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Abstract

A manifestly diffeomorphism-invariant approach to canonical quan-
tum gravity requires to use composite operators. These can be con-
sidered to be bound states of matter and/or gravitons, intrinsically
non-perturbative objects. An analytical approach to determine the
properties of such bound states could be the Frohlich-Morchio-Strocchi
mechanism. We explore the necessary technology by applying it to
various n-point functions, including geon propagators and black-hole-
particle vertices.

1 Introduction

Strict independence of human choices requires that observables are mani-
festly and non-perturbatively invariant under choices of coordinate systems
or gauges HIHE] In quantum gravity this translates to invariance of observ-
ables under diffeomorphisms. In loop quantum gravity this is pushed to the
extreme by using exclusively diffeomorphism-invariant variables ﬂa, E‘] An
alternative approach is to still use diffeomorphism-dependent quantities, like
the metric or vierbein, as dynamical variables, but to determine eventually
diffeomorphism-invariant observables, just as is done in ordinary quantum
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gauge theories. However, this approach is substantially hampered by the
complexity such observables entail, as these are necessarily described by
composite operators.

However, observationally quantum gravity is dominated at long distances
by classical physics, at least for the values of Newton’s constant and the cos-
mological constant relevant to our universe. In such a situation the Frohlich-
Morchio-Strocchi (FMS) mechanism [2, 13, 5] from non-gravitational theories
is a possibility to unravel composite operators using analytic methods. The
FMS mechanism can indeed be transferred, at least in principle, to canonical
quantum gravity [8], if the theory can be formulated in terms of a gauge the-
ory quantizable by a path integral. The latter is supported by results from
scenarios like asymptotic safety [9-12] as well as dynamical triangulation
approaches [13, [14].

Thus, the present purpose will be to make the conceptual ideas of [§]
more concrete, though still in an exploratory manner. These explorations are
a necessary next step before being able to go to real quantitative calculations.
As it turns out, arguably expected, that quantum gravity harbors a couple
of additional challenges in applying the FMS mechanism in comparison to
ordinary flat-space quantum field theory. To this end, we investigate here
how the FMS approach could be applied to a selection of n-point functions
with n < 4 in sections [BHEL.

A particularly important intermediate step is the question of a suitable
gauge to apply the FMS mechanism. This will be considered in section 2
In a sense, this defines a possible framework for the quantitative application
of the FMS mechanism in quantum gravity. It also discusses in more detail
how to usefully define the fluctuation field in this context.

We summarize our experiences in section [l We find in particular that it
is, already from a classical point of view, far from obvious how to formulate
certain questions in a manifestly diffeomorphism invariant way. However,
we find that at the quantum level these need to be phrased very carefully
to obtain meaningful answers.

2 Setup and gauge fixing

We consider here a path-integral approach, in which we include Einstein-
Hilbert gravity, as well as a single scalar particle. The quantization is per-



formed using a path-integral approach, with the action

S = [ d*z/det(— < (R+1)+ gﬂvaﬂ¢ay¢+m¢2> (1)

= [ d*z/det(—g) (——gaﬁ 9" (—40,089apn + 40,0905
+9"7 (201,9800p9ap — 30p9apdogpy
+0u9a8(OvGpo — 4059up) + 4089ap0sgup) — 4l>
+9"" 0,00, ¢ + m¢?)

where k and [ are suitable combinations of Newton’s constant and the cos-
mological constant, R is the curvature scalar, g the metric, ¢ a scalar field
and m the mass the scalar particle would have at tree-level in flat space-time.
Note that for scalars the covariant derivatives become ordinary ones.

We assume for the moment that a path-integral quantization is possible,
where ultraviolet stabilization occurs due to a dynamical effect like asymp-
totic safety [9-12], possibly supplied with further terms in the action [15-17].
This assumption will affect any quantitative results in the following, but our
qualitative steps will be unaltered. As integration variables, we will use the
metric and the scalar field, though the vierbein or other quantities would
be possible as well. Again, the following could be conducted analogously
for any other such choice. It is here chosen entirely for technical simplicity,
and may not be suitable eventually |8, [18]. This requires to chose the inte-
gration range. Here, we will restrict to all compatible metrics, which satisfy
det ¢ < 0 and have signature +2, to allow for local transformations to flat
space.

The basic idea [8] of the FMS mechanism [2,13] is to formulate observables
in a manifestly diffeomorphism-invariant way, and afterwards expand them
in quantum fluctuations around a classical metric. This needs to be done
after gauge-fixing, and is thus conceptually different than in any background-
field approach. The question of how to perform the split is far from obvious
at the moment. However, defining

gul/ = gfl,p;)(lle = gft,p (55 + (gc)pU’YO'V) = gfu/ + ’Y;LV7 (2)

where gy, is a fixed classical metric, shows that a linear and a product split
are both equal. This implies that det¥ > 0, and it cannot alter the signature
of gy,,,- Thus, also v, cannot change the signature. The linear shift allows to
switch to v as integration variable in the path integral without a Jacobian.
Physically, v measures the change of distances ds? compared to the reference
distance (ds¢)? = gy dztdz”. It is important to note that only g, can be
used to lower and raise indices, while trying to do so with gy, yields an error
of order ~.



While these are so far exact statements, to apply the FMS mechanism
we will moreover assume that ~ is small, or likewise that 4 is close to the
unit matrix. The linear split is technically most convenient in the following,
and we will use it exclusively from here on.

By construction, it was required that (¢)*” is the inverse of G- As a
consequence, the same does not hold true for v, and ¥*¥, and it follows

Sy = 9" gup = ((9) + ") (g0 +Wp) = 05+ (9) Wwp + 95,7 + 7" Yp-

This implies the linear relation

olad (glclp + 'Yup) + (QC)MV'YVp =0 (3)

which is formally implicitly solved by a Dyson-like equation

Y = —=(g)" " Vp9"" . (4)

While in a numerical calculation an equation like (B]) can be solved, this is
not always possible in an analytical approach.

However, here we are mainly concerned with a perturbative treatment,
which implies that v can be considered small in comparison to g¢. We can
therefore expand (4) in the fluctuation field, yielding

P = =g (99 Vop + (9°)7 (9" Va9 Py — - (5)

and thus obtain the necessary desired inverse fluctuation field v# in terms
of the fluctuation field. Note, however, that this immediately implies the
presence of an infinite number of tree-level terms in a perturbative expan-
sio

As noted, the split needs to be done after gauge-fixing. With the aim of
technical simplification, it turns out to be useful that the full gauge condition
Cl[g] = 0 is also fulfilled by the classical metric, C[g¢] = 0. This is certainly
always possible. In addition, a simple form of the classical metric will also
be helpful in the following calculations. Hence, the gauge condition chosen
should allow for a simple explicit form. Given the usual expressions for flat
and (anti-)de Sitter metric, a suitable choice is the Haywood gauge

gupapgu,u = augu,u = 0.
This implies for classical metrics obeying the Haywood gauge condition
gﬂpapf)/uu =0= (gc)ﬂpapf)/uu + 'Y'upap’)’uu- (6)
! As it has been found that in the FMS approach divergencies from ordinary perturba-
tion theory can cancel at the level of observables |19], it is an interesting question whether
these additional terms may actually help to make a perturbative approach to quantum

gravity predictive. This will have to await the technology to do loop calculations in this
setup.




Inserting (B]) into (6l) therefore implies that at fixed order in ~ there is always
an additional term of one order higher in « in the gauge condition than the
order to which one works, and by which it is violated. That is, however, not
different from perturbative treatments in ordinary gauge theories.

Inserting the Haywood gauge condition in the action and performing
the usual Faddeev-Popov construction finally yields the gauge-fixed path
integral

Z = /D(gcc)eis
S = d*z\/det(—g) x

x (i (R+1)+¢&,0, (D", + D" ) ¢ + " 8,00,¢ + m¢2>

R = _igaﬁgﬂy (—4811869041, + 4(9,,(9“9045

+9"7 (8ugaﬁaugpa + 0pgap (20,950 — 3609[3”)))

D, = 8.6," 1",

1
Fpuu = §9pa (Ougpv + Ouvgup — Opguv) -
Note that at this point the expression remains exact, and ¢ is still the full
quantum metric, though restricted to obey the Haywood gauge condition

@).

3 One-point functions and cosmology

While formally the split (2) can be performed for any ¢¢, the aim is, of
course, to simplify calculations. Thus, the split (2) is a purely technical
tool. Hence, a good choice is essential to make progress. This needs to be
accompanied also by a suitable choice of gauge-fixing condition, as otherwise
additional technical complications will arise.

This requires a few reflections upon the anticipated behavior of the the-
ory. Quantum gravity is based on events, rather than coordinates, as ele-
mentary objects. Any path integral formulation with a fully diffeomorphism-
invariant action and measure does not introduce any preference of events,
and all events are equal. As a consequence, no quantity which depends on
a single event can be anything but zero, except for scalars which can be
non-zero, but event-independent. Especially any expectation value of the
metric vanishes without gauge fixing. Space-time can only be characterized
by (covariantly constant) densities of curvature scalars. These are primar-
ily quantities like the curvature scalar, the Kretschmann scalar, the Weyl
scalar, and so on.



Choosing ¢g¢ such that it reproduces the observed values of these scalars
implies the absence (or cancellation) of quantum corrections for them. It
is therefore a well-motivated possibility. Of course, since these scalars are
diffeomorphism-invariant, there is still considerable freedom in this choice.
Imposing in addition the gauge condition () singles out finally a particular
form@. Here, this will be flat space-time, as the simplest case, and the
de Sitter metric in the Cartesian Roberston-Walker chart, which yields a
diagonal metric. This leads to the observed cosmological constant, and the
corresponding curvature scalar.

When considering our universe, it would appear that the Friedmann-
Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker (FLRW) metric should also be a good choice
given how well it works in cosmology. And of course, it is certainly possible.
However, in this case quantities like the curvature scalar are not constant,
implying the need for quantum corrections. This appears odd at first sight.
But there is a reason behind this. In this case a special event, the big bang,
is introduced, and the dependence of , e. g., the curvature scalar is given
in terms of the eigentime since this special event. Hence, this choice does
not respect that all events are equal. This equality would then needed to be
restored by quantum corrections.

This leads immediately to the question how something like cosmology
and the existence of a universe could be described in this setup. To answer
this requires to pose the question how to describe a universe in terms of
manifestly diffeomorphism-invariant quantities. This is a surprisingly non-
trivial question.

In fact, the closest possibility is probably the following point of view,
which considers a universe more like a scattering processﬁ. For simplicity,
assume that the universe contains only two particleﬂ, described by two
diffeomorphism-invariant operators O;. Given then the matrix element

(01(x)0§(X)01(¥)02(2))

the corresponding cross section can be used to describe the probability of
the development of a universe. To this end, determine the cross-section as
a function of a space-like geodesic distance r = (o(Y, Z)) at fixed time-like
geodesic distances 7 = (0(X,Y)) = (0(X, Z)), with the geodesic distances
determined as in |§]. This describes how likely this universe’s size r is
as a function of the elapsed time-like duration 7. If there would be more
than two particles, the largest pairwise distance r would provide the size of

2Up to possible Gribov copies.

3In fact, the scattering aspect only comes in because one wants to talk about time
evolution. Taking into account that this is part of the problem, the situation is actually
more akin to a many-body problem in ordinary quantum field theory. Cosmology relates
to quantum gravity thus in a similar fashion as, e. g., a neutron star to QCD.

Tt is actually unknown to the authors if a lower limit for the particle content of a
universe to drive cosmology exists.



the universe. Note that in this way no event is preferred as the big bang.
The properties of the universe in this way follow indeed as an expectation
value and characterize an average universe created from the employed matter
Lagrangian. An actual universe, like ours, is then the consequence of a
measurement process, which is governed by this probability. Thus, in this
way it is calculable how likely a universe like ours actually is. Quantities
like the curvature of the universe would then be obtained from distributions
of geodesic distances, and are not an inherent observable derived directly
from operators like the curvature scalar. This is, as it must be, since these
quantities depend on the other matter.

Of course, a practical calculation for our universe, with its estimated
103 particles, is not feasible (yet). However, expecting a quasi-classical
behavior, as one sees also for cross sections of many particles in ordinary
particle physics, could lead to the hope that the probability would peak
around the observed behavior. In addition, many-body techniques could
perhaps also be developed in this case.

Note that it is important in this context to carefully distinguish between
the classical metric for the expansion point of the FMS mechanism and the
effective behavior of the universe. The prior is determined solely by the
Lagrangian and the parameters of the theory. The latter is also affected
by the number of particles which are put into the universe, and thus its
initial condition. The former may, e. g., be flat Minkowski space-time while
the latter be what is expected in classical general relativity with an FLRW
metric.

4 Two-point functions and the geon

When describing individual particles, this is usually done using their prop-
agators. In light of the previous discussion, such propagators in the present
setup describe the properties in the absence of other matter. Thus, just
using the propagator will only be a suitable approximation in our universe
if the propagation distance is small compared to distances to other parti-
cled). Thus the quantities to be discussed will be expectation values like
(O(X)O(Y)).

As described in section 2] this will be done using the FMS mechanism
to lowest order. As a consequence, the argument will be just the classi-
cal geodesic distance 0°(X,Y) between the events X and Y. Hence, the
propagator of the scalar particle

(0(X)9(Y)) = Dy(0(X,Y))) (7)

will be just the corresponding scalar propagator in the respective classical

5But this is also true in ordinary QFT, just that in this case no dynamical description
of the universe is possible.



space-time, e. g. in flat space-time just the ordinary one. At higher orders
these two features will change due to quantum fluctuations. Calculations
in Euclidean Dynamical Triangulation indeed find that the full propagator,
including its functional dependence, differs at most slightly from (7)) [20].

It is therefore interesting to consider the simplest objects which neces-
sarily deviate from the flat space-time behavior at this order. To avoid the
complications with spin, we consider only spinless objects. To obtain a non-
trivial behavior requires also that the corresponding operator contains the
metric. There are, of course, an infinite number of these. The simplest one
is arguably the curvature scalar R(X). Of course, all other scalar operators
will mix with it. However, we will operate on the prejudice from quantum-
field theory that the leading-order contribution of the simplest operator will
have overlap with the ground state.

Thus, to lowest order in the FMS mechanism the physical, composite
object has a propagator of the form discussed above,

(RIX)R(Y)) = Dr(o“(X,Y)).

To obtain this form explicitly, it is necessary to apply the split in ([2]) to
the curvature scalars and to order the resulting terms in powers of 7. As
the curvature scalar involves also the inverse metric, we use again (3]). This
yields

ROORYY) = (RORO + [RORY + YR

+ [RYRY + RORY + RYRY| + 0 (77) >

up to second order, where superscripts denote the order in v and subscripts
the event at which the object is evaluated. Now for both of our cases the
classical curvature scalar is either vanishing or constant. At the same time,
because of invariance under the choice of events, the propagator cannot
depend on a single event. Hence, the only contribution which can be non-
constant at this order is <R§)R§/1)>.

Thus, this requires the corresponding expression for the Ricci scalar to
first order in the FMS expansion. The second order accurate approximation
of the Ricci scalar can be expressed as follows:

R = ¢"Ru=((¢)"++") Ruw
= <(gc)“ Y —(g)"(g°) Pap + (99 (9°)P(9°)" Vaspo + O (73)>
X <wa +RY + R +0 (’y?’)>
0 _ c _ C\ UV DC
RO = R°= (4R,

1 _ cyuv p(1 c\pua / c\vS3 c
RW = (g RY) — (9°)"(9°) P vas RS,
R® = ()R — (g°)"*(g°)" apR) + (9" (9°)%°(9°)" Yap Voo R
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The explicit expressions for the quantities R and R®?), in terms of Vv, are
determined in appendix [Al For the rest of section @] we will assume (g¢)"”
to be the index-shifting metric, thereby taking care of occurrences of (g¢)*”
implicitly through the use of covariant 1ndlcesﬁ Following this convention,
the contributions to the curvature scalar can be compactly rewritten:

RO = (VAT — ()T ~ (R)™) s , with ®
0 = (VS
RO = 30p (TP 7Py 20005 (7 20T
F VBT = (TP (T2 % — 5 (T 3 (V) s
T 10s TV s (TP (TP S + 205l R

The Riemann tensor R¢ )\65 that is occurring in the explicit version of R(%)
is defined with the sign convention from [21], for the ”classical” covariant
derivative () and it encodes the curvature of the manifold related to the
classical metric in the usual wa;

With the expression for R in (), the lowest order contribution to the
geon propagator can be expressed more explicitly. Assuming a convention
where objects that are evaluated at event Y are denoted with primed indices
(or merely a prime in the case of scalars),

Dr(0°(X,Y)) = <((V0)( ) ( IO = REY) Ay X

(Vo) (79 = (g7 07 = RE” ) o)

A (VC)V . ( ey _ ) x

((v9) — (g0 = RE) (o) -
9)

This therefore expresses the geon propagator as a function of the propaga-
tor of the elementary graviton, consistent at the leading order in the FMS
expansio

Hence, it only remains to plug in the corresponding classical metric and
the tree-level propagator of the elementary graviton in the Haywood gauge
to obtain a result. The expressions for (anti-)de Sitter space-time are already
too involved even at that level. Thus, we restrict here to g¢ being Minkowski
metric only.

= ((

X

5Tt should be noted that this is merely a choice of notation, since using the classical
metric as the true index-shifter will introduce errors, see section

"The term containing the Riemann tensor is part of the second order contribution
since two of the covariant derivatives have been exchanged and it could be removed again,
by reverting this, however, it will be useful to keep it this way.

8The previous result in |§] was of lower order as it did not include inverse fluctuations
in the metric at the same order, but rather set them to zero.



The required expressions for the case of a flat classical metric are derived
in appendix [Bl In this case the Riemann tensor vanishes and the covariant
derivatives become ordinary ones. The tree-level graviton propagator in
a maximally symmetric space-time is determined by five tensor structures
[22, 23],

G,ul/;)\/e/ (O’C) = glcwgi,ela(ac) + (ﬂ—ft)\’ﬂ—lc/e’ + 7TfL€/7Tlc,)\/) b(O'C)
+ (nuna Ty + nunemoy + NN\ Ty + n,,nE/WfM,) c(o)

+ (nunwgSre + gfwnA/nE/) d(c€) + nynynynee(c®).  (10)

Herein ny, = g;,,n” are determined by the tangent vectors of the (minimum
length) geodesic connecting the two events and 7TZ>\, denotes the parallel
propagator along this geodesic. The derivation in the Haywood gauge away
from coincidence is reported for completeness in appendix[Bl and we recover
the known results of |22, [24],

2 _ f1 x1
—2K Gl’d/;)\’el (Uc) - g!cil/gi’e’ <a2 + 16(0.0)2 o 2(0-0)4>
13f1 1
+ (7TZ>\/7T5€/ + 7T;€/7Tlc/>\/) <b2 - 16(0‘6)2 + 2(0-0)4>
+ (n NN Ty + NN Ty + My + n,,nemrc)\/) 3h
n Ve 1% v e 22 8(0-0)2

5f1 21‘1
(g + g nane) <8<ac>2 ! (ac>4>

1224 f1
+ e _(00)4 - 2(0¢)2 )

There remain two undetermined constant terms, which would be fixed at
coincidence, but they do not play a role here, as they drop out for the geon
propagator.

Applying the operator in (@) to this expression for the graviton propa-
gator leads t

Dpra (0°(X,Y)) = —2iw’0h,0pG% N v

= —i6x200,6W (zx — zy),

where the subscript tl indicates that we are only employing tree-level results
for the fundamental graviton. The reduction of the graviton propagator,
acted upon with a wave operator, is a consequence of it being a solution
to the Green’s function equation and can be verified with the results from
appendix [Bl With this result we can finally provide an expression for the

Where Oar = 00,0, is the wave operator on the Minkowski space-time.
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geon propagator in flat space to second order in the FMS expansion and
tree-level in the Newton coupling,

(R(X)R(Y)) —i6r2 00,0 (zx —ay) +0 (). (11)

connected,tl =

The result is thus a non-propagating local term@, as all others drop out.
Thus, to this order in the FMS expansion around a classical Minkowski
space-time there is no non-trivial propagating geon.

This would imply that for a flat classical metric ¢g¢, which can only be
a good approximation for a vanishing cosmological constant, the hope that
the geon can act as dark matter |§] cannot be fulfilled. However, this does
not exclude either a different result at not-vanishing cosmological constant,
like is the case for our universe, nor non-scalar geonic dark matter. And,
of course, there is also the possibility that our calculations are too rough.
A possibility to improve upon the results would be to stay at leading order
in the FMS expansion, but to employ a higher-order graviton propagator.
Within the current scope, this requires asymptotic safety for a meaningful
propagator, and such propagators are available in position space [26, [27].
Another possibility would be to evaluate the geon propagator along the
lines of [20] in dynamical triangulation simulations, and compare it to the
graviton propagator in the Haywood gauge in the same simulations.

5 Three-point functions and static black-holes

Interactions of quantum theories are encoded in vertices. While it is possible
to apply the FMS expansion strictly also to vertices [5, 28, 29], this would
be an even more formidable endeavour than the geon propagator. A much
more modest idea will therefore be pursued here, which nonetheless follows
the same philosophy [g].

Arguably one of the most iconic ideas about quantum gravity is Hawking
evaporation of black holes. Likewise, the merging of particles into a black
hole would be the corresponding reversed process. Given the scalar particle
in our setup, we assume the existence of an operator B, which has overlap
with a Schwarzschild black hole state [8]. Then, both processes are described
by the same correlation function

(B(X)o(Y)o(2)), (12)

%We note that the result () is formally proportional to the 2-point vertex of a
massless, scalar particle. While this is still not a propagating object, this could hint to a
possible further subtlety. In the conventional quantum-field-theoretical setup of the FMS
mechanism [5], the classical quantity is a space-time independent number, and thus allows
to replace on both sides full Green’s functions with connected and amputated ones. We
have implicitly assumed this to be applicable in the present case. The result could also
be interpreted as a hint that this is not possible, and that amputation needs to be done
explicitly. This will require further study, and may be connected to questions concerning
the interrelation between the LSZ formalism and the FMS mechanism [5, 25].
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and differs only by the nature of the pairwise geodesic distances, if X is in
the future light-cone or the past light-cone of both Y and Z simultaneously.
Other options would correspond to other physical processes. Of course, this
information would require a separate calculation to actually answer.

Moreover, there is an important feature when it comes to black holes.
Usually, black holes are considered to create a distinctive space-time metric.
However, in a quantum gravity setup black holes themselves are observable
objects. Hence, the influence of black holes on particles is described by
correlation functions like (I2]), rather than evaluating the trajectory of the
scalar particles in a fixed space-time. This has an interesting consequence
in our FMS setup: Because we fixed the space-time to be flat, which needs
to be kept, the black hole exists on top of it. If we would be able to perform
the full calculation, this would not have any impact, as the split is purely
technical. In an actual approximate calculation, this is different.

We want to perform here a first exploratory investigation. We therefore
will treat the black hole as an (almost) classical object. In that sense, we
assume that the operator B(X) becomes a classical field. This entails two
consequences. The first is that the classical metric of a black hole does not
treat all events equal. E. g., in Kruskal coordinates the curvature singularity
is an exceptional structure. Moreover, the classical metric is a full space-time
metric, and thus does not include creation or annihilation.

However, we want to be able to evaluate (I2) also if the event X is not
coinciding with the curvature singularity. Thus, what happens is that by
replacing the operator B by a classical field B., we make it dependent not
only on the event X, but also of special event structure £ of the classical
black hole, B.(L, X).

In the spirit of our approach, when choosing a non-spinning black hole,
the object B, needs to be diffeomorphism-invariant and scalar. The scalar
nature implies a Schwarzschild blackhole, and the simplest scalar, diffeomor-
phism-invariant, non-vanishing objects associated with it are the Kretsch-
mann scalar K and the second curvature invariant Is. Without any fur-
ther information, any linear combination of them is an equally good choice.
Putting the curvature singularity £ at the origin of coordinates on any spa-
tial hypersurface of the metric g¢ then yields

Bo(£,X) = aVE +bY/T = (V120 — V13) (13)

rs
X
where rg = 2Gny M is the Schwarzschild radius, with M the “mass” of the
black hole. rx = rx(£,X) is a measure of the distance between the event
X and the curvature singularity, and will be specified below. Note that we
made the assumption that the operator B(z) behaves dimensionally as a
curvature operator and that the prefactors are dimensionless mixing param-
eters, thus yielding the cube root of I5. Since the functional dependence
is the same in both terms, we arbitrarily set @ = 1 and b = 0. After all,

12



the prefactor would eventually be determined by the renormalization of the
correlation function. Other choices of B, would not alter fundamentally the
outcome, but would, of course, yield quantitatively quite different results.

While this issue is relatively straightforward, there is a second issue,
which comes from the FMS setup. Because a fixed classical metric g¢ is
chosen in the split (), the usual idea that the black hole defines the complete
metric outside its event horizon is not applicable. Since we consider the
classical metric g¢ to be the (quantum) average behavior of the theory, the
black hole has to be regarded as an excitation above the space-time described
by g¢¢. If the theory would be linear, this could be obtained by adding the
effects. However, as already our gauge condition is non-linear, this is not
possible. We need therefore a different approach.

Since, after all, we are interested in evaluating the impact of the black
hole on other particles in (I2), we will use the following approximation.
Since B, is now a classical object, it can be moved outside the expectation
value

(B(X)o(Y)d(Z)) = Be(L, X) (9(Y)p(Z)) - (14)

Thus, the expectation value is merely the propagator of a scalar particle
from event Y to event Z. It is modified by a factor, which depends on the
event X. Expanding furthermore the propagator to leading order in the
FMS expansion, this yields

Be(L, X) (0(Y)d(Z)) = Be(L,w(L, X)) DG (c(Y, Z)), (15)

with o€ being again the geodesic distance between Y and Z in the metric g,
and w is a, yet to be specified, information about the relation of the event
X and L.

While it appears in ([I3]) like Y and Z are now independent of X, this
is not so. By making the black hole operator classical, the structure £
introduced special events. The events X, Y and Z are now relative to this
structure. Thereby the quantitative value of Dy will become dependent on
the proximity of Y and Z to £. This is indeed relatively indirect.

This leaves the question of what the amplitude of B, is at this point,
and thus of the definition of w. As w should give an information about the
relation of the event X to £ in such a way as to make this comparable to
the geodesic distance o¢(Y, Z), we will define it in the following way. We
take the geodesic distance in the classical metric ¢g¢ on the same spatial
hypersurface to the location of the Kruskal coordinate singularity given by
L, s = 0°0,X). By our choice above, this is just the origin of the coor-
dinate system on any spatial hypersurface. We then determine the event
in Schwarzschild coordinates, which has the same geodesic distance to the
black hole, 01511{(5). Of course, by construction, this translation will fail,
once 0¢(0, X) reaches the event horizon radius, and therefore (I3 will at
best work outside the event horizon, and will probably not be a very good
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approximation very close to the event horizon. However, this also shows
that the existence of the event horizon is not lost in this approximation.
Thus, our final expression i

(B(X)p(Y)$(Z)) =~ B, (L, 05} (0°(0, X)) D§(0°(Y, Z)).  (16)

It contains only known quantities: The black hole operator, the scalar propa-
gator, and the geodesic distances in the black hole metric and in the classical
metric around which we expand. It describes the interaction strength be-
tween a black hole and a scalar particle. By its very construction, it diverges
towards the event horizon, but drops off once either the black hole is probed
far away from its event horizon, or the propagation of the scalar particle is
probed over very large distances.

For example, when using flat Minkowski space-time for ¢¢, taking only
the tree-level expression for Dy, and the Kretschmann scalar for the black
hole operator B, with the black hole residing at the (spatial) origin, this
yields in the Minkowski coordinate system

(B(X)o(Y)9(2)) ~

r 5 im? K <m\/(xy —xz)%+ ie)
V12—sign((zy — 22)%) 5 ‘
% 47 my/(xy —x7)? + i€

1
aC(o,X):rX,/l—T—SJr—rSln(zT—X <1+1/1—T—S>—1> (18)
rx 2 TS X

where xy and xz are the geodesic distances to the origin. ¢¢(0,X) is
again the desired geodesic distance from the origin on the spatial hyper-
surface in Minkowski coordinates to the point at which the black hole field
should be evaluated (event X), and needs to be solved for rx. It thus
needs to be translated by the implicit condition in (I8]). Note that ¢¢(0, X)
can become zero, which translates in Schwarzschild coordinates to a lower
value of rx = rg, the Schwarzschild radius, as discussed previously. At
large distances, where the Schwarzschild metric becomes asymptotically also
Minkowski, rx ~ ¢¢(0,X). Thus, the black hole operator is not evaluated
at arbitrarily small distances in the Schwarzschild metric. Hence, (7)) is
finite with respect to rx, and can only diverge as a function of (zy — xz).
Additionally, it decays exponentially in any space-like direction, while only
polynomial in time-like directions!Z.

Especially, if all distances are chosen equal and space-like, which corre-
sponds to the symmetric configuration usually used in particle physics to de-
fine running couplings [30], we find that the coupling decays like exp(—mr) /r*.

(17)

"Keep in mind that the geodesic distance entering the propagator is expanded around
the classical metric as well.

12Note that geometrically not all possible distance combinations of time-like and space-
like are possible.
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This corresponds to a screened interaction, similar to a screened Yukawa-
type interaction, but decaying quicker than usual Newtonian interactions.

Summarizing, in this approximation we find that the interaction strength
remains finite, and behaves in space-like and time-like directions as naively
expected, especially at long distances. However, at very short distances,
where the details of the black hole would necessarily be resolved, it is unlikely
that our approximations would be reliable.

6 Four-point functions and black-hole-particle
scattering

If we would attempt to discuss the scattering of a particle with a black hole,
we would need to study a (connected) correlation function like

(B(X)B(Y)o(P)¢(Q)) ,

and demand that the expectation values of the geodesic distances between
X and Y, and P and @ are future time-like oriented. The actual evolution
of the scattering would proceed by requiring that the space-like distances
between X and P, and Y and @ shrink to zero, if the time-like distances go
to zero, and grow again when the time-like distances grow again.

Using the same approach as in section Blwould imply that now two special
worldlines appear, and the translation (I8]) would need to be done twice. Of
course, this then starts to get problematic, as now the identification of either
black-hole operator to be the initial or final state scattering partner becomes
murky. Doing so simply by identifying the two black hole center worldlines
will yield the expression

(B(X)B(Y)o(P)o(Q)) ~ (19)
2 im2 K1 (m\/(xp —zg)? —i—ie)
5 )2
12r§(7~§’/ sign((zp Q) A2 m\/(xp — xQ)2 T ic

Thus, except that the expression becomes more singular when both events
X and Y are closer to the event horizon, little changes. Conversely, if X
and Y are far away from the black hole center, little changes. Of course, this
cannot be a very good approximation, as it depends on the special structure
of the black holes. Thus, for this approximation to provide any realistic
result, these events need to be close to the actual black holes. In this case
the scattering cross section rises quickly, no matter from where the particle
starts and ends. This is not surprising, as it describes a situation with a
close approach to the black hole.

Thus, while the result is certainly plausible, it is not even qualitatively
a suitable estimate. Still, it outlines how to approach particle-black-hole
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scattering in such a formalism. But it will require to get rid of the classical
formulation of the black holes, and start to treat it as a genuine quantum
operator. Though this immediately raises the question what a suitable op-
erator would be for an even mesoscopic black hole. It appears therefore
difficult for the moment to address such a process consistently.

7 Summary

We have explored herein how to extend FMS-augmented perturbation theory
systematically to quantum gravity, based on the ideas put forward in [g].
One major step was the development of the necessary gauge conditions in
a systematic way in section Bl As the present formalism is different from
a background formulation, it is in a quantum gravity setting necessary to
formulate the gauge fixing already without any reference to the classical
part. This entails non-linearities, which are absent in a background-field
formalism. We described one approach how to perturbatively deal with
them. As this creates an infinite series of tree-level terms, this appears
at first only worsen the problems in quantization. However, since in other
FMS-augmented perturbative series the correct inclusion of gauge degrees of
freedom diminished the problem [19], it may actually be better than before.
At the very least, this offers a new avenue to deal with the problem, which
needs to be explored further.

This is, however, technically difficult as the examples showed. Espe-
cially, in flat space-time no non-trivial result is obtained. It may be very
interesting to expand the calculation into non-flat space-time, to see whether
differences arise. However, the exploration of 3-point functions illustrated
that it very quickly becomes complicated to deal with problems beyond the
Planck scale. This is partly due to the question of operators, but partly
also because the question about relations of gravitationally-interacting par-
ticles with objects like a black hole is of similar complexity as of strongly-
interacting particles with neutron stars. Here, further developments for the
description of statistical ensembles of gravitons will be necessary, just like
in the strong-interaction case.

Summarizing, we have developed a suitable framework to push FMS-
augmented perturbation theory in canonical quantum gravity a step forward,
and explored a number of sample applications. This should pave the way
towards more developed calculations with less approximations, but it will
be a very long way. To test, whether it would be worthwhile to walk it,
it appears feasible [31] to use dynamical triangulation simulations |13, [14]
(or other approaches [15-17]), given the encouraging results in [20] for the
scalar particle. Given the great success in confirming the FMS mechanism
in flat-space quantum field theory [, [19], this appears a very promising
avenue. Conversely, assuming the FMS approach to work, better accuracy
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could be obtained by staying at leading-order in the FMS approach, but use
better results than tree-level for the gauge-dependent correlators, e. g. from
asymptotic safety scenarios |26, 27].
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A Geon propagator

The terms that occur in the expressions for the FMS expansion of the curva-
ture scalar R are such that every contravariant index occurs on the inverse
of the classical metric, i.e. (¢°)*”, and therefore it is expedient to introduce
a new convention. While for a proper mapping between co- an contravariant
objects the full metric has to act as the index shifter and this is still the case
in the FMS analysis, after the split the full metric does not occur anymore
and as a convention it is useful to associate every contravariant index as
with an implicit contraction of a covariant object with the classical metric
that is t* = (¢g°)*“t,. This allows us to write the expressions after the split
in a much more compact form, albeit much care is required when translat-
ing between objects that are expressed with the convention that gy, is the
"index shifter” and expressions that contain g,, as the true index shifter.
From now on we shall follow the new convention and whenever we revert to
the original definition it will be explicitly pointed out.
Expressing first the Ricci scalar in terms of the metric only yields

R = —igaﬁg‘w <_4auaﬁgau + 431/3“9045 + g™ (28ugﬁaapga,u - 3apgauaagﬁu
+augaﬁ (augpo - 4aagup) + 4aﬁgauaagup)) .

Now we can identify the terms that are proportional to the Haywood gauge
condition

R = _1go8 <4H“(6ggau = 9ugap) + 9" <—43v859au +40,0ugas
+9°7 (919050090 + OpGap (20,955 — 3aogﬁv))>> :
Setting H* to zero provides us with the Ricci scalar in Haywood gauge,
RIZ0 = —3g0 g (40,090 + 40,0905

+gpa (8ugaﬁaugpa + apgau(QaugBo - 330951/))) .
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Performing the split explicitly leads to the first order
RO = 56" (20,0300 +2 BBuves + (8 (048050 po
+ap gcau(QaV'Yﬁo -3 307611)))7

and second-order expressions

R® = %(g(:)aﬁ ()" (gc)pa(_a,u%xﬁau’)/pa + 4'7auauaﬁgcpo - 281/7608;)'7&#
+38p’7au8076u - 8’704#8081/90@) + 4'Yapaoapgcﬁu
+(QC)T>\704M(_38ﬁgcpraugco)\ + 8Bgcpaaugc7—)\ + Qapgcﬁuaagcﬂ-)\
_GaAgcuaaTgcﬁp + 4augco)\a7'gcﬁp + Qaagcu)\argcﬁp)) .

While this expression is useful in its own right, it is technically advanta-

geous to recast them in a slightly different way [32], which illuminates their

structure better. This is achieved by collecting the terms, where only deriva-

tives of the classical metric occur, in ”classical” Christoffel symbols (20]) and
defining the ”classical” covariant derivative (2I]) based on these:

c\a 1 c\o c c c

(F ) wyo = 5(9 ) A (a/.lgﬁy + al/guﬁ - aﬁguy) ) (20)
Vool = 9u0f + (T9) 0", (21)
Vg = 0. (22)

Furthermore, using the identity (23] we can map specific combinations of
partial derivatives of the y-field to covariant derivatives of the ~-field. This
combination of partial derivatives is the one occurring in the full Christoffel
symbols of g,,,, after the split has been performed. Since the Ricci scalar is
the trace part of the Ricci tensor, which is expressed in terms of Christoffel
symbols, these are just the combinations that will occur in the end. Based on
([23) we define another auxiliary object (24]), which corresponds to something
similar to a ”Christoffel” symbol for the 7,,, with the partial derivatives

replaced by (21)):

a,u’)/ﬂ/ + au’)/m— - 87—7#1/ = vz%—u + vi’)ﬂuﬂ' - Vf—'ﬁw + 2(Fc)p,ulf7pﬂ' 5(23)

«a 1 c\at c c c
) woo = 5(9 ) (VM’YTV + VVVMT - VT,.YMV) . (24)

For the FMS expansion we consider the Ricci tensor at first and afterwards
we take the trace to obtain the curvature scalar.

Ry = 040 —0,0%, +17,1%, —T%,,I%,
= RO +RY+RY+0((). (25)

After the split the Christoffel symbols can be rearranged decomposed into
the contributions at every order, using (1)), (20), 23] and (24):

T = (T)w + 0% = (§°) 70O + O (7°) -
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This decomposition can then be inserted into the definition of the Ricci
tensor and we immediately get the contribution to each order, with the
zeroth order part trivially reducing to the classical Ricci tensor:

0 _ C
R;(LV) - Ruya
1 [eYe! c o
R(}) = VO, —V.i0%,,
R;(LQV) = Vo ((¢) O’ w) + VZ () ¥rpO  aw)

+0°,,0%,5 — 0°,,0%,.

B Scalar and graviton propagator

In sections (@) and (B]) it will be necessary to know the tree-level propaga-
tor of the graviton and the scalar particle, respectively. In addition, these
will depend on the geodesic distance in any setup where events are treated
equally. In this section, the necessary results will be collected.

Correlation functions involve the fields, which are functions of the events.
Consequently, any correlation function can only depend on quantities, which
respect all symmetries with respect to the events. This is an extension of
usual translation invariance of non-gravitational quantum field theory. For
propagators, the only such quantity available is the geodesic distance, which
itself is again an expectation value [§, [13, [15]. At leading order [8], this is
just the classical geodesic distance. Thus, given the propagator (¢(X)¢(Y)),
where capital letters will be used to label events, and o(X,Y") is the geodesic
distance between both events, this yields

(0(X)(Y)) = Dy((a(X,Y))).

Of course, for an actual calculation it is necessary to introduce coordinates,
zx. E. g. in flat space-time

(0(X,Y)) = |zx — a2y [* + O(y) = 0°(X,Y) + O(v),

where the coordinates are determined on the fixed metric g¢. To this order,
this is for ¢g¢(X) = n, with n the flat Minkowski metric, indeed the ordinary
flat space distance.

Since ¢¢ is fixed, this would also allow to introduce a momentum space
relative to g¢. This momentum space is then, of course, gauge-dependent.
We will not do so here. However, we will introduce an effective mass as

3

7

1 2220

m(o) = — — In SDy(0) |,
Vo + e ((20’—{—2'6)‘11 ¢

which approaches for large time-like o and Dy the usual scalar flat-space
propagator the flat-space mass.
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For the scalar particle, the relevant term in the Lagrangian at two-point
level reads

L= (6" 0u00,6 — L.

Note that in this gauge all fluctuation terms from ** are automatically
interaction terms. Hence, the tree-level propagator is the one of a static
space-time described by ¢¢. E. g., in flat space-time it is

0(0°) N i m
47 472 \/20° + i€

where K7 is the modified Bessel function of the first kind. Analogously, this
yields the corresponding known tree-level propagator if ¢¢ is (anti-)de Sitter
[33].

The situation for the Graviton tree-level propagator is much more in-
volved. After a lengthy calculation, a result for the quadrati term in the
Lagrangian arises, which is quite similar to the usual background method
[32], is obtained

Dy(o°) =

K (mm) : (26)

£ = oo (G = SO - )T
F2(g°) PR — (P (R — 5(6°) (o) R
PR )

1

- ﬂfyaﬁpaﬁwmwa

where quantities with a superscript ’c’ contain only the classical metric g¢
and D has been symmetrized such that D** = DHveB  This Lagrangian
results in the following general Green’s function (GF) equation,

1
ﬂpaﬁijuu;Ns’ = Haﬁ;)\’s’54 (Cﬂx, xY) + gauge terms, (27)

where the additional gauge terms need to be introduced to guarantee con-
sistency with the chosen gauge condition, see below, and d4 (xx,zy) is the
generalization of the Dirac Delta distribution to curved space-time, see [33].
To make progress, it is now necessary to specify ¢°. In case of a flat
space-time, the resulting propagator, in de Donder (harmonic) gauge, is

P,uz/)\e(o'c) = (277ue771/)\ + 277;0\77%0 - 377;w77)\e) DO(UC)7

where Dy is the zero-mass scalar propagator. We will work out the propa-
gator in the Haywood gauge below.

13There is actually both a constant, i. e. y-independent term and a term linear in ~.
Neither can play a role in the following.
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The situation is substantially more complicated in de Sitter space-time.
For maximally symmetric spaces one can find the decomposition shown in
(I0)), which we will denote with

5
Guvne (0€) = ZOSB;A’E’fJ(UC) ’

j=1

for brevity This decomposition makes use of the tangent vectors to the
geodesics connecting the two events in the correlation function as well as
the parallel propagator which maps the tangent vector at one event to the
tangent vector at another event along the geodesic, n*/ = 7#/,n”. Rules for
the algebraic manipulation of these objects have been derived in [22, 23, (34].
Since we are working in the lowest order FMS approximation, all of these
quantities are defined w.r.t. the classical metric ¢¢, which is why we can
make use of maximal symmetry in simple choices of the latter.

Herein the functions f;(c¢) are solutions to the massive scalar equation
on de Sitter space-time, and a last part, which is a solution to a more involved
partial differential equation. The important statement is that the typical
mass parameter is given to be of the order of the (tree-level) cosmological
constant. This implies a very small mass at tree-level.

To demonstrate how this basis decomposition can be used to solve for
the propagator in position space, we will apply this method to the graviton
propagator in Haywood gauge for a classical Minkowski space—time

So as to get a GF consistent with our gauge condition, we have to modify
the r.h.s. of the GF equation with the two biscalar functions ¢ and &, which
are defined as the solutions to the following differential equations:

O (0°) = 6@, Omé (o) = ¢ (0°)

These can be reduced to ODE’s in the geodesic distance, when applying the
identity

Tui(0%) = F(0) + 2 fi(o0°),

see [22]. In the following we will discuss the solution for the graviton propa-
gator away from coincidence, which causes the Dirac Delta source to vanish
and we only have to solve simple ODEs without any distributional source
terms. Away from coincidence the equation for ¢ becomes:

/1 _c 3lc
Des(0°) = ¢ (0%) + =)o) = 0,

4Note that in this decomposition the tensor on the r.h.s. of the propagator equation
1 (2
can be expressed as I,g.\/er = EOW;/\,E,A
15Note that in Minkowski space-time the parallel propagator in the decomposition
trivially reduces to the classical metric.
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which has the general solution

¢ () = % + fa.

With this result the ODE for f (o¢) becomes

(o) + 2xtil0) = 0 =
which is solved by the function
. f2, oo
€(0%) = gy + T loa(0%) + (09 + 2o

The constants f; and z; are just numerical factors. The r.h.s. of the Green’s
function equation in terms of the basis bitensors OY) with the scalar pref-
actors in terms of ¢ and £ reads,

rhos. = 00 (4 x) + 0P (69 (ax — v + 4 — 2x)
+00 (o +w)+ 0 (o +w) + 0o+ 007, (28)

where we have suppressed the indices {a/3; N'¢'} on each basis bitensord.
And we have introduced the following short-hand notation

w= ¢l/ . (O_C)fl(ﬁ/’ 1/} = (00)725/1 . (0_0)735/’
X = (0_0)—1¢/7 o= (O,C)—lé-/// _ 3(0_0)—251/ + 3(0_0)—351’
= 5//// _ (O_C)—lé-//l — 5o

The Lh.s. of the GF equation derives from the following two expressions:

% <O((5ﬁ);w - 7704577W) Guyne @) % <(

+dO + (4 — 3d — ) O + eo<5>) ,

—3a—2b—d)OWY +b0? + 0B

and using the manipulation rules from |22, 34],

L@ v
M§ (O((lgﬂ - 7704677“ > G;w;)\’e’ =

- (0<1> (—30Ma — 200b — (Owt + 4(09)72) d + 8(0°) "2¢ — 2(0°) %)

2

Omb — 4(0¢) 2¢)
(\:‘M—S(Uc) 2) ( 0)726)
(Om — 8(0°) %) d + 2(c) 2e)
4

@
@
(4) (
(

O (4 (O — 8(0°)72) ¢ — 3 (O — 8(0) %) d
—(DM—m(ac 2) ) + 06 (Oy — 24(0°) )e>. (29)

'SHere we had to introduce the auxiliary tensor structure Ol(jl) = nanggy . and Ol({l) =
gfwny Ner .
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where the indices of the basis objects OU) are suppressed on the r.h.s., since
they are always of the form {«f8; N'¢'}. Furthermore, also the argument o
of the scalar coefficient functions is suppressed for brevity.

Now we can combine (29) and (28]) in the Green’s function equation and
we can treat the prefactor for each basis object OU) as a separate scalar
differential equation,

OW : 30ya + 200b + (O + 4(0%) %) d — 8(0°) e+ 2(c%) e =¥ + x,
0@ . —Oyb +4(0°) 26 = 6W (29 — z0) + ¢ — 2,
+2(6%) % = —0 4w,

where the scalar functions with a tilde are defined by the original functions
through the following rescaling

" 1
fi=—537

This system of ordinary differential equations is in fact soluble and the solu-
tions to the five scalar coefficient functions {a(c¢),b(c°), c(c€),d(c¢),e(c¢)}
away from coincidence are worked out in the following. First, we can rewrite
the equations to

) ) ) )
O = (204 — Oard + 8(0°) 726 — 4(0°) 2d — 2(0*) %

+9+x),
Oab = 4(0°)%¢ — 4 + 2y,
c\—2

Oaé — 8(0¢) 26 = 2( E+o—w,
Opd — 8(0¢)2d = —2(6%) 26 — 0 — w,
Oné —24(c%) 26 = —7

(30)

If we solve the equations from bottom to top, starting with €, the source
terms on the r.h.s. are always known. Notice that the Dirac delta in equa-

tion 2 of the system in (30) has been omitted in this step. The sixth equation
)

related to the tensor structure of O£4 can be shown to be satisfied automat-
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ically by the obtained solution,

el dq x1 ax do

~ (~C\ _ _ _ _ Far cy\2 6_2 c\4
a (o) = a2+ Qe " 2oyt T3t 2o 2 0) T3
. e c1 x1 by 2, 2, €2, 4
b (o) = b 2 e

(0) = b2+ Zioe + 200yt T 2oe)t 2o T2 @) F3gl@)

c1 e1 + 3f1(0%)* + ea ()10

¢(0°) = c2(0°)” + (0¢)* + 8(c¢)8 ’
5, . . d _ + 5 o€ 4 o¢ 10
d(0€) = da(c) + (061)4 el flé i e2(0°) 7

é(0°) = ea(0)* + - :
(31)

which is also expected, since there are only 5 independent tensor structures
and the 6th only appeared, because we split the tensor OW into two parts
during the calculation. For the frame-adapted approach we also required
that the transversality condition is fulfilled. Acting the derivative on any
index of G,y and using the ansatz (I0) this provides three conditions
[22]7

Upon insertion of the solution (BII) for the scalar coefficients, these provide
a set of eight constraints for the yet undetermined coefficients,

—2¢c9 +4ds =0,
ez =0,
er =0,

—24b, — 39f, = 0,
cg —dy =0,
240¢1 — 24dq + 48x1 = 0.

Thus the 12 coefficients for the general solution can be reduced to 4 remain-
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ing coefficients,

b(o%) = b 16(0%)2 " 2(co)t’
.3
() = g
i 5 2
)= 5o * T
12z f1

é(0f) = (09t 2(09)2

With this the graviton propagator away from coincidence becomes:

) _ J1 T
—2K Gﬂl/;)\’el (Uc) - g!cil/gi’e’ <a2 + 16(0.0)2 o 2(0-0)4>
13f1 T
+ (WZ)\’Wge’ + 71-;e’ﬂ-lc/)\’) <b2 - 16( 0)2 2(0-0)4>
. . . c 3f1
+ (nﬂn)\,ﬂ-ye/ + nynem,n + My TN T et + ’I’L,/I’LEITI'M)\/) —8(0'0)2
5f1 211
+ (urgioe + gunyne) <8<ac>2 (ac>4>
N 1224 fi
n,MyMy xMNer | — - .
plivtoaTte (c9)  2(0°)2

There remain four undetermined coefficients in the solution. Since we em-
ployed as an approximation that the fluctuation field should fall of fast
enough for large distances, the propagator should also vanish for large
enough distances. However, the two constant terms contradict that (at least
in Minkowski space) and should thus also vanish. As for the constants f; and
x1, these are determined through the full Greens function equation, which
also considers the coincidence term. Consequently, the current solution is
still missing the contributions from the the ultra-local terms.
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