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Is singularity resolution trivial?
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Abstract

Many non-trivial ideas have been proposed to resolve singularities in quantum grav-
ity. In this short note I argue that singularity resolution can be trivial in gravitational
path integrals, because geodesically incomplete singular spacetimes are usually not in-
cluded in the sum. For theories where this holds, there is no need to develop non-trivial
ideas on singularity resolution. Instead, efforts should better be directed to understand
tunneling processes and complex-valued spacetimes.

1 Is singularity resolution non-trivial?

Spacetime singularities mark the breakdown of General Relativity and form a major moti-
vation for quantum gravity. Many ingenious ideas have been considered before to resolve
singularities in quantum gravity. In some proposals it is important to make a judicious
choice of variable, e.g., using loop variables as opposed to the metric variable [1, 2]. In
some proposals it is important to choose the right action, e.g., add higher order terms to
the Einstein-Hilbert action [3]. In some proposals it is important to pick the right boundary
condition, e.g., impose a special final boundary condition at the singularities [4]. In some
proposals it is important to understand singular solutions at a detailed level, e.g., quantize
starting from BKL type solutions [5]. These and other proposals leave the impression that
singularity resolution in quantum gravity is non-trivial and requires some ingenious input.

As a counterpoint this short note presents a trivial idea on singularity resolution. I
argue that generically spacetime configurations singular in the sense of geodesic incom-
pleteness simply do not belong to gravitational path integrals. For theories where this
holds, singularities are resolved trivially, and ingenious endeavours can be saved. Instead,
efforts should be directed to understanding tunneling processes and complex solutions, as
I shall explain below.
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F; takes value everywhere on R F, takes NO value in S F;3 takes NO value on B

Figure 1: Matter configurations F, and F3 do not assume values in the interior or on the
boundary of the region R, so only F;, which assumes value everywhere, belongs to the
matter path integral on that region.

2 Singular configurations fall out

In a matter path integral on a classical spacetime, we sum only over matter configurations
which assumes values everywhere in the region that the path integral refers to (Figure 1).
It is natural to expect that the same holds for gravitational path integrals. Yet a geodesically
incomplete singular configuration does not meet this requirement. For such a configura-
tion we could follow a causal curve for some finite affine parameter and find out that the
gravitational variable stops possessing values. If gravitational path integrals are similar to
the matter ones in this respect, singular configurations do not belong to the sum. Conse-
quently the singular spacetimes relevant to the classical theory according to the singularity
theorems [6] become irrelevant to the quantum theories defined by path integrals.

This plausibility argument may not hold for every theory of quantum gravity, but can be
checked to hold in some explicitly defined gravitational path integrals. For example, causal
dynamical triangulation [7], locally causal dynamical triangulation [8, 9] and Lorentzian
simplicial quantum gravity [10] with a lightcone constraint [11] are defined by path inte-
grals over piecewise flat spacetime configurations. In all these theories, any point in the
interior of a configuration has two lightcones attached to it. A causal path reaching an
interior point from one lightcone can always be extended away through the other light-
cone. Therefore a causal path either extends indefinitely, or terminates when it reaches the
boundary of the simplicial manifold if there is one.! To the extent that singular configura-
tions are characterized by the inextendability of causal paths, they are simply not included
in the path integrals.?

Similar checks can be performed on other explicitly defined gravitational path integrals.
While it is possible to encounter peculiar cases where singular configurations are included,
the opposite is expected generically for a simple reason. We usually define
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'In the latter case the gravitational variables (edge squared lengths) assume values on the boundary, so
the boundary cannot be interpreted as a singularity.

2In variants of the above theories, a point of a spacetime configuration is allowed to have more or fewer
than two lightcones [12, 13, 14]. If a point has just one lightcone, a causal path may not be extendable
beyond it. This is usually interpreted as due to topology change rather than singularities to be avoided.
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Figure 2: (a) A singular configuration with initial condition h; cannot match any final
condition h;. To also match some h,, the configuration needs either to be truncated to
remove the singularity, as in (b), or replaced by an entirely new configuration that shares
hy, as in (c).

and the matter-gravity coupled integral Z = [ DgD¢Alg, ¢] by specifying how to sum over
the values of a gravitational variable g on a lattice or some other structures. The case that
g does not assume any value somewhere is excluded in this step.

3 Classical approximations

If singular spacetimes do not even arise in a generic gravitational path integral, how come
that they are essential in studies of black hole and cosmology in classical gravity?

In a classical theory, what we care about is a differential equation — the classical equa-
tion of motion. Singular spacetimes solve the differential equation for certain initial con-
ditions, so are relevant. This is to be contrasted with quantum theory, where the path
integral we care about is an integral. Instead of solving any differential equation, the rel-
evant configurations are enumerated according to the values the gravitational variables
take as explained above. This difference makes singular spacetimes irrelevant.

On the other hand, the path integral receives dominating contributions from its station-
ary points, which are solutions to the Euler-Lagrange equation. Will singular spacetimes
not become relevant in the leading-order approximation in light of this, even for the quan-
tum theory?

The answer is no. What singular spacetimes solve are initial value problems. Yet the
stationary points need to solve boundary value problems. Therefore singular spacetimes
are still irrelevant for the leading approximation of the quantum theory.

To see this in more details, consider a path integral of the form

Z[h] = /h DgAlg], (2)

where the sum obeys the condition /4 on the boundary B of the region. A special case of
common interest is when Z[h] gives the transition amplitude between h, and h,, the two
parts of h on the two components B; and B, of B. In general, the stationary points g for
(2) need to solve the equation of motion for the boundary condition 4, i.e., g|p = h. This
condition cannot be met by singular spacetimes, because they cannot take the value i on
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its total boundary. For instance, suppose h decomposes into h; and h,, where h; coincides
with the initial boundary geometry for a portion of a Schwarzchild black hole. A singular
spacetime may solve the equation of motion under the initial condition 4, alone, but it can
never match h, on the other part of the boundary (Figure 2).

We may be interested in path integrals of a more general form

= /Dh/DgA[g]w[h]. 3)
h
A special case of interest is when h decomposes into h; and h, as above, and we consider
2} = | Dha oltul = [ Dha [ Dy [ Dyalgluin) @
h1Uhso

where the complex function [h Uhy] = w[ 1] depends only on h;. Here ¢|hs] is analogous
to the wave function ¢(z2) = [ Dy wi2)=r2 Alz]y(z1) of a non-relativistic particle at

z(t1)=z1
time ¢, given its wave function ¢ (z;) a(lt1 time t;. Another special case of interest is when
¥ (h) = 1 identically which yields Z as the full partition function. In general, the stationary
points g for (3) are obtained by first solving ¢, (A[g]i[h]) = 0 for the stationary points hg
on the boundary, and then solving §,(A[g]i[h]) = 0 for g under each boundary condition
hs. In cases such as ¢[hy; U ho] = 9[h;] when the boundary equation 6, (A[g][h]) = 0 is
not very constraining, there could by many stationary points hs. Yet g are obtained case
by case, and in any case we solve d,(A[g]i[h]) = 0 under a fixed boundary condition hg.
As explained in the last paragraph, singular spacetimes cannot be solutions.
Finally, coupling matter yields path integrals of the form

~ [ papx /h DgDg Alg, ¢Ji6lh, x), (5)
sX

where y are the boundary matter configurations. For the same reasons as in the pure grav-
ity case, geodesically incomplete singular configurations do not solve the Euler-Lagrange
equation to form stationary points.

4 Tunneling and complex spacetimes

Singular solutions are essential in classical gravity for understanding black holes and cos-
mology. If singular spacetimes become irrelevant in the quantum theory and in its classical
approximation, what replaces them for understanding black holes and cosmology?

A short answer is that they are replaced by tunneling processes whose stationary points
are complex-valued spacetimes that satisfy the boundary conditions [15, 16, 17]. These
spacetimes solve the classical equation of motion without being singular, as the singularity
theorems are evaded by allowing the spacetimes to be complex-valued.

The situation is quite similar to particle tunneling. In the classical theory energy con-
servation prevents the particle trajectory from extending beyond a potential barrier, anal-
ogous to the singularity theorems preventing the spacetimes from extending beyond some
finite affine parameters along causal paths [6]. However, in the quantum path integral the
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boundary conditions for detecting the particle beyond the potential barrier yield positive
probabilities, accompanied by complex-valued solutions to the classical equation of motion
[18, 19, 20]. The ban of energy conservation is evaded, because complex trajectories come
with complex momentum so that the kinetic energy can be negative under the potential
barrier.

While the basic scheme of this tunneling picture for singularity resolution is clear, some
open problems remain to be clarified. Firstly, how should we understand the complex
spacetimes that arise in the classical approximations to singularity-resolving processes,
when the original path integral includes only real-valued spacetimes in the sum? Mathe-
matically, the complex stationary points can be understood through Picard-Lefschetz the-
ory as belonging to the deformed integration contours in the complexified domain [21].
Yet physically, an intuitive understanding of the complex spacetimes seems to be missing.
In particular, does a complex spacetime come with a causal structure? Are there lightcones
on it? How do matter and information propagate in it? Secondly, the above qualitative
picture holds for generic boundary conditions. Yet which specific boundary conditions
should we use for the black holes and the cosmos of our world? Is this purely an empiri-
cal question, or are there principles that guide the choices? In a theory where the trivial
idea of singularity resolution applies, these constitute some interesting questions to be
investigated further.

5 Comments on some alternative views

I have presented a view that singularity resolution is trivial in gravitational path integrals
because singular spacetime configurations are generically absent in the sum. Given an
explicitly defined gravitational path integral one could check if this view applies. When it
does, the interesting tasks are to understand gravitational tunneling processes and their
boundary conditions, as well as the physical meaning of the corresponding stationary
points which are complex-valued.

From this perspective, current attempts at using real-valued regular spacetimes to give
effective descriptions of singularity-resolving processes along the lines of [22] could be
misguided. Should an individual spacetime be chosen to capture the essence of the
quantum processes, a complex-valued spacetime is more appropriate than a real-valued
one. The phenomenological consequences of complex-valued spacetimes for gravitational
waves and black hole images are certainly also worth studying.

The trivial idea of singularity resolution is also worth discussing in view of some con-
trary statements present in the literature. For example, in a relatively recent work [3] it is
stated that in a gravitational path integral based on the metric variable g,

all possible metric configurations (modulo diffeomorphisms) are being summed
over. Thus, the singular spacetime metrics that constitute solutions of the field
equations in GR are included in the path integral.

The problem with metric-variable gravitational path integral is that it is unclear how to
define it in a non-perturbative and Lorentzian setting. In quantum field theories, the stan-
dard way to specify a path integral non-perturbatively is through lattices [23]. This route
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leads back to theories such as those discussed in Section 2. For the theories considered
there singular configurations are seen to not belong to the path integral. Alternatively one
might consider functional renormalization group for an in-principle non-perturbative spec-
ification of an Euclidean gravitational path integral. However it is unclear how to take this
approach over to the Lorentzian setting [24] which is suitable for discussing spacetime sin-
gularities. Without being referred to a Lorentzian path integral with an explicitly defined
measure, it is difficult to be convinced of the claim that singular spacetime configurations
are included in the path integral.

As another example from recent works, in [25] it is stated as an “essential condition”
for a solution to the “information loss paradox” that for an Euclidean gravitational path
integral (EPI):

There exist at least two histories, say h; and h,, that contribute to EPI, where h,
is an information-losing history while 5, is an information-preserving history.

Here “information-losing history” means “the semi-classical history of an evaporating black
hole in which the unitary evolution would be lost when the black hole has completely evap-
orated” [25], and from Figure 1 of that paper one might infer that an “information-losing
history” is geodesically incomplete. The main idea of [25] is to understand information
propagation of quantum black holes as tunneling processes in gravitational path integrals.
It seems the main points of [25] depends on the presence of an information-preserving
history h, rather than an information-losing history %, and for reasons discussed in Sec-
tion 4 I remain hopeful that the program of [25] to understand black hole information
topics through gravitational tunneling will succeed.

The present trivial idea also differs from non-trivial ideas such as those listed in Sec-
tion 1. What accounts for the differences? Firstly, the trivial idea is based on gravitational
path integrals, whereas ideas such as [1, 2, 5] are based on Wheeler-DeWitt type models
or theories. Secondly, the trivial idea refers to explicitly defined path integrals, whereas
ideas such as [3, 4] refer only to formal expressions of path integrals. Without an explic-
itly specified measure it is impossible to check if singular configurations belong to the path
integral sum. In view of the present work, this could be an important missing step that
changes the conclusion on how singularities are resolved in quantum gravity.
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