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Abstract

An important task faced by all approaches of quantum gravity is to incorpo-
rate superpositions and quantify quantum uncertainties of spacetime causal rela-
tions. We address this task in 2D. By identifying a global Z2 symmetry of 1+1D
quantum gravity, we show that gravitational path integral configurations come
in equal amplitude pairs with timelike and spacelike relations exchanged. As a
consequence, any two points are equally probable to be timelike and spacelike
separated in a universe without boundary conditions. In the context of simplicial
quantum gravity we identify a local symmetry of the action which shows that
even with boundary conditions causal uncertainties are generically present. De-
pending on the boundary conditions, causal uncertainties can still be large and
even maximal.

1 Introduction

A great lesson of General Relativity is that spacetime is not a fixed background, but
has its own dynamical laws. As shown by Hawking, King and McCarthy, and Mala-
ment [1, 2], up to a conformal factor a dynamical spacetime is completely deter-
mined by its causal relations. From this perspective, understanding spacetime is
largely about understanding its dynamical causal structures. In quantum theory, dy-
namical degrees of freedom are subject to quantum superpositions and exhibit quan-
tum uncertainties. This poses two important questions to any approach to quantum
gravity: How to incorporate quantum superpositions of spacetime causal relations?
How large are the quantum uncertainties in spacetime causal relations?
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Figure 1: On a cylindrical surface, the time-space duality map leaves lightlike (l) line
segments lightlike, but takes timelike (t) line segments to spacelike (s) line segments
and vice versa. The two configurations are physically inequivalent because one has
spacelike boundaries and the other has timelike boundaries.

The first question already has a solid answer. Non-perturbatively defined gravita-
tional path integrals generically sum over spacetime configurations of different causal
structures. Therefore Lorentzian path integrals such as Lorentzian Quantum Regge
Calculus [3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8], (Locally) Causal Dynamical Triangulations [9, 10, 11, 12],
Lorentzian Spin-foam Models and Group Field Theories [13, 14], Causal Sets [15]
do incorporate quantum superpositions of spacetime causal relations. The second
question is harder. Quantifying quantum uncertainties in spacetime causal relations
seems to require a non-perturbative calculation of Lorentzian gravitational path in-
tegrals. For this task, analytic solutions are hard to find, and numerical simulations
face the sign problem. Even in lower dimensions where the theories are simpler,
these challenges persist and the task appears daunting.

Nevertheless, we are able to provide an answer in 2D. Perhaps surprisingly, for a
gravitational path integral without boundary conditions the quantum uncertainty in
causal relations is in a certain sense maximal: Any pair of points are equally probable
to be timelike and spacelike separated.

The answer is obtained, not by brute-force computations, but by recognizing sym-
metries. For a scalar field theory, the global Z2 transformation acts as φ 7→ −φ. We
say the theory Z2-symmetric if this leaves the action invariant. For gravity, the global
Z2 transformation acts as g 7→ −g on a metric field g. This does leave invariant the
gravitational action

S = −λ
∫
d2x
√
−g + k

∫
d2x
√
−gR. (1)

Since det gµν = det(−gµν) in 2D, the cosmological constant term is invariant. Since
the Einstein-Hilbert term in 2D is topological [16, 17, 18, 19], it is also invariant. In
this sense, Lorentzian 2D quantum gravity has a global Z2 symmetry.

2



Physically, the map f(g) := −g exchanges timelike and spacelike separations.
Under f , the line element ds2 = gµνdx

µdxν changes sign, so a path will have its
timelike pieces changed into spacelike pieces and vice versa (Figure 1). Since the map
f(g) := −g is involutive, we will refer to it as the time-space duality map. This map is
not a diffeomorphism, because it generically relates physically distinct configurations
(Figure 1).

Regarding causal relation uncertainties, whenever there is a configuration g where
a pair of points are timelike separated, there is the configuration f(g) where they are
spacelike separated. Since g and f(g) share the same action, they contribute equally
to the path integral. Therefore the points are equally probable to be timelike and
spacelike separated. This addresses the question of quantifying quantum uncertain-
ties in spacetime causal relations with the path integral in the metric description
without boundary conditions in 2D.

There are three questions left. What about theories with other variables? What
about path integrals with boundary conditions? What about higher dimensions?
These are the focus of the rest of this work. For 2D Locally Causal Dynamical Tri-
angulations, it was already noted that with equal space and time distances for the
elementary triangles, configurations related by an exchange of time and space con-
tribute equally [12]. The global Z2 symmetry we point out here explains why this
property is expected. In the following we will show that the global Z2 symmetry
and the conclusion of maximal causal uncertainty also holds in Lorentzian Quan-
tum Regge Calculus. Working with Lorentzian Quantum Regge Calculus allows us to
study the influence of the path integral measures, and incorporate topology changes
and sum over topologies. In addition, in the presence of boundary conditions we
will identify a local symmetry (which is not a gauge symmetry) of the action to show
that although the causal uncertainty is no longer always maximal, it is generically
present and can still be maximal for certain cases. In higher dimensions, multiply-
ing the metric by minus one does not yield a Lorentzian spacetime, and quantifying
causal uncertainties in higher dimensions is left as an open question. However, the
2D results already have implications to understanding quantum gravity in higher
dimensions, as we will discuss in the end.

2 Lorentzian Quantum Regge Calculus

In defining the path integral for a non-relativistic particle, we need to specify a way to
enumerate the paths summed over. It is common to introduce to a temporal lattice,
sum over piecewise linear paths on the lattice (Figure 2), and take the continuum
limit of lattice spaces going to zero.

In defining the path integral for gravity, we adopt a similar strategy to introduce
a simplicial lattice, sum over piecewise flat spacetime geometries on the lattice (Fig-
ure 2), and take the limit of moving to ever more refined lattices. This is of course
the idea of Quantum Regge Calculus [20, 21, 22, 23, 24], which builds upon Regge’s
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Figure 2: Piecewise linear paths and piecewise flat spacetimes.

insight [25] to use simplicial complexes to approximate curved spacetimes. While
most previous works on Quantum Regge Calculus are for Euclidean spacetimes, here
we work with Lorentzian spacetimes [26, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8].1

In a Lorentzian 2D theory, we start with a simplicial lattice consisting of combi-
natorial triangles glued along their edges. The dynamical variables are the signed
squared invariant distances assigned to the edges. These variables are the lattice
analogs of the integrated line element

∫
ds2 in the continuum, and we denote them

by σe where e labels the edges. The relations σe <,=, > 0 correspond to timelike,
lightlike, and spacelike separations for the vertices of edge e. A spacetime configu-
ration σ = {σe}e assigns a σe value to every edge. This represents a piecewise flat
spacetime geometry where all triangles are flat, but curvature need not be zero since
the angles around a vertex need not sum to the flat spacetime value.

The partition function on a fixed simplicial lattice Γ takes the form

ZΓ =

∫
D[σ] C[σ] ei(λ

∑
t At−2πiχΓ). (2)

Due to a Lorentzian Gauss-Bonnet theorem [5], the Einstein-Hilbert term −2πiχΓ

(which includes the boundary term contribution) is a topological invariant. The
Euler number χΓ := V − E + F depends only on the simplicial lattice Γ through
its vertices, edges, and faces numbers V,E, F .2 The cosmological constant (λ) term
contains a sum over the areas At of all triangles t.

The Lorentzian flat triangle area formula [8, 6]

At(a, b, c) =
1

4

√
a2 + b2 + c2 − 2ab− 2bc− 2ac (3)

for edge σ values a, b, c can be obtained by embedding the triangle in Minkowski
spacetime and evaluating the area there. Equation (3) is the same as Heron’s for-
mula for Euclidean triangles, except that the square root input has an extra global

1As shown in Appendix A, the “spikes” that cause troubles for certain Euclidean Quantum Regge
Calculus models are eliminated by causal structure considerations in Lorentzian Quantum Regge Cal-
culus.

2See Appendix B for a review of the proof.
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minus sign. For an Euclidean triangle, At would therefore be purely imaginary. The
distances a, b, c belong to a Lorentzian triangle if and only if (3) is real. Spacetime
configurations should only contain Lorentzian triangles. We enforce this in (2) by the
constraint C[σ], which equals 1 when At ∈ R for all triangles and equals 0 otherwise.

The path integral measure∫
D[σ] =

∏
e

∫ ∞
−∞

dσe µ[σ] (4)

contains a measure factor µ[σ] whose form has not been uniquely fixed in Quantum
Regge Calculus (see Hamber [24] Sections 2.4 and 6.9). One perspective is to view
the measure ambiguity as similar to the action ambiguity in the Wilsonian approach
to QFT. The task is then to identify universality classes within which the precise form
of µ[σ] is less unimportant. We consider measures of the general form

µ[σ] = m[At, |σe|]
∏
e

σαe , (5)

where m is an arbitrary function of the triangle areas At and the unsigned squared
invariant distances |σe|, and α is a constant parameter. This incorporates most, if
not all measures studied previously in the literature [21, 22, 23, 24], including the
non-local ones discussed in [27, 28].

To complete the definition of the path integral, we supply ZΓ of (2) to the total
partition function

Z =
∑
τ

lim
Γ∈τ

ZΓ, (6)

which sums over a class of spacetime topologies after the lattice refinement limit is
taken within the same topology τ . Precisely which topologies should be included in
the path integral is an open question of quantum gravity. The results in this work are
independent of the answer to this question, so we will keep the sum

∑
τ flexible.

Besides summing over spacetimes with different topologies, there is a separate
concept of topology change within an individual spacetime [5, 8]. Without topology
change, the path integral configurations are restricted so that each vertex has two
lightcones and four light rays, and this condition can be put in C[σ]. When topology
change is allowed, the vertices can have fewer or more than four light rays. The
results in this work are independent of whether and what topology changes are al-
lowed because the map f leaves light rays as light rays, so we will keep these points
flexible.

3 Global symmetry

For simplicial geometries, the map f multiplies σ on all edges by −1:

f : {σe}e 7→ {−σe}e. (7)
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This leaves the triangle areas invariant since by (3), At(a, b, c) = At(−a,−b,−c).
Therefore the cosmological constant term of the action λ

∑
tAt is invariant. Since

the topological Einstein-Hilbert term is also invariant, the whole action is invariant
under f .

What about the constraint C[σ] and the measure µ[σ]? The constraint is invariant,
i.e., C[σ] = C[f(σ)], because as noted above f preserves At. For the measure, f takes
(5) to

µ[−σ] =m[At, |σe|]
∏
e

(−σe)α

=(−1)αEm[At, |σe|]
∏
e

σαe , (8)

where E is the total number of edges. If one forbids global complex phases to arise
in (−1)αE since they would depend on the artificial choice of lattice edge number
E, then only integer α should be allowed. If α is odd, the path integral runs the
risk of being identically zero. This is because for lattices with odd E, µ[σ]eiS[σ] =
−µ[−σ]eiS[−σ], so all pairs of configurations (σ,−σ) cancel out in the path integral to
make it identically zero. Therefore an odd α is unacceptable. The only option left is
for α to be even. In this case

∏
e σ

α
e equals

∏
e |σe|

α and can be absorbed into m to
make µ[σ] invariant under f .

Altogether, for reasonable choices of α the general family of measure in (5) is
invariant under f . The map f is a Z2 global symmetry of the theory without quantum
anomalies.

4 Maximal causal uncertainty

We have shown that 1+1D gravitational path integral configurations come in pairs
with equal amplitudes and with timelike and spacelike relations interchanged. Now
we show that as a consequence, any two points are equally probable to be timelike
and spacelike separated in an otherwise unconstrained path integral.

Consider any fixed configuration σ. The causal relation of any two vertices (v1, v2)
is determined by identifying a path with the smallest integrated unsigned invariant
distance, and reading the causal signature of the path. Note that the path does not
have to be a lattice path, but can cross into the simplices. For the partner configu-
ration f(σ), since f preserves the integrated unsigned invariant distances along all
paths, the previous path stays as a path with the smallest integrated unsigned in-
variant distance, but with the opposite causal signature. This holds for both lattice
paths and paths that cross into the simplices, because the interior of a simplex is
equipped with the flat metric, which only changes sign under f . Therefore if (v1, v2)
are timelike (spacelike) separated in σ, they are spacelike (timelike) separated in
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f(σ).3

Let T and S be the sets of configurations where (v1, v2) are timelike and spacelike
separated. By the previous analysis,

ZΓ(T ) :=

∫
T

D[σ] C[σ] ei(λ
∑

t At−2πiχΓ)

= ZΓ(S) :=

∫
S

D[σ] C[σ] ei(λ
∑

t At−2πiχΓ). (9)

This implies Z(T ) = Z(S) for Z in (6) that can incorporate sums over topologies and
topology changes. Therefore the probability ratio for (v1, v2) to be timelike separated
and spacelike separated is |Z(T )|2/|Z(S)|2 = 1.4 Another implication is that the
expectation value 〈σe〉 equals 0 for any edge e, because positive and negative σe
values cancel in pairs.

5 Local symmetry

In the presence of boundary conditions (including those characterizing measure-
ments on local boundaries) on a set of edges B, the path integral

ZΓ(α) =

∫
D[σ] C[σ] ei(λ

∑
t At−2πiχΓ)α({σe}e∈B) (10)

is modified by a weight function α({σe}e∈B) ∈ C that describes the boundary con-
ditions. For instance, in describing the result of a sharp measurement, α equals 1
and 0 respectively for configurations compatible and incompatible with that result.
The global time-space symmetry no longer applies if the partner configurations have
different α. How does this affect causal uncertainties?

It turns out that causal uncertainties are hard to constrain. Even when just one
edge is subject to path integration and all other edges are constrained to take fixed
values, that single edge could still exhibit large and even maximal causal uncertainty.
Once more edges are unconstrained, their causal relations could also be very uncer-
tain. We will now identify an edgewise local symmetry (which is interesting for its
own sake) of the action to demonstrate these points.

Since the Einstein-Hilbert term (including possible boundary contributions) is
topological (Appendix B), a local transformation is a symmetry transformation if
it leaves the cosmological constant term invariant. Finding local symmetry transfor-
mations therefore amounts to finding local transformations that preserve the total
spacetime area. We consider bulk and boundary edge transformations in turn. A
transformation h : σe 7→ σ′e acting on a bulk edge e only affects the area of the two

3When there are multiple extremal paths with opposite causal signatures in the original configura-
tion, the dual configuration changes the causal signature of each path.

4See Appendix C for an elaboration on measurement events.
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triangles t1 and t2 that contain e. Suppose the original total area of the two triangles
is A/4 ∈ R, where the factor 1/4 is brought in to cancel the same factor in (3). Then
both x = σe and x = σ′e should solve the same equation

A/4 = At1(x, a, b) + At2(x, c, d), (11)

where a, b, c, d are fixed σ values on the other edges of the triangles. By (3) this
equation can be used to derive a quadratic equation whose solutions are

x± =
A2 (u1 + u2)− (u1 − u2) (v1 − v2)± 2AB

4A2 − (u1 − u2)2
,

B =
√
A4 + A2 (u1u2 − 2v1 − 2v2) + (u1 − u2)(u1v2 − u2v1) + (v1 − v2)2, (12)

where u1 = 2(a + b), v1 = (a − b)2, u2 = 2(c + d), and v2 = (c − d)2. When both x+

and x− solve (11), we define the local symmetry transformation h on edge e by

h : σe 7→ σ′e, (13)

where σe is given as one of the solutions in (12), and σ′e is the other solution.
For a boundary edge e, the difference is that e is contained in just one triangle.

The equation A/4 = At(x, a, b) is solved by

x± = a+ b±
√
A2 + 4ab. (14)

When both x+ and x− solve (11), the boundary local symmetry transformation h is
again defined to map one solution to the other.

By definition, the bulk and boundary local transformations leave the action in-
variant. The constraint C[σ] enforcing At ∈ R for all triangles is also automatically
fulfilled by the new configuration, because if not, the LHS of (11) would have an
imaginary part contradicting the assumption that σ′e solves (11) with A ∈ R. As
explained below (3), the constraint C[σ] ensures that the triangles are Lorentzian.
Since the local transformation always fulfills the constraint C[σ], one could not gen-
erate Euclidean triangles by applying the local transformation to Lorentzian triangles.
However, the measure µ[σ] is not invariant in general, since |h(σe)| 6= |σe| in general.
Nevertheless, the often used family of measures µ[σ] = m[At] is invariant under h.

Let us consider the implications on causal uncertainties when only one edge is
subject to path integration. Since the causal signature of σe is determined by its
sign, σe and h(σe) have the same causal signature if their signs agree, and have the
opposite causal signatures if their signs disagree. Therefore the range of σe where
σeh(σe) = x+x− is positive (negative) is the range of causal (un)certainty. For (12)
and (14) respectively,

x+x− =
A4 − 2A2 (v1 + v2) + (v1 − v2) 2

−4A2 + (u1 − u2) 2
, (15)

x+x− =(a− b)2 − A2. (16)
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For both (15) and (16), x+x− always becomes negative for sufficiently large A. By
inspecting (3) one sees that A can always be made sufficiently large by increasing x,
so the range of causal uncertainty is never empty. In this sense, causal uncertainty is
still generically present in the presence of boundary conditions. On the other hand,
the range of causal certainty can be empty, for instance when v1 = u1−u2 = 0. When
this happens and when the measure is invariant under h, the causal uncertainty on e
is maximal, because the path integral configurations come in pairs of equal amplitude
and opposite causal signatures on e.

When more than one edge is path integrated, the above reasoning can be applied
to each unconstrained edge in turn. For the unconstrained edges, again causal un-
certainties are generically present and could get large and even maximal in special
cases.

6 Discussions

We have identified two symmetries for quantum gravity in 1+1D. The global symme-
try always interchanges timelike and spacelike relations, while the local symmetry
interchanges timelike and spacelike relations for some boundary conditions. These
symmetries imply that in a universe without boundary conditions, any pair of points
are equally likely to be timelike and spacelike separated. With boundary conditions,
causal uncertainties are generically present, and can still be maximal in certain cases.

Gravity in 2D is special because the Einstein-Hilbert action is topological. It is
worth discussing some questions raised by the 2D results that are relevant to higher
dimensions.

Can large causal uncertainty signify the continuum limit for a 4D theory? Con-
sider the probability ratio for some edge e to be timelike separated against spacelike
separated. This quantity, call it re, is defined in arbitrary dimensions in Lorentzian
Quantum Regge Calculus, and is close to 1 if causal uncertainty is large on the edge.
We showed that re = 1 exactly in 2D (without boundary conditions). What would
re be in 4D as the continuum limit is approached? The answer should be obtain-
able by numerical computation.5 We speculate that re gets close to 1 in 4D in the
continuum limit, first because of dimensional reduction [32], and second because
quantum fluctuations generically get large at short distance scales. If this possibility
is realized, then re could be used as an order paramter, or “observable” in studying
the continuum limit of lattice quantum gravity. This would confirm the expectation
that indefinite causal structures play a central role in quantum gravity [33, 34].

What would large causal uncertainty imply about the microscopic structure of
quantum spacetime? Large causal uncertainties could imply effective discreteness
for quantum spacetime, or from another perspective, an information-theoretic UV
cutoff [35]. In information-theoretic models, very large causal uncertainties imply

5See [29, 30, 31] for some reviews on methods to overcome the sign problem.
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vanishing quantum correlations [36, 37] and communication capacities [38]. Heuris-
tically, causal uncertainties obstruct the attempts to place one system in relation to
another to harvest spacelike/timelike correlations, and the leakage of correlations to
the environment results in a reduction of correlations for the designated systems. In
quantum gravity it is also possible that no quantum information can be shared at
microscopic scales.

Should unitarity and microcausality be fundamental requirements in quantum
gravity? In a non-perturbatively defined gravitational path integral, the spacetime
configurations do not share the same time foliation6 or the same causal structure. It
is not even clear how to state the requirements of unitarity and microcausality, be-
cause unitarity refers to time evolution, and microcausality refers to spacelike sepa-
ration. Since the symmetry transformations found here exchange timelike and space-
like relations, it is unlikely that unitarity and microcausality can ever be stated at the
fundamental non-perturbative level in 2D. If unitarity and microcausality cannot be
required in 2D, it seems not reasonable to regard them as fundamental requirements
in quantum gravity.

This does not mean that unitarity and microcausality cannot hold approximately,
and it does not mean that unitarity and microcausality can be violated arbitrarily. In
higher dimensions where the action is not topological and admits stationary points,
spacetime configurations that dominate the path integral can be picked out by par-
ticular boundary conditions. Such stationary points could establish a connection to
the classical spacetimes described in General Relativity. Unitarity and microcausal-
ity can be stated with respect to these semiclassical solutions. Since path integral
configurations far away from the stationary points make subdominant contributions,
large deviations from unitarity and microcausality are constrained. Unitarity and mi-
crocausality may be approximately true with respect to the semi-classical solution if
the time evolution is close to unitary, and if the field commutator is close to zero for
spacelike separated points, which is expected to be the case when the points are very
far away.

In this sense, contingent on boundary conditions, unitarity and microcausality
could be effective though not fundamental requirements in quantum gravity. Con-
trary to a widespread misunderstanding, the absence of exact unitarity under a global
time evolution does not logically imply the non-preservation of probabilities for mea-
surement outcomes. For instance, any completely positive trace-preserving map pre-
serves probabilities even if it is not unitary [39]. The lack of global unitarity is not
an obstacle to establish the normalization of outcome probabilities in gravity-matter
coupled path integrals with local measurements.

6Causal dynamical triangulation models assume a preferred time foliation [9]. The hope is that
physical results agree with models that do not assume a preferred time foliation [10, 11], but currently
it is unclear exactly for which cases this is true [12].
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Figure 3: A spike consisting of three triangles glued along their long interior edges.
The short edge with σ value a belongs to the perimeter.

Appendix A Absence of spikes

“Spikes” are regions with a small total area, a small perimeter, but very long interior
edges. Euclidean Quantum Regge Calculus admits spikes. The area for an Euclidean
triangle with squared edge lengths a, b, c is

At(a, b, c) =
1

4

√
−a2 − b2 − c2 + 2ab+ 2bc+ 2ac (17)

=
1

4

√
a(2b+ 2c− a)− (b− c)2. (18)

When b = c � 1 and a = 1/b, we have At ∼ 1. A number of such triangles can be
composed along their long edges to form a spike (Figure 3).

Euclidean Quantum Regge Calculus faces the challenge that for a family of mea-
sures, spikes cause diverging expectation values for powers of edge lengths. On any
edge there exists a number n so that the expectation value of edge length to the n-
th power, 〈ln〉, diverges even when the total spacetime area and the perimeter are
bounded [27].

The case is different in the Lorentzian. The absence of spikes in the Lorentzian
had been shown in [6] in the restricted setting with hexagonal lattice whose edges
have certain fixed causal signatures. Here we show that spikes are absent in Lorentzian
2D Quantum Regge Calculus even without these restrictions. The only condition we
need is that all vertices have at least one emanating light ray. In an ordinary 2D
spacetime configuration, four light rays emanate from each point so that two light
cones are formed. Exotic spacetime configuration can have vertices emanating a
different number of light rays. We show that spikes can only exist in very exotic
spacetime configurations: The tip of a spike can emanate no light rays, so there must
be no lightcones at the tip of the spike. Consequently, demanding that every vertex
has at least one emanating light ray rules out spikes.

The area for a Lorentzian triangle with signed squared edge distances a, b, c is

At(a, b, c) =
1

4

√
a2 + b2 + c2 − 2ab− 2bc− 2ac (19)

=
1

4

√
−a(2b+ 2c− a) + (b− c)2. (20)

To have spikes, there should be triangles with two large |σ|, one small |σ|, and a small
area.
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Figure 4: Triangles with one small |σ| (on the left edge) and two large |σ|. The letters
t, l, s stand for timelike, lightlike, and spacelike separations. Only the left edge can
be lightlike because lightlike |σ| is zero and hence small. The number of dashed lines
at a vertex represents the number of light rays at that vertex.

In Figure 4 we list all triangles with two large |σ| and one small |σ| according to
the causal signatures of the edges. We claim that they either cannot have any light
rays at the tip, or cannot have a small area. Consequently the tip of a spike cannot
emanate any light rays.

To establish the claim, note that the number of light rays at a vertex can be found
by embedding the flat triangle in Lorentzian spacetime and counting the number of
light rays there. It is not hard to show that in a triangle with both causal (time-
like/lightlike) and acausal (spacelike) edges, vertices connected to both kinds of
edges have one light ray, while other vertices have no light rays. In a triangle where
all edges are causal or acausal, the vertex facing the longest edge has two light rays,
while the other vertices have no light rays. These determine the dashed lines in
Figure 4. Regarding area, the third triangle in Figure 4 cannot have a small area,
because without loss of generality we can let a � −1 represent the long timelike
edge in (20) and it becomes clear that At � 1. Similarly, the fifth triangle cannot
have a small area, because without loss of generality we can let a� 1 represent the
long spacelike edge in (20) and it becomes clear that At � 1.

Appendix B The Einstein-Hilbert term

Here we review a proof by Sorkin [5] that the Einstein-Hilbert action in Lorentzian
2D Regge Quantum Calculus is topological. The original proof assumes that each
vertex belongs to exactly two bounded regions. More generally, a vertex can be

13



Figure 5: Boundary vertices shared by multiple regions. Three (shaded, striped,
blank) regions are shown. Vertex i1 belongs to two regions, while vertex i2 belongs
to three regions.

shared by two or more bounded regions (Figure 5). The proof we show below holds
for the general case. Since the global and local symmetry transformations studied in
this work do interfere with this issue, all results still hold in this more general case.

In 2D Regge Calculus, we have the following correspondence between continnum
and lattice expressions [40]7:

R(x)→ δv/Av, (21)√
−g(x)→ Av, (22)∫
d2x

√
−g(x)R(x)→

∑
v

δv, (23)

where δv is the deficit angle at vertex v, and Av is the area at vertex v. There are
different ways to obtain Av from the triangle areas At. However, these differences
are irrelevant to the Einstein-Hilbert action (23), which is simply the sum of the
deficit angle over all vertices.

In the Lorentzian, the deficit angle is [5]

δv := −2πi−
∑
j∈v

θj, (24)

where the sum is over all triangle angles θj tipped at the vertex v. This is called the
“deficit angle”, because it is the difference between the total angle around a vertex in
Lorentzian flat spacetime, −2πi, and the total angle of the triangles around vertex v,∑

j∈v θj. The more the total angle
∑

j∈v θj differs from the flat spacetime value, the
more spacetime curves, and the larger |δv| gets. Indeed the relations (21)-(23) show
how the deficit angle quantifies spacetime curvature.

When multiple bounded spacetime regions {Rk} are composed along their bound-
aries, we want to maintain additivity for the action [41, 5]:

S(∪kRk) =
∑
k

S(Rk). (25)

7See Section 6.5 of Hamber [24] for an introduction to the Regge analogs of the gravitational
action.
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In the following we will set the constant prefactor of the action to 1 for simplicity.
Suppose a boundary vertex v is shared by nv many bounded regions {Rk} and be-
comes a bulk vertex after the composition. Then the boundary terms Sv(Rk) at v in
regions Rk should obey ∑

k

Sv(Rk) = δv = −2πi−
∑

j∈∪kRk

θj. (26)

One way to meet this requirement is to assign

Sv(Rk) = −2πi

nv
−

∑
j∈Rk

θj. (27)

This boundary term at vertex v depends on the number nv of regions that share v.
This piece of information cannot be read from the spacetime configuration of region
Rk, but must be supplied externally.

We are now ready to present the proof that the Lorentzian Einstein-Hilbet action
is topological, i.e., the Lorentzian Gauss-Bonnet theorem, for arbitrary regions Rk

with or without boundary. The proposition is that

S(Rk) = −2πiχ, χ = V o +
1

2
V ∂ +

∑
v∈∂

1

nv
− E + F, (28)

where V,E, F are the vertex, edge, and face numbers of the simplicial lattice, with the
bulk and boundary contributions are labelled by superscripts o and ∂. The sum

∑
v∈∂

is over all boundary vertices. In the special case that each boundary vertex is shared
by two regions, i.e., nv = 2, χ reduces to the familiar Euler number χ = V − E + F .

To prove the proposition, we use

S/(−πi) =2V o +
∑
v∈∂

2

nv
− F, (29)

0 =− 2Eo − E∂ + 3F, (30)

0 =V ∂ − E∂. (31)

To obtain (29), we first sum over the bulk and boundary contributions to the Einstein-
Hilbert action according to (24) and (27). The constant −2πi terms sum to the first
two terms on the RHS of (29). The θj terms sum over the all the triangle angles of
the region. Since all triangle of the region are flat and their interior angles sum to∑

j∈t θj = −πi [5], this gives rise to the F term of the RHS of (29). Equations (30)
and (31) are simple facts about the simplicial lattices. Each bulk edge is shared by
two faces, each boundary edge is shared by one face, and each face has three edges
so (30) holds. The boundary is formed by a vertex-edge-vertex-edge... chain so (31)
holds. Adding up (29) to (31) yields (28).
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Appendix C Events

Consider the path integral of a non-relativistic particle. Suppose the particle was
seen at position x at time t1, and we want to calculate the probability ratio of seeing
the particle at position y and at position z at time t2 > t1. The relevant path integrals
are

Z(y) =

∫
x′(t1)=x,x′(t2)=y

Dx′ eiS, (32)

Z(z) =

∫
x′(t1)=x,x′(t2)=z

Dx′ eiS, (33)

and the probability ratio is given by r = |Z(y)|2/|Z(z)|2.
Here the first set of events is “seeing the particle at position x at time t1 and at

position y at time t2”, while the second set of events is “seeing the particle at position
x at time t1 and at position z at time t2”. These sets of events translate into restrictions
on the path integration: Integrate only over particle path configurations compatible
with the events.

Strictly speaking the above path integral description of the events is incomplete.
The event is not just that the particle reaches certain positions at certain times, but
that some observer sees the particle reaching these positions at certain times. A
complete description should include the observer’s physical system, and the path
integration should be over the joint particle-observer configurations compatible with
the events.

Such a complete description will yield a probability ratio r′ that can in principle
differ from r derived from (32) and (33). When the influence of the observer’s system
is weak, r approximates r′ well, and (32) and (33) can be used in practice.

The case of quantum gravity is similar. Here the gravitational configurations are
analogous to the particle path configurations. The probability ratio between timelike
and spacelike separations derived from (9) is an approximation. It approximates the
result from a more complete path integral containing both gravity and matter de-
scribing some observers detecting two “spacetime events” to be timelike and space-
like separated. Here a “spacetime event” corresponds to the physical constituents of
some observer(s) and the material and gravitational surrounding taking some partic-
ular arrangements. The path integration is over matter and spacetime configurations
compatible with such arrangements.

The probability ratio from this more complete path integral containing both grav-
ity and matter can in principle differ from that from (9), but when matter backreac-
tion is weak, (9) can be used in practice.
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