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A model for quantum gravity is presented by treating the light-cone structure of space-
time as classical and the conformal factor as a quantum degree of freedom. The motivation
and the details of the formalism are discussed. The approach is used to discuss the question
of singularities in the cosmological models. It is shown that one can introduce the concept
of stationary states for the quantum geometry, in analogy with the stationary states of sim-
ple quantum systems. The quantum stationary geometries (QSG’s) avoid the classical singu-
larities. The light-cone structure is determined by a set of equations involving the expecta-
tion values in the QSG concerned. The cosmological implications of the formalism, espe-
cially to matter creation, flatness, etc., are discussed. The theory is conformally invariant in

the quantum level.

I. GRAVITY—-CLASSICAL AND QUANTUM

Electromagnetism and gravity are the two long-
range classical fields. Maxwell’s equations describe
electromagnetism while Einstein’s theory of general
relativity is now taken to describe gravitation ade-
quately. However, classical physics is only a limit-
ing case of quantum theory. There exists a host of
experimental results (photoelectric effect, Compton
effect,...) which cannot be explained by classical
electromagnetism. On the theoretical side,
Maxwell’s equations face problems of divergence
when applied to discuss the self-force of a charged
particle.? Thus Maxwell’s equations are inadequate
beyond a particular domain—both theoretically as
well as experimentally.

The problem was tackled by quantizing the elec-
tromagnetic field. Earlier attempts® were successful
in describing the simple experimental results, but
failed (due to divergences) when higher-order correc-
tions were attempted. The problem was finally set-
tled by the development of “renormalizable quan-
tum electrodynamics” due to Feynman, Schwinger,
and Tomonaga.* The theory, often heralded as the
most successful of physical theories, gives a
prescription for computation of observable quanti-
ties.

What is the situation regarding gravity? Is a clas-
sical framework adequate or do we require a quan-
tum version of the theory? Various considerations
seem to indicate the need for “quantization of gravi-
ty.,’

To begin with, classical gravity is bedevilled by
singularities, which shows an inconsistency of for-
malism. Powerful theorems, proved in the sixties,
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almost conclusively rule out classical solutions to
the crisis.”> Conceptually—if not experimentally—
quantum gravity has become a necessity.

Cosmological considerations emphasize this need
further. Classical general relativity leads automati-
cally to the conservation of energy and momentum.
But conventional “big-bang” models require the
violation of energy-momentum conservation (at
least) at one event, conventionally identified with the
singularity. An extension of the theory, viz. quan-
tum gravity, is needed to give meaningful answers to
questions regarding the “creation of the universe.”

Quantum gravity may be required from a purely
operational point of view as well. When the matter
is quantized but gravity is not, it is difficult to find
a suitable generalization to Einstein’s equations.
(There is even a claim that the simplest possible ex-
tension' may not be experimentally tenable; see Ref.
6.)

The above considerations merely establish the
need for an extension of the classical theory of grav-
ity but does not indicate any specific framework (ex-
cept, of course, that the above problems must be
solvable). Classical gravity is conceptually very dif-
ferent from other classical theories inasmuch as it
plays the dual role of field and spacetime geometry.
This has led to different approaches to quantum
gravity which may be separated into two groups (i)
attempts that treat gravity as spacetime geometry
and proceed to “quantize the spacetime,” (ii) at-
tempts that treat gravity as a field in the flat-
spacetime background and proceed to quantize this
field. Unfortunately, both kinds of attempts lead to
difficulties.

In the former approach,’ one reduces the Einstein
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action to canonical form and attempts some variant
of the canonical quantization. All the different
methods face a certain level of operational difficul-
ties, e.g., choice of variables, constraint equations,
etc. and one major conceptual difficulty, viz. how to
interpret a quantized spacetime geometry. The
structure of physics demands the concept of well-
defined spacelike, timelike, or null separation be-
tween the events (in other words, the light-cone
structure must be well defined). When all the metric
coefficients are treated as quantum variables, the
light-cone structure becomes “fuzzy” and undergoes
quantum fluctuations. (It is not possible to decide a
priori which two events are connected by a spacelike
interval, for example.) Since the concept of space-
like hypersurface itself is ill defined, even posing the
problem of evolution becomes difficult.

One must also notice that this approach has not
led to a clear solution to the problem of singulari-
ties. Various authors have expressed different views
on this matter.® Also, the questions regarding the
big-bang singularity and creation of matter remain
unexplained.

The second approach to quantize gravity, treating
it as a field, is free from such conceptual difficulties
but suffers serious setbacks of purely operational na-
ture. The theory is perturbatively nonrenormaliz-
able and a nonperturbative structure is largely un-
known.® Euclidean and lattice extensions of the
theory are also not free from ambiguities.'® (Two
recent formalisms, that of supergravity!' and “in-
duced gravity,”!? however, show some promise.) It
is even possible that the theory violates unitarity.
No modification of Einstein’s theory—allowed
within the classical tests of gravity—is known that
is free from these objections.

We discuss in this paper an “in between” attempt
at quantum gravity. We believe that the failure of
the conventional approaches warrant the introduc-
tion of new physical assumptions. Classical gravity
plays the dual role of field and geometry. We
respect this duality in the quantum level as well and
use a formalism which has the following feature. It
treats the “field aspect” of the gravity as quantum
mechanical and the “geometric aspect” as a classical
c-number entity. Various aspects of the formalism
and some of the results are presented below. A de-
tailed discussion of the maximally symmetric
cosmological solution is discussed in the following
paper.'?

The theory presented here appears to be capable
of tackling the various questions which were raised
earlier. In some places we shall use operational as-
sumptions similar to those made in conventional at-
tempts. We wish to mention two of these assump-
tions before proceeding further.

The first one relates to the imposition of sym-
metries on the quantum dynamics. Consider, for ex-
ample, the homogeneous Bianchi cosmologies.
These cosmologies can be represented, at the classi-
cal level, by a set of functions of time. To find the
corresponding quantum theory one often treats these
variables as ¢ numbers. This “quantization of a
homogeneous spacetime” is assumed to be the same
as a “homogenized version of quantized space-
time.”!* One is forced to make this assumption be-
cause of the lack of complete knowledge about
“quantized spacetime,” in general. We shall also
resort to this assumption in our theory.

The second point is related to general covariance
of quantum theory. Investigations about quantum
fields, in curved spacetime and accelerated frames,
have indicated the observer dependence of certain
quantum processes.'> More precisely, though a
quantum-theory Lagrangian may be generally co-
variant, the details of the processes can depend on
the choice of time coordinate. One must notice that
this feature has nothing to do with even gravity (let
alone quantum gravity), and arises purely from the
dependence of conventional field theory formalism
on the choice of time coordinate. It is very doubtful
whether one can avoid this dependence in quantum
gravity (this dependence is noticed in conventional
approaches; see Ref. 16). There can also be a physi-
cal reason as to why such a dependence need not be
avoided. Loosely speaking, the quantum state of the
spacetime is going to be produced by a “measure-
ment” made by an observer. The setting up of the
clocks and rods for the observer is certainly an in-
tegral part of the measurement. Thus the quantum
state can very well depend on the coordinate system
chosen, especially on the choice of the time coordi-
nate. This problem is conventionally bypassed by
making a “natural choice” for the time coordinate.
We shall also resort to this operational technique
when the need arises. We would like to stress that
these two aspects are common to all approaches of
quantum gravity and have no specific connection
with our formalism.

II. BASIC FORMALISM

The causal relationship between events is decided
by the light-cone structure. As we said before, we
will follow an approach which quantizes the field
aspect of spacetime geometry retaining the c-number
formalism for the light-cone structure. What is this
field aspect? In other words, what degree of free-
dom remains in the metric tensor after the light-
cone structure is fixed? It is clear that two metrics
8ix and
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G = QA (x gy @2.1)

will have the same light-cone structure. Thus the
conformal degree of freedom of the spacetime
geometry can be treated as a quantum variable,
without affecting the light-cone structure. We shall
treat () as the quantum variable and treat g; as a c-
number metric. This choice has two major addition-
al advantages. (i) The split up in Eq. (2.1) is general-
ly covariant. When the coordinate system is
transformed, Eq. (2.1) is retained as long as
transforms as a scalar and gj; transforms as a ten-
sor. (ii) As we will see below, the measure for the
guantum functional integral is well defined for the
conformal factor, removing one major mathematical
difficulty. This allows an exact solution for many
problems.

The physical interpretation of Eq. (2.1), of course,
has to be modified when ) is a quantum operator.
One should use a suitable expectation value (we will
discuss this in detail later) and write

e =(0%gy . 2.2)

The metrics in various quantum states are confor-
mally related to g; and share the same light-cone
structure.

The transition from classical to quantum theory is
conventionally made by using Feynman’s path-
integral approach.!” In the case of gravity one nor-
mally proceeds as follows. Suppose the spacetime is
foliated by a family of spacelike hypersurfaces
parametrized by the “time” coordinate . The tran-
sition amplitude from a given three-geometry >¥, at
t; to *%, at t, is (postulated to be) given by

iy

20| 2.3)

K(3g2t2 N Sgltl)z 2 €Xp

paths

where J is the classical action for Einstein’s theory
and the “‘sum” is over all metrics with correct boun-
dary conditions. One minor problem arises because
of the fact that the Einstein action J contains second
derivatives of the metric. To avoid this it is better
to use the Einstein action along with the Hawking
counterterm'® in the form

1 vaV —gd*

167

1 3
+§;favK\/ih d3x +J,, , (2.4)

where K is the trace of the second fundamental form
induced on the boundary dv, 4, is the induced
metric on the surface, and J,,, is the matter action.
In our formalism the quantum geometries can
differ from g; only in the conformal factor. Thus
one can ask for the probability amplitude for transi-

tion from a conformal factor (X) at £; to Q,(X) at
t,. This is given by

K[Qy(X)ty ;Q(X)t]= 3, exp

aliQ #i

iJ[mJ ,

2.5)

where J () has the form!®

1

J[Q]= Ter (RQ2—6Q,Q)V —g d*x +J,,

(2.6)

(the surface term arising from the second derivative
of Q is canceled with the Hawking surface term).
The sum over paths can be rigorously defined be-
cause of the quadratic nature of the action in Eq.
(2.6), provided J,, is also quadratic in Q. It is diffi-
cult to decide on a suitable formalism for treating
Jm, and each type of source must be treated
separately. We shall be mostly concerned with
sources which are conformally invariant (like elec-
tromagnetic radiation) for which J,, will be indepen-
dent of ). There is a basic conceptual difference be-
tween Egs. (2.3) and (2.5). Strictly speaking, Eq.
(2.3) is not in the proper form because the three-
geometry 3 carries the information about the time
coordinate as well (at least in a wide class of mani-
folds; see Ref. 1, Chap. 21). Thus there will be cases
in which it is inappropriate to add the time labels
separately. However, in Eq. (2.5) we consider the
conformal part as a scalar degree of freedom, which
cannot ‘“‘carry” any further information. Thus the
time labels in Eq. (2.5) are quite necessary. This is
only a technical distinction because, in the future,
we will be concerned only with the developments
based on Egq. (2.5).

We also have to determine the equations satisfied
by the metric g;. This is done as follows. We
quantize the conformal factor  in an arbitrary
background metric g;;. Once this is done, one can
calculate the expectation values (Q?) and (3,0 9'Q)
in the quantum state of the system, which will allow
one to treat the action J as an effective action for
the classical background as?

Jar=Te [ (R(O?) —6¢0/0) )V =g d* +(J)

2.7

The variation of this action with respect to the
metric g gives the equations for the “background”
metric g;; as

(Q?)(Ry — 78 R) 461y

= —87GTy + (g 1—V; Vi ){Q?) , (2.8)
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where
i =—(Q; Q) + %gik (Q,09%) (2.9)

and V; represent covariant differentiation with
respect to x'. The quantization has to be performed
in a given metric gz, which in turn depends on the
quantum state via Eq. (2.8). It is clear that we are
involved with a complicated set of coupled equa-
tions whose consistent solutions will determine the
nature of quantum geometries.

We shall now proceed to discuss various aspects
of this formalism, especially in the context of quan-
tum cosmology. In order to make headway with the
equations we shall proceed in three stages. First of
all, we shall treat the metric tensor as a given classi-
cal solution and study the effect of quantum confor-
mal fluctuations (QCF) in this spacetime. This cor-
responds to neglecting the back reaction of QCF on
the metric g;. We shall show that near any singu-
larity of g, the QCF diverges. Thus the back reac-
tion cannot be neglected near the singularity and one
has to use the full formalism. In the second stage,
we shall study the nature of quantum states, which
are important near the singularity. In the last stage
we discuss the self-consistent solutions for some
simplified cosmological models. A full discussion
of homogeneous, isotropic universe is presented in
the accompanying paper.'?

III. STAGE ONE—QCF IN
A SINGULAR SPACETIME

Classical gravity gives adequate description up to
length scales of the order of 1072} cm. Thus we ex-
pect QCF to be significant only near the strong
gravitational field regime, especially near singulari-
ties. The physical concept of QCF can be illustrated
nicely by considering a radiation-filled spacetime.
Such a spacetime (homogeneous, isotropic, radiation
filled) has a metric

dr?
ds?={(Q%1))S%z) |dt*—
st=( ) 1—kr?
—rAd@+sin’0de?) | . (3.1)

Here we have already imposed the assumptions of
homogeneity and isotropy on Q(x’) and have made
it a function of time alone, in accordance with the
discussion in Sec. I. The expansion factor S(¢) has
the classical value

Sot (k=0),
S(t)=1Sysint (k=+1), (3.2)
Sosinht (k=—1) .

The evolution of QCF is determined by the kernel
K[Qyt5;Q414]
3

87

= f Z Q(t)exp {é

2 2/ 2
an dr S*)Q*V

3.3

We have used Eq. (2.6) and the facts that (i) R is
zero for the given metric, (ii) J,, is independent of
for the conformally invariant radiation field. We
have written
L ridr

V—ar [ e (3.4
for the region of space under consideration. (In the
case of a closed model this can be taken to be the to-
tal volume of the universe; otherwise one can limit
at the particle horizon. Our main results are in-
dependent of this choice.) This path integral can be
easily evaluated!’ to give

im (Qy—Q))?
K[Q,,Q,]=F(7y7 )exp L’%——-Z—l—
it Ty
(3.5
where F is an arbitrary function, and
k)4 hodt

To understand the physics behind this kernel, con-
sider how it propagates a wave function ¥(Q,) in
time. We shall assume that the wave packet was a
Gaussian with the classical mean (Q)=1 and a
given dispersion. That is,

1/4

(Q,—1)?
exp —_—

452

Y[ ]= (3.7

2mo?

The wave function at any other time ¢,, found by in-
tegrating
+
U t]= [ dOK[Q0; 00 W] (3.8)
is given by

172

| 9[Qa2,] | 2= exp

(Q,—1)?
T 20%t,) |

21TO'2( t2)
(3.9)

where
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2
# L odt
2 2
(ty)=0"(t;) |1 .
g\l 1 +4m204(t1) f’l Sz(t) ]
(3.10)
Substituting the form of S(#), we get
2
# 1 |11
2 2
o= |1+ ———— | ——— (k =0)
2 ! amiot St |t 4y ]
ﬁZ
=0 |14 —r
o1 4m?o,*
X—Ig(cottz—cottl)zl (k=+1)
So
ﬁZ
=02 {14 ——
o1 4m2014
X _II(COthtz—-COthtl )2 (k =—1) .
So
(3.11)

One major feature is common to all these disper-
sions: they diverge as t—0. In other words, the
wave function becomes more and more delocalized
and spread out as the singularity is approached.
Since the mean value of a distribution has a meaning
only when the dispersion is finite, one can conclude
that the classical solution ceases to have any signifi-
cance near the singularity. The classical evolution,
so to say, is drowned in the sea of quantum
geometries. One can no longer neglect the back re-
action on g;; via Eq. (2.8). Near the singularities,
the full equation must be considered.

The question may arise as to whether the result is
sufficiently general or whether it is a consequence of
the particular symmetries that are present in the ex-
ample. Though one can easily show that the result
extends to various other simple systems,?! a general
proof would be comforting. Such a proof, indeed,
can be given provided one can get a handle on either
the source term J,, or on the form of the metric
near the singularity. We shall briefly indicate the
line of proof below (see, for details, Refs. 19 and 20).

Consider the Green’s function associated with the
classical variational equation, for the action in Eq.
(2.6),

0G ++RG =8(X,Y)(—g)~'/2. (3.12)

Assuming that the source term J,, is also quadratic
in Q, one can perform the path integration and ob-
tain

K[Q5,Q]=Fexp

-;;;.7[020,] ] , (3.13)

where J is the classical value of the action.!” By a
straightforward but lengthy analysis one can express
the classical value of the action J in terms of G (x,y)
as (see Ref. 19 for details)

J=[ [ 44X, 2D0(X)Q(F))d*% d°%)
+ [ [ 4050, %0)0)(%0)Qp(X3)d % 0d * %,
12 [ 4FLE)0(X)0(X)d*%1d %, 5

(3.14)
where

A (E %) === [V g1 d*%,G (X, %))
8w

i) N
XEG(xle),

- o 3 — A e
Azz(xzxz)z—'S;f \/—g2d3le(x,x1) 1

d N
XSZG(XZXI) , (3.15)

Alz(il,i2)= 'i‘G(xle)_l .
8

In the above equations we suppressed the time coor-
dinate and indicated by G ™! the inverse of the
Green’s function G.

When the kernel is used to propagate the wave
functional (since © now can depend on the space
coordinates) by the equation

Y[0(E)]= [ DUIRIK[Q(X)1; 0,(F)t ]
XY[0(X)], (3.16)

it is the “cross term” A4,, of Eq. (3.14) that retains
the “memory” of the initial state. Thus the final
state will have total uncertainity about €, if 4,
vanishes at some event. In other words, the disper-
sion will diverge at the singularity if the Green’s
function diverges at that event.

If one assumes that the source consists of dust [a
slightly modified formalism is required with (2 —1)
replacing ; see Ref. 19], one can prove this fact by
considering the conformal invariance of Eq. (3.12).
If no specific form is assumed for the source, it is
necessary to use a sufficiently general form of the
metric near the singularity. Such a metric is given
by Belinskii et a/.??> One can explicitly solve for the
Green’s function near the singularity and demon-
strate the divergence.??

Either way, it is clear that QCF diverges near the
classical singularity neccessitating the use of our full
formalism. In other words, the classical metric
which is obtained by neglecting the back reaction of
the conformal fluctuation terms in Eq. (2.7) is not
valid near the singularity.
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IV. STAGE TWO—QUANTUM STATIONARY
GEOMETRIES

Classically, a radiation-filled Friedmann universe
is described by a single function, S(¢). This goes to
zero at t =0, making the spacetime singular. How-
ever, we have just now reasoned out that the classi-
cal picture is not valid near ¢t =0. What kind of
quantum states are relevant to our problem?

An analogy might be helpful. Consider the elec-
tron in the hydrogen atom. Classically, it is
described by a function g (¢) that spirals down to the
singularity. But quantum mechanics avoids this dif-
ficulty by introducing a set of well-defined station-
ary states. The quantum uncertainty prevents the
electron from reaching the origin and provides a
well-defined ground state. Can this analogy be used
in the case of the collapsing universe? A simple ar-
gument shows that it may be possible. Consider the
metric of the collapsing universe with the quantum
corrections {Q?). This correction has the effect of
replacing S%(¢) by

Ser?=(Q?)S%(t)=[14+04D]SU) . (4.1)
It is easy to see that near t =0
2
Sedn~—1— 1 42

4m2 Sozgz(tl )

In other words, S? is bounded from below by a pure-
ly quantum-mechanical term, which provides, in
some sense, the “ground state for the geometry.”

This suggests that one should look at the station-
ary states for the quantum geometry, rather than the
kernel. Given the action for the system one can at
once write down the Hamiltonian. However, as long
as we treat S (#) and Q(z) separately, the Hamiltoni-
an will contain S(¢) and will be a function of time,
excluding the existence of stationary states. (More-
over, we will still be “tied” to the classical solution.)
In order to tackle these difficulties, we shall treat
the overall conformal factor as the quantum vari-
able, and consider the metric to be

24,2 dr2
ds?=(Q?) |c’dt*— i
—rX(d6*+sin*0d¢?) (4.3)

(we have switched over to normal units; note that Q
is dimensionless and r and @ have dimensions of
length). The action governing the conformal factor
is

dt(R RQ?—602%)

1617'G ‘I
~_7Mftl di(g’—w’q?) , 4.4)

where we have made the substitutions

(16‘2

G

2

q=afl, M——-%w

. (4.5)
4 _ 3o
w:; , V—fo d X\/T——g .

This is just the action for the harmonic oscillator of
frequency w. The classical solution is

8J =0 => q (t)=gqsinwt (4.6)

(with a suitable origin for time). This gives the form
of solution for the classical radiation-filled model, as
it should. The quantum dynamics, of course, can be
analyzed by calculating the path-integral kernel.
But since we are now interested in the stationary
states of the system we shall go directly to the
Schrodinger equation, which reads

indY l —TMo?q%y . 4.7
or ~2M agr MY @7
Incorporating the extra minus sign into the “energy”
(which has no physical meaning in our case), we can
write the solution
i€, t/f

Ynlg,t)=e dnlq), (4.8)
Mo 1/4
Snlg)=(2"n1) | =2
1Tﬁ
"y 172 )
%) wq
H —
XH, 1q P ] _ €xp 7 ’
(4.9)
where H, is the Hermite polynomial,
n
Hy(p)=(—1)ter* 4= g 57 | (4.10)
day™

Thus the stationary states of the quantum geometry
are the same as the stationary states of a harmonic
oscillator. In particular, the conformal factor has
the expectation value

2

(n+7). 4.11)

L,

2

2y
(Q Yn= 37

Obviously the classical collapse cannot proceed all
the way and must stop at the lower bound,

2
i

(Q?) pin= (4.12)

1
3ar

The spacetime geometry (when the universe is in the
nth stationary state) is given by
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2

ds*=(Q?), {czdtz———ir{—-—z——rz(dez—{-sinzedqﬁz) , (4.13)
1—r</a

=L, |5~ (n +3)[dn?—dX*—sin?X(d6?+sin®0 d¢?)] . 4.14)

With this we have completed the analogy between
an electron in the hydrogen atom and the collapsing
universe.

There remains the question as to what the present
quantum state is of the universe. In other words,
how can one go from Eq. (4.14) to the classical lim-
it? Mathematically speaking, the problem is the
same as that for any harmonic oscillator, say, a bob
oscillating at the end of the string. The classical
limit can be achieved by postulating that it is in a
large-n stationary state, or in a coherent state of the
harmonic oscillator with the probability func-

tion?423
| ¥(q,t)| =N exp ——%(q —gosinwt)? | .
(4.15)
In the latter case the metric has the form
ds’= |qo’sin*n+ —;%L,,Z

X [dn?—dX?—sin’X(d 0% +sin’0d¢?)] ,

(4.16)
which again has the same lower bound.

The above mathematical answer does not, howev-
er, really help one to decide the quantum state of the
universe. This conceptual problem is related to the
question of what is meant by a measurement of the
state of the universe—since it is the measurement
that produces the state. Notice, however, that we
have not yet used the “back reaction” equation to
determine g;;. This will put some restriction on the
wave function W(g,t) but the basic problem must
await a conceptual advance for its solution.

We have solved the quantum dynamics of the
radiation-filled universe exactly. How does the in-
troduction of some extra matter affect the system?
For example, can an addition of a part in the action,
represented by

t
Ji = Vf‘l2 dt p(t) , 4.17)

cause transitions between energy levels?
Notice that since the length scales associated with
the universe is ~ 10?7 ¢m and L‘,~10‘33 cm, the

quantum states have

a?
nz——leolzo N (4.18)
L,
If the proper length scales in a region of size L
change because of a transition from » to m, we have
AL*? m-—n
L2 n
Even if one assumes that AL2/L%2~ 102 are ob-
servable, we need transitions by

m —n =10"20%x 10120~ 10190 (4.20)

(4.19)

This requires the p(z) to vary extremely rapidly. In
fact, it must have significant Fourier components at
frequencies of the order of

v=w(m —~n)=§(m —n)~10% Hz . 4.21)

[For comparison, v(~p/p) of matter in the early
universe is of the order of unity.] One can be
reasonably sure of the stability of stationary states as
far as macroscopic astrophysics is concerned. Of
course, at the microscopic level, length scale transi-
tions are taking place all the time. Even an ultra-
low-frequency variation of ~10~17 Hz is enough to
cause transitions of the order of An~1. Since no
energy distribution is stable to this order, we have to
conclude that definite lengths cease to have any
meaning at around the Planck length.

This structure of “spacetime foam”*® can also be
arrived at in a different way. One can consider the
conformal fluctuations around the flat-space back-
ground, using the action

9526

3 4 i
J=—o- [ d*x@,0). (4.22)
By standard analysis,'””?>?’ one can construct the
ground-state wave functional that will give the prob-
ability distribution for finding various conformal
factors in the flat vacuum; which turns out to be

3 1
QE)]=Nexp |———5—
4 1 - L}

(V.Q)(V,Q)
g 732 X d
xffdxdy Ii—?lz

(4.23)
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As one can see, rapid variations are possible at the
Planck length scales.

Before concluding the section we would like to
make a comment regarding the concept of stationary
states in other models of the universe. In particular,
one can talk of stationary states for degrees of free-
dom other than the conformal degree of freedom
(though it is against the spirit of the present discus-
sion, it is helpful to understand the mathematical
structure of the theory). For example, the homo-
geneous Bianchi universes can be described classical-
ly by the action27

L L dt (4.24)
1677'
L= —931[67&— %(B1Z+Bzz)] +e*R*+L,,

(4.25)

Here the metric is given in terms of the variables

(B1,8:1) by
ds?=dt*—gu (t)o'o*
gix(t)=ee ),

The one-forms ¢ satisfy the commutation rules
[on,0k]=¢/p0; (4.27)

with ¢/, being the structure constants of the isotro-
py group. One can study the wave functions of the
stationary states ¥(f3;,8,,A) in exactly the same way
as before.?® It turns out that these wave functions
vanish at the classical singularity thereby leading to
zero probability for its existence. The same result is
true for the simplest case of an interacting field as
well, 28

This concept of stationary states can also be ar-
rived at from a superspace analysis. The superspace
is the space of three-geometries modulo coordinate
transformations. One can introduce a metric in the
space of three-geometries and write an action

dg” dg”
J=[ G55+ [ RdA. (4.28)

(4.26)

Here A4, B stand for a pair of indices, and
Gz =G ijim) = 7 (81&)m +8im8&jt —28ii8im) »
(4.29)
R=g(CR), (4.30)

where °R is the three-curvature of the surfaces of
homogeneity. By considering the same action to
govern the quantum gravity, one can formulate a
path integral in the superspace.’®?° This analysis
leads to the same results as before.

To summarize, we have replaced the description

of spacetime geometry in terms of a classical metric
by a description in terms of quantum stationary
geometries. This should allow us to discuss the
behavior arbitrarily close to a singularity. However,
one task remains: even in this section we have as-
sumed a particular form for the “background.” It
remains to be shown that this form is consistent
with our “back reaction” equation.

V. STAGE THREE—SELF-CONSISTENT
SOLUTION

We have now obtained the stationary states for
the conformal factor. But two features of this solu-
tion point to an incompleteness. (i) In Eq. (4.3) we
have assumed a form of g; which is again “God-
given.” (ii) In Eq. (4.5) we have obtained the classi-
cal limit without any reference to the source
strength. In fact, the source is completely eliminat-
ed from discussion because of conformal invariance.
In order to justify the choice of the background
metric, we have to solve the complete set of equa-
tions, and prove the consistency of the formalism.

Let us consider again the spacetime presented in
the previous section,

dr?

27,2
codt”—
1—r2/a?

ds?*=(Q?)

—rXd6*+sin*0d¢?) (5.1)

Suppose the spacetime is in the nth stationary state.
Since the Hamiltonian corresponds to that of a har-
monic oscillator, we have the results

(0= |2t (5.2)
(Q*) = % (n+7%). (5.3)

The metric g; has to satisfy the equations, see Eq.
(2.8),

(Q2) (R — 58 R)+6t
=—87GT  +(&,O0-VV,)(Q?) . (5.4)

Since (Q?) is independent of time in a stationary
state, the second term on the right-hand side van-
ishes. For a homogeneous, isotropic spacetime there
are only two independent equations in the set (5.4).
These may be taken to be the trace equation and (3)
component equation. The trace equation leads to

(O w?=(0?) , (5.5)

which is identically satisfied in the stationary states.
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The (3) component equation, however, is nontrivial,
giving

(Q?) 313 —3(Q?) +87Ge=0,
2 a2 g2
(5.6)
9 2 2 3 ﬁC 1
= =— | — ). 5.7
€ 16”Gw(ﬂ> 82 | 2 (n+3). .7

We get the interesting result that energy density is
quantized if the quantum gravity equations are to be
consistent. Notice that this result is obtained
without using any form of quantization on the
matter variable. Classical gravity can lead to the
classical dynamics of the source in a natural fashion;
can quantum gravity lead to at least some features
involving the quantum dynamics of the source?
Such an attractive possibility is suggested by Eq.
(5.7).

In this particular example, the conformal invari-
ance of the source simplifies matters considerably.
Hence it is important to see whether the results are
valid for other types of sources. The analysis can be
repeated for other types of sources. If we take the
source to consisi of dust with the energy-momentum
tensor

T =p(1,0,0,0) , (5.8)
we still obtain a quantum condition
4 L
¢ P 1172
= —5( > ) (5.9)
P G a3 n+7)

which shows that conformal invariance is not an
essential ingredient of this feature.?°

Thus we have produced a static, self-consistent
solution to our coupled quantum-gravity equations.
This completes the logical structure of the formal-
ism. In order to explore further, one has to consider
the solutions to Egs. (2.5), (2.6), and (2.8) under vari-
ous circumstances. The complete solution, in the
case of a maximally symmetric cosmological model,
is given in the following paper.!> Here we shall con-
sider some general features of the equations.

The equations differ from Einstein’s equations by
the extra terms which involve the derivatives of ().
Since Q and Q are going to become canonically re-
lated variables, one expects nontrivial values for
(Q?) and (Q;Q;) in any state. (By choosing sta-
tionary states, one can avoid the derivatives of
(Q?%).) We see that 1, which is based on the expec-
tation values of the form (Q;Q; ), has the structure
of the energy-momentum tensor for a negative-
energy scalar field. This leads, in a qualitative way,
to two possibilities. First, the solutions of these

equations could be nonsingular because of the
predominance of the negative-energy field over
matter near the singularity. Second, notice that the
energy-momentum tensor of matter T’ is no longer
conserved. Only the combination of ¢; and Ty to-
gether is conserved. This allows for the possibility
of matter creation at the expense of gravitational en-
ergy. Since the result is important only near singu-
larities, macroscopic energy-momentum conserva-
tion is not violated, within observable limits. [Simi-
lar ideas for creating the matter have been proposed
before, (see Ref. 30), but the formalisms are entirely
different.]

The equations also lead to another interesting re-
sult, which goes to confirm the above view. A flat
vacuum metric is a perfectly valid (though trivial)
solution to the standard classical Einstein equations.
However, stationary-state solutions with flat
(g8 =7u), vacuum (T =0) conditions do not exist
for our equations (2.8). In some sense, quantum
conformal fluctuations lead to the creation of
matter, which may be interpreted as the “creation of
the universe.”

Such an interpretation of big bang leads to a more
concrete prediction. One can consider the probabili-
ty amplitude for the transition from flat space to a
maximally symmetric universe. Since the maximal
universes are all conformally flat, this question can
be easily analyzed in our formalism. It turns out
that this probability is a maximum for the flat
Friedmann model, with zero curvature for spacelike
hypersurfaces. This could be a purely quantum
gravitational solution to the flatness problem.3!3?

VI. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

There are two aspects of the general formalism
which we would like to point out. Notice that our
basic equation (2.8) is conformally invariant. How-
ever, we have conformal invariance at a much
“better” level than what is usual. In standard con-
formally invariant theories of gravity involving a
scalar field and a metric (¢ and gy, say) the equa-
tions will be invariant under the transformation

gik =8, d—of . (6.1)

However, ¢ has no direct role to play (in standard
theories) in the spacetime geometry. Thus, from the
very definition of the conformal transformation
(gix —fgix), the spacetime geometry is not invariant
under the transformation. (After all one can go
from flat space to a closed Friedmann model by a
conformal transformation.) Thus in conventional
approaches “conformal invariance” is restricted to
the form of the equations alone (as an example, see
Ref. 33). However, in our model under the transfor-
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mations
gik—f 8w, Q—f7'0, (6.2)

not only the equations of motion but also the space-
time interval remains invariant, i.e.,

ds?={0?)gpdx'dx*=(Q¥ g/ dx'dx* . (6.3

Thus the theory, at the quantum level, is truly con-
formally invariant. In this sense the similarity of
the equations with those in the conformally invari-
ant theory of Hoyle and Narlikar®® is noteworthy.
Nevertheless, the significant difference pointed out
above (that Q is part of spacetime geometry) must
be kept in mind.

This conformal invariance is broken when the
choice is made for the quantum state of the
universe. As we have remarked earlier, the “mea-
surement made by the observer on the universe”
(whatever that means) causes this breaking of sym-
metry. In a given “conformal frame” so chosen, we
will get Einstein’s equations in the classical limit,
when (Q/Q;) can be neglected. This term cannot
be neglected near the singularity and hence we get
the nontrivial quantum aspects of the theory. In
this way, the formalism is similar in structure to at-
tempts that treat gravity as a low-energy effective
Lagrangian theory.!?

As regards the creation of matter from the
negative-energy term, the theory is reminiscent of
the steady-state models for the universe.>* However,

there is one major difference. The Q field arises
from quantum theory and does not require the intro-
duction of an ad hoc “coupling constant” to matter.
Moreover, a natural dynamical equation for the con-
formal factor is available in the form of the quanti-
zation prescription. (This also helps one to have the
right number of equations.) Above all the negative-
energy field is not an extra structure but an integral
part of the geometry.

It will be noticed that the transformation from Q
to a ¢ by the substitution Q>=G¢? will eliminate
the Newtonian constant of gravity, G, from the
equations. In the stationary state Q% always appears
with a (constant) scaling freedom. It is not clear
whether G can be predicted by the theory and, if so,
whether it evolves in time.

We have presented here an approach to quantum
gravity which seems to show promise. It is rather
unfortunate that the formalism is very different
from conventional ones, making it difficult to com-
pare the results with other approaches. Evidently
three tasks remain to be achieved. (i) Connect up
this approach with other formalisms of quantum
gravity so as to compare and contrast the results.
(ii) Consider the solutions to quantum gravitational
equations under more general conditions. (iii) Pro-
duce a formalism in which the matter variables can
also be treated (more realistically) as quantized. All
these aspects are under investigation.
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