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duced loop gravity, a framework which has been successfully applied to give a full theory derivation
of loop quantum cosmology. We extend this setting by implementing a particular choice of partial
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I. INTRODUCTION

Singularities are generic predictions of general relativity; this was the conclusion of the first singularity theorem
that was discovered by Roger Penrose in 1964 [1]. Prior to this, it was widely suspected that singularities are aspects
of algebraically special spacetimes or end results of highly symmetric processes [2], as in the gravitational collapse of
a spherically symmetric compact object [3]. Penrose’s arguments instead attributed the occurrence of singularities
to the formation of trapped surfaces in geometries where the Ricci curvature tensor satisfies Rq,k%k® > 0 for all null
vectors k. 1 Further progress concerning the formation of singularities in general relativity was subsequently made
by the landmark theorems of Hawking and Penrose [4, 5]. 2

Despite their robustness, singularity theorems are reliable only in the regime where spacetime geometry is classical.
This, however, runs contrary to what they set out to accomplish. In fact, one expects quantum corrections to classical
geometry to become relevant on scales where \RabcdR“de| pe lzj 4 where Rgpeq is the Riemann curvature tensor and

lp ~ 10~33cm is the Planck length. For the most elementary examples of singularity in general relativity, |Rapeq R4

1 Penrose’s theorem requires global hyperbolicity for the spacetime.
2 See [6] for an extensive discussion of these results.



blows up as one approaches the singularity. Therefore, whether singularities generically form in nature as predicted
by the singularity theorems hinges on how spacetime behaves in the quantum domain.

The degree to which quantum effects modify classical singularities has long been a subject of speculation. Penrose
argued in [7] that understanding the quantum structure of the initial spacetime singularity is the key to resolving
one of the long-standing puzzles in theoretical physics, namely the second law of thermodynamics and the origin
of the observed (albeit minute) time asymmetry in nature. * Should quantum effects resolve this initial spacetime
singularity by replacing it with a bounce, it may be difficult to concoct a compelling explanation for the second law of
thermodynamics [11]. * ® However, in the context of quantum geometry, one expects the notion of entropy and how
it evolves to be scale dependent. Therefore, the fate of the second law in quantum gravity is tied to understanding
the quantum structure of the Universe near the cosmological singularities as well as the exact mechanism by which
the classical and continuous spacetime manifold emerges from them.

Aside from cosmological singularities, one can also ponder upon consequences of black hole singularities being
removed by quantum effects. In that case, a resolution for a number of outstanding riddles and open questions may
be within reach. Of significant importance are the cosmic censorship hypothesis [14] and the information loss paradox
of black hole evaporation [15]. For the latter, if the semiclassical approximation scheme is correct, the unitarity
principle of quantum mechanics is violated by pure states evolving into mixed states during black hole evaporation
(see [106] for a review of the basic arguments). Several ideas have been proposed to resolve this paradox with some
being more radical than others. On the more exotic side, there are ideas proposing black hole event horizons turning
into “firewalls” [17] or “fuzzballs” [18]. In these speculative scenarios, phenomena in gross violation of the equivalence
principle are required to occur on a black hole event horizon in order to shut down correlations between the infalling
and outgoing pair of created particles. On the more conservative end of the spectrum, there are proposals such as
Planck-sized remnants of the evaporation process [19, 20], and singularity resolution by quantum gravity effects that
lead to an extension of the spacetime diagram for evaporating black holes [21]. However, a clear-cut resolution to the
aforementioned paradox has not yet emerged in these latter proposals either. Indeed the idea of black hole remnants
has been criticized for a lack of viability as it requires a Planck-sized object to have an enormous entropy, roughly
on the order of M? where M is the black hole mass, which in turn leads to the infinite pair production problem,
although objections have been raised against this critique in the literature (see, e.g., [16, 22-24] for a discussion).
Similarly in the case where the black hole singularity is resolved and a classical spacetime emerges to the causal
future of the would-be singularity, a description for a concrete mechanism that purifies the early radiation degrees
of freedom is lacking (see, however, [25] for an interesting proposal). Beyond all speculations, a definitive fate of
a classical singularity is only predicted by a detailed full quantum gravity calculation. Given the intimate relation
between the last stages of black hole evaporation and Planck-scale physics, this paradox will likely be resolved by a
better understanding of a quantum gravity description.

Presently, string theory and loop quantum gravity (LQG) have been sufficiently developed to allow for problems
of this kind to be explored within their respective frameworks. In the past two decades some evidence has emerged
in string theory in favor of quantum singularity resolution. One of the earliest results is by Horowitz et al. [26]
where AdS/CFT duality was used to argue that the interior of a black hole in anti-de Sitter space is described by
a singularity-free supersymmetric field theory on the boundary. Similar results have been obtained for cosmological
singularities using the AdS/CFT duality [27-30]. Aside from AdS/CFT, other well-known proposals include models
with tachyon condensation [31, 32], matrix models [33? ], and models that use orientifolds [34]. Nevertheless, no full
theory calculation has been produced that can provide a definitive answer.

LQG [35] embodies the most studied nonperturbative quantization program of the gravitational field. Questions
such as the quantum fate of classical spacetime singularities can in principle be formulated and investigated within
this framework [36, 37]. On the specific subject of black hole singularities, a number of very important studies [38—

J[41-43][44-46] have been conducted where the primary focus is on the geometry interior to the event horizon of a
Schwarzschild black hole. The aforementioned geometry is homogeneous and can be described by the Kantowski-Sachs
type metric. This particular geometry can be treated as a minisuperspace for which the techniques developed in the

cosmological context by loop quantum cosmology (LQC) [17—19] are available and can be readily used. The results
of these investigations point to a singularity resolution of the bouncing cosmological type [50-52]. Further evidence
of singularity resolution due to the implementation of the LQG dynamics was provided also in [53, 54].

The study of the complete phase space in the symmetry reduced case started with the work of Kuchar [55] in metric
variables and the work of Thiemann and and Kastrup [56] in complex Ashtekar variables which was then revised using
LQG techniques [57]. In [58-60] the Ashtekar-Barbero connection was used to obtain a kinematical description along

3 A microscopic example of this time-asymmetry is the C P-violating decay of K© meson [3-10].

4 We refer the interested reader to [7] where the vanishing Weyl curvature hypothesis is explained.

5 Steinhardt and Turok have argued in [12, 13] that in ekpyrotic models the second law of thermodynamics is respected; the total entropy
increases from cycle to cycle while the entropy density undergoes periodic behaviour. Nonetheless, ekpyrotic models do not provide any
explanations for the origin of the second law.



4

with the Hamiltonian constraint. In [61, 62] the extension of the previous results within a classical modification of the
Dirac algebra that transforms the symmetry reduced case in a Lie algebra allowed one to define the physical Hilbert
space and observables corresponding to a metric that was shown to be free of singularity.

A parallel line of investigation was conducted within the framework of covariant LQG, namely the spinfoam models
[63]. The idea is that if the singularity is removed as in the homogeneous LQC, it is reasonable to expect a black
hole-white hole transition named a Planck star [64] that can be modeled with a nonsingular metric [65, 66] of the
Hayward type [67]. The tunneling can then be studied in terms of transition amplitudes between coherent states
representing classical spacetimes [68, 69]. Phenomenological consequences were discussed in [70-72].

An alternative approach to model semiclassical and continuous spherically symmetric geometry has recently been
pursued within the framework of group field theory (GFT) [73] in its operatorial formulation, providing a second
quantized version of LQG. The main idea behind this approach is to describe homogeneous continuum geometries in
terms of GF'T condensate states encoding the information in a condensate wave function depending on a few collective
variables [74]. This allows one to model a black hole geometry by starting from the full theory and implementing the
symmetry reduction at the quantum level [75, 76]. In this case, application of the GFT condensates formalism to the
cosmological setting has allowed one to recover modified Friedmann equations showing the presence of a bounce in the
Planck regime [77-81]. One could then hope that also for the black hole case singularity resolution could be proven.
However, implementation of the GFT dynamics in the black hole context is currently out of reach due to the highly
challenging technical difficulties when dealing with generalized condensate states implementing graph connectivity.
The main achievement of this manuscript is to show how to successfully implement the LQG dynamics to the case of
a spherically symmetric black hole geometry while starting from the full theory and keeping the graph structure.

In this article we adopt the so-called quantum reduced loop gravity (QRLG) [32-90] approach and apply it to
spherically symmetric geometries. At the heart of this approach lies the old familiar idea that a choice of symmetry
compatible coordinate system drastically simplifies the task of solving the Einstein equations. QRLG intends to carry
this simplification to the quantum level. To understand this better, it is helpful to briefly review how this framework
has been applied to homogeneous anisotropic cosmologies.

In the case of Bianchi I spacetime, the existence of three Killing vector fields allows one to choose a coordinate
system in which the metric is diagonal and only dependent on the time variable. The space of Bianchi I metrics is
then just a subspace of the full Arnowitt-Deser-Misner (ADM) phase space that consists of homogeneous and diagonal
3-metrics. Note that diagonalizing 3-metrics is always achievable by imposing a partial gauge fixing (i.e. by using the
gauge freedom provided by the spatial diffeomorphisms [91, 92]), which comes at the cost of dealing with second class
constraints and selecting a partially reduced phase space. A subspace of the latter is coordinate independent metrics
singled out by symmetry. The classical use of a minisuperspace can thus be seen as first reaching the partially reduced
phase space and then restricting it to its symmetric sector. The QRLG approach to cosmology was devoted to access
this sector at the quantum level as opposed to LQC, in which the symmetry reduction is performed classically and
one is then left with finite-dimensional systems. The main reason for this extra step is that the fundamental structure
of LQG does not permit one to use differential geometry to define the notion of symmetry at the quantum level. In
the process of symmetry reduction followed by quantization (as required in LQC) most of the structure of the full
Hilbert space is lost and has to be reintroduced via assumptions.

The QRLG approach is to revert the process of symmetry reduction and quantization to derive a symmetric sector
of LQG in which none of the fundamental structures of the full theory is lost. To achieve this goal, a reduced
Hilbert space is first selected from the full kinematical Hilbert space for which the metric is diagonal and then the
symmetry reduction is performed, selecting homogeneous coherent states. This procedure allows one to work with the
complete structure of the full theory, consisting of quantum states of polymeric nature labeled by graphs and SU(2)
representations. Moreover, it shows that the minisuperspace effective quantization of LQC can be reproduced at the
level of the expectation values of quantum operators acting on the partially gauge fixed Hilbert space. However, the
presence of the graphs also leads to some modification in the deep Planckian regime.

Here we intend to apply the same construction to spherically symmetric geometries. We will do this in four steps:
in the first step, we implement the gauge fixing condition at the quantum level to define the partially gauge fixed
Hilbert space 8. This corresponds to the classical reduced phase space for a suitable choice of gauge that results in
the triad E¢ having only the five components Ej, EY, Ef, Eib , Eg . In terms of the 3-metric, this partial gauge choice
amounts to having only the rr, 86, 8¢ and ¢¢ components as nonzero. In the second step, we project the constraints
defined in the full theory to represent the classical gauge unfixed constraints [96]. The third step is to define states
belonging to this kinematical Hilbert space where the classical notion of symmetry can be defined using spherically

6 Recent studies [93-95] attempted to provide a quantization for the reduced phase space in a radial gauge for the ADM variables different
from the one introduced in [96] for connection variables. In [95] a scheme to implement symmetry reduction at the quantum level was
also introduced; however, this analysis relies on a Peldan hybrid connection, yielding a description of the kinematical Hilbert space in
terms of point holonomies and a restricted action of the Hamiltonian constraint to a single point for a given 2-sphere.



symmetric coherent states. Finally, we define the effective constraints by taking the expectation value of the quantum
reduced constraints on the symmetry reduced states.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II we review the canonical formulation of general relativity when
restricted to spherically symmetric geometries. In Sec. III we show how this symmetric phase space can be seen as
a subspace of a partially gauge fixed phase space. We work out the first class constraint algebra obtained from the
gauge unfixing procedure that preserves this subspace. In Sec. IV we build the reduced kinematical Hilbert space that
implements at the quantum level this partial gauge fixing. We then derive the Hamiltonian constraint operator acting
on this Hilbert space in Sec. V. After this, we build the semiclassical states representing spherically symmetric states
in Sec. VI. Finally in Sec. VII we derive the effective Hamiltonian by taking the expectation value of the reduced
Hamiltonian constraint evaluated on the coherent states. Further technical details are presented in Appendixes A, B;
Appendix C contains an alternative approach to the quantization of the Lorentzian part of the Hamiltonian constraint.

II. CANONICAL FORMULATION IN ASHTEKAR VARIABLES FOR GEOMETRIES IN SPHERICAL
SYMMETRY

The ADM formalism [97] describes the Hamiltonian evolution of initial data sets in general relativity. In this
context, a vacuum initial data set consists of a spacelike Cauchy surface 7 ¥, together with its intrinsic metric gqp
and a symmetric tensor 7% that are required to satisfy

G R 1
—1__ab —-1,2 __
4/‘62 —q T Tab + 5(] ™ = 0,
Da(q~?x") =0, (1)

on Y. Here D, is the q,, compatible torsion-free derivative operator, k = 87G, ¢ = det(qup), and T = g7, Once
embedded in a four-dimensional spacetime, 7 is related to the extrinsic curvature K, of ¥; by

1
7Tab _ %\/(j(Kab _ anb). (2)

The canonical phase space variables, namely ., and 7, are evolved by the relevant Hamiltonian (to be described
below) and are subject to the following Poisson bracket

{7 (t,%), qealt,y) } = 26(,50)0°(x — y) 3)

at all times. Note that not all components of g,, and 7 are independent; of 12 components, 4 can be eliminated by
a choice of coordinate gauge and another 4 are eliminated by virtue of Eq. (1). This leaves two propagating degrees
of freedom for the gravitational field as expected.

The intrinsic metrics on all ¥; can be sewed together to provide a spacetime metric given by

ds* = —N?dt® + qup(dz® + Ndt)(da® + N°dt), (4)

where N is the lapse function and N¢ is the shift vector. A choice of N and N® determines a foliation for the
spacetime. One needs to specify a foliation prior to solving the Hamilton’s equations for qq, and 7.

Here we are interested in the case where 3; has the topology ¥; = R x S? and the spacetime geometry is assumed
to be spherically symmetric. The most generic spacetime metric is then given by

ds® = —N?dt* + N2 (dr + N"dt)” + R*(d6° + sin® 0 dp?) , (5)

where N, N", R, A are functions of r and ¢, with —co < t,7 < co. A(t,r) and R(t,r) are assumed to be positive
functions; together with their conjugate momenta they represent the set of phase space canonical variables. Note that
it follows from the above equation that the intrinsic metric on the spacelike hypersurfaces is

do® = A?dt* + R?(d6” + sin® 0 d?). (6)

Expectedly, once a foliation is chosen, two independent functions are sufficient to describe an arbitrary metric in
spherical symmetry.

7 3t represents an instant of time in the spacetime M. One tacitly assumes that M = R x ;.



As it turns out, the canonical quantization program is most conveniently formulated in terms of the Ashtekar-
Barbero connection A’ and the densitized triad E¢ instead of g,, and 7?°. ® This way, deriving the quantum
corrected semiclassical Hamiltonian is significantly more straightforward, as will be shown in the subsequent sections.
The spatial index a runs over {r,, ¢}, while the SU(2) internal index 7 € {1,2,3}. One then has the following Poisson
bracket

{AL(x), Ej ()} = #70;050° (x — y) (7)

in lieu of Eq. (3). Note that here §3(x —y) = §(rx — 7y )3(0x — 0y )3 (ox — ) and v is the Barbero-Immirzi parameter.
To derive the densitized triad, we begin by deriving the tetrad e’ for the metric (5). This is done using the relation
Jap = €lerg. A quick calculation reveals

gir = —N?+ A*(N")? = —(&))* + (&))*,
Gir = N°N" = —eDe 4 ede? |
Grr = A? = _(62)2 + (673:)27
909 = R* = eje1g + ejezn
Jpop = R?(sinf)? = e}aew + eiegq, ,
9op = 0 = eger, + e,
from which we read off the complete set of tetrad components

e’ = Ndt,

e3> = AN"dt + Adr,

e! = Rcosadf — Rsinfsin ady,
e? = Rsinadf + Rsinf cos ady .

—_ T~
oo OO
o o
NN

—
(0]
o,

Nawz

Here we have left a rotation freedom for the components e' and e? described by the angle &, which can have any
arbitrary given value. The tetrad components also satisfy the following equations:

0 _r 0ot __
ere; +eeq =0,
eéeg—i-e}oeg =0.

If we go to the time gauge where €9 = n,, the densitized triad

i 1 ) )
E=E!"9,, where Eff = iﬁab%ijkeielj, o)
becomes
E =Rsinf7°0, + ARSina(COSdTl + SindT2>3e + AR(COS&T2 — SinONZTl)atp . (10)
9

Here ¢ are basis vectors in the internal space.
The connection components w!’/ = —w/! can be computed from the torsion-free condition de! = —w’; Ae’. The

explicit derivation is provided in Appendix A. Using the result of Eqs. (A3a)-(A3f), the Ashtekar-Barbero connection
A' =T"+ 4K’ where I'" = —1¢,w/* and K = w%, is given by

(A'N" + AN — A)

A=A rda® = —y T3 dr

+ R’{{—Xf (Nr — ]};) sin & + jlxcosd} To + {—Xf (Nr — ]};’) cos & — isind} 7'1} dé

R 1 R 1
+ sinR’ { —% (NT - R’) cos v — Asind} Ty — {—X[ (N” - R’) sin & + Acosd} 7'1} de
+ cos O3 dp. (11)
8 See [98] for a thorough exposition on the subject.

9 We use the anti-hermitian basis 7;, where (1, 75] = Eijka and (1;)% = —%]I for all 4’s and Tr (7;7;) = —%&j.



If one is to use the notation of [60], where the spherically symmetric Ashtekar-Barbero connection and triad are
written as

E = E"(t,r)sin0r30, + [E'(t,r)71 + E*(t,7)72] sin 09y + [E' (t,r)12 — E*(t,r)71] 0, , (12)
A=A (t,r)rsdr 4+ [A1(t, 7)1 + Aa(t, r)T2) dO + sin 6 [A1 (¢, 7) T2 — A2(t, r)71] dp + cos O13dyp, (13)

one has
E"(t,r) = R*, E'(t,r)=ARcosa, FE*(t,r)=ARsina, (14)

(A’N’ + AN"’ A)

(NT ) cos & — isma} , (16)

<NT ) sina@ + %COS a} . (17)

A (t,r) =

Ai(t,r) = {

ZR 2\4

As(t,r) = {

The Poisson bracket (7) then takes the form

{Ar(t, r), E"(t, r/)} =2Gydo(r—1"), (18a)
{Al(t,r),El(t,r’)} =Gyo(r—r"), (18b)
{As(t,r), E*(t,7")} = Gy d(r—1'). (18c)

III. CONSTRAINTS FOR THE PARTIALLY GAUGE FIXED PHASE SPACE

In this section we derive the classical Hamiltonian, diffeomorphism, and gauge constraints subject to the particular
gauge fixing scheme of [96].
The classical phase space is characterized by the following standard seven constraints

kG = 0. B + eijkAgE,‘j ) Gauss constraint (19a)
kH, = FL,E? — A G, Diffeomorphism constraint (19b)
a b
H=—""_ [ Frk 201 +~+*)K. K Hamiltonian constraint 19¢
det(E)[kab (1+ ) KLK] (19¢)
where
ap = Oa Al — DAY + € ALAY (20)

are the curvature components of the Ashtekar-Barbero connection. Notice that when we substitute the triad and the
connection given in Egs. (10) and (11) in the above constraints, we are merely left with the Gauss constraint in the
3 = r direction, the radial diffeomorphism constraint, and the Hamiltonian constraint.

In [96] we performed the Dirac treatment of this constrained system when the following radial partial gauge fixing
conditions are introduced:

Er=0, I=1,2, (21a)
Ef=0, A=0,¢. (21b)

These conditions can be seen as additional constraints in the phase space which render the Hamiltonian system to
be of second class. Instead of building the Dirac bracket to impose the second class constraints, in [96] we followed
an alternative strategy that goes under the name of “gauge unfixing” procedure (GU) [99-101]. This procedure,
which also requires the inversion of the Dirac matrix, allows us to use the Poisson bracket given in Eq. (7) for
imposing the remaining three first class constraints. However, while one of these constraints still corresponds to the
original ¢ = 3 component of the Gauss constraint, the other two are given by the reduced phase space part of the
radial diffeomorphism constraint given in Eq. (19b) and the Hamiltonian constraint in Eq. (19c¢) plus extra terms.



Explicitly, denoting with a tilde the extended!® representation of these remaining constraints, we have

ég[a;;] = RGg[Oég /dgl‘ o3 {8 E3 + €37 T AL EJ (22)
. 1 / 3 { lVEAOREY 6UE;“EJBIB}
H,[N") = ~"H,[N"] + P - 7 (23)
V'] = B e
= Z/d?’x 7N R
K v/ det(E)
TAEPIRETE UE;“(@,;;E}?)I T A (EB) " <33E1B’)}
i S ol Bl s E{ Ty — ETE 24
- 2 R
H,[N] = _QM Cf@&
K det(F)
(25)

where a3 is the ¢ = 3 component of the a; smearing function associated with the Gauss constraint ,"H,. is the reduced
radial diffeomorphism

"H, = (0,AL) Ef* — A20,E} (26)
RH, is the reduced Euclidean Hamiltonian

"Hy = E3Ef'e 0, A% + Ef EF A{\ A} + EYEf ADAY (27)

and #H, is the reduced Lorentzian Hamiltonian
"H, = EfEFKL KD + ESEF KK (28)

To shorten the notation, in the expressions above we have defined
Da=EPo AL — 0p (ALEP) (29)
Ty = /T dr' [Da+ E3044}] , . (30)
0

Notice that the Lorentzian part of the Hamiltonian constraint does not pick up any extra contribution in addition
to the reduced term. This is because, once projected on the gauge surface described by Eq. (21), the Lorentzian term
given in Eq. (19¢) does not contain any extrinsic curvature component conjugate to the flux (i.e. triad) components
that we have gauge fixed; therefore, in the gauge unfixing procedure of [96], we do not have to perform any substitution
of extended momenta inside H .

The Hamiltonian constraint that appears in Eq. (19¢) can also be written as

KH = = {%Ea% + (1 - f) det(E)R} , (31)
Y det(E) s
where s = & is the spacetime metric signature, R is the Ricci scalar given by
R =Ry’ efeb —eiij’;befe? ) (32)
with
Rl = 20,15 + €, LT (33)

As we will see in Sec. IV, our aim is to build the QRLG quantum theory where we will access the reduced phase space
using projectors from the full theory. Therefore we are not going to perform the reduced phase space quantization as

10 The connotation “extended” refers to the fact that the new expressions for the constraints are obtained by replacing the connection
components conjugate to the triad components that we have gauge fixed with their extended versions. This results from solving the
second class constraints explicitly. In fact, in [96] it was shown that this corresponds to adding a linear combination of second class
constraints to the original H, and H so that the new expressions preserve the gauge conditions. Effectively, this gauge unfixing procedure
amounts to having a new set of first class constraints, equivalent to the initial one, but now written as functionals of only the reduced
phase space coordinates.



attempted in the existing literature. This means that if we had the physical Hilbert space of the full theory, namely
the kernel of the quantum operators corresponding to the constraints given in Eq. (19), we would simply transform
it to the Hilbert space of QRLG. Unfortunately, while the structure of the solutions to the Gauss and the vector
constraints are very well understood in the full theory [35, , |, very little is known about the structure of the
Hamiltonian constraint [104, 105] and its kernel [106, 107]. Our strategy is then to use the projector on the kernel of
the Gauss and the vector constraints and instead quantize the reduced Hamiltonian constraint. In particular our final
aim in this paper is not to find the full set of solutions but just to derive the effective reduced Hamiltonian constraint
when the symmetry reduction is imposed at the level of coherent states. To this end, we will compute in the next
section the reduced Hamiltonian constraint for spherically symmetric geometry.

A. Symmetric subspace of the reduced phase space: Hamiltonian

Using the curvature components of the Ashtekar-Barbero connection that we worked out in Eq. (A7), the spherically
symmetric Euclidean part of the Hamiltonian constraint reduces to

B 1 3 EYE] i o
HEL N = = | d?eN (1) —====€"F;,(A)
KJs det(F)

©ls\(BES - ESEY)E;

B (BIF2(4) - E§FY(A) + BfF2,(A) - ESF.,(4))
0 e 0 3
+ (B{Ef - ESEf )Fe@(A)

B / V(I El )Sme D2 Er

+ ((E1)2 + (E2)2) ((A% +A2) 1)

2E"A, (E'Ay + E*Ay) + 2E"(E' A} — E*AY))

(34)

On the other hand, the reduced Euclidean Hamiltonian given in Eq. (27) yields

CHPIN) =~

p /Z & wgﬁ |
_ / )sm9
T/ E1 22)E"

+ (B2 + (B2)?) (43 + 43)

ESEf A AL + ES B j0,A% + B ET Al AL

2E"A, (E'Ay + E*Ay) + 2E7 (E' A} — E*A))

(35)

while the correction terms in the extended version of the Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint given in Eq. (24), resulting
from the gauge unfixing procedure, reduce to

2 (a2 (BT B e
\/det (E%)? E;

/ d ﬁ

/ \/ E1 )sm9 T ((E1)2+(E2)2). (36)

We thus see that

EB OpE'P
Vit () - Eieon (Y )}
+ I 8,4 Es 3 1(9,4 Eg

E}“@AGBEIB

E
H‘sph

[N] = H"[N], (37)

as expected; namely, the role of the extra terms in the extended Euclidean Hamiltonian is to provide the contribution
given by (’99A3 inside F S in H 2 ,[N], since this is the only term where a connection component not belonging to the
reduced phase space appears
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For the spherically symmetric Lorentzian part of the Hamiltonian constraint given in Eq. (28), we have

1+7

H,[N] = — EPEPK{ K} + ESEFKIKY) . (38)

| it

Let us also write the Lorentzian Hamiltonian constraint in terms of the Ricci scalar. By means of Eq. (A17), we have

H,[N]=-= (1 + %) /Ed?’:cN(as) det(E)R

= 1 (1 + %) / d3x - N(z)
K v/ e 2(Bg)52sin'? 0 [(EY)? + (EF)2)3/2
x { — 2sin? O(BF)* [(agEg)Q - EgagEg] — 25in OB (EY ) [0y EL0s Y + EL0ZEY)
—OELE? (Eg [(sin0 E$0, B} — AE;0, )0y B + sin0 B} B 02EY)
+ 2(B5)0, 70, B5) + (Bf)?(— 4sin® 0(ES)?[(0 E5)? — B30} 53]
+ 2sin0ELES [0g E500 EY + E50; EY| + (E5)*[4(00 EY)? + (0, E5)?
+ 4502 B3 ) + Bf - 2506 (E§)* [(99E5)* — E303E5] + 256
x E5(EY)?[0sE50EY + E505EY] — A(ES)0,E$ 0, E§ + (E5)°ES

x [4(00ES)? + (0,E5)? + 4E§6§E§])}

= 7% <1+ %) /Ed%N( z) sin§ {Qf (R;XA/ fR") +A (1 - (1/3\/2)2)} : (39)

The expression in terms of the fluxes that appears in the second equality above is the one that we are going to use
to quantize the Lorentzian Hamiltonian constraint. In fact, given the diagonal action of the reduced flux operators, we
can compute its expectation value in a lengthy but straightforward manner, without having to rely on any recoupling
theory. Despite the fact that we used spherical symmetry to arrive at this expression, such simplifications would
in any case be enforced by the coherent states that we build in the next section. This way we have simplified the
calculation of the expectation value of the Lorentzian Hamiltonian without the need to sacrifice any relevant quantum
corrections (see Appendix A for more details on the symmetry assumptions used to derive the expression above).

IV. QUANTUM REDUCED LOOP GRAVITY KINEMATICAL HILBERT SPACE

In this section we construct step by step a reduced kinematical Hilbert space H# that implements at the quantum
level the radial partial gauge fixing in Eq. (21). We start with the standard LQG kinematical Hilbert space H%
representing quantum holonomy-flux algebra. We then perform a weak imposition for the quantum version of Eq.
(21) that restricts the non-gauge-invariant spin network basis states arriving at H. Symbolically, PH® = H, where
P is the projection operator defined below.

The first ingredient of the quantum reduction process consists of a choice of spatial manifold triangulation adapted
to the topology of interest and selecting a subclass of graphs labeling the spin network basis of H%. A natural choice
for a spherically symmetric geometry is to restrict to cuboidal triangulations, where at each vertex we have three
directions, one corresponding to the radial direction and the other two to the angular directions on the 2-spheres
foliating the spatial manifold.

In what follows we present the technical details of our construction.

A. Reduced spin network states

Given a two-dimensional surface S® with normal vector

dxzb dx

Ng = 7— 7 €abc
80’1 60’2 ’
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where o1 and oo are local coordinates on S%, we restrict our choice of fluxes to the surfaces whose normal vectors
are aligned with the three tangent directions r, 6, . We choose two su(2) orthonormal bases labeled by {z,y, z} and
{1,2,3} for which the basis elements 3 and z coincide [{1, 2} differ from {z,y} by an SO(2) rotation «]. Consistently
with our classical gauge fixing, we take the direction r to be aligned with the internal direction 3 while the directions
0 and ¢ are aligned with = and y (see Fig. 1). Therefore, our gauge fixing reads

E5(8%) = 0= E3(5%), (41)
Ey(ST) = 0 = Ex(S"), (42)

where
EZ‘(SG) = /E;lnadald()'g. (43)

In order to implement the above partial gauge fixing at the quantum level, we select cuboidal graphs I"s adapted to
this set of coordinates. This means that the edges ¢, are aligned with the three directions {r, 8, ¢} such that ¢%  §2.
Along these directions the SU(2) holonomies are

lAl pa

go = Pede A (44)

The set of discretized 2-spheres at a given value of r is equipped with a grid of plaquettes with edges labeled by the
tangential coordinates 6 and ¢. In a graphical representation, this is given by

(r+e,0,0) g (1 + 60,0+ €,)

(45)

(r +€r,0 + €9, 0+ €)

(r,0 +€g, ) (r,0+€g,0+€p)

with €, €9, and €, being coordinate lengths in the tangential directions. We designate this set as the set of reduced
graphs. Our projection operator P acts on HX = @ﬂ-{K where « are arbitrary graphs labeling #X, in two steps:
first by restricting  to I', where T is given by cubulation of at most 6-valent vertices as shown in Eq. (45), and then
projecting H& to its reduced subspace HE. The kinematical Hilbert space H% is then obtained from the direct sum
over all reduced graphs of this form that we construct from the union of I', namely

HE = @rHE. (46)
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HIE is defined by assigning to each link in a given tangent direction the following basis elements

szrILmnm (90) = <mwvﬁw|Djm (99)|ﬁ$a Uy) = (ge|x,j$, Mg, Mz) (47a)
yva% yily (9¢) = <myvﬂy|Djy (9 Py, Uy) = (GolYs Ty, Tys ) (47b)
D%an( ) = <mzvjz|Djz (gr)|jzaﬁz> = <gr|r7 jramzaﬁz>, (47(3)

where |j, m) is an element of the spin basis that diagonalizes both 7¢7; and 73, and M, i, = +j, , My, Ny = £jy, and
My, N, = £j,. We denote two orthogonal unit vectors in the arbitrary internal directions I € {x,y} on the (1,2)-plane
by #;. Then

|Ar, @) = D7 (ir)|jr, i) ZUL ) Dinn, (ur) (48)

is an SU(2) coherent state having maximum or minimum magnetic number along iy (Dj},,,(g) are the standard Wigner
matrices in the spin basis |j, m)).
The basis elements given in Eqs. (47a) and (47b) can also be written as

"D} n, (9) = D3 m (ur) D3 (9) D, (ur) (49)

where u; is an SU(2) group element that rotates the 3-axis into #; and repeated indices are summed over. Given the
convention shown in Fig. 1, we parametrize the rotation group elements as

o= R (0, 5,0) = et (50)
wy= R0+ 5,5, —g) = et Dmeinein, (51)

The angle o above that enters the construction of the reduced states and the operators that we construct below is a
priori independent of & that appears in the classical solutions for the connection and the densitized triad of Sec. II
[the relation between the couples of internal directions (1,2) and (z,y) can be chosen independently for the classical
solution and the quantum construction]. In order to implement the residual U(1) gauge invariance, we are going to
integrate over the angle o in the reduced states, while the & appearing in the classical solutions given in Egs. (12)
and (13) for triad and connection, around which our semiclassical states are peaked, is held fixed.

Notice that unlike the reduced states built for cosmological applications in [85], in Eq. (47) we also include the
off-diagonal terms, i.e. states peaked on maximum-minimum magnetic numbers and not just maximum-maximum
or minimum-minimum. As we will show below, these states are in fact allowed by the radial gauge fixing given in
Eq. (21). They are important in the black hole context since the symmetry reduced Ashtekar-Barbero connection
contains general off-diagonal terms (see Sec. IITA).

We can now show that on H the gauge fixing conditions given in Eqs. (41) and (42) are weakly satisfied. Let
us concentrate on 3-cells with surfaces S* that intersect the respective dual edges /¢ only once. Hence S® are three
orthogonal faces of the cube dual to a 6-valent node of the reduced graph. This provides a regularization of the
reduced fluxes. By means of the Baker-Hausdorff formula, let us first derive the following relations:

UpTsu, ' =Ty cosa + Tysina = 7, (52a)
1 .

uyT3u, = —Tisina+ mcosa =Ty, (52b)
-1

Uy TyUy = T1 , (52¢)
-1

Uy ~T3Uy = —T2,, (52d)

u;lﬁum =T3C08Q — T Sin o, (52e)

u;lTluy = —73sina + 7 cos a, (52f)

u;lrguw = T13sina + T cosa, (52g)

u;lrguy = T3cosa + Ty sina. (52h)

It is then immediate that
oy | By (87 1) = —inolls, 57) [ dg ™D, (6) D7) D )

= —iryo(ls,8%) "Dk . (13) =0, (53)
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and similarly for the other gauge fixing conditions. Notice that this relation is only valid for j # 1/2 since in that
case the off-diagonal matrix elements will not be necessarily vanishing. However, this case is not relevant for our
construction because we are only interested in the semiclassical limit of the effective Hamiltonian through coherent
states which provide good approximation to classical geometry only in the limit j > 1 (see Sec. VI). Since these
states peak the spin quantum numbers on large values, the spin 1/2 contributions to the semiclassical expectation
values we compute below are largely suppressed and we do not have to worry about them for the purposes of our
analysis.

For the other components of the fluxes which are classically nonvanishing we get the following expectation values:

(E3(S™)) = —ikyo(ls, S) mzmz( T3) = —kyo(ls, S")m. , (54a)
(E,(8%)) = —ikyo(l,, S?) ’”Dfn”lml (11) = —kyo(ly, S?)M, cos (54b)
(B1(S9)) = —irr0(ty, §°) DI . (ry) = wy0(Ly, S%Yiny sina, (54c)
(E4(S%)) = —ikvyo(ly, S?) IDZerT 75) = —ky0(ly, S?)imy sin o, (54d)
(B5(S9)) = —ikr0(ly, §2) DI o (m2) = —rolly, §¥)my cosar, (54e)

where o(¢, S) is a sign denoting the orientation between a link and its dual face. All off diagonal matrix elements
vanish for these operators as well as long as j # 1/2, which, as just explained, is not relevant for the semiclassical
limit.

B. Quantum Gauss constraint

We proceed by projecting the kernel of the full theory Gauss constraint. As expected, this will be performed by
the operation

PGP, (55)

where P is the projection operator defined previously. The kernel of G, is given by the well-known gauge-invariant
spin network states obtained by contraction with the SU(2) intertwiners at the nodes of the graphs. Operator P is

then restricting the intertwiners in the way explained in Sec. IV C. The operation PG, P maps the kernel of Gi to
the kernel of BGs, representing the classical phase space reduction given in Eq. (22). The states annihilated by RG3
are now « invariant, where « is parameter of rotation around the internal 3-axis that has been aligned to the r-axis
by the projector P.

C. 3-valent vertex state

Let us write the resolution of the identity in terms of coherent states:

I = Z |7, m)(m, j| = d; /2 dii|m, @) (i, m|
=03 [ Dl (D)) ] (50

m,n

The gauge-invariant version of our states given in Eq. (49) can be obtained from the standard gauge-invariant spin
network states as

Dl ), =, [ dukd o alms, ) @ ma| D (@), )l )
S2

_d2 Z / du}du *ngLI;nI( )D?)inl(ul)<m ]I|jlv ><b7jI‘DjI(g)|jI7C><dajf|jfvn> ( )DgiiLI( );LI
a,b,c,d

=&, [ it Dt () D, ()0 Dl (), (57)

mmr
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where ¢;7" is an intertwiner in the 3 basis. Setting u} = u? = u; amounts to projection on H®. The reduced

holonomies are then obtained by restricting the Haar measure du only to U(1) rotation around the z-axis, namely

2 -
"Di(9) = d, /0 do D, (ur(e)) Dy 5, ((ur()) " gur(e)) D, (ur(@)) - (58)
In a graphical notation, this is

o JI Jr JI JI JI

Diinlg) = [ da —UI—H—u}lA@f urHHu (59)

0

Here we denoted the projection on the highest or lowest magnetic number as
. JI o JI
<mI7JI|: }7 |]1)m1>: 4‘ (60)
and the Wigner matrices in the |, m) basis for the u; rotations and a generic SU(2) group element g respectively as
_ JI
D%n(uf): _UI_

D},(9) = @

Using this notation, we can represent a reduced 3-valent vertex state as

Jz|

(61)

where the 3-valent node represents the standard 3 — j symbol and its contraction with SU(2) coherent states defines
the reduced intertwiners.

D. Geometric operators

On H' that we constructed above, we can now define the action of geometric operators such as the area and the
volume operators by importing the regularization techniques of the full theory [108-110]. These geometric operators
are constructed out of the reduced flux operators defined as follows. Let us introduce the projectors

Pr= " |jame)(me, gl (62)
my=%j.

Pr= " |, mp)(mr, il (63)

mr=+jr
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where we recall I € {z,y}. The reduced flux operators are then

RES(ST) = PPE;(ST)P?, (64)
"Ei(S%) = PTEi(S°) P, (65)
" (S9) = PYE;(S9)PY. (66)

In a similar fashion as one can prove the validity of the partial gauge fixing condition given in Eq. (53) (as well as all
the others), it is immediate to see that the reduced flux operators defined above are diagonal on the reduced quantum
states constructed in the previous part of this section. Nonvanishing eigenvalues correspond only to those components
associated to the remaining reduced phase space densitized triad variables as written in Eq. (12), and they are given
by the relations that appear in Eq. (54). This is a key result of our construction, which will allow us to compute the
expectation value of the Hamiltonian constraint in a relatively straightforward manner. But let us first exploit this
property of the reduced fluxes to compute the spectrum of the main geometrical operators in LQG.

We can concentrate on a 3-valent node with three links departing along the three directions {r, 8, ¢} that appears
in Eq. (61). If we consider three surfaces S® that intersect the dual links ¢, once, we can construct the associated
area operators in terms of the reduced fluxes given in Egs. (64), (65), and (66). The action of these reduced area
operators on the reduced states associated with the dual links that they intersect is

FA(S%) "Dl (90) = V REi(SO)REN(S?) "D (90) = Kja Do (96) (67)
"A(S#) DIt (90) = VB (S9) R B(S%) "Dl (95) = 577, Dita(9) (68)
TA(ST)Di (9r) = V RE(ST)REN(ST) "Di(90) = w75 "D (91 - (69)

Next, we can consider the volume of the region containing only the 3-valent node v. The associated reduced volume
operator regularized on the cube dual to v acts diagonally on the reduced 3-valent vertex state given in Eq. (61) as

T )lof () = \/ e B (5% (507 B () 10§ 1)

_ \/ (REL(S9)REa(S?) — REo(S0)REy(S%)) 7 E3(S7)| v (7))

= (+7) 2 \/1Gudy - 105 () - (70)

This diagonal action of the volume operator on the reduced 3-valent vertex state represents a key characteristic of
this construction which enables us to considerably simplify the calculation of the Hamiltonian constraint action.

E. Recoupling theory

In order to study the action of holonomy operators in H'*, we need to define the recoupling theory for our states.
To this end, for a product of states along the same direction we introduce the following “reduced” recoupling rule:

>
>

(71)
J1 _ 1
—|’I7_’ll nllj_
_ [y + g | |71 + Mgl
- fn1+m2= I |ﬁ1+n2
J2 Jo

where a triangle denotes the Wigner matrix of either a given rotation or a generic SU(2) element. Let us point
out that in the case sign(mims) = sign(niifia) = +, the explicit expression of the two Clebsch-Gordan coefficients
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Cfff%hbmz and Cfl('rkLl7j2ﬁ2 are nonvanishing only for K = |m; + ma|,k = m1 + mq and K = |0y + Nia|, k = 71 + o
respectively. Hence, in this case the reduction is naturally implemented in this product rule. However, in the case
where the two magnetic numbers have opposite signs, there is a tower of spins K that are allowed. In this case we
need to restrict to the lowest spin in the tower in order for the reduction to be implemented in our recoupling rule.
Moreover, in the case where the reduced states in the tensor product contain a U(1) integral, as in Eq. (59), we first
need to align the two states by fixing the same value for the U(1) angles and then project by integrating the tensor
product of the two states over this angle, in order to rewrite the product in terms of original reduced states on the

links. We can now use these recoupling rules to compute the product of two 3-valent reduced states. Doing this we
find

27
LB © [f (")) = / da
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where we have introduced the graphical notation

JrI JI
~ul-= @i

to use the fact that, due to the gauge invariance at the 3-valent node of |v{(j')), the o dependence of the rotation
group elements u,, u, [see Egs. (50) and (51)] acting near the node can be reabsorbed and then the integral sees only
these group elements on the links of the reduced state.

Finally, we can rewrite the product of two 3-valent reduced states as

(73)

Jo g M 4+ M| o
WEG)) ® (w8 = dy 7 |y +ml)| / do
A RS A

7oy + 7L |72y + 72|

where we have used once more the recoupling rule of Eq. (71), as well as the standard SU(2) recoupling theory, to
rewrite the product in terms of an original reduced 3-valent vertex state times a 95 symbol.

If we now compute the norm of the 3-valent vertex state (61) through a scalar product consistent with the reduced
recoupling rule introduced above, namely by again first aligning the bra and ket states, then performing the integration
over the SU(2) group elements through standard recoupling theory and finally performing the integral over a, we get

jz * jZ

[(WF () F ()] = (2m)V/* , (75)

where the factor of 1/8 for the 27 coming from the integral over « is due to the fact that the same angle « is eventually
shared by four 3-valent vertices around a cell in the (z,y)-plane; similarly for v¥(j’). Therefore, comparing (72) with

|05 (4)]



18

(74), we see that

[0 ()15 (5] = (2m)*#{97}wg (jm + m'|)] (76)
where the 95 symbol is the one in (74). It follows that, in terms of normalized 3-valent vertex states
Ny [0 G))
03 (1) = 5T (77)
’ 03 ()]
we get the product rule
S S 1~
05 (4)) @ vg (3")) = le§(|m+m’\)>- (78)

Namely, by working with normalized intertwiners, the 95 symbol gets reabsorbed in the product rule and this provides
a great simplification in the expectation value of the Hamiltonian constraint that we compute below.

Within this construction, the kinematical Hilbert space encodes the information of a radial metric tensor [as defined
by the partial gauge fixing in Eqgs. (41) and (42)]. The residual gauge freedom left is encoded by the U(1) internal
rotations around the 3-direction and radial diffeomorphisms preserving the reduced graphs structure, in accordance
with the classical analysis of [96]. The latter can be implemented by standard group averaging techniques, defining
the dual Hilbert space in terms of a sum over all the reduced graphs related by a (reduced) radial diffeomorphism
with a shift smearing function depending only on the r coordinate.

F. Quantum vector constraint

The quantum vector constraint is imposed in the full theory by group averaging the spin network states over spatial
diffeomorphisms as described in the seminal paper [111]. One introduces a Gelfand triple Cyl ¢ H¥X c Cyl* where
Cyl is the space of cylindrical functions. The vector constraint has a well-defined action on Cyl*. Let U[¢] be an
operator acting on Cyl with ¢ being a self-diffeomorphism of >;. We then have

U[B1y(A) = Pg-1,(A), (79)

where 7, € Cyl and A is the Ashtekar-Barbero connection. However, since U[¢] is not weakly continuous, it cannot
be produced by a self-adjoint infinitesimal generator. Therefore one has to restrict attention to finite spatial diffeo-
morphisms when searching for diffeomorphism invariant states. Solving the “finite version” of the vector constraint
equation boils down to searching for all ¢ that satisfy

Ul = . (80)

This equation, however, has no nontrivial solutions in #*. Nonetheless, it can be solved for ) € Cyl*. Formally, the
solution is given as the averaging of the dual states over the group of spatial diffeomorphisms,

Wwl= D Wl (81)

HEDIFE(S,)

where [v] is the equivalence class of graphs.

In principle one should try to find the kernel of H,. But this goal is too ambitious at the moment. However, we know
that classically and in the case where the shift vector N” does not depend on the angular coordinates [see Eq. (23)],
H, = BH,. Therefore it may not be implausible to assume that the kernels of the corresponding quantized operators
coincide. We expect that averaging the kinematical states constructed here over the group of radial diffeomorphisms
will provide the required solutions to Eq. (80).

V. REDUCED HAMILTONIAN CONSTRAINT OPERATOR

A regularized expression of the Hamiltonian constraint operator in LQG was introduced in [104] with an action
defined on a graph-dependent triangulation of the spacelike hypersurfaces. This construction can be easily adapted
to the cubulation used here to define H%.
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A. Euclidean term

Importing techniques developed for the cosmological case [33, 87], we can define the Euclidean part of the reduced
Hamiltonian constraint regularized on the faces of a cubic cell dual to a 6-valent node v (modulo an overall constant)
as

. 4 » .
FHEIN] = = N T [ ("o, = "00)) "0 000, "V ()] (82)
where N (v) is the lapse function at the node v; the reduced holonomies *§ are taken in the fundamental representation;
and the internal indices 7, j, k take values over 3, x,y. In the regularization above, the link s, corresponds to one of the
six edges (3, £, ¢, (two per direction, both denoted with the same ¢;) departing from the node v, while ¢;; corresponds
to a loop in the plane (ij). Thus a;; = £;0¢; OK;I 0651 and we consider the non-graph-changing version of Thiemann’s
regularization. We take the Hamiltonian operator in the fundamental representation.

To elucidate the action of the operator given in Eq. (82), it is enough to concentrate on a reduced 3-valent vertex
state that is defined in Eq. (61) for the case k = z,4 = z,7 = y. The other components of Eq. (82) act in a
similar fashion. The extra structure of the 6-valent vertex state, namely the 6-valent reduced intertwiner, is not
directly affected by the action of *HE[N]. In fact, in the process of computing the expectation value of "HE[N]
those coefficients cancel due to normalization. By means of the reduced recoupling rules introduced in Sec. IV E, the
reduced Hamiltonian constraint action can be computed analogously to the cosmological case [35] and it yields

4

~ VO ("G, = "Ga, ) "9 (G, "V O] 5 ()
27
= sm\[IN@ Y s/, Gt ) | o
pn==x1/2

- 787r\/g]\7(v) > 5()\/ Jedy(J= + 1) /O "da

Kol iy gy ==+1/2

If we now include also the other three 3-valent nodes of the graph that close the loop attached by the Hamiltonian
constraint and we denote the associated state as |[vE), we obtain

(O [N A L O O
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27
= —SW\/ZN(U) > s(1)\/ Juy (3= +u)/0 da

’ ’ ’ ’
Ho U B B S . =E1/2

.72].

where s(u) denotes the sign of 1 and the dashed lines indicate the radial links of the other nodes where the constraint
has not acted. Notice that we have not used the recoupling theory at the nodes since, in the expectation value of the
Hamiltonian constraint, the intertwiners of the states will get reabsorbed in the normalization of the vertices [see Eq.
(75)].

The complete action of the operator given in Eq. (82) can now be deduced from Eq. (83) with the following
consideration. The loop operator in the i plane, being made of *D and 7 D reduced states, will introduce the 2-valent
intertwiners projected in the ij direction and a coupling of the spins. The expression Rg;j [%ds,, "V (v)] will now just
introduce a 3-valent intertwiner oriented along ijk and a coefficient \/jijj (r+1/2)— \/jijj (jr — 1/2). The resulting
expression is given by the sum over cyclic permutations of the second line of Eq. (84)

B. Lorentzian term

As anticipated above, we are going to quantize the Lorentzian term of the Hamiltonian constraint starting from its
classical expression in terms of the Ricci scalar as it appears in Eq. (31). In fact, by replacing the spin connection
components in terms of the fluxes and their first and second derivatives, as follows from solving the torsion-free
condition, we obtain the Lorentzian term in the form given in Eq. (39). In the final operator only the reduced fluxes
and their derivatives appear. In the H% construction that was outlined in Sec. IV D, we saw how the reduced fluxes
have a representation which is diagonal on the reduced spin network states. The spatial derivatives of the reduced
fluxes ®E;(S%(x)) can be quantized in terms of discrete differences of reduced flux operators acting on neighboring
links. More precisely, for first and second order derivatives we have, respectively,

0. E(S(v)) = *Ei(SP (0 + e0)) — *Ei(S°(v)), (85)
OZREL(S(0)) = "EL(S" (0 + 2€,)) — 2" Ei(S" (v + ) + "EL(S" (1) (56)

where v denotes the node whose departing links are dual to the surfaces S® where the fluxes are smeared and
v+ €, (v+2¢,) are the neighboring (next to the neighboring) nodes in the direction a, taking into account the spatial
manifold orientation.

In this way, the lengthy expression in Eq. (39) can be quantized in a straightforward manner, without having to rely
on Thiemann’s regularization techniques [104] for the Lorentzian term expressed in terms of the extrinsic curvature.
We will use the quantization scheme given in Eqs. (85) and (86) to compute the expectation value of the Lorentzian
Hamiltonian operator in Sec. VIIB below (as well as for the extension term of the Euclidean part in Sec. VITA). See
Appendix C for an alternative quantization scheme for the 3D Ricci scalar.
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VI. SEMICLASSICAL STATES

The construction of semiclassical states in H% follows the prescription outlined in [35], which is in turn based on
the definition introduced in [112]. ! The key ingredient is the heat kernel of the Laplace operator for each edge £ of
the graph acting on the d-function of the SU(2) group element g, associated to the link. Explicitly

2
Kx(ge,9) = ¢~ 2% 6(gs, 9)
= D_(2je+ e By (g, ), (87)
Je
with A being a positive real number controlling the fluctuations of the state and x;, the SU(2) character in the
irreducible representation j,. Here we are introducing the convention that the index ¢ indicates both the tangent

coordinate and the associated internal direction, namely ¢ € {(r, 2), (0, z), (¢,y)}. Coherent semiclassical states are
then obtained by analytic continuation from g € SU(2) to G € SL(2,C), namely

Ve (9e) = K90, G) (88)

where the complexifier G reads
G=gex (i—A E‘(SZ)TZ-) (89)
P Ky ’

and F;(S*) is the flux across the surface dual to the link £ of area §7 in the fiducial metric.

Therefore, using the classical expressions for the fluxes and connection components found in the previous sections,
the semiclassical states for the three directions of the cellular decomposition read [see Appendix B for more details
on the derivation]

) N6Z
Va9 = Y D (2 + 1) FUEIDE L (g7 Dl (e AT et i B0

jz=0mz,n;

8

2pr
52B" sin 0

= Z 2(2.72 + 1)6_%jZ(jz+1)6)\mz K Dgzzzmz( GTATT:j) ngznz (gr 1) ’ (90)

Il
<
S

z z

= 1 2
z/)G 99 = Z Z 2]95 + 1 zjx(jIJrl)meﬁznz( )ID%ZmI ( (A171+A272)ez (E 1+ E 7’2)S11’19>
+=0Mmg
o0 52
= Z Z (2 + D)o~ HeUr DA eple (e“““”*“m))xDz:ng;l), (91)
2=0mMg

8

Jy=0my,ny

00 2
= Z Z (2jy+1 —3Jy(jy+1) /\mysmf yDiLyﬁl (6%((1417'2 A271)Sln9))yDJng 7, (951)7 (92)

Jy=0mMy,ny
where we have used the property

Je

n=-—7je

and the following relations that we derived in Appendix B,

E® = (E'cosa + E*sin@)sinf = ARsin6, (94)
FEY = E'cosa+ E*sina = AR. (95)
11 See also [113] for a previous attempt to investigate singularity resolution through the use of LQG coherent states for a Schwarzschild

spacetime.
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Notice that in the coherent state associated with the ¢-direction we have not included the Ai’; = cos f component of

the connection since this does not enter the reduced phase space (it is conjugate to a flux component that we have
gauge fixed) and thus it is not part of the reduced Hilbert space H either. Its contribution to the spherical Euclidean
Hamiltonian constraint given in Eq. (34) is encoded in the extra terms that appear in Eq. (24), as already pointed
out above.

We can see from Eq. (97) that for j,,j,,j. > 1 the coefficients 12 (j¢) in the coherent states become Gaussian

weights for the fluxes peaked around the semiclassical values }z = 0243, with j? given by

ARsing |/ EY EY 1
jo=tSmY _ VIRRIee 21 _ 22 (g0cosa+ Efsing) (96a)
Ky Ky Kycosa  Kkysind Ky
AR/ EY E¥ 1
jy=—= 9RRIGE _ _ ! 2 _ — — (~Efsina+ Efcosa) , (96b)
Ky Ky Kysin&  Kycos& Ky
o RZ%sing g E3
§o = =2 3 (96¢)
Ky Kysinf Ky
and §2 = €r€qp, 65 = €.69,0% = €9€q.
Let us write the quantum reduced coherent states in the compact notation
i . .
Je=0 Mg, ne==%j,
with the matrix coefficients (wg)%i'em explicitly given by Egs. (90), (91), and (92).
Finally, we can define the normalized quantum reduced coherent states as
~ Ve (ge)
V(9e) = 7557 (98)
ren]

where

Wealgl = [ > > . 1WA, (99)

Jje=0mg,ng==j¢

Let us conclude this section by defining the coherent state associated to the reduced spin network state used in Eq.
(84) to compute the action of the reduced Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint on it. By including also the faces in the
(r,0)-plane and (r, ¢)-plane, the reduced spin network state reads

r 17
Tz AN

(100)

vp) =
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The associated normalized quantum reduced coherent state is then given by

* .
- G
Ja Jy,

@ LR

z

X V- X\
(V(' )n 1! (’U’?;,,.)Lml (7/«’(),\:4,)#;;17.,;;

) = 11 Z > > o o CT R S (I L R CT o [vE)

U=y, jo,j},5, =0 me,Re==%tje M}, A, =24, m} A, =+j;

(101)
where for each 3-valent vertex in the state defined in Eq. (100) we have used the norm given in Eq. (75) and we have
introduced the notation

Jz *
Jz NIy

< = , (102)
j: g
Je ANJy Je ANJy

OROR R

in order to include the full normalization of the coherent state wave function.

VII. EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN

We are now ready to compute the expectation value of the reduced Hamiltonian constraint on the coherent state
that we define in Eq. (101) based on a single cuboidal cell of the spatial manifold triangulation by means of the action
given in Eq. (84) and its analogue on the other two orthogonal planes.

A. Euclidean term

Let us start with the Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint operator whose action on the basis of H® was computed in
Eq. (84) for one choice of tangent loop. For the other two possibilities it is straightforward to see that a similar result
holds, as already explained at the end of Sec. V A. If we now use this action to compute the expectation value on the
normalized coherent state of the form given in Eq. (101), by means of the normalized coherent state wave function
properties we obtain the following result:

WA BEINI) ~ 4y IN@) Y s

p==+1/2
X ( L:?Vy (o + p) Tr [nges*"((Al(r)”_AQ(r)ﬁ)Sin 0) gerAr(1)7s g€ (Ar(rter)Ta—As(rter)m) sin e)e_erAr(H—er)Ts]

372371 (Ey + ,U,)TI‘ [Tyeeg(Al(7‘)7’1+A2(T)Tz)ee,,,A.,-(’l")Tgeng (Aq (T+6,,.)T1+A2(7’+€7v)7'2)676,-A,-(T+6,-)T3:|

+ /Emzy (;z + ,U,)TI’ I:Tseeg (A1(r)T14+A2(r)T2) 6esé,((Al (r)T2—A2(r)71) sin (0+€9))
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X e €0 (Al(T‘)Tl"{‘AQ(’I‘)TQ)e—ﬁw((Al(’I‘)Tz—Az(’l‘)Tl) sin 9):| )

\/7
\/ijyjz

(69]z]y Tr [7_ efe €o((Ar(r)T2—A2(r)T1) sin 9)667,147.(7’)7'3 efew((Al(T+6,-)T2*A2(T’+67-)Tl) sin 6) 676,.A7.(r+e,.)73i|
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4 N(v)

K \/det(E)
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% ( N (621'07 B ei(Ar(r)+AT(r+er))er) Al(r + er) +i <62i6¢ + ei(Ar(r)+Ar(r+er))er> AQ(T’ + fr))

_ (_1 +e fAf(r)ng(r)59> (1 +e\/7Af(r+er)fA§(r+eT)eg)

X(‘ HEAEAED (A (r )—iAz(r))+eiA"'<”“>“(A1(r>+iA2(r>>)V —A%(Her)—A%(Her))

/ (WA%(r) — A3(r)/~A3(r + &) — A3(r + er>>

1 . .
+€, (Ef cos & + Eg sin d) (—Ef sin & + E;D cos &) ge_% —A3(r)—A3(r)(2€9+(sin 0+sin (0+e€p))ey)

% (71 n 62\/7Af(r)7A§(r)69) (71 1 eV~ A3(r)—AZ(r)(sin O-+sin (0+ea))6¢)] ’ (103)

where we have used Eq. (96) of the coherent states to peak the fluxes around their semiclassical values.
If we now expand the lengthy expression above to third order in the €’s and use Eq. (96), we get
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S\rfE S\ L Er€ocy 2N (v)
B AR ~ 2 TR

+sind (E3A, (F§ Ay — Ef As) + E5(E3 AL + EY A)))

E3A, (BYA, + E§As) + E5(EY Ay — ESAY)

+ sin0(E{EY — ESEY) (A} + A3) | +o(e"), (104)

which matches exactly the classical expression given in Eq. (35) in the limit €., €9, €, — 0, once summed over all the
vertices.

In order to obtain the full expression of the spherically symmetric Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint given in Eq.
(34), we also need to quantize the extra terms in Eq. (24) coming from the phase space extension of the gauge unfixing
procedure. The quantization of all these extra terms would result in a rather complicated operator. However, we
know from the classical analysis that only the last term in Eq. (36) will remain. Therefore, in order to simplify the
construction of the full Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint, let us just quantize the term

2

R [N] = ——F{040E"8. (105)

\/7

Following the quantization prescription given in Eq. (86) for the second derivatives of the fluxes, the quantum version
of the Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint regularized on a cubic cell dual to a 6-valent node v with coordinates {r, 8, ¢}
and its neighbouring ones is given by

" (N) = RNV(Z”) “E(S(r,0,)) (“Er(8(r,0+ 2%, 0)) — 2 By (81,0 + 0, 0)) + "Er(5°(r,0,0))
+REr(S9(r,0,9)) ("Er(S°(r,0+ €, 0+ €9)) — "By (S°(r, 0+ €, 0)) — "Er(S° (1.0, ¢ + €9)) + “E1(S°(r,0,)))

+RE1(S%(r,0,9)) <R 1(S¢(r, 0 + € go—l—e"’))—REI(S“D(T,H,w—l—e"’))—REI(S“”(T,Q—i—eg,go))—i—REA[(S‘p(r,O,(p)))
+RE(S?(r,0,9)) (R 1(S9(r, 0, 0 + 2¢9)) — 28E1(S?(r, 0,0 + €)) + REI(S‘p(r,O,cp)))] . (106)

When computing its expectation value on the coherent state defined in Eq. (101), it is immediate to see that only
the first line on the right-hand side of the expression above contributes. Therefore we get

~ip A 2 N (v
(VAI"HE' [N H’(/JD> 67%#(1911959 EgEf)[sin(H—l—Qeg)—2sin(9—|—69)—|-sin9
Kk €9 y/det(E)
€r€o€y N(U) 0 o 0 PN o 4
~ 22— ———=(E{Ey — ESE 0 . 1
O (BIEF  E4ED)sind + ole) (107)

Therefore, at the leading order we recover

> W] ("HEIN] + " He [N) [d) ~ HE,[N] + o(e*), (108)

O

showing how our construction exhibits the correct semiclassical limit.

We can now write the first order correction to the classical expression of the reduced Euclidean Hamiltonian
constraint above. This is obtained by looking at the terms of order four in € in Eq. (103) as well as in Eq. (106). We
find

~ . -~ 2€,€9€ N (v 1.
WBIEIN] + A NYOR) oy 22525 T | (B (- ARz + 24,44 + A5) + B+ 24,44~ A)
Mno 2 / " "4 2 / "
— ( (A AQ QATAl - AQ) + El (ATAI + QATA2 - Al)) €p
sin (26 X X
~ OO gy, (5 A+ BF ) + B (BFAG — B ) e,

+ cosO(BEVES — ESEY) (A} + A3 — 1) ¢
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_ 26696, N(v)
T @+ @PE
SinfE" (B (—A7Az + 24,47 + A7) + E*(ATA; + 24,45 — A))
+ cosO((E')? + (E?)?) (AT + A3 — 1) &
_ sin(20)
4

(E"A.(E'Ay — E*Ay) — E" (E*Ay + E'AY)) e, | (109)

where in the last equality we have used Eq. (12). Notice that since the second and the last correction terms
proportional to €y and €, contain an overall §-dependent part of the form respectively cos@ and sin(26), in the
continuum limit when integrating over 6 € [0, 7] they both vanish. However, the first correction term proportional to
€, has an overall 6 dependence that survives the integral and it represents the only correction at first order.

Therefore, after performing the sum over all cuboidal cells of the triangulation and taking the continuum limit
€r, €9, €, — 0, we obtain the effective Euclidean Hamiltonian constraint for a spherically symmetric spacetime given
by the quantum corrected expression

<2ETAT (E'"Ay + E*Ay) + 2E" (E' A, — E*A))

S . ()
[M_GLdW@W+WWWT
+ ((B')? + (B?)?) (AT + A} — 1))

+ € <ETAT (A E*A; — A,E" Ay + 2B A} + 2E°A}) + E” (E' Ay — E*AY)) )] . (110)

B. Lorentzian term

The expectation value of the Lorentzian Hamiltonian constraint operator can be computed using its expression in
terms of the densitized scalar curvature expressed as a function of the fluxes and their derivatives alone, as obtained
in Eq. (A17). Let us set €9 = €, = € and quantize derivatives of the fluxes again in terms of discrete differences as
defined in Egs. (85) and (86). We have

i) 1 N(v)
1) S 2B ((B7)F + (5§ PP

X { 2(sin 0)*e®er(EY)*(E™)? [(sin (0 4 €) — sin ) — sin 6(sin (6 + 2¢) — 2sin (6 + €) + sin )]

@SR ~ - (1+

— 2(sin0)?e®er(EY ) E?(E")? [(sin (0 + €) — sin 0)” + sin O(sin (6 + 2¢) — 2sin (0 + €) + sin )]
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T

By expanding the above expression for the expectation value up to the fourth order in €’s, we get
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A(r) A(r) A(r)

X

n sin 6
€ —
A(r)

2R (r)R"(r) + 2R(r)R" (r) — 3

ecos@A(r)} . (113)

We see that the leading term in the last equality above reproduces the classical expression given in Eq. (39) for the
Lorentzian part of the Hamiltonian constraint. The last two subleading terms correspond to quantum corrections.
However, notice that the second correction term proportional to € vanishes when the integral over 6 is performed and
only the correction proportional to €, remains. Equivalently, the classical and the correction terms expressions in
terms of densitized triads can be read off of the first equality in Eq. (112).

VIII. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this article we laid the foundations for a systematic treatment of spherically symmetric spacetimes in the frame-
work of LQG. Applying the QRLG proposal, we implemented a quantization program that is aimed at identifying
a symmetric sector at the quantum level, thus reverting the process of symmetry reduction and quantization that is
frequently adopted in all existing treatments of quantum black holes. The main result of this paper is the construction
of an effective Hamiltonian that can now be used to evolve black hole initial data sets while incorporating quantum
corrections. To construct this Hamiltonian, we first built a convenient quantum gauge fixed kinematical Hilbert space
that is compatible with a radial gauge even in the absence of symmetry. This was used to define coherent states where
a notion of spherical symmetry could be imposed at the level of expectation values of geometrical operators. We then
quantized the modified Hamiltonian constraint resulting from the gauge unfixing procedure as explained in Sec. III.

(111)
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Finally we computed the effective Hamiltonian as the expectation value of the modified Hamiltonian operator on the
coherent states that, if sharply peaked, are the best candidates to describe classical geometries.

The classical data entering the coherent states can now be seen as the initial data set to be evolved with the effective
Hamiltonian. The importance of our result lies in the fact that it is not tied to a particular choice of foliation, allowing
one to treat on equal footing various sets of coordinate systems such as horizon penetrating coordinates or coordinates
restricted to the interior or exterior of the event horizon of a black hole. This is a significant addition to the existing
literature that mainly deals with either the interior or the exterior of event horizons. In most of the previous treatments
of this problem, one has been forced to use different Hilbert spaces for the interior and the exterior (as a result of
the classical symmetry reduction process) which is normally plagued by ambiguities associated with gluing together
interior and exterior geometries. 2

We are now in a position to study the equations of motion generated by the effective Hamiltonian, derive the
dressed metric that incorporates the quantum corrections and verify its compatibility with the existing results based
on polymerlike quantization that is used in LQC or the proposed Planck star metric. In particular, it was shown in
the cosmological context that scenarios different from a symmetric or asymmetric bounce are possible '* and it is
interesting to explore the consequences of this type of singularity resolution on the black hole-white hole scenario. The
first results of this investigation have been presented in [119], where the effective dynamics generated by the quantum
corrected Hamiltonian derived here has been solved for the black interior geometry, by exploiting the simplification
of adopting an homogeneous foliation inside. The analysis in [119] shows how the white hole horizon picture is indeed
replaced by an expanding Bianchi I Universe inside, once the corrections deriving from the full theory framework are
actually taken into account. Our final aim in the foreseeable future is to solve the quantum gravitational collapse
problem in the presence of matter through the simplifications introduced by the QRLG approach, which facilitates
the inclusion of extra fields [120, 121].

Another important application of our construction that is related to the issues of singularity resolution and the
black hole information loss paradox is to illuminate the quantum nature of black hole entropy. This problem has
quite a long history in the LQG literature. The first ideas on how to microscopically describe the degrees of freedom
accounting for the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy formula date back to the works [122—-124]. This approach was then
refined within the framework of “isolated horizons” in [125—127] and generalized to the full gauge-invariant case in [128—

|. Despite the remarkable success of these results in recovering the entropy-area law from a quantum description
of the horizon gravitational degrees of freedom, there are two open issues that still affect the LQG derivation of
black hole entropy. The first concerns the role of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter in recovering the exact numerical

coefficient 1/4 in the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy formula (see [133-142] for an extensive debate on this topic). The
second somehow unsatisfactory feature of the LQG black hole entropy calculation that is oftentimes simply glossed
over is the assumption of the validity of the “weak holographic principle” [143] leading to a horizon density matrix in

which both the interior and the exterior of the black hole quantum geometry degrees of freedom are traced over.

Our construction has the potential to solve both issues, or at least to provide important insights about them. In
fact, concerning the fixation of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter, it has recently been pointed out in the literature
[75, 76, , , ] that new degrees of freedom should be included in the partition function in order to set
~ free from any numerical constraint. '* This is in addition to the internal gauge degrees of freedom already
accounted for in the standard calculation. These new degrees of freedom have been identified with either graph
combinatorial structures or inclusion of matter (see, however, [144] for a possible unification of the two). Since our
construction of a spherically symmetric black hole quantum geometry derives from the full theory and does not rely
on Chern-Simons techniques to model the horizon as a single intertwiner Hilbert space, new horizon graph degrees of
freedom are automatically included in the horizon partition function. At the same time, inclusion of matter can be
implemented in a straightforward manner as pointed out above. This provides the possibility to investigate the role
of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter in the entropy calculation through a physically richer modelization of the horizon
quantum geometry.

Concerning the validity of the weak holographic principle, i.e. the idea that the degrees of freedom relevant to
the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy formula are only those lying at the horizon and in its vicinity, this is expected to
be proven by the implementation of the quantum dynamics. More precisely, it is the solution of the Hamiltonian

12 In the symmetry reduced phase space quantization scheme of [61, 62, | one is still able to use the same kinematical Hilbert space for
the solutions to the Hamiltonian constraint both in the exterior and the interior, in the sense that they have finite norm with respect to
the same inner product. However, one of the quantum number characterizing the solutions changes from real to pure imaginary when
going from the exterior to the interior. This implies that, effectively, one ends up treating the two regions separately and the structure
of the complete solution at the horizon is not specified, leaving the gluing amibiguity. Let us also point out that the Hamiltonian that
is quantized in [61, | corresponds to the correct equation of motion on-shell but it results in an algebra that is not equivalent to
Dirac algebra restricted to the symmetric subspace. Here, in contrast, we deal with the original set of constraints. More generally, some
issues associated with the covariance of the quantization scheme in the symmetry-reduced phase space approach were raised in [115]
and [116], and their implications for the effective line element were investigated in [117] and [118]. The question of covariance within
our framework is an important aspect left for future investigations.

Namely, the emergent bouncing Universe [39].

A possible source of the ambiguity behind the role of v may also be related to the issue pointed out in [146], namely the inadequacy
of the isolated horizon boundary condition usually implemented in the quantum theory to single out the notion of a horizon. The
characterization of an isolated horizon through new degrees of freedom emerging from some particular boundary conditions, as well as
through a maximal entropy principle, may settle this ambiguity.
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constraint, as well as the implementation of semiclassical consistency conditions that should introduce correlations
between the horizon and the interior degrees of freedom. In fact, contrary to the AdS/CFT proposal, we expect
the notion of holography to emerge only at the semiclassical level (see, e.g., [25] for a discussion of this point of
view). An intriguing scenario would be the possibility to construct physical solutions from the repeated action of the
Hamiltonian constraint operator on a seed state, along the lines of the GFT condensates philosophy [75, 76] but now
with a concrete notion of the dynamics at hand. This could allow for the construction of a physical black hole interior
density matrix given by a weighted sum over graphs with weights provided by matrix elements of the Hamiltonian
constraint. In this picture then, a concrete notion of holography could be described and tested by understanding how
dynamics is implemented as a refinement operation and by going to a continuum limit by means of coarse graining
techniques, in the spirit of [117, ]. This is clearly a very ambitious and long-term plan that we leave for future
investigations. However, all the necessary ingredients and tools are now at our disposal.
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Appendix A: Connection coefficients and curvature for geometries in spherical symmetry

The components of an antisymmetric spin connection solution to the torsion-free equation de! = —w’; A e’ can be
written as
1 K
wry = §(CIJK +erxg —cikr)e” (A1)

where ¢y are the structure functions. Using this one can read off the expression
I Lo 17, K
de” = —5CIK € Net. (A2)

From Eq. (8a) we have
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Using Eq. (A2), the corresponding nonvanishing structure functions are
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We insert these in Eq. (A1) and find

N’ ANN" 4+ AN — A
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JREI (:0‘5(9Rsin0461 B cotH};osoz62 — cosOdy,
/ /
wid = IfAel = % (cos adf — sinfsin ady) ,
R R
w? = ﬂeQ =X (sin ad + sin 6 cos ady) .
For the connection coefficients I'' = —1e%,wi*, from the expressions above we obtain
a 27 a
/
F}a = —sinfT} = —cosasinHX7
/
I‘i =sinfl) = —sinasin&x ,
3 _
I, = cos b,
i =o,

from which we compute the intrinsic curvature components Rfjb = 26@1"];] + eklml"fll"{,”7

1/ /A/
Riw = —sind R?, = &T}P = —cosasinf (RT — RA2 ) ,
1/ /AI
Rf@ =sinf R}, = 8TI‘?O = —sinasinf <RT — ]1—2) ,
1 ) (R/)Z
Ry, = Rj, =0,
and
R = —ejpRieiel = e (R)ye§ — Rigel) + 2Ry (efef — efed)

4 (RN 2 (R')?
:RA2< A _R”>+ﬁ<l_ A2 > :

30

(A3a)
(A3b)
(A3c)
(A3d)
(A3e)

(A3f)

(Ada)

(Adb)

(Adc)
(Add)

(Aba)
(A5Db)

(A5c)

(A5d)

(A6)
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For the components of the Ashtekar-Barbero connection AY = I', + K, namely F?, (A) = 26@142] + €l AL AF | we
use Eq. (13) to get

Fro(A) = 0,45 — AGAY = A} — A4, (ATa)
Fl(A) =0,AL — A2A3 = —sin0 (A} + A1A,) (A7D)
Fy,(A) = 0pAL + AFAS =0, (A7c)
F2(A) = 0, A% + AjA3 = AL+ AJ A, (A74d)
F?(A) = 0,A2 + ALA} =sinf (A] — A24,) , (A7e)
Fj,(A) = 0pA2 — AyAS =0, (ATF)
Fy(A) = F7,(A) =0, (ATg)
FjL(A) = 0pA2 + AGAZ — ALAj =sinf [A] + A5 — 1] (A7h)

1. Densitized scalar curvature in terms of fluxes

Here we express the densitized scalar curvature, \/det(E)R, in terms of the fluxes and their derivatives. The final
result of this calculation appears in Eq. (39).

The starting equation is
Vdet(E)R = —y/det(E)e;j, Riyedel

— St __pop (2a[ar’g] +ek lmr;rgﬂ). (A8)

v/ det(E)
Note that by our gauge condition, the only nonvanishing fluxes are
E3,Eq, By, Ef ES. (A9)

We are also going to exploit some simplifications resulting from spherical symmetry. Let us emphasize that this is
not going to undermine the generality of our quantum result when computing the expectation value of the Lorentzian
Hamiltonian constraint operator. This is due to the fact that the coherent states constructed to implement the
spherical symmetry enforce these simplifications in the final result for the expectation value. This is just a matter
of convenience to avoid even lengthier expressions which in the end yield the same effective result. However, we are
not going to use the explicit spherically symmetric expressions for the fluxes within terms containing nonvanishing
derivatives (in the spherically symmetric case) since this would yield simplifications which a priori, while preserving
the semiclassical expression, could remove sources of quantum corrections at higher orders.
So first, as it was also previously shown due to spherical symmetry, the only nonzero I's are

Il 2,12, Iy, T (A10)

Additionally, due to spherical symmetry neither the fluxes nor the spin connections depend on the coordinate .
Taking advantage of these simplifications, Eq. (A8) becomes

Cijk a b k k I pm
det(E)R = ———=—_—FE%E" (26af + e I )
(E) det(B) 1 a\Ten : b
2 { b 3 3 l b 1 1 l
= — EVE. (28aF + € mFaFm) + ESE (28 oI +e€ mFaFm)
det(B) 152 [at b] l b 243 [at b] l b

+ E$E} (25[arf] + € lmrirgl)}

2 { ,
—__* _|pE <2aar3 +TIr2 - rgrl) + ESE? (Qaarl + 121}
det(B) 142 [atl b b b 253 [at b] b

- Pgri) + ESE (Qa[ari] + D) — r}lrg)}

2
= 2 |(B{Ef  BSER)A.TL + BYEYTITE - TATY) — B 0,1

v/ det(E)
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+ Enga,.Fﬂ
2

NI {QE?E%@ 00T, + ABV BT Y - ESE50,T — EYE;0,T,

+ EYES0,T% + Engarri}.
(A11)

For our purposes, we can further simplify Eq. (A11l) by using the following relations which are due to spherical
symmetry:

EY =sinfES, EY = —sinfEY,
I, =—sinfl;, T2 =sindly. (A12)
We shall use these equations everywhere except for the fluxes that are acted on by Jy. Doing this, we find
2
\/sin 6 E5[(EF)? + (E$)?]
+sin®0 [(EY)? + (E$)?] [(T9)* + (I'5)?] + 2sin0E;EY 0,1

det(E)R = —

sinf [(EY)? + (E5)?|0sT

+2sin eEg’Egarrg}

2 : ©\2 ©w\2
om0 B [(B)R + (B {Sme (0 (7] (o

+sind [(Tg)* + (rz)z]) + 2sin 0F% (E{9,Tg + Egarrg)} . (A13)

We now eliminate I}, in favor of EY and its derivatives. By definition we have

. 1 .. , , det(E) 1 det(E),
N =—=ikpe {E —E 4+ EEE. +E ——2% _pi__ 2 Al4
b= 73 Pk [ Fra T Bas T BB T By T 3% qa(E) I (AL4)
with
) 1 .
Bl = —— e EVEL. Al
7 2det(B) T I (A1)

For T}, and Fi we find

1
g =-5E3 {E;,e +E{(ELEj o+ E2Ej 4) + EY(ELE, o + EZE7 4)

1
+E. log [det(E)],e} + 5E{’ {Efw + EY(E_Ej 4+ E2E; 4) + ES(ELE, ,

+E2E ) + E2 log [det(E)]ﬁ}
1 0\3 Is 0\2 0 T r
= _2E§(E§Ef —EUEY) {_ (EY)°EJE3 4+ (EY) (EQEfE?,,e — Ej

X[ESE g+ E{ ES]) + (ES)* (ESE{ By + B3 (ES EY o + B ES,))

BB (BYES By + 255 BBy + BS S, |

_ 1 {_ 2(E3)?
2B} P(EY)? + (B
+(ES VI (B3 9)? - B3 By 0] + E3((EF)? + (E)?]( — ESIES 0BY g + E3EY gg]

2
- (BYEY, + BfES, ) +sin0 [(EY)?

+Ef[E§,0E§,a + EgEg,ae])} ) (Al6a)
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1.
Th= B[ B2, + BEEY, + B3ER,) + Y (BJEL, + ERE2,)

+FE2log [det(E)]m}

: {
—_ EYET (E°EY — E°E?) + ET (E" _EYEY
2(E3E<1P7E19E§P)2 1 3,1“( 21 1 2) 3 1[ 2 H1,r

VEPES,]+ BIEYEY, + EfES,] - B, [(B)) + (5)?))|

EYEL
S 155, (A16b)
251119[(Ef)2 + (E;D)Q]
1.
I = 5 L5 {Eel,r + EV(EgE;, + EjE;,) + EY (BB, + E{EZ )
+FEjlog [det(E)]m}
1 T /] 0 s 0
= _2(E20E<1p — EfE;J)Q |:E§E3,T(E2Eip - El Eép) + ES (EZ [_E;;Ef,r
VEPEf,] - BEYEY, + B{ L, + B IB))? + (557
EYEL
2 78w (A16¢)

~ 2sin0[(EY)? + (B9)?]
In Eq. (A16) we used dgEf = 0 as suggested by spherical symmetry. Using the above, Eq. (A13) reduces to

1
\/det(E)R = — {—2'2 E) | (0pEL)? — ELOZEY,
N = a2 () + (mpp Lo ) |(O0E5)? 3035

— 2sin0F% (EY )2 (00 E3 09 ES + E303 EY) — 2E5EY (Eg’ (sin @ E§0pE5 — AE50pEY)0p S

+ sin@ E5ESO5ES] + 2(E§)28TE{”8TE§) + (Ef)2( — 4sin® 0(ES)?[(00 E5)* — B30, E)
+ 2sin OB EY [0, 00 ) + E502E] + (E5)2[4(00 EY)? + (0, E5)? + 4E§3§Eg]) + E;’( — 2sin?0
x (ES)*[(00B3)? — E30;E3) + 2sin 0E5 (B3 )? (00 E500 EY + E30;EY| — 4(E3)°0, ES0, B} + (E5)*ES

x [4(00ES)? + (0-E5)* + 4E§6§E§])] (A17)

Appendix B: Coherent states

The derivation of Eq. (90) is straightforward given that only 73 appears. Let us then show how we arrive at Eqs.
(91) and (92) by providing a few more details. First of all, given the property u, '7pu, = 75 and the relations given
in Eq. (52), we have

Ty = T1COSCQ + T sinc,
Ty = —TiSina + Tacos v,
TI = T COSQ — Ty sina,

Tg = Ty sina + 7, cos &,

from which
E'ty 4+ E’ry = B7y (B1)
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Elry — E?r = ET,, (B2)

with E = AR. Notice that we have expressed the relation between the internal directions (1,2) and (z,y) in terms of
the angle & since we are interested in the classical solution for the triad and connection to define the SL(2,C) group
elements around which the semiclassical states are peaked. It follows that for the coherent state along the #-direction
we have

JJDJI

Ny mI

A A 2% E'r +E? in g
eee( 171+ 272)6 - (E"T1+E"72) sin Djz

nzmz

IS
(U;lees(AlTlJrAQw)e P 0 Br, sin QUZ)

_ 62E”
— ekmm = IDJz B (eee(A17'1+A2Tz)) (BS)

NgMg

where E* = Esin6.
Similarly, for the coherent state along the ¢-direction we have

252
yDJy B (eev[(Al'rQ—Ang)sin9+cos€7-3] J(E1T27E2’T1)>

Ky
Ty MMy e

yD%y ~ <66¢[(A1T2—A27'1)Sina"rCOSQTa]) 7 (B4)

where EY = F.

Appendix C: Approximating the Lorentzian Hamiltonian via techniques of Regge calculus

In this appendix we provide an alternative method for quantizing the Lorentzian part of the Hamiltonian constraint.

As we noted in Sec. III, the Lorentzian term can be written either in terms of the extrinsic curvature or in terms
of the 3D Ricci scalar as we do so in Eq. (31). In [149] a proposal was introduced aiming at providing an alternative
approach to Thiemann’s construction [104] for quantizing the Lorentzian term. The advantage of this approach is
that it is computationally straightforward. Nonetheless, this approach is inherently “perturbative” as will become
clear below. In situations where nonperturbative quantum gravity effects are likely to be influential (e.g. black hole
singularity resolution), this approach may fall short of providing both the correct qualitative and quantitative pictures.
Nevertheless, we now briefly review the regularization scheme of [149] and then describe how the Lorentzian part of
the Hamiltonian constraint can be quantized in our framework, using this approach.

The main idea behind the construction of [119] is to regularize the integral of the Ricci scalar over ¥; by means of
Regge calculus [150], i.e. in terms of lengths and angles of the triangulation. More precisely, assuming that curvature
lies only on the hinges h of the simplicial decomposition A of the 3D manifold X, we have the simplicial approximation

/ \/det(E)R = ZLS (7 —ah) , (C1)

where the first sum is over the simplices s of A and the second one is over the hinges in the given simplex. The
geometrical quantity L; represents the length of the hinge A in the simplex s, 6} is the dihedral angle at the hinge h,
and «p, is the number of simplices sharing the hinge h. The continuum limit can be obtained by sending the typical
length of the lattice to zero and the construction can be straightforwardly generalized to nonsimplicial decompositions,
as long as the hinges are straight lines. '°

Let us focus on a 3-valent vertex v of our cuboidal decomposition. The three edges in the directions r, 8, ¢ emanating
from the vertex v represent the three hinges on which the curvature is concentrated (see Fig. 2). The lengths of these
three hinges are given respectively by

_ VR E (S Ex(S?) e Ey(S7) En(S¥) _ |E(S)||E(S?))] o
L,= 7o) = Vo) : (C2a)
_ TSI B B B (S En(57) _ |B(S)|IE(S?)]
LO — V(U) - V(U) 9 (C2b)

15 In particular to the case of a cuboidal triangulation which we are interested in.
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_ VP E (S E(SN) e Bi(ST) En(S?) _ [E(SIIE(S?)]

Le V(o) T (C2)
Here the flux E;(S?) is defined in Eq. (43). The corresponding dihedral angles are
0, = m — arccos :6ijET§2Z)1|]|)EE(Jé‘f; [332])} 7 (C3a)
0y = ™ — arccos 5UETSY(;[,T>1 |]|)]EE(J;§; [@])} , (C3b)
0, = m — arccos METSQT; “ﬁjéf; [xﬂ)} , (C3c)

where |E(S®)| = /67 E;(S*)E;(5%). We promote the right-hand side of Eq. (C1) to an operator by replacing the
classical length and angle variables by their quantum counterparts. Now the expectation value of the quantum version
of the right-hand side of Eq. (C1) on the semiclassical states is simply given by the classical expression described
below.

To compute the right-hand side of Eq. (C1), we need the following expansion in terms of the holonomies of spin
connections

Ei(S[21]) E;(S°[wa]) = Ei(S°[v]) [0} — € €ejii iy (v)| E1(S°[v]) + o(e?) - (C4)

On the left-hand side of the expression above, the two fluxes that read the dihedral angle around the hinge h are not
computed at the same point. They intersect the dual links (the edges of the graph) away from the vertex v, at two
points 1 and z5. On the right-hand side we have expressed their product in terms of the fluxes evaluated at the
same point v times the parallel transport through holonomies of the intrinsic curvature I' from x; and x5 to v. Such
parallel transport can be written as a Wilson loop on the plane dual to the hinge and thus expressed in terms of the
curvature of I'%.

FIG. 2: Intersection of the graph with the dual surfaces where the fluxes are evaluated in order to compute the
dihedral angle around the hinge h.

It is immediate to see that the zeroth order in € inside the arccos function vanishes, since the fluxes are orthogonal,
and thus the leading order gives a o(€?) term.

The contribution of a single 3-valent vertex to the integral of the Ricci scalar is hence given by (considering that
each hinge is shared by four cubes)

e - (EQ(SO)El(SAP) - El(Se)EQ(S@)) RSL/JGOGW
> La(3-0) =L E(SN)|E(57)]

a=r,0,p

Es(S") (Ea(S9)RY, — By(S?)R2,) ere,,
[E(ST)IE(S?)]

E3(S™) (E2(S?)RLy — E1(SP)R2)) ereg
[E(STIIE(S?)]

By means of Egs. (C2) and (C3), and the relation Ef = /det(E)ef, it is straightforward to check that

Z L, (g — 9a> = €r€9€,1\/det(E) [ (egef — e?eg) Rg’w +ef (e“;R,lWJ — efRi@) + e (egR,lao — e?Rf(,) ]

+ Ly

+LS"

a=r,0,¢
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= €,€9€,1/det(E)R, (C6)

as expected.

1. Higher order holonomy correction to the triangulation formula for total curvature

Equation (C4) contains the first nontrivial correction due to the curvature. Here we derive the next order correction.
From the derivation of [151], we have

E(S ) By (8"fea) = (S W) [31 5 + B janee’ + SR sapace

+%Rl jab;b€a€b2:| El(Sb [U]) + 0(64). (07)
For the length-angle formula, the first term in the square bracket does not contribute. The contribution of the second
term was worked out above. Here we focus on the third and fourth terms.

Note that since total curvature is invariant under arbitrary spatial diffeomorphisms, the final result of this calculation
cannot depend on the internal angle . Therefore, for simplicity and to reduce the number of expressions we set a = 0
at the vertex v. This way e = € = 0 at v. The nonvanishing holonomy corrections are

e
e’e
Er($ [m1)) Ba(S¥[wa))| | = — El(SG)E2(SW)[R2 10g:0€” + R’ 19@;¢6¢:|,
€"e¥
E3(S"[x1]) E3(S?[x2]) s 2 E3(S")Ea(S%) [R2 37-30;7'€T + R? 37’90;@6@}7
r_ 0
€"e
E3(Sr[x1])E3(Se[x2]) 3 = 9 E3(ST)E1(SQ) [Rl 37'9;7'6T +R1 37'9;960:|~
(C8)
The correction to the length-angle term becomes
r 0 _p
T €'’
Z L“(§ - 9“) 64: T 9V det(E) {6?65(1# 199@;969 + R? 10030€%)
a=r,0,p¢
+ege§’(R2 3rgir€ + R? 3rpip€”) + 656?(R1 3ror€ + R! 3T9;960):|
r 0 _p
€'’ ,
= — 5 det(E) {69 (e?efRQ 10050 T efesRl 3T9;9>
+-€¥ (efe‘?RQ 10050 + efegR2 3“@;@) +€" (egei’Rl 300 + egegRQ 3rso;r)
€rele? 0 p2 1 2 @ 2 0
= - 9 det(E) € (R 112;6 +R 331;0 — R 11p€o.9 — R 102€1.9
-Rr! 3r1€5.9 — R! 330€§;9) +€” (RQ 112:0 + R? 332, — R? 11065,
—R? 1026§;Lp - R? 33tpe§;<p - R? 3728§;Lp) + € (Rl 3315 + R? 332;r
—R' 3165, — R' 530ef,. — R? 3,0€5, — R? 33¢€f;r)}
(C9)

We can simplify the above expression by noting that

1
cot + ———cot =0,

o _ ¢ o o _
€2.0 *62,9+F¢9€2 = -

Rsin6 Rsin6
e _ r _ v _ 6 _ r __
€10 = €30 = €3 = €1 = €3, = 0,
AN
T _— T ‘s T o__ —
63;r - 63,r + F'rre?) - Oa

A2 A2
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e?;r = e?,r + Fgref = _? + ﬁ = 07
R R
Rsnd | Rsng "

Yo o ¥ 14 —
62;r - 62,7" + Ftpr62 -

Thus, (C9) becomes

€ ele?

- det(E) {69 (R2 11250 + R 331;6)

+e? (32 1120 + R? 332;<p> +€ (Rl 331, + RZ 332;7")} .
It follows from symmetries of the Riemann tensor and the definition of the internal metric that

R? 112 = Ro112 = —Ri212, R' 331 = Riss1 = —Rizis,
R? 330 = Rasso = —Rogos,

Ri212 + Ri313 = R11, Ri212 + R3232 = Rao,

Ri313 + Ra323 = Ra3.

Therefore, (C11) reduces to

> n(3o)

a=r,0,p

erefle? 0
= B det(E) |:€ Rll;g + ELPRQQ;Sa + GTRgg;T .

4

Due to spherical symmetry we have
02 02
Ri1,0 = €1"Rog,9 = €1 Rgg9 = 0,
_ ¥2 _ p2 _
Raoip = €3 Rypip = €5 Rpp o =0,
2

= |~ BRRN

Ra3, = e§2Rrr;r = 652 {Rrr,r - 2F:7Rrr}
+A( _ AN'[R? — 3RR"] + RR’A”) 4 A2 (R’R” - RR’”)} .
Putting everything together, (C13) reduces to

Z La(g — 90,) 4 = %Vdet(E)Rgg;r

a=r,0,¢
sin 0

A3

€

_ (Er)2696(‘0
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(C10)

(C11)

(C12)

(C13)

(C14)

{ _3RR'A” + A( — A'[R™ — 3RR"] + RR’A") + A2 (R’R” - RR”’)} :

(C15)

That this result is somewhat different from what was obtained in Eq. (113) is not all that surprising. Indeed the
method here and the one is Sec. VIIB correspond to two different regularization schemes for the spin connections.
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