arXiv:2312.10272v2 [gr-qc] 21 Dec 2023

October 2023 revised December 2023

Covariant canonical quantization

and the problem of time

S. Carlip^∗ Weixuan Hu^† Department of Physics University of California Davis, CA 95616 USA

Abstract

In the covariant canonical approach to classical physics, each point in phase space represents an entire classical trajectory. Initial data at a fixed time serve as coordinates for this “timeless” phase space, and time evolution can be viewed as a coordinate change. We argue for a similar view in quantum theory. As in the Heisenberg picture, the wave function is fundamentally time-independent. On any given time slice, however, we can diagonalize a complete set of position operators to form a basis, in which the projected wave function depends on the choice of time. In this picture, time evolution can be viewed as a basis change in what is otherwise a block universe. We argue that this may help solve the “problem of time” in quantum gravity, and illustrate the idea with an example from three-dimensional quantum gravity.

∗email: carlip@physics.ucdavis.edu †email: wxhu@ucdavis.edu

The “problem of time” [1,2] is widely recognized as one of the fundamental conceptual obstacles to a quantum theory of gravity. Like other quantum theories, quantum gravity should presumably describe the time evolution of quantum states and operators. But conventional approaches to quantum evolution fail rather dramatically. For a closed universe, for example, the standard time evolution operator, the Hamiltonian, is zero when acting on physical states, and the theory appears to be “frozen.” For states that involve superpositions of sufficiently different physical configurations, it is not even clear that one can define a consistent “time” at all.

Time evolution is already subtle in classical general relativity. As a dynamical theory, general relativity describes the evolution of spacetime geometry from some initial spatial hypersurface (or “time slice”) to a later one. But the theory is generally covariant, with no fixed background structure, so our choice of time coordinate can be changed arbitrarily without affecting the physics. A time translation t → t + Δt in coordinate time can be viewed as nothing more than a coordinate change. Consistent with this picture, the Hamiltonian, which generates such transformations, is a constraint, vanishing on physical configurations.^∗

This does not prevent us from describing time evolution in classical general relativity, of course. In practice, we do this by using some form of relational time. To describe the propagation of gravitational waves, for instance, we assume a fixed background on which the waves are perturbations, and use that background to define a preferred time. To describe our Solar System, we start with an approximation in which the Sun defines a preferred reference frame, and treat planetary motion as small perturbations. To describe cosmology, we often use York’s “extrinsic time” [3], in which the trace of the extrinsic curvature—physically, local Hubble expansion rate—serves as a preferred time.

In quantum gravity, though, relational time becomes much more difficult. One can measure time with GPS satellite signals [4], for instance, or, reaching back in history, with the rotation of the Earth. But what if one’s wave function contains configurations with no GPS satellites, or no Earth? One might postulate a cloud of ideal “clocks,” as in [5], but these will back-react on the spacetime, changing the questions one is asking, and their quantum properties will make them imperfect time keepers [6, 7].

We argue here that a partial solution can be found in a somewhat unconventional view of classical mechanics. The phase space of a classical theory, the starting point for canonical quantization, is usually described as the space of initial data on some time slice Σ_t, with additional structure (a symplectic form) determined by the details of the theory. In the covariant phase space picture [8–13], in contrast, each point in phase space is an entire classical history, that is, a complete solution of the classical equations of motion. These two descriptions seem very different, but in a theory with a well posed initial value problem, they can be shown to be in one-to-one correspondence.

Despite this correspondence, though, the covariant phase space picture leads to a quantum theory that looks a bit unusual. Quantization automatically gives time-independent wave functions; in gravity, these are essentially amplitudes for entire block universes. But by classically mapping the covariant phase space to the conventional phase space on a time slice Σ_t, we can obtain a set of slice-dependent observables, which become “time”-dependent operators in the quantum theory. These operators, in turn, determine a “time”-dependent basis for the Hilbert space, different for each time slice Σ_t. The result is not unlike the usual Heisenberg picture, but without any need for a preferred time coordinate.

We will elaborate on this picture below, arguing in particular that the initial data on any time slice can serve as coordinates for the covariant phase space, with time evolution acting as a coordinate

∗In a spacetime with an asymptotic boundary, this is no longer quite true: the Hamiltonian acquires boundary terms, allowing a more traditional picture of time evolution, though only at the boundary. This does not seem relevant for our Universe, however, which appears to be asymptotically de Sitter, with no boundary.

change. After quantization, such a coordinate change translates into a change of basis, where any classical choice of time slicing provides an admissible basis. As in conventional quantum mechanics, we can change from a Heisenberg picture to a Schrödinger picture by expressing wave functions in such a “time”-dependent basis. But we will now have an infinite number of Schrödinger pictures, one for each classical time slicing, all equivalent to the original Heisenberg picture. We will give a simple example from gravity in three spacetime dimensions in which this program can be carried out in full, and will conclude with a discussion of the possibilities and difficulties of extending the approach to realistic quantum gravity.

We do not claim mathematical rigor—for many of our arguments, rigorous treatments are known only for simple cases—and we certainly do not pretend to have quantized gravity. Rather, our argument is that if general relativity can be quantized using covariant phase space methods, this might simplify some of problems associated with time in quantum gravity.

1 The problem of time

We begin with a brief review of the problem(s) of time in quantum gravity. This is a large subject, and we refer readers to [1,2] for more comprehensive treatments and technical details. We will focus on the most straightforward approach to quantum gravity, Dirac quantization in the metric representation, but our conclusions carry over to other approaches such as the connection representation of loop quantum gravity [14].

Newtonian mechanics and nonrelativistic quantum mechanics assume an absolute time that, in principle, provides a reference to describe time evolution. Special relativity abandons absolute time, but still contains a collection of fixed, nondynamical reference frames that provide an unambiguous description of evolution. Even quantum theory in a curved spacetime has a fixed spacetime background to use as a reference for time evolution.

In general relativity, on the other hand, spacetime is dynamical, with no preferred specification of time. The time coordinate t is just that: a human-made label with no intrinsic meaning, which can be chosen and changed arbitrarily. This arbitrariness shows up in several ways:

1. Hamiltonian evolution:

The Hamiltonian description of a physical system requires a choice of time coordinate, seemingly breaking general covariance. A long effort to address this problem culminated in the work of Arnowitt, Deser, and Misner (ADM) [15]. In the ADM formalism, at time coordinate “t” is named, but is left completely unspecified except for the requirement that the hypersurfaces of constant t be spacelike. A general spacetime metric can be written as^†

ds^2 = N^2dt^2 − q_{ij} (dx^i + N^idt)(dx^j + N^j dt), (1.1)

where q_{ij} is a positive definite spatial metric on each slice Σ_t of constant t. The Hamiltonian version of the Einstein-Hilbert action then takes the form I = ∫ dt ∫ d^3x [ π^{ij}q̇_{ij} − NH − N_iH^i ] , (1.2)

†We use the conventions of [16], which assume a metric with signature (+ − −−) , a choice that affects some signs.

where π^{ij} is the momentum conjugate to q_{ij} and

H^i = −2^{(3)}∇_jπ^{ij} , H =

2κ^2 √ q ( π^{ij}π_{ij} − 1 2 π^2 ) − 1 2κ^2 √ q^{(3)}R. (1.3)

(Here κ^2 = 8πG is a constant,^{(3)}∇ is the spatial covariant derivative compatible with q_{ij}, π = π^i_i, and^{(3)}R is the intrinsic scalar curvature of the slice Σ_t). The action (1.2) is a standard canonical action, and the Hamiltonian H = ∫ d^3x(NH + N_iH^i) (1.4)

gives the correct Hamilton’s equations of motion. But the “lapse function” N and the “shift vector” N_i appear only as Lagrange multipliers, whose equations of motion are H = 0. Up to possible boundary terms, the Hamiltonian for general relativity is thus a constraint, vanishing for physical configurations. This reflects the fact that the time coordinate t is arbitrary; a translation in t may look like time evolution, but it can be implemented by merely changing coordinates. In classical general relativity, we have learned to live with this problem. In a setting in which we have a time coordinate with a clear physical meaning—for instance, in most cosmological applications—we can think of the coordinate t as being a physical clock time, with evolution defined relative to this clock. In quantum gravity, though, the situation is more complex. The usual procedure for obtaining a Schrödinger equation no longer gives us a time evolution equation, but rather the Wheeler-DeWitt equation [17] ^H|ψ⟩ = 0. (1.5) The time derivative in the usual Schrödinger picture has disappeared, leaving us with a “frozen” formalism in which the physical states appear to be independent of time. We will see below that the same frozen time also occurs in the Heisenberg picture Mimicking the classical procedure, we can attempt to extract a relational time from (1.5), but efforts in this direction have met with little success. While there are natural choices of time for particular spacetimes, a wave function should allow a superposition of many geometries, and it is not at all clear how to extract a single relational time that makes sense for an arbitrary superposition. For many years, it was widely hoped that York’s “extrinsic time” [3], in which the mean extrinsic curvature K serves as a time coordinate, might give a universal slicing. But we have now learned that an infinite family of spacetimes admit no such hypersurfaces [20]. Other attempts have fared equally poorly, making sense for only limited classes of spacetimes or failing to pick out unique constant time hypersurfaces.

2. The inner product:

In addition to an evolution equation, a quantum theory must provide an inner product on the space of states, in order to define probability amplitudes and normalize probabilities. Here, too, the absence of a fixed background time causes trouble.

Let us suppose we have managed to solve the Wheeler-DeWitt equation (1.5), obtaining a space {|ψ_α[q]⟩} of physical states, which for simplicity we will take to be functions of the spatial metric q_{ij} (the metric representation). The metric q_{ij} is defined in (1.1) at a particular time t, that is, on a particular time slice Σ_t. Intuitively, we would like the inner product ⟨ψ_α|ψ_β ⟩ to refer to wave functions at “the same time.” But the time coordinate t and the slice Σ_t have completely dropped out of the Wheeler-DeWitt equation, and there is no background spacetime to tell us what “the same time” means.

This problem manifests itself mathematically in the fact that the naive inner product ⟨ψ_α|ψ_β ⟩ = ∫ [dq]ψ^∗_α[q]ψ_β [q] is badly divergent. The divergence comes from the fact that infinitely many spatial metrics q_{ij} represent the same physical configuration, defined on time slices that differ from each other only by coordinate changes. The Hamiltonian constraint ^H generates “surface deformations” that move the slice Σ_t, dragging along the metric, without changing the actual physics [18], and the naive inner product counts all of them.

In principle, we understand how to deal with this problem: we should gauge fix the inner product, essentially restricting the metric q_{ij} to a single time slice [19]. In practice, though, this requires finding a universal time slicing, a “clock” that makes physical sense for any spacetime that can appear in a superposition of states. Once again, we do not know how to do this.

3. Operators and causal structure:

The third ingredient needed for a quantum theory is a set of observables, self-adjoint operators that take physical states to physical states. Here, too, a problem of time appears. Suppose |ψ⟩ is a physical state, that is, a state obeying (1.5), and let ^O be an operator. For ^O to take physical states to physical states, we must have ^H ^O|ψ⟩ = 0, which implies in turn that [ ^ H, ^O ] = 0 on physical states. (1.6)

Such operators exist, and it may be possible to define them by projection or related constructions [21–23]. But they are necessarily nonlocal [24, 25], making their physical interpretation problematic [26].

This is not merely a technical issue; it goes to the heart of the problem of causal structure in quantum gravity. In standard quantum field theory, the causal structure of spacetime is enforced by the condition of “microcausality”: [ ^ O_1(x), ^O_2(x^′) ] = 0 if spacetime the points x and x^′ are spacelike separated. (1.7)

Such a condition is problematic in a quantum theory of gravity: whether x and x^′ are spacelike separated or not depends on the metric, which is no longer fixed. The absence of local operators is an explicit manifestation of this problem.

As noted above, (1.6) also implies that the Heisenberg picture for quantum gravity, like the Schrödinger picture, is “frozen.” Indeed, the Heisenberg equation of motion for a physical operator is now d ^O dt = i ℏ [ ^ H, ^O ] = 0. (1.8)

2 Covariant phase space

We now turn to a rather different topic, although one that will ultimately link up with the problem of time. The covariant phase space description of a classical system can be traced back to Lagrange (see [9]), but has recently gained traction as a useful way of obtaining a canonical description while preserving manifest general covariance. We again give a brief review, referring readers to [8–13, 27, 28] for more comprehensive treatments and technical details.

The standard setting for Hamiltonian mechanics is phase space M, conventionally defined as the space of initial data on a d-spatial-dimensional Cauchy surface Σ_t. But for a theory with a well posed initial value problem, each set of initial data determines a unique classical solution, a classical “history.” The basic idea of covariant phase space is to reformulate phase space as the space of such histories.

More precisely, in the standard description initial data can be parametrized by canonically conjugate generalized positions and momenta (φ^i, π_i), which can together be viewed as coordinates z^A on M. The space M comes equipped with a symplectic current ω, a closed d-form (that is, a rank d differential form for which dω = 0), ω = δπ_i ∧ δφ^i = ω_{AB}δz^A ∧ δz^B , (2.1) where variations δz of fields are treated as exterior derivatives on phase space M. Such a form can be integrated over a d-dimensional surface; its integral over a Cauchy surface Σ_t, Ω = ∫ Σ_t ω, is the symplectic form on M, a two-form on phase space.^‡ Up to subtleties concerning boundary terms, the fact that ω is closed ensures that Ω is independent of the choice of Cauchy surface Σ_t.

For a theory with gauge symmetries, Ω is degenerate—gauge variations δ_λz are null directions— and Ω is technically a “presymplectic form.” This requires a bit more work to quotient out the degeneracies [12], a process known as symplectic reduction. We will not need this level of detail here, but there is one subtlety that may be relevant to quantum gravity. In order for symplectic reduction to work, the gauge symmetry must act “nicely” on the phase space, so the quotient space is typically a stratified manifold. For large classes of solutions of the vacuum Einstein equations, this is guaranteed by slice theorems [30, 31]. But there are known truncations of general relativity with certain matter couplings in which these theorems fail [32]. In such situations, the covariant phase space construction described here may also fail.

Given a symplectic form Ω, we can now write down Poisson brackets between functions on phase space, {X, Y } = ∫ Σ_t δX δz^A (ω^{−1})^{AB} δY δz^B . (2.2)

If we are given a family of transformations—time translations, for instance—of the form δ_τ z^A, labeled by a parameter τ, Hamilton’s equations of motion become

δ_τ z^A = (ω^{−1})^{AB} δH[τ] δz^B , (2.3)

‡Beware of a potential source of confusion: ω is both a d-form on Σt and a two-form on the infinite-dimensional phase space M.

which can be taken as a definition of the Hamiltonian for the transformation. Slightly more obscurely, (2.3) can be written as δH[τ] = Ω[δz, δ_τ z], (2.4) the defining equation for the Hamiltonian.

Suppose now that we are dealing with a system with a well posed initial value problem, that is, a system for which any set of initial data (φ^i, π_i) determines a unique solution. Then each point in the phase space M defined on a Cauchy surface Σ_t determines a classical solution Φ. Conversely, given a Cauchy surface Σ_t, we can restrict any classical solution to that surface to determine a point in M. This provides a one-to-one map between M and the space M of classical solutions, or histories. Indeed, consider the map τ_{Σt} : M → M Φ → (φ^i, π_i) |_{Σt} (2.5)

that takes any classical solution to its initial data on the slice Σ_t. The well-posedness of the initial value problem tells us that this map is invertible, and requiring it to be a diffeomorphism determines a topology on M (although with some mathematical subtleties; see, for instance, chap. 2 of [29]).

The space of classical solutions has a natural symplectic form Ω, defined entirely from the variation of the spacetime action [10–13]. We will not need details here; see Appendix A of [28] for a short review. Moreover, the map (2.5) is a symplectomorphism, taking Ω to Ω and thus preserving the phase space structure. The pair (M, Ω) is commonly known as “covariant phase space,” covariant in the sense that it requires no choice of a time slice Σ_t.

For a large class of diffeomorphism invariant theories, including general relativity, one can find an explicit expression for a Hamiltonian H, obeying (2.4), that generates diffeomorphisms [12,13]. This H is the covariant phase space version of the ADM Hamiltonian (1.4), and is again a constraint, vanishing (up to possible boundary terms) on physical solutions.

Note that while (M, Ω) and (M, Ω) are isomorphic, they are not canonically isomorphic. The isomorphism depends on the choice of Cauchy surface Σ_t, and in general there is no preferred choice. This has two implications [27, 29]:

1. Points in the conventional phase space M can be thought of as coordinates for M. While it is sometimes possible to find a global parametrization of classical solutions, for instance in terms of constants of motion, this is often difficult. But initial data on a fixed time slice provide a useful set of labels, and we can interpret τ_{Σt} as a coordinate map.

2. Consider a family Σ_{{t}} of Cauchy surfaces. Suppose we are given initial data (φ^i, π_i) on Σ_t and want to the fields at a later slice Σ_t′ . From (2.5),

(φ^i, π_i) | Σ_t′ = τΣ_{t′} ∘ τ

−1_Σ

t (φ^i, π_i) |_{Σt} (2.6)

But this is simply a change of coordinates on M. We can thus view time evolution as a coordinate change on covariant phase space.

Note that we have made no assumptions about Σ_t and Σ_t′ except that they are Cauchy surfaces. This does not, of course, absolve us from solving any equations—the covariant phase space approach implicitly assumes that we know the full classical solutions. But it does provide us with a Hamiltonian description of evolution that requires no preferred choice of time slicing.

We can thus treat phase space either as a space of initial data or as a space of classical histories. Mathematically the two descriptions are isomorphic. Physically, however, they give very different pictures. The ordinary phase space picture is one of evolution in time: one starts with initial data at a fixed time and determines its future development. The covariant phase space picture is inherently time independent: its elements are entire histories, and “time” is merely a coordinate choice. There is nothing in the physics that prefers one view over the other. But the covariant phase space formalism is perhaps a bit broader in its reach, requiring a space of solutions but not necessarily a good initial value problem.

3 Covariant canonical quantization

The question is now whether this classical picture of covariant phase space can be used to build a quantum theory. For simple enough cases—for instance, free scalar fields in curved spacetime [8], (2+1)-dimensional gravity with simple topologies [33–38], some models of two-dimensional gravity [39], and certain truncations of general relativity [27]—this is known to be possible. For more complicated theories, such as the full general theory of relativity, it is less clear. For instance, without a general solution of the field equations we cannot fully characterize the covariant phase space, although there may be sensible ways to use classical perturbation theory [40].

We will argue here that if such a quantization is possible, it will provide a major step towards solving the difficulties described in §1. While the problem of time would not be entirely eliminated, it would be reduced to the more tractable problem of time in classical general relativity.

Let us suppose we have found, at least locally, a canonical set of coordinates {φ̄^a, π̄_a} on covariant phase space M, that is, a set for which the symplectic form is Ω = δπ̄_a ∧ δφ̄^a. Typically, M is infinite dimensional; the index a corresponds roughly to the pair (i, x) in the standard canonical formulation. For simplicity, we are taking this index to be discrete—for instance, labeling coefficients of a basis of functions—but a generalization should be possible. We will assume the simplest form of quantization, in which the Poisson brackets of these coordinates become commutators, [ ^̄φ^a, ^̄π_b ] = iℏ δ^a_b , [ ^̄φ^a, ^̄φ^b ] = [ ^̄π_a, ^̄π_b ] = 0, (3.1)

and we will take our wave functions |Ψ[φ̄]⟩ to be in the position representation, that is, functions of the generalized positions φ̄. There are, of course, other possibilities—one might choose different fundamental variables and commutators, for instance [41], or use a more sophisticated technique such as deformation quantization [42]—but these are universal issues in quantization, not particular to covariant phase space. As in §1, we must also provide an inner product on the space {|Ψ[φ̄]⟩} of wave functions, which will normally require gauge fixing the naive inner product. Some ideas of how to do this have been proposed [19,21,22,43], but for quantum gravity the problem remains very difficult; we will assume it has been solved, at least in some systematic method of approximation.

If our theory is diffeomorphism invariant, the classical Hamiltonian H of §2 will still be a constraint, and instead of a Schrödinger equation, a Wheeler-DeWitt equation

^H |Ψ[φ̄]⟩ = 0 (3.2)

will again hold. Now, however, this condition has a simple interpretation: as functions on the space of histories, wave functions determine amplitudes for entire block universes, and are thus inherently time independent. The question is whether we can now obtain a picture that exhibits time evolution.

To do so, start with the classical description of M, and pick a Cauchy surface Σ_t. Up to ordering ambiguities, the map τ_{Σt} of (2.5) translates to a map between operators in the quantum theory,

τ̂_{Σt} : ( ^̄φ^a, ^̄π_a) → (φ̂^i(Σ_t), π̂_i(Σ_t)). (3.3)

This gives us a set of slice-dependent operators {φ̂^i(Σ_t), π̂_i(Σ_t)}, which depend on the covariant phase space operators { ^̄φ^a, ^̄π_a} and the classical data that determine the map τ_{Σt} . These are examples of what Rovelli has called “evolving constants of motion” [44], operators that commute with the generator of time translations but depend on a “time” parameter—here, the slice Σ_t—that is determined by the classical dynamics.

From the canonical commutation relations (3.1) and the fact that τ_{Σt} is a symplectomorphism, it follows that the operators φ̂^i(Σ_t) commute with each other, and should at least formally comprise a maximal set of commuting operators. Diagonalizing them thus gives us a new “evolving basis,”

φ̂^i(Σ_t)|φ^i(Σ_t)⟩ = φ^i(Σ_t)|φ^i(Σ_t)⟩, (3.4)

which depends on the classical choice of Σ_t. Any covariant canonical state |Ψ[φ̄]⟩ can be expanded in this basis, and the components ⟨φ^i(Σ_t)|Ψ[φ̄]⟩

are “time” dependent, depending on the classical slice Σ_t. Moreover, if we choose a family Σ_{{t}} of slices that foliate some region of classical spacetime, completeness of the bases |φ^i(Σ_t)⟩ and |φ^i(Σ_t′ )⟩ implies that the functions ⟨φ^i(Σ_t)|Ψ[φ̄]⟩ and ⟨φ^i(Σ_t′ )|Ψ[φ̄]⟩ are related by a formally unitary transformation. For any particular choice of time slicing, we can therefore write iℏ d dt ⟨φ^i(Σ_t)|Ψ[φ̄]⟩ = ^H(Σ_{{t}})⟨φ^i(Σ_t)|Ψ[φ̄]⟩ (3.5)

for some Hermitian operator ^H(Σ_{{t}}). Note that ^H is not the Hamiltonian constraint of (3.2), and that it will generally differ for different choices of the family Σ_{{t}}. For any such family, the ^H(Σ_{{t}}) are again evolving constants of motion, defined on the covariant phase space but depending on a classical choice of foliation.

Now consider an initial slice Σ_i and a final slice Σ_f . There are infinitely many ways to foliate the spacetime between them, each with its own ^H(Σ_{{t}}). This proliferation of Hamiltonians leads to the “multiple choice problem” of time [1, 2]: one must worry whether the ultimate evolution from Σ_i to Σ_f depends on one’s intermediate choices. Here, though, at least in principle this is not a problem: by construction, the final wave function ⟨φ^i(Σ_f )|Ψ[φ̄]⟩ depends only on the covariant phase space state |Ψ[φ̄]⟩ and the final slice.

As we cautioned in the introduction, these argument are not mathematically rigorous. For simple examples like those of [27], the constructions can be carried out in full. But for more realistic cases, many technical problems remain. We have assumed that an inner product on the covariant Hilbert space has been found; for gravity this is an unsolved problem. The passage (3.3) from functions to operators is plagued by operator ordering ambiguities. Arguments about completeness of bases and unitarity become much more delicate for operators with continuous spectra. Results that are clear for finite dimensional Hilbert spaces do not always extend easily; even in a system as simple as a free scalar field in more than two dimensions, infinite sums involved in basis changes can reintroduce a multiple choice problem [45].

0 1 τ τ +1

x y

Figure 1: A flat torus may be formed by “gluing” opposite edges. The complex modulus τ determines the global geometry; in general, tori with different moduli are not diffeomorphic.

For quantum gravity, a first attempt at a rigorous analysis was made in [46], but work since then has largely focused on simpler models. One might hope, though, that the remaining problems, while difficult, are in some sense “technical,” and that the general conceptual approach to the problem of time will survive and more detailed mathematical analysis.

4 An example from (2+1)-dimensional gravity

We now turn to a specific application of this formalism, quantum gravity for a spatially compact universe in 2+1 dimensions, that is, two dimensions of space plus one of time. It has been understood for 50 years [47] that such a reduction in dimension vastly simplified general relativity (see [48] for a review). In 2+1 dimensions the vacuum Einstein equations imply that spacetime is flat—or constant curvature if the cosmological constant is nonzero—and thus contains no propagating degrees of freedom.^§ But while this drastically simplifies the theory, it does not make it completely trivial: a topologically nontrivial spacetime will still carry global geometric degrees of freedom, which introduce the same conceptual problems we face in realistic (3+1)-dimensional gravity.

As a warmup, consider a flat two-dimensional torus T^2. Such a space can always be constructed by cutting out a parallelogram from the plane and identifying opposite edges. After rescaling one circumference to 1, distinct tori are parametrized by a single complex number τ, the modulus, as shown in figure 1. In the coordinates shown in the figure, the metric is simply

ds^2 = |dx + τdy|^2 , (4.1)

with edges identified by translations x ∼ x + 1 and y ∼ y + 1. These identifications are isometries of the Euclidean plane, as they must be to maintain flatness. The metric (4.1) is manifestly flat, but in general there is no diffeomorphism that will take a metric with one modulus τ to a metric with another: the modulus is a genuine geometric degree of freedom.

Now consider a flat (2+1)-dimensional spacetime with topology R × T^2, that is, a spatially closed three-dimensional torus universe. Just as a two-dimensional torus can be obtained from a region of the plane by isometrically identifying the edges, any flat R × T^2 can be obtained from a region of flat (2+1)-dimensional Minkowski space by isometrically identifying the edges. It can be shown that the

§A (2+1)-dimensional spacetime with an asymptotic boundary may have “boundary gravitons” that propagate by the boundary Hamiltonian, but as noted earlier, we are not dealing with that case here.

allowable isometries take the form [33–37]

Λ_1 : (t, x, y) → (t cosh λ + x sinh λ, x cosh λ + t sinh λ, y + a) Λ_2 : (t, x, y) → (t cosh μ + x sinh μ, x cosh μ + t sinh μ, y + b), (4.2)

now labeled by four real parameters (μ, λ, a, b). These parameters act as coordinates for the covariant phase space, uniquely labeling classical solutions with the specified topology. Moreover, they come with a natural symplectic structure Ω, obtained as in §2 and mathematically related to the symplectic structure of loops on a surface [49]. The quantization described in §3 is then straightforward: the nonvanishing commutators are [μ̂, â] = [b̂, λ̂] = − iℏ 2 , (4.3)

and we can thus take our wave functions to be functions Ψ(λ, μ), with

â = iℏ 2 ∂ ∂μ , b̂ = − iℏ 2 ∂ ∂λ . (4.4)

The wave functions Ψ(λ, μ) are time independent, and give amplitudes for entire block universes. To obtain time-dependent operators, we follow the procedure of §3, starting with a choice of classical time slicing. Here there is a natural choice; in this (2+1)-dimensional setting, York’s extrinsic time always exists, and gives a unique slicing K = −t [50]. Moreover, the slices of constant time t are spatially flat. With this choice, space at a fixed time is thus a flat torus, characterized by a modulus τ(t) and its conjugate momentum p(t). By looking at the explicit form of the spacetime metric, we can obtain this quantities in terms of the parameters (μ, λ, a, b), both classically and quantum mechanically:

τ̂(t) = ( â + iλ̂ t )_{−1} ( b̂ + iμ̂ t ) , p̂(t) = −it ( â − iλ̂ t )_2 . (4.5)

As in §3, we can now diagonalize the operators τ̂ and τ̂^†, finding eigenstates for which τ̂|ψ⟩ = τ|ψ⟩ and τ̂^†|ψ⟩ = τ̄|ψ⟩. A straightforward calculation [33–37] yields ⟨λ, μ|τ, τ̄ , t⟩ = K(λ, μ|τ, τ̄ , t) = ( μ − τλ τ^{1/2}_2 t ) exp { −i|μ − τλ|^2 τ_2t } . (4.6)

The slice-dependent wave functions Ψ(τ, τ̄, t) = ∫ dλdμ K(λ, μ|τ, τ̄ , t)Ψ(λ, μ) can then be showed to satisfy a Schrödinger equation i d dt Ψ(τ, τ̄ , t) = ^HΨ(τ, τ̄ , t) with ^H = t^{−1} ( Δ_{1/2} )_{1/2} , (4.7)

where Δ_{1/2} is a Laplacian on moduli space.

This essentially reproduces the result one would obtain by first fixing the York time slicing and then quantizing [33]. We say “essentially” because the operator ordering in (4.5) is not unique, and different choices lead to O(ℏ) modifications of the Hamiltonian. For (2+1)-dimensional gravity, though, an additional symmetry reduces the ambiguity. The mapping class group—the group of “large” diffeomorphisms, diffeomorphisms that cannot be continuously deformed to the identity—acts nontrivially on the space of moduli τ, and the wave function should transform under a representation of this group.

It turns out [35–37] that the choice of representation completely determines the operator ordering, the inner product, the normalization of the wave functions (4.6), and the Hamiltonian, all of the ingredients needed for a sensible quantum theory.

We thus have an explicit example in which a covariant phase space quantum theory of gravity, with no intrinsic time dependence, can be transformed into a “time”-dependent Schrödinger picture. This Schrödinger gives a physically sensible quantum theory: for instance, the wave functions (4.6) are peaked on the classical trajectories [51]. But we have found the time dependence using only classical properties, in a way that would clearly work as well for any other classical choice of time slicing.

5 Conclusions

Covariant canonical quantization does not solve the problem of time in quantum gravity. It does, however, recast some of the questions in a more tractable form. In particular, one need not pick a preferred time slicing, classically or quantum mechanically. Rather, at least in principle, any classical choice of time slicing provides a set of slice-dependent operators that determine a Schrödinger picture time evolution for that foliation.

The approach also offers a physicists’ perspective on the “block universe/evolving universe” question, although perhaps not one that addresses all of the philosophical issues. In covariant canonical quantization, there are an infinite number of descriptions of an evolving universe, one for each time slicing. But these are all isomorphic to a timeless block universe description coming from the quantization of the covariant phase space, and one’s choice of which description to use seems to have no physical content. Classically, this isomorphism requires that the systems under consideration be deterministic—that is the significance of a well posed initial value problem—but it is hard to see how to do physics without such an assumption. Quantum mechanically the equivalence is much less clear in other formulations, but here it is automatic.

All this comes with a proviso: “assuming the program can be carried out.” We do not wish to understate the potential problems. To fully define the covariant phase space, we need a complete characterization of the classical solutions, although we may be able to make progress with classical perturbation theory [40]. In the example of §4 we had a diffeomorphism-invariant parametrization of the space of solutions, but if we do not—if, for instance, we use initial data as coordinates as in §2—we will need to gauge fix the inner product [19], a process easy to describe but difficult to implement. To obtain a time-dependent picture we need a classical time slicing; an infinite number of such slicings exist, but we do not know to explicitly describe even one in a way that holds for the entire space of solutions. Physical operators on a slice will be nonlocal (as the moduli τ of §4 were), and hard to construct. And as in §4, we expect serious operator ordering ambiguities in the Hamiltonian, though perhaps these will be limited by the demand for consistent evolution [46].

If we are lucky, though, these problems are “technical,” requiring hard work but no radical new ideas. One could imagine, for instance, a systematic classical perturbative expansion of the field equations— the post-Minkowskian expansion, for instance [52]—combined with an order by order specification of an inner product and spatial slicing. Whether this is possible remains to be seen. But if it is, then perhaps some of the conceptual problems of quantum gravity are not quite as severe as we have believed.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank Cliff Taubes for catching an error in an earlier version of this paper. This work was supported in part by Department of Energy grant DE-FG02-91ER40674.

References [1] K. V. Kuchař, “Time and Interpretations of Quantum Gravity,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. D20 (2011) 3. [2] C. J. Isham, “Canonical quantum gravity and the problem of time,” NATO Sci. Ser. C 409 (1993) 157, arXiv:gr-qc/9210011.

[3] Y. Choquet-Bruhat and J. York, “The Cauchy problem,” in General Relativity and Gravitation I, edited by A. Held (New York: Plenum, 1980).

[4] C. Rovelli, “GPS observables in general relativity,” Phys. Rev. D 65 (2002) 044017, arXiv:gr-qc/0110003.

[5] J. D. Brown and K. V. Kuchař, “Dust as a standard of space and time in canonical quantum gravity,” Phys. Rev. D51 (1995) 5600, arXiv:gr-qc/9409001.

[6] W. G. Unruh and R. M. Wald,“Time and the Interpretation of Canonical Quantum Gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 40 (1989) 2598.

[7] R. Gambini, R. A. Porto, and J. Pullin, “Conditional probabilities with Dirac observables and the problem of time in quantum gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 041501, arXiv:0809.4235.

[8] A. Ashtekar and A. Magnon, “Quantum Fields in Curved Space-Times,” Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond.

A346 (1975) 375.

[9] A. Ashtekar, L. Bombelli, and O. Reula, “The covariant phase space of asymptotically flat gravitational fields,” in Analysis, Geometry and Mechanics: 200 Years After Lagrange, edited by M. Francaviglia (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1991).

[10] C. Crnkovic, “Covariant description of canonical formalism in geometrical theories,” in Three hundred years of gravitation, edited by S. W. Hawking and W. Israel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).

[11] C. Crnkovic, “Symplectic Geometry of the Covariant Phase Space,” Class. Quant. Grav. 5 (1988) 1557.

[12] J. Lee and R. M. Wald,“Local symmetries and constraints,” J. Math. Phys. 31 (1990) 725. [13] R. M. Wald, “Black hole entropy is the Noether charge,” Phys. Rev. D 48 (1993) R3427, arXiv:gr-qc/9307038.

[14] A. Ashtekar, and E. Bianchi “A short review of loop quantum gravity,” Rept. Prog. Phys. 84 (2021) 042001, arXiv:2104.04394.

[15] R. L. Arnowitt, S. Deser, and C. W. Misner, “The Dynamics of general relativity,” Gen. Rel. Grav.

40 (2008) 1997, arXiv:gr-qc/0405109.

[16] S. Carlip, General Relativity (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019).

[17] B. S. DeWitt, “Quantum Theory of Gravity 1. The Canonical Theory,” Phys. Rev. 160 (1967) 1113.

[18] C. J. Isham and K. .V. Kuchař, “Representations of Space-time Diffeomorphisms 2: Canonical Geometrodynamics,” Annals Phys. 164 (1985) 316.

[19] R. P. Woodard, “Enforcing the Wheeler-de Witt Constraint the Easy Way,” Class. Quant. Grav.

10 (1993) 483.

[20] P. T. Chrusciel, J. Isenberg, and D. Pollack, “Initial data engineering,” Commun. Math. Phys.

257 (2005) 29, arXiv:gr-qc/0403066.

[21] L. Chataignier, “Construction of quantum Dirac observables and the emergence of WKB time,” Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 086001, arXiv:1910.02998.

[22] L. Chataignier, “Beyond semiclassical time: dynamics in quantum cosmology,” J. Phys. Conf. Ser.

2533 (2023) 012029, arXiv:2302.07903.

[23] C. Goeller, P. A. Hoehn, and J. Kirklin, “Diffeomorphism-invariant observables and dynamical frames in gravity: reconciling bulk locality with general covariance,” arXiv:2206.01193.

[24] C. G. Torre, “Gravitational observables and local symmetries,” Phys. Rev. D 48 (1993) R2373, arXiv:gr-qc/9306030.

[25] W. Donnelly and S. B. Giddings, “Observables, gravitational dressing, and obstructions to locality and subsystems,” Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) 104038, arXiv:607.01025.

[26] N. C. Tsamis and R. P. Woodard, “Physical Green’s Functions in Quantum Gravity,” Annals Phys. 215 (1992) 96.

[27] W. Hu, “Covariant phase space quantization of cosmological models,” arXiv:2212.06963. [28] S. Carlip, “Near-horizon Bondi-Metzner-Sachs symmetry, dimensional reduction, and black hole entropy,” Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 046002, arXiv:1910.01762.

[29] N. M. J. Woodhouse, Geometric Quantization (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992). [30] D. Ebin, “The manifold of Riemannian metrics,” Proc. Amer. Math Soc Pure Math. 15 (1970) 11. [31] J. Isenberg and J. E. Marsden,“A slice theorem for the space of solutions of Einstein’s equations,” Phys. Rep. 89 (1982) 179.

[32] B. Dittrich, P. A. Hoehn, and T. A. Koslowski, “Can chaos be observed in quantum gravity?”

Phys. Lett. B 769 (2017) 554, 1602.03237.

[33] S. Carlip, “Observables, Gauge Invariance, and Time in (2+1)-dimensional Quantum Gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 42 (1990) 2647.

[34] S. Carlip and J. E. Nelson, “Comparative quantizations of (2+1)-dimensional gravity,” Phys. Rev.

D 51 (1995) 5643, arXiv:gr-qc/9411031.

[35] S. Carlip, “(2+1)-dimensional Chern-Simons gravity as a Dirac square root,” Phys. Rev. D 45 (1992) 3584, arXiv:hep-th/9109006.

[36] S. Carlip, “The Modular group, operator ordering, and time in (2+1)-dimensional gravity,” Phys.

Rev. D 47 (1993) 4520, arXiv:gr-qc/9209011.

[37] S. Carlip and J. E. Nelson, “The Quantum modular group in (2+1)-dimensional gravity,” Phys.

Rev. D 59 (1999) 024012, arXiv:gr-qc/9807087.]

[38] P. Kraus, R. Monten, and R. M. Myers, “3D Gravity in a Box,” SciPost Phys. 11 (2021) 070, arXiv:2103.13398.

[39] J. Navarro-Salas, M. Navarro, and V. Aldaya, “Covariant phase space quantization of the induced 2-D gravity,” Nucl. Phys. B 403 (1993) 291.

[40] S. Basu, “Perturbation theory in covariant canonical quantization,” Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 084001, arXiv:gr-qc/0410015.

[41] C. J. Isham, “Topological and global aspects of quantum theory,” in Relativity, Groups, and Topology II, edited by B. S. DeWitt and R. Stora (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1984).

[42] S. Twareque Ali and M. Englis, “Quantization methods: A Guide for physicists and analysts,” Rev. Math. Phys. 17 (2005) 391, arXiv:math-ph/0405065.

[43] D. Giulini and D. Marolf, “On the generality of refined algebraic quantization,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 16 (1999) 2479, arXiv: gr-qc/9812024.

[44] C. Rovelli, “Time in Quantum Gravity: Physics Beyond the Schrödinger Regime,” Phys. Rev. D 43 (1991) 442.

[45] C. G. Torre and M. Varadarajan, “Functional evolution of free quantum fields,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 16 (1999) 2651, arXiv:hep-th/9811222.

[46] R. Cosgrove, “Consistent evolution with different time slicings in quantum gravity,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 13 (1996) 891, arXiv:gr-qc/9511059.

[47] A. Staruszkiewicz, “Gravitation theory in three-dimensional space,” Acta Phys. Pol. 6 (1963) 735. [48] S. Carlip, “Quantum gravity in 2+1 dimensions: the case of a closed universe,” Living Rev. Rel.

8 (2005) 1, arXiv:gr-qc/0409039.

[49] W. M. Goldman, Invent. Math. 93 (1988) 557.

[50] L. Andersson, V. Moncrief, and A. J. Tromba, “On the global evolution problem in (2+1) gravity,” J. Geom. Phys. 23 (1997) 19, arXiv:gr-qc/9610013.

[51] K. Ezawa, “Transition amplitude in (2+1)-dimensional Chern-Simons gravity on a torus,” Int. J.

Mod. Phys. A 9 (1994) 4727, arXiv:hep-th/9305170.

[52] T. Damour, “The problem of motion in Newtonian and Einsteinian gravity,” in Three hundred years of gravitation, edited by S. W. Hawking and W. Israel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).