arXiv:gr-qc/0305079v2 11 Jun 2003

Unfashionable observations about 3 dimensional gravity

Buffenoir E.^∗, Noui K.^†

3rd May 2019

UMR 5825 du C.N.R.S. Laboratoire de Physique Mathématique et théorique, Université Montpellier 2, 34000 Montpellier, France

Abstract

It is commonly accepted that the study of 2+1 dimensional quantum gravity could teach us something about the 3+1 dimensional case. The non-perturbative methods developed in this case share, as basic ingredient, a reformulation of gravity as a gauge field theory. However, these methods suffer many problems. Firstly, this perspective abandon the nondegeneracy of the metric and causality as fundamental principles, hoping to recover them in a certain low-energy limit. Then, it is not clear how these combinatorial techniques could be used in the case where matter fields are added, which are however the essential ingredients in order to produce non trivial observables in a generally covariant approach. Endly, considering the status of the observer in these approaches, it is not clear at all if they really could produce a completely covariant description of quantum gravity. We propose to re-analyse carefully these points. This study leads us to a really covariant description of a set of self-gravitating point masses in a closed universe. This approach is based on a set of observables associated to the measurements accessible to a participantobserver, they manage to capture the whole dynamic in Chern-Simons gravity as well as in true gravity. The Dirac algebra of these observables can be explicitely computed, and exhibits interesting algebraic features related to Poisson-Lie groupoids theory.

1 Introduction

Despite of the lack of local degrees of freedom in pure 2+1 dimensional gravity some basic facts have motivated intensive studies of this theory during last twenty years: the asymptotic structures associated to event horizons are sufficiently rich to produce non trivial thermodynamic properties as the Bekenstein- Hawking law and non-perturbative techniques have been imported from Topological and Conformal field theories to try to obtain a complete understanding of this theory. These results have inspired the development of similar approaches in the 3+1 dimensional situation. The aim is clearly to obtain a completely

∗e-mail: buffenoi@lpm.univ-montp2.fr †e-mail:knoui@lpm.univ-montp2.fr

covariant description of quantum gravity and these approaches share, as basic ingredient, a reformulation of gravity as a gauge field theory. This perspective abandon the non-degeneracy of the metric and causality as fundamental principles, hoping to recover them in a certain low-energy limit. Recent numerical simulations [2] have shed doubt on this point of view. The problem can be traced back to some misunderstandings about large gauge transformations in general relativity. And it seems necessary to rethink to the status of these symmetries. On another part, it is not clear how these combinatorial techniques could be used in the case where matter fields are added. Matter degrees of freedom are nevertheless the essential ingredients in order to produce non trivial observables, solving the frozen dynamic problem, in a generally covariant approach, and it is then not clear at all if these approaches could produce a really covariant description of quantum gravity. It seems difficult for the present time to consider the canonical descriptions of 3+1 quantum gravity as falsifiable theories and to check these points in this situation. We propose to analyse them in the 2+1 dimensional case. The section 2 is devoted to a re-analysis of the second order and first order formalism of deSitter gravity in vacuo, and in particular of the differences between Chern-Simons gravity and true gravity. We profit of this study to emphasize certain misunderstandings concerning the status of general invariance and the choices usually made concerning the status of the observer. In section 3, we present results concerning dynamics of free particles on a fixed deSitter spacetime in a new algebraic fashion exhibiting interesting algebraic features related to dynamical classical Yang-Baxter equation, we then discuss the coupling of particles to gravity using Witten’s proposal of a minimal coupling and give, for the first time the complete Dirac treatment of the gravity+matter action. In section 3, we exhibit for Chern-Simons gravity as well as true gravity, certain classes of non-local observables associated to measurements made by a localized participant-observer, which permit us to reconstruct the apparent sky seen by this observer (distances of stars, angles between light rays coming from them,...) and its dynamics. As strange as it is, the Dirac bracket of this complete set of observables can be computed, leading to a beautiful combinatorial description of the phase space of gravity generalizing a previous study about constants of motion subalgebra [9]. This paper is an attempt to give physical foundations to the combinatorial description program and aims to develop a description of gravity where the spectator is really internal to the universe and not just a spectator placed in an asymptotic region of spacetime.

2 Gravity in vacuo

2.1 Basic notions on 2+1 deSitter pure gravity

2.1.1 basic notations

We will, for the rest of the paper, define our fields on an oriented smooth 3- manifold M whose set of local coordinates will be denoted I_M = { x^0, x^1, x^2 } , and the Minkowski space M_3, whose set of coordinates will be denoted I_M = {0, 1, 2}, will be equipped with the flat metric (η_{ab})_{a,b∈IM} with η_{ab} = δ_{a,b} − 2δ_{a,b}δ_{a,0}(the light velocity will be chosen to be c = 1) . A soldering frame at x ∈ M is an isomorphism (e^a_μ)_{μ∈IM ,a∈IM} from the tangent space T_xM to the Minkowski space M_3, (^⋆e^μ_a )_{μ∈IM ,a∈IM} will denote its inverse (we will assume that they are smooth functions of x).

The metric field (g_{μν} )_{μ,ν=0,1,2} will be build from the soldering form as

g_{μν} = η_{ab}e^a_μe^b_ν . (1)

The metric η (resp. g) and its inverse will be used to lower and raise internal coordinates I_M (resp. base spacetime coordinates I_M) indices written with latin (resp. greek) letters a, b, c...(resp. α, β, γ...), the Einstein convention will be adopted. We will use the following conventions for ε−symbols: (ϵ^{αβγ} )_{α,β,γ∈IM} and (ε_{abc})_{a,b,c∈IM} are totally antisymmetric and ϵ^{x0x1x2} = 1, ε_{012} = 1, and we will denote g =^1_6 ϵ^{αβγ} ϵ^{ρσϖ} g_{αρ}g_{βσ}g_{γϖ} and e =^1_6 ε_{abc}ϵ^{αβγ} e^a_αe^b_βe^c_γ .

The affine connection (Γ^γ_{αβ} )_{α,β,γ∈IM} (with zero-torsion, i.e. Γ^γ_{[αβ]} = 0 ) and

the spin-connection (ϖ_{γa}^b)_{a,b∈IM,γ∈IM} ( so(2, 1)−valued, i.e. ϖ^{(ab)}γ = 0) are defined as the unique solutions to the equations D_α e^a_β := ∂_αe^a_β + ϖ_α^a_be^b_β − Γ^γ_{αβ} e^a_γ = 0 (the spin-connection can also be seen as the unique solution of the equations D_{[α} e^a_{β]} = 0). As a remark, we have Γ^γ_{αβ} =^1_2 g^{γδ}(∂_αg_{βδ}+∂_β g_{αδ}−∂_δg_{αβ} ). It will be convenient to introduce variables (ϖ_α^c)_{α∈IM ,c∈IM} defined such that ϖ_α^a_b = ε^a_{bc}ϖ_α^c. The Riemann tensor (R_{αβγ}^δ )_{α,β,γ,δ∈IM} is defined such that for any vector field (v_α)_{α=0,1,2} we have D_{[α} D_{β]} v_γ = R_{αβγ}^δ v_δ. It can be expressed in terms of the strength of the spin-connection (R_{αβc}^d)_{c,d∈IM,α,β∈IM} , defined by R_{αβc}^d ≡ ∂_{[α}ϖ_{β]c}^d + ϖ_{[αc}^eϖ_{β]e}^d , as R_{αβγ}^δ = R_{αβc}^de^c_γ e^δ_d. The Ricci curvature and the scalar curvature are defined as usual by R_{αβ} = R_{αβγ}^β and R = R^α.

We will often choose to perform a 2 + 1 split of the base manifold [34]. We assume that M can be foliated by a family of non-overlapping spacelike Cauchy surfaces (Σ_t)_{t∈[t1 ,t2]} indexed by a dumb label t (all diffeomorphic to a fixed 2−dimensional compact manifold without boundary Σ). We will denote by (n^α)_{α∈IM} the unit vector normal to spacelike slices. The spatial projection of the metric, denoted (h_{αβ} )_{α,β} , will be given on each slice, as h_{αβ} = g_{αβ} + n_αn_β . To complete the splitting, we need to describe the physical correspondence between points belonging to neighbour surfaces. To this aim, it suffices to choose a futurepointing timelike vector field t^α verifying t^α∂_αt = 1 (the evolution will be given by the Lie derivative associated to this vector field). It can be decomposed, in terms of the lapse function N^t and the shift vector (N^i)_i tangent to spatial slices, as t^α ≡ N^tn^α + N^α. Since N^αn_α = n^αh_{αβ} = 0, it is then clear that we can uniquely recover the space-time tensor fields from these datas. We will denote by K the trace of the extrinsic curvature K_{αβ} ≡ h^μ_αh^ν_β D_μ n_ν on the slices Σ_t.

In the following, we will choose the local coordinates { x^0, x^1, x^2 } as being the coordinates associated to the spacetime splitting (i.e. (t^α)_α = (1, 0, 0), (n_α)_α = (−N, 0, 0) and (n^α)_α = (^1_N ,^{−N i}_N )). We define the space base coordinates to be elements of I_Σ = { x^1, x^2 } , and will be indexed by latin letters i, j, k... We will introduce the spatial metric (q_{ij} )_{i,j∈IΣ} such that h_{αβ} = h^i_αh^j_β q_{ij} , here we have h^i_α = (1 − δ^{x0}_α )δ^i_α which projects onto spatial indexes (q will denote the determinant of the spatial metric). (q^{ij} )_{i,j∈IΣ} will denote coefficients of the inverse metric, and spatial indexes will be raised or lowered by this spatial metric. In this context, the expression of the metric is given by g_{αβ} = ( −N^2 + N^iN^j q_{ij} q_{il}N^l q_{lj} N^l q_{ij} ) and the extrinsic curvature is given by K_{ij} =^1_{2N} (q̇_{ij} − ∇_j N_i − ∇_iN_j )

2.1.2 equations of motion and action principles

The Einstein’s equations for pure gravity with a positive cosmological constant 1 l^2_c are R_{αβ} − 1 2 g_{αβ}R − 1 l^2_c g_{αβ} = 0. (2)

They describe the kinematics and dynamics of the gravitational field. They are equivalent to the following set of equations

T^a_{αβ} (e, ϖ) ≡ ∂_{[α}e^a_{β]} + ε^a_{bc}ϖ^b_{[α}e^c_{β]} = 0 (3) C^a_{αβ} (e, ϖ) ≡ ∂_{[α}ϖ^a_{β]} + ε^a_{bc}ϖ^b_αϖ^c_β − 1 l^2_c ε^a_{bc}e^b_αe^c_β = 0 (4)

in the sense that (3) can be used to express uniquely the spin-connection in terms of the soldering form and its inverse (the invertibility is then crucial), this expression being reinjected in (4), we recover Einstein’s equation for the metric field (1).

The previous classical dynamic can be obtained from the extremization of the Einstein-Hilbert’s action principle. The aim of the present section is obviously to prepare the study of the physical phase space of gravity. We will then always put relevant actions into their canonical forms in order to use Dirac formalism.

The action principle generally choosen in the metric formalism to generate Einstein’s dynamics is the “trace K” action (we will denote ϑ = 8πG, and we have to notice that, for c = 1, the Newton’s constant G has the unit of an inverse mass, l_c is a length, and l_P ≡ ℏG is also a length ):

S_{EH} [g] = 1 ϑ ∫∫∫ M d^3x √ −g ( R[g] − 2 l^2_c ) + 2 ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1}

d^2x √ qK, (5)

where ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} is a shortcut for ∫∫ Σ_{t2}− ∫∫ Σ_{t1} . It can be reexpressed, in terms

of the datas associated to the splitting, as S_{EH} [h, N] = 1 ϑ ∫ dx^0 ∫∫ Σ_{x0}

d^2x N^{x0} √ h ( R + K_{ij} K^{ij} − K^2 − 2 l^2_c )

where R is the scalar curvature of the unique torsion free spatial derivative operator compatible with the induced metric on spatial slices Σ_t denoted ∇.

The main properties of this action [8] is that its extremization, under variations of the metric compatible with fixed values of the induced metric on boundaries Σ_{t1} , Σ_{t2} , gives equations of motion (2). The canonical form of this action is obtained as follows. The Legendre transform yields the canonical momenta (π^{ij} )_{i,j∈{x}1_{,x}2_} of the spatial metric (q_{ij} )_{i,j∈{x}1_{,x}2_}, π^{ij} = −ϑ √ q ( K^{ij} − Kq^{ij} ) . The primary constraints are ρ_α ≈ 0, where ρ_α are the canonical momenta conjugated to the lapse and the shift variables. Their conservation under time evolution generates the secondary constraints

H_t ≡^ϑ_2√_q ( π^{ij} π_{ij} −^1_2 (π^i )^2 ) −^{√q}_ϑ ( R +^2_{l2c} ) ≈ 0 H_i ≡ −∇_j π^j_i ≈ 0.

All these constraints are first-class. And the canonical hamiltonian density can be written in terms of them as H_{can}[h, π, N, ρ] = 1 ϑ ∫∫ Σ_t

d^2x N^αH_α.

The total hamiltonian is obtained by adding a combination of primary constraints smeared by arbitrary functions: H^{tot}_{EH} [h, π, N, ρ, λ] = 1 ϑ ∫∫ Σ_t

d^2x N^αH_α + λ^αρ_α.

And the first order problem is described by the total action S^{tot}_{EH} [h, π, N, ρ, λ] = ∫ dx^0 ∫ Σ_{x0} d

2x π^{ij}q̇_{ij} + ρ_αṄ^α − ∫ dx^0H_{tot}[h, π, N, ρ, λ]. It is important to remark that, in 2 + 1 dimensional gravity, there is no local dynamical degrees of freedom (12 canonical variables, 6 first class constraints and then 6 gauge fixings).

Let us now discuss the Einstein-Palatini’s action principle which extremization gives the first order description of general relativity.

Forgetting for a while the boundary terms, we choose as a bulk action the Hilbert-Palatini action: S_{HP} [e, ϖ] = 1 ϑ ∫∫∫ M d^3x η_{ab}ϵ^{αβγ} e^a_α ( ∂_{[β} ϖ^b_{γ]} + (ϖ^c_β ϖ^d_γ − 1 3l^2_c e^c_β e^d_γ )ε_{cd}^b ) .(6)

We will perform the same 2 + 1 splitting as before. We will denote by E^a_i ≡ e^a_i , Ω^a_i ≡ ϖ^a_i ∀a ∈ I_M, i ∈ I_Σ the spatial parts of dynamical fields.^1 The Hilbert-Palatini action can be recast into the following canonical form: S_{HP} [e, ϖ] = 2 ϑ ∫_x0_2

x^0_1 dx^0 ∫∫ Σ d^2x η_{ab}ϵ^{ij} ( −E^a_i ∂_x0 Ω^b_j + 1 2 e^a_x0 C^b_{ij} (E, Ω)+ + 1 2 ϖ^a_x0 T^b_{ij} (E, Ω) ) . (7)

The simplicity of the bulk part of the action is a consequence of the dimensionality of spacetime. Indeed, we have √ −gR = | e | η^{ce ⋆}e^β_e^⋆e^γ_f R_{βγc}^f = sgn(e)ee^⋆e^β_c^⋆e^γ_f ε^{cf}_b(∂_{[β} ϖ_{γ]}^b + ϖ^c_β ϖ^d_γ ε_{cd}^b) = sgn(e)η_{ab}ϵ^{αβγ} e^a_α ( ∂_{[β}ϖ^b_{γ]} + ϖ^c_β ϖ^d_γ ε_{cd}^b ) . The factor sgn(e) will be generally forgotten if we choose the non-degenerate soldering form to have a positive determinant. An important remark has to

1Let us notice that we have q_{ij} = E^a_i E^b_j η_{ab}. Then, if we introduce the quantities N_a≡^{εabcϵij Ebi Ecj} 2 √ q (ϵ^{ij} is a shortword for ϵ^{x0ij} , and q is the determinant of the spatial metric) and^⋆E^i_a ≡ η_{ab}q^{ij} E^b_j , which verify the properties N_aE^a_i = 0, N_aN^a = −1, ⋆E^i_aE^a_j = δ^i_j ,^⋆E^i_aE^b_i = δ^b_a + N_aN^b and^⋆E^i_aN^a = 0, we can obtain a nice and general parametrization associated to the splitting. Indeed we have e^a_{x0} = NN^a + N^iE^a_i , e^a_i = E^a_i , and^⋆e^{x0}_a =^{−Na}_N ,^⋆e^i_a =^⋆E^i_a +^{N i Na}_N .

be done. The inverse of the soldering form has disappeared from the formula (6), hence we could change the theory by forgetting the assumption that the soldering form has to be invertible. A priori, extensions of gravity incorporating degenerate metrics have been considered for a long time in order to allow change of the spatial topology in a lorentzian space-time. This extension will be called Chern-Simons gravity, and it is a current belief that this extension is not a big price to pay in order to quantize gravity [39]. The consequences of this choice will be studied further in the next subsection.

The extremization of this action under variations of basic fields is given by

δS_{HP} [e, ϖ] = 1 ϑ ∫∫∫ M d^3x η_{ab}ϵ^{αβγ} ( δe^a_αC^b_{βγ} [e, ϖ] + δϖ^a_αT^b_{βγ} [e, ϖ] )

− 2 ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x η_{ab}ϵ^{ij} e^a_i δϖ^b_j . It appears that this action is differentiable only under variations of basic fields compatible with fixed values of the spatial part of the spin-connection on boundaries Σ_{t1} , Σ_{t2} . This class of paths appears to be far from what we are considering in the ADM action principle, the careful study of additional boundary terms necessary to obtain a satisfactory variational principle and gauge symmetry properties is postponed to the next subsection. The canonical description is trivial, due to the specific form of this first-order action. Indeed, the Dirac Poisson bracket is given by { Ω^a_i (x), E^b_j (y) } = − ϑ 2 η^{ab}ϵ_{ij} δ^{(2)}(x − y) {e^a_x0 (x), χ_b(y)} = {ϖ^a_x0 (x), ψ_b(y)} = δ^a_b δ^{(2)}(x − y).

The first-class constraints are χ_a ≈ ψ_a ≈ ϵ^{ij} C^b_{ij} (e, ϖ) ≈ ϵ^{ij} T^b_{ij} (e, ϖ) ≈ 0, and the total hamiltonian, defined using arbitrary functions η^a, σ^a smearing primary constraints, is H^{tot}_{HP} [E, Ω, e_x0 , ϖ_x0 , χ, ψ, η, σ] = −1 ϑ ∫∫ Σ d^2x η_{ab}ϵ^{ij} ( e^a_x0 C^b_{ij} (E, Ω) + ϖ^a_x0 T^b_{ij} (E, Ω) )

+ −1 ϑ ∫∫ Σ d^2x η^aχ_a + σ^aψ_a.

And the first order problem is then given by the total action S^{tot}_{HP} [E, Ω, e_x0 , ϖ_x0 , χ, ψ, η, σ] = ∫ dx^0 ∫∫ Σ_{x0}

d^2x −2 ϑ η_{ab}ϵ^{ij} E^a_i Ω̇^b_j + χ_aė^a_x0 + ψ_aϖ̇^a_x0 − ∫ dx^0H_{tot}[E, Ω, e_x0 , ϖ_x0 , χ, ψ, η, σ]. (8) At least to obtain more compact expressions, it will be nice to use Chern- Simons notations. If we introduce a so(3, 1)−connection A_α = A^I_αξ_I with (A^I_α)_{α∈IM ,I∈Ig} defined to be A^{L,a}_α = ϖ^a_α, A^{T,a}_α =^1_{lc} e^a_α (notations and properties relative to the Lie algebra so(3, 1) are recalled in the appendix A.1), the equations (3)(4) can be rewritten as a zero curvature equation

F_{αβ} [A]^I = ∂_{[α}A^I_{β]} + ε^I_{JK} A^J_{[α}A^K_{β]} = 0. (9)

The Chern-Simons action is defined by S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫∫ M d^3x ϵ^{αβγ} ( < A_α, ∂_β A_γ > + 1 3 < A_α, [A_β , A_γ ] > )

= l_c ϑ ∫ dx^0 ∫∫ Σ d^2x ϵ^{ij} (− < A_i, ∂_x0 A_j > + < A_x0 , F_{ij} [A] >)

As a result we have S_{HP} [A] = S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] + S_Σ[A], with

S_Σ[A] ≡ l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A^{(L)}_i , A^{(T )}_j > .

We will also define Ψ ≡ χ_aξ^{a,L} + ψ_aξ^{a,T} and Σ ≡ η^aξ_{a,L} + σ^aξ_{a,T} , in order to simplify the expression of the total action : S^{tot}_{HP} [A, Ψ, Σ] = l_c ϑ ∫ dx^0 ∫∫ Σ d^2x ( −2ϵ^{ij} < A^{(T )}_i , Ȧ^{(L)}_j > +ϑ < Ψ, Ȧ_x0 >

+ < A_x0 , ϵ^{ij} F_{ij} [A] > + < Ψ, Σ > ) . 2.2 The symmetries of general relativity

2.2.1 first digression : the status of general covariance

Before studying the basic symmetries of these dynamical problems, let us discuss the status of one of these, that is reparametrization symmetry. Although some relevant problems connected to general covariance can find some interesting solutions in the presence of matter degrees of freedom, we will begin the discussion in the case of pure gravity (after all, gravity field has a sort of ontological preeminence because it says to other fields how to move causally). These problems being intimately entangled with the identification of deterministically predictable observables we will try to stay as close as possible from the hamiltonian approach, which is the better way to attack the initial value problem and to study observability.

General relativity in vacuo is a geometric theory, its basic object is a localized universe, i.e. a smooth manifold M and a lorentzian metric tensor g defined on it [21, 35]. The mappings ϕ which preserve the structure of M induce a mapping on the set of localized universes (ϕ acts by pull-back on g). The choice of a particular atlas and system of coordinates (among equivalence classes of them defining M as a smooth manifold) is necessary to write the kinematical and dynamical problem of gravity in terms of differential equations and to solve them explicitely, but g is a tensorial field and Einstein’s equations are generally covariant (they are invariant under a smooth change of system of coordinates on M). However, in absence of matter degrees of freedom, there is a priori no dynamical field, except g itself, allowing an individuation of points on the manifold, and it seems to be a basic requirement to be able to do that in order to mention the “where” and the “when” of an event and then to speak about local observables. The choice of a particular system of coordinates, called the coordinatization, is a way to individuate points by brute force, by an explicit mapping p ∈ M → x(p). It is an additional data attached to the smooth manifold M. It is then possible to describe a localized universe as being given by the components of the metric tensor g in the system of coordinates x. Now, a distinction has to be made between two types of transformations. The passive diffeomorphisms, i.e. smooth changes of the chosen coordinatization of M, obviously does not change the value of the metric tensor at a given geometric point, but changes components of g in this coordinatization. The active diffeomorphisms, draging geometric points onto M through a diffeomorphism ϕ, entails an active redistribution of the metric over the manifold (the metric tensor is transformed by the pull-back of ϕ), and we do not have to require any transformation of the coordinatization under this active transformation. Obviously, these actions have to be related, as soon as we choose to use coordinatization to obtain a description of localized universes in terms of components of the metric. Indeed, let ϕ be an active diffeomorphism which maps M onto itself (and its induced action on tensorial fields). Then, it is obvious that the components, in the coordinatization x and in a given chart, of the actively transformed metric tensor are the same as the components of the untransformed metric tensor in the passively transformed coordinatization S_ϕx, defined such that (S_ϕx) (ϕ(p)) = x(p). Nevertheless, this point of view disregards a deep difference between both types of transformations. Indeed, an element of the active transformations group has to be seen as a regular map associating to a metric tensor field another one, diffeomorphically related to it by a certain element ϕ of the diffeomorphism group of the manifold. Obviously, this element of the active transformations group would be different, for the same ϕ, if we had considered its action on a different metric tensor field. Hence, an element of this gauge group, viewed in terms of the components of the metric in a given system of coordinates is necessarily written as metric dependent coordinates transformations x → φ (x, g(x)). It is not innocent to remark that, besides passive diffeomorphisms which are lagrangian symmetries of Einstein’s action, the set of equations (2) has its own symmetries (called dynamical symmetries) defined on its set of solutions. In fact, the biggest group of passive dynamical symmetries of (2) is the group Q of metric dependent coordinate transformations x → φ (x, g(x)) (the groups Diff_P M and Diff_AM of passive and active diffeomorphisms are two disjoint non-normal subgroups of Q, and the space of Einstein’s universes can be recovered as the quotient of the space of solutions of (2) by any one of these three groups [6]).

This confusion between these two conceptually different transformations is at the origin of a central problem in general relativity. Indeed, smooth changes of coordinates, acting through Lie derivative on the components of the metric field, are local Noether symmetries of the action (5). The equations (2) are then covariant under these symmetries, and it is then generally considered that we have to identify solutions of (2) which components are related by such transformations. Although it seems natural that this procedure will eliminate the dependence of the interesting observables with respect to the freely chosen coordinatization, it will also erase any reference to individuated geometric points. Doing this, we have to make a critic choice. If we consider diffeomorphisms as a gauge symmetry, we abandon the hope to find simple local observables. This catastrophic consequence has led many authors to reject this point of view, on the grounds that a particular choice of coordinates just reflects the physical properties of the reference systems with respect to which measurements are done. If we do not consider diffeomorphism as a gauge symmetry, we have to abandon the hope to build a deterministic theory, due to the hole argument [12]. Indeed, although we can fix a set of coordinates in order to individuate points of M, the active diffeomorphisms continue to be a continuous symmetry of the equations of motion. Let us consider two metrics which differ by an active diffeomorphism only in a region R of M such that we are able to choose a complete Cauchy surface S for the gravitational field, R being in the past of S. If the description an observer can make of these universes has to be deterministic, we have to conclude that these spacetimes can not be distinguished by any measure or prediction made by this observer. This schizophrenic situation has its origin in our desire to localize geometric points using non-dynamical degrees of freedom as reference system [35].

As remarked by C. Rovelli, it is not at all natural to consider the reference system as an external object in general relativity (like our fixed coordinate system). If we consider, as a reference, a material body, we can neglect the impact of its presence on the gravitational field in a certain approximation where it is sufficiently light, however we can not disregard the impact of gravitational field on it, because even its inertial motion needs the metric to be defined! In order to produce local observables invariant under active diffeomorphisms, it is sufficient to localize geometric points using dynamical degrees of freedom which transformations under active diffeomorphisms can be combined with that of the metric tensor in order to build invariant objects. We could imagine to use gauge invariant quantities made of dynamical degrees of freedom contained in the metric itself, however we will reject this point of view for some reasons: this program is not technically easy and it gives a very non-local description; this localization is impossible if the universe is too symmetric and will then never survive to the special relativity limit; this attempt is hopeless in three spacetime dimensions where only global aspects exist; endly matter degrees of freedom is always the ground on which real-life observables are defined and measured. The most simple object we can use to this aim is a free falling observer with an internal clock. In this description [35, 29], we then choose to fix a “platform” of “spectator-observers” that is locally proper-time Einstein-synchronizable, and choose a zero of time for their synchronized clocks, this constitutes a “system of observers”. They are free-falling test bodies with internal clocks which are assumed to be able to gather information from the universe without disturbing it and without disturbing each other. It does not forbid obviously to add other matter degrees of freedom interacting in the usual way with the gravitational field.

These observers are used to “freeze” the action of a part of the group of diffeomorphisms [29]. Indeed, a first partial gauge fixing can be made by choosing coordinates compatible with the flow of world lines of the observers and their internal clocks. Hence, the residual gauge symmetry amounts to infinitesimal coordinate transformations preserving the previous conditions. These transformations preserve also the system of observers if and only if they are equivalent to a relabelling of spatial coordinates and a rigid time translation. The choice of the system of observers is then associated to a procedure where we rigidify a part of the gauge symmetry, and treat it as a noether symmetry (this procedure is very different from a gauge fixing and we will call it a “gauge freezing”). The observables are then defined to be the invariant objects under these diffeomorphisms preserving the system of observers (it is important to remark that this notion does not forbid an evolution of the value of these observables with respect to the time given by their clocks). This point of view will be called “observer-dependent”.

It seems that we have lost the general covariance of general relativity. In fact, the question is really to decide which interpretation can be given to the set of equations (2) written relatively to a given system of coordinates, concerning things which can be observed. The problems of determinism and initial values can not be unambiguously adressed at this level only, and the problem of gauge symmetry has to be studied more intrinsically. The previous meaningful gauge freezing disregards only invariance under passive transformations as a basic fact, but emphasizes a certain part of dynamical symmetries which has to be considered as a real gauge symmetry. And the question of predictability can then be adressed only because this gauge freezing is attached to a given observer’s theory. This theory is intimately related to a certain off-shell extension of the diffeomorphism symmetry we will study in the next subsection.

The degrees of freedom associated to these observers can be added to the pure gravity dynamical problem in order to study quantization [35]. The observerdependent approach is particularly fruitful if we want to study the special relativity limit of general relativity[29] or to develop the canonical quantization program in the usual way [36]. Moreover, it is nothing more than an attempt to clarify the status of the observer in Einstein’s equation. Nevertheless, they are different sort of problems with this point of view. Firstly, due to gravitational redshift it is not always possible to define globally such a system of comoving-observers. Then, due to the requirements made about our set of observers, and if our reference system is made from real matter, this description can only be viewed as an approximation of general relativity in which we forbid back-reaction of the gravitational field on matter degrees of freedom. Hence, it seems not to be a very nice departure point to explore a quantum theory of gravity. Endly, it is important to analyze the modification of the status of gravitational degrees of freedom in the gauge freezing procedure, which could have dramatic consequences for the quantum theory [30].

In order to solve part of these problems, some authors have chosen to restrict these spectator-observers to live only in an asymptotic region of spacetime [32]. We will prefer to develop an approach where our observer is really enclosed in the universe and interacts with the gravitational field. Then, our “participantobserver” will be described by matter degrees of freedom (point masses), coupled to the gravitational field, in a closed universe. We want to insist that choosing the spectator-observer or participant-observer perspective does not forbid to fix coordinates externally (after all, it is the better way to write our equations...) as soon as the physical observables we consider do not refer to them but are intrisically build from variables defining the observer degrees of freedom and the metric field. In the same perspective, trying to develop a participant-observer description, we do not want to abandon the observer-dependent framework which is nothing more than a clarification of Einstein’s framework which sheds light on its possible off-shell extensions. We will just disregard observables made of any spectator-observer degrees of freedom. Before that, we have first to discuss off-shell extensions of the diffeomorphism symmetry and then to describe the coupling of gravity with matter degrees of freedom.

2.2.2 off-shell symmetries in hamiltonian gravity

Only a small part of the symmetries in Q can be extended off-shell [37, 31] .

Indeed, in ADM formulation, the action of diffeomorphisms generated by

Lie derivative along the vector field ζ on the components of the metric is given by δ_D[ζ]g_{αβ} = ζ^γ ∂_γ g_{αβ} + g_{αγ} ∂_β ζ^γ + g_{γβ}∂_αζ^γ .

If we restrict ζ to be a function of coordinates only (passive diffeomorphisms), it induces a transformation of lapse function and shift vector which explicitely depends on their velocities Ṅ^α ≡ ∂_x0 N^α. However, the Legendre map FL (defined from Einstein’s configuration space to ADM phase space) is such that its pull-back FL^⋆(defined from the set of functions on Einstein’s configuration space to the set of functions on ADM phase space) is such that^∂_∂(_{Ṅ α} ) ∘FL^⋆ = 0. Hence this type of transformation is not projectable, i.e. cannot be a projection onto the Einstein’s configuration space of a canonical transformation defined on the ADM phase space. Nevertheless, if we allow ζ to depend freely on the lapse function, shift vector and the spatial metric we can identify a subgroup of projectable gauge symmetries. More precisely, we have to choose ζ^a = δ^a κ^a+n^ακ^{x0} , i.e. ζ^{x0} =^{κx0}_{N x0} and ζ^a = κ^a −^{N a}_{N x0} κ^{x0} , where the vector κ is function of the coordinates and the spatial metric only. It is important to remark that, in order for these transformations to form a group, we cannot avoid the explicit dependence of ζ in terms of the spatial metric. Notice that we are not restricting the set of infinitesimal diffeomorphisms acting on a specific fixed metric because, for N ≠ 0, we can choose κ^{x0} = Nζ^{x0} , κ^a = ζ^a + N^aζ^{x0} . Moreover, this group of projectable transformations denoted Q_{can}, is another non-normal subgroup of the group Q of metric dependent coordinate transformations, and the space of Einstein’s universes can as well be recovered as the quotient of the space of solutions of (2) by Q_{can} (see [6] for details).The program can be achieved by identifying the generators of the corresponding canonical transformations on ADM phase space, in terms of first class constraints, as well as their Dirac Poisson algebra [37, 6, 31]. The previous canonical transformations correspond to transformations leaving the canonical action off-shell invariant up to boundary terms. However, the relevant gauge fixings are intimately related to the form of these boundary terms. Every constraints except H_t are linear in the canonical momenta, and the ADM action is fully invariant under the corresponding symmetries, they can be canonically gauge fixed. The gauge fixing associated to hamiltonian constraint cannot be a canonical one, in the action principle we have chosen, without restrictions of the phase space. However, it can obviously be fixed by a derivative gauge[38].

Let us now study the case of first-order gravity. The configuration space is larger than the previous one, due to the redundant parametrization (1) of the metric in terms of the soldering form. However, we have to identify solutions of (3)(4) related by Noether Lagrangian symmetries formed by local Lorentz transformations. This infinitesimal Lagrangian gauge symmetry is described by a lorentz vector (λ^a)_{a∈IM}

δ_L[λ]e^a_α = ε_{bc}^a e^b_αλ^c (10) δ_L[λ]ϖ^a_α = ∂_αλ^a + ε_{bc}^a ϖ^b_αλ^c. (11)

In order to consider the action of this symmetry on the action, we can use Chern-Simons notations. We have δ_L[λ]A_α = ∂_αλ + [A_α, λ], where λ = λ^aξ_{a,L}. And, defining the so(3, 1)−gauge transformations

δ_G[Γ]A_α ≡ D^A_α Γ ≡ ∂_αΓ + [A_α, Γ] (12) for any mapping Γ : M → g, we can verify the following off-shell transformation properties

δ_G[Γ]S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} ( < ∂_iA^{(L)}_j , Γ^{(T )} > + < ∂_iA^{(T )}_j , Γ^{(L)} > )

δ_G[Γ]S_Σ[A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} ( < ∂_iA^{(L)}_j + [A^{(L)}_i , A^{(L)}_j ] − [A^{(T )}_i , A^{(T )}_j ], Γ^{(T )} >

− < ∂_iA^{(T )}_j , Γ^{(L)} > )

It is a trivial consequence that S_{HP} [e, ϖ] is fully gauge invariant under so(2, 1)−gauge symmetries δ_G[λ] = δ_L[λ] (because λ^{(T )} = 0).

The absence of the velocities ė^a_{x0} , ϖ̇^a_{x0} in these formulas ensures that this transformation is projectable to phase space, without changes, in an off-shell symmetry of the total action. The associated canonical generator and the explicit transformations of the lagrange multipliers are found in the standard way[18, 19, 26]. More precisely, for any infinitesimal generator Γ ∈ l, any function f of the set of canonical variables transforms as δ_G[Γ]f = {f, G(Γ)}, with G(Γ) ≡< Γ, ϵ^{ij} F_{ij} [A] > + < Ψ, D^A_{x0} Γ >, and the lagrange multipliers have to transform accordingly to δ_G[Γ]Σ = [Σ, Γ] − D^A_{x0}Γ̇ . The total action is then fully off-shell invariant under this symmetry (the previous formulas can be used as defining the off-shell extension of the complete so(3, 1)−gauge symmetry although it does not let the action fully invariant in itself).

Let us now consider the diffeomorphism symmetries. The infinitesimal passive transformations associated to components of a vector field (ζ^α)_{α∈IM} are given by the Lie derivative

δ_D[ζ]e^a_α = e^a_β∂_αζ^β + ζ^β ∂_β e^a_α (13)

δ_D[ζ]ϖ^a_α = ϖ^a_β∂_αζ^β + ζ^β ∂_β ϖ^a_α. (14)

For the same reasons as in the ADM description, such a transformation is not projectable, because of the presence of the velocities ė^a_{x0} , ϖ̇^a_{x0} in the formulas describing reparametrization along time direction. We have then to consider metric dependent coordinates transformations. For example, if^⋆e^{x0}_0 ≠ 0, we can, once again, choose ζ^{x0} ≡^⋆e^{x0}_0 κ^{x0} and ζ^i ≡ κ^i +^⋆e^i_0κ^{x0} , and we can check that we obtain a projectable symmetry. However, another choice is usually made, using extensively the invertibility of the soldering form. To any field of lorentz vectors (τ^a)_{a∈IM} , eventually depending of spatial dynamical variables (this dependence is probably unavoidable if we want these symmetries to form a group, but this point will not be studied here), we will associate the vector field ζ^α_{(τ )} ≡^⋆e^α_a τ^a and the field of lorentz vectors λ^a_{(τ )} ≡ −ϖ^a_αζ^α_{(τ )}. A basic computation gives the following projectable diffeomorphisms ( δ_D[ζ_{(τ )}] + δ_L[λ_{(τ )}] ) ϖ^a_α = τ^{d ⋆}e^β_d (∂_β ϖ^a_α − ∂_αϖ^a_β + ε_{bc}^aϖ^b_β ϖ^c_α) (15) = 1 l^2_c τ^be^c_αε_{bc}^a + τ^{d ⋆}e^β_d C^a_{βα}(e, ϖ) (16) ( δ_D[ζ_{(τ )}] + δ_L[λ_{(τ )}] ) e^a_α = ∂_ατ^a + τ^{d ⋆}e^β_d (∂_β e^a_α − ∂_αe^a_β + ε_{bc}^aϖ^b_βe^c_α)

= ∂_ατ^a + τ^bϖ^c_αε_{bc}^a + τ^{d ⋆}e^β_d T^a_{βα}(e, ϖ), (17) which do not contain the velocities ė^a_{x0} , ϖ̇^a_{x0} and are then projectable.

We will denote the previous lagrangian transformations

δ_{L,P D}[λ, τ] ≡ δ_D[ζ_{(τ )}] + δ_L[λ_{(τ )} + λ], (18)

and we have to notice that, reciprocally, we have δ_D [ζ] + δ_L[λ] = δ_{L,P D}[λ + ϖ_αζ^α, e_αζ^α]. We will denote ð_{L,P D} the algebra of these gauge symmetries, and G_{L,P D} the group of associated large transformations. As soon as this mapping is invertible, i.e. the soldering form is non-degenerate, G_{L,P D} is equal to the group of diffeomorphisms + local lorentz transformations.

The previous projectable symmetries can be related to another projectable symmetry, i.e. so(3, 1) gauge transformations δ_G, at least infinitesimally and on-shell. Indeed, defining τ = τ^aξ_{a,T} and Γ_{(λ,τ )} = λ + τ we can check that

δ_G[Γ_{(λ,τ )}]A^I_α = δ_{L,P D}[λ, τ]A^I_α + δ_{T S} [ζ_{(τ )}]A^I_α. (19)

with the trivial gauge symmetry part given by δ_{T S} [ζ]A^I_α ≡ ζ^β F^I_{αβ} (A). It is trivial in the sense that it is null if the zero curvature equations, i.e. the constraints and equations of motion, are verified. It then seems appealing to replace δ_{L,P D} by the more simple transformations δ_G in the study of the reduced phase space of gravity. Generally, this remark is taken as the basic fact allowing for a reinterpretation of gravity as a Chern-Simons theory. However, we have to take it with caution because, even when infinitesimal symmetries coincide on-shell, they can differ dramatically in two different aspects: concerning their action on boundary conditions defining the variational problem and at the level of their group structure.

Let us, firstly, study the problem of boundary conditions. Plugging δA^I_α ≡ δ_{T S} [ζ]A^I_α into the following off shell-formulas δS^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫∫ M d^3x ϵ^{αβγ} < δA_α, F_{βγ} (A) > + l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} < δA_i, A_j > δS_Σ[A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} ( < δA^{(L)}_i , A^{(T )}_j > + < A^{(L)}_i , δA^{(T )}_j > )

gives, as soon as the vector field ζ is tangent to the boundary, the following boundary contributions δ_{T S} [ζ]S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} < ζ^αA_α, ∂_iA_j > δ_{T S} [ζ]S_Σ[A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1} d^2x ϵ^{ij} ( < ∂_iA^{(L)}_j + [A^{(L)}_i , A^{(L)}_j ] − [A^{(T )}_i , A^{(T )}_j ], ζ^αA^{(T )}_α >

− < ∂_iA^{(T )}_j , ζ^αA^{(L)}_α > ) . As a result, we then conclude that S_{HP} [A] is fully off-shell invariant under transformations δ_{L,P D}[λ, τ] as soon as^⋆e^{x0}_a τ^a |_{Σt1,2} = 0, this restriction being due to the presence of a gauge symmetry associated to a first class constraint non-linear in the canonical momenta. As a result of previous discussions, the variational principle of S_{HP} [A] describes an action associated to the class of paths (Ω_i, E_i)_{i∈IΣ} (we do not mention ϖ_x0 , e_x0 which are not subject to dynamical equations) up to symmetries δ_{L,P D}[λ, τ], s.t. N_a(E)τ^a |_{Σt1,2} = 0, the variations of (Ω_i, E_i)_{i∈IΣ} being restricted at the boundaries by δΩ_i |_{Σt1,2} = 0, ∀i ∈ I_Σ ( (E_i)_{i∈IΣ} are freely varied and in particular no constraint is required to be fullfilled at the boundaries ). This physical problem is different from that described by ADM action. It would be more natural to have a variational principle associated to a class of paths (Ω_i, E_i)_{i∈IΣ} up to symmetries δ_{L,P D}[λ, τ], s.t. N_a(E)τ^a |_{Σt1,2} = 0, the variations of (Ω_i, E_i)_{i∈IΣ} being taken eventually on the constraint surface ε^{ij} T^a_{ij} (E, Ω) |_{Σt1,2} = 0, ∀a ∈ I_M and restricted at the boundaries by δ (q_{ij} (E)) |_{Σt1,2} = 0, ∀i, j ∈ I_Σ . However, boundary terms corresponding to such a variational principle seem to be unknown in the litterature.

Then, it seems difficult to implement the symmetries δ_G to replace δ_{L,P D} in the study of the reduced phase space, because S_{HP} [A] is not invariant, not even on-shell, by general transformations of the type δ_G[Γ_{(λ,τ )}], due to the boundary terms. Obviously, boundary terms can always be added to an action in order to change its invariance properties [19, 25]. This procedure has been developped especially to deal with the problems associated to gauge symmetries coming from first class constraints non-linear in the momenta (our case is of this type). We have to take care that this procedure induces at the same time a change in the class of paths defining the variational problem, or necessitates the addition of new degrees of freedom. In fact, these changes, although apparently irrelevant, generally affect the physics described by the resulting action principle especially in the type of observables we will consider. This procedure deals with the problems concerning gauge symmetries, but disregards invariance properties under other rigid symmetries of the action principle and also external physical informations about observables concerning measurement process. It appears sometimes that some restrictions of the symmetries at boundaries have to be considered as physically significant facts for the observer theory. It is clear, for example, that for the free relativistic particle, as soon as we are interested in measuring positions, we have to take care of boundary restrictions on time reparametrization symmetry, and the proper-time gauge is, at least for this purpose, as physically meaningful as any fully gauge invariant extension of this theory. However, if our observer’s theory disregards observables affected by such a gauge symmetry in the bulk, it is unsense to take care of boundary restrictions on the gauge. Again in the case of the free relativistic particle, if we are only interested in measuring moments, which are gauge invariant under this symmetry, we do not have to take care of the boundary restrictions imposed by our action on this gauge freedom.

If we are really interested in the invariance of the action under δ_G[Γ_{(λ,τ )}], a conceivable method is to consider τ |_{Σt1,2} = 0, this choice ( less restrictive but related choices are made in the case of asymptotic boundaries) is often implicit in the litterature. Obviously, it is also possible to complete Chern- Simons action in order to obtain a fully δ_G[Γ_{(λ,τ )}]−gauge invariant extension of gravity. This program has been achieved in [4], but despite of attractive algebraic features, the resulting theory is far from the physical problem we want to describe in canonical gravity for different reasons. Firstly, both alternatives are problematic in the sense that they force us to deal with the boundary values of the metric, or other geometric fields, in a given spatial coordinate system. Although perfectly compatible with a spectator-observer description of gravity these approaches seem to be completely off the scope of a participant-observer description, in the sense that their purpose is to give an answer to a question which has no sense in this perspective. Indeed, as soon as, in a participant observer perspective, the observables we will consider, based on matter degrees of freedom, will be invariant under δ_G in the bulk, it is totally useless to take care of boundary restrictions on this symmetry. As a conclusion, it will be correct, for the participant observer description, to disregard boundary restrictions on the gauge symmetry δ_G.

Let us now study the other source of problems with the identification of these two symmetries, i.e. the difference between the group structures of the symmetries δ_G, δ_{L,P D}. This difference will have dramatic consequences on the global aspects of the physical phase space. We will denote Δ_G[g], for g in the gauge group G_G associated to SL(2, C )_R (the universal covering of SO(3, 1)), the large gauge transformations, and Δ_{L,P D}[u], for u in the gauge group G_{L,P D} the large projectable diffeomorphisms + local Lorentz transformations. We do not want to enter into the details of the structure of the group G_{L,P D} of projectable diffeomorphisms and local lorentz transformations. However, a key point has to be mentioned. The large gauge transformations, integrated from (12), are given by Δ_G[g](A_α) = g^{−1}A_αg + g^{−1}∂_αg. (20)

Let us consider a connection A solution of the zero-curvature equation, with A^{(T )} corresponding to a nowhere-degenerate soldering form. It is clear that, at least locally, a gauge transformation can always be found such that (Δ_G[g](A_α)) = 0, which is incompatible with the requirement that (Δ_G[g](A))^{(T )} is associated to a non-degenerate soldering form. This is a crucial difference between these symmetry groups. Indeed, it is never possible to find any projectable diffeomorphism and local lorentz transformation such that (Δ_{L,P D}[g](A_α))^{(T )} = 0. We have already mentioned how Chern-Simons extension of gravity was obtained by incorporating degenerate soldering forms. The extension of the allowed range for the dynamical variables is simultaneous to an extension of the gauge group. Indeed, the gauge symmetry is then associated to Δ_G and not to Δ_{L,P D} anymore. In fact, the space of classical solutions of the Hilbert-Palatini theory is obtained as the space of so(3, 1)connections (A_α)_{α∈IM} , with a non degenerate translation part, i.e.

ϵ^{αβγ} < A^{(T )}_α , [A^{(T )}_β , A^{(T )}_γ ] >≠ 0, (21)

obeying the zero curvature equations (9), equipped with the equal-time Poisson bracket

{A^I_i (x), A^J_j (y)}_2 = 2l_c ϑ ϵ_{ij} t^{IJ} δ^{(2)}(x − y) , (22)

and moded out by the action of the gauge group G_{L,P D} given by (15)(18). The space of classical solutions of Chern-Simons gravity is obtained as the space of so(3, 1)connections (A_α)_{α∈IM} , without restriction of its translation part, obeying the zero curvature equations (9), equipped with the same equaltime Poisson bracket, and moded out by the action of the gauge group G_G given by (20). We have moreover to decide, in each of these cases, if these spaces must be moded out by the group of orientation preserving diffeomorphisms of the base space not connected to the identity, i.e. the mapping class group.

A contrario from the common opinion exposed in current litterature on the subject, the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons gravity is in fact smaller than that of gravity. This point is very subtle, and generally disregarded by most of the authors (see however the fundamental H.J.Matschull’s paper [23], see also [14]), we prefer to develop these points after having completed our perspective on the place of the observers and having emphasized some fundamental observables allowing us to emphasize precisely the discrepancy between the two phase spaces.

2.2.3 Overview on the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity in vacuo

Before to study the coupling to particles, we want to explain an interesting description of the space of classical solutions of Chern-Simons gravity, the socalled combinatorial approach, through the study of a simple example.

Let us take Σ to be a 2−torus parametrized by two angles (φ, ψ) ∈ [0, 2π[^{×2}. The set O = { (t, φ, ψ) ∈]t_1, t_2[×]0, 2π[^{×2} } is a connected and simply connected open subset of ]t_1, t_2[×Σ, on which the zero curvature equations can be solved up to the action of the gauge group G_G by A_α = k^{−1}∂_αk, α ∈ {t, φ, ψ} where k is a smooth mapping from O to G. We will not consider restrictions of k coming from the boundaries Σ_{t1} , Σ_{t2} . The ambiguities on k are linked to the action of the gauge group, given by a smooth mapping g from ]t_1, t_2[×Σ to G, as k → kg, and the Noether rigid symmetry given by a fixed element s of the group G as k → sk. If we introduce the notations v_1(t, φ) = −−−→ P exp ∫_{2π} 0 dψ A_ψ(t, φ, ψ) and v_2(t, ψ) = −−−→ P exp ∫_{2π} 0 dφ A_φ(t, φ, ψ), we can verify that v_1(t, φ) ≡ k^{−1}(t, φ, 0^+)k(t, φ, 2π^−) and v_2(t, ψ) ≡ k^{−1}(t, 0^+, ψ)k(t, 2π^−, ψ). Separately, we can introduce u_1(t, φ) ≡ k(t, φ, 0^+)k^{−1}(t, φ, 2π^−) and u_2(t, ψ) ≡ k(t, 0^+, ψ)k^{−1}(t, 2π^−, ψ). We can check, using the action of the gauge, that u_1, u_2 are gauge invariant and, using the smoothness of the connection, that they are independent of their parameters, i.e. u_1(t, φ) ≡ u_1 and u_2(t, ψ) ≡ u_2. The zero curvature equation implies moreover that u_1u_2u^{−1}_1 u^{−1}_2 = I, so u_1, u_2 can be reduced in a common basis. Endly, the Noether symmetry acts on them as u_{1,2} → su_{1,2}s^{−1} then, only their conjugacy classes c_1, c_2 are physically relevant. Reciprocally, let be given two connections A, A^′ solutions of the zero curvature equation and associated to the same couple c_1, c_2 defined along previous procedure. If we choose smooth gauges k, k^′ respectively associated to A, A^′, the mapping g = k^{−1}k^′ can be shown to be smooth on the whole ]t_1, t_2[×Σ, using the fact that k, k^′ are associated to the same c_1, c_2. Then A and A^′are related by a gauge transformation.

Generically, u_1, u_2 can be diagonalized simultaneously, using the noether symmetry, their conjugacy class being respectively given by c_{1,2} = e^{2π(λ1,2ξ0,T +ρ1,2 ξ0,L)}. These datas define completely an element of the space of classical solutions of Chern-Simons theory, and a connection A_α solution of the zero-curvature equation compatible with them is, for example, A = (λ_1ξ_{0,T} + ρ_1ξ_{0,L})dψ + (λ_2ξ_{0,T} + ρ_2ξ_{0,L})dφ. Any observable can be written in terms of c_1, c_2 however the Poisson algebra appears to be not so easy to describe in these terms. Nevertheless it can be done and lead to beautiful algebraic structures, see [33] for the original paper, [15]for the classical description, and [9] for the quantization and the study of the quantum phase space of the vacuum Chern-Simons deSitter gravity.

3 Point masses in deSitter gravity

Before to study the coupling of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity to point particles in three dimensions we have to recall some basic facts about free particles on a fixed deSitter background.

3.1 Free relativistic particle on deSitter spacetime

Notations and basic properties of SL(2, C ) used in this section can be found in the appendix A.1.

3.1.1 Basic notions on deSitter spacetime

The deSitter spacetime dS_3 is defined as the maximally symmetric solution to 2+1 dimensional Einstein’s equations (2). Its metric can be described, for example, in cylindrical coordinates as

ds^2 = −(1 − r^2 l^2_c

)dt^2 + dr^2 (1 −^{r2}_{l2c} )

+ r^2dϕ^2.

We have to notice that this metric describes only a part of dS_3.

It can be embedded into the 4-dimensional Minkowski space M_4 as follows. M_4 will be identified with the set of 2 × 2 hermitian matrices H by the isomorphism of vector space:

M_4 −→ H , x −→ X = x^μσ_μ = ( x^0 + x^1 x^2 − ix^3 x^2 + ix^3 x^0 − x^1 ) . (23)

This map is an isometry as soon as we equip H with the pseudo-norm |X|^2 = −det(X). dS_3 can be mapped to the subset D of H defined by:

D = {Q ∈ H| det Q = −l^2_c }. (24)

A distance is induced on dS_3 from that on M_4, d(Q, Q^′)^2 = l^2_c tr(Q^{−1}Q^′ − I) for any couple Q, Q^′ ∈ D.

The action of the (universal covering of the) Lorentz group G = SL(2, C ) on M_4 is translated into the following action on H: G × H −→ H , (Λ, X) −→^ΛX = ΛXΛ^†. (25) This action descends to the subset D and promotes G = SL(2, C ) as the group of moves on dS_3; a basic subgroup of G, i.e. L_o, forms the 2 + 1 Lorentz group.

As a consequence, if we consider an arbitrary element o ∈ D, we can define an application from the configuration space C ≡ SL(2, C ) to D as follows: C −→ D , M −→ Q_M = MoM^† . (26) As a remark, we have the following interesting formula

d(Q_M , Q^′_M )^2 = l^2_c tr((M^{−1}M^′)(M^{−1}M^′)^⋆ − I). (27)

Obviously this map is multivalued. In fact, we can decompose D as the union D^+_o ∪ D^−_o with D^±_o = {Q ∈ D|Tr(I ± Qo^{−1}) > 0} such that on each of these parts the application

Υ_± : D^±_o −→ T_o , Q −→ Υ_±(Q) = I ± Qo^{−1} √ Tr(I ± Qo^{−1})

(28)

is invertible with inverse defined by Υ^{−1}_± (τ) = ±τ^2o.

Moreover, if Q and Q^′ are two elements of D, it is always possible to find an element o such that these two elements belong to D^+_o .

We will denote by (θ^{T,i})_{i=0,1,2} a system of local coordinates on dS_3, we will denote x^i := θ^{T,i} as well. Using the mappings Υ_± we define an atlas of T_o given by a set of mappings from R^3 to T_o we will denote abusively x → τ(x). We will introduce also (θ^{L,i})_{i=0,1,2} a system of local coordinates on L_o, we will denote r^i := θ^{L,i} as well and will denote abusively r → λ(r) the corresponding mappings from R^3 to L_o. Due to factorization theorems recalled in the appendix A.1, these datas allow us to parametrize the configuration space C ≡ SL(2, C ) as a whole and we will denote (θ^I )_{I∈{T,L}×{0,1,2}} → M(θ) = τ(θ^T )λ(θ^L) the corresponding matrix of coordinate functions.

The metric on dS_3 is given by dx^ig_xi_xj (x)dx^j = l^2_c det(d(τ(x)^2 )) and e^a_α and ω^a_α defined such that τ^{−1}∂_xi τ = (^1_{lc} e^a_{xi} ξ_{T,a} + ω^a_{xi} ξ_{L,a}) is a solution of (3)(4) giving a first order description of dS_3. Let us notice how the first order datas transform under their basic local symmetry associated to Lorentz group. If λ is a given mapping from an open subset of R^3 to L_o, then the local Lorentz transformations associated to λ are defined by (^1_{lc} e^a_{xi} ξ_{T,a} + ω^a_{xi} ξ_{L,a}) → λ^{−1}(^1_{lc} e^a_{xi} ξ_{T,a} + ω^a_{xi} ξ_{L,a})λ + λ^{−1}∂_xi λ ≡ (^1_{lc} e^{′a}_{xi} ξ_{T,a} + ω^{′a}_{xi} ξ_{L,a}). Then it is obvious that any mapping k from an open subset of R^3 to G defines a first order description of dS_3 by k^{−1}∂_xi k = (^1_{lc} e^{′a}_{xi} ξ_{T,a} + ω^{′a}_{xi} ξ_{L,a}), which associated metric is dx^ig_xi_xj (x)dx^j = l^2_c det(d(kk^⋆)).

The usual expression of timelike geodesic equations on dS_3 in terms of the proper time σ can be simplified in this framework, i.e. if we express them in terms of Q, into the following equation^{d2Q}_{dσ2} = Q. In fact, these trajectories are parametrized by Q(σ) = M_0e^{2σξT,0} M^⋆_0 o.

3.1.2 The relativistic particle on dS_3

The basic action principle used to describe a relativistic particle of mass m and spin s on dS_3 is

S_p[M] = ∫_{t2} t_1 dt < χ^{b+,b−} |M^{−1} dM dt > , (29) where χ^{b+,b−} ≡ b_+(m, s)ξ_{L,0} + b_−(m, s)ξ_{T,0}with b_+(m, s) ≡ ml_c, b_−(m, s) ≡ s. The dynamical variable M belongs to C ≡ SL(2, C ). In order to define the variational problem, half of the dynamical variables are kept fixed at the boundaries such that in particular < χ^{b+,b−} |M^{−1}δM > (t_{1,2}) = 0, i.e. the position on deSitter spacetime Q_M in the case of a purely massive particle, the problem of boundary conditions will be discussed soon. The canonical analysis of this system has been already done in the litterature (see for example [5][11]). Better than working with coordinates (θ^I )_{I∈Ig} and their momenta (π_I )_{I∈Ig} , we will work with the matrix of coordinate functions M and P = p_I ξ^I , where p_I are certain functions of coordinates and momenta chosen such that the Poisson brackets are given by:

{M_1, M_2} = 0 , {P_1, M_2} = t_{12}M_2 , {P_1, P_2} = −[t_{12}, P_1] (30)

(here we used the tensorial notation A_1 = A^m_n E^n_m ⊗ 1 and A_2 = 1 ⊗ A^m_n E^n_m, for any 2 × 2 matrix A and (E^n_m)_{m,n} is the canonical basis of the space of 2 × 2 matrices).

The set of primary constraints is given by C[M, P ] = M^{−1}P M + χ^{b+,b−} ≈ 0. (31) The canonical Hamiltonian is equal to zero. The action (29) is equivalent to the first order action: S^{tot}_p [M, P, μ] = − ∫ dt(< P | dM dt M^{−1} > +H_{tot}[X, P, μ]) (32) where μ ∈ g = sl(2, C ) and the total Hamiltonian H^{tot}_p [M, P, μ] =< μ|C[M, P ] > . (33) Conservation of the constraints under time evolution imposes no secondary constraints and fix μ to belong to h, i.e.

μ = μ_h = ρ_Lξ_{L,0} + ρ_T ξ_{T,0}. (34)

The Dirac bracket can be easily computed (see Appendix A.2). As P commutes with the second class constraints, the Poisson brackets (30) involving P are not modified by the Dirac reduction:

{P_1, M_2}_D = t_{12}M_2 , {P_1, P_2}_D = −[t_{12}, P_1]

However, the Poisson bracket (30) between matrix elements of M is modified into the following bracket:

{M_1, M_2}_D = M_1M_2R^{(0)}_{12} (M, P )

where R^{(0)}_{12} (M, P ) = r^{(0)}_{12} (b̃_+, b̃_−) with b̃_+ ≡ b_++ < C[M, P ], ξ_{0,T} >, b̃_− ≡ b_−+ < C[M, P ], ξ_{0,L} > and r^{(0)} is defined in the appendix A.4.

In the following we will restrict ourself to the purely massive case, i.e. b_− = 0. The dynamical equations are given by dM dt = {M, H^{tot}_p }_D = −Mμ_h , dP dt = {P, H^{tot}_p }_D = 0. (35)

Solutions of equations of motion and constraints are parametrized by a fixed M_0 ∈ G as M(t) = M_0exp ( − ∫_t t_1 dv μ_h(v) ) , P (t) = −b_+M_0ξ_{L,0}M^{−1}_0 . (36)

The corresponding motion of the particle on deSitter spacetime is given by Q_M (t) = M(t)oM(t)^† = M_0exp(−2 ∫_t t_1 dv ρT (v)ξT,0)oM † 0 . It is clear, from the expression of the length element on the trajectory dl^2 = −det(dQ) = −l^2_c ρ_T (t)^2dt^2, that l_c |ρ_T (t)| is the flow rate of proper-time. The proper time is then given by ϑ(t) = l_c ∫_t t_1 dv |ρ_T (v)| . (37) From (36), it is easy to see that, if v → ρ_T (v) is a continuous function such that ρ_T (v) ≠ 0, ∀v, Q(σ) = Q_M (ϑ^{−1}(σ)) obeys the timelike geodesic equation

d^2Q dσ^2 = Q. In order to avoid multiple counting of histories and to check if a

gauge choice allows us to select causal histories according to previous remark, we have to study carefully the gauge symmetries of our action.

Infinitesimal gauge symmetries generated by the first class constraints are:

δ_H [γ]M = −Mγ , δ_H [γ]P = 0 , where γ ∈ h. (38)

If we allow also the Lagrange multipliers μ to transform as:

δ_H [γ]μ = −γ̇ + [γ, μ] (39)

we obtain δ_H [γ]S^{tot}_p [M, P, μ] = [−b_+ < γ | ξ_{L,0} >]^{t2}_{t1} . If we do not change our action principle we have to require < γ | ξ_{L,0} > (t_{1,2}) = 0, and the natural partial gauge fixing compatible with this gauge freedom is obtained by the usual derivative gauge < μ̇ | ξ_{L,0} >= 0. The residual gauge freedom γ = κξ_{L,0}, which corresponds to an internal gauge symmetry, can then be fixed by a canonical gauge. However, we will not pay attention to these gauge degrees of freedom. Up to trivial gauge symmetries, the gauge symmetry corresponding to the reparametrization of the worldline of the particle t → t + ς(t) can be recovered from the previous gauge transformations by taking γ = ς(t)μ_h. It appears that our derivative gauge fixes also the reparametrization freedom according to proper-time gauge which selects causal histories, this fact justifies in itself the interest of this gauge-fixing. The identification of boundary terms changing our action principle in order to ensure its complete invariance seems then to be of no particular interest.

Endly, it is important to notice that our action is also invariant under some rigid Noether symmetries. The first one, corresponding to the change of origin and reference frame corresponds to the isometry group of deSitter spacetime. It is simply given by M → g^{−1}M P → g^{−1}P g μ → μ (40) g being a fixed element of the group G.

3.2 Coupling gravity to point masses

3.2.1 the Kerr-deSitter solution

The Kerr-deSitter metric describing a gravity field coupled to a particle at rest, of mass m and spin s, in presence of a positive cosmological constant was studied in [20], is given, in cylindrical coordinates, by

ds^2 = −(C_{(m)} − r^2 l^2_c + l^2_c D_{(s)} 4r^2

)dt^2 + dr^2 (C_{(m)} −^{r2}_{l2c} +^{l2c D(s)}_{4r2} )

+ r^2(dϕ − l_cD_{(s)} 2r^2 dt)^2

(we will choose C_{(m)} = 1 −^{ϑm}_{2π} , D_{(s)} =^{ϑs}_{2πlc} ). This metric is obtained as the rotationally symmetric and stationary solution of Einstein’s equation with a positive cosmological constant which tends to deSitter spacetime asymptotically (C_{(m)}, D_{(s)}are the constants appearing in the integration of this dynamical problem)[27]. We have to notice that the presence of the pure point mass (m ≠ 0, s = 0) causes the metric to have a conical singularity at the origin, indeed ds^2 ∝_{r∝0} −(1 − r^2 l^2_c

)dt^2 + dr^2 (1 −^{r2}_{l2c} )

+ C_{(m)}r^2dϕ^2.

We will have to relax the requirement of smoothness of the dynamical fields in the vicinity of particles, this point will be studied in the next subsection.

In order to simplify the expressions of the first-order description, we notice that this metric can be reparametrized into the following nice formula

ds^2 = −l^2_c cos^2(ρ)(a_+dτ − a_−dϕ)^2 + l^2_c dρ^2 + l^2_c sin^2(ρ)(a_−dτ + a_+dϕ)^2

where a_±(m, s) = √ ±C_{(m)}+ √ C^2_{(m)} +D^2_{(s)}

2 , and the adimensional real variables ρ, τ are t = l_cτ, r^2 = l^2_c (a^2_+sin^2(ρ) − a^2_−cos^2(ρ)), ρ ∈ [ρ_{min} ≡ Arctan(^{a−}_{a+} ),^π_2 [ .

A soldering form can be chosen according to this metric:

e^2_τ = l_ca_−sin(ρ) e^1_τ = 0 e^0_τ = l_ca_+cos(ρ) e^2_ϕ = l_ca_+sin(ρ) e^1_ϕ = 0 e^0_ϕ = −l_ca_−cos(ρ) e^0_ρ = 0 e^1_ρ = −l_c e^0_ρ = 0

and the spin-connection, associated to it, is given by:

ϖ^2_τ = a_+sin(ρ) ϖ^1_τ = 0 ϖ^0_τ = −a_−cos(ρ) ϖ^2_ϕ = −a_−sin(ρ) ϖ^1_ϕ = 0 ϖ^0_ϕ = −a_+cos(ρ) ϖ^0_ρ = 0 ϖ^1_ρ = 0 ϖ^0_ρ = 0

The so(3, 1)−connection built from these datas is simply given by A_τ = e^{ρξ1,T} (a_+ξ_{0,T} − a_−ξ_{0,L})e^{−ρξ1,T} A_ϕ = −e^{ρξ1,T} (a_−ξ_{0,T} + a_+ξ_{0,L})e^{−ρξ1,T} A_ρ = −ξ_{1,T} It is interesting to remark that the previous formula can be rewritten as

A = V^{−1}BV + V^{−1}dV, B ≡ −(a_−ξ_{0,T} + a_+ξ_{0,L})dϕ, V ≡ e^{−τ (a+ξ0,T −a−ξ0,L)}e^{−ρξ1,T} . 3.2.2 Coupling point masses to gravity: the regularization problem Till now we have not mentioned what are the constraints and equations of motion giving previous expressions as solutions. The problem is that the stressenergy tensor of the particle has no canonically defined meaning in the distributional sense, and we have to regularize carefully the kinematical and dynamical equations to produce previous solutions. In order to incorporate conical singularities, we have to slightly change our assumptions about the base manifold. Hence, we will consider the worldlines of N particles as mappings (x_{(n)})_{n=1,··· ,N} from [t_1, t_2] to Σ. For this purpose, we replace M by the three dimensional compact manifold with boundaries, denoted M^∗, obtained from M by removing N disjoint open tubular neighbourhoods (c_{(n)})_{n=1...N} of the worldlines. M^∗ inherits a foliation from M and we will denote by Σ^∗_t the slice at label t of M^∗. The boundary of Σ^∗_t consists in the union of N disjoint circles (l_{(n)}(t))_{n=1,··· ,N} . The spatial boundary will be denoted B ≡ ∪_{t∈[t1 ,t2]}s_t, s_t ≡ ∪^n_{i=1}l_{(n)}(t). Any smooth function f defined on M^∗can be restricted to B and we will denote f̄ this restriction. Points x_{(n)} of l_{(n)}(t) are parametrized by (t, ϕ), where t ∈ [t_1, t_2] is the time coordinate and ϕ ∈ [0, 2π[ is an angular coordinate, ∫ l_{(n)} (t) f will denote ∫_{2π} 0 dϕ f(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)), ∫ s_t ≡ ∑_N n=1 ∫ l_{(n)} (t) and ∫ B ≡ ∫_{t2} t_1 dt ∫ s_t . Note that the orientation of each circle l(n)(t) is cho-

sen such that ∫ Σ^∗_t d 2xϵ^{ij} ∂_iu_j = − ∑_N n=1 ∫ l_{(n)} (t) dϕ uϕ for any one-form u = ∑ l=1,2 ux^l dx l. Here and in the sequel, we will currently denote ū_ϕ(t, ϕ) ≡ ∑ l=1,2 ux^l (x(n)(t, ϕ)) ∂x^l_{(n)} ∂ϕ and ∂_ϕf̄(t, ϕ) ≡ ∑ l=1,2(∂x^l f)(x(n)(t, ϕ)) ∂x^l_{(n)} ∂ϕ , for any one-form u and function f defined on Σ^∗ with value in g . For any f ∈ C^∞(B, g), we define f^{av.}_{(n)} ∈ C^∞([t_1, t_2], g) by f^{av.}_{(n)} (t) ≡^1_{2π} ∫_{2π} 0 dϕ f ( x_{(n)}(t, ϕ) ) , and f̆ ∈ C^∞(B, g) by f̆(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)) ≡ f^{av.}_{(n)} (t). According to our spectatorobserver perspective, we will disregard information coming from the choice of coordinates, and because there is no global topological obstruction to do that, we will suppose, in the following, that^{∂x} μ (n) ∂t = δ^μ_0 .

We will require the soldering form, the spin connection and also the mappings defining the gauge transformations to be smooth on M^∗ and its boundaries.

These assumptions are too general for our purpose of describing the worldline of a point particle, and we have to impose some boundary conditions on the connection in order to ensure, at least, that the distance, computed from the metric associated to the translational part of the connection, from the points x_{(n)}(t, ϕ) and x_{(n)}(t, ϕ^′)) = 0 is null ∀n ∈ 1, · · · , N, ∀t ∈ [t_1, t_2], ∀ϕ, ϕ^′ ∈ [0, 2π[ (it means that a worldline is not a cylinder), and also to fix kinematical properties of the particle.

There are two relatively different points of view in the litterature about these boundary conditions.

The first construction introduced by E.Witten [40, 13] is an attempt to restore a complete gauge symmetry in presence of matter. To this aim, we associate to each particle a dynamical variable M_{(n)} constant along each circle l_{(n)}. The action of a free particle (29) being, as a fundamental fact, invariant under the rigid left action of the group G defined in (40). We can gauge this symmetry thanks to a so(3, 1)− gauge field A which dynamics will be dictated by the action studied in the previous section. The gauge algebra ð is chosen to be ð ≡ { Γ ∈ C^∞(M^∗, g)/Γ̄ = Γ̆ } and the action of ξ ∈ ð on the gauge field A and on dynamical variables M_{(n)}, for n ∈ {1, · · · , N} will be respectively given by:

δ_G[Γ]A_μ = D^A_μ Γ , δ_G[Γ]M_{(n)} = Γ^{av.}_{(n)}M_{(n)} , ∀Γ ∈ ð. (41)

As a result, the minimal coupling action for a particle given by:

S_c[M_{(n)}, A] = ∫_{t2} t_1 dt < χ^{b(n)+ ,b(n)−} |M^{−1}_{(n)} dM_{(n)} dt +M^{−1}_{(n)}(A_t)^{av.}_{(n)}M_{(n)} > , (42)

is let invariant by the previous local symmetry, because of the formula δ_G[Γ] ( (A_t)^{av.}_{(n)} ) = ∂_tΓ^{av.}_{(n)} + [(A_t)^{av.}_{(n)}, Γ^{av.}_{(n)}].

The dynamic of the gauge field A is, a priori, described in terms of the Hilbert-Palatini action, but the action is now defined on the manifold with boundary M^∗, i.e. S_{HP} [A] = S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] + S_Σ[A] with S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫∫ M^∗ d^3x ϵ^{αβγ} ( < A_α, ∂_β A_γ > + 1 3 < A_α, [A_β , A_γ ] > )

= l_c ϑ ∫ dt ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} (− < A_i, ∂_tA_j > + < A_t, F_{ij} [A] >) + l_c ϑ ∫ dt ∫ s_t < Ā_t|Ā_ϕ > S_Σ[A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ^∗_{t2} −Σ^∗_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A^{(L)}_i , A^{(T )}_j > .

For the moment, we will not be interested in the possible supplementary terms associated to boundaries Σ_{t1} and Σ_{t2} in order to change the variational principle. It is manifest that the presence of the tubes corresponding to particles breaks gauge invariance of the Chern-Simons action and we have: δ_G[Γ]S^{bulk}_{CS} [A] = − l_c ϑ ∫∫ B < ∂_tΓ̄|Ā_ϕ > + l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ^∗_{t2} −Σ^∗_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A_i, ∂_j Γ > (43)

δ_G[Γ]S_Σ[A] = −l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ^∗_{t2} −Σ^∗_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A_i, ∂_j Γ > + 2l_c ϑ ∫ s_{t2} −s_{t1} < Γ^{(T )}, A^{(L)}_ϕ > (44) + l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < 2∂_iA^{(L)}_j + [A^{(L)}_i , A^{(L)}_j ] − [A^{(T )}_i , A^{(T )}_j ], Γ^{(T )} >

In order to recover the gauge invariance, we choose to add the following term to the action:

S_B [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ B < Ā_t|Ā_ϕ > . (45)

It is immediate to show that S_B [A] transforms as follows under a gauge transformation:

δ_G[Γ]S_B [A] = l_c ϑ ∫∫ B < ∂_tΓ̄|Ā_ϕ > This expression is exactly the opposite of the problematic term which appears in (43); as a consequence, the resulting action S_{CS} [A] + S_B [A] is invariant by gauge transformations.

In order to describe the coupling between particles and gravity, we will then study the action defined by:

S_W [A, M] = S_{HP} [A] + S_B [A] + N∑ n=1 S_c[M_{(n)}, A] . (46)

The second construction introduced by H.J.Matschull in [22] follows a different perspective to regularize particles, trying to obtain an action of gauge symmetries, in the neighbourhood of the particle, as close as possible from diffeomorphisms and local Lorentz invariance. This regularization appears to be a bit more difficult to exploit for a canonical analysis. Our point of view, is that both approaches must have a common gauge fixed description, and that for the purpose of capturing the whole geometrical aspects of the whole universe, the choice of regularization in the vicinity of particles does not have any importance. However, in order to develop the canonical analysis of our problem in presence of boundaries, we have to take care of some subtleties in the computations of Poisson brackets [7].

3.2.3 Dirac reduction of Witten’s type action

It will be convenient to express Witten’s type action as follows: S_W [A, M] = 2l_c ϑ ∫ dt (∫∫ Σ^∗_t

d^2x ϵ^{ij}< A^{(T )}_j | ∂_tA^{(L)}_i > + 1 2 < A_t|ϵ^{ij} F_{ij} (A) >

+ N∑ n=1 < χ_n|M^{−1}_{(n)} dM_{(n)} dt > + ∫ s_t < Ā_t|Ā_ϕ − X̆ > ) (47)

where X̆ is defined to be the mapping from the spatial boundary B to g defined by X̆(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)) ≡ −M_{(n)}(t)χ_nM^{−1}_{(n)}(t) 2π , (48)

χ_n = ϑ 2l_c χ^{b(n)+ ,b(n)−} , (49) and we will also introduce κ_n =^{2lc}_ϑ κ^{b(n)+ ,b(n)−} .

We denote by (θ^I_{(n)})_{I∈Ig} the local coordinates parametrizing M_{(n)}, according to the previous section, and (π_{I (n)})_{I∈Ig} their canonical momenta. As in the free particle case, it will be convenient to introduce the functions P_{(n)} ∈ g of the previous variables, defined such that:

{M_{(n)1}, M_{(l)2}} = 0, {P_{(n)1}, M_{(l)2}} = t_{12}M_{(n)2}δ_{n,l}, {P_{(n)1}, P_{(l)2}} = −[t_{12}, P_{(n)1}]δ_{n,l}. (50)

We will denote by (B^μ_I )_{I∈Ig,μ∈IM} , the canonical momenta associated to the gauge fields in order that:

{A^I_μ(x), B^ν_J (y)} = δ^J_I δ^μ_ν δ^{(2)}(x − y) , ∀x, y ∈ Σ^∗. (51)

For any one-form u = ∑ r∈I_M ux^r dx r and vector field v = ∑ r∈I_M v x^r ∂ x^r with

value in the Lie algebra g, we will define B(u) ≡ ∫ Σ^∗ d 2x < B^μ|u_μ >and A(v) = ∫ Σ^∗ d 2x < A_μ|v^μ > . Let us examine the constraints derived from the action (47). It is immediate to show that the set of primary constraints is given by:

C_{(n)} ≡ M^{−1}_{(n)}P_{(n)}M_{(n)} + 2l_c ϑ χ_n ≈ 0, ∀n ∈ {1, · · · N}. (52) Ξ(u) ≡ B(u) − 2l_c ϑ A(ϵ^{tμν} u^{(L)}_μ ∂_ν ) ≈ 0, ∀u = ∑ r∈I_M u_xr dx^r . (53)

We will call respectively C_P and C_Ξ these sets of constraints. We deduce, from the action, the total Hamiltonian : H^{tot}_W [A, B; M, P ; μ, ρ] = −2l_c ϑ ( 1 2 ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A_t|F_{ij} (A) > + ∫ s_t < Ā_t|Ā_ϕ − X̆ > )

+ N∑ n=1 < μ_{(n)}|C_{(n)} > +Ξ(ρ) . (54)

where we have introduced the Lagrange multipliers (μ_{(n)})_{n=1,··· ,N} ∈ g^{⊗N} , and ρ a one-form with value in g. Conservation of the constraints (52) under time evolution imposes the following conditions: 0 ≈ dC_{(n)} dt = { C_{(n)}, H^{tot}_W } ≈ 2l_c ϑ [μ_{(n)} − M^{−1}_{(n)}(A_t)^{av.}_{(n)}M_{(n)}, χ_n] . (55)

As a result, the equations (55) do not impose any secondary constraint. Indeed, using the projector introduced in (97), we can show that Lagrange multipliers μ_{(n)} are fixed by:

μ_{(n)} = μ_{(n)h} − [ κ_n, [M^{−1}_{(n)}(A_t)^{av.}_{(n)}M_{(n)}, χ_n] ] , (56)

where (μ_{(n)h}) is a freely chosen element of the Cartan subalgebra h . We will prefer to introduce a family υ_{(n)} such that

μ_{(n)} = υ_{(n)} + M^{−1}_{(n)}(A_t)^{av.}_{(n)}M_{(n)}.

The restriction (56) is then easily rewritten as

υ_{(n)} ∈ h. (57)

Let us now examine the requirement that constraints (53) must be preserved in time. In that case, we obtain that: 0 ≈ dΞ(u) dt = −2l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ^∗

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < u_i|ρ_j − D_j A_t > (58) + 2l_c ϑ ( 1 2 ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} < u_t|F_{ij} (A) > + ∫ s_t < ū_t|Ā_ϕ − X̆ > ) . It is straightforward to see that equation (59) imposes a restriction on the Lagrange multiplier ρ: ρ_i = D^A_i A_t, i ∈ I_Σ.

However, we obtain no restriction on the component ρ_t of the Lagrange multiplier. Furthermore, (59) also imposes the following secondary constraint: Ω(v) ≡ 1 2 ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} < v|F_{ij} (A) > + ∫ s_t < v̄|Ā_ϕ − X̆ >≈ 0 , (59) v ∈ C^∞(Σ^∗, g).

We will denote by C_Ω this set of constraints. The previous constraints can be written as bulk constraints and boundary constraints: Ā_ϕ = X̆ (60) F_{ij} (x) = 0 ∀x ∈ Σ^∗_t . (61) The requirement that the constraint Ω(v) must be preserved in time implies tertiary constraints. Indeed, using the restrictions of the Lagrange multipliers μ (56), we can show that time evolution of Ω(v) is given by: dΩ(v) dt = Ω([A_t, v]) + ∫ s_t < v̄_t|∂_ϕĀ_t + [X̆, Ā_t − Ă_t] > (62)

The set of tertiary constraints, denoted C_Υ, is

Υ(w̄) ≡ ∫ s_t < w̄|∂_ϕĀ_t + [X̆, Ā_t − Ă_t] >≈ 0 . w̄ ∈ C^∞(s_t, g) (63)

The study of the operator K^X_ϕ : C^∞(B, g) −→ C^∞(B, g), ū → ∂_ϕū + [X̆, ū − ŭ] is detailed in the appendix A.3. As a result, these constraints imply that Ā_t = Ă_t (64) Conservation of the constraint (63) under time evolution produces no more constraint, but constraints the Lagrange multiplier ρ_t. Using the previous constraint, we can simplify this fixation to obtain ρ̄_t = ρ̆_t (65) The Dirac process ends and we are left with the set of constraints C_0 = C_P ∪C_Ξ ∪ C_Ω ∪C_Υ. In order to study the constrained surface, it will be useful to replace the constraints Ω(v)and Υ(w̄) by an equivalent set of constraints. Hence, denoting X̃(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)) = X̆(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)) + ϑ 4πl_c M_{(n)}(t)(C_n)_hM^{−1}_{(n)}(t) = ϑ 4πl_c M_{(n)}(M^{−1}_{(n)}P_{(n)}M_{(n)})_hM^{−1}_{(n)}

we define

Ω̃(v) ≡ 1 2 ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} < v|F_{ij} (A) > + ∫ s_t < v̄|Ā_ϕ − X̃ > Υ̃(w̄) ≡ ∫ s_t < w̄|K^{X̃}_ϕ Ā_t > and we will call C̃_Ω and C̃_Υ these new sets of constraints.

The Poisson bracket between constraints of the subset C_P is given by:

{C_{(n)1}, C_{(l)2}} = −[ 2l_c ϑ (χ_n)_2 − C_{(n)2}, t_{12}] δ_{n,l} . (66) and the computation of the Dirac bracket has already been done in the free particle case. As a result, Poisson brackets involving P_{(n)} are unchanged and the Poisson bracket between the elements M_{(n)} is modified into the following quadratic bracket:

{M_{(n)1}, M_{(l)2}}_1 = M_{(n)1}M_{(n)2}r^{(0)}_{12} (b̃^{(n)}_+ , b̃^{(n)}_− ) δ_{n,l} (67)

where r_{12} is the classical dynamical r-matrix introduced in the previous section and χ^{b̃(n)+ ,b̃(n)−} = χ^{b(n)+ ,b(n)−} − (C_{(n)})_h = −(M^{−1}_{(n)}P_{(n)}M_{(n)})_h . The subset of first class constraints C^f_P corresponds to the Cartan part of the constraints C_{(n)}.

After this partial reduction, we are left with a Poisson bracket {·, ·}_1 and the following set of constraints C_1 = C^f_P ∪ C_Ξ ∪ C̃_Ω ∪ C̃_Υ. C^f_P are also first class in this complete set.

The subset C_Γ is treated as in vacuo. The subset of first class (resp. second class) constraints is given by C^0_Ξ = {Ξ(u) | u = u_tdt}(resp. C^s_Ξ = {Ξ(u) | u = ∑ l=1,2 ux^l dx l}). The Poisson brackets involving particles degrees of freedom are not modified by this reduction because P_{(n)} and M_{(n)}, for n ∈ {1, · · · , N}, commute with the second class constraints belonging to C_Ξ. The Dirac bracket between the gauge field components is modified into the bracket: {A(u), A(v)}_2 = −ϑ 2l_c ∫∫ Σ^∗

d^2x ϵ_{ij} < u^i, v^j > . (68)

and the momenta corresponding to the spatial part of the connection can be explicitely eliminated by the constraints C^s_Ξ. Finally, we have to consider the set of constraints C_2 = C^f_P ∪ C^0_Γ ∪ C̃_Ω ∪ C̃_Υ and the Poisson bracket is given by {·, ·}_2. The non-vanishing Poisson brackets between elements of C_2 are given by:

{Ω̃(u), Ω̃(v)}_2 = ϑ 2l_c (Ω̃([u, v]) − ∫ s_t < ū|K^{X̃}_ϕ v̄ >) u, v ∈ C^∞(Σ^∗, g) (69) {Ξ(udt), Υ̃(w̄)}_2 = − ∫ s_t < w̄|K^{X̃}_ϕ ū > , w̄ ∈ C^∞(B, g) . (70) We have to distinguish first class from second class constraints. It is immediate to see that, given w̄ ∈ C^∞(B, g), Υ̃(w̄) would be first class if and only if w̄ = w̆, but, in this case Υ̃(w̄) = 0, hence, C̃_Υ is a set of second class constraints. From the Poisson brackets (70), we see that, the constraint Ξ(u_tdt) is first class if and only if u_t ∈ ð, and we will denote Ξ_0(u) ≡ Ξ(udt), ∀u ∈ G . There is no canonical way to characterize the set of second class constraints. However, the Dirac bracket does not depend on this choice. This procedure is achieved by a choice of a space of functions ð̌ such that C^∞(Σ^∗, g) = ð ⊕ ð̌, and ∀u ∈ ð̌, ŭ = 0. The detail of this space in the bulk is not important and we can always choose ð̌ such that the support on Σ^∗ of its elements is a neighbourhood of the boundary chosen as small as necessary, this point will be detailed in the sequel. We will denote C̃^f_Ξ (resp.C̃^s_Ξ) the set of first (resp. second) class constraints Ξ(u_tdt) with u_t ∈ ð (resp. u_t ∈ ð̌). All the way, the implementation of C̃^s_Ξ imposes

B̄^t = B̆^t (71)

From Poisson brackets (69), we see that, given u ∈ C^∞(Σ^∗, g), the constraint Ω̃(u) is first class if and only if ū=ŭ. Then, as before, we will denote C̃^f_Ω

(resp.C̃^s_Ω) the set of first (resp. second) class constraints Ω̃(u) with u ∈ ð (resp. u ∈ ð̌). Finally, the set of first class constraints C^f_2 is given by C^f_2 = C^f_P ∪ C^f_Ξ ∪ C̃^f_Ω. In order to compute the Dirac bracket, it will be useful to introduce the antisymmetric bilinear form K as follows: ð̌^{×2} −→ C (u, v) −→ K̃(u, v) = ∫ s_t < ū|K^{X̃}_ϕ v̄ > . (72) Given an element u ∈ ð̌, K(u, ·) : ð̌ −→ C is invertible and we will denote by K^{−1}(·, u) its inverse, i.e. ∫∫ ð̌×ð̌ [Dw]K̃(u, w)K̃^{−1}(w, v) = δˇ_ð(u − v) , ∀ u, v ∈ ð̌ . (73) We have to notice that the strong expressions of Poisson brackets between constraints of the sets C̃^s_Ξ and C̃_Υ are exactly given by the operator K, however the expressions of Poisson brackets between constraints of the set C̃^s_Ω are only weakly given by K, the problematic term being a combination of constraints of the sets C̃^f_Ω and C̃^s_Ω. It is however a fundamental property of Dirac bracket that we can compute it using only the weak expression of the Dirac matrix as soon as we restrict ourself to functions of the phase space which are Poisson commuting to elements of C̃^f_Ω.

As a result, the final Dirac bracket between two functions f and g of dynamical variables, which are Poisson commuting to elements of C̃^f_Ω, is formally given by: {f, g}_D = {f, g}_2 + 2l_c ϑ ∫∫ ð̌×ð̌ [Du][Dv]{f, Ω̃(u)}_2K̃^{−1}(u, v){Ω̃(v), g}_2 (74) + ∫∫ ð̌×ð̌ [Du][Dw] ( {f, Υ̃(w̄)}_2K̃^{−1}(w, u){Ξ_0(u), g}_2 − f ↔ g ) . These results have to be compared with results of [28]. In the following we will go beyond this formal result for particular functionals of dynamical variables.

Let us now study the gauge symmetries of our dynamical problem. Now, the total action of our problem is given by S^{tot}_W = ∫_{t2} t_1 dt (∫∫ Σ∗ d^2x −2l_c ϑ ϵ^{ij} < A^{(T )}_i | ∂_tA^{(L)}_j > + < B^t|∂_tA_t >

− N∑ n=1 < P_{(n)}| dM_{(n)} dt M^{−1}_{(n)} > −H^{tot}_W ) (75)

H^{tot}_W = (_N ∑ n=1 < P_{(n)}|Ā_{t(n)} > + N∑ n=1 < υ_{(n)}|C_{(n)} > + ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x < B^t|ρ_t > − l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ^∗ d^2x ϵ^{ij} < A_t|F_{ij} (A) > − 2l_c ϑ ∫ s_t < Ā_t|Ā_ϕ > ) . (76)

where, the dynamical variables (A_i)_{i∈IΣ} , A_t, B^t; M, P ; υ, ρ_t are restricted by (57)(64)(65)(71). Given a family (ς_{(n)})_{n=1...N} ∈ h^{×N} , and a function Γ ∈ ð, the following gauge transformations of the dynamical variables:

δ_W [ς, Γ]M_{(n)} = −M_{(n)}ς_{(n)} − Γ_{(n)}M_{(n)} , δ_W [ς, Γ]P_{(n)} = [P_{(n)}, Γ_{(n)}] (77) δ_W [ς, Γ]A_μ = D_μΓ , δ_W [ς, Γ]B^t = 0 δ_W [ς, Γ]ρ_t = −∂_t(D_tΓ) , δ_W [ς, Γ]υ_{(n)} = ∂_tς_{(n)}

transform the total action as follows δ_W [ς, Γ]S^{tot}_W = l_c ϑ ∫∫ Σ_{t2} −Σ_{t1}

d^2x ϵ^{ij} < 2∂_iA^{(L)}_j + [A^{(L)}_i , A^{(L)}_j ] − [A^{(T )}_i , A^{(T )}_j ], Γ^{(T )} >

+ 2l_c ϑ ∫ s_{t2} −s_{t1} < Γ^{(T )}, A^{(L)}_ϕ > + N∑ n=1 [< ς_{(n)}|χ^{b(n)+ ,b(n)−} >]^{t2}_{t1} . According to the conclusions obtained for the same problem in the pure gravity case and the free particle case, we will not try to add boundary terms in order to achieve the complete covariance under the gauge symmetries. Our choice, in the purely massive case b^{(n)}_− = 0, will be to consider observables invariant under the symmetries δ_W [ς^{(L)}_{(n)} , Γ], and to fix a proper-time gauge for the symmetries of the form δ_W [ς^{(T )}_{(n)} , 0].

As a summary, the phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity is given by the space of dynamical variables A_μ, B_t, M_{(n)}, P_{(n)} constrained by (60)(61)(64)(52) and the Lagrange multipliers of first class constraints ρ_t, υ_{(n)} restricted by (65)(57), this space having to be moded out by large gauge transformations denoted Δ_W [λ, g] obtained by exponentiation from (77), and the Poisson algebra of these dynamical variables being given by the Dirac bracket (74). The hamiltonian is given by (54), and the dynamical equations are then Ṁ_{(n)} = −Ā_{t(n)}M_{(n)} − M_{(n)}υ_{(n)} Ṗ_{(n)} = [P_{(n)}, Ā_{t(n)}] Ȧ_i = D_iA_t Ȧ_t = ρ_t

3.2.4 Overview on the reduced phase space

Following the participant observer point of view, we do not want to enter into details of any gauge fixing concerning the symmetry δ_G. The only gauge fixing, required for our purpose, concerns the reparametrization of the worldlines. As in the case of the free particle we will restrict ourself to the purely massive case, b_{−(n)} = 0 , i.e. χ_n = χ^{(L)}_n . And we will require the gauge condition

< υ̇_{(n)} | ξ_{L,0} >= 0

which, combined with the restrictions ς^{(T )}_{(n)} |_{Σt1,2} = 0 imposes ς^{(T )}_{(n)} (t) = 0, ∀t. The aim of this subsection is to analyse the content of the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity. Let us for convenience take Σ to be a 2−sphere, and we will consider that the particles are indexed by an element of Z/NZrather than an integer from 1 to N. Let us distinguish N continuous families (t and η are the continuous parameters) of curves S^{(η)}n (t), n ∈ {1, ..., N} , 0 ≤ η ≤ π, t ∈ [t_1, t_2] chosen to be such that ( S^{(η)}_n (t) ∈ Σ^∗_t ) , ( S^{(η)}_n (t) ∩ S^{(η′)}_n′ (t^′) ≠ Ø ⇒ η = η^′, n = n^′, t = t^′ ) d(S^{(η)}_n (t)) = x_{(n)}(t, η), e(S^{(η)}_n (t)) = x_{(n+1)}(t, 2π − η),

Figure 1: notations

Figure 2: decomposition of Σ^∗_t in two connected simply connected closed subsets

and, if we denote E^{(+)(η,η′ )} n (t) the curve θ ∈ [0, |η − η^′|] → x_{(n)}(t, min(η, η^′) + θ) E^{(−)(η,η′ )} n (t) θ ∈ [0, |η − η^′|] → x_{(n)}(t, 2π − max(η, η^′) + θ) F^{(+)(η,η′ )} n (t) θ ∈ [0, 2π − 2max(η, η^′)] → x_{(n)}(t, max(η, η^′) + θ) F^{(−)(η,η′ )} n (t) θ ∈ [0, 2min(η, η^′)] → x_{(n)}(t, 2π − min(η, η^′) + θ)

we require also that, if η < η^′ the curve S^{(η)}_n (t) ∘ E^{(−)(η,η′ )}_{n+1} (t)^{−1} ∘ S^{(η′)}_{n+1}(t)^{−1} ∘ E^{(+)(η,η′ )} n (t) be a contractible curve in Σ^∗_t surrounding a connected simply connected open subset of Σ^∗_t which will be denoted Z^{(η)}_{n,n+1}(t).

In the following, η is fixed and we impose 0 < η <^π_2 . We will denote N^{(+,η)}_t the connected, simply connected, open subset of Σ^∗_t which boundary, followed in the counterclockwise sense, is the curve ◯^n_{i=1} ( S^{(η)}_i (t)E^{(−)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t)^{−1}F^{(+)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t)^{−1}E^{(+)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t)^{−1} ) . We will denote N^{(−,η)}_t the connected, simply connected, open subset of Σ^∗_t which boundary, followed in the clockwise sense, is the curve ◯^n_{i=1} ( S^{(π−η)} i (t)E^{(−)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t)F^{(−)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t)E^{(+)(π−η,η)} i+1 (t) ) . The intersection of N^{(+,η)}_t and N^{(−,η)}_t is the disjoint union ⋃_N i=1 Z^{(η)}_{i,i+1}(t), and Σ^∗_t = N^{(+,η)}_t ∪ N^{(−,η)}_t . The previous notations are summarized in the figures 1 and 2.

Endly, we will denote N^{(±,η)} = ⋃ t∈[t_1 ,t_2] N (±,η) t and Z^{(η)}_{i,i+1} = ⋃ t∈[t_1,t_2 ] Z (η) i,i+1(t), and S^{(η)}_n = ∪_{t∈[t1 ,t2]}S^{(η)}_n (t). The zero curvature equation (9) can be solved on each subset N^{(±)}in terms of smooth mappings

k_{(±)} : N^{(±,η)} → G A = k^{−1}_{(±)}dk_{(±)}. (78)

If we denote u_{i,i+1} the mappings defined on Z^{(η)}_{i,i+1} by k_{(+)}k^{−1}_{(−)}, the univaluation of the connection imposes du_{i,i+1} = 0 and then u_{i,i+1} is a constant. The boundary conditions imposes restrictions on the gauge. Indeed, (60) imposes k̄_{(±)}(x_{(n)}(t, φ +^{3π}_4 ±^π_2 )) = K_{(±),n}(t)eχnφM^{−1}_{(n)}(t), for φ ∈ [0,^{3π}_2 ] and (64) im-

poses (K^{−1}_{(±),n}∂_tK_{(±),n}) = w_{(±),n}(t) ∈ h, and then K_{(±),n}(t) = K_{(±),n}(t_1)e ∫_t t1 dτ w_{(±),n}(τ ). The dynamical equations impose the relations w_{(±),n} = υ_{(n)}.

The gauge group G acts on A as Δ_W [λ, g]A = g^{−1}Ag + g^{−1}dg, hence, it acts on k_{(±)} as Δ_W [λ, g]k_{(±)} = k_{(±)}g. M_{(n)}transforms as Δ_W [λ, g]M_{(n)} = ḡ^{−1}_{(n)}M_{(n)}λ_{(n)}, and on e ∫_t t1 υ_{(n)} as Δ W [λ, g]e ∫_t t1 υ_{(n)} = e ∫_t t1 υ_{(n)} λ

(n)(t)λ^{−1}_{(n)}(t_1), however we have already fixed partially the gauge symmetry associated to the reparametrization of the worldline, then λ_{(n)} = λ^{(L)}_{(n)} ∈ H^{(L)}. Endly, G acts on K_{(±),n}(t) as Δ_W [λ, g]K_{(±),n}(t) = K_{(±),n}(t)λ^{(L)}_{(n)} (t). We are then led to introduce X_{(±),n}(t) ≡ k̄_{(±)}(x_{(n)}(t, π 2 ))M_{(n)}(t)e^− ∫_t t1 dτ υ_{(n)} (τ ), which owns the properties

∂_tX_{(±),n}(t) = 0 Δ_W [λ, g]X_{(±),n}(t) = X_{(±),n}(t)λ^{(L)}_{(n)} (t_1).

It has to be noticed that the redundant parametrization of the connection induces a supplementary rigid symmetry k_{(±)} → a_{(±)}k_{(±)} associated to a pair of fixed elements of the Lie group, and this freedom will be used to impose

X_{(+),1}(t_1) = X_{(−),1}(t_1) ∈ H^{(L)}. (79)

Now, we want to identify functions on the phase space encoding the gauge invariant part of the phase space and then parametrizing the reduced phase space, in a way which will allow us to describe the Poisson brackets in these terms. To this aim, we will introduce some quantities which will be associated to a given point in the phase space. Let us define D_{(±),n}(t, t^′) ≡ e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} D_{(±),n}e^{(t′−t1)υ(T )(n)} , D_{(±),n} ≡ X^{−1}_{(±),1}(t_1)X_{(±),n}(t_1)

Fundamental properties of these datas are

∂_t′ D_{(±),n}(t, t^′) = D_{(±),n}(t, t^′)υ^{(T )}_{(n)} Δ_W [λ, g]D_{(±),n}(t, t^′) = λ^{(L)}_{(1)} (t_1)^{−1}D_{(±),n}(t, t^′)λ^{(L)}_{(n)} (t_1)

Let us introduce an equivalence relation on the extended phase space. Let be given two points (A, M, υ), (A^′, M^′, υ^′) in this space, we choose mappings k_{(±)}, k^′_{(±)} respectively associated to A, A^′, and build the corresponding quanti- ties D_{(±),n}, D^′_{(±),n}.

We will say (A, M, υ) ∼ (A^′, M^′, υ^′) if and only if

∀n = 1...N, υ^{(T )}_{(n)} = υ^{′(T )}_{(n)} (80) ∃(ω^{(L)}_n )_{n=1...N} ∈ (H^{(L)})^{×N} , s.t. D^′_{(±),n} = ω^{(L)}_1 D_{(±),n}ω^{(L)−1}_n . (81)

The first point to notice is that, ∃(λ, g) ∈ G / ⇒ (A, M, υ) ∼ (A^′, M^′, υ^′). Δ_W [λ, g](A^′, M^′, υ^′) = (A, M, υ) Reciprocally, (A, M, υ) ∼ (A^′, M^′, υ^′) ⇒ ∃(λ, g) ∈ G , ∃(ω_n )_{n=1...N} ∈ (H^{(L)})^{×N} / Δ_W [λ, g](A^′, M^′, υ^′) = (A, Mω, υ). Indeed, we choose mappings k_{(±)}, k^′_{(±)} respectively associated to A, A^′, and we denote a_{(±)} ≡ X^′_{(±),1}(t_1)ω_1X_{(±),1}(t_1)^{−1} and g ≡ k^{′−1}_{(±)}a_{(±)}k_{(±)} on N^{(±,η)}. Relation (81), through D_{(+),n}D^{−1}_{(−),n} = D^′_{(+),n}D^{′−1}_{(−),n} and the univaluation of the connection implies ∀i = 1...N, a_+u_{i,i+1}a^{−1}_− = u^′_{i,i+1} , and then, the mapping g is univalued and smooth, and we have A = g^{−1}A^′g +g^{−1}dg. Relation (81)(80) and dynamical equations, imply M_{(n)} = ḡ^{−1}_n M^′_{(n)}ω_{(n)}e ∫_t t1 dτ (υ^{(L)}_{(n)} (τ )−υ^{′(L)}_{(n)} (τ )). Then,

if we denote λ_{(n)}(t) ≡ e ∫_t t1 dτ (υ^{(L)}_{(n)} (τ )−υ^{′(L)}_{(n)} (τ )), we obtain the announced result.

The ambiguity associated to ω will be completely irrelevant for the observables we will consider. As a conclusion, (υ^{(T )}_{(n)} )_{n=1...N} , (D_{(±),n})_{n=2...N} appear to be interesting variables for our purpose. However, these variables are not independent. Indeed, we have easily

u_{n,n+1} = k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n)}(t, π 2 ))k̄_{(−)}(x_{(n)}(t, π 2 ))^{−1} = X_{(+),n}X^{−1}_{(−),n}.

= k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n+1)}(t, 3π 2 ))k̄_{(−)}(x_{(n+1)}(t, 3π 2 ))^{−1} = X_{(+),n+1}e^{2πχn+1} X^{−1}_{(−),n+1}.

where we have used the formula ∀n = 1...N, k_{(±)}(x_{(n)}(t, 3π 2 )) = k_{(±)}(x_{(n)}(t, π 2 ))M_{(n)}(t)e^{±χnπ}M_{(n)}(t)^{−1}.

These relations allow us to express the family { (D_{(−),n})_{n=1...N} | D_{(−),1} = 1 } in terms of the other datas, more precisely D_{(−),i} = (_{i−1} ∏ k=2 (D^{−1}_{(+),k}e^{2πχk} D_{(+),k}) ) D_{(+),i}e^{2πχi} . (82)

Endly, the combinatorial datas defining a point in the reduced phase space are the class of elements

(υ^{(T )}_{(n)} )_{n=1...N} , (D_{(+),n})_{n=2...N} fixed up to symmetries D_{(+),n} → ω^{(L)}_1 D_{(+),n}(t_1)ω^{(L)−1}_n , (ω^{(L)}_n )_{n=1...N} ∈ (H^{(L)})^{×N} (83)

4 The combinatorial description of 3 dimensional gravity

This section is devoted to the study of the participant-observer approach and the technical tool adapted to the development of this approach, i.e. the combinatorial description. This approach is radically different from the usual ones abundantly developed in the litterature (see for example [24]), closer from a local approach or a spectator-observer approach, which are, to our point of view, failing conceptually and technically to capture the physical phase space of gravity in a really covariant way.

4.1 Towards a participant-observer description

4.1.1 second digression: clocks and measurements of a participant observer

Till now we have taken a local point of view, in the sense that, the coordinate system is fixed, a part of the gauge freedom is freezed. We do not want to develop a spectator-observer approach but rather use previous observables associated to matter degrees of freedom to build a participant-observer description of the dynamic of self-gravitating particles in a closed universe. Two questions could be adressed to this program: which physical information can be recovered from such observables, and what is new in this approach which could solve the well-known problem of observables in gravity? It is obvious that most natural observables of gravity are based on causal processes between different material bodies in the universe. Let us discuss some examples. The distance between a celestial body and the earth can be measured by measuring the time a light signal takes to run to it and to run back to the earth. The angle between the two light signals arriving at the same time, on the earth, is also observable. What sort of local physical measure are we thinking about when we say “at the time” or “during the time”? Two different properties of our “clock” seem to be required in previous experiments: capability to distinguish moments of time and to measure intervals of time. We have to carefully distinguish between the properties we require from the physical process at work in our clock and the properties of the measurement process itself. The observer can choose, as a clock, any process interacting with him[3]. For example, the observer on the earth is able to measure time using processes which are not directly related to astrophysical considerations, like oscillations in an atomic clock, but it is also possible to use astrophysical measures by using, for example, the varying angle between two celestial bodies to measure the flow of time. In any case, it is necessary, in order to discuss simultaneity of the reception/emission of the signals, that our measurement process allocates at most one moment of time to any event. However, requiring this property to the measurement process is not sufficient if the sub-system constituting the clock has a periodic behaviour. Hence, we require moreover for the measurement process to have the capability to order moments of time. These properties being fullfiled, the measurement process has no capability in itself to have a trace of a priviledge flow of time. These properties of the measurement process are directly encoded in the parametrization of the worldlines by classes of smooth and bijective maps modulo diffeomorphisms. It is a fundamental fact that, in the description of free-particles as well as of self-gravitating particles, the boundary restrictions on the gauge freedom degrees (υ^{(T )}_{(n)} )_{n=1...N} appeal gauge fixings compatible with the gauge fixing of the reparametrization invariance of the worldlines of particles. Any process interacting with the n−th particle and giving a varying index (a varying angle between stars, an internal process...) can be used to gauge fix υ^{(T )}_{(n)} as the value of this index. Obviously, this choice of clock will have no consequence on relative measurements as described before. Our proper-time gauge is one of these choices.

4.1.2 reconstruction of the geometry from the participant-observer measurements

Now, let us study how to recover the natural observables (distances, angles,velocities,...) we have just described in terms of the datas parametrizing the reduced phase space.

Let be given a set of datas (83) defining a point in the reduced phase space and a representant (A, M, υ) of this state, chosen such that the condition (79) as well as the partial gauge fixing

M_{(n)}(t) = e ∫_t t1 dτ υ^{(L)}_{(n)} (τ ), ∀n = 1...N. (84) be verified.

As noticed in section 3.1, a smooth and injective mapping τ from an open subset of R^3 to T_o being given, its image is isometric to an open subset of dS_3. If we dress τ by any mapping λ from R^3 to D_o to form a mapping k = τλ from an open subset of R^3 to G, then the connection A = k^{−1}dk gives a first order description of an open subset of dS_3. Reciprocally, any mapping k from an open subset of R^3 to G, can be linked to a mapping τ from an open subset of R^3 to T_o using (26)(28), however this mapping is not necessary smooth and injective and its image can be very different from a region of dS_3. If we ask this mapping to be smooth and injective, by requiring the property (21), we then obtain an image which is isometric to a part of dS_3. Then, the relation (78) solving the zero curvature equation for A ensures, that the image of N^{(±,0)}in D by the mapping k_{(±)}k^⋆_{(±)}o is isometric to a closed subset of dS_3 as soon as this mapping is injective. The first order datas associated to the constantly curved geometry of dS_3 are encoded in A, the geometric properties (distances, angles, ...) can then be recovered from k_{(±)}, however the value of k_{(±)} has no gauge invariant meaning except at the location of particles. It is then natural to introduce the datas k̄_{(+)}(x_{(1)}(t,^π_2 ))^{−1}k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n)}(t^′,^π_2 )). But in general, if we do not choose the previous partial gauge fixing, and if we consider location of particles corresponding to different time labels, we have to consider D_{(±),n}(t, t^′). We are then able to compute distances , or the apparent angle between the n−th and the p−th particle seen from the 1−st particle, ..., from these datas. For example, the distance between the location of the 1−st particle when its time label is t and the location of the n−th particle when its time label is t^′ is given by l^2_c tr(D_{(+),n}(t, t^′)D_{(+),n}(t, t^′)^⋆ − I) (compare this formula with (27)). We could ask if the choice of x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 ) rather than any x_{(n)}(t_1, ϕ) in the definition of our observables has a consequence. However, due to boundary conditions such a change would affect D_{(+),n}(t, t^′) only by a right action of an element of H^{(L)} and the geometric observables are not affected by this change.

A particular representative of an element of the reduced phase space being chosen, it is possible to have a picture of the entire spacetime geometry corresponding to this solution. Indeed, let us consider a point in the reduced phase space by the datas (83). The condition (84) being verified, we then have

X_{(+),i} = D_{(+),i} X_{(−),i} = (_{i−1} ∏ k=2 (D^{−1}_{(+),k}e^{2πχk} D_{(+),k}) ) D_{(+),i}e^{2πχi} .

u_{i,i+1} = (_i ∏ k=2 (D^{−1}_{(+),k}e^{−2πχk} D_{(+),k}) )

and the condition (79) being imposed, we have

k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n)}(t, π 2 )) = D_{(+),i}e^{(t−t1 )υ(T )(n)} .

We have then fixed 2N free falling trajectories on dS_3, T^{(±)}_n : t → Q_{k̄(±) (x(n)(t1, π} 2 ))e^{(t′ −t1)υ} (T ) (n) (the boundary l_n(t) is mapped onto a point by the previous mapping). The first particle plays the role of the observer, and is considered at rest (condition (79)). For any n = 1, ..., N, the surface Q_{k(−) (S}(0)_{n )} is mapped onto Q_{k(+) (S}(0)_{n )}

by the isometry Q → u_{n,n+1}Qu^†_{n,n+1}. The images by the smooth and injective mappings N^{(±,0)} → D, (x^μ)_{μ∈IM} → Q_{k(±) (x)} are two regions of dS_3, these regions are separated by a third one which has to be cutted out from dS_3 in order to glue them together along their boundaries by Q_{k(+)(x)} ∼ Q_{k(−) (x)}, ∀x ∈ ∪_{n=1...N} S^{(0)}n in order to obtain the geometry of the spacetime described by our classical solution (this procedure is the usual way to build multiconical solutions by removing regions associated to conical defects and then glue along the cuts).

There is a nice way, a classical solution being chosen, to compute the datas necessary to describe the previous geometrical observables. Indeed, if we define the holonomy U_{1,n}(A) = −−−→ P exp ∫ C A of the connection A along a curve C entirely contained in N^{(+,0)}_{t1} going from x_{(1)}(t_1,^π_2 )to x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 ). We have to notice that

e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} M^{−1}_{(1)} (t_1)U_{1,n}(A)M_{(n)}(t_1)e^{(t′ −t1)υ(T )(n)} does not depend of the representant we have chosen. The zero-curvature equation obeyed by the connection ensures that we do not change the value of these elements by replacing the chosen curve C by any other curve C^′ being such that C ∘ C^′ is a contractible curve in ∑_∗ t_1 . The curve C being entirely contained in N

(+,0) t_1 , the relation (78)

implies that e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} M^{−1}_{(1)} (t_1)U_{1,n}(A)M_{(n)}(t_1)e^{(t′−t1)υ(T )(n)} = D_{(+),n}(t, t^′).

We have emphasized a certain homotopy class of curves, which choice has been guided by the decomposition of our manifold, in order to compute previous observables. However, what would be the result if we change this homotopy class ? Let us study this point through an example. Let us choose a simple curve C̃ going from x_{(1)}(t_1,^π_2 )to x_{(p)}(t_1,^π_2 ) through N^{(+,0)}_{t1} and then going from x_{(p)}(t_1,^π_2 )to x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 ) through N^{(−,0)}_{t1} . The holonomy U_{C̃} (A) = −−−→ P exp ∫_~ C A of the connection along this curve can be written as

U_{C̃} (A) = k̄_{(+)}(x_{(1)}(t_1, π 2 ))^{−1}k̄_{(+)}(x_{(p)}(t_1, π 2 ))k̄_{(−)}(x_{(p)}(t_1, π 2 ))^{−1}k̄_{(−)}(x_{(n)}(t_1, π 2 )) = k̄_{(+)}(x_{(1)}(t_1, π 2 ))^{−1}u_{p,p+1}k̄_{(−)}(x_{(n)}(t_1, π 2 )). This formula has to be understood in the following way: u_{p,p+1} is an element of the isometry group of moves on dS_3 such that u_{p−1,p}u^{−1}_{p,p+1}is a move describing the defect angle of the gravitational lens provocated by the p−th particle, to replace k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 )) by u_{p,p+1}k̄_{(−)}(x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 )) consists in replacing the location of the n−th particle by its virtual image through the lens described by the isometry defined by u_{p,p+1}. As a conclusion, if we replace U_{1,n} by U_{C̃} in the computation of the distance between particles 1 and n, it will just consist in replacing the n−th particle by this virtual image and then compute the distance as if the 1−st particle and this virtual image were both on dS_3.

We have to notice also that e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} M^{−1}_{(1)} (t_1)U_{C̃} M_{(n)}(t_1)e^{(t′−t1)υ(T )(n)} can be written in terms of our basic datas. Indeed, we have easily

e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} M^{−1}_{(1)} (t_1)U_{C̃} M_{(n)}(t_1)e^{(t′−t1 )υ(T )(n)} = D_{(+),p}(t, t_1)D^{−1}_{(−),p}D_{(−),n}(t_1, t^′).

More generally, for i, i^′ ∈ {1, ..., N} , t, t^′ ∈ [t_1, t_2], we will denote by C_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_) the set of continuous curves s ∈ [0, 1] → C(s) ∈ M^∗ such that C ∩ B = {C(0), C(1)} and C(0) ∈ l_{(i)}(t), C(1) ∈ l_{(i}′_)(t^′). We introduce an equivalence relation on this set, denoted ≍_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_) and defined such that C ≍_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_) C^′ if and only if we can interpolate between C and C^′ using a continuous family of elements of C_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_), and will denote C̄_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_) the set of classes under this relation.

In the same way, we can define observables corresponding to distances for any homotopy class of paths C̄_{(1,t)(n,t}′_) by the formula d(C̄_{(1,t)(n,t}′_)) ≡ l^2_c tr(D_{P,n}(t, t^′)D_{P,n}(t, t^′)^⋆ − I) D_{P,n}(t, t^′) ≡ e^{(t1−t)υ(T )(1)} M^{−1}_{(1)} (t_1)U_C (A)M_{(n)}(t_1)e^{(t′ −t1)υ(T )(n)} (85)

where U_C (A) is the holonomy of the connection along any particular representative C of this class of paths. As before, any of these observables can be expressed in terms of our basic combinatorial datas.

4.1.3 third digression: degenerate metrics from the participant observer’s point of view

We have emphasized along previous sections that the choice between Chern- Simons gravity and true gravity consisted in the choice of large gauge transformations, and especially their capability to transform a non-degenerate soldering form into a degenerate one. Degenerate soldering forms have been introduced in Lorentzian gravity as a bill to pay if we want to incorporate, into the framework, transitions between topologically different spatial slices along time evolution of a universe. All the way, spurious degeneracies are always present in the formalism because of topological obstructions against coordinatization (for example, the 2−sphere can not be parallelised by a globally non degenerate soldering form, although it exists well defined geometry on it). On another part, the problem of caracterizing true singularities independently of any coordinatization choice is a difficult task. In a participant-observer approach of gravity, the problem is posed independently of any coordinatization and the question of the existence of true singularities is transfered to the problem of the existence of physical measurements giving evidence of the existence of such singularities. We have then to study the consequence of true singularities on the set of non-local observables based on matter degrees of freedom. The choice between Chern-Simons gravity and true gravity is however fundamental in this study because gauge transformations in Chern-Simons theory can transform a non-degenerate soldering form in a degenerate one. Reciprocally, in absence of global obstruction, it has no sense to say that a classical solution of Chern-Simons theory has a degenerate or non-degenerate translation part, because only the gauge orbit is physically meaningful. Generically, we can find a representative in any gauge orbit with no true singularity. Considering naively this fact, it would seem that, a part a sector of classical solutions owning true degeneracies which cannot be washed by gauge transformations because of global obstructions, we could map gauge orbits under Δ_W of Chern-Simons theory onto gauge orbits under Δ_{L,P D} of true gravity, however this naive picture is rigourously false. As we already mentioned, the set of gauge orbits of true gravity is made of an infinite number of copies of the space of gauge orbits of Chern-Simons theory (to see this through a simple example, see [14]). Indeed, there are generically an infinite number of diffeomorphically inequivalent geometries which are however gauge related by Δ_W and then considered as the same object in Chern-Simons gravity. This result constitutes a fundamental problem for the Chern-Simons approach and we will try to elucidate how to repare it in a participant observer perspective. Let us precise the problem in the case of gravitating particles on a sphere (this discussion is directly inspired by [23]).

The choice of an element of the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons de- Sitter gravity consists exactly, the conditions (84)(79) being chosen, in the choice of datas (k̄_{(+)}(x_{(n)}(t_1,^π_2 )))_{n=1...N} , up to fixed elements in H^{(L)}, and (υ^{(T )}_{(n)} )_{n=1,...,N} . The bulk gauge transformations Δ_W act freely on dynamical variables but let these datas fixed. In the following, we will denote shortly Q_{(±)}(x) ≡ Q_{k(±) (x)} because the spin part of k_{(±)} will not be of particular interest for the present discussion. A particular representative of this state being chosen, we can build the corresponding spacetime according to previous subsection. We have to notice that the smooth by parts surface Q_{(+)}(S^{(0)}_n ) is only constrained along trajectories T^{(+)}_n where it is eventually not smooth, the rest of the surface being a priori freely chosen. Once the previous surface is chosen, the surface Q_{(−)}(S^{(0)}n ) is uniquely obtained using the fixed isometries associated to u_{n,n+1}. For a given family of free-falling trajectories T^{(+)} = (t → T^{(+)}_n (t))_{n=1,...,N} in dS_3 and a given family ℑ = (s_{n,n+1})_{n=1...N} of elements of the isometry group of moves on dS_3, we will denote by ℵ_{(T} (+)_{,ℑ)}the set formed by families (σ^{(+)}_n , σ^{(−)}_n )_{n=1,...,N} , such that σ^{(±)}_n is a mapping from S^{(0)}_n to dS_3, for any ϕ, T^{(+)}_n = { t → σ^{(±)}_n (x_n(t, ϕ)) } ,T^{(+)}_{n+1} = { t → σ^{(±)}_n (x_{n+1}(t, ϕ)) } , σ^{(−)}_n (x) = s_{n,n+1}(σ^{(+)}_n (x)), ∀x ∈ S^{(0)}_n . As a result of the previous discussion, an element of the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons gravity being chosen we can associate uniquely a set (T^{(+)}, ℑ)and for any pair of elements of

ℵ_{(T} (+)_{,ℑ)}we can obviously find a gauge transformation Δ_W which maps one element to the other one. If we require the non-degeneracy of A^{(T )} by constraining the mapping x → Q_{(±)}(x) to be injective the situation is very different. ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(+)}(S^{(0)}_n ) and ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(−)}(S^{(0)}_n ) correspond to two smooth (except along the lines T^{(±)}n ), disjoint, simple surfaces in dS_3 surrounding the two disjoint images of N^{(±,0)} by the smooth and injective mappings N^{(±,0)} → D, (x^μ)_{μ∈IM} → Q_{(±)}(x), which can be both isometrically mapped to a part of dS_3. The entire spacetime being recovered by gluing these two parts along ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(+)}(S^{(0)}n ) and ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(−)}(S^{(0)}_n ). The action of bulk gauge transformations Δ_{L,P D} on the previous datas is obvious, the local Lorentz transformations act trivially on these datas, the projectable diffeomorphisms connected to the identity transform the surfaces ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(±)}(S^{(0)}_n ) by smooth deformations in dS_3 leaving the lines T^{(±)}_n unchanged (as well as the isometries associated to u_{n,n+1}). The projectable diffeomorphisms do not affect the injectivity of the maps Q_{(±)} and then the surfaces ◯^N_{i=1}Q_{(±)}(S^{(0)}_n ) stay smooth by parts, simple and disjoint under these transformations. We will denote ℵ^{simple}_{(T (+) ,ℑ)} the subset of ℵ_{(T} (+)_{,ℑ)}formed

by elements (σ^{(+)}_n , σ^{(−)}_n )_{n=1,...,N} such that ◯^N_{i=1}σ^{(+)}_n (S^{(0)}_n ) and ◯^N_{i=1}σ^{(−)}_n (S^{(0)}_n ) are disjoint and simple. We can introduce the equivalence relation ≈ between pairs of elements of ℵ^{simple}_{(T (+) ,ℑ)} defined such that (σ^{(+)}_n , σ^{(−)}_n )_{n=1,...,N} ≈

(σ^{′(+)}_n , σ^{′(−)}_n )_{n=1,...,N} if and only if we can find a continuous family of elements of ℵ^{simple} (T^{(+)} ,ℑ)interpolating between (σ (+) n , σ^{(−)}n )_{n=1,...,N} and (σ^{′(+)}n , σ^{′(−)}n )_{n=1,...,N} . Each equivalence class will be called a skeleton of the corresponding geometry. Endly, ℵ̄^{simple}_{(T (+) ,ℑ)}will denote the set of equivalence classes under this relation. For a given point in the reduced phase space, and then, for a given family (T^{(+)}, ℑ), the set ℵ̄^{simple}_{(T (+),ℑ)}is generically not reduced to a single element. This result proves clearly the announced result that the phase space of true deSitter gravity is in fact larger than the phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity, and our combinatorial datas (83) do not manage to capture the whole information about a classical solution of deSitter gravity. Moreover, once is fixed a set of combinatorial datas and an associated skeleton the non-degenerate geometry is entirely fixed up to a projectable diffeomorphism. Hence, we obtain a combinatorial description of the reduced phase space of true deSitter gravity, because a point in the reduced phase space of true deSitter gravity is fixed once are chosen a set of combinatorial datas and a skeleton for these datas. The previous discussion shows that classical solutions associated to different skeletons have to be physically distinguished as soon as we require the non-degeneracy of the metric. It is important to notice that the corresponding geometries are really different and these differences have fundamental and easily observable consequences on the measurements made by the observer. Let us study this point through a simple example. We represent, on the following picture, the images on the sphere of a given region R of Σ^∗_t (with light grey background) by two different mappings. This region contains particles i, i + 1 (black disks) and the first particle, playing the role of the observer (medium grey disk). We will assume that the two mappings are identical except in this region, and that the image of R is such that the point masses p ≠ i, i + 1 are sufficiently far from particle 1 in order that the minimal distance between particle 1 and particles i, i + 1 are given by the geodesic distance along paths entirely contained in this region. On these pictures the images of R ∩ N^+_t and R ∩ N^−_t are separated by a region drawn in dark grey which has to be cutted out, the two images being glued together along the cuts, in order to recover the multiconical geometry associated to these mappings. We have chosen two mappings corresponding to the same combinatorial datas, indeed the isometries associated to the gluings are the same (rotation of angle^π_{36} centered on the particle i + 1 for the gluing of the segment S^{(0)}_{i+1}, rotation of angle^π_6 centered on the particle i for the gluing of the segment S^{(0)}_{i−1} and identity map for the segments S^{(0)}_N , S^{(0)}_1 , S^{(0)}_i ), and the positions of particles on the sphere are the same. However, the skeletons differ radically, in a way shown on the picture.

We have drawn with a thick line the geodesics belonging to homotopy classes of paths for which such a minimal distance curve exists and with a thin line paths belonging to homotopy classes of paths for which no curve of this class is able to minimize the distance, the corresponding curves on Σ^∗_t are indexed by the small letters and their images are indexed by the corresponding capital letters on the two multiconical geometries. It is clear, in this example, that these geometries cannot be identified as the same geometrical object, because distances and angles associated to images of point masses, as measured physically in the sky of the observer, are different. However, the difference is subtle. Indeed, although the “distance-observable” (85) between particles 1 and i + 1 can be technically computed (and is a Dirac observable for Chern-Simons theory), for example, along the path a^′ in both cases, it gives really a geodesic distance only through the mapping 1 for which the path A^′, drawn on the multiconical geometry, is actually a geodesic. Through the mapping 2 there is no geodesic curve in the homotopy class of a^′, the “distance-observable” (85) gives the virtual distance C which does not correspond to any geodesic curve, the geodesic curve being in fact in the homotopy class of the path a and give the geodesic distance A. According to our assumptions, the minimal distance at which the particle i (resp. i + 1) is seen by the observer is the length of the segment B^′ (resp. A^′) for the mapping 1 and is the length of the segment B (resp. A) for the mapping 2. And the picture shows clearly that the angle between both rays coming from particles i, i+1 and received by the observer are in the case of mapping 1 is more acute than that in the case of mapping 2. As a conclusion, it is important to emphasize that the two geometries are neither related by a projectable diffeomorphism connected to the identity (because their skeletons are different), nor related by an element of the mapping class group which would just exchange homotopy classes a and a^′. This point agrees with [23] and disagrees with the conclusion of [24].

4.1.4 the observables of Chern-Simons gravity and true gravity

In order for us to develop a combinatorial approach of Chern-Simons and true deSitter gravity we have to determine a set of observables which would allow us to distinguish points in the reduced phase space of each theory and would allow us to compute explicitely their Dirac algebra.

We already know how to distinguish points in the reduced phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity using our combinatorial datas (83). However, we will introduce, in the next subsection, algebraic objects, called generalized spin-network observables, built from these datas and equivalent to them in their capability to capture the whole reduced phase space of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity. We will see that the Dirac algebra of these observables can be explicitely computed and emphasizes nice algebraic structures which seems to be easily quantizable.

It is fundamental to notice that these observables are also observables of true deSitter gravity because of their larger invariance properties. Moreover their Dirac algebra do not depend on the theory we are considering, because the considerations about large gauge transformations do not concern the definition of the Dirac bracket. However, they are not sufficient to capture the richness of the reduced phase space of true deSitter gravity, and we have to identify new observables in order to complete the description.

Let us define at least one observable, called “window-observable”, allowing us to distinguish between different skeletons. According, to the discussion of the previous subsection, it seems that the geometries associated to different skeletons differ in the fact that, in the same homotopy class of paths, a geodesic curve of the multiconical geometry can be found or not. If a geodesic curve belongs to a given homotopy class of paths, the distance observable associated to this class and computed from combinatorial datas is actually the distance at which the observer locate the corresponding point mass using the physical measurements he can realize. Hence, let us choose a set of acceptable combinatorial datas (according to constructions of previous subsections), a skeleton associated to them, a class of paths C̄_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_) and an element C̄ ∈ C̄_{(i,t),(i}′_{,t}′_). We will denote

W^{light}_{C̄} the function defined as follows: we choose a particular representative (A, M, υ), obeying as usual the condition (79), of the point of the reduced phase space of true gravity associated to the combinatorial datas and the skeleton, then we define W^{light}_{C̄} to be equal to 1 if there exists a representative C of C̄ which is a lightlike-geodesic in the geometry defined by A^{(T )}, and to be equal to 0 elsewhere.

For purely technical reasons it is generally more simple to work with equaltime geodesics rather than with lightlike geodesics although the latter are the natural objects to discuss causality. All the way, the problem of relating these two objects is simplified as soon as our point masses have inertial trajectories. We are now able to formulate a conjecture:

the set of windows and spin-networks observables distinguishes points in the reduced phase space of true deSitter gravity.

This point deserves a careful analysis which will be given in a forthcoming paper.

4.1.5 fourth digression: the action of the mapping class group

The choice of the decomposition of the manifold as the union Σ^∗_t = N^{(+,0)}_t ∪ N^{(−,0)}_t is non-canonical, and then, the distinction we have made between virtual and true images in subsection 4.1.2 has no intrinsic sense, and all homotopy classes produce, along previous constructions, equally acceptable observables for Chern-Simons gravity. Moreover, our participant-observer has no external tool to distinguish between homotopy classes by only measuring time intervals associated to exchange of particles along the different paths, then they have to be considered on the same footing. However, if we think to these distances as measured by the exchange of particles, it is natural to distinguish between different homotopy classes if the observables corresponding to some of them could not be associated to a physical process. It is clear from previous subsection that the observables (85) can be considered as distances between the observer and the point mass if and only if such an exchange of physical particle can occur along this homotopy class of trajectories.

A priori, the set of windows observables is a natural complement of the set of combinatorial datas, indeed it is the necessary and sufficient information allowing us to distinguish true images from virtual images in the sky of the observer. Then, a contrario from the situation of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity where a point mass was seen from an infinite number of directions and distances (corresponding to different but indistinguishable homotopy classes of paths) leading generically to a non-Haussdorf apparent sky for the observer, none except a finite number of equivalence classes of paths admits a light-like geodesic and then, even after having moded out our set of observables by the action of the mapping class group of the surface, the apparent sky of the observer in true deSitter gravity, defined to be the respective positions of stars computed from combinatorial datas by the formula (85) for classes of paths which window observable has value 1, will show a finite number of stars.

4.2 Towards a combinatorial description of the N-body problem in deSitter gravity

This section is essentially technical and aims to show how to describe combinatorially the Poisson structure on our algebra of observables.

4.2.1 Definition and properties of generalized spin-networks

Let us begin by developing a formalism generalizing spin-network’s formalism for our purposes. We will choose 2N new tubular compact neighbourhoods (c^′_{(n)})_{n=1...N} , (c^{′′}_{(n)})_{n=1...N} of the worldlines such that c_{(n)} (resp. c^′_{(n)}) is strictly contained in the interior of c^′_{(n)}(resp. c^{′′}_{(n)}) for any n, and c^{′′}_{(n)} ∩c^{′′}_{(p)} = Ø if n ≠ p, we will denote (l^′_{(n)})_{n=1...N} , (l^{′′}_{(n)})_{n=1...N} their respective boundaries and s^′_t = ⋃ i=1...N l ′ (i), s^{′′}_t = ⋃ i=1...N l ′′ (i). We will denote Σ̌^∗_t = Σ^∗_t ∩ ⋃ n=1...N (c ′′ (n) − l^{′′}_{(n)}), Σ^{′∗}_t = Σ_t − ⋃ n=1...N c ′ (n), Σ^{′′∗}_t = Σ_t − ⋃ n=1...N c ′′ (n). Let us define a generalized spin-network. We choose 2M distinct points (z_{(i)})_{i=1...M} , (y_{(i)})_{i=1...M} such that z_{(i)} ∈ s^′_t, y_{(i)} ∈ s^{′′}_t and denote (P_{(i)})_{i=1...M} disjoint simple oriented curves, which interior are included in Σ̌^∗_t , P_{(i)} connecting y_{(i)}to z_{(i)}. Let be given an open graph drawn in Σ^∗_t , T_1 will denote the ordered set of its oriented edges and T_0 the set of its vertices, for any P ∈ T_1 e(P ), d(P ) will denote respectively the end and the departure point of P and we will as well use the notation P = [d(P )e(P )]. We will impose y_{(i)}, z_{(i)} ∈ T_0, ∀i = 1...M and will denote T^′_0 = T_0 − { z_{(i)}, i = 1...M } , T^′_1 = T_1 − { P_{(i)}, i = 1...M } . We will also require T_1 ∩ Σ^{′′∗}_t = ⋃ i=1...M P(i). To each P ∈ T1 we associate a representation ΠP

of the envelopping algebra U(g), and to each w ∈ T^′_0, P ∈ T_1 we will associate Π_{w,P} = Π_P if w = e(P ), Π^∗_P if w = d(P ), ι elsewhere . To each w ∈ T^′_0, will be associated an intertwining operator Φ_w ∈ Hom_{U(g)}( ⨂ P ∈T_1 VΠw,P , C ). The set of

previous datas (the graph with edges colored by representations and the set of intertwiners associated to vertices) will be called generalized spin-network and denoted S. Two spin networks will be said to be transverse if the intersection of their graphs is disjoint of their set of vertices.

We will denote U^{ΠP}_P (A) = −−−→ P exp ∫_{e(P )} d(P ) ΠP (A), the element of End(VΠ^P ) =

V_{ΠP} ⊗ V^∗_{ΠP} (which matrix elements are functions of the connection A) given by the path ordered exponential along P ∈ T_1, of the connection A, taken in the representation Π_P .

We will associate to the whole set of previous datas the following functions of the connection O^{bulk}_S ≡ ( ⨂ w∈T^′_0 Φw)( ⨂ P ∈T^′_1 U Π_P

P ) ∈ Hom( ⨂ i=1...M VΠy_{(i)} ,P_{(i)} , C ), and O^{bound}_S ≡ ⨂ i=1...M (U Π_{P(i)} P_{(i)} M

Π_{P(i)} (z_{(i)}) ) ∈ End( ⨂ i=1...M VΠy_{(i)} ,P_{(i)} ). We want to

emphasize that Δ_G[g]O^{bulk}_S = O^{bulk}_S ( ⨂ i=1...M ΠP(i) (gy(i) )) and ΔG[g]O bound S (A) = ( ⨂ i=1...M ΠP(i) (g −1 y_{(i)} ))O bound S (A). The reader used to current litterature on Chern-Simons gravity could misunderstand the sense of previous results. The previous combinatorial datas contain more informations than the usual set of observables used in the combinatorial approach, i.e. the observables associated to spin-networks without “legs” (M = 0). This smaller set of observables will be a Poisson subalgebra of our Poisson algebra of generalized spin-networks observables. In fact, these observables correspond to the set of constants of motion of Chern-Simons deSitter gravity. This Poisson subalgebra has already been quantized and an irreductible star representation of the corresponding quantum operator algebra has been found in [9].

4.2.2 Explicit computation of the Dirac algebra of observables

Let us recall that the detail in the bulk of the second class functions ð̌ defining our Dirac bracket is irrelevant and we can always choose ð̌ such that the support on Σ^∗of its elements is as small as necessary. In the following, we will impose that the support of the elements of ð̌ is strictly contained in Σ̌^∗_t . Hence, if we consider a function v of the connection which depends only on the connection in the bulk Σ^{′′∗}_t and any other function w, from the definition of the Dirac bracket (74), their Dirac brackets are given by: {v, w}_D = {v, w}_2. Indeed, due to the property { A_i(x), Ω̃(u) } = −ϑ 2l_c D^{(A)}_i u ∀x ∈ Σ^∗_t , ∀u ∈ ð we deduce that { A_i(x), Ω̃(u) } = 0, ∀x ∈ Σ^{′′∗}_t , ∀u ∈ ð̌ and then the second term in the expression (74) is null in this situation.

As a result, Dirac brackets between two functions of the connection defined in the bulk is obtained thanks to the usual Chern-Simons bracket. In particular, the Poisson bracket { O^{bulk}_S , O^{bulk}_S′ } D for two transverse generalized spin-networks S, S^′ is given by the usual formula [15, 17]: { O^{bulk}_S , O^{bulk}_S′ } D = ϑ 2l_c ∑ x∈S∩S^′ ι_x(S, S^′)O^{bulk}_{S⊙xS}′ where the sum extends to all intersection points between graphs associated to S and S^′,ι_x(S, S^′) is the index of the intersection at x between S and S^′, and S ⊙_x S^′ is the spin network obtained from S and S^′ by fusing the colored graphs and by adding at x the intertwiner^{2lc}_ϑ t (see [9] for a more pedagogical introduction). From previous considerations, we also have trivially { O^{bulk}_S , O^{bound}_S′ } D = 0

Then, in order to obtain a complete description of the Dirac algebra of generalized spin-networks we have to compute the Poisson bracket { O^{bound} S , O^{bound}_S′ } D = 0 which obviously decomposes using leibniz rule in terms of Poisson brackets { U^{ΠP(i)}_{P(i)} M_{(z(i))}, U^{ΠP(j)}_{P(j)} M_{(z(j) )} } D . These Poisson brackets are obviously null if

z_{(i)}, z_{(j)} belong to different components of the boundary. Its explicit computation requires a careful analysis in the other case. This computation is done in the appendix (A.4) and we obtain { (U^{ΠP(i)}_{P(i)} M_{(z(i))})_1, (U^{ΠP(j)}_{P(j)} M_{(z(j) )})_2 } D = (U^{ΠP(i)}_{P(i)} M_{(k)})_1(U^{ΠP(j)}_{P(j)} M_{(k)})_2 ×

×R^{(1)}_{12} (M_{(k)}, P_{(k)}; ϕ_i − ϕ_j )

where z_{(i)} = x_{ki} (t, ϕ_i), z_{(j)} = x_{kj} (t, ϕ_j )and k_i = k_j ≡ k. This Dirac algebra is rather close from that found in [15] and studied extensively in [9].

Its complete study as well as the study of the Poisson bracket of windows observables is devoted to a forthcoming paper.

5 Conclusion

This paper can be considered as a strong support in favour of the combinatorial approach to 3 dimensional gravity, and as a generalization of this program necessary to capture dynamics of gravity. The nice structure of the Dirac algebra between observables motivates a study of its quantization and of the representation of the corresponding quantum algebra of operators, completing the work already done in [9]. It is, for the first time, possible to hope a well-posed discussion of the spectrum of operators associated to distances between particles in a completely generally covariant formalism. Having managed to capture the whole generally invariant information on the phase space of a set of gravitating particles in a closed universe, we may hope to pursue the program adressed for a long time by G. ’tHooft of building from this departure point a second-quantized theory of the self-gravitating matter field. The present paper is only a modest contribution in this direction.

Aknowledgements:

we thank M.Henneaux for stimulating discussions.

References

[1] Abraham R., Marsden J.E. Foundations of mechanics, Benjamin Cummings Pub.Cie. (1978)

[2] Ambjorn J., Dasgupta A., Jurkiewicz J., Loll R. A Lorentzian cure for euclidian problems,Nucl.Phys.Proc.Suppl.106:977-979,2002.

[3] Anderson A. Clocks and time, preprint gr-qc/9507039

[4] Arcioni G., Blau M., O’Loughlin M. On the boundary dynamics of Chern-Simons gravity, preprint hep-th/0210089, JHEP 0301:067,2003

[5] Babelon O. Construction of the classical R-matrices for the Toda and Calogero models, preprint hep-th/9306102

[6] Bergmann P.G., Komar A. The coordinate group symmetries of general relativity, Int.J.Theor.Phys., 5 (1972) 15

[7] Bering K. Product of boundary distributions preprint hep-th/0102136 .

[8] Brown J.D., Lau S.R., York J.W. Action and energy of the gravitational field, preprint gr-qc/0010024

[9] Buffenoir E., Noui K., Roche Ph. Hamiltonian quantization Chern-Simons theory with SL(2, C ) group, Class.Quant.Grav.19:4953,2002, preprint hep/th/0202121

[10] Dirac P.A.M. Lectures on Quantum Mechanics, Belfer Graduate School of Science, Yeshiva University, New York, 1964.

[11] DeSousa Gerbert P. On spin and (quantum) gravity in (2 + 1) dimensions Nucl.Phys.B346:440-472,1990 .

[12] Einstein A. Albert Einstein and Michele Besso Correspondence 1903- 1955, ed. P Speziali (Paris: Hermann) letter of january 3rd 1916

[13] Elitzur S., Moore G.W., Schwimmer A., Seiberg N. Remarks on the canonical Quantization of the Chern-Simons-Witten Theory, Nucl.Phys. B326 (1989) 108

[14] Ezawa K. Addendum to ‘Classical and quantum evolutions of the deSitter Universes’, Phys.Rev.D50:2935-2938,1994, preprint hep-th/9403160

[15] Fock V.V., Rosly A.A. Poisson structure on Moduli space of flat connections on Riemann surfaces, Am.Math.Soc.Transl.191:67-86,1999, preprint math.qa/9802054

[16] Fradkin E.S., Vilkovisky G.A. Quantization of relativistic systems with constraints, Phys.Lett.B55:224,1975

[17] Goldman The symplectic nature of fundamental groups of surfaces, Adv.Math. 54,200-225, 1984

[18] Henneaux M., Teitelboim C. Quantization of gauge systems, Princeton University Press (1992)

[19] Henneaux M., Teitelboim C., Vergara J.D. Gauge invariance for generally covariant systems, Nucl.Phys.B387:391-418,1992,(1992) preprint hep-th/9205092

[20] Deser S.,Jackiw R. Three dimensional cosmological gravity: dynamics of constant curvature Ann. Phys.153, 405 (1984)

[21] Lusanna L., Pauri M. General covariance and the objectivity of spacetime Point events: the physical role of gravitational and gauge degrees of freedom, preprint gr-qc/0301040

[22] Matschull H.J. Quantum mechanics of a point particle in 2 + 1 dimensional gravity, Class.Quant.Grav.15:2981-3030,1998, preprint gr-qc/9708054

[23] Matschull H.J. On the relation between 2+1 Einstein gravity and Chern-simons theory, Class.Quant.Grav.16:2599-2609,1999, preprint gr-qc/9903040

[24] Meusburger C., Schroers B.J. Poisson structure and symmetry in the Chern-Simons formulation of 2 + 1 dimensional gravity, preprint gr-qc/0301108

[25] Montesinos M., Vergara J.D. Linear constraints from generally covariant systems with quadratic constraints, preprint gr-qc/0111006

[26] Mukhanov V., Wipf A. On the symmetries of hamiltonian systems, Int.J.Mod.Phys.A10:579-610,1995, preprint hep-th/9401083

[27] Park M.I. Statistical entropy of three-dimensional Kerr-deSitter space, Phys.Lett.B440:275-282, 1998, preprint hep-th/9806119

[28] Park M.I. Symmetry algebras in Chern-Simons theory with boundary:

canonical approachNucl. Phys.B544, 377 (1999)

[29] Pons J.M. Observables, gauge invariance, and the role of the observers in the limit from general to special relativity, Class.Quant.Grav.18:4763- 4778,2001, preprint gr-qc/0104021

[30] Pons J.M. Plugging the gauge fixing into the lagrangian, Int.J.Mod.Phys.A11:975-988,1996, preprint hep-th/9510044

[31] Pons J.M., Salisbury D.C., Shepley L.C. Gauge Transformations in the lagrangian and hamiltonian formalisms of generally covariant theories, preprint gr-qc/9612037

[32] Regge T., Teitelboim C. Role of surface integrals in the hamiltonian formulation of general relativity, Ann.Phys. 88 (1974) 286

[33] Regge T., Nelson J.E. Homotopy groups and 2+1 dimensional quantum de Sitter gravity, Nucl.Phys.B339:516-532,1990

[34] Romano J.D., Geometrodynamics vs. connection dynamics, Gen.Rel.Grav.25:759-854,1993, preprint gr-qc/9303032

[35] Rovelli C. What is observable in classical and quantum gravity, Class.Quantum. Grav. 8 (1991) 297-316.

[36] Rovelli C. Quantum reference systems, Class.Quantum Grav. 8 (1991) 317-331.

[37] Salisbury D.C., Sundermeyer K. Realization of general coordinate transformations, Phys.Rev.D Vol. 27, Num. 4, (1983) 740-756

[38] Teitelboim C. Quantum Mechanics of the gravitational field , Phys.Rev.D Vol. 25, Num. 12 (1982) 3159-3179

[39] Witten E. 2 + 1 dimensional gravity as an exactly soluble system, Nucl.Phys.B311:46,1988

[40] Witten E. Topology changing amplitudes in 2 + 1 dimensional gravity, Nucl.Phys. B323 (1989) 113-140

A Appendix

A.1 Basic algebraic results

We will recall in this appendix basic notions on the Lorentz group G = SL(2, C ) and its Lie algebra g = sl(2, C ). The Lorentz group is the real Lie group of 2 × 2 complex matrices of determinant one and g is the real Lie algebra of 2 × 2 complex matrices of zero trace. We recall that the set of 2 × 2 hermitian complex matrices is denoted by H and we denote D the subset of H defined by D = {Q ∈ H| det Q = −l^2_c }. To any element o ∈ D, we can associate an antimorphic ⋆-map on SL(2, C ) defined by

⋆ : SL(2, C ) −→ SL(2, C ) , Λ −→ Λ^⋆ = oΛ^†o^{−1} , (86)

and define the following two subsets of SL(2, C ): L_o = {λ ∈ SL(2, C )|λ^⋆ λ = λλ^⋆ = ±1} (87) T_o = {τ ∈ SL(2, C )|τ^⋆ = τ and Tr(τ) > 0} . (88)

Any element of the Lorentz group decomposes as follows:

∀Λ ∈ SL(2, C ), ∃λ_Λ ∈ L_o and τ_Λ ∈ T_o such that Λ = τ_Λ λ_Λ . (89)

This decomposition is not unique and is explicitely given by the following formulae:

1. if Tr(1 + ΛΛ^⋆) > 0, ∃!(λ_Λ , τ_Λ ) ∈ L × T such that λ_Λ λ^⋆_Λ = +1 given by:

τ_Λ =

1 + ΛΛ^⋆ √ Tr(1 + ΛΛ^⋆)

, λ_Λ =

Λ + Λ^{⋆−1} √ Tr(1 + ΛΛ^⋆)

. (90)

2. if Tr(1 − ΛΛ^⋆) > 0, ∃!(λ_Λ , τ_Λ ) ∈ L × T such that λ_Λ λ^⋆_Λ = −1 given by:

τ_Λ =

1 − ΛΛ^⋆ √ Tr(1 − ΛΛ^⋆)

, λ_Λ =

Λ − Λ^{⋆−1} √ Tr(1 − ΛΛ^⋆)

. (91)

This ⋆-map induces a ⋆-map on the Lie algebra g. Let us introduce the following subspaces of g : l = {ξ ∈ g|ξ^⋆ = −ξ} , t = {ξ ∈ g|ξ^⋆ = ξ}. The sets l and t depend on the choice of the element o ∈ D which defines the ⋆-map. Indeed, given another element o^′ ∈ D, we get another ⋆−map on SL(2, C ) denoted by ⋆^′. Let us denote by l^′ and t^′ the corresponding subspaces. We can relate l to l^′ and t to t^′. Indeed, ∀ o^′ ∈ D , ∃ M ∈ SL(2, C ) such that o = Mo^′M^† . Then ∀ξ ∈ g,ξ^⋆ = M(M^{−1}ξM)^{⋆′} M^{−1} and l^′ = {M^{−1}ξM|ξ ∈ l} , t^′ = {M^{−1}ξM|ξ ∈ t} .

In the sequel, we will choose o = l_c ( 1 0 0 −1 ) and the results we will obtain

could be generalized using the previous relations. In that case, we can find an explicit basis of the vector spaces l and t. To this purpose, let us introduce the usual Pauli matrices (σ_a)_{a=0,1,2} defined by:

σ_0 = 1 2 ( 1 0 0 −1 ) , σ_1 = 1 2 ( 0 −i −i 0 ) , σ_2 = 1 2 ( 0 −1 1 0 ) . (92)

Let us introduce the notations P_a ≡ σ_a and J_a ≡ −iσ_a, ∀a = 0, 1, 2 and therefore (P_a)_a is a basis of t and (J_a)_a is a basis of l. ∀a ∈ {0, 1, 2}, we will denote by ξ_{T,a} = MP_aM^{−1} and ξ_{L,a} = MJ_aM^{−1}. It is immediate to see that (ξ_{T,a})_a is a basis of t and (ξ_{L,a})_a is a basis of l. Moreover, (ξ_{T,a}, ξ_{J,a})_a satisfy the following Lie algebra: [ξ_{L,a}, ξ_{L,b}] = ϵ_{ab}^cξ_{L,c} , [ξ_{T,a}, ξ_{L,b}] = ϵ_{ab}^cξ_{T,c} , [ξ_{T,a}, ξ_{T,b}] = −ϵ_{ab}^cξ_{L,c} , (93) where ϵ_{abc} is the antisymmetric tensor defined by ϵ_{012} = 1 and the indices are lowered and raised by the metric η = diag(−1, +1, +1). We will denote

I_g = {L, T } × {0, 1, 2} and (ϵ_{IJ}^K )_{I,J,K∈Ig} the structure constants of the Lie algebra defined by

[ξ_I , ξ_J ] = ϵ_{IJ}^K ξ_K . (94)

We can endow g with a non degenerate invariant bilinear form < | > defined by: < ξ_{T,a}|ξ_{L,b} >= η_{ab} , < ξ_{T,a}|ξ_{T,b} >= 0 , < ξ_{L,a}|ξ_{L,b} >= 0 . (95) We introduce the Casimir tensor t = t^{IJ} ξ_I ⊗ξ_J such that t^{IJ} < ξ_J |ξ_K >= δ^I_K and the dual basis ξ^I = t^{IJ} ξ_J .

We will denote by h the Cartan sub-algebra generated by the two elements (ξ_{T,0}, ξ_{L,0}), and by h^{(L)} (resp. h^{(T )}) the Cartan sub-algebra generated by ξ_{L,0} (resp.ξ_{T,0}). We will denote by H, H^{(L)}, H^{(T )} the corresponding sub-groups.

Given an element ξ ∈ g, we will use the notation ξ_h = ∑ I,J∈{0}×{L,T } < ξ|ξ_I > t^{IJ} ξ_J . < | > is a non degenerate invariant bilinear form on g defined in the appendix. We introduce the Casimir tensor t = t^{IJ} ξ_I ⊗ ξ_J such that t^{IJ} < ξ_J |ξ_K >= δ^I_K and the dual basis ξ^I = t^{IJ} ξ_J .

An element χ^{a,b} = aξ_{L,0} +bξ_{T,0} of g being given, it will be useful to introduce κ^{a,b} ∈ g defined by κ^{a,b} = −aξ_{L,0} + bξ_{T,0} a^2 + b^2

. (96)

From this definition, it is immediate to show that the following operator: ι : g −→ g , ξ −→ [κ^{a,b}, [χ^{a,b}, ξ]] (97) is such that ι(ξ) = ξ − ξ_h.

For any representation Π of U(g), V_Π its module, Π^∗ will denote its contragredient representation, and ι will denote the trivial representation.

A.2 Dirac bracket for the relativistic particle

From the expression (30), it is straightforward to compute strongly the Poisson algebra between first class and second class constraints as follows:

{C^f_R, C^f_S } = 0 (98)

{C^f_R, C^s_A} = ϵ_{RA}^B C^s_B (99) {C^s_A, C^s_B } ≡ Δ_{AB} = −ϵ_{AB}^R(< χ^{b+,b−} |ξ_R > −C^f_R) . (100) The Dirac bracket between two functions on the phase space f and g, defined, as usual, by the expression: {f, g}_D = {f, g} − {f, C^s_A}(Δ^{−1})^{AB} {C^s_B , g} , (101) with Δ^{−1} being the strong inverse of Δ. Due to the previous properties, it verifies the usual axiomatic, i.e. antisymetry, Leibniz rule, strong Jacobi identity and {f, C^s_A}_D = 0 , {f, C^f_R}_D ≈ {f, C^f_R} , {f, {C^f_R, C^f_S }_D}_D ≈ {f, {C^f_R, C^f_S }} .(102)

In order to compute the Dirac bracket, we have to invert strongly the matrix Δ. From the expression (100), we have:

Δ_{AB} = −ϵ_{AB}^R < χ^{b̃+,b̃−} |ξ_R > (103) where we have introduced b̃_+ = b_+ +C^f_{0,T} , b̃_− = b_− +C^f_{0,L} and we have to notice that χ^{b̃+,b̃−} = χ^{b+,b−} − C[M, P ]_h = −(M^{−1}P M)_h. It is easy to show that the inverse matrix (Δ^{−1})^{AB} is given by:

(Δ^{−1})^{AB} = −ϵ^{AB}_R < κ^{b̃+,b̃−} |ξ^R > . (104) As P commutes with the second class constraints, the Poisson brackets (30) involving P are not modified by the Dirac reduction. However, the Poisson bracket (30) between matrix elements of M is modified into the following quadratic bracket:

{M_1, M_2}_D = M_1M_2r^{(0)}_{12} (b̃_+, b̃_−) (105) where r is defined as follows:

r^{(0)} : R^2 −→ g ⊗ g , (b_+, b_−) −→ r^{(0)}_{12} (b_+, b_−) = −[κ^{b+,b−}_2 , t_{12}] . (106) The basic properties of the Dirac bracket can be mapped to the following properties:

r^{(0)}_{12} + r^{(0)}_{21} = 0 (107)

[r^{(0)}_{13} , r^{(0)}_{12} ] + [r^{(0)}_{23} , r^{(0)}_{12} ] + [r^{(0)}_{23} , r^{(0)}_{13} ] = −

∂r^{(0)}_{12} ∂m (ξ_{0,T} )_3 +

∂r^{(0)}_{13} ∂m (ξ_{0,T} )_2 −

∂r^{(0)}_{23} ∂m (ξ_{0,T} )_1 − ∂r^{(0)}_{12} ∂s (ξ_{0,L})_3 +

∂r^{(0)}_{13} ∂s (ξ_{0,L})_2 −

∂r^{(0)}_{23} ∂s (ξ_{0,L})_1 .

(108) As a result, r^{(0)} is a solution of the dynamical classical Yang-Baxter equation with zero coupling constant associated to the algebra g.

A.3 Operator K^X_ϕ

The aim of this appendix is to study the following operator: K^X_ϕ : C^∞(B, g) −→ C^∞(B, g) (109) ū −→ K^X_ϕ ū = ∂_ϕ(ū) + [X̆, ū − ŭ] , where X̆ is the mapping from B to g defined by 48. In fact, this operator can be rewritten as follows:

(K^X_ϕ u)(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ)) = M_{(n)}(t) ( K^{−12π χn} ϕ ( M^{−1}_{(n)}(t)u(x_{(n)}(t, ϕ))M_{(n)}(t) )) M^{−1}_{(n)}(t)

∀ u ∈ C^∞(B, g) , where

K^χ_ϕ : C^∞(S^1, g) −→ C^∞(S^1, g), f → ∂_ϕ(f) + [χ, f − f^{av.}] (110) for any χ = α_T ξ_{0,T} + α_Lξ_{0,L} ∈ h. Properties of (109)will be linked back to that of (110).

It is immediate to see that (110) is not injective and its kernel consists in the subspace of constant functions. This operator will be invertible on the subspace C^∞_s (S^1, g) of functions having zero as mean value. Any function u ∈ C^∞_s (S^1, g) can be decomposed in terms of Fourier modes as follows: u(ϕ) = ∑ k≠0,I∈I_g u I ke^{ikϕ}ξ_I , and the action of the operator (110) on f reduces to an action on each component of the Fourier decomposition:

K^χ_ϕu = ∑ k≠0,I,J∈I_g ( K^{χ I}_{k J} u^J_k ) e^{ikϕ}ξ_I , (111)

where the coefficients K^{χ I}_{k,J} are given by K^{χ R}_{k,S} = ikδ^R_S + < α_T ξ_{0,T} +α_Lξ_{0,L}, [ξ_S , ξ^R] > , i.e.

K^{χ 0,T}_{k 0,T} = K^{χ 0,L}_{k 0,L} = ik (112) K^{χ a,L}_{k b,L} = K^{χ a,T}_{k b,T} = ikδ^a_b + α_Lε^{0a}_b K^{χ a,T}_{k b,L} = −K^{χ a,L}_{k b,T} = α_T ε^{0a}_b. Let us compute the inverse operator. We denote by (K^{χ −1})^A_{k B} the coefficients of the inverse operator.

In order to compute the inverse operator explicitely, it will be useful to introduce the complex number α = (α_L + iα_T ) and, the functions c_k : C → C z →^1_{k+z} . A straightforward computation, shows that:

(K^{χ −1})^{0,T}_{k 0,T} = (K^{χ −1})^{0,L}_{k 0,L} = 1 ik (113) (K^{χ −1})^{a,L}_{k b,L} = (K^{χ −1})^{a,T}_{k b,T} = Re(c_k(−α)) −iδ^a_b + ε^{0a}_b 2 − Re(c_k(α)) iδ^a_b + ε^{0a}_b 2 (K^{χ −1})^{a,T}_{k b,L} = −(K^{χ −1})^{a,L}_{k b,T} = Im(c_k(−α)) −iδ^a_b + ε^{0a}_b 2 − Im(c_k(α)) iδ^a_b + ε^{0a}_b 2 . A.4 Dirac bracket for spin-networks

Let us compute the following equal-time Poisson bracket { (U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} M_{(k)})_1, (U^{Π[y′z′]}_{[y′z′ ]} M_{(k)})_2 } D where z = x_{(k)}(t, ϕ), z^′ = x_{(k)}(t, ϕ^′) (we will denote φ = ϕ−ϕ^′).In order to apply formula (74), we recall that, for any v ∈ ð̌, we have { Ω̃(v), U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} } 2 (A) =^ϑ_{2lc} ∫_z y ds U^{Π[yz]}_{[ys]} (A)(D^{(A)}_s v)U^{Π[yz]}_{[sz]} (A) = ϑ 2l_c (−v(y) U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A) + U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A) v(z)) = ϑ 2l_c (U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A) v(z)) { U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz] 1}, U^{Π[y′ z′]}_{[y′z′ ] 2} } 2 = 0 { U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz] 1}, M_{(k)2} } 2 = { U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz] 1}, M_{(k)2} } 2 = 0 { Ω̃(v), M_{(k)} } 2 = 0 hence, { (U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} M_{(k)})_1, (U^{Π[y′ z′]}_{[y′z′]} M_{(k)})_2 } D (A) = U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A)_1U^{Π[y′z′]}_{[y′z′ ]} (A)_2 { M_{(k)1}, M_{(k)2} } 2 + + ϑ 2l_c U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A)_1U^{Π[y′ z′]}_{[y′z′]} (A)_2 × (∫∫ ð̌×ð̌ [Du][Dv] ū(z)_1v̄(z^′)_2K̃^{−1}(u, v) ) M_{(k)1}, M_{(k)2}

= (U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} M_{(k)})_1, (U^{Π[y′ z′]}_{[y′z′ ]} M_{(k)})_2r^{(0)}_{12} (b̃^n_{(+)}, b̃^n_{(−)}) + + ϑ 2l_c U^{Π[yz]}_{[yz]} (A)_1U^{Π[y′ z′]}_{[y′z′]} (A)_2(ξ_I )_1(w^I_z (z^′))_2M_{(k)1}, M_{(k)2}

where we have introduced certain functions (w^I_z )_{I∈Ig} defined on the boundary, with value in g, smooth everywhere except at z (where they are allowed to have a step) and such that for any u ∈ ð̌, ū(z) = K̃(w^I_z , u)ξ_I .

We can easily verify, that the solution of this equation is given by

(ξ_I )_1(w^I_z (z^′))_2 = −M_{(k)1}M_{(k)2}( ∑ n≠0 (K^{−12π χ̃k −1})^I_{n J} e^{inφ} 2π ξ_{I1}ξ^J_2 )M^{−1}_{(k)1}M^{−1}_{(k)2}.

Using the results of the previous appendix we have

R^{(1)}_{12} (M_{(k)}, P_{(k)}; φ) ≡ −ϑ 2l_c ∑ n (K^{−12π χ̃k −1})^I_{n J} e^{inφ}ξ_{I1}ξ^J_2 = −ϑ 4πl_c (A(φ)(ξ_{0,T} ⊗ ξ_{0,L} + ξ_{0,L} ⊗ ξ_{0,T} )+ −Im(B(φ))(ξ_{2,T} ⊗ ξ_{1,T} − ξ_{1,T} ⊗ ξ_{2,T} − ξ_{2,L} ⊗ ξ_{1,L} + ξ_{1,L} ⊗ ξ_{2,L}) + −Re(B(φ))(ξ_{2,T} ⊗ ξ_{1,L} + ξ_{2,L} ⊗ ξ_{1,T} − ξ_{1,T} ⊗ ξ_{2,L} − ξ_{1,L} ⊗ ξ_{2,T} ) + +Im(C(φ))(ξ_{1,T} ⊗ ξ_{1,T} − ξ_{1,L} ⊗ ξ_{1,L} + ξ_{2,T} ⊗ ξ_{2,T} − ξ_{2,L} ⊗ ξ_{2,L}) + +Re(C(φ))(ξ_{1,T} ⊗ ξ_{1,L} + ξ_{1,L} ⊗ ξ_{1,T} + ξ_{2,T} ⊗ ξ_{2,L} + ξ_{2,L} ⊗ ξ_{2,T} ))

R^{(0)}_{12} (M_{(k)}, P_{(k)}) ≡ −ϑ 2l_c (K^{−12π χ̃k −1})^I_{0 J} ξ_{I1}ξ^J_2

= r^{(0)}_{12} (b̃^n_{(+)}, b̃^n_{(−)}) = ϑ 4πl_c ( Im( 1 b̃ )(ξ^{2,T} ⊗ ξ^{1,T} − ξ^{1,T} ⊗ ξ^{2,T} − ξ^{2,L} ⊗ ξ^{1,L} + ξ^{1,L} ⊗ ξ^{2,L})+ +Re( 1 b̃ )(ξ^{2,T} ⊗ ξ^{1,L} + ξ^{2,L} ⊗ ξ^{1,T} − ξ^{1,T} ⊗ ξ^{2,L} − ξ^{1,L} ⊗ ξ^{2,T} ) )

where we have defined b̃ ≡ ϑ 4πl_c (b̃^{(n)}_+ + ib̃^{(n)}_− ) A(φ) ≡ (φ − π)_{[0,2π]} B(φ) ≡ πcos(b̃(π − φ)_{[0,2π]}) sin(πb̃) C(φ) ≡ π sin(b̃(π − φ)_{[0,2π]}) sin(πb̃) and the symbol (f(φ))_{[0,2π]} denotes the continuation by 2π−periodicity of the function f defined in [0, 2π].

The r-matrix r^{(1)}_{12} (^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_+,^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_−) ≡ R^{(1)}_{12} (M_{(k)}, P_{(k)}; 0^+) is solution of classical dynamical Yang-Baxter equation and is such that −r^{(1)}_{21} (^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_+,^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_−) = R^{(1)}_{12} (M_{(k)}, P_{(k)}; 2π^−) =^ϑ_{2lc} t_{12} + r^{(1)}_{12} (^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_+,^ϑ_{4πlc} b̃_−). As a result its coupling constant is^{−ϑ}_{2lc} .