property, one will
obtain another expression for the data, ¢(y° ...,y3). Clearly these func-
tions behave as a scalar field if 2°, ..., 2% and 9%, ...,y are regarded as local
coordinate systems of space-time.

This observation shows that a scalar field ¢(z?, ..., 23) in general relativ-
ity is a symbol to represent the set of relations of a measurable quantity ¢ to
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four other independent scalar quantities describing the whole observational
data of a spacetime phenomenon, and that the space-time coordinate trans-
formations are just the change of the choice of scalar quantities to which ¢
is related. Thus if one denotes the set of all possible configurations of the
scalar field by U, the coordinate transformations induce transformations of
U and to each orbit of the transformation group corresponds one space-time
phenomenon as a whole. Since the gauge-invariant functions on U take con-
stant values on each orbit, they yield a set of label to classify the orbits or
the space-time phenomena.

There appear of course much more complicated quantities such as tensors
or tensor densities in general relativity. However, since they all are concepts
theoretically derived from scalar fields or introduced to describe the structure
of the manifold formed by the set of values of scalar quantities, the above
argument can be essentially extended to the whole theory. Thus as in the
gauge field theories it is true that only the values of the gauge-invariant
quantities or functionals are determined by observations, but their meaning
is different: the gauge-invariant quantities are not directly measurable ones
in general but are abstract objects to describe the relations of the measurable
quantities in each space-time phenomenon.

3.1.3 Dynamics in the invariant formalism

With the arguments so far in mind, let us analyze the problem of time evo-
lution. This problem is intimately connected with the fundamental nature
of the canonical approach as a framework to describe the physical law. In
the canonical theories one decomposes the set of measured relations among
physical quantities describing each spacetime phenomenon as a whole to a
one-dimensional sequence of subsets, and formulate the physical law as the
relations among the subsets independent of the phenomena. Usually this
decomposition is done in terms of a special measurable quantity ¢ called the
time variable, and by slicing the four-dimensional data set to subsets on each
of which the value of ¢ is constant. Hence the quantities which are invariant
under the space-time coordinate transformations and describe a space-time
phenomenon as a whole are not sufficient to describe the law. One needs
quantities to describe the relations in each data set with constant time.
Taking account of the arguments above on what are determined by obser-
vations, the most natural quantities to describe the information at each time
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slice are the functions on the phase space I" which are invariant under the
internal gauge transformations and the spatial coordinate transformations.
In fact we can write the canonical gravity theory only in terms of such in-
variant functions. Let O;,, be the set of all such functions on I'. F' € O, is
characterized by the conditions

{Ca(A),F} =0 VA, (3.1.6)
{Co(L),F}=0 VL,

where Cg represents the constraint functions corresponding to the material
gauge transformations and the tetrad rotations. Oj,, can be regarded as
functions on the orbit space I'y,, of the gauge transformation group acting
on I'. Each point of I'y,, represent a state of the system on a time slice.
Due to the first-class nature of Cg and Cp, {F}, F3} is again invariant if
F, Fy € Oy,. Hence the Poisson brackets in Oj,, is naturally determined
from that in O.

The constraint functions Cg(A) and Cp(L) do not belong to Oy,,. How-
ever, if we replace the smoothing functions A and L by functionals A and L
which are expressed only in terms of the canonical quantities and have the
same transformation behavior as A and L respectively, they can be made
invariant:

~

{Ca(N), Ca(A)} = {Cp(L)), Ca(A)} =0, (3.18)
L

A

{Ca(A),Cp(L)} = {Cp(L)),Cp(L)} = 0. (3.1.9)

Hence the gauge and diffeomorphism constraints are translated to the con-
straints in I'j,,, which determines a subspace I'f . Each point of I'Y = deter-

mv* mv

mines a physical state( for the parametrization of I'f | see []). Points in I,

are distinguished by the functions in O, that does not vanish identically on
FTDV’

Or

mv

= (’)inv/(’)mv[Cg,CD]. (3110)

Like Cg and Cp the Hamiltonian constraint function Cy(7") can be made
invariant by replacing the smoothing function 7" by an invariant functional
T:

{Ca(A),Cu(T)} = {Cp(L),Cu(T)} = 0. (3.1.11)
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Hence the canonical equation of motion in I" can be rewritten as the canonical
equation for F'in Oy, = O(Tiyy),

Z—f = {F,Cu(N)}, (3.1.12)

with the constraints
Ca(A) =0, Cp(L)=0, Cu(T)=0. (3.1.13)
If the states are restricted to I}, the first two of these constraints become

mv?)

redundant.

So far we have implicitly assumed that some time-slicing is given, but
we did not have to specify the slicing. As a result of this, I'y,, contains all
the states obtained by all possible time slicings of the whole space-time phe-
nomena. Actually, since the condition to specify a time slice, ¢ =const, is by
itself a gauge and spatial diffeomorphism invariant relation of the measured
quantities, the time-slicing condition can be expressed in terms of functions
in Oy,,. To be precise, corresponding to the freedom of the lapse function, we
need formally co® numbers of the invariant functions to completely specify
a time slicing within the framework of the canonical gravity. This point is
reflected in Eq.(B-TIY) as the freedom of the invariant canonical function N.
Solutions to this equation obtained by changing the choice of N with a fixed
initial condition correspond to different time slicing of a single space-time
solution.

Of course Qg is a subset of Oy, and the space-time solutions are com-
pletely classified by the functions in O..,s. But as we have stated, we cannot
restrict the variables to Ogons to treat dynamics in the canonical approach.

3.2 Quantization

On the basis of the analysis on classical totally constrained systems in the
previous subsection, we describe the framework of the quantum gravity pro-
gram and discuss the difficulties associated with it.

3.2.1 Program

As explained in the previous subsection, a state on each time slice is specified
by the values of the gauge and the spatial-diffeomorphism invariant function-
als O;,, which is closed with respect to the Poisson brackets in the phase
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space I', and the constraints are represented by a special set of functionals in
Oinv, Ca(A), Cp(L), and Cy(T'). Thus ideally the process to construct the
canonical quantum gravity theory is summarized as follows:

1)

8)

Find all the invariant functionals Oy,, among the gauge-dependent
functionals on the phase space I' consisting of the triad fields and their
conjugate momentums, or its chiral version I'¢>.

Select a set of fundamental invariant variables from which O;,, is gen-
erated.

Construct an operator algebra Oin by defining the commutation rela-
tions among the operators corresponding to the classical fundamental
variables based on their Poisson bracket structure.

Assign a set of operators Cg, C’D and C’H in Omv to the classical con-
straint functionals C(A), Cp(L) and Cy(T).

Construct a representation of O;,, on a linear space V;,,.

Define the involutive anti-linear operation F — F*in @mv which cor-
responds to the complex conjugation in Oy, .

Construct a Hilbert - space ‘H from a subset of V;,, by deﬁnlng an inner
product such that £* becomes the hermitian conjugation of F.

Define the dynamics by the constraint operators and find the interpre-
tation.

There are however lots of problems in this simple-minded program. First
no one has succeeded even in clearing the step 1) so far. Thus one would not
be able to discuss any aspect of quantum gravity for a rather long while in
the future if one exactly follows this program. Fortunately, however, there
are several ways to study some partial aspects of the quantum gravity theory
in advance of its full construction.

One is to start from a subset of functions in O which are invariant under
a subgroup of the full gauge and diffeomorphism group. Since the steps 2)
to b) are easily passed if the step 1) are cleared, one can construct a formal
quantum theory by replacing O;,, by the subset. Then it becomes possible
to seek for the path to reach the final goal staying within the quantum
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framework, or to investigate a part of the problems which can be discussed
without the full knowledge of the final theory.

Thus various approaches are possible depending on at which stage of
the classical theory one proceeds to the quantum framework, as is shown in
Tablefl. There Og in the classical framework denotes the set of functionals
which are gauge invariant, and Oc in the quantum framework denotes the
subalgebra of O formed by the operators which commute with Cg:

Oc:={FeO|[Cs(N),F]=0 VA}. (3.2.1)

A

Similarly O, is defined as
Oy :={F € Og | [Cb(L),F] =0 VL}. (3.2.2)

x on the functional algebra means that it is restricted to the subspace of
I' determined by the constraints relevant at each stage. This restriction
corresponds in the quantum framework to restricting the state vectors to the
subspaces of V, Vg or Vy,, defined by

Ve = {|® >e V| Cq(A)|® >=0 VA}, (3.2.3)
Viw = {|® > Vg | Cp(L)|® >=0 VL}. (3.2.4)

For example, in the classical canonical theory obtained in the metric ap-
proach in §2.1, the fundamental variables g¢;; and p’* for the pure gravity
case do not depend on the tetrad, hence are already gauge-invariant. There-
fore one can move to the quantum framework at the stage IIo to get the
Wheeler-DeWitt theory@]. Actually a large fraction of the work done on
the canonical quantum gravity so far has followed this approach. At present,
however, there exists no practical method to proceed to the next stage Illg
in this approach.

Another example is the loop space quantization of the chiral canonical
theory, which starts from the stage I , proceeds to the stage II7, by construct-
ing the gauge-invariant functionals in terms of the Wilson loop integrals, and
then moves to II5,. The future prospect of this approach is brighter than the
Wheeler-DeWitt approach as we will see in detail in §4.

The second way to bypass the step 1) is to restrict the considerations to
minisuperspace models. Since they are finite-dimensional, it is easy to go to
the stage I1Ig and to study how to get to the final step corresponding to 8) in
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Classical Stages Quantum Stages

(Ic) O,T; Cq,Cp, Cy — (Ip) O,V; Ca,Cp, Cu
(Ile) éG7FG§ Ca(M),Cp, Cy = (Ilp) éG,V; Cc(A), Cp, C
(IT2) éa,ra; Cp,Ch = () éc,vc,; Cp, Cn
(Ile) éimv,rmv; Cp(L),Cn(T) = (Illg) éimv,VG; Cp(L), Cu(T)
(LT és;v,rrm; Cu(T) = (1) év Cu(T)

(IVE) ér (V) %m,m*,%); Cu(T)

Table 1: Flow of Quantization Program

the above program. Lots of interesting results are obtained in this approach
centered around the work by Hawking, Hartle, and Vilenkin= B, @D’ B E]
Unfortunately, however, study in this approach is largely hampered at present
because it cannot discuss any realistic problem for its oversimplicity.

The third way is to jump from the stage I¢ to the final goal corresponding
to the step 8) by constructing the quantum theory in terms of the path

integral[@’ BA . A lot of work in this approach has been done stimulated by
the no-boundary proposal for the wavefunction of the Universe based on the
Euclidean path-integral by Hartle and Hawking[g]. The present status of this
approach is not good either. The most serious obstacle is the bad behavior of
the Euclidean path integral specific to the general relativity theory. Detailed
investigations of its behavior for mini-superspace modelsB8 % BG, BT pave
revealed that the integration should be done along complex paths which are
along the Lorentzian path to make the path integral well-defined. Further
it is also shown that there remain large ambiguities in the choice of the
integration contour even if one requires that the path integral converges.
Thus it is difficult to give a sound basis to the Hartle-Hawking proposal.
The fourth way is to study the quantization of the lower dimensional
versions of the general relativity as a preliminary step. For example, in the
(2 4 1)-dimensional space-times, the pure gravity has only a finite degrees
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of freedom which are all topological because the space-time solutions are all
isometric to Minkowski space-time locally. Hence the exact quantum theory
can be formulated if one can find an appropriate parametrization of the
topological freedom[@]. Some interesting work has be done on the possibility
of quantum topology changes following this approach[@’ B4, B3 However,
for the cases in which the spatial slices are compact surfaces with genus
higher than 2, the good parametrization of the freedom, which corresponds
to constructing I'y,,, is not found. Hence the relation of the low-dimensional
theories to the four-dimensional quantum gravity is not clear at present.

3.2.2 Hamiltonian constraint and dynamics

In the previous subsection we have not touched upon the treatment of the
hamiltonian constraint in the quantum theory. Since all the dynamical in-
formation is contained in the constraint functions and the constraints other
than the hamiltonian constraint are purely group-theoretical, this problem
constitutes the central part of constructing the physical quantum gravity
theory.

Usually the hamiltonian constraint is treated like the other constraints,
and in the quantum framework it is assumed to be represented as the quan-
tum constraint on the physical state vectors,

Cu|¥ >=0. (3.2.5)

However, this treatment leads to a theory with no dynamics as stated at the
beginning of this section.
Various approaches have been proposed to resolve this difficulty so far.

First is the WKB approach proposed in the context of quantum cosmology[@=
In this approach one first classifies the canonical variables into two classes,
macroscopic variables (Q4, P4) and quantum variables (¢7, p’), and assumes
that C'y has the structure

Cn =Cy(Q,P) +Ci(q,p,Q) (3.2.6)

with
CL(Q, P) = %QAB(Q)PAPB +VA(Q)PA+U(Q). (3.2.7)
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According to this classification one decomposes the state space as Vi, =
V) ® Vs, and expands the state vector |W > in terms of the eigenstates of Q)
in V; as

W >= /dQ 1Q >2|8(Q) > . (3.2.8)

Here the criterion for (Q), P) to be regarded as macroscopic is that |®(Q) >€
Y, can be decomposed into a rapidly changing phase (@) expressed in terms
of a solution S(Q) to the Hamilton-Jacobi equation

C(Q.995) =0, (3.2.9)
and a vector |®'(Q)) > changing slowly with @, as
1D(Q) >= @D (Q) > . (3.2.10)

The solution to the Hamilton-Jacobi equation yields an ensemble of solutions
to the classical equation of motion determined by C%,, which foliate the Q-
configuration space into a family of trajectories. Along each trajectory one
can introduce a time variable by

Q ={Q,CL(N)}. (3.2.11)

Then, owing to the Hamilton-Jacobi equation and the assumption on |®'(Q) >,
one can show that |®'(Q) > approximately satisfies the Schrédinger equation
along each trajectory:

10,9 (Q) >~ CL(N)|P'(Q) > . (3.2.12)

Apart from the problem of the unitarity, this approach has some intrinsic
ambiguities. First it is not clear how to separate the macroscopic variables
in the realistic situations in which the vector | > or the wavefunction has a
quite complicated structure. Second it does not give the information which
trajectory should be taken. These two ambiguities are intimately connected
because there exists no variable which behaves always classically. Though a
couple of proposals based on the idea of decoherence of history have been
proposed so far to resolve these ambiguities[], they are far from satisfactory.

The second approach to extract dynamics from Eq.(B.2.5) is based on

the deparametrization of the theory[. In this approach one tries to find a
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canonical transformation of the original variables Q4 and P4 to t,, 7, q;
and p’, where t,’s are the time variables which specify a time slicing and
m’s are their conjugates(the index g includes the freedom of the spatial
coordinates). The requirement on the canonical transformation is that Cy
can been written as

Cu(N) = N,[7" + h*(q,p, t)]. (3.2.13)

If this requirement is satisfied, the vector |®(¢) > obtained by the decom-
position of |¥ > as in Eq.(B.2.§) with @ replaced by t* exactly satisfies the
functional Schrodinger equation

i

= |(t) >= WA ()| D(t) > . (3.2.14)

i

Since the time variables are introduced in the classical level, this ap-
proach is essentially of the gauge-fixing type. Hence it is expected to share
the same difficulties with the gauge-fixing method. In fact it is shown[@]
that, though one can find good time variables in the class of variables whose
conjugates are written as linear combinations of P4 if Cy has the same struc-
ture as C; in the WKB approach and there exists a conformal Killing vector
to the super metric G4p which keeps V4 and U invariant, it cannot be ex-
tended to the generic case. Of course this does not exclude the possibility
of good time variables existing in the generic case. For example, it is shown
by Ashtekar within the framework of the complex canonical theory that
in the weak field approximation the variables conjugate to the term corre-
sponding to the superpotential U can be taken as good time variables in the
above sense. However, it is not clear whether the same method applies to
the generic case.

In these two approaches the vector |®'(Q)) > or |®(t) > obtained by the
decomposition of |¥ > is to be regarded as the quantum state vector. Hence
the hamiltonian constraint is not imposed on the state vectors in the genuine
sense. In contrast to these, in the third approach called the frozen approach,
the hamiltonian constraint is imposed strictly on state vectors. Since the
operators consistent with this quantum constraint in general commute with
Cy weakly, i.e., satisfy the condition

N A

[Cu(T), F] = Cu(T"), (3.2.15)
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they correspond to the constants of motion O, in the classical theory.
Hence in this approach the observables are limited to the constants of motion
@COHS. In particular the time variables cannot be included in the observables
because the classical time variables ¢, must satisfy the condition

ort, = {Cu(T),t,} #0  Iu VT, (3.2.16)

which implies that the corresponding operators t* does not commute with
Cu(T).

Thus the only way to introduce the time evolution concept into the theory
in this approach is to regard the time as the parameter of a special unitary
transformation U(¢) in the space of the solutions to Eq.(B:2.3), Veons. Of
course there exists no principle to select U(t) within the frozen formalism.
However, if one can find good time variables in the deparametrization ap-
proach explained above, it is possible to construct a natural one-parameter
family of unitary transformations, U(t).

To see this, first note that the set of functions on the classical phase
space (qr,p’) in the deparametrization approach is isomorphic Ogons. This
isomorphism induces a one-to-one correspondence between |V >€ V,,,s and
the initial state |® > V; of |®(¢) >. Hence through this correspondence the
time evolution operator U(t) in V;, which is formally expressed as

U(t) = Texp|—i / dt b (1)), (3.2.17)

is transferred to the operator on V.. For example for the minisuperspace
models of class A Bianchi type I, II, VIj and VII,, Ashtekar and othersBZ
have succeeded in defining an inner product in V,.,s and constructing a nat-
ural unitary operator U (t).

In canonical quantum gravity theory we cannot assume in general that
there is something like spacetime. Nevertheless, it is natural assume that
there exist a set of observable quantities which can be regarded as time
variables in a given set of phenomena, since otherwise we lose the possibility
of discussing dynamics. Under this assumption the whole observational data
of phenomena are divided into subsets for each of which an appropriate set
of time variables take specific values, and the relations among each subset is
represented by a quantum state. We call this decomposition into subsets a
time slicing in analogy with the classical theory.
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Thus we must give a special role to the time variables in the canonical
quantum gravity. However, this does not mean that quantities chosen as the
time variables in a given situation have any special intrinsic nature compared
with the other quantities. In fact almost any local quantity can be used as
a time variable in a certain situation. This consideration suggests that all
the observational quantities should be treated at equal footing in the formu-
lation and that which quantities should be regarded as the time variables is
determined by the observational data.

In the above three approaches on the treatment of the time variables this
point is not realized. The time variables are treated differently from the other
variables at the basic level of formulation. In particular they are regarded
as classical variables. This feature seems to be quite unsatisfactory to the
author. For example the above approaches cannot deal with the situations in
which different sets of time variables are measured at the state setting and at
its observation. Further, if there does not exist a universal set of good time
variables, which seems to be the case in the generic situation, the formalism
itself breaks down.

If we include the time variables into observables represented by operators,
we cannot impose the hamiltonian constraint on the state vectors since the
operators corresponding to the time variables do not commute with Cy.
Then how should we implement the hamiltonian constraint into the quantum
theory? Here we give one possible formulation which is not mathematically
well-defined yet but formally answers to this question.

First note that in the quantum framework the dynamics is eventually
represented by the probability for each possible result of measurements. In
the conventional quantum mechanics this probability is expressed in terms
of some time-dependent state vector |U(t) > as

Pr(A, — aq) = | < U(t)|as > | (3.2.18)

In this equation, though |¥(¢) > and |a, > both belong to the state space H,
they can be regarded as playing different roles:|a,, > is an object to represent
the observational data, while |¥(¢) > is an object to assign the probability
amplitude to each possible observational data represented by |a, >. If we
look at this equation in this fashion, the most natural way to assign the
probability to the state vectors which carry information on the time ¢ is to
replace the bra < W(t)| by a linear functional W[®] on the state space H and
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express the probability as
Pr(A, — aq) = |U]|aq > (3.2.19)

Since this expression yields the probabilistic prediction on the results of mea-
surements on arbitrary time slice and since ¥ does not carry an information
on the time slicing any longer, ¥ represents the quantum counterpart of the
complete data on a space-time phenomenon as a whole in the classical theory.
Hence it cannot be a state vector unlike in the quantum mechanics. In par-
ticular it cannot be a continuous functional on H since from Riesz’s theorem
each continuous linear functional on the Hilbert space H is in one-to-one cor-
respondence to a vector in H. We do not even require it to be defined on the
whole H. As a result, ¥ is not normalizable in general, and Pr in the above
expression should be understood to represent only the relative probability.
In spite of these properties we formally write the functional W[®]| from
now on as
V[P =< V[P >, (3.2.20)

for the notational simplicity, and call < W| the probability amplitude func-
tional.

Since the dynamical information is carried by < W¥| in this formulation,
it is the most natural to translate the classical hamiltonian constraint to the
constraint on < V| as

<U|Cu(T)=0 VI e€O. (3.2.21)
The exact meaning of this formal expression is
<UICu(D)|® >=0 V& >eH VT €O. (3.2.22)

We call this condition the weak quantum hamiltonian constraint.

In the limit the Planck constant A vanishes the weak quantum hamiltonian
constraint reduces to the classical one. To see this, let us represent the
constraint in terms of the coherent representation. Let |Q, P > be the basis
of the coherent representation of H, and assume that the generalized version
of the completeness condition on |Q, P >,

<Y >= /DQDP <W|Q,P ><Q,P|d >, (3.2.23)
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holds. Further let C% be the generating operators for Cy(T) such that
Cu(T) = ChT, 3T, € Oy (3.2.24)
Then the weak quantum hamiltonian constraint is represented as

<WICHQ, P> = [ DQDP < W|Q'P' >< QP|CHQ. P >
~< U|Q, P > Cﬁ(Q,P), (3.2.25)

where ~ means that it becomes the exact equality in the limit 7 — 0. From
this equation it follows that for < ¥|QP ># 0, C{(Q, P) ~ 0, which im-
plies that the hamiltonian constraint holds in the classical limit. The ori-
gin of this result is the fact that the weak hamiltonian constraint in the
configuration-space representation V(@) = < ¥|Q > is nothing but the gen-
eralized Wheeler-DeWitt equation

Ch(Q, —i%)@(@) = 0. (3.2.26)

Further, since the hermitian operators in @COHS commute weakly with C’ﬁ,
there exist a class of probability amplitude functionals each of which satisfies
the equation

SUIF|® >~ f<Ud> V| >eH, (3.2.27)

for any hermitian operator F in @Cons where f is a real number depend on
the operator F'. In the coherent representation this equation is written as

< U|QP > (F(Q,P) — f) ~0. (3.2.28)

This implies that < ¥|QP > does not vanish only around a subspace of
I’ corresponding to the classical solution specified by the conditions on the
constants of motion, F(Q, P) = f, provided the condition (B.2.27) is satisfied.
Thus at least in the sense of the word used in the quantum mechanics
the above formulation reduces to the classical general relativity theory in the
limit A — 0. Further, though its appearance is largely different from the
conventional quantum mechanics, it can be shown that the above formalism
is an extension of the latter in the sense that the quantum mechanics can be
rewritten in the same form, as will be illustrated in the next subsection.
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In order to complete the above formalism, we must give the procedure
to determine < W¥| from the observational data. This problem is intimately
connected with the choice of the time operators fu- To see this, let us assume
that the observational data determine the eigenvalues of a maximal commut-
ing set ¢r and fu of O Then if one can find a decomposition CA‘I‘; = h# 4 7k
and a set of operators 7, such that 7 := 7#n, and h = ﬁ“ﬁu are represented
as

<WWMJ@)>:h@J§?ﬂ@@th, (3.2.29)
< WU|mlg, t(r) >= i%@(q,t(f)) (3.2.30)

for some one-parameter family ¢, (7) where
U(g,t) =< Vlg,t >, (3.2.31)

then the weak hamiltonian constraint is expressed as
0
i0, (g, 8(7)) = hla. =i OW(a,H(7)) (3.2.32)

Thus W(q,t(7)) satisfies the Schrodinger equation with the time variable 7
and is determined if the value at 7 = 0 is given. In particular if the mea-
surements give data (¢?,¢,(0)), the weak hamiltonian constraint determines
< W[ at least on the subset |q,t(7) >.

Here the reader will notice that this argument to derive the Schrodinger
equation is quite similar to that in the deparametrization approach. Actu-
ally the above condition on the structure of Cy is the quantum analogue of
the condition for the good time variables to exist in the deparametrization
approach. Further, if we expand < W[ formally as

<m:/ﬁ<ﬂ®<wm, (3.2.33)
the ket |®(t) > dual to the bra < ®(t)| given by

|ww>=/@m@om> (3.2.34)

satisfies the same functional Schrodinger equation as in the deparametriza-
tion approach.
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Our formalism, however, is not completely equivalent to the deparametriza-
tion approach. It is because it does not depend on a special choice of the time
variables and hence is more flexible. In particular it is potentially applicable
to cases in which no universal set of good time variables exists. Of course
in such cases a large ambiguity comes into the formulation in determining
< W| by measurements. To cope with such a situation, we must impose
some additional constraints on < ¥| to remove the ambiguity in < ¥| which
remains even if the initial data are given, or limit the predictions to those
insensitive to it. At present it is not clear which prescription is better. More
detailed studies of variety of examples should be done to make complete the
formulation.

3.3 Examples

In the previous subsection we proposed a new implementation of the hamil-
tonian constraint into the quantum framework and discussed its potential
problems associated with the time variable and dynamics. In this subsection
we will see how the formalism work in some simple examples and analyze the
problems in more detail.

3.3.1 Quantum mechanics

As is well-known, the equation of motion of non-relativistic particles can be
always written in a time-reparametrization invariant form[@]. For example,
the variational equation for a non-relativistic particle

58 = 6/dt (%m <‘;—f>2 - V(x)) —0 (3.3.1)

5S" = 5/d7'(p:'c +ri — NCy), (3.3.2)

is equivalent to

where the dot denotes the derivative with respect to the parameter time 7

and )
Cu=m+hlz,p); h= f—m + V(). (3.3.3)

The system described by the action S’ is a totally constrained system with
a single constraint function Ch.
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Since there exists no symmetry corresponding to the gauge or the spatial
diffeomorphism, I'y,, and Oy, are given by I' = {(x,p,t,7)} and O = O(I)
in the present case. Hence 0= @inv is constructed from the fundamental
operators Z, p, t and 7 satisfying the commutation relations

[Z,p] =i, [, 7] =4, others=0. (3.3.4)

From the structure of Cy, in the standard coordinate representation for
which z and t are diagonal, the weak quantum hamiltonian constraint is
written as

< U|Cylz, t > = —id, U (x,t) + h¥(z,t) = 0, (3.3.5)

where

U(x,t) =< Vlx,t >. (3.3.6)

Hence in the present case the weak hamiltonian constraint is exactly identical
to the Schrédinger equation if W(x, t) is interpreted as the wavefunction. This
interpretation is consistent with the role of < W| as the probability amplitude
functional in our formalism. From the Schrédinger equation, the norm of
U(z,t) calculated by formally regarding it as the state vector is divergent:

<m@>:/mmwgﬁﬁz/ﬁwwmwz+m. (3.3.7)

Thus < ¥| is not continuous functional on the state space H as discussed in
the previous subsection in a general setting.

In the present case the dynamics is treated as follows. First let us assume
that the measurements of two commuting observables A(x, p) and # gave the
results ag and ty. This result of measurements is represented by the eigen
state vector |ag, to >€ H,

A|a0,t0 >= ao‘ao,to >, tA‘CL(],tO >= to‘ao,to > (338)

Then the probability amplitude functional < W| is determined as a solution
to the weak hamiltonian constraint satisfying the condition

< Vla,ty >=0 VYa # ao. (3.3.9)

Since this condition is equivalent to fixing V(z,ty) as V(z,ty) = Py, (x) with

A

the eigenfunction ®,,(z) of the operator A, the equivalence of the weak
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hamiltonian constraint with the Schrodinger equation guarantees that < W|
is uniquely determined by this condition apart from the total normaliza-
tion. This unique probability vector yields the probabilistic prediction on
the results of measurements on other commuting operators including the
time variable.

Thus the conventional quantum mechanics can be rewritten with our
formalism. Of course the conventional one will be more convenient to solve
practical standard problems. However, our formalism is much more flexible
in treating dynamics than the conventional one as noted in the previous
subsection. For example, the time variable used in prediction can be different
from the one used to fix the probability amplitude functional. This feature
seems to become important in quantum gravity since there exists in general
no global time variable in general relativity.

3.3.2 Relativistic free particle
The classical action of a relativistic free particle
S=-m / ds = —m / dr [~ it ]2 (3.3.10)

is invariant under the reparametrization of 7, and is equivalent to the action
with a structure similar to the previous example:

S = /dT (%x”x - gm2> . (3.3.11)

Hence in the canonical form it becomes a totally constrained system:

L = i"p, — NCh, (3.3.12)
1
Cu = §(p“p“ +m?). (3.3.13)

This classical system can be easily quantized like the previous example.
The operator algebra is generated from the fundamental operators &* and p,
with the commutation relations

(&, p,] = 96", [#", 3] = [P, pu] = O, (3.3.14)

and the Hilbert space H as its irreducible representation space is uniquely
determined modulo the unitary equivalence.
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In contrast to the example of non-relativistic particles, the constraint
function of this system is quadratic in all of the momentum variables. Hence
the difficulty associated with the time variable and dynamics discussed in
§3.2 is expected to occur. Actually, since in the coordinate representation the
weak quantum hamiltonian constraint becomes the Klein-Gordon equation
for the wavefunction ¥(z):

(0* —m*)¥(x) =0, (3.3.15)

the probability amplitude functional < W] is not uniquely determined by its
value on a spacelike time slice.

In the present case, however, this difficulty is easily eliminated by impos-
ing a natural additional constraint on the probability amplitude functionals.
To see this, first note that the solutions of the hamiltonian constraint in the
classical theory consist of two disconnected submanifolds p° = 4w (p)(w(p) =
(p? + m?)Y/2). Since the two solutions passing through (z*,w(p),p) and
(z#, —w(p), —p) in these submanifolds correspond to the same trajectory in
x-space, two points connected by the transformation p* — —p* represent the
same classical state.

This degeneracy of the classical phase space should be taken into account
in quantum theory. Since it is not consistent with the commutation relation
to require the observables to be invariant under the transformation, the only
possible way is to impose the constraint p® > 0 (or p° < 0). In the probability
vector formalism this constraint is expressed as

< VY|P =<V, (3.3.16)
where P, is the projection operator defined by
Py = /dp/ooo dp°|p >< p|. (3.3.17)
Under this constraint the general solution to Eq.(B.3.15) is written as
W(z) = / dp¥ , (p)e~+PT, (3.3.18)
where ¢ = 2°. Since this solution obeys the Schrodinger equation
10V (z) = w(p)¥(x), (3.3.19)
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the probability vector is uniquely fixed by its value on the states with a fixed
value of t. Thus t = 2° becomes a good time variable under the constraint
(B3T0).

As explained in §3.2 the treatment in this and the previous example is
essentially equivalent to the deparametrization approach. Hence the same
treatment is possible for the cases in which the latter approach works. For

such examples see A3 and [B].

3.3.3 Minisuperspace model

As the final example, we consider the system of a spatially homogeneous
real scalar field ¢ coupled to a closed Robertson-Walker geometry. We
parametrize the Robertson-Walker metric as

) 2K 2 7,2 I
where x! is the basis of the invariant forms on the Euclidean sphere normal-
ized as

1
dy' = §€IJKXJ AXE, (3.3.21)

and €2 is the coordinate volume defined by
0= / Iy|d*z = 1672, (3.3.22)

Then the Lagrangian of the system is written as

L =po+mp— NChy, (3.3.23)
_ el 301
Cuy=+o [ G 5t g t aV(9)|. (3.3.24)

In contrast to the previous examples quantization of this system is not
so straightforward. First it is not obvious which quantities should be taken
as the fundamental variables: we can use, for example, a = /o and 2ap, or
o= % In o and 2po in place of o and p. Classically they are all equivalent, but
after quantization they may lead to different theories. For example, since a
should be positive, its conjugate momentum cannot be hermitian, while the
momentum conjugate to « can be represented as a hermitian operator. A
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similar problem occurs for the choice ¢ and p depending on whether we
restrict the range of o to ¢ > 0 or not.

Second we can always multiply C'y by any non-degenerate quantity by
rescaling N. For example, in the chiral canonical theory, N is rescaled to
N = N/o®?, hence the expression with /& replaced by o2 in Eq.(B.3.24)

should be used as Ch.

Third there is a large ambiguity in the operator ordering for Cy. In
quantum mechanics the ambiguity in operator ordering is often reduced by
the requirement of hermiticity. However, this does not apply to the present
case since C’H need not be observable.

These ambiguities may be partly eliminated from some consistency con-
ditions in the general quantum gravity theory, as we will see in §4. However,
in the present case, they remain as the freedom in quantization. In the rest
of this subsection we adopt ¢ and p as the fundamental variables and rescale
N so that /o in Eq.(B:3:29) is eliminated for simplicity.

Let us first consider the case in which the scalar field contribution is
neglected except for its constant potential energy acting as the cosmological
constant. In this case the weak quantum hamiltonian constraint in the o

representation, ¥(o) = < U|Cyxlo >, is written under the natural ordering
as »

(W -9+ >\a> V(o) =0. (3.3.25)
Since this equation is of second-order, the same problem as in the relativistic
free particle system occurs if o is taken as the time variable. In contrast to
that case, however, there exists no natural constraint on ¥(o) to eliminate
this problem in the present case since there exists no degeneracy in the phase
space. This does not imply no good time variable exists in this system. In
fact since the hamiltonian constraint is written in the p-representation as

zd%xp(m - (7 + gx) ¥ (p), (3.3.26)
—p can be taken as a good time variable. Classically this corresponds to
taking the expansion rate of the universe as time. Obviously the quantum
theory becomes trivial for this choice.

Unfortunately this success is specific to this simple case. The situation
changes significantly if we take account of the scalar field dynamics. For
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example let us consider the operator ordering of C given by

L 3 a2
G = —o~ " %popo " = S 4 =

5+t ozt 5V (). (3.3.27)

Then for the potential of the form

V(g)=V3 (a cosh(¢/V/3) + bsinh(qb/\/g)) (3.3.28)

the hamiltonian constraint is exactly soluble@]. In fact in terms of the
operators

& = /36 cosh(¢/V/3), (3.3.29)
§ = /36 sinh(¢/V/3), (3.3.30)

Pz = % (]5 — %) cosh % — gsinh %, (3.3.31)
Dy = —\/ig (ﬁ — %) sinh 7 + gcosh %, (3.3.32)
which satisfy the standard commutation relations
[T, ] = 1, [y, byl =1, others = 0, (3.3.33)
é’H is written as
Cu = %(—pi +p2) — g + ai + by, (3.3.34)

which is a sum of two simple decoupled systems.

The last equation suggests that, if a # 0, p, can be a good time variable
as in the pure gravity case above. However, it is not the case. The trouble
is caused by the fact that p, is symmetric but not hermitian. Due to this
property the (p,,y)-representation and (o, p)-representation are not unitary
equivalent.

This analysis of the simple example suggests that there exists no quantity
which can be used as a good time variable universally. One should probably
impose some constraint on the wavefunctions as a fundamental postulate
such as the Hartle-Hawking ansatz, or restrict the observables. In the former
case the choice of good time variables depends on the constraint, while in
the latter case what can be predicted depends on the time variable chosen.
At present we can say nothing about which approach is better.
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4 Quantization of the Complex Canonical The-
ory

As noted in §3.2.1, in the ADM-WD theory based on the canonical theory in
the metric approach, there is no gauge symmetry associated with the tetrad
rotation in the phase space I'apm = {(g;x, p’¥,...)}. Hence as far as the
gravitational fields are concerned one can start from the stage IIf, in Table
[, and easily proceeds to the stage 117, in the quantum framework at least
formally. However, it is quite difficult to go to the next stage either in the
classical framework or in the quantum framework.

Mathematically one can define an abstract space, called a superspace, as
the set of diffecomorphism equivalent classes of metrics and fields on some
three-dimensional manifold. If the superspace is constructed explicitly, then
the cotangent bundle of the superspace will play the role of I';,, in the classical
framework. This has been widely accepted as the ideal program to build the
canonical quantum gravity since its proposal by Wheeler. However, little
progress has so far been made on the quantum aspect of this program.

In the quantum framework the construction of the superspace is replaced
by solving the spatial diffeomorphism constraint

Cp(L)|® >= 0, (4.0.1)

and the construction of its cotangent bundle by finding the diffeomorphism
invariant operators O;,, C O. For the pure gravity case, in the representation
in which §;;, is diagonal, Eq.(f:0.])) is written as

1)
dqjk(z)

Thus the former problem is to find all the functionals on the space of metrics
which are invariant under the spatial diffeomorphism transformations. Since
this is almost equivalent to constructing the superspace and find a projection
to it from the space of metrics, it is intractable like the corresponding clas-
sical problem. Thus, a generic class of solutions to Eq.([.0.1]) has not been
constructed explicitly so far.

On the other hand the latter problem appears to be easily solved once the
former problem is solved since @inv modulo the operators which vanish on
Vinv 18 in one-to-one correspondence with the operators in the subspace V..

16, Plg] = —z'/d?’:véquk(x) d[q] = 0. (4.0.2)
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However, this is not sufficient since one needs to know this correspondence
explicitly to find the physical interpretation of the invariant operators.

In contrast to the ADM-WD theory the chiral canonical theory is formu-
lated on the complex phase space I'cy = {(€7,A;,...)} which is not gauge
invariant. Hence one may suspect that it would be much more difficult to
construct the quantum gravity theory starting from it than the ADM theory.
However, it is not the case. One reason is that quite different constructions of
the gauge-invariant quantities become possible in the chiral canonical theory.
Another reason is the much simpler structure of equations. Owing to these
features one can go at least to the same stage as in the ADM-WD approach
and sometimes can go further.

In this section we will see these points in greater detail by constructing the
quantum theory of the chiral canonical theory following the scheme presented
in the previous section. We limit the consideration to the case of pure gravity
with the cosmological constant since the cases in which material fields are
coupled have not been studied well yet. Further we should remind the reader
that most considerations in this section are formal and much is still to be
done to make them mathematically well-defined.

4.1 Operator Algebra

First we follow the path which goes to the quantum framework at the stage
I in Table . In this path we take £/ and A; as the fundamental variables
and assign to them the operators &7 and ./le with the commutation relations
. . i
£5(2), Anly)] = 28356%(@ — ),
(£ (), € (y)] = [Ar (), An(y)] = 0. (4.1.1)

The full operator algebra O is easily constructed from them. Thus apart from
the regularization problem the remaining algebraic problem is to embed the
constraint functions into this operator algebra by fixing the operator ordering.

4.1.1 Constraint operators

First there is no ordering ambiguity in the gauge constraint operator Co:=Cy
since

(A1), € (y)] = 0. (4.1.2)
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Further it is easily checked that Cq yields the generator of the SO(3,C)
gauge transformation in O:

In contrast there are some ordering ambiguities in Cp due to the commu-
tation relations

[E:M(I), -zi—ljk(y)] = :F3ff2aj53(x -¥),
C6(2), Arj(y)] = —=3K°9;6°( — y).

However, this type of ambiguities can be easily eliminated by defining the
products of operators at the same spatial point by

X(2)Y () = lim 5 (X ()Y (8) + X(B)Y (ar)), (4.1.7)
where X (o) denotes [ d3za(x)X (), and lim implies the limit a(y) — 0°(y —
z) and (y) — 8*(y — x). Since this definition is quite natural, we adopt it
throughout this paper and call it the symmetric regularization. Under the
symmetric regularization there remains no ordering ambiguity in Cp as far
as one does not decompose the combinations Fj; and Cg, and it generates
the infinitesimal coordinate transformation in O:

—ilCo (L), £(9)] = E(£1.6) = 01.£(0), (4.1.8)
—i[CD(L), A(Oé)] = A(ELOé) = 5L.A(Oé)

Since éG and (fD are the generators of the transformations in @, their
commutation relations are isomorphic to the corresponding Lie algebra as in
the classical theory and given by

[Ca(M), Ca(Xa)] = £262Ca (M X Ao), (4.1.10)
[QD(L),é(:,(A)] - z'écggm), (4.1.11)
[CD(Ll), CD<L2)] - iCD([Ll, LQ]) (4112)

For the same reason the commutation relations of them with the Hamiltonian
constraint operator Cy have the same structure as in the classical theory
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regardless of the ordering in Ch:
[Ca(N),Ca(T)] =0, (4.1.13)

Co(L), Cu(T)] = iCu(£.T). (4.1.14)

Unlike Cp the ordering ambiguities in Cn cannot be removed by the sym-
metric regularization since

[(E7%EM! (), Frjn(y)] = 8ir*(E7(x)-A; (y)+A;(y)-€7(x))6° (x—y). (4.1.15)

In this paper we only consider two orderings: the one in which all the E’s are
located at the left to A and the reversed one £---.A---. For these orderings
the commutation relations among Cy are given by

~ A A~ ~

[Cu(T1),Cu(T2)] = iCu(L) = i(Cp(L) = Ca(L - A)), (4.1.16)

where L is given by

LI = (& EMNT 20T, — T10:T5), (4.1.17)

and the same ordering as in Cy is supposed to be taken in Cy(L).

4.1.2 Reality condition

As explained in §2.3.5, in order for the complex canonical theory to be equiv-
alent to the general relativity theory, the reality condition must be satisfied.
In the classical theory this condition had to to be imposed not as a constraint
on states but as a condition to reduce the freedom to the physical one and
cut out a physical phase space from the formal complex phase space. Accord-
ingly in the quantum theory it must be implemented as operator equations.
Since the complex conjugation is replaced by the star operation in the quan-
tum theory, from Eqs.(£:3:67) and (E-3.70), they are expressed at the formal
algebraic level as the polynomial relations

(E7.ERy = &7 EF, (4.1.18)
(PR = —ipik, (4.1.19)

69



Though these conditions are not expressed in terms of the invariant oper-
ators, the conditions themselves are invariant under the gauge and the spatial
diffeomorphism transformations. Hence they are expected to be consistently
translated to conditions on the star operation on the invariant operators.
Then by requiring the star operation to be realized as the hermitian conju-
gation, they yield the conditions on the inner product to be constructed in
Vinv-

Thus the reality condition can be consistently built into the operator
formalism formally. However, it is expected to be highly non-trivial task to
construct the inner product consistent with it. To see this, let us consider
the case in which the spatial gauge is imposed before quantization. In this
gauge &/ = & is restricted to be real, and the second reality condition is
explicitly solved to be expressed by Eq.(2.:3.80) with the real quantity P;
in the classical theory. Hence after quantization the reality conditions are
expressed as

(&) =8, (4.1.20)
. . i .
() = A; 7 5Q,(6). (4.1.21)
Since the gauge freedom of the tetrad is restricted to the local SO(3) rotation
in this gauge, these conditions are gauge and spatial diffeomorphism invariant

again.
Here note that from the identity equation (£.3.89) Q);(e) is expressed as

oW (é)
2
Qle) =k 55 (4.1.22)
where W is the functional
1 .
W(E) =5 / & (7 % &) - D", (4.1.23)

Here &; = (&5;) is the inverse of &7 = (£7). W is a homogeneous functional
of degree one, spatial diffeomorphism invariant, and transforms under the
infinitesimal triad rotation

66/ = 2k*A x & (X :real), (4.1.24)
as

SW (&) = 2/d3x & 9. (4.1.25)
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From these properties it follows that the quantity Z defined by
Z(A,E) = 2/d3:c £ A, FiW(E) (4.1.26)

is a functional invariant under the gauge and spatial diffeomorphism trans-
formations as well as the star operation. This quantity will be used in the
formal construction of the inner product in the next section.

4.2 Connection Representation

In order to construct a definite quantum theory, we must construct a repre-
sentation of the operator algebra on a linear vector space where some inner
product is eventually introduced. In contrast to the quantum mechanics of
systems with finite degrees of freedom the explicit construction of represen-
tation is quite important in systems with infinite degrees of freedom since
different representations in general lead to different quantum theories.

In the ADM or the real canonical theories the most natural representation
at the stage I is the one in which the operator corresponding to the metric
or the triad is diagonal. In contrast in the complex canonical theory another
representation in which the connection operator is diagonal is possible and
may be much better than the triad representation at least as far as we start
from the stage Ig. Since this representation corresponds to a kind of the
Bargmann representation or the coherent state representation of the real
canonical theory, we first recapitulate some basic facts of the Bargmann
representation in a somewhat generalized form.

4.2.1 Bargmann representation

For a quantum mechanical system with the fundamental canonical variables
¢ and p let us consider the operator & defined by

& = p 4 i0w(§) = e @Dpe@), (4.2.1)

Though in the standard Bargmann theory w(q) is given by a positive def-
inite quadratic functions, we do not impose such restriction here with the
application to the gravity theory in mind.
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Since @& is not hermitian, the eigenvalues of its hermitian conjugate A
are complex. Let us label the corresponding eigenvectors as

o >=ala > . (4.2.2)
We normalize them in terms of their ¢ representation as

< qla >= ¢da7vl@), (4.2.3)
These eigenvectors are not mutually orthogonal:

< d|a>= /dq eil@—ala=2ula) (4.2.4)

However, they are overcomplete and satisfy the simple completeness relation

dada

1= 1

p(2Ilma) o >< af, (4.2.5)
where dada = 2daydas for a = o + iy and p is given by
= /dq e~ iwat2wlia) (4.2.6)

In terms of these eigenvectors let us assign a function ®(«) on the complex
space to each state vector |® > by

O(a) =< a|d >= /dqe‘io‘q_w(q)é(q), (4.2.7)

where <i>(q) is a wavefunction in the g-representation. Then in the represen-
tation defined by this assignment the operators are represented as

al® > —  ad(w), (4.2.8)
. 0
e > — z%(ﬁ(a). (4.2.9)

If w(q) is chosen so that the integrand in Eq.(f:277) is square integrable
for any value of a and any square integrable function ®(q), ®(«a) yields a
representation of the state vector by a holomorphic function. This is the
most important features of the Bargmann representation.
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From the completeness relation ([[:2.7) the inner product is expressed as

< &[®y >— / djdau(ﬂma)@l(a)@g(a). (4.2.10)

2

The completeness relation also yields the inversion formula of Eq.([:27):

~ dodd L
b(g) = e @ / Z‘  j(2Ima) eI (q). (4.2.11)
m
In the case ®(«) is holomorphic, it is completely determined from its values
on the real axis. As a result the inversion formula can be also expressed in

terms of a contour integral

b(g) = ev@ / dar ¢@1p(a), (4.2.12)
C

where the integration contour C' is the real axis.

Some comments are in order here. First, though we have considered a one-
dimensional system so far, this restriction is not essential and the extension of
the formulation to multi-dimensional cases are straightforward. Second the
transformation (.2.7) in general yields holomorphic functions for a wider
class of functional space V' than Ly(R"). In this extension the holomorphic
functions corresponding to the normalizable states are characterized by the
condition that the inner product Eq.([L.2.10) is finite. Third we can regard
Eqgs.(£2.§) and (£.2.9) as defining a representation of the operator algebra
on the space of holomorphic functions. In this case, we can show that if
we require that the hermitian conjugate operator to & is given by af =
& — 2iw(¢) and the inner product is expressed in the form (f.2.1(), u is
uniquely determined to be given by Eq.(f:22.§). We call this representation
the holomorphic representation.

4.2.2 Holomorphic connection representation

The chiral connection .4, is a complex quantity, and has an expression similar
to the variable v in Eq(f:22])) in the spatial gauge as explained in §4.1.2. This
suggests that it is natural to consider the holomorphic representation of the
chiral canonical theory[ﬁ].

Let us define a holomorphic functional ®[A] as a functional on the space C
of chiral connection A; such that ®[A+ Y2 2,4% is a holomorphic function
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of (z,) € C* for any set of smooth field ¢¢;(x) and any number A. Then the

holomorphic representation of the chiral operators /lj and &7 on the space
C* of holomorphic functional ®[A] is defined by

A@)|® > —  A(a)D[A] (4.2.13)
ED)D> — %/dsx@j(x)ﬁm@w — dilchmﬂgb] (1214

It is easily checked that the commutation relations ([L.1.]]) are corrected rep-
resented. We call this the holomorphic connection representation.

By extending the correspondence between ®(a) and ®(g) in the Bargmann
representation, we can formally construct a transformation between the holo-
morphic functional ®[A] and the wavefunctional ®[¢] in the triad represen-
tation of the real canonical formalism defined by

E@)D> —  &(p)Ple, (4.2.15)
. 1 5 s
Pix)|® > — 5 d’z x (x)gglj(x)cb[e]’ (4.2.16)
as . ~ o
DlA] = / [Dé)e2ARTV@ Glg] = / [Dé)e~ 2 ADGg]. (4.2.17)
Further we can define the formal inner product in C* by
< &y|By >i= / [DADAALA p[AImA]®, [A] 0, [ A], (4.2.18)

where, by noting that W[é] is a homogeneous functional of & of degree one,
u[A] is expressed as

u[X] = / [DE)e=EOE2W @) (4.2.19)

This inner product respects the reality condition formally at least if A[A] is
taken to be unity.

As we will see soon, |® >€ V,,, is represented by a gauge and spatial dif-
feomorphism invariant functional. If the measure [Dé] is invariant under the
gauge and the spatial-diffeomorphism, this invariance of the wavefunction is
respected by the transform ([.2.17) since Z (A, E) is an invariant functional

74



as shown in §4.1.2. For the same reason p[4Im.A] is also an invariant func-
tional. This invariance, however, makes the definition of the inner product
ill-defined since the functional integration along the noncompact gauge-orbits
will diverge if the measure [DADAJA[A] is invariant. Thus in order to make
the inner product ([.2.1§) well-defined for the invariant states, we must take
a gauge-variant functional or distribution as A[A].

For real SO(3) gauge fields it is shown by Ashtekar and TshamPd us-
ing the Gel’fand spectral theory that there exists a natural measure which
leads to a well-defined inner product for the gauge-invariant wavefunctions.
However, nothing definite is known in the cases in which the symmetry is
extended to the gauge theories with non-compact groups or to the spatial
diffeomorphism. Thus at present we can say nothing about whether we can
find an appropriate measure A[A].

4.2.3 Invariant states

In the holomorphic connection representation the action of the gauge con-
straint operator is expressed as

~

Ca(ND[A] = —z’/d%DjA.icb[A]

0A;
=9 i(ID[.A — 2D; )]
dz J 0
= i6,D[A. (4.2.20)

Hence the gauge constraint is equivalent to the condition that ®[A4] is gauge
invariant. Similarly, since the action of the diffeomorphism constraint oper-
ator is expressed as

Co(L)BLA] =i [ e, O

0A;
=1 i(f[)[A — ZEL.A]
dz o
— i6, DA, (4.2.21)

the diffeomorphism constraint implies that ®[A] is spatial-diffeomorphism
invariant.
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Thus Vy,, is characterized as the linear space of gauge and spatial-diffeo-
morphism invariant holomorphic functionals in the holomorphic connection
representation. Though this characterization is mathematically clear enough,
it is too implicit to get a clear image of the structure of the state space and
find the physical interpretation of states, like the superspace construction of
Vi in the ADM-WD approach. We need a more explicit parametrization
of the states. One of the most important features of the complex canonical
theory is that we can construct such a parametrization with the help of the
Wilson-loop type integral].

Let v be a closed curve y(s) = (27(s))(7(0) = (1)) and define the matrix
representing the parallel transport with respect to the SL(2,C) connection
A; along 7 from 7(sg) to v(s) by

vs)
U,(s0,5) =P exp [—/@2/ dx’ A; - a]
v(s0)
1 () ;
=P, exp IF§/ dx’B; - o|, (4.2.22)
v(s0)

where ¢ = (o) is the Pauli matrix and P, is the path-ordered product whose
precise definition is given by the differential equation for U, (s, s),

%U,Y(so, s) = —K°U,(s0,8)i’ A, - o, (4.2.23)
U—Y(So, SQ) =1. (4224)

Since A, - o transforms by the gauge transformation V' (z) € SL(2,C) as
Ao = VAoV =20,V VT (4.2.25)
it is shown from the above differential equation that U, (sg, s) transforms as
U, (s0,8) = V(7(50))U, (50, 8)V(7(s)) " (4.2.26)

Hence the quantity defined by
T, [A] .= TrU,(0,1) (4.2.27)

is gauge invariant.
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An important property of these gauge invariant functionals is that if the
values of T, [(i/2k*)Q)] for all the closed loops are given, the SO(3) gauge-
equivalent class of the real connection () is uniquely specified. An elegant
proof is given by Ashtekar and Isham/BJ) using a general theory of embedding
the holonomy group into a compact group. Here we give a more direct proof.

Let Q(zo) be the space of loops which pass through z, and U, be the
SU(2) matrix obtained from U, (0, 1) with A; replaced by (i/2k*)Q;. Then
U, and its trace T, are expressed in terms of some vector 8, = (61) as

i 6 - 6
U, = e300 — cos % + 16, - osin 57, (4.2.28)

0
T, = 2cos Ey’ (4.2.29)

where 6, = |,| and 6, = 0,,/6,. Since two connections are equivalent if U,
coincides for all closed loops in §)(xy) apart from the inner automorphism by
a constant SU(2) matrix, the statement is proved if we can show that 6, is
completely determined by the values of T, apart from its rotational freedom
independent of ~.

First for the case T', = £2 for any loop v, U, is determined to be U, =
T./2, which implies the connection is trivial apart from the possible Z,
representations of the fundamental group m; of the space. Next for the case
T, takes values different from 42 for some loops, let us take one such loop o
and fix it. By an appropriate SU(2) transformation we can put 0, to (0,0,1).
Then since T, is expressed as

T, =TrU,U, = 2cos 6—7 cos e—a — 2@, -0, sin @ sin e—a, (4.2.30)
2 2 2 2

we can determine 6’3 by the values of T, T,, and T,,. If éf’y = +1 for any
loop , the connection is reducible to U(1)-connection and U, is completely
determined from 7. On the other hand if there exists a loop § for which
ég # +1, by an appropriate SU(2) rotation which leaves 6,, invariant, we can
put 65 to be (0, 9%, ég) Since ég is known, the value of 9%(7& 0) is also fixed.
Hence by the same argument as on éa, we can determine 9,% by the values of
T, T and T,g. Since the angle 0., is determined only by T, this completes
the proof.
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This property of the gauge-invariant functionals T’,[A] implies that any
holomorphic gauge-invariant functional ®[A] can be expressed as some func-
tional on the set of T [A], since ®[A] is determined by ®[ilm.A]. This in
turn implies that a holomorphic functional ®[.A] which is invariant under the
SO(3) gauge transformations is automatically SO(3, C) gauge invariant.

Another important property of 7', is that they are not independent. First
from its definition the relation

Toat =T, (4.2.31)

holds for any loops v and «. Second from the relation for U € SL(2,C),

oyUoy = U™, (4.2.32)
it follows that
O-QU-Y(O, 1)0’2 = tU,Y—l (O, 1) (4233)
Hence T, is independent of the orientation of the loop:
T, =1T,1. (4.2.34)
Third from the equation
1 PN O, . 0
Tug = 5TaTs — 200 - O3 sin = sin ?ﬁ (4.2.35)

noting that éﬁfl = —ég, we obtain the relations

Tos = Tha, (4.2.36)
Top + Tap-1 = ToTp. (4.2.37)

The final relation shows that any product of a finite number of 77’s is
expressed as a linear combination of T),’s. Thus together with the gauge-orbit
separating property of T), proved above, it is expected that a wide class of
holomorphic gauge-invariant functionals ®[A] are expressed formally as

BLA] = / _ HPRIT A (4.2.38)

where p(y) is some fixed measure in the loop space 2 of loops with no fixed
point and ®[7] is a functional on ).
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For the class of functionals of this form, the requirement of diffeomor-
phism invariance is translated to a condition on the measure u(v)®[y]. To
see this, first note that from the differential equation ([ J) the change
of U,(so,$) by an infinitesimal coordinate transformation =/ — 27 4+ L7 is
represented as

U,(s0,8;A—£LA) =U,_1(s0, 5; A). (4.2.39)

From this equation it follows that the action of a spatial diffeomorphism g
on T is expressed as

9T, A] = T,[g " A] = T [A] (4.2.40)

Hence ®[A] is diffeomorphism invariant if the measure p(y)®[] is diffeomor-
phism invariant:

1(g7)®lg7] = p(v) @[] (4.2.41)

Since any diffeomorphism invariant functional on the loop space depends
on loops only through the knot invariants of them, this implies that each
diffeomorphism functional in the class represented by Eq.(f:2:3§) is expressed
formally in terms of a functional ®[L] = ®(Ly, Lo, . ..) on the knot invariants
and a fixed measure p(L) of the space of knot invariants as

A = [ (L(G)OILIT AL (4.2.42)

Thus if we restrict the states to those expressed as in Eq.(f.2.3§), the
construction of the explicit parametrization of the invariant states is reduced
to the following two problems:

i) Determination of all the knot invariants,
ii) Construction of the measure p[L] on the space of knot invariants.

However, there exist some hidden difficulties in this parametrization.
First it is not clear whether the states of the form (f:2.3§) are dense in
the physical state space H. Second, as T, [A]’s are not independent, ®[.A]
is not in one-to-one correspondence with ®[v|, but is parametrized by some
equivalent class of loop space functionals. We cannot determine this equiva-
lent class explicitly at present since we do not know the full linear relations
among T’s.
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4.2.4 Invariant operators

In order to give the correspondence between the theory and observations, one
must construct the invariant operators @inv from the gauge-variant quantities
and determine their operation on the invariant state space Vi,y.

As for the gauge-invariant operators one possible generating set can be
constructed with the help of the Wilson-loop type integrals. To see this, we
first show that the set of gauge-invariant functionals on the complex phase
space, T, [A] defined by Eq.(f:2:27) and T§") (A €] = Tgl""’jn(sl, o Sn)[AE]
defined by

T,gl""’j”(sl, cee sn)[A, 5] ="Tr [U,Y(O, Sl)gjl (’7(51)) . O'U.Y(Sl, 82) e
€ (y(5n)) - 0 U (50, 1) (4.2.43)

generate the holomorphic subset of O¢(I'y). Due to the holomorphic re-
quirement we can restrict the consideration to the subspace of ' = {(€,A) }
such that A is a pure imaginary SO(3) connection, and the gauge group to
SO(3). Under this restriction 7,[A] separates the gauge equivalent class of
A. Hence what we have to prove is that we can determine £ from the val-
ues of T, TP, .. for a fixed A modulo the SO(3) gauge transformations
which leave A invariant.

We only need to consider the case in which the base manifold M is con-
nected. Let us fix a point 2o € M and assign to each point x € M a path ~,
connecting zg and z. Then &£7(x) is completely determined by the values of
E7(x) defined by

E(x) -0 :=U_1E(x)- oU,, (4.2.44)

which transforms under the gauge transformation V' (z) € SU(2) as
El(x) 0 — V(zg)& (x) - oV (xo)™ . (4.2.45)

In terms of U, used in the previous subsection T »51217*1 with & inserted at z
is expressed as

. A
Teé (z) - oU, = E7 - O, 8in 5 (4.2.46)
Hence if the vector space spanned by {éa|a € O} is three-dimensional,

Télzw,l determines £’ completely.

80



On the other hand if the dimension of the vector space is smaller than 3,
the connection A is reducible to a U(1) or trivial one. First for the case U(1)
reductive, U, can be put in a form U, = cos % + io3sin%. Hence E3 s
determined by Tﬂgl%,l. Further in this gauge the residual gauge transforma-

tion V is written as V' = cos g + 203 sin g with a constant . The independent
combinations of £7(z) invariant under this constant rotation are given by £%
and Yy o E(2)E%(2"). The latter can be replaced by Tr[€7(z)-a€F (') - o]
which is of the type T§2). Hence the gauge equivalent class of £7 is completely
determined by T,gl) and T,$2) in this case. Finally for the case the connection
is trivial, the residual gauge freedom is represented by an arbitrary constant
matrix of SU(2) under the gauge A = 0. The independent combinations of
&7 invariant under this residual gauge freedom is given by &7 - £F. Hence the
gauge equivalent class is determined by Tf). T§1) vanishes in this case. This
completes the proof of the statement.

Thus we can take T,[A] and T(V[A, £] as fundamental gauge-invariant
variables in the classical theory since the reductive connections form a subset
of measure zero(for a more detailed treatment on the completeness of the loop
variables, see [B0]). This suggests that T, [A] and T§1)[A, &) can be taken as

the fundamental operators in Og.

In contrast to the construction of the invariant state, there is a serious
problem in constructing a generating set of diffeomorphism invariant opera-
tors from these loop-integral-type operators. Of course as for the operators
depending only on A, a formal construction is possible with the help of the
loop space integration introduced in the previous subsection as

Ty = [ w(LO)OILG)IT, A (4.247)

However, this formal prescription does not work in constructing invariant
operators depending on & from T V(") [fl, é] since we need covariant tensor
densities to make them scalar. The only covariant tensor density which does
not include the inverse of &7 is €jr. However, this is not sufficient to produce
all the invariant operators(cf. [B9]).

For example let us consider the gauge and diffeomorphism invariant quan-
tity Z introduced in §4.1.2. This quantity has a clear physical meaning. In
fact from Eq.(R.2.95) Z is expressed in terms of the ADM variables as

Z(A,8) = 2/d3:)3 &P = %/d?’x VK. (4.2.48)
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Hence noting that /g is written from Eq.(2.117) as

VK = % (—va+0;(vaN?)) , (4.2.49)

we see that Z represents the expansion rate of the total spatial volume in
the spatially compact cases.
Since the definition of Z can be rewritten as

7 = :EQLI#/d?’x q_lqjk(gj X Dlgk) &
7 _ .
—t5 / P (€ - €)1, (4.2.50)

where (€ - €& )]_k1 is the inverse matrix of &7 - ¥ Z is guaranteed to be real
by the generic reality conditions in the classical framework. This expression,
however, causes a problem in the quantum framework since it contains the
inverse of £7. In particular it seems to be quite hard to give Z a regular
expression in terms of the loop variables. Nevertheless, as it is a natural
physical quantity, it should not be excluded from Oj,,. This simple exam-
ple suggests that we should allow quantities with some singularities to be
included in Oinv, though all the expressions are simple polynomials at the
stage where the spatial diffeomorphism invariance is not respected.

Beside this there occurs another subtle problem if we take the loop vari-
ables as the fundamental operators. To see this, let us consider the problem
to express in terms of the loop variables the local gauge-invariant quanti-
ties written in terms of &/ and A;. Due to the local nature of the gauge
transformation, most of them are written as products of fields at the same
spatial point. This implies that the local gauge-invariant quantities can be
constructed only as a limit. For example q¢’* is expressed as

o(2)H (z) = E(x) - E%(x) = %m T, (4.2.51)
where v — x implies to shrink the loop to a point x.

The expressions for the constraint functions become much more intricate
because they contain the curvature tensor. To derive them, consider a one-
parameter-family of loops v, (s) = (27(s, 7)) with a common base point 7, (0).
Then by differentiating Eq.(f.2.23) by 7, we obtain the following differential
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equation for U = U,_(so, 5):
0, [(0:U + Ko - Aj0,27)U™| = %UJ CFaU 027005 (4.2.52)

If the curves ~, differ only within an interval sy < s < s1, integration of this
equation yields

0,U (s, 1) / dsU(so, s a~.7:ij(s,sl)8s:cj87xk. (4.2.53)

From this equation we find that the variation of Tﬁgn) by an infinitesimal
deformation to the k-coordinate direction of the curve v at a point (s),
when divided by the area swept by the deformation, yields T§"+1) obtained
by inserting £(i/2)3 Fjy-o to T™ at 4(s). Let us denote this area derivative
by 49(s)Ajr(s)T{. Then the momentum and the hamiltonian constraint
functions are expressed in terms of the loop variables as

s 1) = ; T A ()THs), (1.2.54)
Cu(x) = i? Z}lgnw Ajk(S)T,‘Zk(S, s), (4.2.55)

where the loop 7; is chosen so that 5%(s) = .

4.3 Loop Space Representation

In the previous subsection we have seen that the classical loop variables
T,[A] and TWW[A, €] are complete at least in the space of the holomorphic
functionals on the complex phase space and that a family of gauge-invariant
operators can be constructed from them. We have also seen that a wide
class of gauge-invariant states are represented by functionals on loop space
at least formally. These results strongly suggest that one may construct a
quantum theory at the stage Il by directly quantizing the loop variables
and representing them on the space of functionals on the loop space without
referring to the connection or the tetrad. Actually Rovelli and Smolin showed
that this observation is correct and proposed a new quantization program of
the chiral canonical theory called the loop space representation]. Since lots
of excellent reviews have been published on this approach[’ B3, B3, @], we
present here only its basic features and potential problems.
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4.3.1 Algebra of loop variables

In order to construct a quantum theory based only on the loop variables, we
must first show that they form a closed algebra under the Poisson bracket
in the classical framework. It is easy to see that this requirement is satisfied
at least formally. In fact the Poisson brackets among T, [A] and TY[A, £] can

be calculated from Egs.(P3:48) and (£:3:49) as

(T, T} =0, (4.3.1)

{Ta, Th(s)} = K*A[B, a)(s)(Tas — Tap-1), (4.3.2)

{Ti(5), T5(6)} = &2AF[B, Q] () (Topp — Tlyp-1) (uls))
—Kk*Aa, ﬁ](s)(TBk#sa — Tﬁk#safl)(u(t)), (4.3.3)

where a#; denotes a loop formed from « and 3 by cutting both and recon-
necting at 5(t) respecting the orientations, u(s) is the value of the parameter
u at the point a(s) of the curve a#;8 normalized to the range 0 < u < 1,
and A7 is defined by

A8, a(s) := % /0 LI (B(s) — alt)). (4.3.4)

Since these equations do not contain A; or &7 explicitly, they guarantee
that 7, and T’ 7(1) form a closed algebra with respect to the Poisson bracket.
However, they have one uncomfortable feature: they are not mathematically
well-defined since the coefficient A7 is singular. This implies that we must
introduce some regularization in order to make them well-defined. A similar
situation occurs in the field theories when local fields are taken as the funda-
mental variables as in the connection representation. There the expressions
can be made well-defined by smoothing the local variables by smooth test
functions. In the present case this method cannot be applied because the
loop variables has no explicit dependence on the spatial coordinate.

One solution to this difficulty is to replace the loop variable T ,51) by the
strip variable which depends only on a one-parameter family of loops > =
{~7-(s) = (2%(s,7))|0 < 5,7 < 1} and defined by

1 1 ,
TS) ::/0 ds/o dTasxjaTxkejle,éf(s). (4.3.5)
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Since the two-dimensional smoothing completely eliminates the J-function
singularity, the Poisson brackets of the strip variables are given by regular
expressions:

1 .
(T, T} = 5,@2 3 sign(a: 2)(Toga — Tosa-1), (4.3.6)
YNa
T(l) T(l) 2 : )N YN TA o) T(l) (@)
{Ty,) Ty, } = k% ) sign(X): o : i#Y,) S1#%s Sigsyt )
Y1NXe
(4.3.7)

In the first equation sign(« : ) denotes the orientation of the three vectors
{0sav, Oyy, 0,7y} at each intersection point of o and X = {~,.(t)}, X#a rep-
resents a curve Y#« formed from v € X passing through the intersection
point, and the summation is taken over all the intersection points. In the
second equation >;#3, represents a strip formed from one-parameter family
of the pairs of curves crossing at each connected segment in ¥; N Yy, and
sign(X; @ Yo 1 31 #3) is a sign determined as follows: first fix the 7-direction
of the intersection segment to form Y, #3,; then the relative direction of this
and the corresponding original 7-directions of ¥; and Y, at the segment de-
termines signs, sign(X; : X1#X) and sign(Xy : 3X1#Xs); finally multiply
these two signs and the sign corresponding to the orientation of the triplet
of the segment vector and the tangent vectors to curves in »; and X,.

We can construct smoothened strip variables from the higher-order vari-
ables T in a similar way. In particular the momentum and the hamiltonian
constraint functions can be expressed as some limits of these quantities start-
ing from Egs.([.2.54) and (£.2.53). However, we do not give their explicit
expressions here because they are complicated and we do not need them
later.

4.3.2 Representation on the multi-loop space

Since the Poisson brackets among T, and T (s)(or TS)) are written by their
linear combination, we can determine the commutation relations among the
operators T[y] and T79[y](s)(T™M[%]) corresponding them without ambigu-
ity and construct the operator algebra Oc. Thus the remaining task in
constructing the quantum theory at the stage Ilg is to find an appropriate
representation of them on the loop space functionals.
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For that purpose let us recall Eq.(f:2-3§) which connects the holomorphic
functionals to loop space functionals. Of course this expression cannot be
used to find the required representation since it does not fix ®[y] due to over-
completeness of 7', [ A]’s. However, this situation reminds us of the relation of
the wavefunctions in the g-representation, ®(g), and in the Bargmann repre-
sentation, ®(«). If we compare the equations in §4.2.1 with the equations in
the present case, we find that ®(g), ®(a) and < g|a > correspond to ®[A],
®[v] and T',[A], respectively. These correspondences and Eq.([.2.7) suggests
the transform

b = [IDADAAAAIM AT, [AJ0]A]
=< 0|T[Y]T|® > . (4.3.8)

This formal expression is called the Rovelli-Smolin Transform(cf. [B9)).

As shown in §4.2.3, the products of T.’s are expressed as a linear com-
bination of them. Since the proof given there can be applied even if &0
is inserted into the loop integral, this property holds also for ngn). Hence
this transform can be used to find a representation of the loop variables on
the functional space on 2. There exists, however, one subtle problem in
this method: an arbitrary functional ®[y] cannot be taken as representing
a state since T),’s are not linearly independent. This situation is similar to
the Bargmann representation: there the wavefunctions were required to be
holomorphic. In the present case, however, the constraints to be satisfied by
the functionals are not fully known since the relations among 7%,’s are not
fully determined yet.

The method adopted by Rovelli and Smolin to deal with this problem was
to utilize a functional ® on the multi-loop space defined as a set of functionals

b = {@0,@1[@],@2[ﬁ1’ﬁ2],...}’ (439)
where ®,[v1,...,7,] is a functional on Q" invariant under the permutations
of 1, ..., vu. Let Vyr be a linear space consisting of functionals of this type.

Then by assigning to ®,,[v1,...,7,] the expression obtained from Eq.(.3.§)
by replacing T'[y] by T'[y1] ... T [y, we find that T'[a] and TM[Y] are naturally
represented on Wy, as

A

Tla]®[y1, -+ ] = Pla,y1,- -+, Ml (4.3.10)
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2

T(l)[Z]CI)[%, e Y = % Z sign(v, : )
XMYa

a=1
X(®[y1,. .o, St Yas -] — Py, .. S, L -+ ]).(4.3.11)

It is easily checked that the commutation relations corresponding to Eqs.(f.3.1))-

(E33) are satisfied.

As stated above, the loop variables are not independent but related at

least by Egs.(f.2.31), (£2.34), (F23G) and (f.2:37). The operation defined

above are consistent with them only if the functional ® satisfies the following
equations:

-1

Oy, -] =2hy, -, (4.3.12)
Plap, -] = P[Ba, -], (4.3.13)
Pla, B, - - ] dlaB, ]+ Plas™, -, (4.3.14)
Playy~!, -] = Pla, - - . (4.3.15)

Of course these do not exhaust all the relations. Further relations are ob-
tained from the consistency of the operations of T'and 7™ on these relations.
Besides there may exist others derived from relations among the loop vari-
ables presently unknown. The true representation space Vg is given by the
quotient space of Wy, by the linear subspace Ry, spanned by these full
relations.

From the relation (£.3.14) it follows that each multi-loop functional ® is
completely determined by its single-loop component(and null-loop compo-
nent) as noted above. However, the full reduction to it is not possible until
the complete knowledge on Ry, are obtained. Thus in the multi-loops space
approach the construction of a representation is divided to two steps: the
construction of the formal representation of the operators and the determi-
nation of Ry,. In this approach problems independent of the structure of
R, can be studied before the complete construction. This is the advantage
of the multi-loop approach over the single-loop approach.

In order to complete the quantization program, one must construct in-
variant operators @mv and an invariant state space Vi, C Vg, and introduce
an inner product into the latter. As is expected from the argument in §4.2.4
the diffeomorphism invariant states are represented by the loop-space func-
tionals which depend only on the link invariants. Hence the second problem
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is reduced to finding all the link invariants L = (Lq, Lo, ...) and one invari-
ant measure () on the loop space. On the other hand the full construction
of the diffeomorphism invariant operators cannot be reduced to such a well-
defined problem. Of course, as for the operators corresponding to the vari-
ables expressed only in terms of 4;’s, the invariant operators are constructed
by taking the average of products of loop variables T [v] with diffeomorphism
invariant measures on the loop space. However, as for those containing £7’s,
we need additional covariant tensors to make scalar quantities. The only
such tensor we have at hand is €j;. Though a few interesting geometrical

invariants have been constructed with the help of €y, [@], it is obvious that
such quantities do not exhaust the full set of invariant operators as was dis-
cussed in §4.1.2. Finally the construction of the inner product is extremely
difficult in this approach, since we do not know how to express the reality
condition in terms of the loop variables. On this point the approach based on
the connection representation appears to be more hopeful since the formal
expression satisfying the reality condition can be given at least as explained
in §4.2.

4.4 Solutions to the Hamiltonian Constraint

As explained in §3, all the dynamical information of the theory is contained
in the quantum Hamiltonian constraint in the canonical quantum gravity.
In the ADM-WD approach or the real tetrad approach no exact solutions
to it has been so far obtained except for the minisuperspace models. In
contrast an infinite number of exact solutions have been found in the chiral
canonical approach. This point is one of the most fascinating features of the
quantization program based on the chiral canonical theory. In this subsection
we briefly summarize the present status of the problem in this approach.

4.4.1 Loop integral solutions

As discussed in §3.2, the Hamiltonian constraint cannot be applied to the
quantum states. In order to resolve this difficulty, we proposed there the
probability amplitude functional formalism in which the constraint is im-
posed on the probability functionals on the state space. Though this formal-
ism is apparently different from the conventional one, there exists no differ-
ence between them at least as far as the problem of solving the constraint is
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concerned, as noticed in §3.2.2.

In order to apply this formalism to the quantum theory in the holomor-
phic connection representation, however, we must eliminate some ambiguities
concerned with the explicit expression of the constraint. To see this, let us
assume that the probability amplitude < W|® > is expressed in terms of a
holomorphic functional W[A] as

<UD >= /C [DADA [ ATm A A[A]TTA D[ A]. (4.4.1)

Since the functional A[A] should have a gauge-fixing nature, it is expected
that the right-hand-side of this equation depends not on the values of W|[A]
on the whole connection space C but in the neighborhood of a subspace Cy
transversal to all the gauge and diffeomorphism orbits. Hence holomorphic
functionals which coincide with each other around C, will give the same
probability amplitude functional. This ambiguity is removed if we require
that W[A] is gauge and diffeomorphism invariant like ®[A].

Another ambiguity arises from the non-hermitian nature of the Hamilto-
nian constraint operator: we can formulate the constraint either as < \If|éH =
0 oras < \1/|CAIT{ = 0. For the second choice, from the above integral expres-
sion, the weak quantum Hamiltonian constraint is written as

CaV[A] =0, (4.4.2)

while for the first choice we get an expression with Cy replaced by (?IT{ Clearly
the former equation, which is the one commonly used, is much more tractable
than the latter choice in the connection representation.

Finally there is an ambiguity associated with the operator ordering. As
shown in §4.1, [Cy,Cy| is written in the form Cpp&7 - EF for the ordering
A& Thus for this ordering the consistency of the Hamiltonian con-
straint yields a new constraint. This problem does not occur for the reversed
ordering.

In most of the work on the Hamiltonian constraint the ordering A€
is adopted. In this ordering it is quite easy to find an infinite family of
solutions by taking linear combinations of the functionals

VA ] = T Al - T, [Al (4.4.3)

It is because this functional itself is a solution provided that the loops 71,
.., Yn are smooth and do not intersect with each other. In fact, since this
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functional has a form W[A] = f[X[] (X](z) = Al(x)V](z)) where V] is a
tangent vector to the loop passing through z, the operation of Cy on it is
written as

52 f
0X§(2)0 X} ()’

8k%Cu(2)U[A] = Y VI (2) Vi (2)e" K Fy(2) (4.4.4)
a,b

where the summation is taken over all the tangent vectors to curves pass-
ing through x. The right-hand side of this equation vanishes for the non-
intersecting case for which a = b. To be precise, this proof is too rough in
that the functional derivatives of the loop variables produce distributional
singular terms. For the exact proof taking account of the regularization see
[r3).

In the cases the loops have intersections one must take linear combinations
of ®[A; 71, - -, vs] because the right-hand side of the above equation does not
vanish any longer. Fortunately the condition for its cancellation can be shown
to be expressed by algebraic relations among the coefficients. So far solutions
containing up to 5 intersecting loops have been explicitly constructed and a
general algorithm to find a general n-loop solutions is found[= E]

Though this family of solutions appear to be quite generic, they have a few
unpleasant features. First they are obviously not diffeomorphism invariant.
It is often stated that this is a difficulty of them. In our formalism, however,
this is not a difficulty because W[A] as a holomorphic representation of the
probability amplitude functional need not be diffeomorphism invariant. Sec-
ond it is shown that < W|¢(x) vanishes for all the known solutions in this

family@]. This is not an obvious result since §(z)W[A] which is expressed
in the relevant cases as

() O[] = VI (2)ViF(2) V) °f

(J(ZIZ') [ ] - _dejkl[;bc a (l’) b (I) C(I)EIJK5XC{(.CC)5XEI(SL’)5XCK(ZL’)

(4.4.5)
is not expected to vanish for the cases where more than two loops intersect
at a points. One possible reason of this unexpected result is the existence of
an additional constraint for the ordering A---£- - noticed above.

Though the latter feature apparently suggests that the solutions represent
spacetimes with degenerate spatial metrics, it is not really clear whether it
implies that the solutions are unphysical, since ¢(z) is not a diffeomorphism-
invariant operator. Some authors argue that the local operators such as ¢(x)
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are not good operators because, when one tries to construct finite opera-
tors corresponding to them from the loop variables by the point-splitting
regularization, the results depend on the background metric used in the
regularization[@]. They instead propose some finite geometrical operators
which can be utilized to extract information on spacetime structures for the
above solutions under the assumption that the classical spacetimes are de-
fined only on scales which contain lots of loops.

Finally we comment on the exact solutions in the loop space represen-
tation found by Briigmann, Gambini and Pullin2: B3, P4, They first con-
structed an exact solution to all the quantum constraints in terms of two
knot invariants, for which (det ¢)'/?(x)¥[y,7273] does not vanish at a point
x where the three loops intersect non-degenerately. Later, by taking the
Rovelli-Smolin transform of the non-degenerate solution for the pure grav-
ity with non-vanishing cosmological constant A given in the next subsection
and by expanding it in terms of A, they found that their first solution is a
member of an infinite series of exact solutions to the constraints with A = 0,
all of which are intimately connected with the Jones polynomial. Though
their results are quite interesting, it is not clear at present whether they are
genuine solutions because they are expressed by the single-loop functional on
which the constraints are not fully known at present as stated in §4.3.

4.4.2 Non-degenerate solution in the connection representation

In the holomorphic connection representation only one exact non-degenerate

solution to the quantum Hamiltonian constraint has been found so farBA . 1¢
is a solution in the case of the pure gravity with non-vanishing cosmological
constant A and given by

ald] = e (4.4.6)
26% [ 5w . )
Sh = T /d X € [:F3Z.Aj CORA + 2K Aj . (Ak % Al)} ) (447)

Since Sy is the Chern-Simons functional, its functional derivative with re-
spect to A; is proportional to the curvature:

TN F. (4.4.8)
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Hence from the Bianchi identity ¢/*'D;Fy; = 0, it satisfies the gauge con-
straint. Further it is obviously diffeomorphism invariant. Finally since

Eq.(E43) is written as

AL 3 .
ETWAA] = ﬁejkl]:jk\I/A[A], (4.4.9)
the Hamiltonian constraint which is expressed in the present case as
. 1 4 4 . A
CH\IJ = —2—1%2(5] X gk) . (.ij — §€jk18l> \If, (4410)

is trivially satisfied for the ordering -+ A- - -.

Since we do not have the full knowledge on the structure of the state space
and the invariant operators, we cannot explore the physical interpretation of
this solution exactly. However, we can get some insights by studying the
behavior WKB orbits corresponding to the wavefunction since the WKB
structure is a gauge and spatial diffeomorphism invariant property of the
wavefunction.

As is seen from the above proof , Sy [A] is an exact solution to the classical
Hamilton-Jacobi equation. Hence the WKB orbits corresponding to W,[A]
are given by the solutions to the equations

Fix = %ejklel, (4.4.11)
A; ={A; H}. (4.4.12)

From Eq.(R.3.43) the latter equation is written as
Fij = NFF; 2iNEV x Fyy. (4.4.13)

Comparing the expression for *Fy; calculated from these equations taking
account of Eq.([.4.11]) with Eq.(2.3.39), we find that the WKB equations are
equivalent to the equation

A
“For = gizm- (4.4.14)

If we require that 6% is real and *F; is the chiral combination obtained
from the real curvature form Fj;,, this equation is further rewritten as

A
Fuip = & Zan (4.4.15)
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By applying the second Bianchi identity (£:2:2§) to this equation we obtain
Ol A 0% = 0 which is equivalent to ©% = 0. Hence this equation guarantees
that the four-dimensional connection is Riemannian. On the other hand for
the Riemannian connection the curvature form R, for the constant curvature
spacetime with sectional curvature K is expressed as

Rap = KOy A Oy = K. (4.4.16)

Hence the solution to Eq.(f.4.17) represents the constant curvature space
time with the sectional curvature %. Since all the constant curvature space-
times with the same sectional curvature are locally isometric, this implies that
there exists only one Lorentzian WKB orbit for the wavefunction W,[A]. It
is the de Sitter spacetime for A > 0, and the anti-de Sitter spacetime for
A < 0. Thus the solution is a quantum counter part of the classical (anti-)de
Sitter spacetime, and may be regarded as representing the ground state for
the quantum vacuum spacetime with non-vanishing cosmological constant.
We have so far assumed that 6 is real. However, this assumption is to
restrictive in the complex canonical theory. In fact if we only require the
reality condition on &7 - £*, a wider possibility is allowed. For example for
the case £7, N7 and N are real but ¢ = det(€'7) is negative, % becomes pure

imaginary since N is pure imaginary. The spacetime metric signature for this
case is totally reversed and given by [+, —, —.—|. Though this case is usually
excluded, there exists no a priori reason to regard it as unphysical because
the causal structure is normal. Further this case occurs as a special sector of
the single wavefunction in the complex canonical theory. Of course this does
not mean that the two sectors with the different signatures are equivalent.

The reality condition also allows Euclidean WKB orbits. Such orbits
correspond to the case ¢ < 0 and N/ and N are real or the case ¢ > 0
and N7 are real but N is pure imaginary. For these cases, since ©Fy; and
+3o; are pure imaginary and the left and the right chiral variables become
independent, Eq.(f.-4.T4) does not lead to Eq.(-4.T7). Hence there exist an
infinite number of WKB solutions B3 B1 63, B3]

In order to see these points explicitly, let us examine the behavior of the
solution in the spatially homogeneous and isotropic sector. In this sector the
chiral variables are expressed as

2
. K .
gl = ﬁa|X|X}, (4.4.17)
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1
Apj = @ijf. : (4.4.18)

where X } is the basis of the invariant vectors dual to X]I- introduced in §3.3.3,
and o and A are variables independent of the space coordinates. The Poisson
bracket between ¢ and A is given by

{o,A} =1, (4.4.19)

and the spacetime metric is expressed in terms of o and N as
2

ds® = [-N?dt* + %O’XIXI]. (4.4.20)

Since Sy in this sector is simply given by

Q

_ 3 42
Sy = 18/{2A(2A F 9iA%), (4.4.21)
the WKB equations are reduced to
_ 2 ;
o= 3/{2/\(14 F 3iA), (4.4.22)
. _ K
A=—(No 3/2)WA02. (4.4.23)

In the present case ¢ is expressed as ¢ = (k%/Q)%03|x|?. Hence ¢ > 0 cor-
responds to ¢ > 0. In the gauge N = 1 the solution to these equations for
o >0 and A > 0 is given by the de Sitter solution dS* as is expected:

A= —g sinh &, (4.4.24)
3Q 5
0= 15x cosh”¢&, (4.4.25)
1/2
¢ — (%) ‘. (4.4.26)

The Euclidean solutions are obtained from this solution by the analytic con-
tinuation of the time ¢ or £ to the imaginary region. For example, by replacing
€ by i€, we obtain the four dimensional Euclidean sphere S* for which o > 0
and N is pure imaginary. On the other hand by the replacement £ — £+im/2
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we get the four-dimensional hyperbolic spacetime H* for which o < 0. In the
present case these exhaust the Euclidean WKB orbits for the wavefunction
WU, with A > 0. Thus in the WKB picture the wavefunction represents a
sequence of two Euclidean spacetimes H* and S*, and one Lorentzian space-
time d.S4.

This WKB picture for the wavefunction is slightly different from the one
proposed by Hawking, Vilenkin and others. This difference comes from the
difference in the range of the variable . To see this, let us apply the general
formula (f.2.17) to the present case to find the corresponding wavefunction
U(0) in the ADM-type representation:

V(A) =C / doe=4779/2 (). (4.4.27)

For the solution W, (A) the inversion of this transform yields

b(o) =" [y dz exp lz <%3 + xzﬂ , (4.4.28)

90 /3 4K2A
x—<8H2A) (1— - a). (4.4.29)

This is the integral expression for the Airy function as is expected. The
important point here is that Eq.(f.4.27) yields the original solution W, only
when Ai(x) is taken as W(o) and the integration range in Eq.([E4:27) is

taken to be —o0 < 0 < oo[@], while in the ADM theory o is limited to
the range o0 > 0. Thus in the ADM-type representation the present solution
corresponds to the Hartle-Hawking wavefunction extended to the classically
forbidden region ¢ < 0. Though this is just an analytic continuation in the
spatially homogeneous and isotropic case, the wavefunction itself is not such
a simple mathematical extension of any wavefunction in the ADM theory for
the generic spacetime. Actually for such generic case in the ADM theory
no exact solution is found and the Hartle-Hawking proposal has no well-
defined formulation. Thus the quantum gravity theory based on the complex
canonical theory yields a picture on the quantum behavior of the universe
different from that based on the ADM theory if the universe can be described
by a single wavefunction.

where

95



Figure 1: ADM-wavefunction U(E) in the Bianchi IX sector
The behavior of W(E) on the F; = Ey section is shown. The high peak at
E, = E5y = E3 = 0 is truncated.
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The above WKB analysis of the wavefunction can be easily extended to
the generic Bianchi sector, and the characteristic behavior of the solution
and the structure of the WKB orbits are similar to the one in the isotropic
case except that much more abundant Euclidean spacetimes appear. For
example, in the Bianchi IX sector, if we parametrize the chiral variables as

2 .
gli = %EI|X|X}, (4.4.30)
A[j = A[Xj—, (4431)

the wavefunction \if(E) in the ADM-type representation corresponding to
W[A] with A > 0 is given by

~ o0 dz A —(E2 + Ez) + 201 Eyz . 22
W 1 2
V(E) = C’/ —_— — Ezz — —|,
e T E) _00\/1+z2eXpl2 1+ 22 TSN
(4.4.32)
where
1 E2E3 E3E1 E1E2>
= — 4.4.
WQ(E1+E2+E3, (4.4.33)
K2Q)
A= —. 4.4.34
3A ( )

Though ¥(E) is singular at the surfaces By = 0 or Ey = 0 or E5 = 0 from
the structure of W, the spatial metric q;; does not become degenerate on
these surfaces because qr; = qrd;7y is expressed as q; = E;Ex/E[(I # J #
K). Thus the relation between the regions ¢ > 0 and ¢ < 0 is not simple
and the wavefunctions in these two regions are not connected by a simple
analytic continuation. Outside these singular surfaces the behavior of the
wavefunction is simple. It rapidly oscillates in the region ¢ > 0 as ¢ increases
and falls off exponentially in the classically forbidden region ¢ < 0 as in the
isotropic case, as shown in Fig.1.

Finally, in connection with the extension of the solution to region ¢ <
0, we comment on the difference of the right and the left chiral theories.
By inspecting the structure of the chiral Lagrangian (R.3.42), we find that
under the transformation &/ — —&7 and A; — —A; only the terms such
as V(®) which explicitly contain ¢ change sign if we simultaneously reverse
the signs depending on the chirality. In particular for the present case the
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region ¢ > 0 for the right chiral theory with A > 0 is mapped by this
transformation to the region ¢ < 0 for the left one with A < 0. Since
there exists no symmetry between the two regions gA > 0 and ¢A < 0 for a
fixed chirality except for the spatially homogeneous and isotropic sector, this
implies that the physical contents of the left and the right chiral theories are
different in the quantum framework unlike in the classical framework. For
example it is shown that in the spatially anisotropic cases there exists no
ADM wavefunction corresponding to the solution Wy[A] for the right chiral
theory [@Y\iith A > 0 though one can find one for the left chiral theory with
A > 0Ol

5 Summary and Discussion

To construct a quantum gravity theory one must find a way to reconcile the
general covariance of the classical gravity theory with the quantum frame-
work. As explained in §3, the canonical approach which respects the structure
of the conventional classical theories divides this task to the two problems:
the construction of spatial-diffeomorphism invariant states and observables,
and the formulation of dynamics in terms of them.

In the conventional approach based on the ADM formulation most of the
work done so far is limited to the study of the minisuperspace models and
is concerned mainly with the latter problem. Since the essential features
of the general covariance appears only in systems with infinite degrees of
freedom, this limitation is severe. Some aspects such as the hyperbolicity of
the Hamiltonian constraint have been studied using superspace. However,
the treatment is too formal to be useful in the explicit construction of the
invariant states and observables.

In contrast, in the approach based on the complex canonical formula-
tion, we could go beyond the minisuperspace models and directly attack the
generic situations. The essential points were the introduction of the addi-
tional gauge freedom corresponding to the tetrad rotation and the chiral
decomposition. They enabled us to express the fundamental equations by
simple differential polynomials and gave a gauge field theoretical structure
to the theory. In particular the introduction of loop integral variables based
on the latter feature has reduced the problem of constructing the invari-
ant states to finding and classifying the knot or the link invariant of three
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manifolds. Further we could find an infinite number of exact solutions to
the quantum Hamiltonian constraint owing to the simple structure of the
equations.

In order to complete the quantization program in this approach, however,
we must solve the following three problems at least.

First of all, though significant progress has been made in the construction
and the parametrization of the invariant states, our knowledge about the
structure of the invariant operators is still quite poor. Since the physical
interpretation of the states is found only with the aid of the operators whose
relation to the classical geometrical variables is known, this situation is quite
unsatisfactory.

In connection with this problem we comment on the recent work by the
Syracuse group[@]. They succeeded in constructing finite operators which
represent the spatial area of minimal surfaces and the total volume of the
space in the loop space representation, and found that their eigenvalues are
discrete and integer multiples of constants of order unity in the Planck units
when acted on the so-called weave states which forms a sparse subset of the
whole loop-functional space. Though these results are quite fascinating, the
type of the operators constructed so far is too restrictive to be used as the
basis of generic arguments. The origin of this limitation exists in the fact
that we have no regular covariant tensor densities other than €;;; as noted in
§4.2.4. The technique developed by the Syracuse group cannot be applied,
for example, to the quantity Z representing the expansion rate of the space
introduced in §4.1.2.

Second is the problem of the reality condition. Since the complex canon-
ical theory is equivalent to the Einstein theory only under this condition,
one may be studying a theory quite different from the Einstein theory if
one neglects the condition. In the holomorphic connection representation
this condition can be translated to the problem of finding a measure which
makes the formal expression for the inner product well-defined. However, at
the present stage, no such translation is possible in the loop space represen-
tation since we do not yet know how to express the reality condition only in
terms of the loop language. The study of the relation between the left and
the right chiral variables may shed light on this problem.

Finally we are far from being able to discuss dynamical problems in realis-
tic situations. This is partly because of our poor knowledge on the invariant
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operators touched upon above. However, it is not the whole reason. The
main obstacle lies in the fact that there exists no consensus on the treatment
of the time variables in the quantum framework. In order to settle this is-
sue of time, detailed studies of realistic systems beyond the minisuperspace
models are needed.
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