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Abstract

This paper presents a novel path integral formalism for Einstein’s theory
of gravitation from the viewpoint of optimal control theory. Despite its close
relation to the well-known variational principles of physicists, optimal control
turns out to be more general. Within this context, a Lagrangian different
from the Einstein-Hilbert Lagrangian is defined. Einstein field equations are
recovered exactly with variations of the new action functional. The quantum
theory is obtained using Ashtekar variables and the loop scalar product. By
means of example, the tunneling process of a black hole into another black
hole or into a white hole is investigated with a toy model.
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1 Introduction

The Lagrangian and Hamiltonian formulation of general relativity is a long-standing problem
that has been solved mostly in the sixties by Dirac, Arnowit, Deser, Misner [13], and in the
eighties by Ashtekar [4] for the connection formulation. Most of the scientific research on
this branch of physics has followed the path sketched by these papers (see [5] for a historical
review). The problem could have been considered closed, but remaining technical difficulties
encountered in quantum gravity (such as the difficulty to properly determine the Hamiltonian
operator in Loop Quantum Gravity (LQG) [6-8], or the difficulties encountered with spinfoam
[9-16]) leads us to think that maybe, this is not the end of the story, and a novel starting
point is required. For example, we can modify the variational principle, as suggested by C.
Cremaschini, M. Tessarotto in Refs. [17-H20].

Independently of this context, a Lagrangian and Hamiltonian formalism for optimal con-
trol problems have been developed during the second half of the 20th century, by Bellman,
Pontryagin, and their collaborators [21-23]. Since, Optimal Control Theory (OCT) has
been one of the most successful theories of mathematics, with applications in engineering,
aerospace [24], robotics, finance, quantum technologies [25}26],... Despite its close relation to
the well-known variational principles used in classical physics, optimal control has a few small
differences that allows us to tackle more more general situations [27]. In particular it can
handle dynamical problems without natural canonical adjoint state of the generalized coordi-
nates. More recently, several papers have outlined the precise relationship between OCT and
classical /quantum physics [27-31]. As an example, one can explain how quantum mechanics
can be understood through stochastic optimization on space-times [32,33].

Following the idea that a novel approach is required to solve quantum gravity dynamics,
the issue is explored using the optimal control formalism. The first step consists of rewriting
general relativity dynamics in a suitable form. This step can be performed using any variables
in 341 formalism. Then, a Lagrangian and a Hamiltonian can be defined over an extended
configuration space. It turns out that the corresponding path integral propagator takes a very
simple form. However, optimal control does not give us a natural way to construct quantum
gravitational states. We thus employ Ashtekar variables and the LQG scalar product for that
purpose. By means of an example, we consider a toy model of black hole tunneling. This
hypothetical quantum effect [34L[35] has been studied recently in the context of LQG in order
to shed light on Planck stars [36}37].

This article is structured as follows, in Sec. [2] the relation between optimal control and
physical systems is reviewed. In Sec. [3]the path integral quantization procedure is defined and
analyzed with the harmonic oscillator. In Sec. 4] and Sec. 5] we apply the theory to general
relativity expressed in Ashtekar variables and the path integral is derived. The application to
black hole tunneling is considered in Sec. [6] Finally, a conclusion is made in Sec. [7}

2 Lagrangian and Hamiltonian in OCT

This first section is devoted to a concise presentation of Lagrangian and Hamiltonian formalism
in optimal control theory [22-24]. To illustrate the subject, an application to the harmonic
oscillator is presented. For further technical details, concerning the relations between standard
physics and optimal control, we refer to [27].
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We consider a physical system described by the real variable x € C (a classical state
that belongs to the configuration space) whose dynamics are governed by the first order
differential equation: & = f(x,u(t),t). wu(t) is a time-dependent control field, an input of
the system that must be determined. A standard optimal control problem is to determine
u in order to transform z from an initial state xy to a target state x; while minimizing
some constraints (the time of the transformation, the energy consumption,...). To solve this
problem, a Lagrangian and a Hamiltonian are constructed, by analogy to standard classical
mechanics. Interestingly, it allows us to describe situations ill-defined in classical mechanics.
For a given control problem, we define the cost function:

C= /Ot dt' fo(z,u,t') (1)

Extremums of tC' are found using variational calculus. However, to take into account the
constraints imposed by the system dynamics, we introduce a dynamical constraint with the
use of a Lagrange multiplier. We define:

t
5= [ at(olesunt) +pali = Sl t)) + po). 2)
0

Which can be assimilated to the physical action, and Loc = fo(x, u,t') + p (2 — f(x,u,t')) +
py is the system Lagrangian in the extended configuration space C’ defined by the vector
(x,u,pz,py). Here, p, is a Lagrange multiplier for the control field. For a constrained con-
trol field, p, must be multiplied by a function of u, u, or any parameter that specifies the
constraints on the control field. For simplicity, we consider here an unconstrained control. Ex-
tremals of this action are described by Euler-Lagrange’s equation, dx Loc — d¢(0xLoc) = 0,
with X € {z,u, py,p,}. For the system above, one obtains:

j" = f(mﬂ u’ t)
Dy = 8ac(fO _pr)
0= 8u(fO _p:cf))
Pu = 0
We can also define the Pontryagin Hamiltonian:
Hoc = pet + pytt — Loc (7)

Hamilton’s equations Oy Hoc = —P and dpHpc = X, X € {z,u} and P € {pz,pu.} gives us
again the equation of motions. From Hamilton equation, one also obtains:

OHoc _ 0

52 = = (pef — fo) = 0. ®

This corresponds to Pontryagin Maximum Principle for an unconstrained control field. Notice
that contrary to classical mechanics, the Hamiltonian is a function on ¢’ = (z,u, p;, py), and
the Lagrangian is a function of (z, &, u, U, Py, Pzy Pus Pu)-

By means of an example, we consider the case of a harmonic oscillator, described by the
following equations of motion:

i= p=—kz. (9)
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where x gives the position of the oscillator of mass m, and p is its momentum. k is the "spring
constant”. The configuration space is the phase space C = (z,p). To define the optimal control
Lagrangian and Hamiltonians, we define the extended configuration space C' = (z,p, x, 7),
where x and 7 are assimilated to the respective adjoint states of x and p. With this system,
there is no control field and no additional constraints on the system dynamics. Then, the
Lagrangian simply read:

Eoczx<j;—%)+7r(p+kx), (10)

and the Hamiltonian is:
Hoc = X£ — kmx. (11)
m

using Hamilton’s equations, we can deduce dynamical equations for the adjoint states:
== x = —km. (12)

They are the same as equations (9). If we impose as initial conditions 7(0) = 2(0)/2 and
x(0) = p(0)/2, the Hamiltonian becomes:

2
Hog = % (fn + k:a:2> . (13)
This is the system’s Hamiltonian in classical mechanics. With the optimal control approach,
we have a more general description of the system’s time evolution in terms of variations of a
scalar function. Because the extended configuration space C’ is bigger than the phase space,
there are many possible trajectories. However, they are all identical when they are projected
on C. Only trajectories given by the equations @D are physically possible. We shall now
discuss the path integral quantization.

3 Path integral quantization

Given a classical system described by the optimal control problem described in Sec. |2, we can
switch to a quantum theory by introducing a path integral. Remark that this is unrelated to
stochastic optimal control where path integrals are also used.

The path integral of the optimal control problem is formally given by [27]:

W= /DxDpxejft)t Locdl!, (14)

Here, x refers to the classical state, and p, to its adjoint state in C’. Since the control field is
treated as a position coordinate, we do not include it in the equations. It is straightforward
to recover the case with an explicit control field. If the control is classical, we do not integrate
over all control possibilities.

The path integral can be tackled with standard tools of physics or optimal control
[3839]. To ensure a well-defined path integral, time is discretized. Then, the formal definition
becomes:

W =N / [[ dz®dplt)e>=e An(f"+pl 0 —0)). (15)
t
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where N = (v/27)~% is a normalization coefficient, ("), fét), and f® are functions of the sys-
tem state at other time steps: z(t™1, p(t=1) 2(=2) p(t=2) "ete. For example, if one discretizes
derivatives with an Euler method, (") = ﬁ(x(t) —z(t=1),
We notice in Eq. that adjoint states are used only once, at each time step. Then the
(t)

integration over p;’ is simple:

W= / [T o (At(a® — 7)) & a155”. (16)
t

The adjoint state concentrate the possible paths along classical trajectories. Since there is
only one Dirac distribution per z(®, this last integral is well defined. Additionally it is a simple
propagator of the system dynamics, as we can expect in the original theory of Faynman.

A simple application can be made using the harmonic oscillator. The quantum state is a
function 9 (z, p). If at time ¢ = 0 the system is in the state ¥(z(?, p(?)), at time At we have
from Eq. (16):

(0)
/ dz©dp©s, (xm _ 0 _ Atpm> 5o (pu) —p 4 Ath(m) (@, p©))

kAtQ mw(l)—Atp(l) p(l) + kAt.’L'(l) (17)
- <1 T > i m )

m+ kA2 m + kAt?

To be consistent with the first order approximation, we have At? ~ 0. Then, the last equation
becomes:

| (x(l) - %p(l), p + kAtx(1)>> (18)

It is therefore obvious that the propagator has the following property:

W () (z,p)) = [ (W (8)a(t), W (E)p(1))), (19)

where VAVfl(t)X denotes the propagation in inverse time of X, using classical equations of
movement.

Then, solving the time evolution of the wave function is a trivial problem once the flow
of the classical state is known. This can be solved analytically for the simplest systems, but
one shall use numerical integrations for non-linear systems.

At this point, the main question concerns the consistency of this theory with the stan-
dard theory of quantum mechanics. We propose to explore this issue with the example of
the harmonic oscillator [40]. The standard quantum Hamiltonian operator is (in 4 units):
H = wala, with eigen-values wn and eigen-states |n). To make the relation with the path
integral quantization, we shall introduce the coherent state |a) = e~l*/*/2 Yoo \C}—%M) A

straightforward calculation of the evolution operator U applied to an arbitrary coherent state
lag) gives:
e~ ag) = |age ™). (20)
Then,
la(t)) = U(t)|ao) = age™™"). (21)
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It must be noted that « is the classical counterpart of the annihilation operator a. Therefore,
it is related to x and p by the relation:

i k
o= + 1/ —=, 22
P\ 2 (22)

and it follows the classical equations of motion [40]:

Cfl—? = —iwa. (23)
The solution of this equation is simply a(t) = e ®!ag. From these definitions, it is clear
that |a) corresponds to a state [1)(z,p)) with the mapping (x,p) — a. Moreover, we have
ag = e™a(t), which corresponds to W~1(t)a(t) in Eq. (19). The only difference with
is that the initial state is used to parameterize the system time evolution. It turns out that
the path integral propagator of the optimal control formulation of the harmonic oscillator is
equivalent to the standard evolution operator.

Also, the path integral must encodes the scalar product between two coherent states. From
now, nothing tells us what the scalar product is. This issue can be solved with the introduction
of a boundary/terminal term inside the cost function, which does not influence the dynamics.
In OCT, the terminal cost is usually the distance between the final state and the target state
(see [41] for an application of OCT to controlled quantum systems). It is a measure of distance
in the configuration space. The boundary terms for the harmonic oscillator can be inferred as
follows: the scalar product between two coherent states is (a|8) = exp(—|a|?/2—|B]2/2+a*p).
We notice that when the probability is computed we get |(«|3)|? = exp(|a|?—|3]*+2R(a*B)) =
exp(—|a — B|?). This is the exponential of the square distance between o and 3. Therefore,
the terminal cost is given by:

Sp = —i(=|al*/2 = |6]*/2+ a”B) (24)

with «, 3, defined by Eq. .

4 Optimal control formulation of general relativity

In the previous section, a simple path integral was derived using optimal control theory. The
idea is to proceed similarly for gravity, and to develop an alternative to spinfoams.

Contrary to the standard approach, the idea is not to assume a Lagrangian that must
provide Einstein’s equation using some variational rules, but a Lagrangian is constructed
from Einstein’s field equations with an optimal control approach. As another guideline the
theoretical proposal must be computationally efficient (at least, by using state of the art
numerical methods in quantum mechanics and relativity).

4.1 Optimal control action for general relativity

Einstein field equations (in the vacuum) are generally written as [3]:

1
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R,,, is the Ricci tensor, calculated using the metric tensor g,,,,. A is the cosmological constant,
and R = R, g"". Written in this covariant form, Einstein’s field equations are not easy to
handle: there is no explicit notion of evolution, there are redundancies in the variables, and
some gauge degrees of freedom must be chosen in order to make explicit calculations. In order
to make an easier link with state of the art canonical quantum gravity (i.e. the standard loop
approach), we introduce Ashtekar variables E¢ and A% [4,649,42,|43]. However, the following
theory is sufficiently flexible to use any set of variables, such as ADM variables, or any other
variables introduced in numerical relativity [44}46].
To derive Ashtekar variables, it is necessary to express the metric with a tetrad field:

uv = eﬁez{nlb (26)

with 77y the Minkowski metric, and e/{ the tetrad. In the following, we use the signature
(—,+,+,+). The next step is to decompose the tetrad as follows [43]:

N 0
I _
ep, - ( ezNa ei ) ) (27)

a

with N, N the lapse function and the shift vectors, which are gauge degrees of freedom. ef
is the triad. Finally, we define the ”gravitational electric field”:

Ef = det(c})e, (28)

and the extrinsic curvature:
. ebi ik
(2
ki = o (Oe(edeh)ojn + DaNy) (29)
The operator D, is the covariant derivative of the three metric. To finalize the definition of
Ashtekar variables, we introduce the gravitational potential:

A = wg + Bk, (30)

where w! = w) ki jk is the triad spin connection and (3 is a real parameter (it is also possible
to define the theory with a complex parameter). Dynamics of E? and A are given by first
order differential equations. For conciseness, we give here the differential equations for A = 0,
and in the gauge N = 1, N, = 0 (further details on the differential equations, for 5 =i can be
found in [47,48]).
o 1

b By/det(EL)

. 1 g

A= —————E%FE,, 32

¢ 28y /det(En) T T (32)
We have introduced Fy, = F ;béik the curvature two forms of A%. In the following, the explicit
formula of each time derivative is of little interest. We only require their existence, such that
the Cauchy problem for general relativity is well posed. In addition to these dynamical

equations, the gravitational field must verify some constraints:

(4 - i) (E2EY - BVED) (31)

a b _ij 282 +1) ., i iN( AT j
Co = oy + E{ BT  F oy — (52) FES (AL — wi)(A] —wp) =0, (33)
Ci = DaEzq = 07 (34)
C,=—FLE =0. (35)
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We introduced Eypy;, which is a possible surface contribution in the system energy [49]. Equa-
tions , , , and must be verified at each point of the space-time manifold.
Hence, we have to take into account this fact in the construction of the action functional.

In order to obtain a well-defined variational principle which is compatible with optimal
control theory, we propose the following construction: we choose a finite number of N points
in a 3D-hypersurface ¥ of the space-time manifold. They define a network in X, noted X .
A sequence of networks is defined by increasing successively the number of points such that
XNy < Xpn41 (the first N points of X1 are identical to the points of Xy, and the point
N +1 is a new point in the network). At each point of Xy, we have a couple (EZ, A%) that
evolve along a world-line; which is parametrized by the time variable ¢. For this set of points,
the following action is defined:

Sy = Z/ dt Pi(zp)(EM(zn) — G (20))

+ M (20)Ca(z0).

where G and F are given respectively by the right side of , and , P IT¢, and A are
adjoint states, and the indice A takes the values (i, a,0).

When the number of points x,, covers X sufficiently well, such that the covariant deriva-
tive D, can be computed using the field variables of the neighborhood points (with finite
differences, for example), we can define a continuous action functional on . Let Py Xy be
a partition of 3 such that each cell is unequivocally associated with a single point of X .
Let VN = max,epy,x, (Vol(0)), with Vol the Lebesgue measure. When limy_,o, Yy = 0 and
when the discretized versions of EZ‘»‘, Aé, b Fi C4 converge in measure toward the continuous
versions, we define the action of the full space-time manifold:

S = lim S, (37)

(36)

and we have:

_ [ 3¢ Pi(z)(F(z) — G(x
s- [ dt/zd Pi(2) (E2(x) — G2(x))

+ I (2) (A} (z) — Fy ()
+ )\A(az)CA(x).

Remark that the adjoint States written in Eq. ( are in fact proportional to the ones in
Eq. (36) by a factor Vol(c)~! in order to use functlonal derivatives in Euler-Lagrange equations
1nstead of partial derivatives. Moreover the field variables are desensitized quantities, and
therefore, an integration weight det(e?) is implicit in Eq. . Notice that it is not excluded
that S = 400 for some configurations, but S = 0 for any solution of Einstein field equations.

From , we can determine the equation of motions for the adjoint variables P, IT¢, M.
We do not present the them here because tthey do not play a role in what follows. We left the
study of the adjoint states dynamics, and the study of the Pontryagin Hamiltonian to another
study. They could have an interesting geometrical interpretation and a possible impact on
the canonical quantization. A few preliminary results in this direction are given in Appendix

(Al

(38)
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4.2 The gravitational boundary term: the quantum scalar product

To finish with the action functional, we must provide the boundary term that encodes the
distance in the space of physical solutions. There is a liberty of choice of definition, but there
are also many physical constraints, imposed by covariance and gauge invariance. For this study
we use the well-developed scalar product between two coherent spin-network states [9,(50-54].
This allows us to make an explicit link with loop quantum gravity.

The usual approach is to define a spin-network state that describes a classical discretized
manifold, by using complexifier coherent states. To each node of the spin-network we associate
a cell of the discretized manifold. A link of the network corresponds to the boundary between
two cells. In many cases it is convenient to work with simplicial manifold. In this case, a node
of the spin network is 4-valent (it has four links), and it is associated with a tetrahedron.
Here, we prefer to work with 6-valent nodes in order to describe hexahedrons. This choice
allows us to make a simpler link with the classical geometry, defined by a metric tensor. Then,
the classical manifold is discretized using hexahedrons, and the dual graph is used to define
the spin-network. To each link of the network, we associate two quantities:

e The holonomy of the Ashtekar connection between the centers of each hexahedron noted
xs and x4 for respectively the source and the target points.

i

2

Ts

Uz<xs,xt>=1?exp( ) Af(w)&im)dx)wexp (;Ams)&%a(%w), (39)

with P the path-ordering operator, 6 the Pauli matrices, ¢, the unit tangent covector
to the link, and L the length of the path.

e The second quantity is the integral of the ”electric” field over the surface dual to the
link:
Xi— / BidS® ~ Uy(ay, ) [Ei (21)nS] Uy, ). (40)
S

The tilde above E' denotes the fact that it is defined by the parallel transport of the
electric field to the starting point z, of the link [50]. In the discretized version of this
quantity, this is achieved by an holonomy Uj(z;, xs), where x; is the intersection point
between the path associated with the link and the surface. n® is the normal vector of
the surface with area S.

From these two quantities, we define the following SL(2,C) matrix [50]:
1_,.
gr = exp §X oi | U (41)

The matrices associated with the links are used to parameterize the coherent state. The state
is defined in a two-step procedure. First we define a function called ”heat kernel”:

KE(U) = Y e G, 1 (g 10, (12
J1EN/2

with d;, = 25, +1, Tr’t is the trace in the spin-j; representation, and ¢ is a parameter defining
the coherent state. Semi-classical properties are obtained when ( — 0. The second step is
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to take the product over the links of the heat kernel function, and to make the state gauge
invariant at the nodes by integrating over SU(2) at each node:

¢
w[gl}(Ul’" Un.) _/SU(Q Hdh H hagihy ! (43)

where we have assumed that the spin network has Ny nodes and Ny, links. In the integral, an
SU(2) element h, is associated to the node c. For convenience, we note h, the SU(2) element
for the source node of the link, and hy, the SU(2) element for the target node. Notice the use
of the notation [g], to specify that the state is gauge-invariant.

When ¢ — 0, the coherent state has a Gaussian-like distribution over the spins j;. The
center of the Gaussian tends to infinity when { — 0. Then, for a sufficiently small (, we can
make a large j-approximation of the state. We review here the main idea of the approximation,
but additional details can be found in [54]. The idea is to rewrite the SL(2,C) matrices g
defined in Eq. using a Cartan decomposition ¢ = u;.e"7/ 2'”1_ ! with r, € R, and
uy, v; € SU(2). Then, the heat kernel defined in Eq. can be rewritten as:

}fagzh_l(UZ) - Z eicjl(jﬁl)/dezTrjl(hagl 1h 1Ul)
’ JIEN/2 (44)
Z e CaGi+1) /2d ZD (haw) Djz( raz/Z)Dlezn(vl—lhglUl)
JIEN/2 mnl

In the large spin limit, we have Di l(emz/ 2) =~ €"]§){j| (since ro,/2 is a real diagonal matrix,
the Wigner matrix is characterized by an ensemble of exponential, which is dominated by the
largest eigenvalue).

Z e—Ca(n+1 /2d Dﬂ (Ul_lhb_lUlhaul) (45)
Ji1€EN/2

¢
haglh_

By introducing this equation into Eq. , we deduce:

Np
Ui UL Uny ) Y [ [ et 02 d; enivy, o (U)), (46)
g 1=1

where W, 4, +,(Ui) is the intrinsic coherent state [9}54]. Notice that we have used a slightly
different convention of notation than the one usually taken in the literature. The phase factor
of each link is included in the matrices w; and v;. This simplifies the numerical calculations.
Moreover, the notation ) i Hz]i “ must be understood as follows: for a given network, the
state is given by a sum of terms labeled by the spin numbers associated with the links of the
network (hence the notation jz)’ and for a given set of spin numbers, its contribution to the
sum is a product of terms associated with the links (hence the notation [];).

Finally, we can define the scalar product between two gauge-invariant complexifier coher-
ent states:

Np
¢ ¢\ _ ¢ ¢
<1/J[gl/] WJ[gl]) = /SU(Q)Nz ll_ll dUn/)[g”(Ul, ey UNL)T/)[gl](Ul, ey UNL)- (47)

10
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For additional details on gauge-invariant complexifier coherent states, we refer to [50H53]
Based on these definitions, we define the boundary term of the optimal control action:

Wil | .
VlE vt

Sp =ilog

Similarly to the boundary term used with the harmonic oscillator, Eq. is also related
to the distance between two states, but in a more subtle way: the scalar product (Kg,\K §l> is
l

related to the SL(2,C) geodesic lengths between g; and g; [50].

As a final remark, we note that it is also possible to consider the reduced gravitational
state of a small portion of space. Reduced states play a key role in open quantum systems.
They are also a relevant quantity to consider in experiments. A precursory study of such state
is given in the appendix [C|

5 Optimal control path integral of general relativity

We can now proceed to the path integral quantization of general relativity using the optimal
control formalism. For that purpose, we have to input the action Sis = Sp + S in a path
integral. There is, however, a subtle point concerning the constraints C'4. They are non-
dynamical and there is no associated state propagation. If these constraints are kept in the
action, and if we integrate over A, we obtain 7 additional Dirac distributions, and hence the
path integral is a divergent generalized function (see e.g. [55] for an introduction concerning
generalized non-linear functions). This divergence is, however, non-physical and it is only
the result that these constraints are considered on the same level as dynamical constraints.
To avoid such a problem, we transform these constraints in a specific integration measure
(see [56] for a similar discussion in the spinfoam setting):

W = / DE?(2)DAL () DI (2)DP () Tycr, oy (B2, Al e, (49)

where S’ is given by S’ = Sp+ S , with A4 = 0, and Lic =0} (B¢, AL) is the indicator function
such that Iyo, o) (Ef, Ay) = 1 if all constraints C4 = 0 are verified, and Iyc,—oy (A, E) =0
otherwise. In practice, we should work with an approximation of the space-time manifold,
using a finite number of points. To ensure well-defined discretized dynamics, one could use
a weaker constraint, for example |C4| < e. These constraints can be imposed at each time
step, or only on the boundary.

After the discretization on a lattice, the path integral becomes.

W x /HdEg(x,t)dAg(x,t)dng(x,t)dpg(x,t)
x,t (50)

X ]I{CAZO} (Eza (.’B, t), AZ (IE, t)) €_iSl,attice .

This integral is exactly in the same form as (16). Then, an integration over II¢(z,t) and

11
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dP!(z,t) leaves us with:

W= / [[dn(E} (2, t)dAL (2, t))e 55

< So(AES (2, 1) — G2) &1)
< o(A[AL (2, 1) — FI)
with, . ‘ ‘
du (Ef(a:,t)dAZ(L t)) = dE}(z,t)dA} (z,t) ]I{CA:O}(Ef(a:,t), Al (z,t)). (52)

Surprisingly, Eq. has a similar structure as spinfoams transition amplitudes [9,/10,/57]
Jon Hévzl dUe [1; 6(Ileey Ue), with G the gauge group of the theory, U, € G the holonomy
associated with the edge e of the spinfoam graph, and f is a face, composed of several
edges. However, the optimal control formalism offers a straightforward implementation of the
cosmological constant. This is a non-trivial point in spinfoam theory.

From the material presented in Sec. |3}, we easily deduce that the propagator W propagates
semi-classical states, and returns the scalar product with these semi-classical states:

(E'(t), A'(t)| W (t) |E(0), A(0)) = exp~SB(E AW B0 W AW) (53)

The propagation of an arbitrary quantum state is possible with a mapping between coherent
states and another basis of quantum states.

Notice the strong similitude with the propagation of a standard quantum field in the
Hamiltonian framework. The propagator propagates a classical solution in time, without
any changes in the classical dynamics. For example, consider an electromagnetic wave, such
has a plane wave. The Schrodinger equation evolves the plane wave (by multiplying the
solution with a factor e™?) exactly as Maxwell’s equations do. A similar thing happens for
any solution of Maxwell’s equations. Once a classical solution is known, it is possible to define
the corresponding coherent state, and other non-classical states [40]. Here, the same thing
happens for a classical solution of Einstein’s equations.

The main difficulty of the approach is therefore to solve Einstein field equations. This is
a very arduous task in 4D, even in numerical relativity [44]. Because we cannot expand the
field variables in a plane wave basis, we cannot generate algorithmically the entire space of
classical solutions. The only thing we can do (for the moment) is to find a set of solutions
sufficiently large in order to describe some relevant physical effects with a good accuracy.
This can give us a landscape of possible quantum mechanisms, and we can estimate some
physical observables. The obvious drawback of this approach is that nothing guarantees that
an important classical solution is missing in the calculation of the dynamics.

To fix the idea, we can work with the following inclusion of sets:

C'>C>CoC, (54)

with C the ensemble of a solution of Einstein’s equations, and C the ensemble of known
solutions of C. This set can be used to define a subspace of the quantum Hilbert space.

At this stage, one can ask where quantum mechanics is hidden? Is this formalism restricted
to describe only semi-classical state? In fact no, and all non-classical effect are described by
the boundary term that represents the scalar product. Non-classical effects can be induced
by the coupling with matter fields.

12
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6 Application to black hole tunneling

By means of application, we consider the problem of transition of geometry from a black hole
(B.H.) toward another black hole or toward a white hole (W.H.) This effect is usually called
black-hole tunneling in the spinfoam formalism [34-37]. For this paper we consider a simple
toy model for which the effect is given by the transition amplitude between two geometries.
Hence, we have to evaluate Eq. between two B.H. (or W.H.) states.

For that purpose, we choose C to be the ensemble of Schwarzschild geometries labeled
by the Schwarzchild radius rg, the sign s of the extrinsic curvature [34], and a time 7. We
present the calculations in Lemaitre coordinates, but other coordinate systems can be used
as well. With these coordinates the line element is:

ds® = —dr? + %gdp2 +72d0* + r? sin® 0d¢?, (55)
with,
2/3
e () o

The extrinsic curvature Ky, for a 7 = C'st hypersurface is given by a diagonal matrix:

2512 2
Ky = —diag ( —1, —sin? e) .
3(p—7) 9p—7)?

We are then able to determine the ” Gravitational electric field”:
E{ = sinf.diag (7“2, NZTRY, 7’1"308020) ,

with cscf the cosecant function, and the Asketar connection:

o o ’
. S
Al = 0 G !
—2sin(20)cscl  3((cscf) ™! +sinf) — \Z%

From these classical variables, we need to construct quantum states. Following the sec-
tion [}, we discretize the space-like submanifolds at 7 = Cst by a set of N points, for which
we attach a couple (A%, E4). Singular points must not be included in the set of points. As
a result, the singularity is removed if one tries to reconstruct the discretized manifold from
these data, but the singularity is recovered in the limit when an infinity of points are used to
cover the entire hypersurface.

It has been argued for a long time that black hole singularities are removed in loop quantum
gravity with a bounce. Recent studies [58] suggest that this may be a non-physical effect
that breaks covariance. Since, it has been imagined that singularity is avoided with some
process involved during the collapse (with, for example, a signature change). Hence, to
solve the singularity problem completely, one should have a clear understanding of black
holes formations. From this point of view, a Schwarzchild black holes is not only a ”steady-
state” geometry, but an approximated ”steady-state” geometry. Therefore, the corresponding
quantum state is only the approximation of a black hole quantum state, that can be used only
for a first look at the quantum phenomenology. Also, the quantum interaction with matter

13
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a) A single node. | b) Two nodes with one common link. | ¢) Several unconnected nodes.

Table 1: Different types of networks considered to approximate the gravitational states.

fields may play a key role in the definition of a realistic black hole state. This issue is neglected
in the following.

To evaluate the probability transition, we have to deal with spin-networks with an infinite
number of nodes, and we have to sum over an infinite number of spin labels. In practice,
we have to restrict the analysis to a very small number of nodes, and to sum over the most
relevant graphs. By increasing both the number of graphs and the number of nodes, we
can extrapolate the result and deduce qualitative limit properties. Details concerning the
numerical methods used to evaluate the scalar product between two coherent states are given
in Appendix [B] The networks considered in this paper are given in Tab.[I] In all cases, nodes
have 6 links. Due to the network truncation, they may not be explicitly connected to other
nodes. While the first two graphs are rather obvious to increase step-by-step the complexity
of the spin-network, a comment on the last case seems necessary. Eq. tells us that the
state is a product of terms associated with nodes and links. As an approximation, we can
neglect all other entities surrounding a given region of the network, but we can also consider
several unconnected regions. Then, we simply have to take the product of all the amplitudes
associated with these regions. With this trick, we can explore a larger portion of space, where
the gravitational field has very different strengths. Note that the coordinates (p, 6, ¢) of the
nodes are kept fixed. While this is in general not necessary, we make this assumption in order
to simplify the analysis of the transition probability when the size of the spin-network grows.

In addition to these considerations, we have to choose a value of  (the parameter defining
the coherent state). The semi-classical limit is obtained for ¢ — 0. In this limit, the state is
distributed over many different graphs with very large spins. This may render the numerical
calculations extremely difficult. Then, it is necessary to choose the largest value of ( as
possible. With this constraint in mind, we have fixed ( = 1/ V2, and we have adapted the
size of the discretization grid in order to obtain r; =~ 1.7. This gives us a maximum of
e Saltl)/ 2djz e"Jt around j; = 2. All the data required to reconstruct the boundary state are
given in the supplementary materials.

Figure [1] and [2] show examples of transition probability, for respectively a B.H. to B.H.
transition, and a B.H. to W.H. transition. These transitions are given by |(+,7g, 0|+, 500, 0)|?
and |(—,rg,0]+,75,0)|?. In the first case, the initial black hole has a radius rs/(2lp) = 500
(with {p the Planck length), and the radius of the final black hole is allowed to change. In
the second case, the radius is identical for both the initial and final states but the sign of the
extrinsic curvature s is changed. In these examples, the time is fixed to 7 = 0.

In both cases we observe that increasing the number of nodes or increasing the number
of graphs taken into account in the sum leads to a transition probability extremely peaked
around the initial state. The fast oscillation observed in subfigures[l| (a) and (b) are induced
by a kind of interference between the graphs. While it is not shown explicitly in this paper,
similar results have been observed for the transition between several time slices. Then, by
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extrapolating these results, we arrive at the conclusion:

Oss' Ly x (P )Ly (7)), 75 #0
. s, = { T OB ) 7 0 57)

When rg = 0, black hole (s = +) and the white hole (s = —) solutions are identical. In this
latter case, the system is also time invariant.

With Eq. , the tunneling effect is impossible or at least extremely improbable. How-
ever, such a phenomenon could be enhanced by the interaction with matter. During the black
hole formation, we might have a strong entanglement with the matter field that produces a
squeezed gravitational state. This state might have a large spreading and it can make possible
a kind of tunneling. This issue can be addressed only with an accurate modeling of the B.H.
formation that takes into account the quantum interaction between gravity and matter fields.
This issue is investigated in [59] with the framework of Loop Quantum Cosmology, and several
key ingredients could be adapted to the approach of this paper.

7 Conclusion

The aim of this paper is to present a novel path integral formalism for general relativity, based
on the extended framework of optimal control theory. Using an extended configuration space
of classical variables, we are able to construct a new Lagrangian for gravity. Variations of
the action functional with respect to the adjoint variables gives (in standard optimal control
theory) a set of admissible optimal trajectories. Here, this corresponds to the set of space-time
satisfying Einstein field equations.

The time discretization of the dynamical system allows us to define rigorously the prop-
agator. The physical scalar product of the Hilbert space is implemented in the theory using
a boundary term that describes a distance measure in the space of classical solutions. This
boundary term is analogous to the one introduced in optimal control theory to relax the target
state constraint. The formalism is flexible enough to define the propagator with any set of
classical variable expressed in a 3+1 formalism. Explicit calculations are made using Ashtekar
variables, in order to define the boundary term rigorously with the LQG scalar product.

By means of an example, the tunneling problem of a black hole is tackled using a subset
of the Hilbert space generated by Schwarzchild geometries. This allows us to determine
numerically the transition probability from a black hole toward another black hole, or toward
a white hole. Numerical calculations suggest that such transitions are impossible (or at least,
extremely improbable), but additional mechanism coming from the interaction with matter
fields may change the result.

The theory presented in this paper is only at an early stage, and many points are left
unexplored. Future studies shall focus on the relation between the Pontryagin Hamiltonian
for gravity and the ADM Hamiltonian. It must also be clarified the role that Pontryagin
Hamiltonian can play in the canonical quantization. Also, a clearer link with Oeck’s general
boundary formalism [60] could be interesting. Finally, we point out that the coupling with
matter fields is straightforward in this formalism. We have not discussed this topic since it
must be addressed simultaneously with decoherence and quantum measurements.
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A Hamiltonian operator

This appendix gather some preliminary results concerning the Hamiltonian quantization using
the Optimal Control formalism. Main ideas are first introduced using the harmonic oscillator,
and the case of gravity is considered in a second step.

Given a function F' € (', its time derivative is given by the Poisson-bracket:

dF' = {F,Hoc}, (58)

with,
_ OF OHoc  OF OHoc
{F Hoc} = ZZ: ort Op,i  Opy Oxt (59)

The quantum state is assumed to be a function on C. Then, the Poisson-bracket is reduced
to {¢,Hoc}t = >, gﬁ 881;0_0. Moreover, the Hamiltonian in the optimal control framework
is of the form: Hoc =), pyift, where fi = @', Then, we notice that the quantization rule

pgi — 10, allows us to define an Hamiltonian operator Hoc =i ft0,i, such that:
dip = —iHoc. (60)

Precisely, for the harmonic oscillator, we have:
A~ . p

Hoc =1 (—83: — /m@p) (61)
m

This operator is equivalent to the standard Hamiltonian operator in the holomorphic repre-
sentation [40]:
H = wady, (62)

with « defined by equation . An explicit calculation gives us: dia = —iHpca = —iH «Q,
and more generally, for any holomorphic function ¢: Hoc|y(a)) = H|¢(a)). The optimal
control Hamiltonian allowed us to construct straightforwardly the Hamiltonian operator in
the holomorphic representation of the harmonic oscillator. We shall proceed similarly with
gravity. From the results of Sec. [4] the Hamiltonian is:

Hoc(z) =P!(2)G(z) + ¢ (z)FL(z)

63
M @)Ca) o
and the corresponding Hamiltonian operator is given by:
~ A Ha 0 , 0
focte) =1 (91013355 + 7 o
0
_CA(x)aCA(l‘)> .
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Assuming that [¢) does not depend explicitly on Cy, the part C40c, vanishes in Hoe.
Using operations on the loop space, it is possible to transform Hoe into an operator on loop
quantum states (like in Refs. [6,/47]). This step requires some cautions, for the same reasons
as the ones that make difficult the canonical quantization. However, using the link between
coherent spin-networks and classical geometries could provide a welcome simplification. A
detailed study of this Hamiltonian operator is left for another paper.

B Numerical methods

Spin networks are objects with many degrees of freedom and the evaluation of the scalar
product between different coherent spin-network states can be challenging. In this appendix,
we provide several details concerning the numerical methods employed for the calculations.

In the following, all computation times are given for a single core clocked at 3.3 Ghz.
Numerical calculations are made using Mathematica.

The numerical algorithm used for the calculation is based on several key ingredients.
First of all, the scalar product is evaluated using an approximation derived in the large j-
limit. Using similar computation steps as the ones between Eq. and Eq. , we can
derive an approximated expression for the scalar product between two heat kernels:

<Kf§aglh;1’Kf§;g;hgl> = e it la; T <hbg;hT h;gﬁﬂ)
Ji

~ Y et gy et pit. (U;Thghw,) Dl (ujhgh;ug) :

Ji

(65)

where hq, hy, b, by, are SU(2) matrices associated with the nodes which are used to produce
gauge invariant states, and g;, g; are rewritten using a Cartan decomposition g; = ug.e"o=/ 2.1}?,
with 7, € Ry and ug, v, € SU(2).

In the last line, we observe that u and v are separated into different Wigner matrices. We
are left with a product of terms, each one being associated with different nodes. Now, if we

consider the full gauge coherent state, we have:

N

/ —Chi(+1) (r+r Totpl,
¢[gz]|7’b[gl Z/SU 2y Hdh dh H Dl Z)Jld D;lljl (wl haha“’l) (66)

where w; corresponds to u; or v;, depending on the orientation of the link. Then, the scalar
product is a sum of terms labeled by all possible combinations of j;. For each term, we have
a link contribution e~¢JtUrt1D) e(ritri)ii dj;,, and a node contribution given by the integral of a
product of functions Djll i (...). This integral can be computed numerically using the following
scheme:

1. For each matrix g; defining w[cgl] and 1/1[4:(],}, determine w;, v, 7 such that g; = w;.e"=/ 2.1}?.
l

This can be achieved easily using the build-in diagonalization function of Mathematica:
Figensystem. When a matrix of SL(2,C) is diagonalized numerically, the algorithm
returns the matrix of eigen-vectors P in the form of a matrix of SU(2), and the eigen-
values are returned in the form (ez/ 2 o2/ 2), z € C, but if the matrix to diagonalize is a
pure boost, we have z € R. Using the fact that g = H;.U;, with H; defined in Eq.
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and U; defined in Eq. ( ., we can decompose g; as follows: u = P, r = 2z, vl = P.U,
where P and z are deduced from the diagonalization of H;.

2. The second step is to determine the set of values j; such that [[, e~ De(ntrig,
is sufficiently high. This allows us to reduce considerably the number of terms in the
final evaluation of the spin networks. In practice, many terms have a weight of zero or
a negligible weight. The choice of the most relevant graphs taken into account in the
computation is discussed later in this appendix.

3. Compute the node amplitudes
/ Vi totar
/S s Pl ||D]jjl (wf it

Since SU(2) is a compact Lie group, [ f(hh')dh = [ f(hT)dh = [ f(h)dh. Then, we can
drop an integral, and we are left with:

/SU(Q) dhg HDM (w}haw, / d¢/ d@/%d¢sm [(w;ha(@b,e,@w;)l’l]zjz.

(67)
In the second line we have introduced the matrix element (1, 1) of wlT hqwy, and the Euler
angles (¢, 60, ¢) of h,. Two options are available. The first option provides an exact result

251
(up to the numerical precision). The idea is to expand sinf[], [(w;haw;) ) 1] into a

polynomial of the form:

0 0
]; Chimnop cos” ﬂ sin g} cos™ 3 sin” 5 cos® % sin® %

with cpimnop € C. This step can be performed with repeated uses of the function
CoefficientList. Then, an exact evaluation is possible with the identities:

C((m+1)/2)T((n+1)/2)
F'((m+n+2)/2)

27
2/ cos™ P sin™ pdp = (1 + (=1)")(1 + (=1)"™)
0

L((m+1)/2)T((n+1)/2)
L((m+n+2)/2)

w/2
2 / cos” O sin™ 0df =
0

L((m+1)/2)T((n+1)/2)
L((m+n+2)/2)

2/7r cos” ¢psin™ ¢de = (1 + (—1)")
0

The other method is based on a ”brute force” numerical integration using the function
Nintegrate with the method MultiPeriodic. This method is specifically designed for
integration of highly oscillating functions. The two methods are compared in Fig.
The exact method is particularly efficient for small values of j;, but the computation time
increases exponentially. On another side, the numerical estimation with NIntegrate has
a stable computation time and a small error < 1075(the error is defined by the absolute
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value between the approximated result and the exact one). We observe that the exact
method is faster for (j) = 325 5,/6 < 2. Then, we can adapt the integration scheme
as a function of (7).

As outlined above in this section, all labeled graphs do not contribute equivalently in a
coherent state. It can be sufficient to compute the scalar product using only a small number
of graphs. This can reduce the accuracy of the computation, but this gives us qualitative
behaviors. We describe below a list of properties that allows us to select the relevant graphs.

e The integration over SU(2) at each node induces a selection rule for the different spin
numbers. For the 6-valent intertwiner, we have the following condition: , j; € N.

e For an arbitrary configuration, we can decompose each j; into an integer part and a half
integer part: j; = n; + 0; with n; € N, and §; = 0 or 1/2. If all spins in the graph have
integer values, the sum of the spins at each node is an integer, and thus it is a valid
graph. Non-trivial cases are given when there are é; # 0. In fact, the validity of the
graph depends only on the set of d;, but not on the values of n;. Hence, we can first
determine the set of valid graphs with j; = §;, and then we can generate all other graph
by adding to these solutions an integer n; to each j;.

C Toward reduced gravitational states

The quantum state [¢) is an idealized concept that is, in practice, experimentally not acces-
sible. Rather than |¢), we may have access to the reduced density matrix of the system (and
the reduced density matrix may not be a pure state of the form [¢)(¢|). The reduced state
consists of the density matrix describing the state of ”everything” where we have made a par-
tial trace over all degrees of freedoms that do not describe the system of interest. Introducing
reduced states in quantum gravity is interesting to model more realistic systems.

The density matrix for spin network states can be defined as follows. Given any set of spin
networks, we can define |¢(Uy,..,Un,)) = >, %ili(Ui,..,Un,)) where |i) is a spin-network,
function of Ny, variables U; € SU(2). Then, a density matrix is simply given by:

p(U1, o Uny UL oo Uy ) = Y cili(Un, - Un )W (U, - Un, )l (68)

i3

such that ), ¢;; = 1. Since nodes and links describe geometric quantities, we can define the
partial trace over space degrees of freedoms by integrating over SU(2) for each link outside
the region of interest:

Np—Nj,
pS:/ , U, (U U p(Uy, ..Uy, Ul ..., UN ). 69
— zl_[1 (U.U; ) ol 1 U1 N) (69)

Remark that the integration over U] is in fact hidden in the definition of (i|. The result of this
partial trace leads to a kind of spin-network with links connected to a single node. Hence, we
are forced to work with a new kind of state defined on open graphs. These states are called
sub-spin-networks. The idea is illustrated in Figure [4
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Eq. allows us to derive an approximated reduced density matrix of a gravitational
state p = |w[<gl]><1/1[cgl]\. Using the partial trace defined in Eq. (69), we deduce:

ps = S el{iih gy [ e 0t/ 2d; e GOy rit ey o) (Wl (70)
Ji,d; LU

with c({71},{j/}), a term that depends on all the j; of a given graph (here,  runs over all
the links of the sub-network). This can be viewed as a coefficient measuring the coherence
between two graphs. Its value depends on the links and nodes amplitudes of the region of the
graph which is traced out.

Under several assumptions we can estimate these coefficients for a given reduced state.
We explore briefly the case illustrated in Fig. [4, for a reduced density matrix of a single 6-
valent node. We assume that the node is a part of a bigger graph with 6 other nodes and 30
other links. This is still a sub-graph of a hypothetical larger graph, but we assume that the
coeflicients depend mostly on the nearest neighbors. They are estimated by first choosing a
finite set of sub-graphs with link labels {ji, ..., j¢}. For each couple of sub-graphs, we generate
randomly the spin-numbers of the rest of the graph (i.e. the values of the 30 other j;), and
we compute the amplitude Hko et g, 2k (T (W5 ). Without an explicit
knowledge of the state in the traced region, we fix i, = r, with r a chosen value, and we assume
(Wi upon | Yigupv,) = 1 or 0 if the configuration is non-physical (the sum of the j; at each
node must be an integer). This may be improved by introducing a more realistic estimation
of (W, wpvp| Wi upvp), for example, by using a random number with a specific probability
distribution. However, our first investigations suggest that this does not change the results
significantly. The coefficients are deduced by summing the amplitude of many (ideally an
infinite number) of random graphs. The results can be normalized to obtain Tr(pg) = 1.

An example of coefficients is given in Fig. [5l Due to the non-zero diagonal elements and
the sparse structure of non-diagonal elements, we see that the reduced density matrix is in a
mixed state. Using the fact that the sum of the j; at each node must be an integer, we can
show that the statistical mixture is induced by half integer spins while some of the coherence is
kept by integer spins. The reduced density matrix formalism may be interesting to compute
mean values of observable, but it is not well adapted to the problem studied in section [6]
Probability transition of mixed states must be computed using the quantum fidelity, and this
quantity is difficult to compute with coherent states.
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Figure 1: B.H. to B.H. transition probability from |[+,500,0) to |+,rg,0) for different
spin-network configurations. (a) Single node spin-network. (b) spin-network with two
nodes connected by one link. (c) Ensemble of unconnected nodes. For the subfigures
(a), and (b), each curve corresponds to a different number of graphs taken into account
in the evaluation of the scalar product. The graphs are selected in order to keep only
the ones with the largest contributions. As an example, for the subfigure (a), the orange
curve is computed with {j;} = {{2,2,2,2,2,2}}, and the blue curve is computed with
{n} = {{2,2,2,2,2,2},{%, %,2,2,2,2},...}. For the subfigure (c), only the graph with the
highest contribution is kept, which means that the orange curve of (a) is the same as the
orange curve of (c).
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Figure 2: Same as Fig. but for the transition of geometry between a black hole state
|+,75,0) to a white hole state |—,rg,0).
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Figure 3: a) computation time of Eq. (67)) as a function of (j) = S0, j1/6, for the two methods
(we recall that the nodes considered in this study have 6-links). b) Error of the NIntegrate
method as a function of (j). Each point of these plots corresponds to an integration, for which
all j;, w;, w; are generated randomly.
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Figure 4: Illustrative example of sub-
graph induced by the partial trace over
the links of a spin-network (for simplic-
ity, only the links and nodes surrounding
the interesting area are shown). The part
of the graph in the gray area corresponds
to the entities eliminated by the partial
trace. The result is then a sub-graph with
the node ng, and links Iy, ..., lg.

Figure 5: Numerical estimation of ¢({j;}, {j]}) for a 1-node reduced density matrix. We show

only the sign of the coefficient (0 or 1, given respectively by white or blue pixels). While it

is easy to deduce if a coefficient is different from 0, it is, however, very difficult to estimate

its exact value (the convergence of the Monte-Carlo methods is very slow). Based on our

numerical observation we conjecture that, for the case presented here, they are almost all

identical. Calculations are made using r = 1.5 and a set of 46 graphs with spin numbers j; in
35

the range [3, 5].
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