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Abstract

We consider the coupling of a scalar field to linearised gravity and derive a
relativistic gravitationally induced decoherence model using Ashtekar vari-
ables. The model is formulated at the gauge invariant level using suitable
geometrical clocks in the relational formalism, broadening existing gauge
invariant formulations of decoherence models. For the construction of the
Dirac observables we extend the known observable map by a kind of dual
map where the role of clocks and constraints is interchanged. We also discuss
a second choice of geometrical clocks existing in the ADM literature. Then
we apply a reduced phase space quantisation on Fock space and derive the
final master equation choosing a Gibbs state for the gravitational environment
and using the projection operator technique. The resulting master equation is
not automatically of Lindblad type, a starting point sometimes assumed for
phenomenological models, but still involves a residual time dependence at the
level of the effective operators in the master equation due to the form of the
correlation functions that we express in terms of thermal Wightman functions.
Furthermore, we discuss why in the model analysed here the application of
a second Markov approximation in order to obtain a set of time independent
effective system operators is less straightforward than in some of the quantum
mechanical models.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Theoretical background

Decoherence models play an important role in the semiclassical sector of quantum models
in various areas of physics from condensed matter, quantum optics and quantum information
[1-5] to cosmology [6—10], for a mathematical perspective see [11]. These models are formu-
lated in the framework of open quantum systems [12—14] and allow for instance to address
the question of the quantum-to-classical transition [15-17]. Because such models involve an
interaction between the quantum system and its environment the choice of the latter is a cru-
cial ingredient for any decoherence model. A very common choice is to couple the system
to a bath of harmonic oscillators [12, 18, 19]. In this work we want to analyse gravitation-
ally induced decoherence for which the environment is taken to be gravity. This provides a
platform to formulate and analyse decoherence models based on existing models for quantum
gravity. Compared to the situation in closed quantum models where the semiclassical sector
is usually described by means of semiclassical states, see for instance [20-23], the semiclas-
sical sector in the context of quantum gravity can be investigated from a different angle within
decoherence models with a gravitational environment.

There already exist several models for gravitationally induced decoherence in the literature
[24-38], see also the reviews in [39, 40] and the review [41] for further models in which
quantum matter is coupled to gravity. Some of them have for instance been used to study the
influence of decoherence on standard model matter such as neutrinos and their oscillations, see
for instance [27-34]. All models have in common that the system’s dynamics is encoded in
a so-called master equation that is an effective first order differential equation for the density
matrix of the system, where this density matrix is obtained once the environmental degrees
of freedom in the total dynamics have been traced out. One can group the existing models in
two classes, that we will denote as bottom-up [25, 26, 28, 30, 33] and top-down approaches
[35-38, 42-44], respectively. In the first approach one takes as a starting point a given mas-
ter equation, as for instance the well known Lindblad equation [45, 46], and then constrains
existing free parameters phenomenologically for a given model under consideration. In the
top-down approach one starts with a given classical model, performs a quantisation of the
total system and afterwards derives the master equation within that quantum model. If one
aims at formulating a decoherence model based on a specific quantum gravity approach then
the top-down approach is advantageous, since an interesting question in this context is whether
there exist characteristic features in the decoherence model that will distinguish one quantum
gravity model from another. Furthermore, in the derivation of the Lindblad equation, generally
several assumptions such as the first and second Markov approximation are applied and one
needs to check carefully under which circumstances these can be applied in gravitationally
induced decoherence models. Compared to decoherence models derived in a quantum mech-
anical context, choosing quantum gravity as the environment complicates the situation in two
aspects. On the one hand we have to deal with a quantum field theory where also the coupling
between the system and the environment is more complex and on the other hand we consider
a gauge theory and both facts need to be addressed appropriately in these models.

1.2. Main topics and questions addressed in this article

In this article we are interested in deriving a gravitationally induced decoherence model
inspired by loop quantum gravity, see [47-49] for textbooks. Most works on the semiclassical
physics of loop quantum gravity rather focus on closed quantum systems with semiclassical
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states [50-53] or coarse graining in spin foam models [54, 55]. There exist a few exceptions see
for instance [56] where a decoherence toy model for surface states in the context of quantum
black holes is introduced or the work in [57] for a coupling of a spin foam model to an envir-
onment using the adiabatic elimination method [58] to obtain an effective Lindblad equation.

As afirst step in this direction we consider a top-down approach in which we couple a scalar
field to linearised gravity as it has been done in [35-37]. In contrast to [35-37] where ADM
variables have been used we construct the model using Ashtekar variables [59, 60]. The latter
allow in principle a quantisation using techniques from loop quantum gravity along the lines
of [61, 62]. However, as a first step due to the complexity of the model and to be able to better
compare our results to the existing literature, we apply a Fock quantisation to the linearised
gravitational sector.

Already at the classical level the model considered in this work requires further generalisa-
tions to the already existing results. The models in [35-37] perturb the gravitational degrees
of freedom only and we consider the coupling of the scalar field in the framework of a Post-
Minkowski approximation scheme that allows to consider a setup where only the gravitational
degrees of freedom are perturbed and still obtain a consistent formulation of the involved con-
straints in perturbation theory. Because we work with Ashtekar variables the model involves
an additional Gaul} constraint that needs to be taken into account for the gauge invariance. The
route we follow here to deal with the gauge freedom is that we consider a reduced phase space
quantisation. For this purpose we first construct a canonical transformation that separates the
gauge and physical degrees of freedom into two sets. The latter are obtained by constructing
Dirac observables in the relational formalism applying techniques from [63—-68] where suitable
reference fields need to be chosen. In our case, these will be so-called geometrical clocks that
only depend on the gravitational degrees of freedom. These clocks differ from the ones chosen
in [69], where complex Ashtekar variables have been used with the corresponding gauge fixing,
whereas the Dirac observables used here have a natural relation to the gauge-fixed quantities
different than the one presented in [61], which considers the vacuum case only. Geometrical
clocks have also been applied in different contexts, see for instance [69—72]. Working in the
relational formalism (physical) time can be defined in a relational way and circumvents some
of the issues related to fluctuating light cones mentioned in [73]. In order to construct the above
mentioned canonical transformation we need to generalise the observable map and introduce a
kind of dual observable map where the role of constraints and reference fields is interchanged.
When applied to the constraints themselves it reproduces the results for the perturbative for-
mulation of weak Abelianisation in [69] but being more general in the sense that it can be
applied to any phase space function, a property crucial for our application. As we work in the
linearised theory when computing the algebra of Dirac observables that provides the starting
point for the reduced phase space quantisation, it is necessary to consider Dirac observables
up to second order in general to formulate the model at the gauge invariant level. In former
works [36, 38] often specific gauge fixings were chosen or Dirac observables were constructed
for the matter sector only [35], where to our understanding these Dirac observables are not left
invariant under the spatial diffeomorphism constraint. In [37] Dirac quantisation was applied
and the obtained results are consistent with the reduced phase space quantisation procedure we
apply here. We also consider a second choice of geometrical clocks introduced in [74] which
was carried over to Ashtekar variables in [69] and discuss its differences and similarities to the
geometrical clocks chosen in this work. There exist also former work on decoherence effects
caused by quantum clocks [75-77], whereas we use classical (perfect) clocks in the language
of [77]. Such decoherence effects would be present in addition to the decoherence effects that
we will discuss in this work and it will be interesting to compare the size of the two types of
decoherence effects. A detailed analysis, requires to work with fundamental quantum clocks
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and perform the construction of Dirac observables in the quantum theory for instance along
the lines of [78]. However, to the knowledge of the authors this has so far only been considered
in the context of quantum mechanical systems but not a full quantum field theory setup that
we will need in the case considered in this work.

The physical Hamiltonian that is itself a Dirac observable and generates the dynamics of the
linearised Dirac observables of the total system is then quantised using a Fock quantisation.
The strategy we follow in the quantisation is that we choose to normal order the entire phys-
ical Hamiltonian operator. This differs from [35, 37, 38] where either individual operators in
products of operators are normal ordered separately or no normal ordering is applied at all and
such differences appear in the operator ordering in the self-interaction part of the Hamiltonian
operator. For deriving a master equation in a top-down approach two prominent techniques
exist, the influence functional approach [79] and the projection operator technique [80-83],
where we use the latter to obtain a time convolution-less (TCL) master equation for the model
considered in this work. This allows us to understand in detail how certain assumptions and
approximations enter into the derivation of the master equations which will be useful also for
later applications and generalisations of the model. We choose a Gibbs state as the initial state
of the quantum gravitational environment and use a regularisation by means of a box of finite
volume in order to implement this on Fock space, similar to the case in [84]. After computing
the environmental trace we remove the regulator by taking the infinite volume limit. In order
to circumvent to work with regulators one can use KMS states [85, 86], which is beyond the
scope of this work. We express the final master equation in terms of thermal Wightman func-
tions, which on the one hand is a general formalism other models can also be formulated in
and reflects the structure of the involved correlation functions. On the other hand this gives an
easy access to the special case where the environment is chosen to be in the vacuum state. For
a better comparison with the already existing models in [35, 37, 38] we present three equival-
ent but different forms of the final master equation and discuss in detail the similarities and
differences to [35, 37, 38].

1.3. Structure and main results of this article

The paper is structured as follows: After the introduction in section 1 in section 2 we present the
classical formulation of the decoherence model considered in this article. Section 2.2 briefly
reviews the existing results on linearised gravity in terms of Ashtekar variables and we consider
the coupling of a scalar field to linearised gravity in a Post-Minkowski approximation scheme
in section 2.3. Section 2.4 presents the construction of Dirac observables for the linearised
model using geometrical clocks. Furthermore, we introduce a canonical transformation on the
full phase space in which the geometrical clocks as well as the constraints are chosen as some
of the new canonical coordinates, allowing to clearly separate physical and gauge degrees of
freedom in the model. This decomposition, often also called Kuchai decomposition [87, 88]
that was recently considered in [89] to discuss different choices of gauge in the context of
linear cosmological perturbation theory. In the generic situation where a chosen set of set
of clocks is not necessary abelian a priori, as it was for instance be assumed in [69] and no
comments on the case of non-abelian gauge fixing conditions can be found in [89], this requires
the application of the already existing observable map as well as its dual version introduced
in this section. This opens the possibility for constructing such canonical transformations and
hence performing a Kuchar decomposition in principle also in other models and beyond linear
order. For each choice of geometrical clocks there exists a corresponding gauge in which the
gauge invariant variables have a natural and simple interpretation. The advantage of working
at the gauge invariant level is that even if we choose a different gauge we still have a gauge
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invariant formulation of the model, with an in general different interpretation of the gauge
invariant variables but the equations are valid in any chosen gauge. If one is interested in
always choosing the set of geometrical clocks for which the Dirac observables have a natural
interpretation, then this is also possible in this framework. Since in the work presented here the
choice of geometrical clocks is implemented by a canonical transformation, it can be inverted
and thus afterwards one can choose a different gauge and hence also switch between different
choices of geometrical clocks, which can again be carried over to choosing different gauges.
We have discussed to examples for different set of geometrical clocks in appendix A.3.4.

Given the reduced phase space derived in section 2.4 and the physical Hamiltonian, we
briefly discuss the Fock quantisation of the model in section 3 with a focus on the individual
contributions in the physical Hamiltonian operator. The derivation of the final master equation
is presented in section 4. We include a brief review of the projection operator technique as
well as the influence functional approach in sections 4.1 and 4.2, respectively. This serves as
a preparation for the application of the first technique to the model in this work, presented in
section 4.3 where we obtain the explicit form of the final master equation. In order to be able
to compare our results better with the already existing ones in the literature we present the final
master equation in three equivalent forms. The first version can be found in (4.52) and is written
in terms of a dissipation and noise kernel. Next in (4.58) an equivalent form of the final master
equation is presented which is very close to the notation used in [35, 37, 38] and allows a dir-
ect comparison to their work. Furthermore, the third equivalent version of the master equation,
found in (4.60), clearly separates the contributions from the zero and finite temperature cases.
These equivalent version of the final master equation are further compared to already exist-
ing master equations for similar models in the literature. The main differences to the existing
results are: First the model presented here is formulated in terms of Dirac observables with
respect to chosen geometrical clocks or also known as dynamical reference systems. The form-
alism allows different choices of such sets of geometrical clocks and thus also an analysis how
such choices affect a given model in future work. Furthermore, the final master equation we
obtain is not automatically of Lindblad type. Often approximations such as the second Markov
approximation and the rotating wave approximation are applied to arrive at a Lindbladian mas-
ter equation. At least to the authors it is not clear from the outset that such techniques, which
are mostly used in the quantum mechanical context, can be directly transferred to the context
of quantum field theories and, according to the authors, require further careful and detailed
analysis, as also shown, for example, by the work in [90]. The resulting final master equation
in this work provides an good starting point for such an investigation. Finally, in section 5 we
summarise our results and conclude. We present more detailed computations in the appendix
that we refer to in the main text of this article.

2. Classical setup for the decoherence model

Following the usual approach for gravitationally induced decoherence models, in the model
presented in this work here, we will choose as the environmental degrees of freedom the gravit-
ational ones and consider as the system’s ones a coupled Klein—Gordon scalar field and discuss
the corresponding action and necessary boundary contributions in terms of Ashtekar variables
in section 2.1. As a simpler setup than full GR we will specialise this action to a coupling
to linearised gravity only. For this purpose we consider the linearisation of vacuum gravity
in Ashtekar variables in section 2.2 and combine this in the framework of a Post-Minkowski
approximation to couple the scalar field as discussed in section 2.3. Because we are work-
ing with a gauge theory before later quantising the system and tracing out the environmental
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degrees of freedom to obtain an effective reduced model for the system, we need to take care
of the gauge freedom involved in the theory. Here, one can either consider a specific gauge
fixing or work at the gauge invariant level by formulating the model in terms of gauge invariant
variables also known as Dirac observables in the context of general relativity, where we will
choose the latter strategy in this work as discussed in section 2.4. Once the dynamics of the
model is written by means of Dirac observables we can split the total physical Hamiltonian
that generates the dynamics of the Dirac observables into a system and environmental part and
we will take this then as our starting point for the quantisation in section 3.

2.1 The gravity-matter system formulated in Ashtekar variables

As the starting point for deriving the decoherence model in this work we choose the following
action involving gravity coupled to a Klein—Gordon scalar field in the ADM decomposition
[91] expressed in terms of Ashtekar variables [59, 60, 92, 93]:

S— /R dr /J Px (’jﬂAui()_c',t)E“i(f,t)—l—d')()?,t)ﬂ(fc’,t)

— [N (®1) Gi(%,1) + N“(X,1) Ca(X,1) + N(X,1) C(%,1)] ) , 2.1
where [ is the Barbero-Immirzi parameter, xk = % with Newton’s gravitational constant

Gy, c denotes the speed of light and we work with the mostly-plus signature of the metric.
From here on, we will set ¢ = h = 1. The gravitational degrees of freedom are encoded in
the Ashtekar variables consisting of an SU(2)-connection A,'(¥,7) and the canonically con-
jugate densitised triads E“;(X, ). The matter sector includes the scalar field ¢(¥,1) as well as
its canonically conjugate momentum 7 (¥,7), an overdot denotes a derivative with respect to
the temporal coordinate. That general relativity is a fully constrained theory is reflected by the
fact that apart from the symplectic potential in the action, there appears a sum of constraints
G,(%,1), C,(X,t) and C(¥,) only multiplied by different Lagrange multipliers A’(X,7), N%(¥,t)
and N(X, t), where the latter two are usually referred to as the shift vector and the lapse function,
respectively. In Ashtekar variables the spatial diffeomorphism constraint reads

1
P B ab
where Fy,' (X,1) := 0,Ap (%,1) — OpAd’ (%,1) + €A (X,1) Ap* (%, 1) denotes the curvature related
to the connection variable A. The Gaul} constraint, which is absent if working in ADM vari-
ables, is given by

Calt) = —= Fup (8.1) E"S(3,1) + 7(%,1) u (£,1) 2.2)

1 .
Gi(¥,1) = 3B (0.E%(%,1) + €A (X,1) E%(%,1)) (2.3)
K
with the completely antisymmetric tensor e. Finally, the Hamiltonian constraint takes the form
1 ; 241
Q) = 5 (P ) = T (A ) L) (" (52) ~ T )
K
y €TREY (%, 1) EP (X, 1) 72(%,1) 1
det(E¢,) 2y/det(Ec,)  2+/det(E°,)

< SO (1) B (2.0) (0u(2.0) 000(0) + Y E ) 22w
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Here, m denotes the mass of the scalar field and I’/ is the spin connection, considered a func-
tional of the densitised triads, i.e.

. 1 .. , . -det (EC[) b -det (ECZ)
I)=——é*E" | E/ ) —Ef .+ EE'E! , +E/——22 _Ej—— 2%} (25
5€ k( b~ Ep o+ ES; b+ det () VS det (B (2.5)
where we abbreviated partial derivatives with a comma, that is E,/ b= OpE,/ and suppressed
the spatial and temporal arguments of the involved field variables. The elementary phase space
variables satisfy the following Poisson algebra on the classical phase space:

{Eai(fvt)vaj()_;a t)} = {Aai(fvt)vaj()_;vt)} =0, {Aai(fvt)v Ebj()_;at)} = 65535;53(2_}_;)
2.6)

{0(®,0,0F.0)} = {r@0),7(F.0} =0,  {o(%.0),n(F,1)} =69 (F-7), 2.7)

where all the remaining ones vanish. As the decoherence model presented in this article
requires to linearise the above action around a flat Minkowski background in the course of
the upcoming section, we choose asymptotically flat boundary conditions [94] also addressed
in [95, 96] for the case of real Ashtekar variables. With the fall-off behaviour of the Ashtekar
variables discussed in section 2.2 and the linearisation of the Lagrange multipliers chosen such
that both are consistent with an asymptotically flat Universe, it turns out that the Gaul3 con-
straint and the gravitational part of the spatial diffeomorphism constraint do not cause any
issues and need no further modification in accordance with [69]. However, the gravitational
part of the Hamiltonian constraint as well as its variation is not well-defined in the asymptotic-
ally flat limit and contains divergences. To circumvent these, we introduce a suitable boundary
term given by

ik EEY
TIN] = — dSNA, e ——L (2.8)
B R
to the smeared Hamiltonian constraint, which makes it well-defined and functionally differ-
entiable. Note that on the constraint hypersurface where the Gaufl constraint vanishes 7[1] is
the so-called ADM-energy [97]. Further we assume, as is usually done, that the initial data of
the matter variables have compact support, yielding matter contributions that are well-defined
in the asymptotically flat case. Given this, the canonical Hamiltonian that we will work with
in the following and that is consistent with our chosen boundary conditions reads

H..n = C(N) 4+ C(N) + G(A) + T[N]

1 . 1 . 1 .
= x| —NF/E; —— NOE + —— N AL E
/{de[ﬂﬂNa ab j+Na7Tva¢+ 2l€ﬂ aa 1+2K:B €ikl l
1

— N EYE

1
b
€jmn
Vdete " '2kp?7

(A"A" + (B* + 1)I,"T," — 2T, A"

1 1. . 2 N
+ N ( — ;e’k’E“kE”lAbf&,N—i—N% + 2E“,-E”,~(&,¢)(8,,¢)>
LY d;tE m2¢2} : (2.9)

where C(N):= [, dx CE1)N(X,1), C(N):= [ dx C,(X,)N*(%,1) and G(A):= [ d’x
Gi(® )N (X,1).

In the following two subsections we will consider a linearisation of the gravity-matter sys-
tem. For this purpose we first briefly review the linearisation of the vacuum case and afterwards
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discuss how the scalar field can be coupled to linearised gravity in the framework of a Post-
Minkowski approximation scheme.

2.2. Brief review of linearised gravity in Ashtekar variables

A quantisation of the full theory of general relativity is a highly complex task. As outlined
in the introduction, one of the motivations for the work presented in this article comes from
scenarios that involve weak couplings between the matter system and the gravitational field.
Therefore, we will consider a linearisation of general relativity around a Minkowski space-
time and then consider a perturbation for the gravitational degrees of freedom using « as an
expansion parameter. Here we will focus on vacuum gravity using Ashtekar variables first,
analogous to the work in for instance [61] or [98]. We denote the linear perturbations with a
prefix 0. The Ashtekar variables as well as the Lagrange multipliers then become

EY =E; +KOE; =06 +KOE";  JE:O(r "even (2.10)
Ad = A + KA =0+ KA, SA : O(r2)odd 2.11)
N=N+kdN=1+koN ON:O(r 1Y) (2.12)
N*=N"+ KON =0+ kSN SN O0(r 1) (2.13)
AN =X + KON =0+ koA SA : O(r~2)even, (2.14)

where the fall-off behaviour in the limit of spatial infinity of the first order perturbations has
been chosen in accordance with the asymptotically flat boundary condition [94]. The split
into background and perturbed quantities is chosen such that the background corresponds to a
Minkowski spacetime that remains unchanged by the action of the canonical Hamiltonian of
the system, i.e.

{E Hen} =0 (2.15)

{Aai;Hcan} = 07 (216)

where the overline stands for evaluation with respect to the background Minkowski spacetime.
In the case of vacuum gravity (after computation of the Poisson brackets) this amounts to
E' =09 A, =0,N=1and N = 0. As one can easily compute, the spin connection vanishes
in the background:

I, =T + kT, ~ 0+ koL,
= _geffka,’g [—04610,(OE€)) + 6104 0a(6E)) — 6ac0p (SE ;) + 840105 (OE))] . (2.17)

The Poisson algebra of the linearised gravitational variables can be inherited from (2.6):

{0F"i(%,1), 0E"(5,0)} = {0Ad' (%,1),045'(7,0)} =0,
950,08, (5,0)) = 22015 (2 3). @.18)

In the next subsection we will address how the matter contributions can be included consist-
ently in the linearised framework.
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2.3. Post-Minkowski approximation scheme

In the context of general relativistic perturbation theory, one usually chooses a background
solution and then considers perturbations of the gravitational and matter sector around it
assuming that the perturbations are small compared to the chosen background quantities. In this
work we linearise around a flat Minkowski spacetime, which is a vacuum solution of general
relativity. Hence, any considered perturbation in the matter sector will not be small compared
to vanishing matter degrees of freedom in the vacuum case. However, we can formulate a
model that involves the coupling between matter and linearised gravity in a Post-Minkowski
approximation scheme. For the model presented in this article we will need to consider the
zeroth and first order in the Post-Minkowski formalism only and this will be the underlying
guiding principle of how the matter sector will be included into the Hamiltonian formulation
and in particular into the constraints. We will briefly sketch the main steps that lead to the
linearised action that we take as our starting point. The Post-Minkowski formalism is based
on the Landau—Lifshitz formulation of general relativity, see for instance the book [99] for an
introduction to the subject, and one starts by introducing the so-called gothic metric defined
as

g =/ —det(g,0) 8", (2.19)
by means of which we can introduce the following tensor density
e T (2.20)

where H*VP9 carries the same symmetries as the Riemann tensor. Following the presentation
in [99] one can use (2.20) to rewrite Einstein’s equations G,,,, = xT,,, in the following form:

0,0, H"P7 = 255 (—det(g)) [T + 117 . (2.21)

Here, 7" denotes the energy-momentum tensor of the matter degrees of freedom and 7/}
is the so-called Landau-Lifshitz pseudotensor which consists of a sum of (contractions of)
terms 0g dg and does not transform as a tensor under coordinate transformations. This quantity
corresponds to the distribution of energy of the gravitational field in spacetime. If one aims
at formulating the corresponding linearised theory, as a first step, one applies a partial gauge
fixing on the gothic metric by the harmonic coordinate condition

8,0" =0. (2.22)

For later convenience it is useful to introduce the following quantity also known as the metric
potentials h#* that have the following relation to the gothic metric g”:

g = — g (2.23)

The harmonic coordinate condition then carries over to d,h*” = 0. In this gauge, Einstein’s
equations in (2.21) have the form, see e.g. equations (6.51) and (6.52) in [99]:

Op* = —2r(—det(g)) [T [®, 8] + 17, [0] + 27" 0], (2.24)

with the d’ Alembertian [J in flat spacetime and

pv — 1
i = 5 den(e))

Among the individual contributions in (2.24) the energy-momentum tensor 7" depends on
the matter variables here denoted by ® and on the metric g, while the other two contributions

(0pb"7 055" — b7 9,05H") . (2.25)

10
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depend on the modified gothic metric h only'. The idea of the Post-Minkowski approximation
scheme is to construct an iterative solution for (2.24). For this purpose one chooses that in low-
est order the gothic metric agrees with the Minkowski metric and for higher orders considers
an expansion of h#¥ in terms of powers of « according to

g ="+ Y KL (2.26)
=1

As in this work we linearise our entire system around a flat Minkowski background and are
therefore only interested in weak gravity, for the model in this article we can consider trunca-
tions of this perturbative expansion®.

An iterative solution of Einstein’s equations is constructed by the following procedure. Let
us assume one has a solution for the potentials b of order x*. Then one is able to compute the
contributions of the quantities on the right hand side of (2.24) with it. Due to the prefactor x, the
right hand side will then be of order x**!, so the entire equation will yield a solution for bkt
As can be seen from (2.26), the perturbative ansatz in the Post-Minkowski approximation
scheme is constructed in a way that in the zeroth order where fj = 0 one has g = ), from which
one directly obtains g = n. With this, one can construct the right hand side of (2.24) using this
zeroth order solution. As 7, and tg both contain h in each summand, they vanish for ) = 0 and
the only non-trivial contribution comes from the energy-momentum tensor 7"*” on the right
hand side. As in zeroth order g = 7, it simplifies to the energy momentum tensor 7*** on a flat
Minkowski spacetime. Given the right hand side of (2.24), the left hand side amounts to the
first order modified gothic metric, that is

me‘(Ll'/) = —2xT"[®,n)]. (2.27)

Finally, one needs to relate ‘(‘S to the (inverse) metric perturbations 64", Since in this work
we are interested in the linearised theory only, we can use g"* = n*¥ — kdh"¥ + O(x?*) and
obtain
1
ﬁ'; = ohH — 577“” Npa 0N’ . (2.28)
The last equations allows us to rewrite the linearised equations in a first order Minkowski
approximation as

—g (D(éh“”) - ;n“"npgm(éhﬂf’)> = KT [D, 7). (2.29)

From (2.29) we can directly read off how the interaction term in the action needs to look like,
namely

S=2 / d*x 5h,,, T [®, ). (2.30)
2 Ju

The overall factor 5 takes into account that we start with an overall factor of ﬁ and then
consider linear perturbations of the metric g,,, = 71, + Kdh,,,, yielding a factor x? for second-
order perturbations in the vacuum case. Note that, as expected, the same interaction contribu-
tion to the action can be obtained by minimally coupling matter to gravity and then linearising

! Later we consider a Klein—Gordon scalar field for the matter sector but here ® is understood symbolically for all
possible matter choices that one would like to couple in a given model.

2 Note also the formal role of the expansion parameter  that is further explained in box 6.4 in [99]: Depending on
the chosen system of units, < could also be equal to one.

1
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the metric degrees of freedom around a Minkowski spacetime [35-37, 100]. Let us denote the
matter Lagrangian density by L¢, then we have

/Md4x V/—det(g) Lo %/A/ld4x£q> |g:,,+/Md4x(—;<5h/w) <‘Wt(g)['@) L:n

oghv
:Sg+g/Md4x5WTW[q>,n], 2.31)

where S7}, denotes the matter action on flat spacetime. For the model discussed in this work we
choose the matter Lagrangian of a Klein—Gordon scalar field

1 " m? 2
Lo=—38"DudDyé— 5. (2.32)

where D/, denotes the torsion-free, covariant metric-compatible derivative with respect to g.
Performing an ADM decomposition as we did for the vacuum case we end up with

S :/dt/”ﬁx (ém — [vcg +ne?]) (2.33)
with
Co =7Vt (2.34)
2 2
b . _ 7T \/M ab m
= a2 ¢ (Va®) (V1) + \/detq —-¢*, (2.35)

where 7 denotes the canonically conjugate momentum associated to ¢. If we linearise the
model including the scalar field as discussed above and take into account all contributions up
to first order in x, we obtain the following constraints in the linearised theory:

K

5G; = 25 (0a(SE%) + €' 6 6AL") (2.36)
5Cu = 26 (0a(6AF) — 05(0AL)) + 5 70at 2.37)
B ——
=ipa(¢,7)
5C = kef'S{57 D(6AY) + n% (7% 4+ 040 09 + m*¢?] . (2.38)
=:e(¢p,m)

These constraints are also consistent with the 00 and Oa components of the linearised Ein-
stein’s equations that one obtains in the Post-Minkowski approximation scheme. Now these
include gravitational- as well as matter contributions, where we introduced the momentum
density p, (¢, ) and the energy density €(¢, ) of the scalar field. Note that these constraints
are abelian up to first order in x. The corresponding background constraints of the zero order
Post-Minkowski approximation scheme all vanish trivially, since C = C*** = 0,C, = C- =0
and G; = 0. The action of the linearised theory is given by

Sin = / dt( /g d%[;JAa"dE“iJrﬂé}

‘ 1
— / &x [e(qb,ﬁ) + 6NSC + ON“6C, + SN 6G; + 6H; + (szcge“] > (2.39)
o K

:JHcan

12
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with the interaction part 6H, := géhaﬂ”” with dh,, understood as a function of the densit-
ised triads and the second order of the geometrical Hamiltonian constraint 6>C2¢°. Note that
the overall % in front of the geometrical term has been partly cancelled by the « involved in
the linearised quantities for N, N and A, while the constraints and the interaction term are
still linear in . In the above form of the linearised action it was already used that in the lin-
earised framework with asymptotically flat boundary conditions the boundary term precisely
cancels the first order of the (geometrical) Hamiltonian constraint in accordance with [69], i.e.
T = —N&C8¢° = —§C8° where we used that N = 1. Hence, neither the linearised Hamiltonian
constraint with background lapse nor the boundary term do appear in the action and canonical
Hamiltonian anymore.
The linearised total canonical Hamiltonian, which follows from (2.9), is given by:

0Hean = / dx [e(qﬁ,w) + KON T 0y + KON e(, ) + K (D) (8°0) OE*; 0}
K
B

+ %5/\" Ba(SE") + %51\" el 09 0AK — ke 5957 5A, 9,(ON)

+ gm2¢2 SE“; 8 — gaE“i(s;ew,w) + 26N 8 (0a(6A5) — Dp(5AL))

- 2%26/“@,”,, 5087 (5A"0A," + (8% + 1)5T5T" — 26T, "6A,") | . (2.40)
Let us briefly comment on the individual contributions in different orders of . The x-order
encodes the equations of motion for the uncoupled system and environment. In our case these
are the Klein—Gordon equation and the equations of motion for the background connection
and densitised triad variables. Since the connection vanishes in the background and the triad is
just given by Ela = 0{ the corresponding equations of motion trivially vanish and this is again
consistent with the vanishing of the background constraints that generate this trivial dynamics
for the gravitational degrees of freedom. Note that the energy density of the scalar field e(¢, )
in k%-order is not part of the background constraints but just contributes to the non-vanishing
part of the Hamiltonian in this order. Without the boundary term a further term that contributes
to the x° is the linearised Hamiltonian given by N6C#° = N(5C — ke). On the linearised phase
space this term generates the background equations. If we compute the Poisson brackets of
0A,',6E%; with NSCE° they both vanish for N = 1 demonstrating again that the background
equations are trivially fulfilled. In linear order in x in the covariant case we obtain a part that
is quadratic in the perturbations of all metric components. Here, this corresponds to the terms
that are either quadratic in the linearised Ashtekar variables or involve them linearly together
with the linearised lapse and shift variables. These terms together in §H,,, will generate the
left hand side of all linearised Einstein’s equations including the 00 and Oa component. The
right hand side of the linearised Einstein’s equations will be obtained from all contributions
that involve gravitational as well as matter variables in the '-order. These will be §H; together
with the parts where the matter variables occur in combination with the linearised lapse and
shift.
As can easily be seen, most of the twenty phase space variables of the linearised theory,

(¢,m) (6A",0E)), (2.41)

are not observable, as they transform non-trivially under the linearised constraints. In the next
section 2.4 we use the relational formalism to construct a set of independent gauge invariant
quantities.
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2.4. Dirac observables in the linearised model using geometrical clocks

As mentioned above in a gauge theory we can either apply a specific gauge fixing or formulate
the model in terms of gauge invariant quantities. In case we work at the level of perturbation
theory, as done here, one often takes the approach that gauge invariance is guaranteed up to
possible corrections that are of higher order in perturbation theory than one is truncating at,
we will follow the same strategy here. To construct gauge invariant variables on the linearised
phase space we consider the relational formalism [63—65] together with an observable map
that maps the elementary variables of the linearised phase space to their corresponding gauge
invariant quantities [66—68, 101]. The formalism is based on a choice of reference fields, one
for each constraint in the system, and then the observable map returns for a given tensor field
of certain rank on phase space its corresponding gauge invariant extension. Explicitly, it can
be written as a power series in the reference fields weighted by contributions that involve nes-
ted Poisson brackets of the tensor fields and the constraints. The physical interpretation of
these gauge invariant quantities, also known as Dirac observables in the framework of general
relativity, is that they give the value of the tensor field at those values where the reference
fields take specific values. For general relativity and its spatial diffeomorphism and Hamilto-
nian constraints this particularly means that we can formulate the dynamics of a given tensor
field on phase space with respect to the reference fields and these provide a notion of physical
spatial and temporal coordinates. The observable map introduced in [66—68] has the prop-
erty that when applied to the chosen reference fields it maps them to phase space independent
quantities and thus such a map can describe neither a canonical transformation on the full phase
space one starts with nor a transformation that preserves the number of elementary phase space
variables. For this reason we will slightly modify the map from [66—68] in two aspects. First
we modify its action on reference fields and second we further introduce also the kind of dual
version of this map to treat the choice of the reference fields and the constraints more on an
equal footing, allowing to use the modified map to construct a canonical transformation for
the variables (¢,7), (JA,',0E?;). For the purpose of this work we can restrict our discussion
to the linearised phase space. The transformation that we aim at constructing will map the set
of elementary variables (¢,), (§A,',0E?;) to a new set of canonical variables containing the
Dirac observables associated with (¢, ), seven chosen reference fields that are canonically
conjugate to the seven linearised constraints as well as two canonical pairs of further Dirac
observables in the gravitational sector. Using this kind of canonical transformation for the ele-
mentary phase space variables, the physical phase space can be more easily accessed because
the constraints as well as the reference fields are among the new canonical variables.

As we will discuss below for a modification of the observable maps in [66-68, 101] in
our work here, we add a so called dual observable map and the combination of both allow us
to construct the canonical transformation on the full phase space. Let us briefly introduce the
observable map from [66-68, 101] as well as the dual one and then apply them to the model. We
consider a system with a set of first class constraints { C; } and elementary phase space variables
(¢*,pa). Then we choose a set of reference variables {77} that satisfy det({7?,C;}) # 0 where
we abbreviate {77, C,} := M',. We can define an equivalent set of constraints given by

C/=> (M, (2.42)
J

Then by construction we have that the constraints C; are weakly canonically conjugate to the
T'’s. Given this, one further chooses a set of functions {7/} that can depend on the spatial and
temporal coordinates by means of which one can construct an observable map which maps a
function f on the phase space to its corresponding observable denoted by Oy, (7}

14
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Oy (") = [exp(€{C1,-}) -]

(2.43)

gh=T1—71

= fH (I =+ 5y (T =T —P)C G+

where the label {T} refers to the chosen set of reference variables. The observable Oy, (7, (7”)
returns the value of f at those values where the reference variables 77 take the values 7/. As
can be shown [66, 68] we have {Cy, Of’T} ~ 0 where ~ denotes weak equivalence, that is on
the constraint hypersurface defined by the C;’s and thus the Oy, ;1) are weak Dirac observables.
In case the constraints C; are already canonically conjugate to the 77’s then the Oy, (1} are even
strong Dirac observables and weak equalities are replaced by equality signs. Let us introduce
G':= T! — 7' that we can also understand as a choice of coordinate gauge fixing condition if we
require G/ ~ 0. Then (2.43) can be understood as a power series in the G’s with nested Poisson
brackets involving the constraints C; that are in this case equal to the C;’s. In case we have
{T',C,} = 6! because the 7/ do not depend on phase space variables we also obtain {G/,C;} =
&7, Thus, the gauge fixing conditions and the constraints build canonically conjugate pairs. If
this is the case, we can construct a dual version of the observable map in (2.43) where the role
of the gauge fixing conditions and constraints are interchanged given by

Oty = lexp(=6{G",-}) /] ‘e,::c, (2.44)

= GG+ OG-

where the label {C} denotes that we have interchanged the role of gauge fixing conditions
and the constraints for the dual map. This is also the reason for the additional factor of (—1)"
compared to the observable map in (2.43). Note that this dual map does not depend on any
functions 7/ since the constraint hypersurface is defined by C; ~ 0. Similar to Or(ny (77) which
can be understood as a family of gauge invariant extension of f parameterised by 7/ for G/ # 0,
the quantity O}’"ifg} is an extension from the C; ~ 0 constraint hypersurface with the property

that it commutes with all the G’ by construction.

Our strategy is to construct a canonical transformation to a new set of elementary variables.
For this purpose, we apply a combination of the two observable maps yielding quantities that
commute by construction with all constraints C; and all G;’s. Hence, we can choose the set
(G',Cy) as new canonical variables together with the number of independent Dirac observables
obtained from the observable and its dual map associated with the set (¢’,p;). How many
independent such Dirac observables exist depends on the number of constraints.

Note that the introduction of the equivalent set of constraints in (2.42) is also called weak
Abelianisation [66] and ensures that the corresponding Hamiltonian vector fields of the C;’s
weakly commute. As a consequence, the order in which we apply the constraints C; in the
nested Poisson bracket is irrelevant. Now the situation relevant for us is that the constraints
satisfy {77, C;} = & and thus the C;’s can be expressed linearly in the momenta conjugate to
the T"’s. Using that the set {C;} is first class, this is sufficient to show that the constraints are
abelian and hence their corresponding Hamiltonian vector fields commute and the order how
we apply the C; also does not matter in our case. However, if we consider the entire set (G/, C;)
then the G! and C; do not commute, not even weakly and neither is the entire set first class and
in general also the subset of the G! is not abelian. This has the effect that the final observable
that we obtain by applying the observable map in combination with its dual in general depends
on the order in which we apply the two maps as well as the order in which the G’ occur in the
nested Poisson brackets. This causes no problem for the model considered in this article, it
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just means that there exist different choices of possible coordinate transformations on phase
space, but important for us is rather that we can choose one among those.

In the following we will generalise the observable map to the field theoretic setup and per-
turbations theory which can easily be done. In the context of perturbation theory it is sufficient
to require gauge invariance or some specific form of the Poisson algebra up to corrections that
are higher than the order that is considered in perturbation theory. This means we can trun-
cate the power series for the map and its dual at some order in accordance with the desired
order in perturbation theory that we consider for the linearised model. For instance if we want
to compute Poisson brackets of observables up to linear order then we need to perturb both
observables up to second order and collect all terms that contribute up to linear order to the
final result. Such a perturbative approach for constructing observables has for instance also
been used in [69—71]. Alternatively, if available we can also take the result of the correspond-
ing Poisson bracket in full general relativity and perturb it up to linear order. But since many
quantities we work with will be known at the perturbative level only the latter option is often
not possible.

The first step in the relational formalism consist of choosing suitable reference fields for
the given set of constraints. In our case these will be the Hamiltonian, spatial diffeomorphism
and GauB} constraint. If we are interested in results up to corrections of second order in the
perturbations inside the Poisson brackets we need to consider perturbations up to second order
of these constraints. The properties our chosen reference fields should have are:

(i) Eachchosen reference field consists of linear perturbations of the elementary gravitational
variables and its derivatives only. These are also known as linearised geometrical clocks.
(ii) Each chosen reference field is in lowest order canonically conjugated to one of the
constraints.
(iii) Each reference field commutes in lowest order with all constraints except the one that it
is in lowest order canonically conjugated to.
(iv) All reference fields mutually commute.

Let us introduce the notation
6C1(%,1) := (6C(%,1),0C,(%,1),6G(X,1)), 6°Ci(X,1) := (0°C(,1),6°Cu(X,1),0°G;(X,1))

for the set of linearised constraints 6C;(X, ) and §2C;(¥,¢) for the set of second-order perturb-
ations. For each of the individual constraints we have to choose one reference field and we
introduce the following notation G/(X, ) for this set with

8G (X,1) == 0T (X, 1) — 08 (%,1), (2.45)

where §T,0T%, 85/ denote the individual reference fields for the Hamiltonian, spatial diffeo-
morphism and GauB3 constraint respectively. We denote background quantities with a bar and
assume that in the background the gauge fixing conditions as well as the constraints are satis-
fied, that is
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With the assumptions (i)-(iv) above we know that §%2G" = 0 and further we have
{G'(x),C;(0)} : = {8G"(x),6C; ()} + {6G" (x),8°C,(y)} + O(6%, %)
= %555@ (6.3) +{06(x),8°C,(0)} + 0(3%, &%), (2:46)

where O(62, k%) means that we neglect all terms that are second-order in the perturbations
and/or of order k2 and the factor é has been chosen because it is also involved in the Poisson
bracket of the elementary gravitational variables. This means there could be terms being of
order " with n < 1 that do not contribute because they involve second or higher orders of 6.
That those terms can be present is caused by an asymmetry in § and  due to the fact that we
only perturb the gravitational degrees of freedom but not the matter ones and further that the
individual terms in the action involve different powers of x from the beginning. We realise
that the linearised constraints 6C; are canonically conjugated to the reference fields G’ but
in general there can be non-vanishing contribution in linear order coming from the Poisson
bracket {6G'(x),5%C;(y)}. To ensure that we have a vanishing contribution in linear order we
will use the dual observable map as discussed below. For this purpose we need to adapt the
observable map and its dual to field theory and perturbation theory and for both maps we need
the observable map up to second order. Taking this into account the observable formula up to
second order reads

Ofv{T} (67—7 60aa6£j) = 6f+ 52f+ H/d3y 5g1(y){5cl(y)>6f}

[ea

+k / &’y 8°G' (y){6Ci(y), of}

o

o [ 356'0) (180001 + (80,0, 51

+ %2 / &y 6G'(y) / 206G’ (2) ({50,(1),{52c,(y),5f}}

+{00,(2) {6C/ (). 6%1}}) + O(& ), @.47)

where we used that G = Ea = ?j =0 and allowed possible non-vanishing second-order per-
turbations of G/ that might be present if one wants to relax the assumptions (i)—(iv) from
above. Because we consider perturbations around flat spacetime, in the background it holds
that C = 0,C, = 0 as well as G; = 0, all trivially vanish and hence we also have G = 0, G'=0
and G’ = 0. Hence, for the background there is no gauge freedom we have to deal with and
thus no corresponding observables to construct. Note that if we construct the observable for
elementary phase space variables then §f = 0 and the observable formula above simplifies.
This construction of observables order by order in x plays also a role when we consider the
linearised Hamiltonian §H,,, which, as can be seen from (2.40), has contributions in «° and
linear order in «. The transformation behaviour under the linearised constraints of the matter
variables can be found in the appendix A.1 in (A.7) and (A.11) and the results are an expression
linear in . This again demonstrates that in the limit where & is sent to zero, which corresponds
to the situation that we consider a scalar field on Minkowski only with no coupling to linearised
gravity, the elementary variables ¢, 7 are suitable observables. Once we consider the coupling
with linearised gravity perturbations, this is no longer the case and we need the gauge invariant
version of these variables. For the 6H,,, this means that in the x° term we can still work with
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the original ¢, m whereas for the linear order in x we also need to construct Dirac observables
for the matter sector, see for instance also the discussion in [100] in the context of the covariant
theory.

Note that as before, the linearised phase space in the Post-Minkowski approximation
scheme involves the linear perturbations of the gravitational degrees of freedom as well as the
variables (¢, 7) for the matter sector. In a similar way we obtain the linearised dual observable
map given by

Optly = ot + 8~ [ 'y 5C103)166' ). 81

[ea

—/i/d3y §*Ci(){0G"(y), of}

o

~n [ @y dei) (156081 + (86'0). ) )

v [@via [sic) (106,156 )

+ {567 (2), {5g1(y),52f}}) 1O, 1), (2.48)

The alternating signs compared to the observable map in (2.43) are needed since the order of
how the constraints and the reference fields enter into the Poisson bracket is switched. Note
that if we choose for instance G’ such that 6>G’ = 0 and not the non-linear C; but only the lin-
earised parts as the clocks then we drop all terms that involve 6>G’, §°C; in the dual observable
map (2.48) and this will be exactly the application we need later.

As we will work with so-called geometrical clocks, in a first step we will choose the set
of reference fields among the linearised elementary gravitational degrees of freedom. As a
consequence, we will work with geometrical clocks for which §2G’ = 0 and hence they satisfy
assumption (i). To also fulfil (i) we further choose G’ such that

66'(2).6¢,(3)} = + 8159 (x,),
where the factor % is chosen because it is also involved in Poisson bracket of the elementary
geometrical variables. These requirements still allow several choices for suitable G/ and the
specific choice for G/ taken here is motivated by the fact that we can relate the set of gauge
invariant variables to a gauge fixing often chosen in the context of linearised gravity as will
be discussed at the end of this subsection. For the reference fields §7(¥,t),0=/ (X, 1), for the
Hamiltonian constraint and the Gaul} constraint respectively we choose

OT(X,1) == _ljﬁ[éageacbab (6E*; + G=) (%,1) + 8¢ (64, * G2) (%,1)| , (2.49)

. 2 .
OZ(%,1) == ~ 0" (044 + G?) (%,1), (2.50)
with the three dimensional, spatial convolution
(6E*; G2 (1) := /d3y SE"(7,1) GA (X - ), (2.51)
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the derivative of the convolution acting with respect to X, hence only on G (¥ — ¥), and the
Green’s function of the Laplacian

Pk 1 ey
GA(X—7) = / — MY (2.52)
(2m)° |12
such that AG® (X — ¥) = —&(¥ — ¥). Thus the reference fields are, as in general expected, non-

local quantities because they are local in momentum space. As discussed in the appendix A.1
these reference fields satisfy

{6T("_€1 [),(SC(?, t)} = éé(f_)_}% {551()_67 t)75Gj()77[)} = %6;5()?_)7)7 {6T()_C‘7 t),SEi()ZI)} =0.

Furthermore, the reference fields 7,6= commute with all remaining linearised constraints
and hence they satisfy (iii) and (iv) as well. A more detailed discussion can be found in the
appendix A.l. Reference fields that are canonically conjugate to the components of the spa-
tial diffeomorphism constraint and commute with the linearised Hamiltonian as well as the
linearised Gauf3 constraint are given by

~ 1 . 1. .
0T (%,1) =~ (5;5;.66 = 500" +0%5; ab) (8E?: % G*) (%,1). (2.53)

Although the reference fields 5T (¥,7) mutually commute, they do not have vanishing Poisson
brackets with all the remaining reference fields and violate assumption (iv). To obtain reference
fields for the spatial diffeomorphism constraint we can employ the dual observables map for
§T(X,t) yielding a quantity that by construction commutes with 6G,5G“,§G/ and hence with
all reference fields. As the clock for the dual observable map we choose the geometric part of
the linearised Hamiltonian constraint, that is § CN— ke as well as the linearised Gaul constraint.
Note that 6C — e % 0 and as a consequence 67" % §T* but this causes no problems because
two different choices of set of clocks need not necessarily to be weakly equivalent. In order
that the observable formula can be applied we just need {077,6C;} = {6G',6C;} = &} which
is satisfied also if we use the geometric contribution of §C only. For 6T (X, 1) the part corres-
ponding to the spatial diffeomorphism constraint will not contribute in the dual observable
map. Since we use the linearised constraint as the clock and not C; we can drop all terms in
involving 6>C;. Using this together with 6>G’ = 0 the dual observable map in (2.44) simplifies
in this case to

Ogll]{f]y{éc} = 0T" = 6T — k. | d® (0C — ke)(y){0T(y),6T"} — H/d3y 0G;(y){0Z/ (y),0T"}.

[oa [oa

The explicit result we obtain has the form
= 1 a si a¢ 1 i Ha ac i b AN (7
0T (X,1) :== - 050.0° — 55,,3 +6%6L0, | (OE”; % G=) (¥,1)

+ Z/Tf Bééa“ab (6G: +G=2) (%.1) — 80}, (3G: + G=) (%,1)

+ ﬁaa [(6C — ke) x G223 (%,1), (2.54)
where G2 denotes the Green’s function of the squared Laplacian, that is
GAA (% —7) = / k1 ey _ / PrGA(F-7GAG-7). (255)
(2m)* |1l 4
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Note that in [69] also geometrical clocks were used based on the ADM clocks introduced in
[74, 102]. This set of clocks is not equivalent to ours and when requiring that all clocks vanish
this corresponds to a different gauge fixing, as is discussed at the end of appendix B.1.

Now we are in the situation, that the seven linearised constraints as well as the seven ref-
erence fields form in lowest order two abelian subalgebras and further obey the following
Poisson algebra:

(6T(%,1),6C(F,1)} = %5()?— ) {0T(F,1),0C.(5,0} =0 {0T(%,1),0G:(5,)} =0 (2.56)

{(57“()_6’,1‘),(561()_1)7 t)} =0 {57—‘“()_6’,2‘),56’17()_7’,1‘)} = %625(2_)7) {5Td(£’t)a6Gl(y7 t)} =0
(2.57)

. . . 1 ..
{0='(%,1),0C(HN} =0 {05'(X1),0C(,1)} =0 {6='(%,1),0G;(¥,0)} = —0;6(x 7).
(2.58)

Since 0G,0G¢, 8¢/ differ from 6T,87°,6= by some phase space independent quantity only,
we can replace the reference fields by the corresponding JG’s and the Poisson algebra above
will not change. We have defined the Poisson algebra with a factor % because the gravitational
degrees of freedom involve a similar factor. The algebra reference fields have been defined such
that the algebra of them and the linearised constraints no longer involves the Barbero-Immirzi
parameter on the right hand side for the reason that « is the parameter labelling the order of
perturbations. Going back to the Poisson algebra of G’ and C; in (2.46) so far we have chosen
reference fields that satisfy this algebra. However, the in general non-vanishing contribution
in linear order will prevent us from chosen G’ and C; as new canonical coordinates. To achieve
this we will apply the dual observable map to C; and obtain an equivalent set of constraints C/
satisfying

(G'0).C0} = {0670, 0C)(0) + B} )} = 6 (1) +0(% ). 259

With this algebra given we can then choose 6G’ as new configuration variables and JC; as new
momentum variables. Because in lowest order we have already the correct algebra relations we
only need a modification in the linear order. To accomplish this we apply the dual observable
map to all C; and drop the linear order terms. The latter would just abelianise the lowest order
and cancel the C; contribution in the observable something we do not want. The second order
that we keep will then modify the linear order in a way that we obtain the algebra shown
in (2.59). Since we want an equivalent set of constraints here we are forced to choose as clocks
the linearised constraints 6C; involving also the matter contributions in 6C and §C,. Taking all
this into account the equivalent constraints C; are given by

C/ = O scy = 0C1 +0°C = x / 'y 5, (y){6G'(v),5°C1}

o

+%2 / >y 5Cy(y) / &7 6Ck(2){0G;(2), {6Gk (y),8*Ci}} + O(8°, k%), (2.60)

where we used again that §2G’ = 0 in our case. Up to linear order we have 6C; = §C; showing
that as expected we have modified the constraint only in second order. This modifications
become not relevant when we work with the constraints directly in the linearised theory since
they are of second order but need to be considered when we compute Poisson brackets and want
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to consider the result up to linear order. For a set of mutually commuting reference fields, that
we consider here, in a more general context it was proven in [69] that the constraints C; are
abelian up to corrections of second order and applying this result here we have

{C1(x).C(0n)} = {0C] (x) + 8°C1(x),8C5(y) + 6°C)(v)} = 0+ O(8, k%)

and thus in the order of perturbation theory we consider here, we can treat them as abelian
constraints. Because we can just consider higher orders in the dual observable map we can
always ensure that the constraints are abelian up to a chosen order in perturbation theory and
if the entire sum of the dual observable map converges even in the full unperturbed theory.
Note that a similar result has already been discussed in [69] in the context of applying weak
abelianisation order by order in perturbation theory and afterwards modifying the constraints
by terms that involve higher order powers of the linearised constraints. Here we can rediscover
that case in the framework of the dual observable map which seems to us to be slightly more
general because it cannot only be applied to the constraints as this corresponds to the case
discussed in [69] but to any phase space function as we did for instance for the clock of the
spatial diffeomorphism constraint before. Further, the strategy discussed in [69] separates weak
Abelianisation and the addition of terms higher order in the linearised constraints where this
happens all at once here using the dual observable map from second order on.

Given the abelian constraints C/ (x) now we can use them in the observable map in (2.43) and
construct gauge invariant quantities that commute by construction with the constraints C; (x)
up to O(62,k?) corrections. We want to apply the observable map to the elementary phase
space variables of the matter and gravitational degrees of freedom and use 6G’ as our clocks.
Therefore, we can drop all terms involving §°f and §°G’ and the observable map reduces to

(819" (67,00%,6€7) := Ogy (511 (07,60°,6€)) (2.61)
= Ofg)ysmy (07,00, 68) + Of) 7, (6760, 68) + 0(8° ),

where the label GI means gauge invariant with

O 51y (57,80%,68) = bf + & / &y 66! (5){5C/ (7). o)

g

OR) 7y (7,00%,66)) 1= / &y 56! (5)(5°C] (7). 5f}

+%2 / Py 63 () / 206(2) (10} (2). {5°C () 1)} )

(2.62)

where O((sf){ o7} and O 5f (o1 denote all contributions to the observable in linear and second
order respectively. Since in this work we perturb the geometrical degrees of freedom only for
the matter sector we just replace df by f = ¢, 7 in the formula above. That this works so easily
in the matter sector might not be obvious in the first place for the following reason: If we
consider in O'" sr 15 the second term then for Jf chosen from geometric degrees of freedom
this will be of zeroth order and hence trivially commute with the linearised or higher order
constraints. In contrast, for the matter variables the corresponding term still involves the matter
variables linearly and hence does not commute with the linearised constraints or higher order
ones and thus yields an additional contribution compared to the geometric case. However,
since the Poisson brackets of the gravitational degrees of freedom involve a factor %, whereas
the Poisson brackets of the matter variables do not, these additional contributions come with
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an extra factor of x. In the linearised theory we require for Dirac observables to commute
with the constraints up to order § and x and hence, these kind of contributions will only occur
in higher orders in . A similar argument applies to these kind of additional contributions in
(9((5;7) 5T} and therefore we can indeed apply the observable formula also to the matter variables.
To obtain the explicit form of these Dirac observables we apply the observable map in (2.62)

to (¢, m,0A,',6E%;) and obtain
¢Gl(50—6767—7 551) = ¢(5€; t) - "/‘:2(57‘(}5 t) - 57—()?5 l))ﬂ'(}?, t)
— k26T (R,1) — 00°(¥,1)) 0.0 (X, 1)
+ 0P 57y (07,00, 06)) + O(5° %), (2.63)
7(50°,07,08)) = m(X,1) — K*0,[(OT(X,1) — 67 (%,1))0“¢(X,1)]
— K20 [(6T (X, 1) — 60°(X,1))m(%,1)] + K> (6T (X, 1) — 67(X, 1)) m*p(X, 1)
+ 0% 5y (67,60°,68)) + 0(8° ), (2.64)

(6E*) (50°,67,567) = SE*4(%,1) — (600, — 64508, (5T (%, £) — 50 (%, 1))
K Be S0 (T(R, 1) = O7(R,1)) — S e (0T (¥,1) — ¢ (1)
+Oz(52E)”,-,{5T} (57—’ 50&75£j) + 0(533H2)3 (265)
(64,)7(60°,07,5¢') = 5A, (%,1) + 50, (6 (%.1) - 3¢ (R.1))

+ 00, 51y (07,00°,68) + O(8° 2, (2.66)

where we displayed only the linear order in explicit form and (67(X,1),50¢(¥,1),0& (¥,1))
denote the spacetime functions corresponding to the reference fields (67, 57¢,5=/), see 6G, §G¢
and 6G/ in (2.45). The so constructed observables are Dirac observables for all values of
the functions (67 (%,t),60¢(X,1),0¢/ (%,1)) and thus each can be understood as a family of
Dirac observables parameterised by §7(X,7),50°(¥,7) and d&/(¥,) respectively. Now let us
choose specific spacetime functions for §7(¥,7),d0¢(¥,¢) and &/ (¥,7). A specific choice for
57 (¥,1),00¢(%,1) and 6¢/(¥,t) can be chosen as follows: For the GauB constraint we choose
vanishing parameters 6&/(¥,1). The remaining parameters we associate with the temporal and
spatial coordinates respectively. Taking into account that the full non-linear parameters 7 and
o¢ with 7 =7 + k67 + O(k?) and 0 = 7° + ki + O(k?) should be set to 7 and x¢ respect-
ively and that the clocks vanish in the background as well as for higher orders than the linear
one, we only need to choose the linearised parameters 7 and do° yielding

Sr(F,1) = é SoC(%,1) i= %’ 5E(F,1) =0, 2.67)
with x¢ being the unique solution where 67°(¥,7) = 1o¢ with o = const. We reinsert these
choices into 6G,6G¢ and 6G/, respectively, in (2.45). Then we can understand the Dirac observ-
ables as functions of (X,,?).

We have that (¢%!, 79") are already the independent Dirac observables in the matter sector.
However, the 18 observables (64,)°!, (§E%;)°! are not all independent, but only four of them
are in total. For completeness we have presented the explicit forms of (A,')%! and (6E¢;)¢!
in Fourier space in (A.45) and (A.46) respectively. We realise that §7 and §o° enter explicitly
into these formulae. However, for the choice discussed here where 7 is linearly in 7 and o
is constant the contributions both vanish because they come with spatial derivatives acting on
5t and §o°. In case we choose §o° linearly in x° then (§E%;)%! has an additional term involving

22



Class. Quantum Grav. 40 (2023) 094002 M J Fahn et al

a Kronecker delta that also survives when we express (0E;)%! in terms of the independent
gauge invariant degrees of freedom similar to what was observed in [74]. As a consequence,
considering (6E%;)¢! as an isolated quantity its fall-off behaviour gets modified and does no
longer satisfy the requirement in (2.10). This, however causes no issue because we need this
quantity as an intermediate step only to reinsert it into the physical Hamiltonian. The final result
of the physical Hamiltonian has a suitable fall-off behaviour because these critical terms are
combined with scalar field contributions for which we assumed, as usually done, that the initial
data has compact support, see also our discussion below (2.76). The four independent degrees
of freedom in the gravitational sector are encoded in the symmetric® transverse-traceless part
of the the variables (64,")¢’, (0E“;)¢! and therefore the 4 independent Dirac observables in the
gravitational sector are given by

SAL (X, 1) = P, P (0AY) ! (X, 1) 0E%(Ry, 1) := P I (SEP)) (R, 1), (2.68)

where P,/ jb and P%;/;, denote the projector on the transverse-traceless part in position space.
Its explicit form is given by

P X (R ) = % { [%6“ +obst — o (ﬂ X(%o 1) + 000 80" (x « GAA) (F. 1)

+ [&,,-a" 0" + 6" 0,0+ 620 & + 610,0" — 5, 5,0" — 6}’@8’} (X* GA) (Fr, 1) }
(2.69)

where 0; := §0,, 0 1= 6.0°, 84 := Jac0f, and
P X (X 1) = 890 SpaP X 0 X (X, 1) . (2.70)

As expected these projectors are non-local in position space but local in momentum space,
see the appendix A.2 for more details. A comparison between the local projector in position
space also often used in the literature in the context of the transverse-traceless gauge has been
analysed in [103].

From now on we will drop the label o at X, and by an abuse of notation denote it by X
again and always keep in mind that these x* coordinates are related to values that the reference
field T¢ takes. By construction the Dirac observables Poisson commute with all constraints
C/. Since the set C/ is weakly equivalent to the set C; the Dirac observables are weak Dirac
observables with respect to C; where the weak equivalence refers to the constraint hypersurface
defined by the linearised constraints C; that, as discussed above, agree with 6C ,' . Furthermore,
as discussed in the appendix A all Dirac observables truncated at linear order, that is neglect-
ing contributions from (’)((;)207){ ST} Poisson commute with all linearised constraints. What still
remains to be discussed is the algebra of the independent Dirac observables. For this purpose
we will consider the relation between the algebra of Dirac observables and the observable
associated to the corresponding Dirac bracket. As proven in theorem 2.2 in [101], see also
[66] for an alternative proof in general we have

{05411, 0,11y} = Oty qmy
where {f, g}* denotes the Dirac bracket associated with the total set (G/,C;), that, when requir-
ing G’ to be gauge fixing conditions is a second class system of constraints for which a Dirac

3 If one considers the soldered version of the quantities, i.e. 8.4y, 1= §Aa"6f§cb and analogously for 6£% :=
SESLEP.
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bracket can be constructed. If we have such a relation also at the perturbative level then it
provides an efficient way to compute the observable algebra because if we are interested in
the algebra up to linear order then we can just expand the observable on the right hand side
up to linear order whereas we need to consider the observables up to second order on the left
hand side. In the following we will not consider the most general case here but just discuss the
necessary result we need for the model derived in this work.

As proven in the appendix under the assumption that we have linearised clocks, that is
G' = 6G' with 5*G' = 0 for all k > 2 and we consider observables of quantities f = Jf for which
(5kf = (0 with k£ > 2 then one can show that

0) SIG o O\ _ -~ 2 2
{05 s+ O 51y - O s+ Ol om | = {F.08Y + Ol sy my + O, 2T

where the Dirac bracket {df,dg}* corresponds to the set (G! = §G!,C/ = CII(I) + Cll(z)). Again
as above because we do not perturb the matter degrees of freedom we can apply the same
result here if we replace Jf by f again with f = ¢, 7. As discussed in appendix A.3.2 the case
interesting for us is when f, g are the elementary phase space variables of the linearised theory.
Given this and using that for the reference fields we have G/ = §G as well as {G'(x),C; (y)} =
Lots G)(x,y) + O(6%,K?) the explicit form of the Dirac bracket up to linear order reads

{0f(x),0¢(»)}" :={0f(x),08(y)} — & / d’z{6(x),6C; (2)}61,{6G" (2), 8 (»)}

o

. / P2{Sf(x), 5°CL(2)}0L{6GM (2), 55(v)}

g

. / P2{5g(x),0C,(2) 105 {6GM (2), 6f(y)}

s

+r / 2{08(x),5°CL(2) oL {6GM (), 6(y)} + O(5%, K?).

g

Now for df and dg that have the property that they commute with all G’ the Dirac bracket
reduces to the ordinary Poisson bracket. If f,dg are further elementary phase space variables
that satisfy standard canonical Poisson brackets then their Poisson bracket is phase space inde-
pendent and as a consequence, the Dirac observable of the Dirac bracket has only a zeroth order
contributions that agrees with the original Poisson bracket. As shown in appendix A.3.1 the
variables (¢, 7), (0.A,',6E%;) all commute with all 77 which is equivalent that they commute
with all §G!. Thus, for these set of variables the Dirac bracket agrees with the original Poisson
bracket. Consequently, we can immediately conclude that the non-vanishing Poisson brackets
of the set of Dirac observables ¢%/, 76! § A, §£%; read

{09 (%1), 7% (5,0} = 6(X— §) + 0(8*,x7), (2.72)

{6AS(%,1),660(¥,1)} = gpa"jba(ff ¥) 4+ 0(6%, x). (2.73)

All remaining ones vanish up to corrections of order O(42, x?). The matter variables satisfy
the same Poisson algebra as their gauge variant counter parts and for the geometric gauge
invariant degrees of freedom the Poisson bracket involves on the right hand side as well the
expected projector on the transverse and traceless part. Considering this together with the
Poisson algebra of the G’ and C; in (2.59) we realise we can perform a canonical transformation
from the set of variables
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(6.m), (3AL,6E")
to the new set of variables
(66,C), (66°,C,), (69.,G)), (¢%.7%), (344, 06%)
with
6G=06T—1t, 6G“=0T"—x, 0G =d=. (2.74)

As discussed in the seminal work in [74], one can reformulate the corresponding forms of
the geometric clocks so that they no longer explicitly involve the coordinates. This is possible
here because the way the geometric clocks are defined is non-local due to the Green’s function
involved in the position space representation. The equivalent local conditions are obtained by
applying the Laplacian, which has the consequence that neither # nor x* are explicitly involved
any more. It is also these local quantities that are involved in the perturbed quantities, and
therefore the use of such geometric clocks does not contradict the requirement that the per-
turbations be small. The reason is that these coordinate conditions only set certain components
of the metric perturbations and their conjugate moments to zero, see also the more detailed dis-
cussion in [74] and references therein.

Because the definition of C/ as can be seen from (2.60) involves second-order contributions
to implement this canonical transformation on the linearised phase space we restrict C; to
its linear part and using that in our case 6C/ = §C; the new set of canonical variables on the
linearised phase space is given by

(6G,6C), (6G%,6C,), (6G',6G)), (8%, 7), (6A.,66%),

the explicit transformation can be found in appendix A.4. An advantage of this new set of
elementary phase space variables is that it allows to clearly separate the physical degrees of
freedom from the remaining gauge degrees of freedom at the level of the full phase space. The
physical phase space corresponds to the subspace involving the subalgebra of all Dirac observ-
ables (¢%1, 7Y, (6A,1,6€¢;) including the expected six physical degrees of freedom. The price
to pay in this context is that, as far as the position space is considered, we need to work with
highly non-local clocks that become local in momentum space. This is not unexpected here
considering the fact that the projector to the transverse-traceless part of the gravitational per-
turbations is local in momentum but non-local in position space*.

Finally, let us briefly sketch the strategy we followed here that can also be applied to a
different choice of reference fields. Suppose we are interested in perturbation theory up to
linear order.

e Firstchoose a set of linearised reference fields, thatis 52G! = 0 such that they build canonical
pairs with the linearised constraints, that is {6G(x),6C;(y)} = 8203 (x,y).

e In case not all reference fields and hence 5G/ (x) mutually commute then apply the dual
observable map with the linearised constraints as the clocks up to second order’ to those
that do not to obtain G'.

e Next apply the dual observable map up to second order neglecting the linear order to all
constraints C; to get the constraints C; that are abelian and canonically conjugate to the
reference fields G’ up to corrections of second order.

41n [103] it is discussed that there are situations particularly in the case of sources where a replacement of the non-
local projector in position space by the also widely used local projector can yield different physical effects.

3 Note for this choice of clocks and since we apply it to the linearised clocks only the linear terms in the power series
will contribute.
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e Define the observable map by means of the constraints C; using as reference fields G'.

e Choose next to (6G!,6C;) further independent phase space variables on the linearised phase
space denoted by dq’, dp;.

e Apply the observable observable map to (dq’,8p;) to obtain the physical gauge invariant
degrees of freedom.

e Compute the algebra of the Dirac observables of (3¢, p;) using (2.71).

o If we further apply the dual observable map to these Dirac observables and they still satisfy
the same Poisson algebra as their gauge variant counterparts we can also say that given the
set of variables (6G!,5C/, 04", 5p;) then applying the observable map and its dual to the entire
set with the modification that we exclude the linear order in the observable map and its dual
for the set (§G,5C/) defines a canonical transformation on the entire phase space.

In our case the final application of the dual observable map on the variables (d¢’,dp;)
corresponding to ¢S, 76! § AL SE® acts trivially since the original gauge variant quantities
already commute with our chosen geometrical clocks. We expect that one can extend this
strategy without any problems to higher orders in perturbation theory and for the aspect of
constructing abelian constraints this has be done in [69]. How and if also the further steps can
be generalised to higher order goes beyond the scope of this work and will be discussed more
in detail elsewhere.

The work in [35] also aims at constructing Dirac observables in the framework of the ADM
formalism. In appendix A.3.4 we compare their construction to the one presented here. To our
understanding the explicit form of the observable for the scalar field momentum presented in
[35] is not invariant under transformations generated by the linearised spatial diffeomorphism
constraint.

We will close this subsection with discussing the dynamics of our constructed Dirac observ-
ables. This is the last ingredient missing in order to take the gauge invariant formulation as the
starting point for the quantisation in the next section. As we know from full general relativity,
the dynamics of Dirac observables cannot be generated by the canonical Hamiltonian because
by construction, all Dirac observables commute with the constraints and H.,, is just a linear
combination of the smeared constraints. The generator of the dynamics of the Dirac observ-
ables is the so-called physical Hamiltonian [101]. If we rewrite the Hamiltonian constraint
linearly in the clock momentum of the temporal reference field, that is C = Py + h, then the
physical Hamiltonian corresponds to the Dirac observable associated with the phase space
function h. Here we need to adapt this to the framework of perturbations theory and con-
sider the fact that in addition we have an interaction Hamiltonian as well as a non-vanishing
Hamiltonian in x° order. The perturbed Hamiltonian constraint up to second order is given
by C = 6C + §°C=° + 0(6%, k*). The reference field dT is canonically conjugate to the lin-
earised Hamiltonian constraint §C and thus we can identify §C with the momentum variable
conjugate to 47 that we denote by §Pr, then we have C = 6Pr+ 02CE° + O(6%,k%).° The
Dirac observable associated with §2C#° corresponds to that part of the physical Hamilto-
nian that is generating the dynamics of the purely gravitational physical degrees of free-
dom. The Dirac observable corresponding to the interaction Hamiltonian H; = 5 6k, T with
Ohap = —06,0acOE i — 6},0pc0E ; + 0ap0L JE; encodes the interaction between the matter and
gravitational physical degrees of freedom. As we will see below when expressed in terms of
the independent Dirac observables it decomposes into a term where the physical triad variables

6 Note that the boundary term T[N] in §H.q, cancels exactly the contribution N§C = §C in §H., but since the clock
momentum dPr = §C is anyway not part of the physical Hamiltonian this causes no problems.
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6E%; couple to the physical matter variables as well as a self-interaction term that involves a
coupling between the physical matter variables only. Finally, in x°-order the physical Hamilto-
nian involves the matter Hamiltonian for the scalar field on Minkowski spacetime. Summar-
ising the above discussion we denote the physical Hamiltonian of the model considered in this
work by JH that takes the following form

OH=Hy+ Oy, (1) + Oy With  Hyeo = /d3x 52CE°(x), Hy = /d3x e(X,1).

2.75)

As can be seen in (2.76) it can be written entirely in terms of the Dirac observables (¢!, 7¢7),
(8A,1,6€%) and therefore is by construction gauge invariant up to corrections of order
0(5?, k?). Here, as discussed above, we insert the Dirac observables in all terms being linearly
in x but keep ¢, 7 in the x° contribution because at zeroth order ¢, 7 are suitable observables.
Because in second-order perturbation theory the constraints C; are only weakly equivalent to
the original constraints C; and the observable of the interaction Hamiltonian 7, is linearly in
the perturbations we need to consider the Dirac observable of §E“; up to second order in H;
when computing Poisson brackets with the constraints. Hence, as far as the set of original
constraints C; are considered 6H is a weak Dirac observable.
Explicitly we obtain, see appendix A.5:

L

_ 3 (= 3
oH = d)ce()c,t)—l—/<a/R3cikzﬁ2

> (M(E,z) A" (—k, 1)+ 2r||k||6E" (k, 1) AT (=K, 1)
R3 = = = =

re{£}
(B4 DIRIPSE ) SE (K1) + 5 / P8 o (o) 56 (<K, 1)

OE'(k, 1) S kG palkn) 08
+/~e/d3kikb/~e50’” [@2—52 (goﬁ+m2\~/— e) +/€/d3k [m|1€||571%”p’,,]

N H/]R &k { — peKot) pa(—K.1) [6"" ik"} + e (k1) € (=K 1) Lll + ﬂ

HIPTEN G -
I VD) € (K)o € (K t)} , 2.76)
with
e(x,1) == e(¢%(%,1), 7 (%,1)), pa(%,1) := pa(¢¥ (X,1), 7 (X, 1)), (2.77)
V(X,1) := ¢7(%,1), @h(%,1) 1= (0a07 (%,1)) (0P 07 (X.1)), (2.78)

where as before we considered terms up to linear order in « only. Note that an underbow
denotes the spatial Fourier transform of the corresponding quantity, i.e.

f (k1) = 13/ Pre ®x, k= L
- (27‘(‘)5 R3

1K

Note that for the x° order we also use the operator valued distributions of the physical matter
variables because the difference to the gauge variant variables is of higher order than x° and is
neglected to obtain a model that is consistent with the Post-Minkowski approximation order
by order in . As can be seen from the explicit form of the physical Hamiltonian in (2.76)
for our choice of §7 and do¢ in (2.67), §7 being linear in ¢ does not contribute to the physical
Hamiltonian and do¢ is also absent if we chose it to be constant and enters via Kronecker delta
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in case we choose it to be linearly in x° in exact agreement to what was found in [74] for the
ADM variables. This additional Kronecker delta contribution for the second choice combines
with terms including the scalar field and its derivatives respectively and has thus a suitable
fall-off behaviour.

The different contributions of the Hamiltonian in the individual lines can be interpreted
as follows: The first line corresponds to the Hamiltonian of a scalar field on a Minkowski
background. The next two lines encode the Hamiltonian of a gravitational field in vacuum,
the third integral denotes the interaction between the gravitational degrees of freedom and the
matter field and finally the remaining contributions encode the gravitational self-interaction of
the scalar field. Even though the latter does not contain any gravitational degrees of freedom,
it only appears due to the coupling between matter and gravity and results from the coupling
of the gauge degrees of freedom in the gravitational sector to the scalar field. Once these gauge
degrees of freedom are expressed in terms of the independent physical degrees of freedom we
end up with this result. The latter contribution was neglected in [69] by using the argument that
only the transverse-traceless components need to be considered. While in the vacuum case one
can use a gauge fixing that sets all but the transverse-traceless gravitational degrees of freedom
to zero, this is no longer a valid choice for a gauge-fixing if we couple the scalar field, because
the constraints involve additional contributions from the scalar field and suitable gauge fixing
will result in such a contribution of gravitational self-interaction of the scalar field. Hence, to
our understanding, it is not justified to neglect this contributions in the order of perturbation
theory considered in [69]. This finalises the discussion on the classical model that will be
the starting point for the Fock quantisation in the next section. Having identified the physical
degrees of freedom in the model, now we are in the situation to separate the total system into
a system and an environmental part, as usually done in the framework of decoherence models.
We choose the following separation:

Gl environment: . A4,', 6%

system: ¢°!,
and hence the gauge invariant matter sector becomes the system and the physical degrees
freedom in the gravitational sector provide the environment.

Finally let us comment on the relation of the fully gauge invariant framework to the gauge
fixing discussed in the appendix B.1. As discussed for instance in [104] for certain choices
of the G' one can relate a model formulated in terms of fully gauge invariant quantities to a
corresponding gauge-fixed model. The observables constructed here also fall into this class
of models, which means that the gauge-fixed Hamiltonian and the gauge invariant physical
Hamiltonian formally agree if we replace all gauge invariant quantities by their gauge-fixed
counter parts. Practically, this can be achieved by setting G = G* = G/ = 0, that is strongly
equal to zero and then we can formally identify the Dirac observables with the gauge-fixed
quantities involved in the gauge fixing discussed in the appendix B.1. For this specific gauge
fixing, the constructed observables have a standard interpretation. The Hamiltonian of the
gauge fixed theory can be obtained by inserting all constraints, gauge fixing conditions as
well as the Lagrange multipliers that ensure the stability of the gauge fixing into dH.,,. As can
be seen from the explicit form of §H,, in (A.106) the Hamiltonian of the gauge fixed theory
agrees formally with JH under the identification of the Dirac observables with their corres-
ponding gauge-fixed quantities. In order to compare our results with the existing literature we
discuss in appendix B.2 the geometrical clocks used in [69] that are denoted as ADM clocks
there because they were introduced in the seminal paper [74]. Also this set of geometrical
clocks encodes the physical gravitational degrees of freedom in the symmetric transverse-
traceless linearised connection and triad variables. The main difference we see among the two
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sets of geometrical clocks is how the reference field associated with the linearised Gauf3 con-
straint is chosen. In our work we choose a Lorentz-like condition if we set the corresponding
gauge fixing condition §G/ = 0, whereas in [69] the resulting G/ = 0 is only equivalent to a
Lorentz-like condition in the vacuum case but not if we couple a scalar field. Then the res-
ulting reference fields for the linearised spatial diffeomorphism and Hamiltonian constraint
also differ because for both sets of clocks we require that the all geometrical clocks mutually
commute. The physical Hamiltonian for the ADM clocks is also presented in (B.2) and it turns
out that compared to the physical Hamiltonian in (2.76) it only differs in the term describing
the self-interaction of the scalar field. There we find that it differs only by numerical factors in
all but one term and it involves one additional term where in our case only a trace enters, but
for the ADM clocks an additional contraction with the Fourier basis is present, see (B.18) in
appendix B.2.

However, working at the gauge invariant level and not choosing one specific gauge fixing
allows us also to choose a different gauge fixing than the one discussed in the appendix B.1 and
then the observables and their dynamics discussed here are still valid because everything was
formulated in a gauge invariant manner. The only difference for other gauge fixing choices is
that the interpretation of the gauge invariant Dirac observables and their relation to the gauge-
fixed quantities is modified because then, the gauge fixing does not necessarily correspond
to setting all G/ equal to zero. Hence in this sense, if we consider a class of models where
a relation to one gauge fixing is possible, then there is always a convenient choice for the
reference fields in order to make such a relation as simple as possible. This was exactly our
motivation for choosing the reference fields for this model the way we did, apart from the
additional requirements (i) to (iii) listed below (2.44).

3. Fock quantisation of the model

In this section we present the results of a Fock quantisation of the model under consideration.
We work with units where 7 = ¢ = 1. For convenience we choose to quantise the following
scalar and tensor fields:

ol (® ) wO(Rt)  SEY(X,r)  OC(X1), (3.1)

where the latter is the Fourier transform of 6C, (k1) = d6C* (k,t)ma(k)mi (k) + 6C~ (k1)

ma(Rym (K) with 6C* (K, 1) = — 1 (5Ai (K.1) = |[K]| 6EX (R, z)) ; see appendix A.2 for the defin-
ition of the basis (kq, m4(K),m,(k)) in Fourier space. The reason for this choice is that by using
0C instead of §.A the terms in the linearised Hamiltonian containing gravitational degrees of
freedom only in (2.76) can be rewritten in the following way:

1 . . ..
K / deE [6908;0C," (%,1) 6CH (%,1) + 0507 (8,07 (X, 1)) (8"6E(%,1))]
]R3

ok / Fx S e @ sc @ + (0u6E F0) (@00 @), (2)
R3 r6{+,—}2

which has the same form as the energy density of two massless scalar fields SET (¥, 1) since

1

{5Ei(fat)aéci(yvt)} = _%{6Ei(fvt)75Ai(yat)} = ;53(2_)—;) (33)
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A mode expansion of the fields and the Fock quantisation yield the following operator-valued
distributions for the physical degrees of freedom:

QSG’(X' t) :/ Bk 1 {ake_iwkt+i;f+aT eiwkt—ilzf} (34)
’ R3 (2’/T)% vV 2wy k
d3k . o . il
WGI(f, t) :/ 27T) (—l) % [ake_lw‘t_‘—lkx ]]:etwkt—th} (3.5)
a —* d% r ﬂ ro—i ikx r7\1a r i —ik%
5%, /]R %,/%Qk S [IPRYE b B (0T ]
re{+}
3.6)
5Cai()_5, l‘) _ % / Z Pr _' b;ﬁ: efithJrikJ?i [Pr(]_(’)]il (b;t)feiﬂktfikf} ’
re{j:}
3.7

where the a(T) denote annihilation (creation) operator-valued distributions for scalar particles
while the (bi)(ﬂ denote annihilation (creation) operator-valued distributions for gravitons

with polarisation label &. We have also introduced wy := V/ K2+ m? and ;= V k2 as well as
the transverse-traceless projectors [P’ (k)]!, defined in (B.14), which play the role of the polar-
isation tensors of the quantised fields. From their definitions follows that [P7(k)]¢ = [P"(—k)]¢
and hence 0% (¥,1)T = §€%(¥,1) and 6C,(¥,1) = 6C,(¥,1). Note that in contrast to [35] the
polarisation tensors are different for the positive and negative frequency modes. The creation
and annihilation operator-valued distributions satisfy the following commutation relations:

—

[ak,a}L]:53(lz—1) [ak,a)] = [a,t,a,] 0 (3.8)

[CONCRRUETRCE) e, b1 =160, (6 P1=0, (3.9
here we omit the vector arrow on the mode labels in all index positions in order to keep our
notation more compact. The total Fock space consists of a tensor product of three individual
bosonic Fock spaces, one for the scalar particles, one for the + polarised gravitons and one for
the — polarised ones. As usual the annihilation and creation operators for different fields or
polarisations mutually commute. The Hamiltonian operator corresponding to (2.76) can then
be implemented in the Schrodinger picture as

H= d3k{wka,tak+ﬂk () b+ () o]
\/»/dgk > [b;Jj(EH(b;)TJ,(*)}+HU®15, (3.10)
E{i}

where we have introduced some kind of normal-ordered current operator for the scalar field
that couples to the gravitational environment and which is quadratic in the scalar field and its
derivatives:

-,

J(k) = %(k O)[P" (k)3

&p 1 e
= / (2n)] 2o [Papb[P ( )]b} <2a,T,ak+p+a,pak+p+a;aip_k) . (3.11)
2 pWk+p
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Furthermore, U denotes a self-interaction operator that is present only due to coupling of the
scalar field to linearised gravity, as its contribution to the Hamiltonian operator will vanish if
the coupling constant & is set to zero. It involves fourth powers of the annihilation and creation
operators of the scalar field and its momentum and its contributions can be understood as
additional self-interaction vertices of the scalar field that are not present in the corresponding
free theory. We chose to implement this operator in a completely normal ordered form, that
is : U :, where : - : denotes normal ordering. This is in contrast to the quantisation procedure
of similar systems in [35, 37, 38], where either no speciﬁc~ordering is mentioned [37], or
the individual operators corresponding to the operators €, p,, V, ¢ and J, introduced above are
normal ordered [35, 38], but no normal ordering is applied to the entire self-interaction operator
U. For the normal ordered self-interaction operator we obtain

U= /d%”‘?bmo“(—k’,m [@Z(EO) ot <<pg(i€,0) P V(E0) - € (E,O)ﬂ
—/d3k [2m||/2|5T(—E,0)/%bpb(1}’,0)]

Sk e T Ll vty | L3
_A3W{—.pc.(k,0)pd(—k,0). {5 - 2k kd]+.5(k,0) é(—k,0): {4+2}

~— ~—

NSRS

- ?(E,O)é(fﬁ,m D=1 PU(k,0) € (—k,0) : } 3.12)

We realise that the parameters 7 and do° enter into the self-interaction operator U of the
scalar field only. For our choice of 67 in (2.67) where J7 is linear in ¢ the term including
&7 drops out completely. The same happens for all contributions involving do¢ if we choose
it to be constant. In case we choose it linearly in x° then we have §o¢, = d¢ and hence the
corresponding contributions in Fourier space will not vanish but x¢ will not enter explicitly
into the self-interaction operator U.

Here we introduced several new operators involved in the physical Hamiltonian oper-
ator of the model. First of all a (normal-ordered) operator corresponding to the scalar field’s
momentum density:

- 1 & - . ‘
Palk1) = 2 /]Rz (277?% da w(: : [aqa"—qelt(qurwk_q) +aiqak—qeﬂt(wk_rwq)
— q
—d L aet@i—amwd) _ gt gt pitlwtwig) | (3.13)
q—k%q q9"q—k

Additionally, an operator corresponding to the scalar field’s energy density:

o 1 & . )
¢ (k, t) — 7/ q3 . ,;ququ aqakiqe—tt(wq-i-wqu) _ aiqakiqe—zr(wqu—wq)
— 4 R3 (27‘() 2

] age e g gt qaj;_keif(wfrwq)]

if(wg+wi—g) —it(wr—g—wq)

_ qa(k*—gq*) —m’

v WqWk—q

+a)_age" i) 4 aTqaZke”(“’q"’“”“f)] } : (3.14)

- T
{aqak_qe + a_,ai—qe
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Finally, two more operators that correspond to certain different terms of the scalar field’s
energy momentum tensor that appear in the classical Hamiltonian, namely to ¢ and 0,¢ 0°¢:

SN 1 & 1 ) )
V(k’ l) = —/ q3 - aqak,qe_”(“ﬁ“’k*‘f) +ai akiqe_”(wqu_wq)
R3 (27‘()5 VWqWk—q 4

—

+ a;‘_kaqeit(wk_q*wq) + aiqa;_keit(wz/+wk—q):| (315)
, 1 [ &g qulk—q) ' '
Pok,t) = — 7/ ;JSM agay_ge” "t al ap e Wame)
¢ s (21)F Oy !
Tl et 4 aiqa;_ken(“"’“’k“’)} : (3.16)

Note that all these constituents are symmetric in the sense that ¢ T(,]}' 1) =¢ (E t) which

implies €f (X,7) = €(%,1), and hence also U = U. In the interaction picture, which we denote
by a tilde, the Hamiltonian operator that involves the gravity-matter interaction is given by

H(t) \[ / d%—Z b’ —iu gtk ) 4 (b)) T e I (k) | +:U() @ 1e (3.17)

::HT[(I)

with an appropriate current operator obtained directly from the one in the Schrodinger picture
by using the time-dependent constituents,

Jo(k,) = wa(k P (k)]

& 1 - 4 ‘

- / (277'?2 2. W, Wi+ [papb [Pr(k)]2:| (a;ak+pelt(wl)_Wk+p) +a*Pak+Pe_ll(wp+wk+p)
2 14 P

+aT—p—ka* e”(wkﬂv_“’p) +aT T—p ke (Wp+wk+p)) , (3.18)

and the total normal-ordered self-interaction operator
~ ik - - - ~ o -
00)i= [ @ nio" ()| o) =8 (el + 2 V) e )|
—/d3k [21’&”/:|57‘(—1€,t)icbpb(/:,t)}

[ bRt [ e e e [34]

s V) (= @i £ () } 6.19

NN

With this, the classical model has been carried over to the quantum field theoretic framework.
In the next section, we will derive the so called master equation that governs the effective time
evolution of the matter system without the need of tracking all the details of the gravitational
degrees of freedom.
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4. Deriving the master equation for the gravitationally induced decoherence
model

In this section we derive the master equation for the gravitationally induced decoherence model
considered in this article from first principle. For this purpose we need to trace out the envir-
onmental and thus the gravitational degrees of freedom. Before we apply this to the model in
section 4.3 we briefly review two methods to derive master equations in the context of deco-
herence models. The first method, namely the projection operator technique, will be discussed
in section 4.1 and a second method based on an influence phase functional is presented in
section 4.2.

4.1 Review of the projection operator technique

The starting point in this top-down approach of the derivation of every quantum master
equation is the microscopic dynamics in the form of the Liouville-von Neumann equation,
regardless of the exact approach that is taken thereafter. With an interaction Hamiltonian oper-
ator H (¢) and the density operator of the total system in the interaction picture given by 5(%),
where we denote operators in the interaction picture with a tilde, the evolution equation ini-
tially amounts to:

9 3(0) = ~ialfi(), 50)] = 0L()7() @

where o denotes the dimensionless’ coupling strength between the system and the environment
and L() is the so-called Liouville superoperator. The goal is to eliminate the explicit evolution
of the many environmental degrees of freedom in order to arrive at an effective equation for
the relevant system’s degrees of freedom, generally of the following form:

0

&f)s(t) = —ia[H(t), ps(0)] + @(ﬁs(t)) (interaction picture) 4.2)
%ps(t) = —ia[Hs(1) + Hps(t), ps(1)] + D(ps(t)) (Schrodinger picture). 4.3)

In general, there can be a Lamb shift-type contribution H;s(¢) in addition to the unitary
dynamics generated by Hg(¢) in the Schrodinger picture equation, alongside the dissipator
D(ﬁs(t)), the latter encodes both decoherence and dissipation. Note that the dissipator can in
general retain some time dependence even after the transition to the Schrodinger picture, this
critically depends on the model and the applied approximations. At this point there are vari-
ous possibilities to proceed, the easiest and most frequently used path is towards the so-called
Lindblad equation. We would like to mention that the Lindblad equation is a very specific form
of a master equation in the sense that it originates from a bounded generator of a quantum-
dynamical semigroup [45, 46]. Naturally, the Lindblad equation is completely positive and
trace-preserving, a feature not all master equations exhibit [13] without further adjustments as
we will see an the end of this section. We will start with a fully analytical and in principle exact
approach towards the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation, which will provide the basis for the TCL
master equation we will later use for the model considered in this work. This relies fundament-
ally on the results in [80-83]. Hereby we will closely follow the pedagogical outline given in

7 Due to the involvement of gravity, the coupling will not be dimensionless in the application of this formalism, see
chapter (2.3) for further details.

33



Class. Quantum Grav. 40 (2023) 094002 M J Fahn et al

[13] and [12]. The density operator p(¢) in (4.1) is trace class by construction, hence is con-
tained in the set B(#) of linear, bounded operators. We proceed to define a pair of projection
superoperators called P and Q:

P:B(H) = B(H),  P(p):=tre(p) ® pe, “.4)

Q:B(MH)—=B(H), Qlp):=p—P), 4.5)

where pg¢ is a stationary environmental state that we will specify later and #r¢ defines the envir-
onmental trace, i.e. the trace over all degrees of freedom that do not belong to the system of
interest. The fact that these operators satisfy P2 =P, Q> = Q, P+ Q =1and PQ = QP =0
and thus are indeed projectors is directly evident from the definitions above. The operators P
and Q signify the relevant and irrelevant part of the combined dynamics, respectively, in the
sense that everything projected with P exclusively contains the dynamics of the system degrees
of freedom, with only an effective influence coming from the traced-out environment. These
operators do furthermore commute with the partial time-derivative and hence can be directly
applied to the Liouville-von Neumann equation (4.1) to obtain:

P20 = O Palt) = aPLWR) = a(PLOPAI) + PLOQAD), (4.6)

0250 = £ 01 = 0L ()3(r) = a(QLIYP() + QLQAD).  47)

Hereby we used that the projection operators are linear. In the last step of each line we used
that the two projectors combine to unity. In the end we would like to find a solution for the
relevant part P5(t) of the density operator, the projectors do however not commute with the
Liouvillian £(z). As a first step to eliminate the appearance of Q/(¢) in the first and hence for
us interesting and relevant equation (4.6), we write down a formal solution of equation (4.7):

t t

Q1) = G(1.10)Q(t) + [ dsG(t5)QLIPA).  G(ts)i=Teenp | [(drQL(],  (48)
o N

where T, stands for time-ordering with the largest argument to the very left. Applying a

partial derivative with respect to ¢ yields equation (4.7) while the initial condition for # = #; is

satisfied due to G(fy,%) = 1 because of a vanishing integral, so the stated solution is unique.

Inserting (4.8) into the relevant equation (4.6) gives:

0

5, PR(0) = aPLUYPH() + aPLOG(1.10)Qb(10) + / dsPL(1)G(t,5) QL (s)PA(s). (4.9)

fo

This is the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation, albeit admittedly not less complicated than the
attempt of solving the initial problem, mostly due to the appearance of the integral kernel

K(t,5) := PLE)G(1,5) QL(s)P. 4.10)

It is worth noting that this manifestly non-Markovian equation (4.9) is in principle exact,
there was no need for approximations whatsoever until this point. If we assume that the inter-
action Hamiltonian density is of the general form ) _ S, ® E, with a discrete summation
index « (omitting model-specific time- or mode dependencies for the sake of brevity) and E,,
consisting of linear contributions of annihilation- and creation-type variables, the first con-
tribution in equation (4.9) vanishes. This is simply due to the fact that odd numbers of the
environmental interaction term do not contribute in the environmental trace, given a suitable
initial state, specifically a Gibbs state. This observation is contained in the very definition (4.4)
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of the relevant projector P, which turns out to be useful even beyond the mere simplifica-
tion of equation (4.9) as we will see later in this section. For this broad class of models, a
method called cumulant expansion turns out to be a powerful tool for a step-by-step approxim-
ation of a time-convolutionless approach to non-Markovian dynamics, first developed in [105]
and [106], respectively. Up to now the main complexity of the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation
remains, the convolution integral makes it nearly impossible to be solved analytically. To this
extent, we introduce the two propagators F(t,s) and G(t,s) such that G(z,s)p(s) = p(¢) and
F(t,5) 0 G(t,s) = 1 with s < ¢ € R. Note the distinction G(¢,s) # G(t,s) in the previously used
notation, the latter being the propagator of the rotal system and not merely the one of the irrel-
evant projection. Hence:

% (F(t,s) o G(1,5) ﬁ(s)) = (%F(t,s)) 5(0) + aF(1,)L(0)p(1) =0.  (4.11)

This can be easily solved formally for the inverse propagator:

%F(r,s):faF(t,s)ﬁ(t) = F(t,s):T_,exp{fa / dTﬁ(T)}, 4.12)

where 7_, denotes anti-time-ordering, that is with the largest argument to the very right. As the
next step, we insert j(s) = F(z,5) (P + Q) 4(t) into the solution of equation (4.7) and obtain:

Q1) = G10,0)Qp(0) +a | dsG(15)QLIPF()(P + Q)

4]

= g(lvto)Qﬁ(t0>+Z(tat0)(P+ Q)ﬁ(t)v (4-13)

where we collected the convolution part into a separate, now central entity X (z,%):

X(t19) := a/tdsg(t,s) QL(s)PE(1,s). (4.14)

)
Now our aim is to solve (4.13) for Q4(t) by collecting all terms on one side:
(1 —%(1,10)) Qp(2) = G(t,10) Qp(to) + X(1,10) Pp(t). (4.15)
The key point is the treatment of (]l — (1, to)) or rather the inverse of it. Evidently, the
initial conditions X(fy, %) = 0 and 3(¢,#)|n—0 = O are easy to check, our approach involves
the representation of (]1 — X, to)) ! as the limit of a geometric series of operators, that is:

oo

(1—S(t,1)) " =) (S(t.10))". (4.16)

n=0
It is indeed the case that there exists some neighbourhood around #;, where the expression
in (4.16) is invertible. These steps require some additional mathematical justification, for a
more detailed discussion on this point we refer the reader to appendix C in the appendix. Hence,
under the assumption that we restrict to an interval [fo, f] where invertibility is guaranteed:

Qp(r) = (1 —-2(s, to))ilg(fa 10) Qp(1o) + (1 = 2(1, fo))ilz(tv t0)Pp(1). (4.17)

Finally inserting this into the Nakajima-Zwanzig equation (4.9) for P5(t) yields:

%Pﬁ(t) = aPL(1) (11 +(1-%(0) 'S0, r0)>7>,3(t) +aPLI) (1= X(110)) ' Glt,10) Qp(to)

=1 K(t,10)Pp(t) + Z(t,10) Qp(1o). (4.18)
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This is the so-called TCL master equation. Note that this master equation, although time-
local, still conveys non-Markovian processes in contributions with higher than second order in
a. In principle it is even exact in the neighbourhood where (Il — X, to)) s invertible, con-
sidering terms of all orders. We will not further investigate the inhomogeneity Z(z,1,) Qp (1) at
this point since we are focused on separable initial conditions for now, for which this expres-
sion vanishes. To this extent, consider the explicit form of the TCL generator K(¢, 1) in terms
of the geometric series expansion of the inverse of (1 — X(1,4y)), neglecting PL(#)P based on
the assumption that the environmental part of the interaction Hamiltonian density is linearly
comprised of creation- and annihilation-type operators:

K(1,10) = aPL(1) (1 - X(z, to))_lZ(t, t0)P = aPL(t) i (S(t,10))"P

n=1

=aPL(1)Y (Z "t t0)> P, (4.19)

n=1 \m=l1

where we noticed that it is apparent that 3(z,#,), given its explicit form in equation (4.14), can
be expanded in powers of « as well. Since we are interested in a weak coupling scenario, it is
sufficient to consider contributions up to second order in «, that is only the lowest-order terms
that occur in the series expansion of (¢, y). In our particular case this entails only the second-
order contributions since PL(¢)P = 0. This fact amounts to the Born approximation on the
one hand, by virtue of the assumption of separable initial conditions with a stationary thermal
environment and to the (first) Markov approximation on the other hand. The latter fact becomes
evident once we realise that by eliminating the convolution integral with the density operator
altogether without correcting for it with higher-order terms, we end up with an equation that
has simply replaced p(s) with p(¢). The second Markov approximation is commonly depicted
as the limit 7y — —oo0, based on the assumption that the characteristic time scales of system and
environment are vastly different, inducing a peakedness of the correlation functions. The latter
arise naturally as functions of the form tr. (Eo(1)Eg(s)p.) in the explicit computation of the
environmental trace with E,, () meaning the environmental part of the interaction Hamiltonian.
This peakedness property means that an extension of the integration interval has a negligible
effect on the effective dynamics of the system, which however has to be checked explicitly for
any given model. In the specific decoherence model we consider, we do not take this limit yet,
all of the previous assumptions are nevertheless justified based on the weak coupling of matter
to gravity. The only relevant contribution is the one where G(¢,s) and F(¢,s) do not contribute,
since everything beyond the identity contains the coupling constant.

K(t,t0) = &*PL(1)D(t,5)P = > PL(1) / tds QL(s)P = a*P / tdsE(t)/J(s)P. (4.20)

to fo

Note that higher-order contributions in the coupling constant get increasingly difficult to
evaluate explicitly, based on the complexity of (4.19), see for example [107] for the fourth-
order TCL generator. The cumulant expansion procedure [105, 106] provides a systematic
framework in which the individual contributions in K(z,#,) can be evaluated, especially for
models in which all terms involving P L(f)P vanish due to the explicit form of the interaction.
Now we can explicitly write down the desired master equation we will use for the model
considered in this article later:
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PO =P [ s LOL6)50)

0]

t
_ —a2/ dstre { [H(z), [H(s),trg (3(1)} @ﬁgﬂ } ®pe.  (421)
4]

This second-order TCL master equation could have been obtained in a straightforward
fashion: First integrate the von Neumann equation (4.1) and subsequently insert the formal
solution into the original equation, akin to the second-order truncation of the Dyson series.
Secondly, assume separable initial conditions and replace ps(s) — ps(t), eliminating the con-
volution integral. It is however not clear from this perspective how non-Markovian correc-
tions or initial conditions with nonvanishing entanglement entropy can be dealt with. The
presented projection operator technique in conjunction with the TCL formalism answers these
questions order by order and simultaneously provides a differential (as opposed to an integro-
differential) equation for p(7). An alternative but largely equivalent route towards a time-local
master equation is presented in the next section. Lastly we would like to add a few sentences
regarding the relation between the TCL master equation (4.21) and the frequently used Lind-
blad equation [45, 46]. Trace preservation and the notion of positivity are of paramount import-
ance when it comes to solutions of the master equation. However, not every master equation is
guaranteed to admit solutions that adhere to these principles. The Lindblad form ensures that
these criteria are automatically met:

%ps(o = —ia[Hs(t) + Hys(1), ps(t)] + Y Aag (Laps(t)LL - %{LLLa,ps(r)}) . (422

af

with a finite set of traceless Lindblad operators L, and positive, semi-definite coefficients A, 3.
This equation of so-called first standard form can be diagonalised by a unitary transformation
of the operators L, after which it is commonly called the second standard form. It is immedi-
ately clear that not every equation of the form (4.21) exhibits Lindblad form, firstly because of
the remaining time dependence that has to be removed by hand based on the properties of the
environmental correlation functions. Secondly, the operator structure also differs in a way that
positivity is not automatically ensured, even if the derivation has been performed in a top-down
manner [108]. There is no universal pathway that remedies these issues, for certain models it
turns out to be feasible to expand the dissipator to obtain Lindblad form [12], whereas it can
be sufficient to neglect certain contributions in the course of a rotating-wave approximation
[109].

4.2. Review of the influence phase functional approach

A different albeit mostly equivalent approach of formulating a master equation is the influence
phase functional approach, which has the same starting point as the previously introduced
projection operator formalism. During the course of this brief review we will follow the idea
first presented in [79] while we also follow the pedagogical presentation in [12]. Regarding
the notation in terms of propagators and thermal Wightman functions, we work with the same
notation as for instance used in [110] or [10]. As before, we start at the von Neumann equation
in the interaction picture:

5370 = =ialf(0). 0] = a0, s = { e [ | ardxt(x) | o) |
O (4.23)
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where £(x) = (7,%) is the superoperator density associated to £(7) and T;_ := TS T cor-
responds to chronological time-ordering of system an environmental operators, respectively,
with larger time arguments to the left of the expression. Contrary to the Nakajima-Zwanzig
formalism, the strategy is to directly eliminate the environmental time-ordering at the level of
the iterated Dyson series (4.23). Note that system’s operators can be considered as commuting
under the time-ordering 715). We assume an interaction Hamiltonian density of the general
form H(x) =" Sa(x) ® E4(x), the indices «, 5 can be understood as (a mixture of either
co- or contravariant spacetime- or internal) multi-indices depending on the specific model.
The goal of this section is to reformulate equation (4.23) into a more tractable form similar to

ps(t) = exp{i ®[S*, 57|} ps(10), (4.24)

where ®,[S*,S7] is called the influence phase functional and the ST are superoperators
associated to the system of interest. A convenient decomposition of the time ordering in
equation (4.23) can be straightforwardly shown by induction for almost commuting environ-
mental operators, i.e. the case that [E, (x),Eg(x")] X icap(x,x") 1. with co5(x,x") € R. This
is done by introducing an ansatz where the time-ordering amounts to a phase factor times the
ordinary, non-time-ordered exponential of the Liouvillian, leading to a differential equation
which can be directly integrated. A very similar procedure has been performed at the level of
the time-evolution operator in [111] for the spin-boson model. This can be carried over almost
immediately by recalling the adjoint action of these operators on the density operator and the
fact that the S, () can be ordered arbitrarily inside the time-ordering 7.%®). This is the setup
this work will rely on, however in the more general case of strictly non-commuting environ-
mental operators, the proof still holds but relies on the application of the finite-temperature
Wick theorem [12, 112]. The result is:

i) = TOme {TOexp{a [ [ ardtaito e |
=00 { 5 [ [ arix [ [ a0
Jow]a / [ araxito ot}
=7 exp{oj/t:/w de%/mT/R} dr'dx’ [e(x),e(x’)]}

2 gt '
X eXp{O;/ /R3 de3x/ /}R3 dr'dx’ <€(x)€(x')>€}[)s(to), (4.25)

with the environmental expectation value (£(x)((x"))_:= tre{£(x){(x") . } under the assump-
tion that the initial state 5(fo) = ps(fo) ® pe(fo) is uncorrelated and hence separable. Note that
the integrals in the first exponent are nested, i.e. the commutator of the Liouvillians is explicitly
time-ordered whereas the second exponent holds integrals with identical limits. Furthermore
we would like to point out that the last line of (4.25) only acts upon ps(#). This is due to the
fact that for an uncorrelated thermal initial state, the action of the exponentiated Liouvillian
can be directly computed in terms of a cumulant expansion with a vanishing first order, ter-
minating after the second order, assuming that p. describes a Gaussian state with respect to
the environmental interaction variables. Hence it is possible to absorb the expectation value
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(0(x)0(x" )>E into the exponential. Use of the Jacobi identity and the above definitions lets us
further simplify (4.25):

[0(x),0(x")] o= — [[H(x), H( ZZ [[Sa (%) ® Ea(x),S5(x') @ Eg ()] , s @ e

722 Ea (x),Eg( x) [Sa(x)SB(x)®]lg,ﬁs®ﬁ5].
a B

Note that the last equality holds under consideration of the overall system time-ordering
to the very left of expression (4.25) and under the assumption that the commutator
[Eq(x),Es(x")] is purely a phase factor, as it is the case for the model in this work. We have
indicated that a certain equality only holds under additional time-ordering 7,*) with 2. This
justifies acting upon pg instead of ps ® p. in (4.25), where the environmental part has been
completely reduced to the expectation value in the second exponential. The action of these
operator densities on the density operator is to be understood in a formal sense, all quantit-
ies are spatially integrated once we insert these identities back into the phase functional. In
order to represent the action of the exponentiated commutators, let us introduce the following
notation:

SE(x)ps == Sa(x)ps, S, (x)ps = psSa(x),

where the commutator of Liouvillians [£(x), ¢(x’ )] immediately assumes the form
[000,60)] = = 337 ([Eal), B 0)]SE (0S5 () + [Ea(x), Es()]S5 ()5 ().
a B

This concludes the first part of the derivation of the influence phase functional based
on (4.25):

ﬁs(t):”r@exp{ /Io/wdnf //R}dr &x'0(r—1") ZZ N]SE(x )Sg(x’)}

X exp{cg/[/ﬂv de3x/t/Hv ar'dx' 0(r =) "> " [Ea(x), Es(x")] Sa(x)Sﬁ(x')}
fo J R fo /R a B
Xexp{%z / t /R drd'x / ' /R ar'dy <€(x)€(x/)>5}ﬁs(to). (4.26)

Next we have a closer look at the thermal expectation value (£(x)¢(x’ )>€ and apply its
definition:

/[(:/R3 desx/[Ot/]R3 ar'd*x' <€(x)€(x/)>e Ps
:/m’/R}dex/mt/Rz ar' ' ir. (= [0, [H0). 75 5.]])
z/ml/R} d7d3x/mr/%3 dr'd*x' Za:%: (—<E/3(x’)Ea(X)>SSZ(X)S§(XI)

— (Ea(0)Es(x")) Sa ()85 () +(Es (x)Ea(x)) _Sa ()85 (') +(Ea (1) Es (")) _Sa ()53 (x'))7
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where it is important that the last equality again only holds under the time-ordering still present
in (4.26). This is because we exchanged the operators S (x),Szgr (x”) and switched the integ-
ration variables and summation indices respectively. Afterwards we ended up with what seem
to be switched arguments in the correlation function (Eg(x')Eq(x))_, likewise for the con-
tribution from S, ()c)S;Br (x”). This gives us the possibility to group the individual terms in the
influence functional (4.25) such that we can express it in terms of thermal Wightman functions.

2 t t
pu() =T exp{ & / [aee[ [ arex Y
2 fo R3 Iy R3 o ﬁ

[ = (01 = ) Ealo) B 0] + (5 (0B (), ) SEGS] )
+(er—T o), (x")] = (Ea(0)Es(), ) Sa (x)S5 (x')

+ (Es(x)Ea(®)) SE()S; () + (Ea(¥)Ep(x'))_Sa (x)sg(x')] }ﬁs(to). 4.27)

Upon closer inspection, these combinations of correlation functions amount to the propag-
ators:

Gif(x—x') = <T<€( a(MEs(x))). 9(7—7’)[1@ (), Eg(x")] + (Ep(x)Ea(x)).
= <E x')>69 T—1' <E5(x/ Ea(x)>59(7' -7)
=: ( xNO(r—1")+ aﬁ(x xNO(r" —71), (4.28)

and similarly although anti-time-ordered for the other contribution:
Gy (r—x') = (T (EaEs(:"))). = 0(r —7') [Ea (), Es (+')] — (Ea () Es(x')).
= —(Ea()Es(x")) 6(r" —7) — (Es(x)Ea(x)) 6(r — ')
— Gk —x)0(r! —7) — GSylx—x)O(r — 7). (4.29)

Inserting G;FZ{ (x—x') and G_ 5 (x — x’) into equation (4.27) yields

ps(t) =TS exp{oj /t l /R 3 drd’x /, t /]R 3 d#d%’%jgﬁ:
X [_ (Ggﬂ(x—x’)e(T—T )+ Gy —x )9(7/—7))33()6)5;@')
—(GZa(x = X0 = 7) + Gyl = )0(r = 7)) S (5)S5 (+)
G5 ISES; () + G2, e— XSz (S5 () st

Now we would like to eliminate the Heaviside functions 6(7 —7’) from this expres-

sion in order to be left purely with the thermal Wightman functions Gi@ (x—x"). This is
achieved by expanding the mixed contributions with 1 = (7 — 7’) 4+ 6(7' — 7) and renaming
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the integration variables in the individual terms while changing the integration domain into a
nested integral [110]:

15 T
ps(t) = T exp {az/ / de3x/ / dT’d3x'ZZ
fo R3 0] R3 a ﬁ

x[—Gi (x=x")SE (0S5 (x") = G(x—x")S, ()85 (x")

+Grplx—x NSE(x x)S5 (x )+G§B(xx')5a(x)S;(x')} }ﬁs(to).
(4.30)

This concludes the derivation of the influence phase functional, while strictly speaking
®,[S*,S7] is both a functional in the S* operators as well as a superoperator that acts on the
space of density operators associated to the system. Explicitly, we obtain

t T
St.87):= 042/ / de3x/ / dT’d3x'ZZ
to JR3 fo R3 a B

[ G2y (x— x)SE (ST () — Gy — xS ()5 (x)

G )SES; (x >+Giﬁ<x—x'>5;<x>sg<x'>}
4.31)

The influence phase functional is often depicted in a slightly different form, including func-
tions called the dissipation- and noise kernel based on their interpretation in well-established
decoherence models. The transition from the expression in (4.31) is rather straightforward. To
this extent, let us first introduce Dy (x — x') and D}, 5(x — x”) based on the thermal Wightman
functions:

Dap(x = x') i= ([Ea(x), Es(x")] ), = i (Goplx —x") = Gig(x —x)), (4.32)

Dys(x—x") := ({Ea(x),Eg(x")}), = Goa(x—x") + Gs(x—x').  (4.33)
These relations can be readily inverted:

G2y(x—') = ;(Daﬁ(x ¥) — iDap(x—2)),

Gislx—x') = 2(Daﬁ(x x') +iDap(x —x')).

In terms of the noise- and dissipation kernel, the influence phase functional is given by:

t T
i®,[st,857] = az/ / d‘rdsx/ / d‘r/d3xlzz
1o JR3 o JR3 « B

[ 3= ) (SEWIS 1) = 2 0085 (1) + SE (0S5 () = 3 095 x)

— 5Dha(r =) (SEWSS () 5 (985 () = SEWS5 () - 52 (955 ()|

(4.34)
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We realise that these particular combinations of S*-superoperators can be cast into a famil-
iar form in terms of combinations of commutators and anti-commutators

Sa(@)() = [Sa(x),] = (S5 (¥) =S4 (@) (), Sa(®)() 1= {Sa(x),} = (S5 () + S5 (x)) (-)-

Finally, the most convenient (and most abundant) version of the influence phase functional
reads:

t T
i®,[ST,857]:= a2/ / de3x/ / dT’d3x’ZZ
fo R3 o R3 a ,@

y [;Daﬁ(x S 0)SS () %D;B (6 )SS (S5 () . 435)

At this stage it is evident that the projection operator formalism and the influence phase
functional approach are equivalent formulations. Strictly speaking, this is only the case for
Gaussian environmental initial states [12]. Up to second order this equality can be easily veri-
fied by deriving equation (4.31) with respect to time and consequently applying all the com-
mutators and anti-commutators to the density operator to the right. Once we recall the defin-
ition of the kernels, this precisely amounts to the Born-Markov master equation prior to the
second Markov approximation regarding the upper integral limit. A similar procedure can be
implemented order by order [107].

4.3. Derivation of the master equation

In this section we apply the projection operator method reviewed in section 4.1 to the model

in this work. Assuming factorising initial conditions and a Gibbs state for the environment,

we can take the TCL master equation (4.21) to second order in the coupling strength o = \/k

and evaluate it for the model under our consideration described by the interaction Hamiltonian

operator shown in (3.17):

0. ~ o~ ! ~ = ~

&ps(t) = —iK {U(t),ps(t)} — H/O ds tre { [Hn(t), [HTI(S),ps(l‘) ®pg” } ) (4.36)
Now to obtain the final master equations we have to evaluate the trace over the environ-

mental degrees of freedom in this expression and thus to obtain the correlation functions. As

a first step we take into account that the second term on the right hand side;v of (4.36) can be

written in terms of thermal Wightman functions, using the expression of Hyy(¢) in position
space given by

Hin= VR [ @38} eh(30) %, .0, @37
R3

where ¢ (¥, 1) denotes the three dimensional Fourier transforms of o (k, ) which was defined

in (3.16). Following the procedure outlined in [110], where in our case the environmental part
of the interaction is linear in the environmental fields and we use a Gibbs state for the environ-
ment, hence all one-point correlation functions vanish, we can define the thermal Wightman
functions:

G>u[bj(f—)7,[— S) = <(5(€a[(f, l) 5gbj()77 S)>E = Pa,’bjG> (f—y,l— S) (4.38)
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G<aibj('¥_)—;’t_ S) = <6ghj()_;7s) 6gai(£7t)>€ = PaibjG<(f_5;at_ S) = G>aibj(.)_;_fas - t)a
4.39)

where < . >E denotes the expectation value with respect to a thermal Gibbs state and P?;” ;s the
transverse-traceless projector given in (2.69). The detailed derivations of the identities in (4.38)
and (4.39) as well as the derivations for the results up to (4.46) can be found in appendix D.
Note that this definition coincides with the one in (4.28) adapted to the model we consider
here, hence the o and 3 indices from (4.28) here correspond each to the indices carried by
6&, i.e. to a spatial index a as well as an internal index i. The spectral representations of the
thermal Wightman functions in terms of a spectral density denoted by p(k°, ||K||) read:

&'k

G~ ()?— )—;7 f— S) — / . p> (kO7 | |]:| De—ik”(r—s)+il_c‘(f—y‘) (4.40)
R+ (2m)2
d*k - . o
G(F-Ft—s)= / -0 (KO, ] )e = (=) k=) (4.41)
R4 (27‘()7
with
p” (K IRI]) 2= (14 Nk IR o= (K, 1R]]) == N(KO) oK, |IK]) (4.42)
and the spectral density
- m 1
p(K°,||K||) :== PxoN [S(K — Q) — 5 (K + Q)] - (4.43)

From this decomposition, it is immediately possible to see the additional effect caused by the
finite temperature in the environment, evident by the presence of the Bose—Einstein distribution

h (2
o 1 cotl 3 4
N(k”) = = - = .
()= = ——— -5, (444)
which vanishes for zero temperature parameter © = 3~ = 0 of the Gibbs state. As usual the

two thermal Wightman functions can be combined to build the thermal Feynman propagator:
(Flab (2 _F¢—g)= a.(x b.(3
GWeZ(X—yt—s) = <7'<_ 0EY (X, 1) 6E j(y,s)>6
= PaibjG> ()?— )7‘71‘— S)9<t — S) + Pa,'bjG< (.f— y,l— S)9<S — I) s (445)
where 0(r) denotes the Heaviside step function which is one for non-negative arguments and
zero otherwise. A four-dimensional Fourier transform yields

@m%)=§%?5@ﬁ§+%M%MWm), (4.46)
where the first part is the ordinary Feynman propagator one obtains at a vanishing temperat-
ure parameter O, that is when the Gibbs state merges into a vacuum state, and a second part
the thermal contribution that obviously vanishes for © = 0. Note that we obtain a decomposi-
tion into the ordinary Feynman propagator and a thermal correction, this is caused by the fact
that we use a mode expansion that involves a splitting into positive and negative frequency
modes. As a consequence, normal ordered expectation values with respect to thermal states
are in general non-vanishing as for instance < b;fbk >.= N(€) # 0. Vanishing expectation
values of normal ordered products are usually an important property in the proof of Wick’s the-
orem. Given that we are working with a Gaussian state for the environment and an interaction
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Hamiltonian being linear in the environmental fields, we can calculate the relevant expecta-
tion values in the model we consider directly without the use of Wick’s theorem. However, for
different and more complicated models the application of Wick’s theorem might be of advant-
age and for this purpose it is often convenient to consider a different splitting than in the zero
temperature case such that the expectation values of normal ordered products with respect to
thermal states also vanish. A detailed discussion on possible splittings in this context as well
as the relation between different choices of splittings is presented in [112]. Now we can write
down the second term on the right side of in the master equation (4.36) in terms of the thermal
Wightman functions:

H/()tds ire { [ﬁn(t), [ETI(S)vﬁS(t) ®p5”}

t
=—kK ds/ d3x/ dy
o o) 3

{ [JV(X: t)Jr()_]: S)ﬁs(f) - Jr()_;’s)ﬁS(t)Jr(z t)]
re{+}

X G (3.1 — ) + [Bs(0),5,)0, (5, 1) — I, (50055 (0)0,(5,)] G= (R — 5, — s>} .

(4.47)

Since we consider a Gibbs state on Fock space which is not well defined, we would need
to work with KMS states [85, 86] or alternatively regularise the system within a finite volume,
where we will follow the latter in this work. For this purpose we put the system into a box of
volume V = L? allowing us to explicitly show the above identities and evaluate thermal two-
point functions. This kind of regularisation leads to the discreteness of modes that belong to
the set K now and to a replacement of the operator-valued distributions by operators:

&Pk 1 Vv
e D) bl — | —— - 4.48
|y Vi Y e -
(S

where a rescaling of the operators was introduced in order to keep the exponential e~#/¢
dimensionless in the regularised model:

e —expd - 3 S enie] b (4.49)

re{+,—}kek

The Gibbs state for the environment is then of the form
pe =Zg e PHe (4.50)

with the partition sum given by

2
1
Ze =tre {e e} = HW ;
jenl—e 7%

4.51)

where the j € N label the l;j € K. Moreover, for the calculation we had to assume k=0 ZK,
which corresponds to €2;: = 0 and is the usual infrared divergence. More details on computing
this partition sum can be found in appendix D. Removing the regulator by taking the limit
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L — oo in the Schrodinger picture we obtain the following TCL master equation for the system
density operator pg(t):

0 ) k [ -
Eps(t):—l [HS—&-K;U,/)S(I)]—E/O dsz'/wfk{lD(k,t—s)

— -,

o [0 050} DulEor =) [0 1o 050 |

with the matter system’s Hamiltonian operator
Hs:= / dkwya) a (4.53)
R3

as well as the operator U for the gravitational self-interaction of the scalar field that was
defined in (3.12), the operator-valued distribution J,(k, 7) defined in (3.18) and J, (k) = J,(k,0).
The quantities D(k,7—s) and D (k,t—s) are the three-dimensional Fourier transforms of
the dissipation and noise kernel. They can be related to the commutator’s and anticommut-
ator’s correlation functions and also to the thermal Wightman functions G~ (X — ¥,z — s) and
G<(X—Y,t—s), see also (4.32) and (4.33):

[65“1«(;71‘)7(55’3(_)7)5‘)] :Paibj[G>(£_)_;7t_s) - G<(f_.)7at_s)]

3 = —
=ip'b. L C) D(k,t—s) (4.54)
! R3 (271’)%

tre ({JE”i(f,t),cSEbj(jf,s)}) ZPaiéj[G>(f—y,l—S)+G<(f—57',t—5)]

b Pk gem o 7
:Pa,] 7€ D1<k7t—s), (455)
R (27m)2

where we used that for the model considered here the commutator in the first equation is
proportional to the identity operator and thus can be pulled out of the trace. Hence, we get

Dk, —s):= —W (4.56)
Di(K,r—s) == 2N(Sy) + 1] cos(lt=5)) (4.57)

Qe

To compare our results better with those already existing in the literature like for instance the
ones in [35, 37, 38] it is of advantage to rewrite the master equation in (4.52) in two equivalent
ways. The first alternative and equivalent form is given by

coth ( &
+§/d3kz th£k2) [Jr(];)» {/)s(t)ji(lz, t)” +he.

r
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with

t
J.(k 1) = / ds e B9 1 (k.5 — 1) (4.59)
0
and where h.c. denotes the hermitian conjugate. This form of master equation is similar to
the master equations derived in [35, 38]. While the first reference investigates also a model
where a scalar field is coupled to linearised gravity, the second one replaces the scalar field
by photons. Let us briefly discuss the similarities and difference of these models and the one
considered here: At the classical level one of the main difference is that we formulate the model
in terms of Ashtekar variables whereas the models in [35, 38] are based on ADM variables.
Thus, we have to deal with an additional Gauf3 constraint in the model that also needs to be
taken into account when gauge invariance is considered. While we presented a way to work
with a gauge invariant formulation of the classical theory by means of constructing suitable
Dirac observables and also showed that one can construct a canonical transformation on the
original phase space that provides a natural separation of the physical and gauge sector of the
phase space by the transformation in appendix A.4, in the papers [35, 38] a specific gauge
fixing is used to eliminate the gauge degrees of freedom. Furthermore, we consider a standard
boundary term [94] that ensures that the action in terms of Ashtekar variables as well as its
variation is well defined and we expect that the corresponding ADM boundary term should be
included in the formulation of the models in [35, 38] as well. Note that in our case the boundary
terms cancels the term in H,,, that is linear in the linearised geometric contribution to the
Hamiltonian constraint and the remaining matter part combines with the % in front of the action
to the energy density of the scalar field in x° order. In contrast in [35, 38] no perturbations of
linear order have been considered in the canonical Hamiltonian but the x° order is present.
Therefore, effects of the missing boundary term cannot be seen in the final master equation
when comparing the two results.

For the quantised model let us comment on the work in [35, 38] separately, starting with the
latter. One difference in the Hamiltonian operators in our result and the one in [35] is the form
of the self-interaction part because we choose a different normal ordering compared to [35].
We chose to normal order the entire self-interaction part of the Hamiltonian operator, whereas

in [35] only the individual contributions p,, €, V and ¢4 were normal ordered. Albeit the

current operator valued distribution J, defined in (3.11) is the same as in [35], it appears in their
Hamiltonian (3.10) with a different factor of /2 compared to our coupling. This difference has
no physical effect because it is absorbed at the level of the master equation for the following
reason: The different factor of /2 arises because the Hamiltonian for the pure gravitational
part contains an additional factor of % when expressed in Ashtekar variables and working with
0& and 6C compared to the one in ADM variables in [35]. This leads to an additional factor
% in our Fock quantised gravitational variables compared to the ADM variables. In addition

in terms of ADM variables the interaction term in the Hamiltonian density reads — %MZZ T
while in Ashtekar variables it is given by +x6E%;6 T,,. This difference can be explained by
the relation between ADM and Ashtekar variables. In case of ADM variables the gravitational
physical degrees of freedom are given by the transverse-traceless components 6l := P45h.,
and the interaction reads 0hI 7% which is then quantised in [35] and where the coupling to
the gravitational gauge degrees of freedom to the energy momentum tensor is contained in
the self-interaction part. In contrast in our case, writing d/,;, in terms of the perturbed cotriad,
that is 0k, (E) = —625,165E",< — 61 6pOES; + 8,50" SE; and then using symmetry of the energy-
momentum tensor, we obtain 6/, (E)T% — [—26] 8pe + 04501 SES; T, where the gravitational
physical degrees of freedom only enter in the first term and we obtain in the linearised theory
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just —28E%67 TP. This difference already present in the classical Hamiltonian has no effect
on the final equations of motion because with our convention the Poisson bracket between
5A4,6E% involves an additional factor of % compared to the Poisson brackets used in [35,
38], cancelling the additional factor of 2. The minus sign is also cancelled because in our
case the momentum variables couple to the energy momentum tensor whereas in [35, 38] the
coupling is via configuration variables. This kind of cancellation carries of course over to the
commutator at the quantum level.

A further difference is that the final master equation presented in [35] is of Lindblad
form (4.22). This is a significant difference because as we will show in the following, the
master equation in (4.52) we obtain is not of Lindblad type yet and it requires further assump-
tions and approximations respectively to be of this form. For the purpose of discussing this we
rewrite the master equation in (4.52) in another equivalent form

3
9 ps(t) = —ilHs + U, ps(0) o3 | 5
x L L) Tk 0ps(0] + N L R), T (Kor), ps(0] +he f . (460)

In this form, one can clearly separate the dissipator into a part associated with zero temperat-
ure (terms without N(£2;)) and a second part corresponding to finite temperature (terms with
N(%)). All three forms of the master equation derived in this paper are time-convolutionless.
However, they cannot (yet) be brought into Lindblad form, as there are still time-dependent
quantities apart from the reduced density operator itself present in the dissipator. Nevertheless,
we can bring the master equation into a form which is similar to the first standard form intro-
duced in (4.22) and which admits the splitting of the dissipator into a Lamb-shift Hamiltonian
and a remaining contribution. To this extent, we start from the formulation in (4.60). First,
we note that the J,-operators can be split in the following way into pairs of creation and / or
annihilation operator-valued distributions:

5@ == [ oS ) (4.61)
r (27‘_)% a:1]r P .
= Ep .
T == [ LS ) At i) (4.62)
(2m):
with
AEP) = dlageys——— o P B 1(EP) =1y iy (4.63)
2, [0y
27 1 —r(;\1a P
J%(]@p) = aip_ka_pz\/ﬁ |:papb[P ( )}b:| W2(k7[7) = Wk4p —Wp (464)
e 1 el
B k,p) = Aplicry e [Papb [P (k)]b} w3 (k,p) == —wp — Witp (4.65)
VvV P P
- 1 e .
JHk,p) == ala’, W {Pupb[P (k)]ﬂ wy(k,P) := wp + wWitp (4.66)
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and

i —iwt
S(eT 1), (4.67)

t
flw; 1) ::/ ds e w(=%) =
0

Using this expansion in (4.60), the dissipator can be rewritten as

Phdp &l Lo - -
=32 / a ” {Aab@,z;k, ) |12 Dps().2 (k)| +h} (4.68)
R3 7T

rab

with

A (B, Lk 1) = Qik {(N(Qk) + DA%+ wp (&,

= —

D)51) + N(Q%) f(— % + (K, )i1)|
t -

=2 / ds G (k1 — s)e~ kD (=9) (4.69)
0

where G~ (l:, t — s) denotes the three dimensional Fourier transform of the Wightman function
G~ (¥ —¥,t—s). Combining the new coefficient functions in the following form

1

Sah(ﬁazl;t) = Z

(Au(@.1E0) - &, (L 5ik.D))

QU+ wy(k, 1) QU + wa(k, )

i(Qutwn@D) _ | i @utwa®R) _ }
+

Q= (Kt _ 1 pmi(Qu—wa (kK _
— N() ==+ - (4.70)
O — wp(k,1) Qe — wa(k,P)

Rabwsz’ t) = Aab(ﬁ"zga t) + AZQ(Zﬁ’ Ea t)

_i(Qk“l'wb(l:J))t —1 i(Qk+Wa(/?7ﬁ))t —1
e e
g

Qi + wi(k, 1) Qe + wa(k,

i(Qkfwb(l_('T)) _ 7"(Qk7“’u(l_{.’ﬁ))1_

~ N & — =2 L @.71)
O — wp(k, l) O — wy(k, P)

we can split the dissipator into two parts:

Dlps| = —ir[HLs, ps(t)] + Drirst [ps] 4.72)
with the Lamb-shift Hamiltonian operator

=

Pkd’pd’l -
His = / 3 Sulp RN 1) LD (4.73)

ria,b

and a new dissipator term being in a form similar to the first standard form:

Brdpdl -
Dﬁrst[ﬂS] 2/(27-(-)32 Rab( 7l§k,l‘)

< (PEDosEED) S {EEDRED. 0} ) @78
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where the label ‘first’ refers to the dissipator in first standard form. The difference to the first
standard form shown in (4.22) is that the coefficient function R, is still time-dependent and
thus the corresponding master equation is not of Lindblad type. Often a Lindblad form can
be obtained for a given master equation by applying the second Markov approximation, that
is by formally sending the upper limit of the integral involved in (4.69) or directly ¢ in (4.70)
and (4.71) to infinity leading to time-independent coefficients. Note that this is a priori prob-
lematic here as the complex exponentials in (4.70) and (4.71) do not have a well-defined limit
for t — oo. This can be considered in the context of distributions along the lines of the Fourier
transform of the step functions, see for instance [113] and this will be analysed together with
the remaining integration over the modes in detail in future work in [114]. If we ignore such
subtleties for the moment and simply send 7 formally to infinity then the master equation from
[35] coincides structurally with the one in (4.58) apart from the explicit form of their last term,
which is is given by {J,, [ps,Ji]} + h.c.. In contrast in our derivation we actually end up with
[Jr, {ps,JI}] + h.c., which yields different terms and from our calculation we do not see a way
how their result can be reproduced. In [35] no detailed derivation of this result is presented but
the authors cite [12], where however also such terms are not involved in the master equations.

As already mentioned, the master equation in [38] involves a photon field instead of a scalar
field and thus the projectors involved are those that project on the physical degrees of freedom
of the photon field. Most of the differences have already been pointed out above because the
procedure in [38] is quite similar to the one followed in [35]. Compared to [35], more details
on the derivation of the Lindblad equation are presented in [38] and it is derived by means of a
Born-Markov and a (weak) rotating wave approximation. The form of their master equations
after the Born-Markov approximation is structurally the same as the one in (4.58), also the
commutator-anticommutator structure agrees.

Note that the master equation in (4.60) looks, apart from the expected differences due to
their usage of ADM variables, similar to the one derived in [37], where a Dirac quantisation
was carried out and the physical degrees of freedom were identified by imposing the gauge con-
ditions in the quantum theory and specialising to the transverse-traceless degrees of freedom.
In a second step, they then derived a master equation using the influence functional approach
for a general bosonic field. Their final master equation is a TCL master equation that, similar
to the result derived in this paper, does also not exhibit Lindblad form.

The physical investigation of the final master equation is complex, as the equation is in gen-
eral not completely positive, in contrast to an equation of Lindblad-type. Apart from applying
a second Markov approximation in order to arrive at second standard form, it is required to
diagonalise the coefficient functions with respect to the labels (a, ) and (b, [). In this context
an application of a rotating wave approximation is beneficial as has for instance been used
in [38]. For the model considered in our work this needs a further detailed analysis because
applying the above-proposed additional approximations to cast it into a completely positive
form in general one looses some features of the dynamics of the system. Hence, we postpone
this kind of detailed analysis into our companion paper [114] where we also will discuss the
special case of a one-particle master equations.

5. Conclusions

In this article we considered a scalar field coupled to linearised gravity in a Post Minkowski
approximation scheme as the classical starting point for a gravitationally induced decoherence
model. To enable a later generalisation of the model to the case that the gravitational sector is
quantised using techniques from loop quantum gravity we used Ashtekar variables to construct
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the model. In contrast to [35-38] we include a suitable boundary term in our action ensuring
that the action as well as its variation is well defined. As a preparation for applying a reduced
phase space quantisation, the model is formulated at the gauge invariant level by means of
suitable Dirac observables. The latter have been constructed using geometrical clocks in the
relational formalism. Moreover, we constructed a canonical transformation on the full phase
space that separates the gauge and physical degrees of freedom into two sets by introducing
a dual observable map in which the role of constraints and clocks is interchanged. That the
relevance of physical degrees of freedom and the implementation of gauge invariance plays
a pivotal role in decoherence models has for instance been pointed out in [115, 116], show-
ing that if this is not taken care of it can lead to a misleading interpretation of results [36].
The results for the reduced phase space quantisation obtained here extend the results in the
literature where so far ADM variables were used and the construction of Dirac observables
[35] was discussed only briefly and to the understanding of the authors not in a complete
manner. We further considered a second choice of a set of geometrical clocks used in [69]
based on the ADM clocks in [74] and showed that the difference in the corresponding phys-
ical Hamiltonians only lies in the term encoding the self-interaction of the scalar field. That
term, however, was not discussed in detail in [69] where only the coupling of the transverse-
traceless variables to matter was considered which seems to our understanding problematic in
the non-vacuum case. Compared to former models in the literature we further analysed two
different choices of geometrical clocks and discussed differences and similarities for these
two choices. In particular for these two choices we obtain that the physical Hamiltonian dif-
fers in the self-interaction part of the scalar field only. In addition we also briefly investigated
how different choices of the parameters for a given set of geometrical clocks associated with
physical spatial and temporal coordinates affects the form of the physical Hamiltonian and
its required fall-off behaviour in the linearised theory. We showed that for the choices taken
in this work no issues arise as far as the fall-off behaviour of the physical Hamiltonian is
concerned and we can confirm the results in [74] using ADM variables that for the choices
considered here the final physical Hamiltonian does not depend on the physical spatial and
temporal coordinates. The results obtained in [37] using a Dirac quantisation approach in the
ADM framework are consistent with our results. The environment is chosen to be the physical
sector of the quantum gravitational sector corresponding to the symmetric and transverse-
traceless projections of the Dirac observables associated with the linearised Ashtekar
variables.

In this model we quantised the physical Hamiltonian using a Fock quantisation which
should be understood as a first step towards the aim of formulating gravitationally induced
decoherence models inspired by loop quantum gravity. In the quantisation we choose to nor-
mal order the entire physical Hamiltonian which differs from the operator orderings chosen
in [35, 37, 38]. However, what kind of possible effects these different orderings might have
at the level of the master equations is complex to analyse at the current level of the model
due to its complexity. We will postpone such an analysis to future work where we will apply
further approximations and consider also the special case of one particle [114]. The final mas-
ter equation was derived in the full relativistic framework by assuming a Gibbs state for the
quantum gravitational environment and applying the the projection operator technique, no
restriction to the non-relativistic sector was considered, as for instance done in [44, 117-119]
during the derivation. We further discuss that for the assumptions the discussed model is based
upon, the influence functional approach yields the same result.

The final master equation we end up with is not of Lindblad type and not of first stand-
ard form since it still carries time-dependent coefficient functions. Applying the the second
Markov approximation for the model considered here is less trivial than in for instance some
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of the standard decoherence models in quantum mechanics because in the limit in which we
send the upper limit of the temporal integral to infinity, we can no longer work with ordin-
ary functions but need to consider distributions along the lines of [113]. Combined with the
fact that the result obtained from the remaining integration over all modes might not have the
properties ordinary test functions have, it requires a careful analysis how this limit can be taken
in general. Moreover, since properties like the positivity of the density matrix might only be
valid for a restricted temporal interval, the second Markov approximation might be problem-
atic from this aspect as well. An example of a model where the second Markov approximation
cannot be applied can be found in [56]. The reason here is that the chosen environmental oper-
ators are non-dynamical, yielding correlation functions with no dependence on the temporal
coordinate. In the model in [56] this results in a set of effective system operators in the final
master equation that depend linearly on the temporal coordinate preventing them from apply-
ing the second Markov approximation. In contrast, the environmental operators in the model
here depend linearly on the densitised triad operators present in the interaction Hamiltonian.
This means that the correlation functions contain a combination of complex time dependent
exponentials, where the application of the second Markov approximation is not excluded a
priori. This aspect will be analysed in future work in [114].

Let us ignore those subtleties for the moment and just formally apply the second Markov
approximation and compare the resulting master equation to the results in [35]. Here we obtain
a slightly different result for the last term in their equation, where the roles of commutators
and anticommutators are switched compared to our result and we are not able to reproduce
the dissipator in the form presented in [35]. The final master equation in [38] is based on a
model in which photons are coupled to linearised gravity. Compared to [35] the derivation of
the master equation is presented more in detail involving a Born-Markov as well as a rotat-
ing wave approximation. Our results structurally agree with the ones in [38] considering that
the projector on the physical degrees of freedom are adapted to a coupling with photons. In
this case commutators and anti-commutators enter in the same way as in our result. Our res-
ults structurally agree with the master equation derived in [37] where the model is based on
Dirac quantisation. In particular this model also ends up with time-dependent coefficients in
the master equations that is, as in our case, not of Lindblad type unless further approxim-
ations are applied. Because the model presented in this work here uses Ashtekar variables
compared to the models in [35-38, 40] it can be easier generalised to models where fermions
are coupled whereas in the other cases one has to reformulate the model in terms of tetrads first.
As discussed when reviewing the projection operator and influence functional technique, the
formulation of the final master equation in terms of thermal Wightman functions can be done
in a rather model-independent way and thus provides a good framework comparing and/or
generalising a given decoherence model.

Note that in principle there are conceivable differences between the various top-down
approaches depending on the nature of the environmental correlation functions. A stochastic
environmental noise [42—44] does in general not capture the full complexity of the system-
environment interaction due to it is fundamentally classical nature [40]. Truncating the TCL
master equation at a certain order does however also not guarantee an outcome with a sound
physical interpretation for arbitrarily large time scales, positivity violations [108] can warrant
the introduction of additional terms in order to restore positivity [12]. In some cases, addi-
tional approximations are able to ensure Lindblad form. Hence, it is indispensable to evaluate
the features of the master equation for every model individually based on the assumptions and
approximations performed in the course of its derivation.

The results obtained in this work build the basis for further investigations and
generalisations of gravitationally induced decoherence models along the lines discussed in
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this article. The formulation of the model in a gauge invariant manner at the classical level
using geometrical clocks can be easily carried over to couplings of matter other than just a
scalar field because the linearised constraints will be of the form that they split into a purely
geometric and matter contribution which simplified the construction of the canonical trans-
formation and Dirac observables. Because with the analysis of the results obtained here using
a Fock quantisation, we understand now in detail how our results compare to those where
ADM variables are used. If we consider a loop quantisation for the gravitational sector in
future work, we can therefore judge then clearly what kind of differences and effects stem
from the fact that we do no longer apply Fock quantisation. Using a loop quantisation we
expect that the derivation of a master equation will be more difficult in two aspects. First the
transition to the interaction picture will be more complex because the underlying algebra is
the one of holonomies and fluxes and secondly this also has the consequence that the commut-
ator of two environmental operators in general will no longer just be almost commuting, that
is proportional to the identity operator, which was a crucial property in the derivation of the
master equation. Next to understanding the effects of different choices of quantisation, we also
aim at investigating more in detail the physical properties of the model. Since this is a rather
complicated task due to the still involved time-dependence in the final master equation, we
want to consider the one-particle sector in future work where additional approximations can
be handled more easily and such a specialisation further allows to make contact to the already
existing bottom-up models used for instance in the context of decoherence effects in neutrino
oscillations. Following this route we will be able to evaluate whether some of the free para-
meters involved in such bottom-up models are determined by the model derived in this work.
For neutrino oscillations for instance we expect this to be the dependence on the power with
which the neutrino energy enters into the contribution relevant for decoherence effects. Since
we did not consider a coupling of fermions here we understand such a one-particle model as a
first toy model to work with and postpone the derivation of such a model to future work [114].
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Appendix A. More details on the construction of Dirac observables

In this appendix we present more details on the construction of the Dirac observables that we
use in the main text to formulate the decoherence model at fully gauge invariant level.

A.1. More detailed discussion on the choice of reference fields for the linearised constraints

Defining the smeared linearised Gauf3, Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraints
as
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SGIOA|(f) = / Py 5N (F,1)5Gi(F, 1) (A1)
SC[6N|(t) := / d*x SN(%,1) 6C(%, 1) (A.2)
SCIN (1) = / Px SN (%, 1) 5Ca (.1 (A3)

one can evaluate the gauge transformations they infer on the phase space variables. As the Gaul3
constraint does not contain matter degrees of freedom, it leaves the matter fields unchanged
and just modifies the geometrical degrees of freedom:

{¢(X,1),6G[0A](1)} = {m(¥,1),6G[0A)(1)} = O (A4)
(OE(%,1), 6GI5A](1)) = 50, (5.1) (A5)
(04,0, 0GION] (0} = ~30u(6N (1), (A6)

For the Hamiltonian constraint we find the following gauge transformations:
{6(%,1),6C[ON](1)} = RON(E, 1) (%.1) (A7)

{7(X,1),6C[ON] (1)} = K0, [IN(Z,1) D 4(%,1)] — kON(Z, ) m* p(%,1)  (A.8)
{0E*(%,1),6C[ON](1)} = —B €™ 57 6, 05(SN(Z,1)) (A.9)

{5A,/(%,1),6C[6N](£)} = 0. (A.10)

Finally, the gauge transformations induced by the spatial diffeomorphism constraint are

{6(F.0),5CI0N) (1)} = RON(2.1) Dub(.1) (A1)
{m(%.0), 516N (1)} = R[N (%, 1) 7 (%,1)] (A.12)
{SEA(3,1), 6CN (1)} = — (82 p(ON"(%.0)) — 6 (SN (R.0))  (A13)
{6A,(3,1),5CN) (1)} = 0. (A.14)

A.1.1. Choice of the reference field for the linearised Gaul3 constraint. ~As the choice of ref-
erence fields can be understood as gauge fixing constraints in a corresponding gauge fixed
theory, we choose a reference field for the Gaufl constraint that implements a Lorentz-like
gauge condition analogous to [61] for the connection perturbation, i.e.

0*(0A, (X,1)) = 0. (A.15)

Evaluation of the Poisson bracket between this condition and the Gauf} constraint (2.36) using
the linearised Poisson bracket (2.18) yields

{aa((sAdl(fa I)),(st()_;, t)} = 755; Af(s%(f*)_;) ’ (A.16)
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where Ay denotes the Laplacian with respect to X. We will drop the subscript if only one
coordinate is involved. In order to have the commutation relation

—ifo - 1 i - o
{02'(%0),6G(3,0)} = —;0° (¥ =), (A17)
we define the reference fields for the Gaufl constraint as

=(X,1) = %a“ (64, GR) (1) = %/d3y HGA(X—¥)0A () (A.18)

with 0% := %. The abbreviation G* (X — ¥) denotes the Green’s function of the Laplacian,
Pk 1 g
GAE—) = / L (A.19)
(2m)* |1k| 2

Due to the fact that the connection remains invariant under the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeo-
morphism constraint, this reference field also remains invariant under transformations induced
by these two constraints.

A.1.2. Choice of the reference field for the linearised Hamiltonian constraint. The Hamilto-

nian constraint leaves the connection invariant and only transforms the part €,%5!. 9,0E%;(%,1)
of the densitised triad in the following manner:

{€u0b6£ ab(SEai(fv I),(SC()Z t)} = ZBA)_C'&?) ()?_ )_;) . (Azo)

This suggests to define a reference field
~ 1 .
OT(X, 1) := —ﬂead’éé Oy (OE*+ GR) (%,1). (A.21)
K

However, in this form the reference field is not invariant under gauge transformations induced
by the Gaul3 constraint:

L 0iGA - 7). (A22)

(OT(.).0G,5.0)} = ~ 3=

where 0F denotes the partial derivative with respect to x*. To cure this, we seek to subtract
some combination of geometrical phase space variables that transforms precisely the same
way as 0T under the GauB} constraint and remains invariant under the Hamiltonian constraint.
The latter is true for any combination of the connection variables, and it turns out that the trace
of the connection solves the problem. Hence a good choice for a reference field corresponding
to the Hamiltonian constraint is

1 [1 ; .
OT(X, 1) := ~8 Eeacb(sgab (6E*; % G®) (X,0) + 8¢ (04, xG*) (X,1)| (A.23)
K
which also commutes with the spatial diffeomorphism constraint. Additionally, it commutes
with the reference field for the Gaul constraint:

{0T(x,1),='(,1)} = 0. (A.24)

A.1.3. Choice of the reference field for the linearised spatial diffeomorphism constraint. In a
last step we have to find a suitable reference field for the spatial diffeomorphism constraint.
The list of requirements for this field is motivated by the application in the main part of this
work and we will construct it in several steps. In the end, the final reference field d7%(%,¢)
should

54



Class. Quantum Grav. 40 (2023) 094002 M J Fahn et al

consists of linearised elementary gravitational degrees of freedom only
fulfill {677(¥,1),6Cy(¥,1)} = L6463 (¥—¥),

commute with the remaining linearised constraints and

commute with the remaining reference fields.

For the first step it is helpful to realise from (A.13) that only the trace and one of the longit-
udinal parts of the densitised triad will be modified by this constraint in the following manner:

{010°0E(%,1),6Cy(3,1)} = (0405 — 03 A2)6° (R — 7) (A.25)

{04, 0E"(%,1),0C, (3,1)} = 2056° (- 7). (A.26)

A suitable combination for a reference field that is canonically conjugated to the linearised
spatial diffeomorphism constraint is therefore

ST(%,1) = % (5;5;’ o — ;5;'@“) (6E®:+ G2 (%.1). (A27)
Unfortunately, this combination is not invariant under the linearised Gaulf} constraint:

(075,006, (5.1} = —5 e 5;04G (¥ ). (A28)
To cure this, we can add a suitable form of

0,0E (X, 1), (A.29)

which is just a scalar density and therefore invariant under the linearised spatial diffeomorph-
ism constraint. It turns out that
~ 1 A ; b INYE

0T (X,1) := - <6Z<526‘ — 56;8” + 0%, ab) (6E i*G ) (X,1) (A.30)
is invariant under the linearised Gauf} constraint and still canonically conjugated to the lin-
earised spatial diffeomorphism constraint. A quick calculation also shows that it is invariant
under the gauge transformations generated by the linearised Hamiltonian constraint. The last
bullet point which we required, namely vanishing Poisson bracket with the other reference
fields, is not yet fulfilled. To construct an extension of (A.30) that commutes with the remain-
ing reference fields in the lowest order and maintains the additional requirements listed in the
beginning, we use the linearised dual observable map introduced in (2.48). The advantage is
that we already know that the constraints are abelian up to first order in £, so this extension will
have exactly the same behaviour as 67%(X,) in the Poisson brackets with the linearised con-
straints. As the clock in the dual observable map we choose the geometric contribution of the
linearised Hamiltonian constraint given by dC — ke because we want the final clock to depend
on the geometrical degrees of freedom only. Since we have {§T(x), (6C — ke)(y)} = L5 (x,y)
this is a suitable choice. The result of the application of the dual linearised observable map on
0T" yields a suitable reference field corresponding to the spatial diffeomorphism constraint:

1 AU .
ST (1) 1= <5gaga‘ — 0,0+ 6%, ab) (6E% %+ G2) (3,1)
Zﬂ 1 i aaab AAY (2 ab si AN (7
+ ? 55},8 0 ((5G, *G ) (x,t) -0 5}) ((SG, * G ) (X,l)
1, 3}
+550 [(5C — ke) x G22] (%,1), (A31)
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where G2 denotes the Green’s function of the squared Laplacian, that is

Pk 1 gy

G2 (R—7) = / — D = / PzGA(X-7)GA(-7). (A32)
(2m)* ||l 4

This reference field is defined on the entire phase space. On the constraint hypersurface, the

additional constraint terms drop and we are left again with §7%(X,f), which still commutes

with the constraints in the desired way. This concludes the construction of the reference fields

for the model under consideration.

A.2. Choice of basis for the calculations in Fourier space

When discussing the physical degrees of freedom and also in the context of gauge fixing and
the relation between the fully gauge invariant and gauge fixed model, it turns out to be helpful
to work in Fourier space. For these calculations we choose a certain complex basis in Fourier
space, which is the same as in [61] consisting of

. K . .

k= W m“ (k) m’(k), (A.33)

where  is the momentum and we understand the plane perpendicular to it as a complex plane

-, -,

spanned by the two unit vectors m?(k) and m*(k), where the bar denotes complex conjugation.
This basis is orthonormal in the following manner:

>

-, -, -, -,

Kok = m® (k)i (k) = m® (k)mq (k) = 1 (A.34)

-, -, -, -, -,

keme (k) = kg () = m* (k)mq (k) = m® (K)g (k) = 0. (A35)
The expansion of the metric in this basis is

G (K) = kakey + mq () i (1) + 7 () my (K) (A.36)
the soldering form reads

51 () = kak' + mg (k)7 (K) + 71, () m' (k) (A37)

and we fix the orientation of the basis vectors in the complex plane relative to each other by
imposing

€ape K mP (K)me (K) = —i. (A.38)
We additionally impose (see [120] section 5.3):
m®(—k) = m° (k). (A.39)

We expand the Fourier transform of the gravitational fields in this basis, following the notation
in [61]:

SE*(K) = 6E* (Kym® (R)ym;(K) + SE~ (Kym® (k) (K) + 6E" (R)k“my () + SE" (R)k“rmy (K)

+ SEX(R)ym® (K)k; + SE>(K)m® (K)k; + 6E> (K)kk;

-, - -, -, -, -,

+OE* (kym (lymis (k) + SE° (Jk)m* (k)my (k) (A.40)
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and
@ai(];) = (%/4+(E)ma(z)m’(g) + (sti(E)ma(ﬂ)mi(ic‘) + 5A1(H)]Ac (E) n 5A ( )kaﬁA(ﬂ)

—

+ 0A2(K)ma (K)k' 4 6A% (K)imig (K)k' + 6A3 (K)k k!

-,

+ OA* (k)mq (kym' (k) + SA® (k) (K)m' (K) . (A41)

From this expansion it is evident that SAT and SE* encode the transverse traceless degrees of
freedom with corresponding projectors

-, -, -, -, .o, -,

P (R) o= m Ry (K)o (Bymy (R) -+ i (Ryms Ry Ry () (A42)

for 6 and P,}"(k K) 1= 640" 5 0% P (k) for SA. Their position space version was given
in (2.69) and involves highly- nonlocal terms. Hence we set

0E,(k) := SE™ (K)m* (kym;(K) + 6E~ (kym* (k) (k) (A43)

A () := SA™ (kymq (k)m () + SA™ (K (K (k) . (A.44)

The Dirac observables constructed in (2.65) and (%.66) can be expressed in terms of this
basis up to linear order and read, where we drop the k dependency for better readability and
already set ¢/ =

(6E%)°T = 6E% 4 km; <§E1+|;C,H6Al> + k77 (5 ‘—ma ) mk; W5 A?

ak m(sAz‘f—kak 5E3 —mam,m5 +m mlm(s 5

+ir (0fke — 0267 ky) 60° — iBre "0 kydT + O(6, 1) (A.45)

(6AG)O" = 5 Ay + 6A mokt + SA ik + 5A mmt + SA Tami + O(5%, k) . (A.46)

—

A.3. Further details on computing the algebra of Dirac observables

In this appendix we present further details on the algebra of Dirac observables used in the main
text.

A.3.1. Original matter and geometrical variables commute with clocks. In this appendix
we will discuss that the original phase space variables in the matter sector, these are
(¢,m) as well as the transverse-traceless components of the gravitational sector, these are
(P2 (0A), P/ ,(SE”;)) will commute with all clocks 47, §7* and 6=/ chosen for the Hamilto-
nian, spatial diffeomorphism and Gaul} constraint respectively.

First we note that the clocks being geometrical ones do not contain any matter variables
and also the additional contributions form the dual observable map involved in the diffeo-
morphism clock contains the geometric degrees of freedom only. Hence, all clocks trivi-
ally commute with the matter fields (¢, ). To see that they also commute with the variables
(P2 (6A), P*7,(SE”})), it is convenient to express them in Fourier space. This can be found
in sectlon A.4 and one can see that all clocks are independent of <5Ai and (5Ei As the latter
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are the transverse-traceless degrees of freedom and these are elementary phase space vari-
ables they have vanishing Poisson brackets with all remaining degrees of freedom and thus
also commute with all clocks.

A.3.2. Computing the algebra of the Dirac observables by means of using the Dirac observ-
able of the corresponding Dirac bracket. In this appendix we will show how the algebra of
the Dirac observables is related to the Dirac observable of the Dirac bracket. Here we will
discuss the special case and order in perturbation theory that is relevant for the model under
consideration in this work and we refer the reader for the proof in the general case to [67,
101]. In the application where we need this relation we will assume that we consider linear-
ised geometrical clocks §77(x) with 6277 (x) = O that only depend on the gravitational degrees
of freedom. We then introduce 6G’(x) := 6T' — 7/(x) that mutually commute with a set of con-
straints C; (x) up to corrections of order 6% that is

M) (x,y) = {66'(2), 5, 3)} = L0160 (x.3) + O(5).
Given the definition of M/ (x,y) above its inverse is simply given by
(M) (x,y) = k676D (x,y) + 0(8%, &%)
with
[ 208 (an) = 50 ().

Note that we chose to denote the constraints with a prime here because this is the notation used
in the main text. This is exactly the setup needed to analyse the algebra of Dirac observables
for the model in this work. Since we only perturb the gravitational degrees of freedom but not
the matter ones, it is convenient to discuss these two types separately. We will start with the
geometric sector and afterwards discuss in detail how the results can be carried over to the
algebra of the matter variables. In the framework of field theory the Dirac bracket {-,-}* reads

10,00} = 1).80)} / F7 / 2 ).CL M ()G (). 8(0))

+ [ @ [ @2 g0 (e 2 f0)
= 400,600} — [ PN ).0)

+ [ @2{e).CLNHT ), (A47)

where we used the explicit form of (M~!)%(z,y) together with the fact that inside the Poisson
bracket we can replace G¥ by T™ because they differ only by a phase space independent
function. Quantities involving gravitational variables are perturbed in the model in this article.
Let us denote their linear and second-order perturbations by &f and 6%f respectively. Then we
consider the perturbation of the Dirac bracket up to linear order that is given by
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{10800 = (370050} — [ d*2{810).5€1(2) )0} (57" (2) 1))

b [ 2{55(0).06 ()l {67 (2). ()}

x {0f(x),6°g()} + {8°A(x), 58 (»)}

~ [ {8 03), 5] 2)) 65 5T (2), ()

— [ 2{a00), 5] V407 (2).5500)

— [ d2{af0a) 01} (07 (2). 5()

b [ @504 0T (2.0}

[ @2{bg(0), 07 (2)) 34 {57 2), ()

[ @2{bg(0).8CH @S {5T(2), 80(2)} + O3 ). (A48)

Now for elementary phase space variables we have 62f = 0 and 6*>g = 0 then the Dirac bracket
simplifies to

{x),8(0)}" = {f(x), 38 (»)} — & / d2{0f(x),0CL (2) }o 6T (2),68(»)} (A.49)
4 [ 2{55(0).06 ()l {57 (2). o))
— [ 2{a0a), 5] V4107 (2).5500)
+h / d*2{6g(y),0°C1(2)}83,{0T" (2), 3f(x) } + O(8%, ). (A.50)
The Dirac observable associated with Jfis up to second order given by
Osfi1y = Of — K / 2065 (2){0f,6C(2)} — K / 256G (2){df,6°C(2)}
_ iz 3 350K L/ 2071 r ! 3 .2
5 | @2 | @065 (2)0G" () {{af,8°C ()}, 0Cy (")} + 067, 17)
=04y + 0 1y +0(8°, ), (A.51)

. . . . (1) (2)
where, as in the main text, we include all terms of order § and 2 in 06f’ (7} and O S AT}

respectively. Our aim is to show the following: For linearised quantities &f,5g with 6°f =0
and §2g = 0 with a set of constraints C; and reference fields G/ that satisfy {G'(x),C;(y)} =
516G (x,y) + 0(6%, k%) we have
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{ng’{T},O(;g’{T}} = 0{5f,6g}*,{T} + 0((52, I{z), (A.52)

where the crucial property for our later application is that we have a strong equality here and
not a weak one that is present in the general case [67, 101]. For the purpose of showing the
equality in (A.53) we introduce the following notation:

{181+ (0710, 6000} — [ 20100, 001 (2)) 85 {07 (2).660))
[ @2{bg(0).0C;(2)) 3457 2), (1))

8]0 i= —n [ o0 812Nl {57 (2). 55(0)
b [ Pa{be0).0°CH (@) 6T ), ()} (A53)

where we again used that 6> = 6>g = 0 and that we can replace 6G™ by §T" inside the Poisson
brackets. Given this notation we can write Oysy 501+, (7} up to linear order as

J / PG5 () {1}

5 —ﬁz/d3z/d3z’5gL(z)

x (= o7 ("), S H {57, 8°C (")}, 6CL(2))

Oyspsey {1y = 68} |50 +{f 8} 51:0Ck(2)} + O(6%,K7)

={fg}* |5 +{fi&}

— SR OTY(2'), OFH{{08,0°Ch(2)}, 6CL(2)} ) + O(8,2). (A.54)
) 2 Q) 2 : :
Hence, we need to show that {0, 1y T Os1.11y Osg.11y T O, {T}} agrees with the right hand

side of (A.54). To confirm this we insert the Dirac observables of §f and dg up to second order
in (A.51) into the Poisson bracket and collect all terms in the individual orders. In order 6° we
obtain

o {8f(x). 5800} — [ (o). 07 (2)Hg(0),601(2))
—x / 2 (6T (2), 68(5) }{8(2),6C (2))

= {fx),e)}" (A.55)

60,

where we used the antisymmetry of the Poisson bracket as well as again used that we can
replace 6GM by 6T" inside a given Poisson bracket. For the linear order in § the result is
given by
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5 —n / 26" () (61(x), {58(2),6°Cly ()} } —r / F2{0f(x), 5T () Hog ), 82Ch(2)}

i [ #26¥ ) ({80, 5°C1(). 30} —r [ (6T (2). 580 MO0 £CK(2)
=:A; =:B;
i [z [ @ 1500,67 )56 )56, € ). 3G}
~
i [z [ 5T, 850)) 664 (310, (2 11, (A.56)
~

where we again used that we can replace 6GY by 67" inside a given Poisson bracket.
Now let us discuss the individual contributions separately. First we show that A; + A, = 0.
Using the Jacobi identity for A; we obtain

A= —r / P26 (2) ((x), {58(»), 6°Ciy (2)}} (A.57)
= [ 20"(@) (1360, C}(2). )} + {5°Ci ). {300, 350} )
~§0
=0
—k / 20" (2){68(y),{6°C}y(2), A0 }}
_ / 26" (2){{0f(x),6°Cy(2)},08(»)}}
— A, (A.58)

Comparing By + B, with {f, g}*
we realise that we have
BI+B2:{fag}*’51- (A59)

Comparing C; + C, with the last two terms in (A.54) and applying a suitable relabelling of
the integration variables it turns out that these two expressions are exactly identical. Thus,
collecting all intermediate results we have shown

O(sp50 {1y = A1 + A2 + By 4+ By + Cy + Co 4+ 0(6%, k) = {Osy (13, Osg, (13 } + O(6%, %),

51 10 (A.53) and using the antisymmetry of the Poisson bracket

which is exactly the equality in (A.52) we wanted to prove.

Now let us discuss the case of elementary variables from the matter sector. Because we use
geometrical clocks if we consider for §f and dg both matter variables, then since these will
commute with all geometrical clocks we immediately have {Jf,dg}* = {df,dg} so that we can
work with the Poisson bracket instead of Dirac bracket in (A.52) and as discussed in the main
text the observable algebra drastically simplifies. The other case is if we consider the algebra
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of observables of one geometric and one matter quantity and without loss of the generality
let us assume that Jf contains geometric and §g matter variables. Then in general the Dirac
bracket can differ from the Poisson bracket by those terms where Jf is involved in a Poisson
bracket with the geometric clocks. In this case the proof just presented carries over if we just
replace dg by g for the following reason: The Poisson bracket {g(y),dC/(z)} for g(y) a function
of elementary matter variables is of order 6° and hence also contributes in this case to the 6°-
order of the Dirac bracket. The second relevant Poisson bracket {g(y),32C/(z)} is as before
of order §' because in the order of perturbation theory we consider, the contributions to this
Poisson bracket come from terms that involve the gravitational perturbation linearly and the
matter variables in quadratic order so that the final result will still be of order §'. Therefore, we
can also apply the equality shown in (A.52) to matter variables by simply replacing jf by f and
0g by g if we restrict £, g to be elementary phase space variables from the set ¢(x), 7 (y). Further
because the Poisson brackets of the matter variables do not involve a factor é in contrast to
the gravitational variables additional factors  can arise when the Dirac bracket with matter
variables is considered. The application we need in the main text is even a more special case so
we will not discuss these terms more in detail here since they will not be needed in any further
computation. The main motivation for presenting this proof here in detail was to understand
under which assumptions regarding perturbation theory we can ensure that the Dirac bracket
agrees with the Poisson bracket and how, if this is not the case, the explicit form of the Dirac
observable of the Dirac bracket looks like in perturbation theory.

A.3.3. Poisson algebra of linearised Dirac observables. In this appendix we will compute
the Poisson algebra of the linearised Dirac observables explicitly and show that the zeroth
order contributions are given by the standard canonical Poisson brackets, a result that we use
in the main text of this work. In the notation of the main text for all observables Oy 7y =

0;71{)T} + 0;72{)T} +0(8%, k%) we will neglect the contributions coming from 0(’2{)T} +0(8%,K%).
This means that the explicit computations presented in this appendix here do only consider the
zeroth order result of the corresponding Poisson algebra. This causes no problem since we also
know this as well as the linear contribution to the Poisson algebra already form the relation
to the Dirac observable of the corresponding Dirac bracket as discussed in the main text. The
computation presented here should be rather understood as double checking our results for
the explicit form of the Dirac observables that would yield incorrect results for the algebra in
zeroth order if they were not computed correctly. For the gauge invariant geometrical degrees

of freedom, one can use the following way to obtain their algebra:

B

K

and hence for r,u € {£}:
{8A (K,1), 6E" (5,1)} = m* (rkym; (ricymy (up) i (up) {0A' (K.1),6E”;(7,1)}

- %mﬂ(ﬂ}‘)m,-(ﬂ‘é)ma(uié)mb(ul‘c’)a(l‘é +7)
= 5’“%5(1}413). (A.61)

B

KR

{64 (%.0),0E% (5,1} = L 6iato(2—5) — {04, (K,1).6E(5.0)} = 6108(K+5) (A.60)

Analogously one can show that {A"(k,7),6A"(5,1)} = {6E"(k,1),0E"(,1)} = 0. From this

and the fact that O} , (s (%,1) = Ob 5y (F,0) = POS, (50 (8,1) = PA,/(%,1) and simil-

A {oT}
arly for §E, follows that
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= d%kd% 14 ipy p ic(p m (= 7 —
{Ot(slf)\ ory (%:1),0 55b qory i)} = / TP (R) PP a(P){0AC (K, 1), 0B, (B, 1) }

5/ Pk Fei) p ictpbl (7
. PJE(R)PE (K
K (271')36 - l()v/ (=)

B d’k K(X—y) p i b7
“nl A

= gpafjba(f— y), (A.62)

where we used in the fourth line that P?/.(—k) = P?}!.(k) = P'.?;(k), as well as

2 (1) Z _
{05,4 161350, 054 157y (F,0)} =0 (A.63)

1 - 1 -
{082, (5 (.08, (5, (21} = 0. (A64)

For the matter variables we obtain, dropping terms in O(6%, k%) and higher:

{08 o7y (80,08 sy (1)} = =2 (8G° (%,))0° (¥ —3) + £2(6G° (5,1))8° (¥ — 5) = 0

(A.65)
{0057y @), 00 7y 500} = K2((8% 0G.(5,1) + 05 6G (%,1)) 926° (R - §)
+(6G(¥,1) — 6G(%,1)) AS* (¥ —¥)] (A.66)
{0857y (%1), 05, (5,00} = (3 §) — K20} [60° (5,1)5° (X - )]
— K 6GY (R, 1) 055 (X — ). (A.67)

Due to the presence of derivatives acting on the delta distributions, it is not immediately evident
that all additional terms (which are of O(x) due to the presence of a factor x~! in the reference
fields) vanish. To see this, it is convenient to consider the smeared version of the linearised
observables, then it turns out that:

[ [ 3000 5.0y G0} =0 (A68)

[ [ @ ReH0) i 7). 0oy G0} = [ Pafe@. a69)

Hence we indeed end up with the desired algebra also for the matter observables:
(1 o 3L —
{0, (5T} (¥,1),0 66T} (3,0} =0
= 1 -
{Oﬂ— {6T}( l)70;_ ){57*}( t)} :O

{Ofbl,){ar}( 0, Ofrl){m( V1)) =8 (X—7). (A.70)
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As 0((;2“17 (67} and Oggﬂh (67} commute with the clocks and do not depend on the original matter

fields, all Poisson brackets among the (0((512l { 5T},0glg) { 6T}) vanish up to O(6%, k%) and the

1 1 .
(0;7){6T}707(T,){:5T}) Vanlsh up to 0(/{2)_

A.3.4. Comparison with the Dirac observables used by Anastopoulos and Hu. The model in
[35] also considers gauge invariant quantities for the matter variables in the ADM framework
and we would like to compare their quantities to the constructed Dirac observables in this
work. There, an extension of the basic gauge variant matter variables ¢ and 7 is proposed that
is required to commute with the linearised constraints. These observables take the form

a(f’t) = (b()?_ Gt — T) %(fvt) = W(f_ Gt — T) —0aq”,
where ¢ and 7, similarly to the geometrical clocks used in our work, consist of purely geo-
metrical quantities in ADM variables. For these as well as the matter fields in [35] the follow-
ing transformation behaviour under the Hamiltonian and spatial diffeomorphism constraint
respectively is used®:

Under the Hamilton constraint :¢p — ¢ + )\% T — )\%‘)
d—q T=T+A
Under the spatial diffeomorphism constraint :¢p — ¢ + kA\0,¢0 7 — m + KO, (NT)
¢ —=q+\ T—T,

where Hy = [ d®x €(X,t). Starting with the transformations under the Hamilton constraint,
which is just €(¥,7) in the matter part, we obtain

- N o _O0Hy ,_,
(00, [ 5 AFe} = N = 2D ()
which hence indeed confirms their proposed transformation of the matter field, its momentum
transforms differently reflecting the fact that it is a scalar density of weight one:

{W(f%/dSy A(i)e(i)} = 0a(A(®)0"6(X)) = M)V (6(X)) = —A(f)%

+(0aA(X)) 9¢(3),

where we assumed that the scalar field obeys a Klein—Gordon equation and that the energy
density possesses an arbitrary potential V(¢). The transformation behaviour used in [35] under
the Hamiltonian constraint only agrees with the above expression if A is constant that in general
cannot be assumed and hence the second term coming from the Poisson bracket needs to be
included in the transformation of 7 (X) and to our understanding has been omitted in [35].
Given the correct general transformation behaviours, we want to check whether the Dirac
observables used in [35] ¢ and 7 are indeed gauge invariant. First it is worth noticing that due
to the fact that we are working in a linearised theory, to our understanding the quantity %(3?, 1)
has to be understood as a Taylor expansion in the modifications truncated after linear order. In
general this way of constructing observables looks like the canonical version of the strategy

(%)

8 Note that in [35] the transformation for 7 is given by 7 — 7 — A% where we expect the % to be a typo and
corrected this accordingly.
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followed in [100]. To show this, we will add an additional x in front of the modifications
and also include it into the constraints. In [35] this was done for the spatial diffeomorphism
constraint only, as its action on the matter fields indeed yields a correction term of order . As
shown in the discussion on the Post-Minkowski approximation scheme in 2.3, for consistency
such a factor is also required in the Hamiltonian constraint. Therefore, we obtain

P(X,1) = d(X = KG(X,1),1 = KT (X,1)) = G(X,1) — Kq" (X, 1) Dudp(X, ) ( )'(xt)

Now under the Hamilton constraint 5 transforms as:

$(E,1) = S(R.1) + K(AT)(F,1) — k(M) (Ro1) = (%, 1),

where we neglected terms of higher order in s and see that indeed &5 remains invariant under
the transformations induced by the Hamilton constraint. For 7 one obtains:

FE, 1) = 7@ 1) + k(D) (T, 1) — k() (R, 1) = 7(T, 1)

Thus, working with the correct transformation behaviour of 7 under the Hamiltonian con-
straint, also 7 remains invariant. For the spatial diffeomorphism constraint a quick calculation
shows that its action on the matter fields is indeed given by the terms stated above and in [35].
Under its action we obtain:

b= b+ KA — KN Dud =
T =T —RXNO,m — O\ #7

which demonstrates that the 7 proposed in [35] is no (linearised) Dirac observable with respect
to the spatial diffeomorphism constraint. Thus, actual linearised observables for ¢ (¥, 1), 7 (%,7)
in [35] would be given by

¢

d

~~
=l

l

1) = $(%,1) — Kq" (%,1)0a(¥, 1) — KT (¥,1)(,1)
t

) =7(X,1) — kgD (q°m) (X, 1) — kT (X)1),

where it is crucial that the partial derivative in the second term in 7 acts on both ¢“(X,¢) and
(X, ). Compared to our framework, the basic idea is similar to extend the matter fields with
geometrical variables to obtain gauge invariant observables. Hence, the quantities ¢“ and 7
play the role of geometrical clocks in our setup. In our approach we in addition require that ¢g*
and 7 mutually commute which requires to use an explicit choice of geometrical clocks that
satisfies this additional property.

A.4. Canonical transformation on the original phase space

In this appendix the aim is to find an expression of the original phase space variables in terms of
the new ones which consist of the physical degrees of freedom, the constraints and the clocks.
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For this, we first transform the clocks and constraints into momentum space using the basis
introduced above in appendix A.2 and end up with the following expressions:

1 s 1

6G = — (0E° — 0E") — ——=—(0A® 4+ 6A* + 0A%) — o7 (A1)

= 2Bkl — = Bkl - - =7 =

6C = k|[k||(FA* — 6A%) + K € (A72)
ma0G* = ! (OE' + 0E%) — 28 m' 6G; — my60° (A.73)

I 1] L |4 =

2

M,0G" = —= (0E' + 0F*) — —=—7' 6G; — i, 00° (A.74)
- Rl\kll(v ) _2(Jk]]2 -
ka0G" = ——— (36E> — 6E* — 6E°) — 36 K 6G; + —— (lac e> — ka6
= 2|kl = = = ®K[P o 26K AR -
(A75)
. ]_{' _
mi§C, = J“'}'w - (A.76)
6 C, = J“Q"'w + R P (A.77)
ksc, = ”‘5“‘” (5A* +6A%) + Kk p 4 (A.78)
m' 6G; = %(HEHaEl AT+ 6A7) (A.79)
i 0G; = %(HEH&EI — 5A? + A (A.80)
koG, = %(H/}’Haﬁ — GA® + 5A%) (A.81)
i 2i T i
— K ~ —
— i 2i 1 — sgi
;06! = W},H(SA — 7 8¢ (A.83)
— K ~ —
2 i 2i 37 epi
ki 6G = W_(,”(SA — ki8¢ (A.84)
— K ~ —
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In total, these are 14 equations that can be solved uniquely for the 14 old variables. The solution
then is

@lz—i ! [5g'+5 } (A.85)

T k||
(SAl: lK’H
— 2

a2 = |lﬁ||( ) (A.87)

= e (vice=re) N

[69’ + 8¢ } (A.86)

oA = ”{H | {5g’+5§} (A.89)
i . (1 1 /1
sat = 1B ja (5ca - pa> +— <5c- e> (A.90)
- 20k[]  \F—" = k|| \ K= =
1 /1
sa5— B ¢ ( 5C, — pa> - <5C e) (A91)
= 2K \s =" 2 2kl \F = =
2i3 _ i _ ik__,
SE' = m 6G; + e <5ca - pa) + {59",» +5§,} (A.92)
ST TR Hkll2 K~ — 2=
28 . i (1 ) i {
OE' = ——_m'6G; — ——m | —0C, — po | — =m' |6G; + 0¢; (A.93)
- sk = P R - 2= -
2 . 7 — a a i/fi i i Bi . l
0E” = —ik||k||[m, [0G" + 00| — —m; |6G' + &' | — —=—Tm, | —6C" — p* (A94)
- - R R B 17 N
2 PR A a a Ik i i Bl 1 a
O0E” = —ik||k||mg |G + 60” | + —m; |6G" +6E' | + —=—my | —0C,— p (A.95)
- - = L R I 17| O
2 1 /1
6B = — 20 pisg— L (50 e) (A.96)
= KRN T R \s = -
- - A 1 1 K~ )
6VE4 = —kf| k|| {6g+5j] + i |||k {59} —l—(Svaa] - W (H(SC— 5) + %kl {69#55,}
ig . (1
+ Kk <5Ca - pa) (A.97)
k][> \&~—" —

- N 1 1 T .
E° = k| [K| [59 +5T} + irs| ] [ [5ga +5aa} T <H5C_ e) - %k’ [5g,~ +5§1]

ig -
k 0Cy,—pal. A.98
DL <F~ r ) (A5
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All the appearing matter degrees of freedom must be substituted by their gauge invariant exten-
sions plus the corresponding correction terms, what can be read off from (2.63) and (2.64),
from which we obtain up to first order in x:

(X, 1) = ¢%(60°,07,08) + K2(6T(X,1) — 67(X,1))m (X, 1) + K2 (6T (X, 1) — 60° (X, 1)) 0e (X, 1)
(A.99)
7(%,1) =7 (60¢,67,0¢) + K2 0,[(0T(X,1) — 67(%,1))0"p(%,1)]
+ K2O[(6T° (1) — 60° (%, 0))m(X,1)] — k*(OT(X, 1) — 07 (X, 1)) m*p(F,1).  (A.100)
Note that when considering terms where any of the gravitational variables (Sj\ or (SVE appear

with a prefactor «, then we can drop all the correction terms of order ~ in (A.99) and (A.100)
as they would then lead to terms of order x2.

A.5. Canonical Hamiltonian in terms of the transformed variables

Using the transformation derived in the previous subsection, it is possible to express the canon-
ical Hamiltonian dHc,, in (2.40) in terms of the new phase space variables consisting of the
physical gauge invariant degrees of freedom, the constraints and the clocks. In a first step we
rewrite the Hamiltonian in the following way:

0Hen = / &x |:6((,25,’/T) + 6N 6Cy+ 6NSC + SA'6G;
+1(0u0) (96) SE, 6, + 5’ 6,6, — 2 OB 8, e(,7) +

- z—gzef’dejm 5007 (A5, + (B2 + 1)6T,"6T" — 26T,"5A,") |,

(A.101)
where in the first line there is the background matter Hamiltonian and the constraints, in the
second line the interaction part and in the last line the second order of the Hamilton con-
straint. The first line contains the background Hamiltonian of the scalar field, which does
not need to be transformed as there are no background constraints and hence it is already
gauge invariant, see discussion above. In order to obtain the physical Hamiltonian as described
in (2.75) in terms of the new variables, one first has to determine the observables (A.45)
and (A.46) in terms of the new variables, where we already set 5&/ = 0 as explained in the main
text:

2i3 - 1
(0BT — 5ge, — 20 jas, 4P, {5@ —k pb] - 5 [5c K e]

11| e I Sl — 1 wlkP =
— in K]} §0” (5;;/2,- g iq,) — Kl|K||BTikee® + O, K) (A.102)
i

. . ~ o PUDNIN 1 n
(6A) = 6 A+ —= (2ki6? — kP68 — Kk kD) [5@, -k pb:| — ————iep 'k’ |6C— K€
= = 2&][K] - — 1 2x]lk]] [v J

+0(8,K%). (A.103)
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The interaction part in (2.75), OH,’{T}, then assumes the following form:

Oy i1y = ,i/cﬁk b og sl +n/d3kikb60'“ [<p2—53 (<p§+m2x7— e)]

&Pk 3 ,~ 3
([@ZerzV

- I / . a /.
7||E||2 5 25] (55‘ /ﬁ\e/)Jerﬂkéle

. 1 ~ 1 .
X |:g0251b + <2m2L/— 23) 5;D +0(8%, k%), (A.104)

where € = €(¢%,7%") and pj, = py(¢%, 7). We used here a notation where no argument
means dependency on (k,#) and a prime after a quantity means dependency on (—k,¢). The
last line in (A.101) yields Oy, (7}

K r r 7 r r 7 r r
Ottty = s [ X [47047 4 [P + 1)3E 0" + 26873
re{£}

&Pk 1 1 1.~
—k [ == = =6C.—pa) | =0C"s— ’)(5“”—k”k”)
& |k||2{ (mv 5>(nvb po 4
1/1 1
+<5C—6>(5C/—e'>}

241 as i3 . (1

—/@/d3k6G,~ ﬁj Kk 6G'; + i (5c’—e')
R R AN
2 (1
_%Eabika <5clb —-p %)]
| [K] | k=~
N

— /{/dSk {m|k||5ka <5c’b —p ’b)] +0(0%,K?). (A.105)

— K~ -

As discussed in the main text in section 2.4 in (2.75) the physical Hamiltonian 6H con-
sists in zeroth order of the Hamiltonian of the scalar field on Minkowski spacetime plus the
Dirac observable associated with 6>C2° as well as the Dirac observable corresponding to the

69



Class. Quantum Grav. 40 (2023) 094002 M J Fahn et al

interaction Hamiltonian H;. In the following equations these contributions have been marked
in blue:

Hean = / Pxe(X,1)+k / d3k—2 (5A’(12’,:)5Ar(—/2’,r)+zr||/2||5Ef(/‘<',t)5A’(—ié,t)
B 20053 - - -
(B + VIR (.0 9E (~K.1))

+/<;/ dka,,%(k 1) 6E%(—k. 1)
R3
+/<;/d3kik;,/450/”[ Yo — (gchrm V- e)] +I€/d3k [in||E||6TI}bp’h]
dSk 5 N - — 1 3
[ LR pal—Fy 5 L kd} 1) (<Kot [ﬂ
.4wmv< polE) pul )| e e(-En) |+

—%m2 VED) € (<Rt — 0 (Ror) € (—F, ;))

4;

—

1/ 5~ 1 B4
3 10 b i ! / i /
+/dk6vG,«<6vA e [vaélﬁ-z(mV—e)éa}— kW 56,
i3 . (1 2 . (1
_ B <5C’— € ’) + o epiak® <5C’h - p'h>
sk \E == lk]] K~ o
+ / &PksC, [ SN L (15C/b—2p ’b) (5“”—1/2“12”)
A N 1 SN ~ 4
1 3 ,-1 3 1 (1
+/d3k5C ! ﬁz{ga’ZerzV/e’]ﬂz((SC/Ze/)
S\ KPL=T 2 e 2] AP AR

— K / Pk [i | |1?||5Ti<b5c/b] +0(8,K2) (A.106)

with

SH= | dxe0)+k / d3k—2 (5Ar(12',r)5A’(—1€,t)+2r||1€||5E’(1;t)5A’(—12,r)
R 255,63 - - N
(8% + 1) IKIPOE (K, 0) 0B (K. 1))

+K / &k 8} " (K1) £ (—k, 1)
R3 — ~

+/£/d3kikb/£(50'“ [@Z—(SZ ((pﬁ—&-mz\N/— e)} —|—/€/d3k |:iﬁ||£||5Tkhplb:|

Bk . N |: 1.~ - - 1 3

—k | —=—| = pelk,t) pal—k,t 6Cd—kckd]+e k1) € (—k,f [+}

.4wwv< PelE) pal—F) 57— R 4+ e (o) e (Kop) |43
f%mz V(k,1) € (—k,1) — @ (k,1) € (—k, t)) +0(8%,K%). (A.107)

As expected the physical Hamiltonian differs from §Hcap only by terms that involve the lin-
earised constraints at least linearly and JH agrees exactly with the expression for the physical
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Hamiltonian shown in (2.75) in the main text. As discussed in the main text in section 2.4
below (2.67) as well as (2.76) the fall-off behaviour of the physical Hamiltonian is suitable for
the choices of 47 and do€ in (2.67) where we also discuss the fall-off behaviour of the gauge
invariant variables for these choices.

Appendix B. Two possible choices for a gauge fixing

B.1. Gauge fixing following from the clocks introduced in section 2.4

In this appendix we present a possible gauge fixing that naturally arises from the choice of
the clocks introduced in section 2.4 in the context of constructing Dirac observables. The
induced gauge fixing is obtained by setting the gauge fixing conditions G shown in (2.74)
in section 2.4 equal to zero. Evaluating the constraints in momentum space, using the basis
introduced in appendix A.2, yields the following seven relations among the elementary phase
space variables at every point (k, 7):

[[[6E" = 6A" — 64> i|IKII(64° +64%) = — Bk p. (B.1)
|[Kl|0E" = 347 — 54 i][K]|0A% = Bm” (k) p (B.2)
IK||OE® = 64° — 5A* i||K||5A% = B (k) p o (B.3)
[1k]](6A% = 64%) = — ¢, (B.4)

where € and p, denote the three-dimensional Fourier transforms of the energy and momentum
density of the scalar field. The gauge fixing conditions, obtained by requiring G’ to vanish and
xﬂ

in addition choosing 7(1,X) = 1,0 = x% = constand & = 0, hence 67 = £, o = = = const,

give seven additional conditions in momentum space for every k and ¢:

SA* =0 SE* = —E' (B.5)
sA' =0 OE = —0E" (B.6)
sA' =0 30 — OB — 0E° = —— ¢ (B.7)
E =S TS TR

o o8 = o (o8 04t on”). )

Note that 67 or o were chosen to be constant in position and hence vanish in all appearing
combinations in the gauge fixing conditions. Substituting these results into (A.40) and (A.41)
yields an expression for 6 F and A in terms of the physical degrees of freedom:

£ Bi

5Eai:§E+mami+5E_maﬁi+ pury 25?+‘,72pc
- - 1K | Il >~

o ) () )
€

a_ B €4, (B.9)

a
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SA, = 0ATmm' + SA"m,m — ||_‘|| De [m ‘mok' + memk — fk (mgm' + migm'’ )}

€

+—
2|1«

(ﬁam’ — maﬁ’)
i €

Note that one can also obtain setting the constraints equal to zero in the expressions shown
in (A.102) and (A.103). The independent physical degrees of freedom are encoded in the matter
fields (¢, ) as well as the symmetric transverse-traceless parts of the connection and densitised
triads that we denote as

k. (B.10)

—

. . ] ~ 1. .. | PSP
= 6A mgm' + A" T — @ Pe {k’ 6 — —k°5! — kauk’]
= ||l - 2 2

-, .

A (K, 1) := 6A™ (K, 1) mq (K) m' (k) + 6A™ (k, 1) m (R)m' (k) = P'}" (k)SA, (K. 1) (B.11)

56 (R, 1) = SE* (B, m (B my(R) + 5B~ (K.0) " (B) my(F) = P/,(ROEY(Kr)  (B.12)

~—

with the projectors P%7,(k) and Puijh(E) onto the symmetric transverse-traceless parts that

were defined in (A.42). As expected, with the components of 5.4,/ 55“,-(1_5, t) we end up with
the six physical components given by

SET,0E™,6AT 0A” ¢, . (B.13)

Without the matter fields, one gets the well-known four phase space field degrees of freedom
of gravitational waves in vacuum, corresponding to two field degrees of freedom in the Lag-
rangian framework, and the real scalar matter field leads to two additional phase space field
degrees of freedom. Reinserting (B.9) and (B.10) into the Hamiltonian (2.40) yields the total
Hamiltonian of the linearised theory on the reduced phase space, (2.76). For this, we defined
the transverse-traceless projectors

[PE()), = g (£R) P () (B.14)
such that [PE(k)]20) 0B = 6EE, [PE(K)]46?0A, = 6A% and Pejy(k)= 3 [P/(K)]¢

' re{£}
[P~ (k)L

B.2. A further gauge fixing often used for ADM variables introduced in [74]

At this point, we would like to make a short comparison to the clocks introduced in [69] based
on seminal work in [74, 102]. Likewise to [69] we denotes this set of clocks as ADM clocks.
These clocks, similarly to the ones we use in this work, also do not contain the symmetric
transverse-traceless gravitational degrees of freedom AT and E®*. Hence, these four phase
space degrees of freedom are again identified as the physical degrees of freedom in the gravit-
ational sector, as in our case. However, the gauge fixing induced by setting the corresponding
gauge fixing conditions 6G’ = §T' — 7! used in [69] to zero is different from the one used by
in section 2.4 in this work here, hence this set of clocks is not equivalent to the one discussed
in section 2.4. This can be easily seen by considering the clock “T" associated with the Gau3
constraint from [69] in momentum space. Requiring that the components m;(k)S T?(k) and

1 (k)C T'(K) vanish yields 0E' = 6E' = 0
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In contrast the gauge fixing obtained by setting the constraints as well as gauge fixing condi-
tions 6G used in section 2.4 equal to zero, we can read off from the transformation introduced

in appendix A.4 that JE' =

m’ Pa and 5E

IIkII’ Hkllzm p o This gauge fixing condition

would be equivalent to the Lorenz- llke condition for the GauB3constraint chosen in this work
in section 2.4 in 2.49 only for the vacuum case, as can be seen in [61].° Setting the gauge fixing
conditions G4y, induced by the ADM clocks used in [69] equal to zero imposes the following
set of conditions for the phase space variables:

SE" = 6E' = 0E* = 6E> = 26A° + 0A* + 6A° = 6E° — 0E* = 6E> — 6E* —0E° =0, (B.15)

which implies on the constraint hypersurface that
€

E%; = 0E% + —=— (6 +kk;) (B.16)
= = 2P

. i€
SA) = 6A, — IIBI Py (k’ 60 4 k0™ — icba; icaicil%b) + 2|\v1€||]%b€b”i' (B.17)

In this particular gauge, the physical Hamiltonian becomes

§H = d3xe()?,t)+n/ d3k— > <6A (k,1) AT (—k, 1) + 2| [K| [ SE" (k, 1) 6A" (=K, 1)
R re{x} - -

+ (B + IR (.0 9E (~K.1))
b [ k8, pllEn 5 (e
]R’S

3 k. k 7c7 g —

- - - - 1 1.
—m? V(k,t) € (—k,t) — p2(k,1) € (—k,1) [252 + Zk“kb} ) +0(8%,K?).
(B.18)

As can be readily seen, it differs from the Hamiltonian in the gauge used in this work in (A.107)
only in the term encoding self-interaction of the scalar field. The reason is that by choosing the
clocks, different choices for physical temporal and spatial coordinates were established and
these are determined by the choice of different sets of clocks that on the gauge fixed surface
are equal to 7 and do“ respectively. As discussed in section 2.4 by an abuse of notation we
understand the X and ¢ arguments of the fields to be the associated values of the diffeomorphism
and Hamiltonian clock, §7 and o respectively. By inspection of the clocks, it turns out that
the ADM clocks used in this section, corresponding to the parameters x4 ,;, and t4pys are related
to the parameters used in this works, ¢ and x“, by

9 Here only the vacuum case of linearised gravity is considered and the gauge fixing employed is not equivalent to the

one used in this work and discussed in appendix B.1. In [61] one condition is that §E; is traceless, that is 5E“,~6:, =0,
3€

K]

which is not satisfied for the gauge fixing discussed in appendix B.1 where we have 6E“;5], =
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1
tADM = Et (B.19)

1
Xy = X + 5 (e G242, (B.20)

where we neglected factors of x and 3, as the notation regarding these factors in [69] partly
differs from the one used in this work.

We realise that in the case of vacuum gravity the choices for physical temporal and spatial
coordinates agree but differ for non-vanishing momentum and energy density of the scalar
field

Compared to the work in [35], where for the ADM constraints the same gauge fixing as in
this section was used, their gauge fixed Hamiltonian appears with different prefactors in the
self-interaction part compared to the one in (B.18). A reason might be, that we were not able
to reproduce the expression for V in their equation (6) in [35] which consists of the second
order terms of the expansion of /qu, ()R, where ¢, denotes the spatial ADM metric and ®)R
the three-dimensional Ricci scalar. However, in contrast the result for this expansion given by
the same authors in [38] could be reproduced by our computations.

Appendix C. Local invertibility of (]1 — X (t, to)) in the TCL master equation

An essential ingredient in the TCL master equation was the assumption that the superoperator
(1 —%(#,1)) was invertible in a suitable neighbourhood of 7y and we used that the inverse can
be written in terms of a (perturbative) geometric series akin to

(1-S(0) " = (S(1,0))". (C.1)
n=0

In order to represent the inverse in this way we need to ensure that the series actually con-
verges which we will prove in this part of the appendix. The first thing to notice is the fact
that X(fp,%) = 0, which directly follows from the very definition (4.14). Secondly, all con-
stituents of (¢, o) are continuous in ¢, which renders X(#, 1) itself continuous. Consequently,
there exists an interval [ty, 7] with t > fy such that (1 — X(#,49)) is invertible on the entire inter-
val. We shall denote with Xg(t,19) € B(B(H)) the restriction to precisely that neighbourhood,
while the latter indicates that it is a bounded superoperator on the base Hilbert space. Hence,
we can immediately define a norm of 3g (¢, ) which is essentially inherited from the Hilbert

space:

IZr(%0)|BB2)) = sup [|Zr(t,t0)AllB), Al := sup [A¥ [l =1, [V =1
AEB(H) ven

By virtue of the definition of the restriction and the fact that (1 — X(z,75)) ! is invertible for
all times in [#o, ] we have || Xg(2,%0)|| := A < 1, where we omit the explicit B(5(H))-label since
it follows from context. The time interval for which (1 — X(#,19)) is invertible depends on the
coupling strength of the interaction, which is immediately evident from the definition (4.14),
which linearly depends on « in the lowest orders of the expansion of the involved propagators.
Heuristically speaking this means that the time interval [y, ] is longer the smaller the coupling
constant is. In order to prove this, we need to establish the fact that the inversion can be indeed
written in the form of a geometric series. Firstly, the series is absolutely convergent:

1 (Srle0)) "l < SN (Zrlt)] < SISt ) = SN < oo
n=0 n=0 n=0 n=0
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Since B(B(#) is a Banach space by construction and hence complete with respect to the
induced norm, the series },, (Sg(7, to))" converges to an operator in B(B(H)). In full analogy
to the geometric series from standard calculus, let us introduce the following expression:

RN) == (Sr(t,10))" (1 — Sr(t,10)) (C.2)

With the help of this auxiliary quantity, we then establish a telescoping series:
M M -1
(ZR(I,I())) = (ZR(I,Z‘())) (]I—ZR(I,Z‘())) (]l —ZR(Z‘,I())) :%(M) —%(M+1)

Consequently, the finite sum can be written in terms of two contributions, that is

(Zr(t:10))" = R(0) —R(N+ 1),
n=0

where now it is possible to take the limit of N — co and complete the proof:

N oo
Jim_ 0 (Sr(t,10)) 2% Sr(t,0)) :%(O)—A}LH;O%(N—H):SR(O)
n= n=

= (]l — ER(I,I())) 1,

where we used the definition of 93(N) in (C.2) in the last step and moreover made use of the
previous estimate:

. . N —1
< _
Jim RN+ DI < Jim [[(Sr(50)) 7 (1= Sr(t0)) |
_ T N+1 _ -1y _
= lim X1 = Sg(r,0)) (1 =0,

since A < 1 and [|(1 — x(t,19)) - || is finite on the interval [fy, 7] as we have shown already
above.

Appendix D. Evaluation of the correlation functions

In this appendix we will derive the correlation functions and their spectral representation,
working with a regularisation established by formulating the theory in a box of finite volume
introduced in equation (4.48). Given that the two number operators ;= (b;" )b, and n; :=
(by )Tb mutually commute, as they live on different Hilbert spaces, the density matrix of the
environment can be written in terms of the following tensor product:

pe = pe+ D pe—, (D.1)
where
1 BY (D.2)
F=——exp{ — n oy, .
pe Ze, p . kM
Fex

with r € {4+, -}, Zg, :=tre, {ps,} and tre, denoting the partial trace over the r-part of the
environmental Hilbert space He = Heyr Q@ He_.
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At this point we introduce an alternative notation for the summation over the discrete k-
vectors. Instead of summing over all elements of the set K that contains the discrete, permitted
k-vectors, we want to sum over an index running over the natural numbers. Such a bijection
exists, because each possible K consists of three components K,k k; € ’TTZ with L denoting
the length of the box. Thus, we can identify an element keK uniquely by providing three
numbers. A bijection between Z> and N can be constructed therefore we can sum over j € N
instead of k € K.

We use this notation and rewrite the number operator in terms of the occupation number
basis of the corresponding part of the Hilbert space:

o0 oo
n = Z Znl’\ni,ng,,n,ﬂﬂn{,n&,7nl’,|, (D.3)
ni=0 =1

- r_ r_
1 =0m=0  n;

o0

where the individual n] € Ny on the right hand side are the eigenvalues of the occupation num-

ber operator and |n},n5,...,nf,...) the corresponding eigenstates. Due to the orthonormality

of different Fock states |n},n}, . ..) we obtain

exXp —ﬁZan; :ZZ...Heiﬁ"'mﬂnf,n;,...><n1,n{,...|. (D4)

JjEN n?:OnS:O ieN

Due to the regularisation established by considering the system to be in a finite box, we can
express the partial trace in terms of Fock states and find:

trgr{.}:ZZ...<n{,n£,...\.|n§,n§,...>. (D.5)

0 —
n{=0n5=0

We can use this expression to evaluate the partition sum of the Gibbs state:

A AR I I ED D) I | CRCLED BD DI | (TR

JEN nj=0n,=0 JEN nf=0n,=0 JEN
> n > n - n; 1
— Z [efzml} . Z [efﬁﬁz] 2. = H Z [eflmi] (N - H ——a-
ny=0 n,=0 ieN \n/=0 ieN

(D.6)

In the last step we assumed that k= 0, which corresponds to €2; = 0, is not contained in the
set K, which is the usual infrared divergence present in quantum field theory. Then e =A% < 1
always holds and the expression is a geometric series.

In actual applications it is important that the partition sum is finite. This is indeed the case,
a proof can be found for instance in [120]. The final partition sum for part r of the environment
in (D.6) is independent of this label r, so we get the same result for r = + and » = — respect-
ively. From (D.1) one can then see that the partition sum of the total environmental Gibbs state
is thus just given by the square of (D.6):

2

1
JEN

76



Class. Quantum Grav. 40 (2023) 094002 M J Fahn et al

Now with this result the thermal Wightman functions can be computed explicitly:
G™ P j(E—F,1—5) =< 6 (¥,1)0"(3,5) >=1re {68%@ t)55"_f(y7s)ps}
Lkd’p S P a [ p—i b
S Bt = SN
2(27)3 /Uy, e TE}
tre { [b;ie*mk”r”&—k (bik)Teith+iE}’j| [b;efiﬂps+iﬁv+ (blip)feinppriﬁy] pg} 7
(D.8)

where [P~7(k)]¢ := [P~ (k)]46?. Using the explicit expressions given above for the Gibbs state
and the trace in the occupation number basis, we obtain the following results:

tre {bibhpe} =0 (D.9)
tre {bp(b",) ' pe } = ™0 (k + p)tre {bp(b})  pe } = 6™ (k+ p)tre {[nf + 1]pe}  (D.10)
tre {(0") T blpe } = 6™8(k+ p)tre {(b}) bjpe } = 6™6(k+ p)tre {nfpe} (D.11)

tre {07 )T (8" ,)Tpe} =0. (D.12)
Reinserting this back into the Wightman functions in (D.8) they simplify to
i a9 = [ sk S PR R
R A TP KON i J
re{£}
X [(trg {nkpe}+ l)e_igk(t_s)+ilz()?_y') + tre {nkps} e_igk(s_t)+ilz(y_f)] .
(D.13)

Now the remaining trace can be computed with respect to the occupation number basis and
yields the expected Bose-Einstein distribution:

K
1 oo oo —B Y
N(Q,) = r — r ror = ~r ~r ~r ~r | r r
() :=tre {ni pe} =z ni,...,ng|nge ..o ik )AL, aglny,. .. 0k)
r

r_ v

nj ny=0
1 K
1

=0 iik=0

oo o _ Q)
_ 1 r rlor ’6,;"1 oy r
—Z ny,...,ng (nie ny,...,ng
Er

n =0 ny=0
r r
ny,...,ng

__ 1 0Ze 1 O _L o _ b
= T8z 00, ~ —poo "% = Thaq; [ Zl“(l ¢ )]

e Pk 1

-——m =g (D.14)

K
=B >0
e =

1 1 o ad oo . )
__Bzgraglk’g)z_o<n],,nk

This result is independent of the polarisation, hence we can evaluate the sum over polarisations
separately and obtain the transverse-traceless projector

Y PTRPT(=R = PR (D.15)
re{£}
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Hence we can express the Wightman function in the following manner:

G>b (X =Y, t—s5) = P% jG>(x F,t—s) (D.16)
with
G”(F-y.i—s)= / R T (N(©) 1) IRy ) iG]
2(2W)§Qk
d'k 0 0 iR (1—s) iR (F—F
= [ —S 5 (V) + DR — ) + N5 +Q I (1=5) k(%)
St V(O + AR 90 + NS + )
- L’i[zv(k")u][5(k°—szk)+5(k°+9k)]e—fk°<f—8>+”?<f—?>, (D.17)
2021)3i

where we used that N(—€) = —[N(€) + 1]. Defining

p” (K, |IK)) = [+ N(K)]p(k, |IK]]) ~and p(ko,llzll):\/jék [0(K* — ) = 6(K" + )]

we can write down the Wightman function in its spectral decomposition:

d*k - . o
G (¥-Ft—s)= / -7 (KO, k] )e~ K (=9 +EE) (D.18)
(2m)2
For G<(X—¥,t—s), defined as
G<b. (X =Y, t—s5) = P% jG<(x F,t—s) (D.19)
a similar derivation yields
<(v = Ak o T ik ) LT
G-(X—y,t—s)= -p= (K7, ||k|])e Y (D.20)
(2m)>

with

P (K, K| = NGK)p (K, K]])

From the equalities G<(¥—¥,t —s) = G~ (¥ — ¥,s — 1) and P*;%; = P*{;, one can directly
read off G<(X¥ — ¥,7— s) and construct the thermal Green’s function

G (¥ =F,1—s) = P",G™ (R =§,1 = 5)0(1 — 5) + P ;G= (¥ = ,1 — 5)0(t — 5)

b d’k — i (1—s) +ik(Z—7)
=Pl 0(—s) [ e ) (s )
(ZW)EQ/(
3 -
y / dk} o= iU =) HiEG—5)
2(271')59](
+ Pk, ﬂN(Q Yeos[(Q(t—s) — k(X — )]
ij (271_)%91( k k
3
=Gyl i (F =Tt —s)+ P [ ———N(Q
o=0" 1( y ) J (2m) i (%)
x cos|(u(r — 5) — k(X — )] (D.21)

with the Heaviside function 6(7). The first part is the usual Green’s function one obtains for a
temperature parameter O that vanishes and a second thermal contribution present in the finite
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temperature case. In case of vanishing temperature parameter © =0 , we obtain N({;) =0
and find the Green’s function of the zero temperature case that takes the following form:

) oab e =
GE—)io ibj(x*yaffs)

b
:Paij

3 - 3 -
9([— S)/ d k3 e—iQk(z—s)—&-ik()’c‘—}’*‘) + 9(5‘ _ l‘)/ d ]i e—iQk(s—t)—&-ik(jv‘—)?)
2(27T)7Qk 2(27(')5Qk

_pab d'k —i o= (1—5)HiE(E—5)

N ”/R4 (2m)3 k> —ie
1

'k —i 0 —
__pac pbe sdlgfm —ik’ (t—s)+ik(Xx—y
= PSP m0 5 [(;Ce(sder 5cf§de — 5cd5ef] 3 /]R4 W e ige (t—s)+ik(¥=3) (D.22)

Thus, the results is just given by the transverse-traceless projection of the spatial part of the
graviton propagator in harmonic gauge, see for instance [121] for the explicit form of the
graviton propagator. Note that we chose the integration contour in the second step such that
we obtain the Feynman propagator. After a four dimensional Fourier transformation of the
entire thermal Green’s function and again choosing the Feynman prescription we obtain:

(Flab () _ pab (5 —i
G 1,,(19)—5,,,(1)){1)% i6+27rN(Qp)5(p“Pu)}a (D.23)

which indeed has the expected form, see for instance [122].
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