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Abstract

We argue that quantum gravity is nonlocal, first by recalling well-known arguments
that support this idea and then by focusing on a point not usually emphasized: that
making a conventional effective field theory (EFT) for quantum gravity is particularly
difficult, and perhaps impossible in principle. This inability to realize an EFT comes
down to the fact that gravity itself sets length scales for a problem: when integrating
out degrees of freedom above some cutoff, the effective metric one uses will be different,
which will itself re-define the cutoff. We also point out that even if the previous problem
is fixed, naively applying EFT in gravity can lead to problems — we give a particular
example in the case of black holes.
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Motivation and building blocks

Locality is a key ingredient of most relativistic quantum field theories. It can be formu-
lated as the requirement that spacelike-separated operators commute, which ensures
cluster decomposition (experiments done “far away” are uncorrelated) [I]. To be blunt,
it would be crazy for a theory to be nonlocal — fortunately the standard model of parti-
cle physics is local. Then there is a natural question we can ask: do we expect quantum
gravity to be a local theory?

Here we argue that quantum gravity is likely not local. There is evidence pointing
to this from various directions, some of which we mention below. However, we focus
on issues that are not typically discussed. Namely, we associate the notion of locality
to the possibility of properly setting up an effective field theory (EFT), and then claim
that standard EFT ideas break down for the case of gravity.

EFT represents the principle that we can study the universe by separating it into
different regimes, and using physical theories that are appropriate for each regime they
seek to describe. For example, in particle physics the regimes are characterized by
length scales, or alternatively energy scales. In quantum gravity the same assumption
is often made [2]. The failure of this paradigm of separation of regimes would be just
as crazy as the absence of locality.

One connection between locality and EFT is as follows: when theories are local we
expect there to be a separation of length scales, which is in part what gives meaning
to the concept of “experiments that are far away” in the first place. This separation
of length scales is precisely what allows us to set up an EFT and separate physical
processes into those length scales that we can probe, and those that we cannot [3]. In
this essay we emphasize one basic fact. In gravity, the dynamical fields themselves set
the length scales, which precludes the starting point of the standard EFT paradigm.
This is closely related to the issue that gravity is a background-independent theory [4];
there is no background relative to which one can define long and short distances.

The ideas here are not stated rigorously: the focus is on intuition about the po-
tentially relevant physics. This essay can be read as a collection of reflections and
questions from a confused young theoretical physicist to his elders. Because essentially
that is what it is.



Evidence for nonlocality

Compelling evidence for nonlocality in quantum gravity comes from the construction
of diffeomorphism-invariant operators, which requires a nonlocal dependence of observ-
ables on the metric. For instance, [5] found that even for operators in a flat spacetime
background, when the operators were made to be gauge invariant in the presence of
metric perturbations (“gravitationally dressed”), most of them acquired a dependence
on the asymptotic metric.

Further clues come from string theory and holography. In string theory, there is
the fact that string interactions are not pointwise but rather extended in space [6].
Additionally in holographic theories (whose main examples come from strings), there
is a clear violation of locality, since the degrees of freedom in a region can be described
by degrees of freedom on its boundary. There is also circumstantial evidence that
quantum gravity should be nonlocal; for instance, a unitary resolution of the black

hole information problem can be achieved by abandoning absolute locality [7].

Problems with EFT in gravity

We proceed by recalling the Wilsonian perspective on EFT. We start out with the path

integral of a garden-variety quantum field theory
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where ¢ are the set of fields in our theory and S[¢] is an integral over spacetime of
local fields. We can also write our path integral by taking the Fourier transform of the
fields ¢(z) into ¢(k). Then we split our fields into “UV” and “IR” components such
that pyyv(k) = 0 for £ < A and @uv(k) = p(k) for £ > A where A is some energy
scale (and the analogous definitions are made for ¢gr). Finally we “integrate out” UV
modes in order to arrive at an effective theory which only probes long-distance degrees

of freedom. More explicitly,
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where S’[¢r] is an action which in general will be nonlocal, but we replace the nonlocal
interactions with local ones whose coefficients reflect how the UV fields affect IR physics
[8]. This modifies UV behavior, but we don’t mind because we only care about low-
energy physics: we can still compute correlation functions of IR fields, or alternatively
correlation functions of spacetime fields that are separated by distances 2 1/A.

In attempting to extend this to quantum gravity we encounter several subtleties,
but some of them are only technical. To name one: Fourier transforms aren’t defined
on general spacetimes, but this has been dealt with. For example, one can use the
Laplacian associated to a metric to construct an analog of Fourier modes [9]. The
way we see it, there are two deeper (related) difficulties that arise in trying to define a

gravitational EFT.

First problem: background dependence

For quantum gravity, we expect the nonperturbative theory to be defined by a path
integral over geometries. One way of approaching this is to set up a background metric
G, and integrate over metrics of the form g, + h,, (taking care of technical details
like integrating over ghost fields as well) [9]. The purpose of g is to define what one
means by “IR” and “UV”; this is the metric that sets length or energy scales when
one wants to integrate out modes of different energies. Schematically, for Euclidean

gravity the effective theory valid down to some IR scale k£ would be described by
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where A.S is a nonlocal term, just like we would have for a normal EFT. Its purpose
is to discriminate between high-energy and low-energy modes. However, it is of a more
inadmissible nature here, because if we wish to integrate over all background metrics,
getting rid of the nonlocal term by standard scaling arguments will not be possible —
this nonlocal operator itself depends on the background metric, e.g., containing terms
of the form (1/V?), with V defined in the standard way from g

As an example of how we could run into trouble, imagine starting out with a
background metric and suggesting that we integrate out degrees of freedom above the
energy scale A. Then we would have a new metric, which would re-define our cutoff

scale to A’. If A’ > A, we would be working with a theory which ignored degrees of

2In [10] the shortcoming of background dependence was acknowledged and partially addressed.



freedom above A, but now claims to be capable of predictive power for even higher

energies! The notion of relative locality was proposed in [I1] based on similar grounds.

Second problem: overconfidence in EFT

Now let’s imagine an observer who uses Einstein gravity and agrees that it is an EFT
valid up to energy scales A. They are in flat space initially, and call their friends at
infinity to set up a particle collision at energy A. The particles collide to form a black
hole, which then proceeds to evaporate. Looking at the black hole from infinitely far
away, our observer will see redshifted Hawking quanta (which had energies much greater
than A near the horizon) at energies below A. Thus they will treat these quanta with
as much confidence as they would any other low-energy quantities. But these modes
reflect UV degrees of freedom in the theory, inaccessible to the effective theory: using
an effective field theory in gravity leads one to overestimate how effective the EFT is.

This could be thought of as the trans-Planckian problem in disguise, but it suggests
the potential for a more extreme violation of EFT, at scales much greater than the
Planck length. The general lesson to take away is that our observer’s overconfidence in
EFT (trusting it to give information about degrees of freedom it shouldn’t know about)
is indicative of a more generic feature we could expect in quantum gravity, potentially
originating from nonlocality. In studying black hole paradoxes we sometimes forget to
extract the important lessons from the paradoxes — we believe the important thing to
extract here is that EFT in gravity can lead us to make spurious conclusions about

phenomena because we are overestimating the regime of validity of the EFT.

Concluding remarks

Before wrapping up, we emphasize that an important question to keep in mind is:
how badly is locality violated, and under which circumstances is gravity approximately
local? This is a necessary issue to study if one wants to understand how our macroscopic
world, which is local, can emerge from quantum gravity. Another thing to remember
is that regimes are not characterized by length scales in all approaches to quantum
gravity [12], so the above problems don’t hold universally.

On a more speculative note, perhaps the fundamental inability to separate length

scales in quantum gravity is at the basis of why in quantum gravity we encounter



essentially all areas of physics, regardless of regime of validity. Even if it is not a

theory of everything, quantum gravity insists on bringing all of physics to the party.
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