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Theoretical possibilities of models of gravity with dynamical signature are discussed. The different
scenarios of the signature change are proposed in the framework of Einstein-Cartan gravity. We
consider, subsequently, the dynamical signature in the model of the complex manifold with complex
coordinates and complex metric introduced, a complexification of the manifold and coordinates
through new gauge fields, an additional gauge symmetry for the Einsten-Cartan vierbein fields and
non-flat tangent space for the metric in the Einstein-Cartan gravity. A new small parameter, which
characterizes a degree of the deviation of the signature from the background one, is introduced in
all models. The zero value of this parameter corresponds to the signature of an initial background
metric. In turn, in the models with gauge fields present, this parameter represents a coupling
constant of the gauge symmetry group. The mechanism of metric’s determination through induced
gauge fields with defined signature in the corresponding models is considered. The ways of the
signature change through the gauge fields dynamics are reviewed, the consequences and applications
of the proposed ideas are discussed as well.

I. INTRODUCTION

The idea of a metric with changing signature, looking unusual, attracts a lot of attention in the quantum cosmology
and quantum gravity, see different aspects of the problem in [1–15]. Whereas all experiments and observations do
not question the fact that the classical metric of the Universe has Lorentzian signature, these are two windows which
we can not look through to check the signature. We do not know a lot about the quantum gravity world, there are
theoretical models that allows change of the signature at the quantum level, see for example [1]. The very beginning
of the Universe is an another corner which can hide the possible change of the signature, see for example [2].

Among other, there are two parameters of the classical gravity which is very interesting to explore in particular.
They are the number of space-time dimensions and signature of the metric, the last one is related as well to the
arrow of time. The main purpose of the proposed article is an investigation of the signature issue. We consider
mathematical possibilities of the formulation of the gravity formalisms with a metric which can change dynamically
i.e. we discuss possible scenarios of gravity with signature which takes on values in the field of complex numbers.
Particularly, a determination of the signature as Euclidean or Lorentzian is happening in the models due to some
additional mechanisms. There are a few possibilities which will be discussed. The first one is a comlexification of
the metric and manifold’s coordinates. The gravity theories with complex metric introduced are not new of course,
there is a complex metric calculation and use in [16] for example. The complex manifold also arises naturally in the
twistor space formulation, see [17, 18] for the different examples of projection of complex Minkowski space in order
to describe gravitons outside of a linearized gravity framework. The examples of the introduction of the complex
manifold in the strings frameworks sector can be found in [19, 20] as well. Nevertheless, in the present approach
we consider the problem differently. There is no classical eight dimensional complex world around, therefore we
introduce a small parameter which zero value corresponds to the real manifold and real coordinates. In turn, the
non-zero value of the parameter adds additional dimensions to the manifold as well as an additional complex part
to the metric tensor. These additional contributions to the four dimensional gravity are proportional to the powers
of the parameter, therefore the smallness of the parameter allows to establish a perturbative scheme related to the
expansions of objects of interest with respect to it. We consider a factorization of the real four dimensional gravity
from the additional four dimensional space of complex phases. If we assume that the small parameter of the problem
is not small only at some special conditions then we get that the additional contributions are important only in these
extremal cases, this issue we discuss in the next section. We do not consider a reduction of the complex manifold to
the four dimensional real one, but instead we assume an coexisting of an additional contribution to the usual metric.
The signature of this contribution is dynamical and it’s value is limited by the value of the new parameter introduced.
The natural next step in this direction is a complexification of the manifold with the help of new gauge fields. In

this case the phases of the coordinates are defined by the gauge fields. The introduced parameter in this picture is
a coupling constant of the corresponding gauge group. Considering the Einstein-Cartan gravity as the base of the
approach, we, consequently, obtain an additional correction to the vierbein field which depends on the introduced
phases and is proportional to the new parameter. Therefore, the metric components acquire a phase factor which
makes it’s signature complex and non-determined in general. Whereas the phases of the metric’s components are
defined by the gauge fields values, we discuss a possibility of a determination of any requested value of the signature
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with the help of induced values of the gauge fields which satisfy some boundary conditions. In this scenario, the
signature’s value is fixed by these induced fields. The mechanism can be defined in the case of a consideration of
the overall metric signature as well as for the case of description of a signature’s fluctuations above some background
metric.
The change of the signature in the approach through the gauge fields is considered in two different formulations in

turn. As mentioned above, the first possibility is a complexification of the manifold and metric through a complexi-
fication of the coordinates achieved by the gauge fields. The other possibilities are related to the redefinition of the
structure of the Einstein-Cartan gravity with the use of the new gauge fields, i.e. we consider possible generalizations
of vierbein fields. The first possibility we consider is the simplest one, we complexify the vierbein by the gauge field as
for the manifold’s coordinates. In this case the metric obtains an additional part which signature depends on the value
of the gauge fields. This gauge field is a new degree of freedom in this set-up. Another possibility is the interesting
one; we introduce a non-flat tangent space of vierbein fields through the additional scalar fields with indexes related to
the Lorentz group and new gauge group. The usual viebein in this case arises as a projection of the another vierbein
which we can call as gauge one. This set-up is equivalent to the introducion of kind of a metric in the tangent space.
The new scalar field is the metric there. This non-flatness allows to define the usual metric and it’s signature in terms
of the scalar fields which values, in turn, will depend on the values of induced gauge fields. For both cases, the usual
metric can be formulated in a non-perturbative and in a perturbative manner. In the non-perturbative framework the
manifold’s metric will be defined fully in terms of the gauge fields involved non-linearly through some 4D non-linear
sigma model, i.e. the action for these fields will depend on the metric which in turn is defined in terms of the gauge
fields. For the perturbative case, the gauge fields provide a fluctuation of the metric with undefined signature above
some fixed background. In this case the action for the gauge fields can be considered in the flat space-time in the first
approximation.
There are interesting additional problems which we do not consider in the article but which may have relation with

the proposed idea. The complexification of the coordinates leads to the eight dimensional manifold, in this context
a generalization of the approach can be achieved, for example, by the introduction of the coordinates considered as
p-adic number field on the manifold, see [21]. This construction can lead to the manifold with dimension larger than
4D dimensions, in this case more that one small parameter can be introduced. The zero values of all parameters will
lead to usual real metric in this case as well, otherwise some complicated variant of the proposed framework will be
obtained. Therefore, the metric and its signature will be valued in the field of p-adic numbers instead of complex
ones. Another face of the complexification is a similarity of the introduced phases to the ”fast” variables of t’Hooft,
[22], introduced in his generalization of quantum mechanics. Formally speaking, the ”fast” variables are fields in the
’t Hooft approach, their counterpart in the given framework are gauge fields. Therefore, in general, it is interesting to
understand the consequences of the manifold’s complexification on the formulation of quantum mechanic approaches.
The paper is organized as follows. In the next section we discuss basic ideas of a definition of the complex coordinates

and metric for a complex manifold. In the Section III we consider a simplest variant of the Einstein-Cartan gravity
for the complex manifold with complex coordinates, whereas in the Section IV we investigate the gravity for the
coordinates complexified by the gauge fields. In the Section V and Section VI vierbein based approaches to the
problem are considered, firstly a investigation of the additoinal gauge symmetry for a new vierbein field and further
a construction of a non-flat tangential space for the Einstein-Cartan gravity. The last section is a Conclusion of the
paper.

II. COMPLEX METRICS FOR A COMPLEX MANIFOLD

In order to clarify the ideas of the framework we, first of all, consider the following simple construction. Let’s
define a complex manifold on the base of the usual real four-dimensional manifold by simple complexification of it’s
coordinates:

p = (p1, . . . , pn) → z = (z1, . . . , zn) = (p1eıφ1 , · · · , pneıφn) . (1)

Defining the tangential vector fields in each z of the complex and each p of the real manifolds

Xz ∈ TC

z , Xp ∈ TR

p (2)

we observe that the fields are connected as

Xz = M Xp (3)

with M as U(4) diagonal matrix, see Appendix A example. Using the usual definition metric for the real manifold

g(Xp1
, Yp2

) = g((x1, . . . , xn), (y1, . . . , yn) ) = gij x
i yj , (4)
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we correspondingly define the quadratic complex form on the complex manifold as

g(Xz1 , Yz2) = g((x1eıφx1 , · · · , xneıφxn ), (y1eıφy1 , · · · , yneıφyn ) ) = eı(φi+φj) gij x
i yj . (5)

Now we introduce the following complex metric in a local coordinate basis defining it as

g = eıaφ(φi+φj) gij dx
i ⊗ dxj + · · · (6)

with the gij as a metric field of the real manifold and aφ as some parameter. The additional parts of the metric are
proportional to the new parameter aφ, redefining the angles in this expressions for the usual complex coordinates we
obtain:

φ → aφ φ . (7)

In order to stay in the situation with four dimensional classical world we need to push all the effects of the additional
dimensions to the areas of some special regimes. In the formalism it means that the parameter must be extremely
small for the case of the classical world. We define correspondingly the following dimensionless parameter:

aφ =
l0

R0
(8)

with l0 as Planck length and R0 as curvature of the manifold, i.e. the parameter proposed is extremely small indeed
in the present physical reality. It’s smallness has two purposes, first of all, the real metric appears in the model as
the first term of the expansion of the complex one with respect to aφ. The limit

aφ → 0 (9)

provides the expansion with the usual metric as a leading contribution term. The second important role of this
parameter, as mentioned above, is that it’s smallness allows to decouple the additional metric’s components in the
corresponding expression Eq. (6). Namely, for a general complex metric in eight dimensional space we have gφx ∝ aφ
that provides a2φ order contribution in the corresponding gravity action. Therefore, preserving everywhere aφ order,
i.e. with precision linear with respect to parameter, we can limit calculations by the four dimensional metric of the
real Riemann manifold modified in correspondence to Eq. (6) prescription. Due the smallness of the value of the aφ
parameter we note also that the corrections related to the complexifications can contribute only at some extremal
conditions. We assume that it can be important at the level of Planck length, in quantum gravity consideration and
in the situation of the extremely strong gravity appearance. This smallness, as well, provides a simple rule for the
use of diffeomorphisms to change the coordinates. For the global gauge symmetry we require that

∂zµ

∂pν
→ eıaφ(φz−φp)

∂xµ

∂yν
(10)

equivalent to the firstly done diffeomorphism transform and further complexification:

∂xµ

∂yν
→ e−ıaφ(φz−φp)

∂zµ

∂pν
. (11)

Of course in the case when aφ → 1 we will need to account all eight coordinates and in this case the commutation
between the complexification and real diffeomorphism transformations may not work. We do not discuss this case in
the article. The inverse metric field is defined correspondingly, in the dual basis it reads as

g−1 = e−ıaφ(φi+φj) gij ei ⊗ ej (12)

where

gij g
jk = δki (13)

for the real manifold.
We note, that we can obtain an additional example of the complex metric if we consider the angles as some internal

parameters related to the additional symmetry of the covariant and contravariant bases of the real manifold:

ei → eıaφφi ei , ei → e−ıaφφi ei , (14)
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i.e. the complexification of the basic vectors leads to the same results as complex coordinates in Eq. (1) and Eq. (5).
In the following we will use the Einstein-Cartan formulation of the gravity. Therefore, considering a four dimensional
real Riemann manifold and introducing the real Lorentz vierbein (tetrad) e a

µ as usual

gµν = ηab e
a
µ e

b
ν . (15)

we can consider the corresponding complex metric defined as following:

gµν = ηab e
ıaφ(φa+φb) e a

µ e
b
ν . (16)

This metric can be obtained from the real one by the complexification of the tetrad:

e a
µ → eıaφφa e a

µ (17)

and

Eµ
a → e−ıaφφa Eµ

a (18)

for the inverse vierbein. This construction can be considered as a particular example of the non-flat tangent space
which we will discuss further.
It is important to notice, that the Eq. (6) expression can be considered as an approximate one and metric’s

complexification in this formulation arises as consequence of the decoupling of the corresponding coordinates. The
Eq. (14)-Eq. (18) construction, in contrast to that, is precise and the angles arise there due the introduced additional
symmetries related to vierbein’s complexification. Therefore, in the first case we consider a complex manifold with
real functions which depend on the complex coordinates, there is a integration over the angles in the action. In the
second case, correspondingly, we have a real manifold with angles as parameters of corresponding independent U(1)
symmetry groups for each real coordinate with action invariant with respect to the symmetries, there is still only four
real coordinates to integrate. Also, whereas in the first case we need to consider small aφ parameter in the problem
because so far we have no observable complex manifolds, in the second case case we can take aφ = 1 of course.
Consequently, this formulation of the approach will lead to the variant of the framework with complex metric which
was defined and discussed in [16] for example (see also [19, 23]). We do not consider this case further.

III. EINSTEIN-CARTAN ACTION FOR THE COMPLEX METRIC IN THE COMPLEX MANIFOLD

In order to derive the analog of the Einstein-Cartan action for the complex metric introduced above, we, first of
all, consider the transformation of the vector with Lorentz index projected with the help of the new wierbein:

δ ẽa = δ
(

eıaφφa ea
)

= eıaφφa δ ea = eıaφφa ωa
b e

b =
(

eıaφφa ωa
b e

−ıaφφb
) (

eıaφφb eb
)

= ω̃a
b ẽ

b , (19)

we see that the expression is invariant in respect to the internal symmetry transformation of the covariant and
contravariant Lorentz indices performed in correspondence to the Eq. (17)-Eq. (18) definitions. In the following,
denoting the complex vierbein as the usual one, we will remember that the Lorentz indices allows to rotate the
corresponding objects in correspondence to this symmetry without mixing with the Lorentz transformations.
Now, as mentioned above, we have to distinguish between the cases when we consider a complex manifold or we

introduce the additional symmetry in the problem related to the U(1) global gauge symmetry for each Lorentz index.
There is the following form of Palatini action we have for the first case:

S = C
m2

P

2

∫

d4z εµνρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dµω
ab
ν

)

(20)

with C as some normalizations constant, ∂z in the covariant derivative and z as complex coordinates, see the use
of the complex coordinates in the formulation of the Quantum Mechanics in [19] for example1. Our next step is
an assumption that the integration functions are analytical in the whole region of interest, except, perhaps, some
extreme boundary points. Consequently, to first approximation, we can choose the integration paths for each variable

1 Discussions about complex path integral trajectories for Lorentz path integrals can be found in [23].
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zµ taking xµ ∈ [−∞,∞] at some fixed constant φµ0 angles. Therefore, assuming a smallness of aφ parameter2 we
write the action till the requested precision order as following:

S ≈ C eıaφ

∑
3

µ=0
φµ0

m2
P

2

∫

d4x εαβρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dαω
ab
β

)

+

+ ı aφC
m2

P

2

3
∑

µ, ν 6=µ,

eıaφ

∑
3

ν φν0

∫

x
µ
0 dφµ d

3x eıaφφµ εαβρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dαω
ab
β

)

. (21)

The condition when the usual Einstein-Cartan formalism is reproduced in the first order approximation is the following
one:

C eıaφ

∑
3

µ=0
φµ0 = 1 . (22)

There are some arbitrary constant angles φi 0 introduced here and this condition can be considered as definition of
the C constant as well. We also note, that the expression under the integration is function of z and in general it must
be expanded as well in order to provide all aφ order corrections to the real action.
The interesting consequence of the form of Eq. (21) action is that it does not define any preferable direction of time

or preferable value of the signature. Indeed, let’s choose the special coordinate system, x-system, with

φµ 0 = 0 , µ = 0 . . . 3 ; C = 1 . (23)

In the same way we can choose any other angles such that

3
∑

µ=0

φµ 0 6= 0 , φµ0 6= 0 , C = 1 , (24)

the angles define a new coordinate system different from the special one. Namely, for the non-zero φi 0 there are new
coordinates

yµ = xµ eı aφ φµ0 . (25)

In terms of the new coordinates the action acquires the following form:

S =
m2

P

2

∫

d4y εαβρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dαω
ab
β

)

+

+ ı aφ
m2

P

2

3
∑

µ=0

∫

y
µ
0 dχµ d

3y eıaφχµ εαβρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dαω
ab
β

)

(26)

where

φµ = φµ0 + χµ . (27)

With redefinition of the arguments of the integral functions performed in Eq. (25) and subsequent deformation of the
integration contours, the form of the redefined action is the same as Eq. (21) with Eq. (23) values of the angles. The
only different contribution into the action, therefore, can come from the end points of the integration over real yµ

which acquire complex phases in the case of Eq. (25) variables change. We assume that these contributions are zero.
As a result of the complexification of the manifold and its symmetry we have an infinite number of the equivalent
directions of time and foliations of the spatial coordinates3 for the given value of a signature. An another interesting
consequence of the model is that the Eq. (26) action quite naturally acquires a small term additional to the leading
one. This term can be considered as a type of the cosmological constant in the action in the framework of the
perturbative scheme based on the aφ smallness. In general it means that the term must be finite after the integration
over χµ angle at some yµ → yµ0 limits taken in the corresponding contour integral.

2 We note here, that due the rotation of the manifold’s coordinates, the direction of the rotation is important. Namely, taking e−ıaφφ

(conjugated) definition of the complex coordinate, we will have to change the integration limits as 0 → 0 and 2π → −2π that will lead
to the invariance of the Eq. (21) expression with respect to the definition of the z coordinate.

3 This statement can be understood in terms of any evolution equations, the equations will have the same form for any redefined x

coordinate.
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Now, expanding the vierbein field in the new perturbative scheme as

ecν = ecν 0 + ecν 1 (28)

and taking a variation of the Eq. (21) action with respect to ω connections we will obtain:

∂[µ e
c
ν] 1 = − ı aφ

3
∑

ρ=0

xρ δ(xρ − x
ρ
0)

∫

dφρ e
ıaφφρ ∂[µ e

c
ν] 0 (29)

or, equivalently

∫

d4x

(

∂µ e
c
ν 1 + ı aφ

3
∑

ρ=0

xρ δ(xρ − x
ρ
0)

∫

dφρ e
ıaφφρ ∂µ e

c
ν 0

)

= 0 . (30)

Providing some initial value of ecν 1(x) at x
µ
0 we can write the solution of Eq. (29) as

ecν 1 = ecν 1(x
µ
0 ) − ı aφ

3
∑

ρ=0

∫ xµ

x
µ
0

dxµ (xρ δ(xρ − x
ρ
0))

∫

dφρ e
ıaφφρ ∂µ e

c
ν 0 . (31)

This additional virbein’s part provides a correction to the metric through Eq. (15) definition. It can be of any signature
depending on the value of the integral in Eq. (31) r.h.s..

IV. COMPLEXIFICATION OF THE MANIFOLD THROUGH GAUGE FIELDS

If we consider the simplest generalization of the Eq. (1) complexification through the replacement of the φµ angles
by φµ(p) functions then we immediately realize that this construction does not work. Namely, in this setup there is
no self-consistent definition of the coordinates and corresponding functions in the integrals. Therefore, in order to
discuss the case of the local complexification of the real manifold, we will consider the following model. We introduce
a set of real coordinates xµ and determine the new coordinates of the manifold as transform of x :

zα = M α
µ(x)x

µ

zα = Mα
µ(x)xµ (32)

with new vierbein like gauge fields M , where the new indices are transforming in correspondence to some group G .
Accordingly, we will consider the integrals as taken over the Riemann xµ with functions defined as depending on zα

similarly to done before. Introducing an another form of the gauge fields, suitable for the perturbative calculations4,
we can define the complex coordinates in this case as

zα =
(

δαµ + ı aφ A
α

µ(x)
)

xµ (33)

with A as some gauge field related to the G group. The coupling constant aφ is small again and determines a measure
of the complexification. In this setup it plays a role of the coupling constant of the new gauge group G.
The new gravity action of the model preserves the form of the Eq. (20) action and we have:

S = C
m2

P

2

∫

d4x εµνρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dµω
ab
ν

)

(34)

with functions in the integral depending on z coordinates. There is, correspondingly, an additional part in the action
which corresponds to the new introduced field which we consider as a gauge one. Using an usual determination of the
field’s strength of the new gauge field A through the covariant derivative

[DGµ DGν ] = − ı aφG
α
µν t

α (35)

for some representation of the G(N)

[tα, tβ] = ı fαβγ tγ , (36)

4 We note that there is a difference between gauge actions written in terms of M and A fields.
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we define this action as

SA = κ

∫

d4x e tr [Gµν Gµ1ν1 ] e
µ
a e

ν
b e

µ1

a1
eν1b1 F

ab;a1b1 (37)

with mostly general

Fab;a1b1 = κ1 η
aa1 ηbb1 + κ2 η

ab1 ηba1 + κ3 η
ab ηa1b1 (38)

with η as Lorentz metric of the flat space. The action is similar, for example, to the QCD action in the curved space
time. The interaction between these two parts of the action can be written in terms of the expansion of Eq. (34)
functional with respect to the complex part of the z coordinates.
Our next step is an introduction of the non-trivial A gauge fields in the action. The idea is the following. We can

introduce in the action a following additional term:

Sind =
m2

P

2

∑

i

∫

d4xTµi(A)A
µ
i (39)

which we call an induced part of the action in correspondence to the definition of [27, 28]. The purpose of this part
of the action is to introduce in the equations of motion the classical values of the A gauge field, denoted as A , which
satisfy some boundary conditions at the edges of time interval. Namely, we define the boundary conditions at some
different limits of t coordinate:

δω Tµi(A) = Jµi(A) δA

Jµi(tj) → 0 , t → t0j 6=i (40)

Aclµ =
∑

i

Aµ i (41)

with the last equation fixed by the structure of Eq. (39) term and obtained from the usual equations of motion:

δA (SA + Sind ) = 0 . (42)

In general, the effective currents Tµi can be consequently reconstructed by requests of the gauge invariance of the
induced part of the action, with details that can be found in [27, 28]. Fixing the boundary conditions, i.e. fixing the
values of Acli at the edges of the overall time interval for example, we will obtain an action with some space-time foam
above the background space-time of a fixed signature. The example of this construction is given in the Appendix B.
Taking only one boundary field from Eq. (B.7) expression for example, we will have

Aclµ = Aµ. (43)

Now, writing the equations of motion for ω connections

D[µ e
c
ν] = 0 ,

∂

∂xµ
=

∂zν

∂xµ

∂

∂zν
, (44)

and expanding the vierbein in a perturbative scheme related with the parameter aφ as

ecν = ecν 0 + ecν 1 , (45)

we will obtain then

∂[µ e
c
ν] 1 = − ı aφ ∂ [µ

(

A
α
ρ x

ρ
)

∂αe
c
ν] 0 (46)

with solution

ecν 1 = ecν 1(x
µ
0 ) − ı aφ

∫ xµ

x
µ
0

dxµ ∂µ

(

A
α
ρ x

ρ
)

∂αe
c
ν 0 (47)

for the additional vierbein’s part. We see, that the vierbein acquires a correction which structure is defined by the
value of the boundary Aµ fields. The corresponding Eq. (15) metric obtains an additional part as well and the
signature of this metric’s correction is depending on the Aµ fields. This situation, as we will see further, will realized
in other models with gauge field involved.
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We note, that the Eq. (43) Aclµ field can appear in the equation as a solution of classical equations of motion
which contributes mostly in the generating functional of the theory, i.e. as semi-classical solution of the theory.
This possibility is a purely dynamical one and requires an analysis of the classical dynamics of whole system under
consideration. For example, it is not clear, how dynamically solutions of following type

Aclµ = A1µ + A2µ (48)

with two or more different classical Ai µ fields will arise for a connected manifold. Further we discuss this mechanism
only in the Conclusion of the paper.
It is interesting to note also, that assuming the existence of a the transform opposite to Eq. (32)

xµ = N µ
α(z) z

α

xµ = Nµ
α(z) zα (49)

we can rewrite the Eq. (34) action fully in terms of z variable as follows

S = C
m2

P

2

∫

d4z Ñ εµνρσ εabcd e
c
ρ e

d
σ

(

Dµω
ab
ν

)

(50)

with Ñ as Jacobian of the Eq. (B.7) coordinates transform given by the

Ñµ
α = N µ

α +
∂Nµ

β

∂zα
zβ (51)

matrix. In this case the value of the factor in front of the action in the path integral will be determined by the value
of the Ñ . Therefore, again, the redefinition of the C factor in Eq. (50) will lead to the equivalent actions for the
different metrics with different phases for their components.

V. GAUGE SYMMETRY FOR THE VIERBEIN FIELD

The complexification mechanism discussed in the previous Section can be applied for the vierbein fields as well.
Considering the usual vierbein use in definition of the metric

gµν = ηS ab e
a
µ e

b
ν , (52)

we can generalize the Eq. (17)-Eq. (18) definition of the complex vierbein:

eaµ = Mµ
α(x) eaα (53)

or similarly to done before as

eaµ =
(

δαµ + ı aφAµ
α(x)

)

eaα . (54)

In these cases the Eq. (52) metric acquires an additional part with signature which depends on the value of the fields.
We have for the first metric:

gµν = ηS ab Mµ
α(x)Mν

β(x) eaα ebβ (55)

and correspondingly for the second at linear approximation with respect to aφ parameter:

gµν = ηS ab e
a
µ e

b
ν + ı aφ ηS ab

(

Aµ
α(x) eaα ebν + Aν

α(x) ebα eaµ
)

. (56)

The Eq. (55)-Eq. (56) expressions are different in general. Whereas the Eq. (55) metric describes a manifold with
arbitrary signature which depends on the value of M matrix, the Eq. (56) metric determines a manifold with an
additional part above the background metric with given signature. We note that this additional metric’s part can be
of any signature as well, it depends on the value of A gauge field. In both cases, the values of the gauge fields are
determined dynamically through the corresponding Lagrangians.
The Einstein-Cartan action can be easily rewritten in terms of new vierbein in this case. We require that the

additional metricity condition must be satisfied:

∇µ (Aν
α eaα) = (∇Γµ Aν

α) eaα + Aν
α (Dµ e

a
α) = 0 (57)
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with

∇Γµ Aν
α = ∂µ Aν

α − Γρ
µν Aρ

α (58)

Dµ e
a
α = ∂µ e

a
α + ωµ

a
b e

b
α , (59)

here Γ and ω are Christoffel and Lorentz connections correspondingly. We will obtain then:

S =
m2

P

2

∫

d4x εµνρσ εabcdMρ
α Mσ

β ecα edβ
(

Dµω
ab
ν

)

(60)

with obvious corresponding redefinition in terms of A field. This part of the full action is correct for any form of the
metric, the non-triviality of the construction, therefore, is manifested through the additional gauge field. Introducing
the gauge field strength

[DGµ DGν ] = − ı aφGµν (61)

for some symmetry group G, we define the additional part of the action as

SA = κ

∫

d4x eM tr [Gµν Gµ1ν1 ] Fµν;µ1ν1 (62)

with

Fµν;µ1ν1 = κ1 g
µν gµ1ν1 + κ2 g

µν1 gµ1ν + κ3 g
µµ1 gνν1 , (63)

and

M = det(Mµ
α) , e = det(eaα) , (64)

with matrix M determined or through Eq. (55) or either the Eq. (56) expressions. The metric gµν , in turn, as well
depends on the corresponding gauge field. The Eq. (62) Lagrangian describes a variant of 4D non-linear gravitational
sigma-model. Correspondingly, further, we will consider only the Eq. (56) formulation of the metric, since there is no
a simply perturbative expansion in respect to aφ for the M field in the Eq. (55) metric. Therefore, a self-consistent
solution of the equations of motion for M field through Eq. (62) is a non-trivial task. We will consider it in an separate
piblication. Concerning the Eq. (56) metric and the A gauge field, there is the aφ parameter in the Eq. (56) definition
of the metric so we need to know a solution for the gauge field till a0φ precision only and, therefore, for our purposes

it will be enough to consider the Eq. (62) action in the flat space-time. In this case, with the help of Appendix B
results, we obtain:

A
µ
cl = A

µ
1 + A

µ
2 . (65)

Correspondingly, the Eq. (56) metric will acquire an additional part determined by the A
µ
i fields:

gµν = ηS ab e
a
µ e

b
ν + ı aφ ηS ab

(

Aµ cl
α(x) eaα ebν + Aν cl

α(x) ebα eaµ
)

, (66)

we see that the metric’s fluctuations as well as their signature are determined by the induced boundary fields of the
problem.
Considering the same approach for the Eq. (53) M fields, we will have a difference between covariant and contravari-

ant gauge fields. The M gauge fields provide a non-flat metric initially, the field will appear in the relations between
covariant and contravariant components in Eq. (B.2) action therefore. It makes the problem even more non-linear.
There are different vectors in the power of the Eq. (B.8) ordered exponential and in the induced action.

VI. NON-FLAT TANGENTIAL SPACE CONSTRUCTION

Geometrizing the proposed ideas, we can define the Lorentz vierbein and it’s inverse as a projection of other vierbein
fields:

e a
µ = M aα eµα, Eµ

a = M aα E µα ;

eµα E µβ = δβα, eµα E να = δνµ ;

eµα e
µ
β = Mαβ , E µα Eβ

µ = M αβ , (67)
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here Greek indices α, β belong to some group G, Latin indices denote the Lorentz transforms, the µ, ν are used as
usual Riemann type indices 5. We note, that there is no general prescription to consider the dimension of the G equal
to the one of the Lorentz group, see for example [15]. Nevertheless, in the following we will take α, a = 0 . . . 3. Also,
unlike the previous Chapter, the M field here is a scalar one, there is an additional dynamics present therefore. Now,
using again the usual definition of flat metric in terms of Lorentzian vierbein

gµν = ηS ab e
a
µ e

b
ν , (68)

with ηS ab as a flat metric of the tangent space with some signature S, we rewrite it as follows:

gµν = ηS ab M
aα M bβ eµα e νβ = M

αβ

S
′ eµα e νβ , M

αβ

S
′ = M

βα

S
′ (69)

and

g µν = η ab
S M a α Mbβ E

µα E νβ = MS
′
αβ E

µα E νβ (70)

with signature S
′

which can be different from S. Here we define

Maα M bα = δba , MaαMaβ = δβα . (71)

The invariance of the new scalar product with respect to the new group of the symmetry is provided by the ordinary
transformation rules for the new upper and lower indices

eµα = Gα
β eµβ , Eα

µ = G̃α
β E

β
µ , (72)

with G̃ matrix as inverse to G

Gα
β G̃α

γ =
(

GG̃T
)β

γ =
(

G̃T G
)β

γ = δβγ . (73)

Both G and G̃ matrices belong to the group of interest of course. Correspondingly, we introduce the new covariant
derivatives of the vierbein and M fields with respect to the G symmetry group:

DGµ eν α = ∂µ eν α − Ωβ
µα eν β (74)

and

DGµ M
aα = ∂µ M

aα + Ωα
µβ M

aβ . (75)

Here

Ωα
µβ = ı aφ Ω

a
µ (ta)

α
β (76)

is a new gauge field additional to the usual connection field in the corresponding covariant derivative of the Einstein-
Cartan gravity Lagrangian.
The form of the Einstein-Cartan gravity action is changing trivially in this version of the formalism. We require

the metricity property of the new vierbein in respect to the full covariant derivative

∇Eµ
a = ∇ (Maα Eµα) = 0 (77)

and obtain

Sω = −m2
p

∫

d4x
√
−g Eµ

a Eν
b Rµν

ab → S = −m2
p

∫

d4x eM (Maα Eµα)
(

MbβE
νβ
)

Rµν
ab (78)

in correspondence to the Eq. (69) definition, here

M = det (Mαa) . (79)

5 An another variant of the non-flat tangent space is simply define g µν = Mαβ eαµe
β
ν with M belonging to some extended symmetry

group with changing signature, see [24].
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The invariant action for the M field we can write as the usual action for a scalar field:

SM =

∫

d4x eM eµ
α e ν

β (DGµM)
cγ

(DGνM)c
ρ Fαβ

γρ (80)

with

Fαβ
γρ = α1 M

αβ Mγρ + α2 M
α

γ M
β

ρ + α3 M
α

ρ M
β
γ . (81)

A new, in comparison to the previous section, term of the action is a free action term of the Ω gauge field. Determining
the field’s strength of the new gauge field

[DGµ DGν ] = −Gµν (82)

we define this action as

SΩ = κ

∫

d4x eM eµα eνβ e
µ1

α1
eν1β1

tr [Gµν Gµ1ν1 ] Fαβ;α1β1 (83)

with

Fαβ;α1β1 = κ1 M
αα1 Mββ1 + κ2 M

αβ1 Mβα1 + κ3 M
αβ Mα1β1 . (84)

The action is similar, for example, to the QCD action in the curved space time, we do not consider a torsion and a
cosmological constant terms in the action.
The dynamics of the theory given by Eq. (80) and Eq. (83) actions is non-linear and pretty complicated. Therefore,

postponing the precise derivation for an additional publication, we can understand a dynamical signature in this
variant of the theory by the following simple observations. First of all, we assume that for the Eq. (83) action there
exists a classical solution for the gauge fields provided by the mechanism described in the Appendix B. We will have
then:

Ωα
µβ cl = A

α
µβ , (85)

where the Aµ fields, again, are known and satisfy some boundary conditions. This result, of course, is a consequence of
the constant form of the vierbeins fields e and M in Eq. (83), we take these fields as normalized to the delta functions
with respect to the corresponding indices in the first approximation. In this case the Eq. (83) will acquire the form
of Eq. (B.2) action. Secondly, the classical solution of the Eq. (80) action is provided by the following equation:

DGµ M
aα = 0 (86)

the solution can be written:

Maα(x) = M
aβ
0

(

P e−ı aφ

∫
x

−∞
dzµ

Aµ(z)
)α

β
. (87)

Again, the signature of the Eq. (69) metric is determined by the values of the boundary gauge fields Aµ

gµν = ηS ab M
aα1

0 M bα2

0

(

P e−ı aφ

∫
x

−∞
dzµ

Aµ(z)
)α

α1

(

P e−ı aφ

∫
x

−∞
dzµ

Aµ(z)
)β

α2

eµα e νβ (88)

and in principle can be arbitrary, see Appendinx A for the similar simple example.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this note we consider approaches where the signature of the metric is undefined and takes values in the field of
complex numbers. We discuss a few possibilities for the definition of this type of metric, with signs of it’s components
are not fixed in general. The change of the signature was widely discussed in the literature, see for example [1–7],
for a description of the transition form Lorentzian to Euclidean manifold types in the quantum gravity and quantum
cosmology. Nevertheless, mostly, this transition was introduced by the time’s coordinate Wick rotation. We, instead,
propose the formalism where the domain of the metric’s signature is expanded. The metric in the proposed approaches
is a dynamical object with signature determined by the complexification of the space-time manifold or by new gauge
fields. Therefore, the signature can be changed smoothly between any predefined signatures, Lorentzian and Euclidean
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for example, with the help of the gauge fields. For example, introducing the Euclidean A and Lorentzian B gauge
fields we can calculate an effective action defined in respect to these fields:

Γ(A ,B) =
∑

A1 · · ·AiC
1···i;1···k

B1 · · ·Bk . (89)

The corresponding generating functional

Z(A ,B) = Z−1
0

∫

DΦ eıΓ(A ,B) (90)

with Φ as all other fields in the framework, will determine a transitional amplitude (S-matrix) between the manifolds
with different signature. A calculation of those S-matrix elements we reserve for the future research. Another
possibility for such S-matrix construction is an appearance of the Acl field as a semi-classical solution, i.e. saddle
point, of the equations of motion for the total action in the generating functional, see [19, 23] for the corresponding
discussion. In this case, instead the predefined induced values of the fields on corresponding boundaries, some
dynamical transition from A field to the B must exist as result of a classical equations of motion for the gauge field.
Namely, it is a problem of the existence of a classical two-valued boundary solution. Such solutions are known in
high-energy scattering, see [25] for examples. This question we plan to investigate in an additional publication.
The simplest from the possibilities we consider is a direct complexification of the manifold by complexification of

the manifold’s coordinates. The additional phase, i.e. additional coordinate, is factorized in the equations in this case
with the help of the parameter assumed to be extremely small at the present:

aφ ∝ l0

R0
. (91)

As mentioned in the Introduction, the obvious choice of the lengths in the definition is l0 as Planck length and
R0 a manifold’s curvature. A consequence of that is a factorization of the real and complex parts of the metric,
i.e. factorization of real and complex parts of the corresponding complex manifold. Namely, the smallness of the
parameter guarantees that the complexification is important and not small only when both parameters are of the
same order, i.e. when aφ ∝ 1. In this case we have to consider an eight dimensional manifold instead the four
dimensional one. That situation is possible only at some extremal points of the manifold’s evolution. Otherwise the
complexification is pure small distance effect, i.e. effect of quantum gravity. Namely, the proposed mechanism allows
to determine the small contributions of the complex phases of an eight dimensional manifold to the quantities of the
present classical four dimensional world. This is similar to the compatifications of the additional dimensions in the
string theory but not quite the same of course. The main difference between these mechanisms of the account of the
classically non-observable dimensions is the following. In the present framework the contribution of the additional
dimensions is factorized and can be treated perturbatively if the almost flat manifold without strong gravity fields
is considered, whereas in the string’s approach the contribution of the additional dimensions is always present, we
can not take it equal to zero. Therefore, the framework with small a does not require the compatification of the
additional phase dimensions, instead it provides a smallness of their contributions in any expressions which we can
treat perturbatively with respect to the parameter when the parameter is small.
The proposed complexification of the manifold through the complex coordinates is interesting also from the point

of view of the symmetry group of the manifold. Namely, having the Poincare group representations as determination
of the rule of the classification of the existing particles, the natural question is about the allowed transformation
group of the new 4D complex manifold. For the aφ ∝ 1 limit there are a plenty of possibilities for the group’s
generalization, see an example and discussions in [17, 18]. Anyway the final step in the complex twistor construction
is a projection of the extended group on the real slice endowed with Poincare group symmetry. The proposed case
with small aφ we treat differently. First of all, the aφ ∝ 0 limit is well defined and determines a restoration of
the Poincare symmetry. Secondly, considering the complex coordinates and expanding them with respect to aφ we
will obtain small corrections to the proposed classical transformations. Formally it means that to this precision it
is enough to replace the real coordinates on the complex ones in the expressions for the group’s representations and
algebra of the real manifold and expand them in respect to aφ. In this case some quantum corrections will arise
in the expressions of interests. Still, the symmetry group for the initial manifold can be any corresponding to the
complex Minkowski space symmetry, see [17, 18]. This symmetry in the framework will restore at the aφ ∝ 1 limit,
of course in this case the perturbative expansion can not be used. Therefore, in the proposed framework we discuss
not the projection of the complex manifold on the real slice, but a small complex corrections to the real metric, i.e.
we consider a general framework with Lorentzian and different signatures metrics coexisting6. In this approach the

6 The twistor space, definitely, as well describes manifolds endowed with metrics with different signatures, but it is not clear if it can be
formulated as a dynamical model with simultaneous inclusion of metrics of different signatures.
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metric with Lorentz signature is defined as a classical one and the metrics with other signatures contribute only at
some special condition or at the quantum level.

In any case, the complexification of the gravity action by the complexification of the coordinates results in the
additional part to the ”bare”, real Einstein-Cartan action. This additional part provides a complex part to the
classical ”bare”’ vierbein and consequently a complex additional part to the usual metric. For this type of the
complexification we need to separate two cases. When we introduce a global phase factor for the coordinates then the
additional metric’s part is a complex fluctuation above the usual metric, see Eq. (31). In general, for the non-expanded
with respect to aφ metric, the action is a functional of the complex Eq. (20) Lagrangian, that in fact is not unusual, see
[19] and [23]. The interesting question, therefore, is a proper definition and properties of such complex action in the
path integral, see discussions in [23]. Introducing a local complex phase in the defintion of the complex coordinates,
see Eq. (32)-Eq. (33), we introduce new gauge fields and their symmetry group G, in this case the aφ parameter can
be considered as a coupling constant of the group. This complexification of the manifold is more complicated than
the first one of course, there is a possibility to obtain again complex fluctuations above the real metric, see Eq. (B.3),
but, additionally, there is a possibility to introduce a metric with non-determinded signature from the very beginning
with the help of the Eq. (32) M field. This last case is non-perturbative and complicated. We do not discuss it much
in the paper postponing it for an additional publication.

There are following interesting properties of the actions Eq. (20) and Eq. (34) we obtained. First of all, there is no
preferable axis of time direction, the metric’s component can be of any sign in the situation with an undefined signature
and any coordinate can serve as the time coordinate therefore. Moreover, fixing the metric, as usual Lorentzian for
example, we still have a freedom to change the phases of the metric’s components, i.e. to rotate the coordinate
axes determining infinitely many ways of a foliation of the space-time. Each of these possibilities is described by
the same action and, therefore, provides the same physics. In this case the preferable signature can be given by a
random selection from the infinitely many possibilities or by some fixation procedure similar to some extent to the
spontaneous symmetry breaking. The later is possible when we talk about the complexification by the gauge fields.
Namely, in this case there is a possibility to define the classical values of the fields as a projection of some predefined
boundary fields. The approach is described in Appendix B and the procedure provides a signature of the bulk by the
value of the gauge fields on the boundaries of the manifold. The mutual property of all the actions with gauge fields
involved is an appearance of the new factor in the front of the actions which is a determinant of the gauge fields. The
value of the factor is determined by the boundary values of the fields and defines the relative weight of the action in
the corresponding generating functional, otherwise it is arbitrary. The dynamics of such complex systems with many
different parts of the general action in the generating functional is not clear and requires an additional investigation.

A different way to introduce the dynamical signature of the metric is a generalization of the tangent space and an
introduction of an additional, auxiliary, metric in the tangent space which makes the tangent space curved. This can
be achieved by the complexification of the vierbein with the help of the gauge fields, see Eq. (53) and Eq. (54), or by
the direct definition of the usual vierbein fields as projection of some ”gauge” vierbein performed by the gauge field
of some symmetry group G, see Eq. (67). In both cases the final signature is dynamical and determined directly by
the gauge fields, see Eq. (66), or by scalar fields and gauge fields together, see Eq. (88). Again, for these mechanisms
the projection procedure of Appendix B is important. Without it the dynamics and correspondingly the signature
can be arbitrary. Namely, as in the previous cases, there is neither preferable geometrical time nor preferable spatial
coordinates and the given and only foliation in the approaches must be fixed separately, if required. We did not
consider a matter issue in the frameworks, see [26] for the discussion about the possibilities of a proper definition of
matter fields for the manifolds with complex metric. It is interesting to understand in general how the quantum matter
fields behave in respect to the change of signature of the manifold and if there exists some dynamical mechanisms
which relate a foliation of the space-time and it’s signature with properties of the matter. This problem requires an
additional research and clarification of the properties and definition of the matter fields in respect to the manifold’s
symmetries and signature.

Some interesting questions we can ask are about an existence of the different time’s arrows directions in the
manifolds with different signatures and corresponding issues related to it. First of all, we note that if we stay in
the framework of a perturbative approach with respect to the aφ parameter, the possible additional contributions
to any quantity of interests are extremely small. There is only one time’s arrow on the classical level. Namely, the
additional contributions are effectively pushed in the region of the quantum gravity regime, therefore any statements
about the behavior of the time’s arrow at this scale must operate with a quantum gravity theory which we have no.
Nevertheless, if we assume that the proposed approach correctly describes the quantum gravity regime or at least some
of it’s details, we can conclude that on this quantum level it possible that there is no any preferable time or spatial
directions, unless some mechanisms fix the corrections to the metric as real with preferable signature. Considering
the causality as a definition of the form of the corresponding propagators, we have no any problems with that till
we do not consider some special regimes when aφ is not small. In turn, an arbitrary value of the aφ means the
non-perturbative calculations for the eight dimensional manifold with an arbitrary metric’s tensor which has complex
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components. The definition of the propagators in this case and their reduction to the usual ones is very interesting
question which we hope to explore in the future.
Another important problem is about a co-existing of the different regions with different signatures and possible

different time’s arrows directions outside the perturbative regime. In this case we have two possibilities. The first one
was considered in [29], there a case without the complex coordinates and/or metric was discussed with some separation
arises between the Euclidean and Lorentzian regions in a form of a hypersurface. In this set-up the hypersurface plays
a role of a domain wall which separates the regions with different signatures and, in some extend, it defines an initial
or final singularities for the time’s arrows, see details in [29]. As it seems, such hypersurfaces are unavoidable in
the situation with co-existing of real metrics with different signatures, see also [24, 30]. From the point of view
of QFT, it can be considered also as Lorentzian space-time ↔ Euclidean space-time geometrical transition vertices
between separated parts of some mutual manifold. Due the discontinuities of the Einstein’s tensor components on the
hypersurface of separation, we again have no any problems with causality. We have two classically disconnected regions
of space-time which possible connection can be perhaps established only on the level of quantum gravity effects. More
complicated picture arises when we allow the complexification of the metric through some mechanisms. In this case
we have no separating hypersurface between regions with different signatures due the complex phases of the metric.
In this situation we again obtain some eight dimensional manifold with two, or more, different time coordinates exist
simultaneously, if the time’s arrows can be defined for the metric’s tensor with arbitrary complex components of
course. The notion of the causality in this case and possible mechanisms of the reduction of the manifold to the usual
four dimensional one with one time’s arrow are complicated problems which requires an additional investigation.
Discussing the applications of the proposed approaches we note that they can be useful in an investigation of

different aspects of the topology transition in both quantum gravity and cosmology through Eq. (90) expression for
example. In the paper we discussed a few possible mechanism of the Eq. (89) effective action construction. It is
interesting to understand which one can be realized in the nature. For that we need to understand the dynamics
of the models with matter fields included. Namely, there is an interesting problem to determine the form of the
action for the spinor of scalar fields in the new curved spaces of different signatures and investigate the dynamics of
these fields in corresponding models, see different aspects of this problem in [8–13, 26] references. Another interesting
application of the dynamical signature is a clarification of it’s possible correspondence to the new approaches to the
classical gravity introduced and discussed at the last decade, see for example [31–41]. We find an investigations of
these ideas and possibilities very interesting.
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Appendix A: Complex metric through complex vierbein

In order to illustrate how the Eq. (67) and Eq. (69) construction reproduce the [14] set-up, we firstly can consider
as example the action of the following two-dimensional fixed unitary matrix

M =

(

1 0
0 ı

)

, M̃ = MT ∗ =

(

1 0
0 −ı

)

, M̃ M = 1 (A.1)

on flat metric:

M

(

1 0
0 −1

)

M =

(

1 0
0 1

)

.

Therefore, considering as G the U(4) group for example, we will obtain complex phases for the metric’s components.
Namely, consider the spectral decomposition for the unitary matrix

M aα =
4
∑

i=1

λi u
a
i ũ

α
i (A.2)

with λ and u as eigenvalues and eigenvectors, we obtain for the metric:

gµν =
1

2

4
∑

i,j=1

λi λj

(

u a
i ηS ab u

b
j

)

ũα
i ũ

β
j (eµα e νβ + e να eµβ) . (A.3)

Defining the local set of the vierbein through the identities

eµα ũα
i = δµ i (A.4)

we will have finally

gµν =
1

2
λµ λν

(

u a
µ ηS ab u

b
ν + u a

ν ηS ab u
b
µ

)

. (A.5)

Now, if we restrict ourselves by the diagonal unitary matrices, the corresponding eigenvectors are real and orthonormal.
Therefore, for the arbitrary four dimensional diagonal unitary matrix

Maα =







eı α1 0 0 0
0 eı α2 0 0
0 0 eı α3 0
0 0 0 eı α4






(A.6)

we obtain a simple expression for the generalized flat metric:

gµν = e ı (αµ +αν) ηS µν . (A.7)

We see, that in terms of Eq. (67) transform we simply can write the vierbein transform as

e a
µ = e ı ϕa δ aα eµα (A.8)

obtaining for the metric

gµν = e ı(φa +φb)ηS ab e
a
µ e

b
ν (A.9)

which describes, at a first sight, a metric with indefinite complex signature. Nevertheless, we remind that the φ angles
are dynamical fields in the approach, therefore the final leading order expression for the metric will be determined by
the classical values of these fields.
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Appendix B: Induced part of the action

Following [27, 28] we consider the action given in Eq. (62). For this action in the flat-space time we have:

SA = − 1

4

∫

d4x tr [Gµν G
µν ] (B.1)

and for the induced part of the action

Sind = −
∑

i

∫

d4x tr
[

(∂µO(Aµ))
(

∂2
νA

µ
i

) ]

, (B.2)

where the Riemann indexes are summed up through the Minkowski metric as usual. The A µ fields are defined at the
boundaries, and they intend to provide the signature of the additional part in the Eq. (56) metric. For example, we
can define the two complete sets of the boundary fields which satisfy

∂µ A
µ
i = 0 (B.3)

and the following boundary conditions:

{

A
µ

1 (x) → 0 x0 → ∞ ,
A

µ
2 (x) → 0 x0 → −∞ .

(B.4)

Also the following term must be added to the action

SA =
∑

i

∫

A
µ

i ∂2
ν Aµ i (B.5)

which preserves the correct form of the propagators in the full action, see discussions in [27, 28]. Therefore, for the
gauge fields

∂µ A
µ = 0 (B.6)

we obtain as a solution of the equations of motion7:

A
µ
cl = A

µ
1 + A

µ
2 . (B.7)

The operator O in the Eq. (B.2) action is defined similarly to definitions of [27, 28]. In the simplest variant it is

O(Aµ) =
1

aφ C(R)
P eaφ

∫
xµ

−∞
dx

′µ Aµ(x
′

) . (B.8)

There is no summation on µ index in the ordered exponential and the index is fixed in correspondence to the Eq. (B.2)
expression, C(R) is the eigenvalue of Casimir operator in the representation R for the chosen gauge symmetry group.
The different form of this operator and discussion about can be found in [27, 28].

7 Following the analogy with the high energy scattering approach, we can consider the Eq. (B.1) action with an additional induced term
as describing a ”scattering” between two boundary fields with boundaries defined at the edges of time.
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