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• superposition of quantum geometry and topology

• quantum states and dynamics of pre-geometric dof: 
purely combinatorial and algebraic (e.g. spin networks)

• interpretation (at best) as discrete geometry 
(algebraic data ~ discrete geometry)

Quantization of Systems with Constraints
Two dynamical models for full LQG

Outlook and Work in Progress

Hamiltonian formulation of GR
Relational Formalism: Observables & Evolution

Basis of Hkin

Spin network functions [Ashtekar, Isham, Lewandowski, Rovelli, Smolin ’90]
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the problem:  
extracting gravitational (cosmological) dynamics from non-spatiotemporal QG 

• no manifold, no space/time directions, no fields in fundamental theory

• how to approximate with continuum geometric structures? how to connect to GR and EFT?

shared issue of most QG formalisms
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a formalism for "non-spatiotemporal atoms of spacetime": universe as quantum many-body system

Tensorial Group Field Theory formalism, models with rich enough quantum geometry

atoms of space:  

quantized tetrahedra 
(decorated with algebraic data)

Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)
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Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
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I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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I )⇤(gIg
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I
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) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
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⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg
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I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg
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I
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) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
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⇥
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⇥
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�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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•  simplest

Thursday, March 7, 2013

Gielen, DO, Sindoni, ’13; Calcagni, De Cesare, 
Gielen, DO, Pithis, Sakellariadou, Sindoni, 
Wilson-Ewing,  …

described by single collective wave function 
(depending on homogeneous anisotropic geometric data)

� (D) D ' {geometries of tetrahedron} '
' {continuum spatial geometries at a point} '
' minisuperspace of homogeneous geometries

Gielen, ‘14

GFT (condensate) cosmology

Effective dynamics (from inserting state in fundamental quantum eqns: GFT eqns of motion

i.e. mean field (Gross-Pitaevskii) hydrodynamics
Z

[dg0i] K̃(gi, g
0
i)�(g0i) + �

�Ṽ
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Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

•  simplest
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Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
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�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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⇥
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�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find
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to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
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leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

•  simplest

Thursday, March 7, 2013

Gielen, DO, Sindoni, ’13; Calcagni, De Cesare, 
Gielen, DO, Pithis, Sakellariadou, Sindoni, 
Wilson-Ewing,  …

described by single collective wave function 
(depending on homogeneous anisotropic geometric data)

� (D) D ' {geometries of tetrahedron} '
' {continuum spatial geometries at a point} '
' minisuperspace of homogeneous geometries

Gielen, ‘14

GFT (condensate) cosmology

superposition of infinitely many spin networks dofs, 
“gas”of tetrahedra, all associated with same state 

g

g

g

g

1

2

3

4Hilbert space for tetrahedron
<latexit sha1_base64="LZP9Bxvyi+ZcP6mfXXBNJQR56JE="></latexit>

Hv = L2

✓
SU(2)⇥4

SU(2)
; dµHaar

◆
+ "geometricity" conditions to be 
implemented at dynamical level

(equivalent representation in terms of dual graph)

<latexit sha1_base64="f9yr/pblG2W8/gFhl+a2MP2txSA="></latexit>

 (g1, ..., g4) =  (g1h, ..., g4h) other constructions based on full Lorentz group

Barbieri ’97; Baez, Barrett, ’99; Rovelli, Speziale, ’06; Livine, Speziale, '07; Bianchi, Dona, Speziale, ’10; Baratin, DO, '11; ……

• complete basis (Peter-Weyl decomposition): spin network vertex

<latexit sha1_base64="giuTfK27mZTCd4a8o0m88uyPV0M="></latexit>

 (g1, ..., g4) =  (g1h, ..., g4h) =
X

{ji,mi;I}

 j1...j4;I
m1...m4

Dj1
m1n1

(g1)...D
j4
m4n4

(g4)C
j1...j4I
n1...n4

irreps of SU(2)

intertwiner

• full Hilbert space (arbitrary number of (connected or disconnected) tetrahedra):

TGFT Fock space

3

triangulations (quantum gravity as a sum over random lattices) [8] and the main idea of quantum
Regge calculus[6] (quantum gravity as a sum over geometric data assigned to a give lattice).

In the following we will highlight structures and concepts shared with other ways of doing loop
quantum gravity, as well as points of departure and new concepts brought in by the GFT refor-
mulation. We will also discuss how GFTs cast the problem of defining a background independent
theory of quantum gravity based on LQG ideas in a more or less standard QFT language. This
allows the use of several powerful tools, to realise concretely the suggestive notion of ‘atoms of
quantum space’and to treat spacetime, indeed, like a condensed matter (or many-atom) quantum
system, suggesting new lines of developments.

GFT KINEMATICS: HILBERT SPACE AND OBSERVABLES

Fock space of quantum states - The Hilbert space of states for single-field GFTs is a
Fock space built out of a fundamental ‘single-atom’ Hilbert space Hv = L

2(G⇥d): F(Hv) =
L

1

V=0 sym

n⇣
H(1)

v ⌦H(2)
v ⌦ · · ·⌦H(V )

v

⌘o
, where sym indicates symmetrisation with respect to

the permutation group SV [16]. This encodes a bosonic statistics for field operators (other possibil-
ities can be considered [17, 18], but they have not been used in the spin foam and LQG context):

h
'̂(~g) , '̂†(~g0)

i
= IG(~g,~g0)

⇥
'̂(~g) , '̂(~g0)

⇤
=

h
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†(~g) , '̂†(~g0)

i
= 0 (3)

where IG(~g,~g0) ⌘
Qd

i=1 �(gi(g
0

i)
�1), and we used the notation ~g = (g1, .., gd).

In quantum gravity models the group G is chosen to be the local gauge group of gravity in the
appropriate space-time dimension and signature, i.e. G = SU(2), SL(2,R) in 3 dimensions and
G = Spin(4), SL(2,C) in dimension 4 (or their rotation subgroup SU(2), in order to connect with
LQG).

Each Hilbert space Hv provides the space of states of a single ”quantum” of the GFT field, a
quantum gravity ‘atom’. It can be understood as a fundamental spin network vertex, represented
by a node with d outgoing links (ending up in 1-valent nodes), labelled by group elements, or as
a 3-cell (polyhedron) with d boundary faces. This just a pictorial representation. Whether the
states represent quantum gravity spin network vertices or geometric polyhedra depends on the
type of data they carry and the dynamics they satisfy. For G = SU(2), and with the closure
condition '(gI) = '(hgI) 8h 2 G imposed on the fields, however, the polyhedral interpretation
is justified and the same is true for G = SL(2,C) and G = Spin(4) with simplicity constraints and
closure conditions correctly imposed. In particular, for d = 4, the GFT quanta represent quantum
tetrahedra, about which a lot is known in the spin foam literature [19]. In this last case, the basic
Hilbert space is Hv =

L
Ji2N/2 Inv

�
HJ1 ⌦ ...⌦HJ4

�
, where each HJi is the Hilbert space of an

irreducible unitary representation of SU(2) labeled by the half-integer Ji.

Quantum observables - Kinematical observables are functionals of the field operators O
�
'̂, '̂

†
�
.

Of special importance are polynomial observables, whose evaluation in the vacuum state defines
to GFT n-point functions[20]. Any convolution of a finite number of GFT field operators with
appropriate kernels would define one such observable, as in any quantum field theory. The pecu-
liarity of GFTs, with respect to ordinary QFTs, is the possibility for these kernels to have a richer
combinatorial structure, involving a non-local pairing of field arguments, i.e. relating only a subset
of the d arguments of a given GFT field with a subset of the arguments of a di↵erent one. Of
particular interest for LQG are ‘spin network observables’:
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Tensorial Group Field Theory formalism, models with rich enough quantum geometry

dynamics of quantum atomic geometry
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extension to TGFT models including "matter" dofs - example: scalar matter
TGFT models for QG coupled to scalar fields

basic guideline for model-building (choosing GFT action): 

GFT Feynman amplitudes = simplicial path integrals for gravity coupled to scalar fields

Y. Li, DO, M. Zhang, '17
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geometric coupling potential

various discretization & quantum ambiguities; important to capture continuum & classical limit

• continuum scalar field is 0-form - naturally discretized on vertices of triangulation or dual 
complex

• potential of scalar field is also localized at vertices of dual complex

• choose dual complex: discrete scalar field = real variable at each dual vertex (center of each 4-simplex)

• propagator (thus kinetic term) depends on difference between values at neighbouring 4-simplices - 
located on dual links

• coupling with discrete gravity requires: 

• dependence of scalar field action on discrete geometric data


• inclusion of dynamical amplitudes for geometric data, weighted by discrete Plebanski action

with consequent extension of field operators, quantum states and operators on Fock space
• domain of GFT field extended to include values of scalar fields

note: new dofs are "matter" as much as others are "geometry", i.e. only at "discrete" level

proper description in terms of scalar fields coupled to geometry should emerge in continuum approximation

X



Cosmology as QG hydrodynamics

spacetime physics expected to emerge after coarse graining, from collective dynamics of QG atoms

in particular, cosmology expected to correspond to "most coarse-grained" dynamics

in other words: effective dynamics of 
special (global) observables of full theory

QG hydrodynamics

Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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⇥
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
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⇥
I) + ⇥
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
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⇥
I) + ⇥
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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I )⇤(gIg
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) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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I )⇤(gIg
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I
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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Cosmology as QG hydrodynamics

spacetime physics expected to emerge after coarse graining, from collective dynamics of QG atoms

in particular, cosmology expected to correspond to "most coarse-grained" dynamics

in other words: effective dynamics of 
special (global) observables of full theory

QG hydrodynamics

Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg
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) = 0 . (23)

•  simplest
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
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) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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Cosmology as QG hydrodynamics

spacetime physics expected to emerge after coarse graining, from collective dynamics of QG atoms

in particular, cosmology expected to correspond to "most coarse-grained" dynamics

in other words: effective dynamics of 
special (global) observables of full theory

QG hydrodynamics

Simple GFT condensates as homogeneous continuum geometries (not encoding any topological information)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
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⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg
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I
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Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇤cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⌦ := exp (⌅̂) |0⌦ , |⇤⌦ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⌦ . (19)

|⌅⌦ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⌦
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⌦ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⌦
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⌦ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

Quantum GFT condensates

two simple choices of quantum GFT condensate states 

(homogeneous continuum quantum spacetimes)

single-particle condensate
(Gross-Pitaevskii approximation)

two-particle dipole condensate
(Bogoliubov approximation)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)
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= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)

3

to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
invariant vector fields. Fixing a G-invariant inner prod-
uct in the Lie algebra g this basis is unique up to the
action of O(3). We now demand that the embedded tetra-
hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,

vi(m) = ei(xm), (14)

where {ei} are the vector fields on M obtained by push-
forward of a basis of left-invariant vector fields on G.

The definition (13) of the physical metric now reads

gij(m) = g(xm)(ei(xm), ej(xm)) , (15)

so that gij(m) are the metric components in the frame
{ei}. In this frame a homogeneous metric will be one
with constant coe⇥cients. We can then say that a dis-
crete geometry of N tetrahedra, specified by the data
gij(m), is compatible with spatial homogeneity if

gij(m) = gij(k) ⌅k,m = 1, . . . , N. (16)

This criterion only uses intrinsic geometric data and does
not depend on any embedding information apart from
the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.

Statements about the metric at a finite number of
points are in general physically meaningless. Our inter-
pretation is to view the information given by knowing the
metric at N points as a sampling of an underlying contin-
uous geometry; if the points are distributed in a region of
size L (measured with respect to a background metric),
we can sample wavenumbers up to N1/3/L. In this sense
our criterion for homogeneity is, at any N , an approxi-
mation to the definition for continuous geometries.

We can say more if we think of N as variable: Consider
a compact region of M whose geometry is approximated
better and better by letting N increase, leading to di�er-
ent sets of discrete data for each N . If (16) holds for all
of these sets of data, i.e. for any N , the spatial geometry
is homogeneous to arbitrary accuracy.

In the quantum theory, we can identify a quantum
state which is a superposition of states of N tetrahedra
all satisfying (16), for all N , as representing a continuum
homogenous geometry with metric (15). In many-body
quantum mechanics, second-quantized coherent states
have this property: We interpret second-quantized co-
herent states in GFT, corresponding to a macroscopic
occupation of a single-tetrahedron configuration, as de-
scribing continuum homogeneous geometries.

Cosmological dynamics. — The GFT dynamics de-
termines the evolution of such states. In addition to
the gauge invariance (1), we require that the state is in-
variant under right multiplication of all group elements,
gI ⇤� gI h, corresponding to invariance under (8) so that
the state only depends on gauge-invariant data.
Assuming that the simplicity constraints have been im-

plemented by (6), ⇧ is a field on SU(2)4 and we require
this additional symmetry under the action of SU(2). It
can be imposed on a one-particle state created by

⌅̂ :=

⌅
d4g ⌅(gI)⇧̂

†(gI) (17)

if we require ⌅(gIk) = ⌅(gI) for all k ⇥ SU(2); with-
out loss of generality ⌅(k⇥gI) = ⌅(gI) for all k⇥ ⇥ SU(2)
because of (1).
A second possibility is to use a two-particle operator

which automatically has the required gauge invariance:

⇤̂ :=
1

2

⌅
d4g d4h ⇤(gIh

�1
I )⇧̂†(gI)⇧̂

†(hI), (18)

where due to (1) and [⇧̂†(gI), ⇧̂†(hI)] = 0 the function ⇤
can be taken to satisfy ⇤(gI) = ⇤(kgIk⇥) for all k, k⇥ in
SU(2) and ⇤(gI) = ⇤(g�1

I ). ⇤ is a function on the gauge-
invariant configuration space of a single tetrahedron.
We then consider two types of candidate states for

macroscopic, homogeneous configurations of tetrahedra:

|⌅⇧ := exp (⌅̂) |0⇧ , |⇤⇧ := exp
⇥
⇤̂
⇤
|0⇧ . (19)

|⌅⇧ corresponds to the simplest case of single-particle con-
densation with gauge invariance imposed by hand; |⇤⇧
automatically has the right gauge invariance.
Let us consider generic GFT models in four dimen-

sions, whose actions consist of a kinetic term and an in-
teraction quintic (but otherwise general) in the field ⇧:

S[⇧] =
1

2

⌅
d4g d4g⇥ ⇧(gI)K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⇧(g

⇥
I) + ⇥V5[⇧] (20)

leading to the quantum equation of motion
⌅

d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g
⇥
I)⇧̂(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V̂5

�⇧̂(gI)
= 0 . (21)

Since |⌅⇧ is an eigenstate of ⇧̂(gI), when (21) acts on |⌅⇧
it becomes a non-linear equation for ⌅:

⌅
d4g⇥ K̂(gI , g

⇥
I)⌅(g

⇥
I) + ⇥

�V5

�⇧(gI)

���
⇥=�

= 0 . (22)

We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find

⌅
d4g⇥⇥ K̂(g⇥I , g

⇥⇥
I )⇤(gIg

⇥⇥
I
�1

) = 0 . (23)
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to a transformation of gij under the adjoint action of
GL(3), which transforms physically distinct metrics into
each other. Any notion of homogeneity also depends on
the embedding.

We address both of those issues by recalling that the
group G carries a natural basis of vector fields, the left-
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hedra are aligned with the left-invariant vector fields,
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the choice of G. It is a very natural notion of spatial
homogeneity in the discrete context.

A discrete geometry compatible with spatial homo-
geneity is in addition compatible with spatial isotropy
if G = R3, SU(2) or Hom(2) and gij = a2 �ij for some a.
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We are then in a scenario similar to the one of [3].
On the state |⇤⇧ all odd correlation functions vanish.

The two terms in (21) can then give independent con-
straints on the function ⇤: Multiplying (21) with a field
operator and taking an expectation value, we find
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general mean field eqns for quantum geometry coupled to 5 scalar fields in peaked states

general form of dynamics - work with parametrized ambiguities

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.
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2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

Emergent cosmological dynamics from QG hydrodynamics



general mean field eqns for quantum geometry coupled to 5 scalar fields in peaked states

general form of dynamics - work with parametrized ambiguities

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

Emergent cosmological dynamics from QG hydrodynamics

• restriction to "good clock+rods" simple condensate states - peakedness properties on clock/rod values
2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

<latexit sha1_base64="5F8/cfPPuB0lPqpLyXZ/5nvWrW0=">AAACAXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1IvgZbEIHqQkUtRj0YvHCvYDmlA2m0m7dLMJuxuhtPXiX/HiQRGv/gtv/hu3bQ7a+mDg8d4MM/OClDOlHefbWlpeWV1bL2wUN7e2d3btvf2GSjJJoU4TnshWQBRwJqCumebQSiWQOODQDPo3E7/5AFKxRNzrQQp+TLqCRYwSbaSOfehBqhhPxBkeeSFwTUbY4xy7HbvklJ0p8CJxc1JCOWod+8sLE5rFIDTlRKm266TaHxKpGeUwLnqZgpTQPulC21BBYlD+cPrBGJ8YJcRRIk0Jjafq74khiZUaxIHpjInuqXlvIv7ntTMdXflDJtJMg6CzRVHGsU7wJA4cMglU84EhhEpmbsW0RySh2oRWNCG48y8vksZ52b0oV+4qpep1HkcBHaFjdIpcdImq6BbVUB1R9Iie0St6s56sF+vd+pi1Lln5zAH6A+vzB4LRlkk=</latexit>

✏, |�| ⌧ 1

EPRL-like model. In particular, as already mentioned in Section 2.1, it is U that

carries information about the specific Lorentzian embedding of the theory.

• The second simplifying assumption that is often made in cosmological applications

is that one is interested in a “mescocopic regime” where interactions are in fact

essentially negligible. Clearly, this can only be a transient regime, and one expects

that, eventually, interactions do become important (see e.g. [62, 67, 83], for some

works which study the phenomenological implications of the inclusion of interactions).

Dynamical equations. Under both these assumptions, and performing a Fourier trans-

form with respect to the variables � and �0, one can see that the averaged quantum equa-

tions of motion reduce to
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where ⇡� is the variable canonically conjugate to � with respect to the Fourier transform.

Expanding K and �̃ in power series around �0 = 0, � = 0 [18], and assuming that (i) |�|
and ✏ are small, but (ii) the quantities
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are large in absolute value and (iii) reducing to isotropic configurations, one finds, at the

lowest order in the small parameters |�| and ✏ (see Appendix B for a detailed derivation):
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and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra
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fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.
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EPRL-like model. In particular, as already mentioned in Section 2.1, it is U that

carries information about the specific Lorentzian embedding of the theory.

• The second simplifying assumption that is often made in cosmological applications

is that one is interested in a “mescocopic regime” where interactions are in fact

essentially negligible. Clearly, this can only be a transient regime, and one expects

that, eventually, interactions do become important (see e.g. [62, 67, 83], for some

works which study the phenomenological implications of the inclusion of interactions).

Dynamical equations. Under both these assumptions, and performing a Fourier trans-

form with respect to the variables � and �0, one can see that the averaged quantum equa-

tions of motion reduce to
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lowest order in the small parameters |�| and ✏ (see Appendix B for a detailed derivation):
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• reduction to isotropic condensate configurations (depending on single variable j):

9
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†
~x(�)

#
|0i , (23)

and
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Isotropy. Besides homogeneity, cosmological geome-
tries are assumed to be (approximately) isotropic. In [10],
isotropy has been imposed as an additional restriction on
the condensate wave function, drastically simplifying the
e↵ective continuum dynamics. Notice that imposing a
particular symmetry on the condensate wave function is
in general very di↵erent from the symmetry reduction of
the microscopic deegrees of freedom, basically because
the condensate wave function is a macroscopic variable
(in the simple case of coherent condensate states this
point is somewhat obscured by the fact that the colllec-
tive wavefunction is also, at the same time, the individual
wavefunction of each tetrahedron in the system). In [10],
isotropy of the wave function has been imposed by re-
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1X
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�j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
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jjjj,◆+
n1n2n3n4

⇥

p
d4(j)

4Y
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Dj
mini

(gi) , (25)

where d(j) = 2j + 1, j are spin labels, Dj
mn are Wigner

representation matrices, ◆+ is the largest eigenvalue of
the volume operator compatible with j.
For the condensate wavefunction, we then have

�~x(�) ⌘ �{j,~m}(�) = �j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
m1m2m3m4

. (26)
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2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:
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where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
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Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�
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U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.
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Emergent cosmological dynamics from QG hydrodynamics

• restriction to "good clock+rods" simple condensate states - peakedness properties on clock/rod values
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the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the
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in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

2.2 (so that the expectation value of the volume operator reduces to (2.21)), but we will

also consider a condensate state whose peaking properties are isotropic as well:

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ(gI ,�
µ,�) = ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)�̃(gI ,�µ,�) , (3.3)

where |�� x|2 =
Pd

i=1
(�i � xi)2. For the moment we will also assume that the parameter

� is a complex quantity, C 3 � = �r + i�i, but with a positive real part, necessary for

the peaking properties of the states, �r > 0. As we will see below, allowing a complex

width for the rods peaking function allows the perturbation equations to be dependent on

a derivative kernel with emergent Lorentz signature.

GFT action. Having made these premises, we now specify the form of SGFT. As ex-

plained in Section 2.1, SGFT depends on the precise spinfoam (or simplicial gravity) model

coupled with d + 1 massless scalar fields one wants to reproduce. While the EPRL-like

and extended BC models di↵er on their domain (respectively SU(2) and SL(2,C) ⇥ H3)

and on the precise way the simplicity constraint is imposed, thus resulting in (in princi-

ple) di↵erent kinetic and interaction kernels, they are both defined by an action including

a quadratic kinetic term and a non-local interaction term U + U⇤ (the star representing

complex conjugation) of simplicial9 type characterized by 5 powers of the field operator,

SGFT = K + U + U⇤.

The resulting form of the action is however quite complicated to handle for most practi-

cal applications. For this reasons, one often makes some additional simplifying assumptions

on SGFT [18, 53]:

• First of all, one imposes that the field symmetries of the classical action are preserved

at the quantum level, meaning that they are also symmetries of the GFT action SGFT.

In the case considered here, the symmetries to be respected are those highlighted in

the section above: invariance under Lorentz transformations/Euclidean rotations,

shifts, and reflections. This greatly simplifies the form of the interaction and kinetic

terms, which read, in the EPRL-like case10 [18, 53]

K =

Z
dgI dhI

Z
dd� dd�0 d� d�0 '̄(gI ,�)K(gI , hI ; (�� �0)2�, (�� �0)2)'(hI , (�

0)µ,�0) ,

U =

Z
dd� d�

Z  5Y

a=1

dgaI

!
U(g1I , . . . , g5I )

5Y

`=1

'(g`I ,�
µ,�) ,

where (���0)2� ⌘ sgn(�)M (�)
µ⌫ (���0)µ(���0)⌫ and whereK and U are the respectively

the aforementioned kinetic and interaction kernels encoding information about the

9These kind of interactions are said simplicial because they represent the gluing of 5 di↵erent tetrahedra

in order to form a 4-simplex, the basic building block of a 4-dimensional discretized manifold.
10Similar expressions hold for the extended BC model, provided that one extends the domain of the GFT

fields and kinetic interaction kernels as gI ! (GI ;X). Moreover, since the normal X is non-dynamical,

the interaction kernel does not depend on it. As a consequence, only the integrated field (2.4) becomes

important at the level of interactions. The kinetic kernel instead depends on the normal in a localized way,

imposing X = X 0, with X and X 0 being the arguments of '̄ and ' respectively. We refer to [68] for more

details on the action of the extended BC model.

– 16 –

<latexit sha1_base64="5F8/cfPPuB0lPqpLyXZ/5nvWrW0=">AAACAXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1IvgZbEIHqQkUtRj0YvHCvYDmlA2m0m7dLMJuxuhtPXiX/HiQRGv/gtv/hu3bQ7a+mDg8d4MM/OClDOlHefbWlpeWV1bL2wUN7e2d3btvf2GSjJJoU4TnshWQBRwJqCumebQSiWQOODQDPo3E7/5AFKxRNzrQQp+TLqCRYwSbaSOfehBqhhPxBkeeSFwTUbY4xy7HbvklJ0p8CJxc1JCOWod+8sLE5rFIDTlRKm266TaHxKpGeUwLnqZgpTQPulC21BBYlD+cPrBGJ8YJcRRIk0Jjafq74khiZUaxIHpjInuqXlvIv7ntTMdXflDJtJMg6CzRVHGsU7wJA4cMglU84EhhEpmbsW0RySh2oRWNCG48y8vksZ52b0oV+4qpep1HkcBHaFjdIpcdImq6BbVUB1R9Iie0St6s56sF+vd+pi1Lln5zAH6A+vzB4LRlkk=</latexit>

✏, |�| ⌧ 1

EPRL-like model. In particular, as already mentioned in Section 2.1, it is U that

carries information about the specific Lorentzian embedding of the theory.

• The second simplifying assumption that is often made in cosmological applications

is that one is interested in a “mescocopic regime” where interactions are in fact

essentially negligible. Clearly, this can only be a transient regime, and one expects

that, eventually, interactions do become important (see e.g. [62, 67, 83], for some

works which study the phenomenological implications of the inclusion of interactions).

Dynamical equations. Under both these assumptions, and performing a Fourier trans-

form with respect to the variables � and �0, one can see that the averaged quantum equa-

tions of motion reduce to
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where ⇡� is the variable canonically conjugate to � with respect to the Fourier transform.

Expanding K and �̃ in power series around �0 = 0, � = 0 [18], and assuming that (i) |�|
and ✏ are small, but (ii) the quantities
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0/2 , z ⌘ �⇡2

x/2 (3.5)

are large in absolute value and (iii) reducing to isotropic configurations, one finds, at the

lowest order in the small parameters |�| and ✏ (see Appendix B for a detailed derivation):
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where j is the isotropic spin label introduced in equation (2.20), where we have dropped
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Rewriting explicitly equation (3.6) in terms of these quantities, we thus find
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• reduction to isotropic condensate configurations (depending on single variable j):

9

similarly for volume or scalar field momentum operators.
This is therefore a definition of relational quantities,

thus indirectly of an internal time variable, that applies
at the level of the fundamental presentation of the the-
ory. It is not preceded by any sort of coarse-graining
procedure or continuum approximation.

This definition allows to derive a number of interest-
ing results, producing a promising e↵ective cosmological
dynamics from the fundamental quantum gravity formal-
ism. We will review some of these results in the next
subsection. At the same time, it is problematic, as we
are also going to discuss in the following. The main dif-
ficulty is that these operators have a distributional na-
ture, leading to divergences in the computation of several
physically relevant quantities. These divergences, we ar-
gue, indicate a fundamental problem with such definition,
rather than simply the need for some regularization, and
therefore call for the more refined procedure we develop
in this work. A number of other, somewhat minor issues
with the above definition arise, motivating further the
search for an alternative route toward the extraction of
a relational dynamics from the theory. For example, the
operator corresponding to the scalar field momentum “at
given time �” it is not self-adjoint, and it has to be made
so by adding to it its hermitian conjugate operator.

B. Homogeneous and isotropic geometries

In order to obtain a quantum cosmological dynamics
from a GFT, the first necessary step is to identify a class
of states in the quantum theory which can be consistently
interpreted as continuum cosmological spaces. Two cri-
teria are fundamental for the construction of such states:

1. First, since they are supposed to represent con-
tinuum geometries, they should be composed by
a very large (possibly infinite) number of GFT
quanta.

2. Second, they should encode some notion of homo-
geneity (required in the coarse-grained cosmologi-
cal setting), in some probabilistic sense.

The second condition is the chosen quantum state is col-
lectively described by a single function over the space of
geometries associated to a single tetrahedron, since the
latter is isomorphic (modulo an additional symmetry re-
quirement that has to be imposed on the collective func-
tion) to the minisuperpsace of homogeneous geometries
[40]. In turn, one way to achieve this simplified collec-
tive description is if one endows each fundamental spin-
network vertex/tetrahedron with the same information.
This matches the intuitive idea of a condensate state,
and it is often labeled ‘wavefunction homogeneity’ in the
literature. However, many di↵erent states can be con-
structed with this same prescription, basically because
GFT quanta, even if they are in the same configuration,
can still be “glued” one to another in di↵erent ways.

Coherent states. In [10], the simplest choice satisfy-
ing the two criteria above has been studied: states which
completely neglect all the connectivity information (ob-
viously, this could be at best an approximation to more
realistic quantum states corresponding to continuum ho-
mogeneous quantum geometries). These are coherent
states of the GFT field operator,

|�i = N� exp

Z
d�

Z
dgI �(gI ,�)'̂

†(gI ,�)

�
|0i , (20)

and where

N� ⌘ e�k�k2/2, (21a)

k�k2 =

Z
dgI d�|�(gI ,�)|

2
⌘ h� | N̂ | �i . (21b)

By definition, such coherent states satisfy the important
property

'̂(gI ,�) |�i = �(gI ,�) |�i , (22)

i.e., they are eigenstates of the annihilation operator.
Equations (20) and (22) can also be rewritten in the spin
representation:

|�i = e�k�k2/2 exp

"Z
d�

X

~x

�~x(�)ĉ
†
~x(�)

#
|0i , (23)

and

ĉ~x(�) |�i = �~x(�) |�i . (24)

Isotropy. Besides homogeneity, cosmological geome-
tries are assumed to be (approximately) isotropic. In [10],
isotropy has been imposed as an additional restriction on
the condensate wave function, drastically simplifying the
e↵ective continuum dynamics. Notice that imposing a
particular symmetry on the condensate wave function is
in general very di↵erent from the symmetry reduction of
the microscopic deegrees of freedom, basically because
the condensate wave function is a macroscopic variable
(in the simple case of coherent condensate states this
point is somewhat obscured by the fact that the colllec-
tive wavefunction is also, at the same time, the individual
wavefunction of each tetrahedron in the system). In [10],
isotropy of the wave function has been imposed by re-
quiring the associated tetrahedra to be equilateral. The
condensate wave function can then be written as

�(gI ,�) =
1X

j=0

�j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
m1m2m3m4

I
jjjj,◆+
n1n2n3n4

⇥

p
d4(j)

4Y

i=1

Dj
mini

(gi) , (25)

where d(j) = 2j + 1, j are spin labels, Dj
mn are Wigner

representation matrices, ◆+ is the largest eigenvalue of
the volume operator compatible with j.
For the condensate wavefunction, we then have

�~x(�) ⌘ �{j,~m}(�) = �j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
m1m2m3m4

. (26)

• subdominant GFT interactions: U << K
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EPRL-like model. In particular, as already mentioned in Section 2.1, it is U that

carries information about the specific Lorentzian embedding of the theory.

• The second simplifying assumption that is often made in cosmological applications

is that one is interested in a “mescocopic regime” where interactions are in fact

essentially negligible. Clearly, this can only be a transient regime, and one expects

that, eventually, interactions do become important (see e.g. [62, 67, 83], for some

works which study the phenomenological implications of the inclusion of interactions).

Dynamical equations. Under both these assumptions, and performing a Fourier trans-

form with respect to the variables � and �0, one can see that the averaged quantum equa-

tions of motion reduce to
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where ⇡� is the variable canonically conjugate to � with respect to the Fourier transform.

Expanding K and �̃ in power series around �0 = 0, � = 0 [18], and assuming that (i) |�|
and ✏ are small, but (ii) the quantities
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x/2 (3.5)

are large in absolute value and (iii) reducing to isotropic configurations, one finds, at the

lowest order in the small parameters |�| and ✏ (see Appendix B for a detailed derivation):
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• reduction to isotropic condensate configurations (depending on single variable j):

9

similarly for volume or scalar field momentum operators.
This is therefore a definition of relational quantities,

thus indirectly of an internal time variable, that applies
at the level of the fundamental presentation of the the-
ory. It is not preceded by any sort of coarse-graining
procedure or continuum approximation.

This definition allows to derive a number of interest-
ing results, producing a promising e↵ective cosmological
dynamics from the fundamental quantum gravity formal-
ism. We will review some of these results in the next
subsection. At the same time, it is problematic, as we
are also going to discuss in the following. The main dif-
ficulty is that these operators have a distributional na-
ture, leading to divergences in the computation of several
physically relevant quantities. These divergences, we ar-
gue, indicate a fundamental problem with such definition,
rather than simply the need for some regularization, and
therefore call for the more refined procedure we develop
in this work. A number of other, somewhat minor issues
with the above definition arise, motivating further the
search for an alternative route toward the extraction of
a relational dynamics from the theory. For example, the
operator corresponding to the scalar field momentum “at
given time �” it is not self-adjoint, and it has to be made
so by adding to it its hermitian conjugate operator.

B. Homogeneous and isotropic geometries

In order to obtain a quantum cosmological dynamics
from a GFT, the first necessary step is to identify a class
of states in the quantum theory which can be consistently
interpreted as continuum cosmological spaces. Two cri-
teria are fundamental for the construction of such states:

1. First, since they are supposed to represent con-
tinuum geometries, they should be composed by
a very large (possibly infinite) number of GFT
quanta.

2. Second, they should encode some notion of homo-
geneity (required in the coarse-grained cosmologi-
cal setting), in some probabilistic sense.

The second condition is the chosen quantum state is col-
lectively described by a single function over the space of
geometries associated to a single tetrahedron, since the
latter is isomorphic (modulo an additional symmetry re-
quirement that has to be imposed on the collective func-
tion) to the minisuperpsace of homogeneous geometries
[40]. In turn, one way to achieve this simplified collec-
tive description is if one endows each fundamental spin-
network vertex/tetrahedron with the same information.
This matches the intuitive idea of a condensate state,
and it is often labeled ‘wavefunction homogeneity’ in the
literature. However, many di↵erent states can be con-
structed with this same prescription, basically because
GFT quanta, even if they are in the same configuration,
can still be “glued” one to another in di↵erent ways.

Coherent states. In [10], the simplest choice satisfy-
ing the two criteria above has been studied: states which
completely neglect all the connectivity information (ob-
viously, this could be at best an approximation to more
realistic quantum states corresponding to continuum ho-
mogeneous quantum geometries). These are coherent
states of the GFT field operator,

|�i = N� exp

Z
d�

Z
dgI �(gI ,�)'̂

†(gI ,�)

�
|0i , (20)

and where

N� ⌘ e�k�k2/2, (21a)

k�k2 =

Z
dgI d�|�(gI ,�)|

2
⌘ h� | N̂ | �i . (21b)

By definition, such coherent states satisfy the important
property

'̂(gI ,�) |�i = �(gI ,�) |�i , (22)

i.e., they are eigenstates of the annihilation operator.
Equations (20) and (22) can also be rewritten in the spin
representation:

|�i = e�k�k2/2 exp

"Z
d�

X

~x

�~x(�)ĉ
†
~x(�)

#
|0i , (23)

and

ĉ~x(�) |�i = �~x(�) |�i . (24)

Isotropy. Besides homogeneity, cosmological geome-
tries are assumed to be (approximately) isotropic. In [10],
isotropy has been imposed as an additional restriction on
the condensate wave function, drastically simplifying the
e↵ective continuum dynamics. Notice that imposing a
particular symmetry on the condensate wave function is
in general very di↵erent from the symmetry reduction of
the microscopic deegrees of freedom, basically because
the condensate wave function is a macroscopic variable
(in the simple case of coherent condensate states this
point is somewhat obscured by the fact that the colllec-
tive wavefunction is also, at the same time, the individual
wavefunction of each tetrahedron in the system). In [10],
isotropy of the wave function has been imposed by re-
quiring the associated tetrahedra to be equilateral. The
condensate wave function can then be written as

�(gI ,�) =
1X

j=0

�j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
m1m2m3m4

I
jjjj,◆+
n1n2n3n4

⇥

p
d4(j)

4Y

i=1

Dj
mini

(gi) , (25)

where d(j) = 2j + 1, j are spin labels, Dj
mn are Wigner

representation matrices, ◆+ is the largest eigenvalue of
the volume operator compatible with j.
For the condensate wavefunction, we then have

�~x(�) ⌘ �{j,~m}(�) = �j(�)I
jjjj,◆+
m1m2m3m4

. (26)

• subdominant GFT interactions: U << K



This is our fundamental equation determining the form of the reduced condensate wave-

function �̃. As in [18, 53], however, it is useful to decompose equation (3.7) in its real and

imaginary parts, by defining �̃j ⌘ ⇢j exp[i✓j ], so that, using
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we see that, for the real and imaginary parts we have, respectively,
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results, in these cases are the same as in [18], so that the equations for background phase

11Recall that (�)�2

j / Im↵. We will see below that in order to guarantee the emergence of a local

Lorentz symmetry in the perturbation equations, | Im↵| must be much smaller than one, thus providing an

additional justification to the requirement of small (�)�2
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where we have suppressed the explicit dependence of functions for simplicity.
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perturbations eqns:

where, similarly to what we did in the background case, and in light of the above discussion,

we neglected the term (�)�2

j . It is then easy to see that the decoupling regime corresponds

to the limit in which equation (3.15b) is satisfied, and when the background density ⇢̄ is

very large. Indeed, using the background equation (3.13a), equation (3.14a) can be written

as

L[�⇢j ] ' 2�✓0jQj/⇢̄j ,

with L an appropriate linear di↵erential operator. So, �⇢ ⇠ �✓/⇢̄, and for large enough ⇢̄j ,

the right-hand-side is negligible. Similarly, using that ✓̄00j = �2Qj ⇢̄
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j (⇢̄0j/⇢̄j) ⇠ �2Qjµj ⇢̄
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j ,

we deduce that the first term at the second line of equation (3.16) is of order �⇢j/⇢̄2j , while

the first term at the first line of equation (3.16) is of order ⇢̄j�✓j , so for large enough ⇢̄j ,

only the latter is important. As a result, equations (3.14) become
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which are clearly decoupled. Let us emphasize again that this this fairly simple decoupling

regime is characterized by two assumptions:

1. We have assumed that the parameters �i and �r satisfy |�i| � �r and that are such

that equations (3.15) are satisfied. This resulted in the form for the second order

derivative operators appearing in both the equations above to be ⇤ operators, i.e.,

to show some form of local Lorentz symmetry.

2. We have considered a large ⇢̄j regime, which, together with the assumption that

| Im↵2| is negligible, led to the decoupling of the equations for the modulus and

phase perturbations.

Item 1 above is particularly interesting, because it implies that the resulting Lorentzian

properties of the second order di↵erential operator in the perturbed equations are in fact

only a result of the features of the peaking functions, i.e. of the (approximate) vacuum state

we work with, and not of the fundamental symmetries imposed on the GFT action SGFT.

Indeed, the parameter �, determining whether the matter variables enter the fundamental

GFT action in a Lorentz (� = 1) or Euclidean (� = �1) invariant fashion, only enters in
(�)⌘j , and therefore does not a↵ect at all the di↵erential structure of the equations. Since,

as we will see below, the structure of the perturbation equations will naturally reflect

on the structure of equations determining the relational evolution of perturbed physical

quantities, this result is particularly intriguing, because it would suggest that only a certain

class of states is able to produce relational equations with local Lorentz signature. We will

comment further on this in Section 5.

4 E↵ective relational dynamics of physical quantities

In this section, we will use the evolution equations for the condensate wavefunction in order

to obtain relational evolution equations for the expectation values of physical quantities,
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and modulus can equivalently be written in terms of the integration constants Qj and Ej
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where µ2

j (⇡�) ⌘ (�)⌘2j (⇡�) � �2/4 (we have dropped the superscript (�) for notation sim-

plicity) and with the last approximate equality being valid for large densities ⇢̄j � 1.

First order. The first order equations, instead, are
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The two equations are form a complicated set of coupled second order di↵erential equations

for the variables �⇢j and �✓j .

Before discussing their decoupling limit let us remark that, from the very same struc-

ture of equation (3.14a), one can see that the di↵erential operator acting on ⇢, let us call

it ⇤↵ ⌘ (@2

0
+ Re↵2r2), has a signature dictated by the sign of Re↵2. Furthermore, we

notice that for Re↵2 = �1, ⇤↵ = ⇤, with ⇤ being the d’Alambert operator. The condition

Re↵2 = �1, means
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and can only be achieved of course if �2i � �2r . The above equality ⇡2
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0
seem in

fact a very natural choice for the parameters of the peaking functions12. If equation (3.15a)

is satisfied, then one also has
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which in turn is consistent with the requirement of having negligible (�)�.

Let us now look for the decoupling regime of equations (3.14). This can be more easily

identified by first rewriting equation (3.14b) as
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12However, as we will discuss in more detail below, there could be compelling physical arguments for a

di↵erent choice.
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where, similarly to what we did in the background case, and in light of the above discussion,
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j . It is then easy to see that the decoupling regime corresponds

to the limit in which equation (3.15b) is satisfied, and when the background density ⇢̄ is

very large. Indeed, using the background equation (3.13a), equation (3.14a) can be written
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which are clearly decoupled. Let us emphasize again that this this fairly simple decoupling

regime is characterized by two assumptions:

1. We have assumed that the parameters �i and �r satisfy |�i| � �r and that are such

that equations (3.15) are satisfied. This resulted in the form for the second order

derivative operators appearing in both the equations above to be ⇤ operators, i.e.,

to show some form of local Lorentz symmetry.

2. We have considered a large ⇢̄j regime, which, together with the assumption that

| Im↵2| is negligible, led to the decoupling of the equations for the modulus and

phase perturbations.

Item 1 above is particularly interesting, because it implies that the resulting Lorentzian

properties of the second order di↵erential operator in the perturbed equations are in fact

only a result of the features of the peaking functions, i.e. of the (approximate) vacuum state

we work with, and not of the fundamental symmetries imposed on the GFT action SGFT.

Indeed, the parameter �, determining whether the matter variables enter the fundamental

GFT action in a Lorentz (� = 1) or Euclidean (� = �1) invariant fashion, only enters in
(�)⌘j , and therefore does not a↵ect at all the di↵erential structure of the equations. Since,

as we will see below, the structure of the perturbation equations will naturally reflect

on the structure of equations determining the relational evolution of perturbed physical

quantities, this result is particularly intriguing, because it would suggest that only a certain

class of states is able to produce relational equations with local Lorentz signature. We will

comment further on this in Section 5.
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In this section, we will use the evolution equations for the condensate wavefunction in order

to obtain relational evolution equations for the expectation values of physical quantities,

– 20 –



This is our fundamental equation determining the form of the reduced condensate wave-

function �̃. As in [18, 53], however, it is useful to decompose equation (3.7) in its real and

imaginary parts, by defining �̃j ⌘ ⇢j exp[i✓j ], so that, using

�̃00

j =
⇥
⇢00j � (✓0j)

2⇢j + i✓00j ⇢j + 2i⇢0j✓
0

j

⇤
ei✓j ,

r2�̃j =
⇥
r2⇢j � (r✓j)

2⇢j + ir2✓j⇢j + 2ir⇢j ·r✓j
⇤
ei✓j ,

we see that, for the real and imaginary parts we have, respectively,

0 = ⇢00j +Re↵2r2⇢j �
h�
✓0j
�
2
+ (�)⌘2j � �✓0j � Re↵2 (r✓j)

2 � Im↵2r2✓j
i
⇢j

� 2r⇢j ·r✓j , (3.9a)

0 = ✓00j ⇢j + 2✓0j⇢
0

j � �⇢0j +Re↵2
⇥
2r⇢j ·r✓j +r2✓j⇢j

⇤
� (�)�2

j ⇢j

+ Im↵2

h
r2⇢j � (r✓j)

2 ⇢j
i
, (3.9b)

where we have suppressed the explicit dependence of functions for simplicity.
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where we have specified the dependence of the condensate modulus and phase on x0 and

⇡� explicitly. Let us rewrite the second equation by multiplying by ⇢̄j 6= 0: we obtain

✓̄00j (x
0,⇡�)⇢̄

2(x0,⇡�)j + (✓̄0j(x
0,⇡�)� �/2)(⇢̄2j )

0(x0,⇡�)� (�)�2

j ⇢̄(x
0,⇡�)j = 0 ,

or, equivalently,
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0,⇡�)� �/2)
(⇢̄2j )

0(x0,⇡�)

⇢̄2j (x
0,⇡�)

� (�)�2

j = 0 .

Now, assume that, in the regime of interest, (�)�2

j in the above equation is negligible11. The

results, in these cases are the same as in [18], so that the equations for background phase

11Recall that (�)�2

j / Im↵. We will see below that in order to guarantee the emergence of a local

Lorentz symmetry in the perturbation equations, | Im↵| must be much smaller than one, thus providing an

additional justification to the requirement of small (�)�2

j .
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perturbations eqns:

where, similarly to what we did in the background case, and in light of the above discussion,

we neglected the term (�)�2

j . It is then easy to see that the decoupling regime corresponds

to the limit in which equation (3.15b) is satisfied, and when the background density ⇢̄ is

very large. Indeed, using the background equation (3.13a), equation (3.14a) can be written

as

L[�⇢j ] ' 2�✓0jQj/⇢̄j ,

with L an appropriate linear di↵erential operator. So, �⇢ ⇠ �✓/⇢̄, and for large enough ⇢̄j ,

the right-hand-side is negligible. Similarly, using that ✓̄00j = �2Qj ⇢̄
�2

j (⇢̄0j/⇢̄j) ⇠ �2Qjµj ⇢̄
�2

j ,

we deduce that the first term at the second line of equation (3.16) is of order �⇢j/⇢̄2j , while

the first term at the first line of equation (3.16) is of order ⇢̄j�✓j , so for large enough ⇢̄j ,

only the latter is important. As a result, equations (3.14) become

0 ' �⇢00j (x,⇡�)�r2�⇢j(x,⇡�)� (�)⌘2j (⇡�)�⇢j(x,⇡�) (3.17a)

, 0 ' �✓00j (x,⇡�) + 2�✓0j(x,⇡�)
⇢̄0j(x

0,⇡�)

⇢̄j(x0,⇡�)
�r2�✓j(x,⇡�) , (3.17b)

which are clearly decoupled. Let us emphasize again that this this fairly simple decoupling

regime is characterized by two assumptions:

1. We have assumed that the parameters �i and �r satisfy |�i| � �r and that are such

that equations (3.15) are satisfied. This resulted in the form for the second order

derivative operators appearing in both the equations above to be ⇤ operators, i.e.,

to show some form of local Lorentz symmetry.

2. We have considered a large ⇢̄j regime, which, together with the assumption that

| Im↵2| is negligible, led to the decoupling of the equations for the modulus and

phase perturbations.

Item 1 above is particularly interesting, because it implies that the resulting Lorentzian

properties of the second order di↵erential operator in the perturbed equations are in fact

only a result of the features of the peaking functions, i.e. of the (approximate) vacuum state

we work with, and not of the fundamental symmetries imposed on the GFT action SGFT.

Indeed, the parameter �, determining whether the matter variables enter the fundamental

GFT action in a Lorentz (� = 1) or Euclidean (� = �1) invariant fashion, only enters in
(�)⌘j , and therefore does not a↵ect at all the di↵erential structure of the equations. Since,

as we will see below, the structure of the perturbation equations will naturally reflect

on the structure of equations determining the relational evolution of perturbed physical

quantities, this result is particularly intriguing, because it would suggest that only a certain

class of states is able to produce relational equations with local Lorentz signature. We will

comment further on this in Section 5.

4 E↵ective relational dynamics of physical quantities

In this section, we will use the evolution equations for the condensate wavefunction in order

to obtain relational evolution equations for the expectation values of physical quantities,
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highly coupled; decouple for large condensate density (large universe volume) and

and modulus can equivalently be written in terms of the integration constants Qj and Ej
as
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0,⇡�) ' µ2

j (⇡�)⇢̄
2

j (x
0,⇡�) , (3.13b)

where µ2

j (⇡�) ⌘ (�)⌘2j (⇡�) � �2/4 (we have dropped the superscript (�) for notation sim-

plicity) and with the last approximate equality being valid for large densities ⇢̄j � 1.

First order. The first order equations, instead, are

0 = �⇢00j (x,⇡�) + Re↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�)� (�)⌘2j (⇡�)�⇢j(x,⇡�)
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⇥
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�
2✓̄0j(x

0,⇡�)� �
�
� Im↵2r2�✓j(x,⇡�)
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0,⇡�) , (3.14a)

0 = �✓00j (x,⇡�)⇢̄j(x
0,⇡�) + ✓̄00j (x
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0

j(x
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0
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0,⇡�)

� (�)�2

j �⇢j(x,⇡�) + Im↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�) . (3.14b)

The two equations are form a complicated set of coupled second order di↵erential equations

for the variables �⇢j and �✓j .

Before discussing their decoupling limit let us remark that, from the very same struc-

ture of equation (3.14a), one can see that the di↵erential operator acting on ⇢, let us call

it ⇤↵ ⌘ (@2

0
+ Re↵2r2), has a signature dictated by the sign of Re↵2. Furthermore, we

notice that for Re↵2 = �1, ⇤↵ = ⇤, with ⇤ being the d’Alambert operator. The condition

Re↵2 = �1, means

Re↵2 =
⇡2
x

6✏z2
0

�
�2r � �2i

�
' � ⇡2

x�
2

i

3✏2⇡2

0

= �1 , (3.15a)

and can only be achieved of course if �2i � �2r . The above equality ⇡2
x�

2

i = 3✏2⇡2

0
seem in

fact a very natural choice for the parameters of the peaking functions12. If equation (3.15a)

is satisfied, then one also has

| Im↵2| = 2

3

⇡2
x�r|�i|
✏2⇡2

0

' 2
�r
|�i|

⌧ 1 , (3.15b)

which in turn is consistent with the requirement of having negligible (�)�.

Let us now look for the decoupling regime of equations (3.14). This can be more easily

identified by first rewriting equation (3.14b) as

0 = ⇢̄j(x
0,⇡�)

"
�✓00j (x,⇡�) + 2�✓0j(x,⇡�)

⇢̄0j(x
0,⇡�)

⇢̄j(x0,⇡�)
+ Re↵2r2�✓j(x,⇡�)

#

+ �⇢j(x,⇡�)


✓̄00j (x

0,⇡�) + [2✓̄0j(x
0,⇡�)� �]

�⇢0j(x,⇡�)

�⇢j(x,⇡�)

�
+ Im↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�) , (3.16)

12However, as we will discuss in more detail below, there could be compelling physical arguments for a

di↵erent choice.
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which in turn is consistent with the requirement of having negligible (�)�.

Let us now look for the decoupling regime of equations (3.14). This can be more easily

identified by first rewriting equation (3.14b) as
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where, similarly to what we did in the background case, and in light of the above discussion,

we neglected the term (�)�2

j . It is then easy to see that the decoupling regime corresponds

to the limit in which equation (3.15b) is satisfied, and when the background density ⇢̄ is

very large. Indeed, using the background equation (3.13a), equation (3.14a) can be written

as

L[�⇢j ] ' 2�✓0jQj/⇢̄j ,

with L an appropriate linear di↵erential operator. So, �⇢ ⇠ �✓/⇢̄, and for large enough ⇢̄j ,

the right-hand-side is negligible. Similarly, using that ✓̄00j = �2Qj ⇢̄
�2

j (⇢̄0j/⇢̄j) ⇠ �2Qjµj ⇢̄
�2

j ,

we deduce that the first term at the second line of equation (3.16) is of order �⇢j/⇢̄2j , while

the first term at the first line of equation (3.16) is of order ⇢̄j�✓j , so for large enough ⇢̄j ,

only the latter is important. As a result, equations (3.14) become
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which are clearly decoupled. Let us emphasize again that this this fairly simple decoupling

regime is characterized by two assumptions:

1. We have assumed that the parameters �i and �r satisfy |�i| � �r and that are such

that equations (3.15) are satisfied. This resulted in the form for the second order

derivative operators appearing in both the equations above to be ⇤ operators, i.e.,

to show some form of local Lorentz symmetry.

2. We have considered a large ⇢̄j regime, which, together with the assumption that

| Im↵2| is negligible, led to the decoupling of the equations for the modulus and

phase perturbations.

Item 1 above is particularly interesting, because it implies that the resulting Lorentzian

properties of the second order di↵erential operator in the perturbed equations are in fact

only a result of the features of the peaking functions, i.e. of the (approximate) vacuum state

we work with, and not of the fundamental symmetries imposed on the GFT action SGFT.

Indeed, the parameter �, determining whether the matter variables enter the fundamental

GFT action in a Lorentz (� = 1) or Euclidean (� = �1) invariant fashion, only enters in
(�)⌘j , and therefore does not a↵ect at all the di↵erential structure of the equations. Since,

as we will see below, the structure of the perturbation equations will naturally reflect

on the structure of equations determining the relational evolution of perturbed physical

quantities, this result is particularly intriguing, because it would suggest that only a certain

class of states is able to produce relational equations with local Lorentz signature. We will

comment further on this in Section 5.

4 E↵ective relational dynamics of physical quantities

In this section, we will use the evolution equations for the condensate wavefunction in order

to obtain relational evolution equations for the expectation values of physical quantities,

– 20 –



• value of matter scalar field

• momentum of matter scalar field

both at the background, i.e. homogeneous, and at the perturbed level, i.e. for inhomoge-

neous cosmological perturbations. In order to keep the notation lighter, for any quantum

operator of interest Ô, we will denote Ō ⌘ hÔi�̄, where the expectation value is computed

with respect to the state characterized by the background part of the condensate wavefunc-

tion (3.3); similarly, we will denote by �O the first order term in �⇢, �✓ of the expectation

value hÔi� computed on states characterized by the condensate wavefunction (3.3).

The perturbed relational system includes in general geometric and matter operators.

Among the matter operators, those of obvious interest are the �-scalar field operator and

its momentum, written in the ⇡� representation (see equations (2.14c) and (2.14d)) as

�̂ =
1

i

Z
dgI

Z
d4�

Z
d⇡� '̂

†(gI ,�
µ,⇡�)@⇡�'̂(gI ,�

µ,⇡�) , (4.1a)

⇧̂� =

Z
dgI

Z
d4�

Z
d⇡� ⇡�'̂

†(gI ,�
µ,⇡�)'̂(gI ,�

µ,⇡�) . (4.1b)

On the geometric side, there are in principle many di↵erent operators characterizing the

properties of slightly inhomogeneous geometries. Here, we are interested only in scalar

perturbations, and in particular only isotropic operators will be considered. Even in this

case, however, at the classical level, scalar perturbations are in general captured by sev-

eral non-trivial functions of the metric components, see e.g. equation (A.3). Reproducing

metric perturbations at the quantum level, however, means determining (i) the structure

of microscopic observables and (ii) collective states such that the expectation values of the

former on the latter can be associated to emergent metric functions. Most of the work

in the literature so far, however, has been devoted to the study of the volume operator

(2.14b) and to models for which coherent states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25) provide

an interpretation in terms of metric functions at specific values of the physical frame. The

definition of more general operators and states is certainly a pressing issue to be tack-

led in order to define a comprehensive and complete perturbation theory from the GFT

framework. However, we will content ourselves with considering the evolution of the uni-

verse volume defined (as quantum operator) in equation (2.14b), which is consistent and

microscopically well defined, with respect to the states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25).

Moreover, in this section we will consider only the large densities (late times) regime

of evolution of the relevant quantities, in which case, as shown in the above section, the

equations of motion for �⇢ and �✓ greatly simplify. As explained in Section 2.2, one would

expect this regime (characterized by a very large number of GFT quanta) to be also the

classical one (i.e. characterized by small quantum fluctuations of macroscopic operators)

[65, 84]. Therefore, it is of fundamental importance to check whether in this regime the

solutions of the equations of motion coming from the quantum theory actually match those

of GR (or possibly of some alternative theory of gravity). This will be the main purpose

of the following sections, where geometric (Section 4.1) and matter observables13 (Section

4.2) will be discussed separately. More precisely, we will look for a matching with GR in

13Here with matter observables we mean the observables associated to the scalar field �, the only relevant

contribution to the energy budget of the universe under our assumptions.
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verse volume defined (as quantum operator) in equation (2.14b), which is consistent and

microscopically well defined, with respect to the states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25).

Moreover, in this section we will consider only the large densities (late times) regime

of evolution of the relevant quantities, in which case, as shown in the above section, the

equations of motion for �⇢ and �✓ greatly simplify. As explained in Section 2.2, one would

expect this regime (characterized by a very large number of GFT quanta) to be also the

classical one (i.e. characterized by small quantum fluctuations of macroscopic operators)

[65, 84]. Therefore, it is of fundamental importance to check whether in this regime the

solutions of the equations of motion coming from the quantum theory actually match those

of GR (or possibly of some alternative theory of gravity). This will be the main purpose

of the following sections, where geometric (Section 4.1) and matter observables13 (Section

4.2) will be discussed separately. More precisely, we will look for a matching with GR in
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• universe volume

Clearly, if one wants to introduce more (say n) than one minimally coupled massless

scalar field, the group field operator becomes '̂(gI ,�a) ⌘ '̂(gI ,�1, . . . ,�n), with a =

1, . . . , n. Of course, the commutation relation in (2.6a) has to be changed consistently, so

that h
'̂(gI ,�

a), '̂†
�
hI , (�

0)a
�i

= IG(gI , hI)�(n)
�
�a � (�0)a

�
. (2.13)

Importantly, this change on the kinematic structure of the Fock space is reflected also in

the second quantized operators, which now involve integrals over all the possible values of

�a 2 Rn. For instance, the number operator reads

N̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI '̂

†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) . (2.14a)

A crucial quantity for describing cosmological geometries is the volume operator

V̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI dg

0

I '̂
†(gI ,�

a)V (gI , g
0

I)'̂(g
0

I ,�
a) , (2.14b)

whose matrix elements V (gI , g0I) are defined from those of the first quantized volume op-

erator in the group representation5.

The presence of “pre-matter” data allows for the construction of a set of observables

naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each

a = 1, . . . , n. In particular, the two fundamental, self-adjoint ones that can be obtained in

this way are the “scalar field operator” and the “momentum operator” [53]:

X̂b ⌘
Z

dn�

Z
dgI �

b'̂†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) , (2.14c)

⇧̂b =
1

i

Z
dn�

Z
dgI


'̂†(gI ,�

a)

✓
@

@�b
'̂(gI ,�

a)

◆�
, (2.14d)

whose expectation values on appropriate semi-classical and continuum states should be

associated to the scalar field itself and possibly its momentum, which are at the core of a

relational definition of dynamics and evolution [18], as we will briefly review below.

2.2 Continuum geometries, e↵ective relationality and GFT condensates

In order to describe the relational evolution of cosmological small inhomogeneities, one

necessary step is to identify a class of quantum states which admit some “proto-geometric”

interpretation in terms of approximate continuum geometries. This allows to define an

e↵ective notion of relational evolution, whose general definition in a “pre-geometric” sector

of an emergent quantum gravity theory (such as a GFT) is instead technically and concep-

tually very complicated [18], as we have discussed in Section 1. Such “proto-geometric”

states are expected to be the result of some form of coarse-graining over the fundamental,

microscopic degrees of freedom, and thus to show some form of collective behavior. In a

sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more

5Such an operator is diagonal in the spin representation, with eigenvalues ⇠ j3/2 for the EPRL-like

model we are considering here and ⇠ ⇢3/2 for the extended BC model.
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naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each

a = 1, . . . , n. In particular, the two fundamental, self-adjoint ones that can be obtained in

this way are the “scalar field operator” and the “momentum operator” [53]:

X̂b ⌘
Z

dn�

Z
dgI �

b'̂†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) , (2.14c)

⇧̂b =
1

i

Z
dn�

Z
dgI


'̂†(gI ,�

a)

✓
@

@�b
'̂(gI ,�

a)

◆�
, (2.14d)

whose expectation values on appropriate semi-classical and continuum states should be

associated to the scalar field itself and possibly its momentum, which are at the core of a

relational definition of dynamics and evolution [18], as we will briefly review below.

2.2 Continuum geometries, e↵ective relationality and GFT condensates

In order to describe the relational evolution of cosmological small inhomogeneities, one

necessary step is to identify a class of quantum states which admit some “proto-geometric”

interpretation in terms of approximate continuum geometries. This allows to define an

e↵ective notion of relational evolution, whose general definition in a “pre-geometric” sector

of an emergent quantum gravity theory (such as a GFT) is instead technically and concep-

tually very complicated [18], as we have discussed in Section 1. Such “proto-geometric”

states are expected to be the result of some form of coarse-graining over the fundamental,

microscopic degrees of freedom, and thus to show some form of collective behavior. In a

sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more

5Such an operator is diagonal in the spin representation, with eigenvalues ⇠ j3/2 for the EPRL-like

model we are considering here and ⇠ ⇢3/2 for the extended BC model.

– 10 –

• value of clock/rods scalar fields

• momentum of clock/rods scalar fields

Clearly, if one wants to introduce more (say n) than one minimally coupled massless

scalar field, the group field operator becomes '̂(gI ,�a) ⌘ '̂(gI ,�1, . . . ,�n), with a =

1, . . . , n. Of course, the commutation relation in (2.6a) has to be changed consistently, so

that h
'̂(gI ,�

a), '̂†
�
hI , (�

0)a
�i

= IG(gI , hI)�(n)
�
�a � (�0)a

�
. (2.13)

Importantly, this change on the kinematic structure of the Fock space is reflected also in

the second quantized operators, which now involve integrals over all the possible values of

�a 2 Rn. For instance, the number operator reads

N̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI '̂

†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) . (2.14a)

A crucial quantity for describing cosmological geometries is the volume operator

V̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI dg

0

I '̂
†(gI ,�

a)V (gI , g
0

I)'̂(g
0

I ,�
a) , (2.14b)

whose matrix elements V (gI , g0I) are defined from those of the first quantized volume op-

erator in the group representation5.

The presence of “pre-matter” data allows for the construction of a set of observables

naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each

a = 1, . . . , n. In particular, the two fundamental, self-adjoint ones that can be obtained in

this way are the “scalar field operator” and the “momentum operator” [53]:

X̂b ⌘
Z

dn�

Z
dgI �

b'̂†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) , (2.14c)

⇧̂b =
1

i

Z
dn�

Z
dgI


'̂†(gI ,�

a)

✓
@

@�b
'̂(gI ,�

a)

◆�
, (2.14d)

whose expectation values on appropriate semi-classical and continuum states should be

associated to the scalar field itself and possibly its momentum, which are at the core of a

relational definition of dynamics and evolution [18], as we will briefly review below.

2.2 Continuum geometries, e↵ective relationality and GFT condensates

In order to describe the relational evolution of cosmological small inhomogeneities, one

necessary step is to identify a class of quantum states which admit some “proto-geometric”

interpretation in terms of approximate continuum geometries. This allows to define an

e↵ective notion of relational evolution, whose general definition in a “pre-geometric” sector

of an emergent quantum gravity theory (such as a GFT) is instead technically and concep-

tually very complicated [18], as we have discussed in Section 1. Such “proto-geometric”

states are expected to be the result of some form of coarse-graining over the fundamental,

microscopic degrees of freedom, and thus to show some form of collective behavior. In a

sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more

5Such an operator is diagonal in the spin representation, with eigenvalues ⇠ j3/2 for the EPRL-like

model we are considering here and ⇠ ⇢3/2 for the extended BC model.

– 10 –

Clearly, if one wants to introduce more (say n) than one minimally coupled massless

scalar field, the group field operator becomes '̂(gI ,�a) ⌘ '̂(gI ,�1, . . . ,�n), with a =

1, . . . , n. Of course, the commutation relation in (2.6a) has to be changed consistently, so

that h
'̂(gI ,�

a), '̂†
�
hI , (�

0)a
�i

= IG(gI , hI)�(n)
�
�a � (�0)a

�
. (2.13)

Importantly, this change on the kinematic structure of the Fock space is reflected also in

the second quantized operators, which now involve integrals over all the possible values of

�a 2 Rn. For instance, the number operator reads

N̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI '̂

†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) . (2.14a)

A crucial quantity for describing cosmological geometries is the volume operator

V̂ =

Z
dn�

Z
dgI dg

0

I '̂
†(gI ,�

a)V (gI , g
0

I)'̂(g
0

I ,�
a) , (2.14b)

whose matrix elements V (gI , g0I) are defined from those of the first quantized volume op-

erator in the group representation5.

The presence of “pre-matter” data allows for the construction of a set of observables

naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each

a = 1, . . . , n. In particular, the two fundamental, self-adjoint ones that can be obtained in

this way are the “scalar field operator” and the “momentum operator” [53]:

X̂b ⌘
Z

dn�

Z
dgI �

b'̂†(gI ,�
a)'̂(gI ,�

a) , (2.14c)

⇧̂b =
1

i

Z
dn�

Z
dgI


'̂†(gI ,�

a)

✓
@

@�b
'̂(gI ,�

a)

◆�
, (2.14d)

whose expectation values on appropriate semi-classical and continuum states should be

associated to the scalar field itself and possibly its momentum, which are at the core of a

relational definition of dynamics and evolution [18], as we will briefly review below.

2.2 Continuum geometries, e↵ective relationality and GFT condensates

In order to describe the relational evolution of cosmological small inhomogeneities, one

necessary step is to identify a class of quantum states which admit some “proto-geometric”

interpretation in terms of approximate continuum geometries. This allows to define an

e↵ective notion of relational evolution, whose general definition in a “pre-geometric” sector

of an emergent quantum gravity theory (such as a GFT) is instead technically and concep-

tually very complicated [18], as we have discussed in Section 1. Such “proto-geometric”

states are expected to be the result of some form of coarse-graining over the fundamental,

microscopic degrees of freedom, and thus to show some form of collective behavior. In a

sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more

5Such an operator is diagonal in the spin representation, with eigenvalues ⇠ j3/2 for the EPRL-like

model we are considering here and ⇠ ⇢3/2 for the extended BC model.

– 10 –



used to define collective relational observables for effective continuum dynamics
as expectation values in "good clock+rods" condensate states

• value of matter scalar field

• momentum of matter scalar field

both at the background, i.e. homogeneous, and at the perturbed level, i.e. for inhomoge-

neous cosmological perturbations. In order to keep the notation lighter, for any quantum

operator of interest Ô, we will denote Ō ⌘ hÔi�̄, where the expectation value is computed

with respect to the state characterized by the background part of the condensate wavefunc-

tion (3.3); similarly, we will denote by �O the first order term in �⇢, �✓ of the expectation

value hÔi� computed on states characterized by the condensate wavefunction (3.3).

The perturbed relational system includes in general geometric and matter operators.

Among the matter operators, those of obvious interest are the �-scalar field operator and

its momentum, written in the ⇡� representation (see equations (2.14c) and (2.14d)) as
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1
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On the geometric side, there are in principle many di↵erent operators characterizing the

properties of slightly inhomogeneous geometries. Here, we are interested only in scalar

perturbations, and in particular only isotropic operators will be considered. Even in this

case, however, at the classical level, scalar perturbations are in general captured by sev-

eral non-trivial functions of the metric components, see e.g. equation (A.3). Reproducing

metric perturbations at the quantum level, however, means determining (i) the structure

of microscopic observables and (ii) collective states such that the expectation values of the

former on the latter can be associated to emergent metric functions. Most of the work

in the literature so far, however, has been devoted to the study of the volume operator

(2.14b) and to models for which coherent states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25) provide

an interpretation in terms of metric functions at specific values of the physical frame. The

definition of more general operators and states is certainly a pressing issue to be tack-

led in order to define a comprehensive and complete perturbation theory from the GFT

framework. However, we will content ourselves with considering the evolution of the uni-

verse volume defined (as quantum operator) in equation (2.14b), which is consistent and

microscopically well defined, with respect to the states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25).

Moreover, in this section we will consider only the large densities (late times) regime

of evolution of the relevant quantities, in which case, as shown in the above section, the

equations of motion for �⇢ and �✓ greatly simplify. As explained in Section 2.2, one would

expect this regime (characterized by a very large number of GFT quanta) to be also the

classical one (i.e. characterized by small quantum fluctuations of macroscopic operators)

[65, 84]. Therefore, it is of fundamental importance to check whether in this regime the

solutions of the equations of motion coming from the quantum theory actually match those

of GR (or possibly of some alternative theory of gravity). This will be the main purpose

of the following sections, where geometric (Section 4.1) and matter observables13 (Section

4.2) will be discussed separately. More precisely, we will look for a matching with GR in

13Here with matter observables we mean the observables associated to the scalar field �, the only relevant

contribution to the energy budget of the universe under our assumptions.
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naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each
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sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more
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both at the background, i.e. homogeneous, and at the perturbed level, i.e. for inhomoge-

neous cosmological perturbations. In order to keep the notation lighter, for any quantum

operator of interest Ô, we will denote Ō ⌘ hÔi�̄, where the expectation value is computed

with respect to the state characterized by the background part of the condensate wavefunc-

tion (3.3); similarly, we will denote by �O the first order term in �⇢, �✓ of the expectation

value hÔi� computed on states characterized by the condensate wavefunction (3.3).

The perturbed relational system includes in general geometric and matter operators.

Among the matter operators, those of obvious interest are the �-scalar field operator and

its momentum, written in the ⇡� representation (see equations (2.14c) and (2.14d)) as
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On the geometric side, there are in principle many di↵erent operators characterizing the

properties of slightly inhomogeneous geometries. Here, we are interested only in scalar

perturbations, and in particular only isotropic operators will be considered. Even in this

case, however, at the classical level, scalar perturbations are in general captured by sev-

eral non-trivial functions of the metric components, see e.g. equation (A.3). Reproducing

metric perturbations at the quantum level, however, means determining (i) the structure

of microscopic observables and (ii) collective states such that the expectation values of the

former on the latter can be associated to emergent metric functions. Most of the work

in the literature so far, however, has been devoted to the study of the volume operator

(2.14b) and to models for which coherent states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25) provide

an interpretation in terms of metric functions at specific values of the physical frame. The

definition of more general operators and states is certainly a pressing issue to be tack-

led in order to define a comprehensive and complete perturbation theory from the GFT

framework. However, we will content ourselves with considering the evolution of the uni-

verse volume defined (as quantum operator) in equation (2.14b), which is consistent and

microscopically well defined, with respect to the states (2.15a) with wavefunction (2.25).

Moreover, in this section we will consider only the large densities (late times) regime

of evolution of the relevant quantities, in which case, as shown in the above section, the

equations of motion for �⇢ and �✓ greatly simplify. As explained in Section 2.2, one would

expect this regime (characterized by a very large number of GFT quanta) to be also the

classical one (i.e. characterized by small quantum fluctuations of macroscopic operators)

[65, 84]. Therefore, it is of fundamental importance to check whether in this regime the

solutions of the equations of motion coming from the quantum theory actually match those

of GR (or possibly of some alternative theory of gravity). This will be the main purpose

of the following sections, where geometric (Section 4.1) and matter observables13 (Section

4.2) will be discussed separately. More precisely, we will look for a matching with GR in

13Here with matter observables we mean the observables associated to the scalar field �, the only relevant

contribution to the energy budget of the universe under our assumptions.
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• universe volume

Clearly, if one wants to introduce more (say n) than one minimally coupled massless
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Importantly, this change on the kinematic structure of the Fock space is reflected also in

the second quantized operators, which now involve integrals over all the possible values of

�a 2 Rn. For instance, the number operator reads
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whose matrix elements V (gI , g0I) are defined from those of the first quantized volume op-

erator in the group representation5.

The presence of “pre-matter” data allows for the construction of a set of observables

naturally related to them, through polynomials and derivatives with respect to �a for each

a = 1, . . . , n. In particular, the two fundamental, self-adjoint ones that can be obtained in

this way are the “scalar field operator” and the “momentum operator” [53]:
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whose expectation values on appropriate semi-classical and continuum states should be

associated to the scalar field itself and possibly its momentum, which are at the core of a

relational definition of dynamics and evolution [18], as we will briefly review below.

2.2 Continuum geometries, e↵ective relationality and GFT condensates

In order to describe the relational evolution of cosmological small inhomogeneities, one

necessary step is to identify a class of quantum states which admit some “proto-geometric”

interpretation in terms of approximate continuum geometries. This allows to define an

e↵ective notion of relational evolution, whose general definition in a “pre-geometric” sector

of an emergent quantum gravity theory (such as a GFT) is instead technically and concep-

tually very complicated [18], as we have discussed in Section 1. Such “proto-geometric”

states are expected to be the result of some form of coarse-graining over the fundamental,

microscopic degrees of freedom, and thus to show some form of collective behavior. In a

sense, they are associated to a hydrodynamic description of the underlying quantum grav-

ity model. The simplest form of such collective behavior is shown by coherent (or, more

5Such an operator is diagonal in the spin representation, with eigenvalues ⇠ j3/2 for the EPRL-like

model we are considering here and ⇠ ⇢3/2 for the extended BC model.
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average perturbed volume:

In this case, if µ�o(⇡�) ' c�o⇡�, we have
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So, when 4c2�o = 12⇡G, equation (4.3) is reproduced by identifying ⇡̄(c)
� ⌘ ⇧̄2

�/N̄
2. Notice

that for the condition µ�o(⇡�) ' c�o⇡� to be true, the contribution to µ�o due to the geo-

metric coe�cients r(�)�o should be dominant, since only they can depend on ⇡�. In particular,

this implies that µ�o ' (�)⌘�o , since they only di↵er by a ⇡�-independent coe�cient.

However, while the above conditions are clearly su�cient to reproduce the first Fried-

mann equation, they are not in general enough to guarantee the validity of the second

Friedmann equation, stating that (V̄ 0/V̄ )0 = 0. The reason for this is that the ratio ⇧̄�/N̄

is in general not constant :


⇧̄�

N̄

�0
= 2

"R
d⇡�⇡�µ�o(⇡�)⇢̄

2
�o(x

0,⇡�)R
d⇡�⇢̄2�o(x

0,⇡�)
�

⇥R
d⇡�⇡�⇢̄2�o(x

0,⇡�)
⇤ ⇥R

d⇡�µ�o(⇡�)⇢̄
2
�o(x

0,⇡�)
⇤

⇥R
d⇡�⇢̄2�o(x

0,⇡�)
⇤
2

#
.

If we assume, as before, that µ� ' c�⇡�, we see that the right-hand-side of the above

equation has the form ⇧̄�,2/N̄� ⇧̄2

�/N̄
2, where ⇧̄�,2 is the background expectation value of

the second quantized operator ⇧̂�,2 whose matrix elements in momentum space are given by

⇡2

�. In general, this quantity is not zero. However, if we further assume, as done in [82] that

the condensate wavefunction has a peaking part peaked on one value of the momentum,

say ⇡̃� of �, so that the condensate wavefunction can be written as15

�✏,�,⇡0,⇡x;xµ;⇡̃�
= ⌘✏(�

0 � x0;⇡0)⌘�(|�� x|;⇡x)f✏�(⇡� � ⇡̃�)�̃(gI ,�
0,�,⇡�) , (4.5)

we find that ⇧̄�,2/N̄ � ⇧̄2

�/N̄
2 ' ⇡̃2

� � ⇡̃2

� = 0, and both Friedmann equations are thus

satisfied, giving

H2 ⌘
✓
V̄ 0

3V̄

◆2

=
4

9
µ2

�o(⇡̃�) =
4⇡G

3
⇡̃2

� , H0 = 0 . (4.6)

This also leads to the interpretation of ⇡̃� as the background classical momentum of the

scalar field �, ⇡̄(c)
� . We will discuss this point in more detail in the next section.

Perturbed volume evolution. From these equations it is easy to find the equations

satisfied by the averaged perturbed volume in the large ⇢̄� limit. Moreover, let us assume

also that we are in the case of single representation label dominance. Then, the average

perturbed volume reads

�V (x, ⇡̃�) ' 2V�o ⇢̄�o(x
0, ⇡̃�)�⇢̄�o(x, ⇡̃�) , (4.7)

15Notice that changing the form of the condensate wavefunction from equation (3.3) to (4.5) and by

assuming that f is independent on the clock variables (as we are doing here) does not a↵ect the equations

of motion of ⇢✏� and ✓ at all because of their linearity.
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where we have used the peaking properties in ⇡� of the condensate wavefunction (4.5).

Now, let us take a time derivative of the above quantity. We have

�V 0(x, ⇡̃�) = 2V�o ⇢̄
0

�o(x
0, ⇡̃�)�⇢�o(x, ⇡̃�) + 2V�o ⇢̄�o(x

0, ⇡̃�)�⇢
0

�o(x, ⇡̃�)

' µ�o(⇡̃�)�V (x, ⇡̃�) + 2V�o ⇢̄�o(x
0, ⇡̃�)�⇢

0

�o(x, ⇡̃�) ,

where in the second line we have used the large ⇢̄�o behavior16 ⇢̄0�o ' µ�o ⇢̄�o . Taking one

further derivative and using the above equation together with (3.17a), we find

�V 00 � 2µ�o�V
0 �r2�V + �V ((�)⌘2j � µ2

j ) = 0 . (4.8)

Recall also that, by consistency with the background equations, we have that µ2

j ' (�)⌘2j ,

thus leading to the simplified form

�V 00 � 2µ�o�V
0 �r2�V = �V 00 � 3H�V 0 �r2�V = 0 . (4.9)

By comparing equations (4.9) and (A.21), we conclude that the e↵ective evolution of the

perturbed volume obtained from our quantum gravity model does not match the classical

GR one, in general. An important di↵erence lies in the pre-factor of the Laplacian term

of the equation17, being respectively unity and / V̄ 4/3 in equations (4.9) and (A.21). We

will comment on the possible implications of this mismatch in Section 5.

However, in the super-horizon limit k ! 0 (where k represents the modulus of the

modes associated to a spatial Fourier transform of the perturbed volume), thus for long-

wavelength perturbations, equation (4.9) admits two solutions: a constant one, and one

of the form �V / V̄ . The latter becomes dominant as the universe expands, i.e. at large

universe volumes. From the results in Appendix A (see equation (A.15) and the discussion

below equation (A.21)), we see that this dominant solution actually coincide with the GR

one in the limit k ! 0. Thus, we conclude that the theory matches the predicted dynamics

of GR in the super-horizon regime, at late cosmological times and large universe volume

(which is also when the background dynamics reproduces the Friedmann one).

4.2 Matter evolution

Let us now move to matter variables, i.e. to the background and perturbed expectation

values of the operators �̂ and ⇧̂� defined in (4.1). Their expectation values read, respec-

tively18

h�̂i� ' ⇢2�o(x, ⇡̃�)[@⇡�✓�o ](x, ⇡̃�) = [@⇡�✓�o ](x, ⇡̃�)N(x, ⇡̃�) , (4.10a)

h⇧̂�i� ' ⇡̃�⇢
2

�o(x, ⇡̃�) = ⇡̃�N(x, ⇡̃�) . (4.10b)

As we did for the volume operator, let us write explicitly the contributions to these quan-

tities at the background and perturbed level.

16For concreteness, we are considering large positive times x0, so that only the positive root of equation

(3.13b) is important.
17Notice, however, that the general spatial di↵erential structure of the equations is the same, thus implying

that in the limit of k ! 1 (with all the remaining quantities kept constant), the two equations are

equivalent.
18Here, for notational simplicity, we have reabsorbed any phase of the peaking function f✏� ⌘ |f✏� |e

i✓f

into the phase of the reduced condensate wavefunction, redefining the global phase factor ✓�o .
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eqn for volume perturbations:

where correct Lorentzian signature is obtained if:

and modulus can equivalently be written in terms of the integration constants Qj and Ej
as

✓̄0j(x
0,⇡�) =

�

2
+

Qj(⇡�)

⇢̄2j (x
0,⇡�)

(3.13a)

(⇢̄2j )
0(x0,⇡�) = Ej(⇡�)�

Q2

j (⇡�)

⇢̄2j (x
0,⇡�)

+ µ2

j (⇡�)⇢̄
2

j (x
0,⇡�) ' µ2

j (⇡�)⇢̄
2

j (x
0,⇡�) , (3.13b)

where µ2

j (⇡�) ⌘ (�)⌘2j (⇡�) � �2/4 (we have dropped the superscript (�) for notation sim-

plicity) and with the last approximate equality being valid for large densities ⇢̄j � 1.

First order. The first order equations, instead, are

0 = �⇢00j (x,⇡�) + Re↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�)� (�)⌘2j (⇡�)�⇢j(x,⇡�)

�
⇥
�✓0j(x,⇡�)

�
2✓̄0j(x

0,⇡�)� �
�
� Im↵2r2�✓j(x,⇡�)

⇤
⇢̄j(x

0,⇡�) , (3.14a)

0 = �✓00j (x,⇡�)⇢̄j(x
0,⇡�) + ✓̄00j (x

0,⇡�)�⇢j(x,⇡�) + 2�✓0j(x,⇡�)⇢̄
0

j(x
0,⇡�)

+ 2✓̄0j(x
0,⇡�)�⇢

0

j(x,⇡�)� ��⇢0j(x,⇡�) + Re↵2[r2�✓j(x,⇡�)]⇢̄j(x
0,⇡�)

� (�)�2

j �⇢j(x,⇡�) + Im↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�) . (3.14b)

The two equations are form a complicated set of coupled second order di↵erential equations

for the variables �⇢j and �✓j .

Before discussing their decoupling limit let us remark that, from the very same struc-

ture of equation (3.14a), one can see that the di↵erential operator acting on ⇢, let us call

it ⇤↵ ⌘ (@2

0
+ Re↵2r2), has a signature dictated by the sign of Re↵2. Furthermore, we

notice that for Re↵2 = �1, ⇤↵ = ⇤, with ⇤ being the d’Alambert operator. The condition

Re↵2 = �1, means

Re↵2 =
⇡2
x

6✏z2
0

�
�2r � �2i

�
' � ⇡2

x�
2

i

3✏2⇡2

0

= �1 , (3.15a)

and can only be achieved of course if �2i � �2r . The above equality ⇡2
x�

2

i = 3✏2⇡2

0
seem in

fact a very natural choice for the parameters of the peaking functions12. If equation (3.15a)

is satisfied, then one also has

| Im↵2| = 2

3

⇡2
x�r|�i|
✏2⇡2

0

' 2
�r
|�i|

⌧ 1 , (3.15b)

which in turn is consistent with the requirement of having negligible (�)�.

Let us now look for the decoupling regime of equations (3.14). This can be more easily

identified by first rewriting equation (3.14b) as

0 = ⇢̄j(x
0,⇡�)

"
�✓00j (x,⇡�) + 2�✓0j(x,⇡�)

⇢̄0j(x
0,⇡�)

⇢̄j(x0,⇡�)
+ Re↵2r2�✓j(x,⇡�)

#

+ �⇢j(x,⇡�)


✓̄00j (x

0,⇡�) + [2✓̄0j(x
0,⇡�)� �]

�⇢0j(x,⇡�)

�⇢j(x,⇡�)

�
+ Im↵2r2�⇢j(x,⇡�) , (3.16)

12However, as we will discuss in more detail below, there could be compelling physical arguments for a

di↵erent choice.
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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• can analyse dynamics of universe volume in different cosmological epochs
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• very early times: very small volume - QG interactions subdominant

for large class of states:

These e↵ective Friedmann equations for the GFT condensate include the correct classical
limit (i.e., they reproduce the standard Friedmann equations of general relativity, justi-
fying their name), as shall be shown in Sec. VC, as well as some quantum corrections
coming from the microscopic GFT theory. Interestingly, some of these corrections have
a clear geometric meaning, which shall be discussed shortly. From these equations, it is
possible to solve for the dynamics of the total volume, given some initial state �j(�o) at
an initial time �o.

An important point here is that, for the energy density of the massless scalar field,
which is defined in terms of the expectation values of scalar field momentum and volume
operators as

⇢ =
⇡2
�

2V 2
=

~2(
P

j Qj)2

2(
P

j Vj⇢2j)
2
, (78)

to be non-zero, at least one of the Qj must be non-zero6. The condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is necessary for the relational dynamics to be well-defined, and also
to ensure that the homogeneous and isotropic space-time is an FLRW space-time, not the
vacuum Minkowski space-time.

This restriction has important consequences. Obviously, the condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is a necessary (although not su�cient) condition for the existence
of solutions with a good cosmological interpretation, and also for the consistency of the
relational description in the first place. On the other hand, this is not in itself a necessary
condition for the mathematical consistency of the condensate dynamics. This means that
there may be solutions which do not satisfy this condition, but are still mathematically
well-defined and within the regime of validity of the condensate hydrodynamics we are
studying. Therefore, this is an additional requirement beyond the assumptions for a
condensate which is necessary for the condensate state to be interpreted as a cosmological
space-time.

An open question is whether setting all Qj = 0 (but still having large ⇢j) gives
Minkowski space, in which case the condensate state would correspond to a large space-
time although there would be no relational dynamics. We comment further on the vacuum
limit in Sec. VI.

Requiring that the energy density of the massless scalar field be non-vanishing has a
very important consequence: since at least one Qj must be non-zero to have a solution
that can be interpreted as a cosmological space-time, it follows from (72) that at least
one ⇢j will always remain greater than zero. In turn, since V =

P
j Vj⇢2j , it follows that

V will always remain non-zero. Therefore, we find that for all cosmological solutions, the
volume will never become zero.

6 The energy density of the massless scalar field ⇢ —without an index j— is not to be confused with the

amplitude of �j(�) denoted by ⇢j , nor with the amplitude |�| of the total condensate wave function

� =
P

j �j .
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remains positive at all times
(with single turning point)

quantum bounce         
(no big bang singularity)!
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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• can analyse dynamics of universe volume in different cosmological epochs
DO, L. Sindoni, E. Wilson-Ewing, '16; 
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• intermediate times: large volume - QG interactions still subdominant

under sufficient condition:

24

the expectation value of the volume operator on a CPS:

V (�0) ⌘ hV̂ i�;�0,⇡0
=
X

j,~m

Vj |�{j,~m}(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

=
X

j

Vj |�j(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

'

X

j

Vj⇢
2
j (�0) . (80)

Once again, we have used a lowest order saddle point ap-
proximation, whose validity is discussed in Appendix A
and in more detail in [46]. We clearly see the similar-
ity of this equation with equation (35), leading again to
the interpretation of the total volume being given by the
sum over j of the average number of “isotropic atoms”
with assigned spin j “at a time �0” weighted by their
individual volume contribution Vj .

E↵ective relational cosmological dynamics. By deriv-
ing equation (80) and using equation (67), we see that

✓
V 0

3V

◆2

'

0

@
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j Vj⇢jsgn(⇢0j)
q

Ej �Q2
j/⇢

2
j + µ2

j⇢
2
j

3
P

j Vj⇢2j

1

A

2

,

(81a)

V 00

V
'

2
P

j Vj

⇥
Ej + 2µ2

j⇢
2
j

⇤
P

j Vj⇢2j
. (81b)

These are the e↵ective cosmological equations for the
GFT condensate in terms of the relational time �0. Re-
markably enough, they have the same functional form
as the equations (36) obtained in [10], though this time
some of the coe�cients in the equations depend on the
CPS parameters, which are in fact part of the definition
of our quantum relational clock. For instance, µ2

j carries
now a dependance on both ✏ and ⇡0.

Classical limit. We can immediately check that they
reproduce the expected classical limit for small energy
densities. Along the same lines as in Subsection III C,
in the limit ⇢2j � |Ej |/m2

j and ⇢4j � Q2
j/m

2
j , the above

equations become
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A su�cient (but not necessary) condition for the above
approximate equations to coincide with the Friedmann
equations (in relational time) is either that all the µ2

js

are equal to 3⇡G̃, where G̃ ⌘ GM2 is the dimensionless
Newton’s gravitational constant, or even just that one
of the js is dominating, say µjo , and its characterized
by µ2

jo = 3⇡G̃ [10, 45]. Notice that this would amount
to a definition of the Newton’s constant, from the funda-
mental parameters and dynamics of the quantum gravity

theory. Interestingly, among the parameters conspiring
to the definition of the Newton’s constant, we find both
⇡0 and ✏, which are directly related to the “bona fide
slice properties” of our CPSs, and to the quantum prop-
erties of our relational clock. In this sense, we find an
interesting hint of a connection between the relational
dynamics, and the choice of quantum clock defining it,
and the emergent classical gravitational physics. This
connection, and the dependence of the e↵ective gravita-
tional coupling from the properties of the chosen quan-
tum clock, are certainly worth exploring further.

Bounce. Analogously to the framework of [10], also in
our improved relational cosmological dynamics we have
that, if at least one of the Qjs is not zero, or at least
one of the Ej is strictly negative, then the expectation
value of the volume operator never vanishes. This would
lead to a bouncing scenario replacing the cosmological
big bang singularity, in the very early universe.
However, there is a key di↵erence with respect to [10].
In that case the sum of the Qjs was equal to the ex-

pectation value of the “relational massless scalar field
momentum”. The latter could not vanish, for physical
reasons, since it would make the whole relational setting
unjustified (with no matter energy density, one would
expect a flat or constantly curved spacetime).
In this case there seem to be no physical obstruction to

requiring that sum to be zero. In fact, it is reasonable to
actually require the condition (79), since in this frame-
work it has to be imposed in order to have fully coherent
relational dynamics13. As a consequence, there might be
an interplay between the requirement of having a bounce
at early times and the condition that the momentum of
the scalar field used as a clock behaves as a good rela-
tional Hamiltonian. The dependence of the resolution of
the initial singularity on the properties of the clock used
to define evolution has been also highlighted in [52].
As a conclusion, while in [10] the bounce appeared as

a fully general result of the volume dynamics, in this
improved relational framework the presence of an bounce
depends on the integration constants Ej and Qj , meaning
that in this context there is no necessary reason to select
a bouncing solution, although it remains rather generic.
In addition, we remark that such a bounce, were it to

be present in the chosen solution, would be in any case
only an average result. That is, it would be a feature of
the dynamics of the mean value of the volume operator
in the chosen state. In order to give a more solid ground
for its physical interpretation, one has to check for the
behaviour of quantum fluctuations in the same regime of
the e↵ective dynamics. Leaving a detailed analysis for
[46], one can already expect that the dynamics of mean
values is reliable only in the regime in which N(�0) � 1

13 In particular, notice that, in the specific case of a single-spin
scenario, the constraint (79) implies that the single remaining
Qjo has to vanish.
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of isotropic GFT quanta) it is necessary to identify m2
j = 3⇡G for all j. For these val-

ues of mj, the GFT condensate dynamics reproduce the classical Friedmann equations of
general relativity. (As an aside, note that while it may be possible, at a specific relational
instant �o, to choose a di↵erent set of values for mj that also gives the correct limit,
this identification will not be preserved by the dynamics and hence the correct classical
Friedmann equations would in this case only be recovered in a small neighbourhood of
relational time around �o.)

The condition that m2
j = 3⇡G is a requirement on the form of the terms Aj and Bj that

are determined by the GFT action: if Bj/Aj 6= 3⇡G for some j, then it follows that the
correct Friedmann equations are not recovered in the classical limit. Note also that this
should be understood as a definition of G which arises as a hydrodynamic parameter and it
is thus a function of the microscopic GFT parameters, and not as an interpretation of the
microscopic parameters. This is an important conceptual point since this identification
has no reason to be valid in a generic regime of the dynamics (e.g., for non-condensate
GFT states) and may be di↵erent in other settings.

So, if all m2
j = 3⇡G, then the generalised Friedmann equations of the GFT condensate

become, in the classical limit,
✓
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V 00
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which are exactly the Friedmann equations of general relativity for a spatially flat FLRW
space-time with a massless scalar field �, used as a relational time (see Appendix A 1 for
details).

The solution to these equations of motion is the standard one of classical general
relativity,

V = Voe
±
p
12⇡G�, (82)

as expected, with the sign in the exponent depending on whether the universe is expanding
or contracting, and Vo depending on the initial conditions.

D. Single Spin Condensates

The other case where the equations of motion for V (�) can be solved exactly, and
for generic initial conditions, is when only one ⇢j is non-zero, which corresponds to a
condensate wave function that is very sharply (infinitely) peaked in j,

�j(�) = 0, for all j 6= jo. (83)

Then the sum over j in all of the expressions trivializes and an exact solution can be
found which includes quantum corrections.
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~ classical Friedmann dynamics 
(wrt relational clock, with 
effective Newton constant)

• very early times: very small volume - QG interactions subdominant

for large class of states:

These e↵ective Friedmann equations for the GFT condensate include the correct classical
limit (i.e., they reproduce the standard Friedmann equations of general relativity, justi-
fying their name), as shall be shown in Sec. VC, as well as some quantum corrections
coming from the microscopic GFT theory. Interestingly, some of these corrections have
a clear geometric meaning, which shall be discussed shortly. From these equations, it is
possible to solve for the dynamics of the total volume, given some initial state �j(�o) at
an initial time �o.

An important point here is that, for the energy density of the massless scalar field,
which is defined in terms of the expectation values of scalar field momentum and volume
operators as

⇢ =
⇡2
�

2V 2
=

~2(
P

j Qj)2

2(
P

j Vj⇢2j)
2
, (78)

to be non-zero, at least one of the Qj must be non-zero6. The condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is necessary for the relational dynamics to be well-defined, and also
to ensure that the homogeneous and isotropic space-time is an FLRW space-time, not the
vacuum Minkowski space-time.

This restriction has important consequences. Obviously, the condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is a necessary (although not su�cient) condition for the existence
of solutions with a good cosmological interpretation, and also for the consistency of the
relational description in the first place. On the other hand, this is not in itself a necessary
condition for the mathematical consistency of the condensate dynamics. This means that
there may be solutions which do not satisfy this condition, but are still mathematically
well-defined and within the regime of validity of the condensate hydrodynamics we are
studying. Therefore, this is an additional requirement beyond the assumptions for a
condensate which is necessary for the condensate state to be interpreted as a cosmological
space-time.

An open question is whether setting all Qj = 0 (but still having large ⇢j) gives
Minkowski space, in which case the condensate state would correspond to a large space-
time although there would be no relational dynamics. We comment further on the vacuum
limit in Sec. VI.

Requiring that the energy density of the massless scalar field be non-vanishing has a
very important consequence: since at least one Qj must be non-zero to have a solution
that can be interpreted as a cosmological space-time, it follows from (72) that at least
one ⇢j will always remain greater than zero. In turn, since V =

P
j Vj⇢2j , it follows that

V will always remain non-zero. Therefore, we find that for all cosmological solutions, the
volume will never become zero.

6 The energy density of the massless scalar field ⇢ —without an index j— is not to be confused with the

amplitude of �j(�) denoted by ⇢j , nor with the amplitude |�| of the total condensate wave function

� =
P

j �j .
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remains positive at all times
(with single turning point)

quantum bounce         
(no big bang singularity)!
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but there is still very much to do

(i) More solid arguments that the classical limit is GR

(ii) Compute quantum corrections to Effective QFT scattering

(iii) IR renormalization?    Scaling   [Orsay group, Smerlak Bonzom]

(iv) Lorentzian structure?

(v) Open points in the definition (Edge splitting invariance?) [Bojowald Perez, Warsaw school]

(vi) Difficulties of low energy computation

(vii) Questions on the vertex expansion

(viii) Observable consequences?  Cosmology?  [Barrau, Mielczarek, Grain, Cailleteau, Ashtekar, Sloan]
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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• can analyse dynamics of universe volume in different cosmological epochs
DO, L. Sindoni, E. Wilson-Ewing, '16; 
L. Marchetti, DO, '20

Emergent cosmological dynamics from QG hydrodynamics



• intermediate times: large volume - QG interactions still subdominant

under sufficient condition:

24

the expectation value of the volume operator on a CPS:

V (�0) ⌘ hV̂ i�;�0,⇡0
=
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Vj |�{j,~m}(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

=
X

j

Vj |�j(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

'

X

j

Vj⇢
2
j (�0) . (80)

Once again, we have used a lowest order saddle point ap-
proximation, whose validity is discussed in Appendix A
and in more detail in [46]. We clearly see the similar-
ity of this equation with equation (35), leading again to
the interpretation of the total volume being given by the
sum over j of the average number of “isotropic atoms”
with assigned spin j “at a time �0” weighted by their
individual volume contribution Vj .

E↵ective relational cosmological dynamics. By deriv-
ing equation (80) and using equation (67), we see that
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These are the e↵ective cosmological equations for the
GFT condensate in terms of the relational time �0. Re-
markably enough, they have the same functional form
as the equations (36) obtained in [10], though this time
some of the coe�cients in the equations depend on the
CPS parameters, which are in fact part of the definition
of our quantum relational clock. For instance, µ2

j carries
now a dependance on both ✏ and ⇡0.

Classical limit. We can immediately check that they
reproduce the expected classical limit for small energy
densities. Along the same lines as in Subsection III C,
in the limit ⇢2j � |Ej |/m2

j and ⇢4j � Q2
j/m

2
j , the above

equations become

✓
V 0

3V

◆2

'

 
2
P

j Vjµj⇢2jsgn(⇢
0
j)

3
P

j Vj⇢2j

!2

, (82a)

V 00

V
'

4
P

j Vj

⇥
µ2
j⇢

2
j

⇤
P

j Vj⇢2j
. (82b)

A su�cient (but not necessary) condition for the above
approximate equations to coincide with the Friedmann
equations (in relational time) is either that all the µ2

js

are equal to 3⇡G̃, where G̃ ⌘ GM2 is the dimensionless
Newton’s gravitational constant, or even just that one
of the js is dominating, say µjo , and its characterized
by µ2

jo = 3⇡G̃ [10, 45]. Notice that this would amount
to a definition of the Newton’s constant, from the funda-
mental parameters and dynamics of the quantum gravity

theory. Interestingly, among the parameters conspiring
to the definition of the Newton’s constant, we find both
⇡0 and ✏, which are directly related to the “bona fide
slice properties” of our CPSs, and to the quantum prop-
erties of our relational clock. In this sense, we find an
interesting hint of a connection between the relational
dynamics, and the choice of quantum clock defining it,
and the emergent classical gravitational physics. This
connection, and the dependence of the e↵ective gravita-
tional coupling from the properties of the chosen quan-
tum clock, are certainly worth exploring further.

Bounce. Analogously to the framework of [10], also in
our improved relational cosmological dynamics we have
that, if at least one of the Qjs is not zero, or at least
one of the Ej is strictly negative, then the expectation
value of the volume operator never vanishes. This would
lead to a bouncing scenario replacing the cosmological
big bang singularity, in the very early universe.
However, there is a key di↵erence with respect to [10].
In that case the sum of the Qjs was equal to the ex-

pectation value of the “relational massless scalar field
momentum”. The latter could not vanish, for physical
reasons, since it would make the whole relational setting
unjustified (with no matter energy density, one would
expect a flat or constantly curved spacetime).
In this case there seem to be no physical obstruction to

requiring that sum to be zero. In fact, it is reasonable to
actually require the condition (79), since in this frame-
work it has to be imposed in order to have fully coherent
relational dynamics13. As a consequence, there might be
an interplay between the requirement of having a bounce
at early times and the condition that the momentum of
the scalar field used as a clock behaves as a good rela-
tional Hamiltonian. The dependence of the resolution of
the initial singularity on the properties of the clock used
to define evolution has been also highlighted in [52].
As a conclusion, while in [10] the bounce appeared as

a fully general result of the volume dynamics, in this
improved relational framework the presence of an bounce
depends on the integration constants Ej and Qj , meaning
that in this context there is no necessary reason to select
a bouncing solution, although it remains rather generic.
In addition, we remark that such a bounce, were it to

be present in the chosen solution, would be in any case
only an average result. That is, it would be a feature of
the dynamics of the mean value of the volume operator
in the chosen state. In order to give a more solid ground
for its physical interpretation, one has to check for the
behaviour of quantum fluctuations in the same regime of
the e↵ective dynamics. Leaving a detailed analysis for
[46], one can already expect that the dynamics of mean
values is reliable only in the regime in which N(�0) � 1

13 In particular, notice that, in the specific case of a single-spin
scenario, the constraint (79) implies that the single remaining
Qjo has to vanish.
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of isotropic GFT quanta) it is necessary to identify m2
j = 3⇡G for all j. For these val-

ues of mj, the GFT condensate dynamics reproduce the classical Friedmann equations of
general relativity. (As an aside, note that while it may be possible, at a specific relational
instant �o, to choose a di↵erent set of values for mj that also gives the correct limit,
this identification will not be preserved by the dynamics and hence the correct classical
Friedmann equations would in this case only be recovered in a small neighbourhood of
relational time around �o.)

The condition that m2
j = 3⇡G is a requirement on the form of the terms Aj and Bj that

are determined by the GFT action: if Bj/Aj 6= 3⇡G for some j, then it follows that the
correct Friedmann equations are not recovered in the classical limit. Note also that this
should be understood as a definition of G which arises as a hydrodynamic parameter and it
is thus a function of the microscopic GFT parameters, and not as an interpretation of the
microscopic parameters. This is an important conceptual point since this identification
has no reason to be valid in a generic regime of the dynamics (e.g., for non-condensate
GFT states) and may be di↵erent in other settings.

So, if all m2
j = 3⇡G, then the generalised Friedmann equations of the GFT condensate

become, in the classical limit,
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V
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which are exactly the Friedmann equations of general relativity for a spatially flat FLRW
space-time with a massless scalar field �, used as a relational time (see Appendix A 1 for
details).

The solution to these equations of motion is the standard one of classical general
relativity,

V = Voe
±
p
12⇡G�, (82)

as expected, with the sign in the exponent depending on whether the universe is expanding
or contracting, and Vo depending on the initial conditions.

D. Single Spin Condensates

The other case where the equations of motion for V (�) can be solved exactly, and
for generic initial conditions, is when only one ⇢j is non-zero, which corresponds to a
condensate wave function that is very sharply (infinitely) peaked in j,

�j(�) = 0, for all j 6= jo. (83)

Then the sum over j in all of the expressions trivializes and an exact solution can be
found which includes quantum corrections.
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~ classical Friedmann dynamics 
(wrt relational clock, with 
effective Newton constant)

• very early times: very small volume - QG interactions subdominant

for large class of states:

These e↵ective Friedmann equations for the GFT condensate include the correct classical
limit (i.e., they reproduce the standard Friedmann equations of general relativity, justi-
fying their name), as shall be shown in Sec. VC, as well as some quantum corrections
coming from the microscopic GFT theory. Interestingly, some of these corrections have
a clear geometric meaning, which shall be discussed shortly. From these equations, it is
possible to solve for the dynamics of the total volume, given some initial state �j(�o) at
an initial time �o.

An important point here is that, for the energy density of the massless scalar field,
which is defined in terms of the expectation values of scalar field momentum and volume
operators as

⇢ =
⇡2
�

2V 2
=

~2(
P

j Qj)2

2(
P

j Vj⇢2j)
2
, (78)

to be non-zero, at least one of the Qj must be non-zero6. The condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is necessary for the relational dynamics to be well-defined, and also
to ensure that the homogeneous and isotropic space-time is an FLRW space-time, not the
vacuum Minkowski space-time.

This restriction has important consequences. Obviously, the condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is a necessary (although not su�cient) condition for the existence
of solutions with a good cosmological interpretation, and also for the consistency of the
relational description in the first place. On the other hand, this is not in itself a necessary
condition for the mathematical consistency of the condensate dynamics. This means that
there may be solutions which do not satisfy this condition, but are still mathematically
well-defined and within the regime of validity of the condensate hydrodynamics we are
studying. Therefore, this is an additional requirement beyond the assumptions for a
condensate which is necessary for the condensate state to be interpreted as a cosmological
space-time.

An open question is whether setting all Qj = 0 (but still having large ⇢j) gives
Minkowski space, in which case the condensate state would correspond to a large space-
time although there would be no relational dynamics. We comment further on the vacuum
limit in Sec. VI.

Requiring that the energy density of the massless scalar field be non-vanishing has a
very important consequence: since at least one Qj must be non-zero to have a solution
that can be interpreted as a cosmological space-time, it follows from (72) that at least
one ⇢j will always remain greater than zero. In turn, since V =

P
j Vj⇢2j , it follows that

V will always remain non-zero. Therefore, we find that for all cosmological solutions, the
volume will never become zero.

6 The energy density of the massless scalar field ⇢ —without an index j— is not to be confused with the

amplitude of �j(�) denoted by ⇢j , nor with the amplitude |�| of the total condensate wave function

� =
P

j �j .
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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effective phantom-like dark energy (of pure QG origin) + asymptotic De Sitter universe
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• intermediate times: large volume - QG interactions still subdominant

under sufficient condition:

24

the expectation value of the volume operator on a CPS:

V (�0) ⌘ hV̂ i�;�0,⇡0
=
X

j,~m

Vj |�{j,~m}(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

=
X

j

Vj |�j(�;�0,⇡0)|
2

'

X

j

Vj⇢
2
j (�0) . (80)

Once again, we have used a lowest order saddle point ap-
proximation, whose validity is discussed in Appendix A
and in more detail in [46]. We clearly see the similar-
ity of this equation with equation (35), leading again to
the interpretation of the total volume being given by the
sum over j of the average number of “isotropic atoms”
with assigned spin j “at a time �0” weighted by their
individual volume contribution Vj .

E↵ective relational cosmological dynamics. By deriv-
ing equation (80) and using equation (67), we see that
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j Vj

⇥
Ej + 2µ2

j⇢
2
j

⇤
P

j Vj⇢2j
. (81b)

These are the e↵ective cosmological equations for the
GFT condensate in terms of the relational time �0. Re-
markably enough, they have the same functional form
as the equations (36) obtained in [10], though this time
some of the coe�cients in the equations depend on the
CPS parameters, which are in fact part of the definition
of our quantum relational clock. For instance, µ2

j carries
now a dependance on both ✏ and ⇡0.

Classical limit. We can immediately check that they
reproduce the expected classical limit for small energy
densities. Along the same lines as in Subsection III C,
in the limit ⇢2j � |Ej |/m2

j and ⇢4j � Q2
j/m

2
j , the above

equations become

✓
V 0

3V

◆2

'

 
2
P

j Vjµj⇢2jsgn(⇢
0
j)

3
P

j Vj⇢2j

!2

, (82a)

V 00

V
'

4
P

j Vj

⇥
µ2
j⇢
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j

⇤
P

j Vj⇢2j
. (82b)

A su�cient (but not necessary) condition for the above
approximate equations to coincide with the Friedmann
equations (in relational time) is either that all the µ2

js

are equal to 3⇡G̃, where G̃ ⌘ GM2 is the dimensionless
Newton’s gravitational constant, or even just that one
of the js is dominating, say µjo , and its characterized
by µ2

jo = 3⇡G̃ [10, 45]. Notice that this would amount
to a definition of the Newton’s constant, from the funda-
mental parameters and dynamics of the quantum gravity

theory. Interestingly, among the parameters conspiring
to the definition of the Newton’s constant, we find both
⇡0 and ✏, which are directly related to the “bona fide
slice properties” of our CPSs, and to the quantum prop-
erties of our relational clock. In this sense, we find an
interesting hint of a connection between the relational
dynamics, and the choice of quantum clock defining it,
and the emergent classical gravitational physics. This
connection, and the dependence of the e↵ective gravita-
tional coupling from the properties of the chosen quan-
tum clock, are certainly worth exploring further.

Bounce. Analogously to the framework of [10], also in
our improved relational cosmological dynamics we have
that, if at least one of the Qjs is not zero, or at least
one of the Ej is strictly negative, then the expectation
value of the volume operator never vanishes. This would
lead to a bouncing scenario replacing the cosmological
big bang singularity, in the very early universe.
However, there is a key di↵erence with respect to [10].
In that case the sum of the Qjs was equal to the ex-

pectation value of the “relational massless scalar field
momentum”. The latter could not vanish, for physical
reasons, since it would make the whole relational setting
unjustified (with no matter energy density, one would
expect a flat or constantly curved spacetime).
In this case there seem to be no physical obstruction to

requiring that sum to be zero. In fact, it is reasonable to
actually require the condition (79), since in this frame-
work it has to be imposed in order to have fully coherent
relational dynamics13. As a consequence, there might be
an interplay between the requirement of having a bounce
at early times and the condition that the momentum of
the scalar field used as a clock behaves as a good rela-
tional Hamiltonian. The dependence of the resolution of
the initial singularity on the properties of the clock used
to define evolution has been also highlighted in [52].
As a conclusion, while in [10] the bounce appeared as

a fully general result of the volume dynamics, in this
improved relational framework the presence of an bounce
depends on the integration constants Ej and Qj , meaning
that in this context there is no necessary reason to select
a bouncing solution, although it remains rather generic.
In addition, we remark that such a bounce, were it to

be present in the chosen solution, would be in any case
only an average result. That is, it would be a feature of
the dynamics of the mean value of the volume operator
in the chosen state. In order to give a more solid ground
for its physical interpretation, one has to check for the
behaviour of quantum fluctuations in the same regime of
the e↵ective dynamics. Leaving a detailed analysis for
[46], one can already expect that the dynamics of mean
values is reliable only in the regime in which N(�0) � 1

13 In particular, notice that, in the specific case of a single-spin
scenario, the constraint (79) implies that the single remaining
Qjo has to vanish.
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of isotropic GFT quanta) it is necessary to identify m2
j = 3⇡G for all j. For these val-

ues of mj, the GFT condensate dynamics reproduce the classical Friedmann equations of
general relativity. (As an aside, note that while it may be possible, at a specific relational
instant �o, to choose a di↵erent set of values for mj that also gives the correct limit,
this identification will not be preserved by the dynamics and hence the correct classical
Friedmann equations would in this case only be recovered in a small neighbourhood of
relational time around �o.)

The condition that m2
j = 3⇡G is a requirement on the form of the terms Aj and Bj that

are determined by the GFT action: if Bj/Aj 6= 3⇡G for some j, then it follows that the
correct Friedmann equations are not recovered in the classical limit. Note also that this
should be understood as a definition of G which arises as a hydrodynamic parameter and it
is thus a function of the microscopic GFT parameters, and not as an interpretation of the
microscopic parameters. This is an important conceptual point since this identification
has no reason to be valid in a generic regime of the dynamics (e.g., for non-condensate
GFT states) and may be di↵erent in other settings.

So, if all m2
j = 3⇡G, then the generalised Friedmann equations of the GFT condensate

become, in the classical limit,
✓
V 0

V

◆2

=
V 00

V
= 12⇡G, (81)

which are exactly the Friedmann equations of general relativity for a spatially flat FLRW
space-time with a massless scalar field �, used as a relational time (see Appendix A 1 for
details).

The solution to these equations of motion is the standard one of classical general
relativity,

V = Voe
±
p
12⇡G�, (82)

as expected, with the sign in the exponent depending on whether the universe is expanding
or contracting, and Vo depending on the initial conditions.

D. Single Spin Condensates

The other case where the equations of motion for V (�) can be solved exactly, and
for generic initial conditions, is when only one ⇢j is non-zero, which corresponds to a
condensate wave function that is very sharply (infinitely) peaked in j,

�j(�) = 0, for all j 6= jo. (83)

Then the sum over j in all of the expressions trivializes and an exact solution can be
found which includes quantum corrections.

40

~ classical Friedmann dynamics 
(wrt relational clock, with 
effective Newton constant)

• very early times: very small volume - QG interactions subdominant

for large class of states:

These e↵ective Friedmann equations for the GFT condensate include the correct classical
limit (i.e., they reproduce the standard Friedmann equations of general relativity, justi-
fying their name), as shall be shown in Sec. VC, as well as some quantum corrections
coming from the microscopic GFT theory. Interestingly, some of these corrections have
a clear geometric meaning, which shall be discussed shortly. From these equations, it is
possible to solve for the dynamics of the total volume, given some initial state �j(�o) at
an initial time �o.

An important point here is that, for the energy density of the massless scalar field,
which is defined in terms of the expectation values of scalar field momentum and volume
operators as

⇢ =
⇡2
�

2V 2
=

~2(
P

j Qj)2

2(
P

j Vj⇢2j)
2
, (78)

to be non-zero, at least one of the Qj must be non-zero6. The condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is necessary for the relational dynamics to be well-defined, and also
to ensure that the homogeneous and isotropic space-time is an FLRW space-time, not the
vacuum Minkowski space-time.

This restriction has important consequences. Obviously, the condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is a necessary (although not su�cient) condition for the existence
of solutions with a good cosmological interpretation, and also for the consistency of the
relational description in the first place. On the other hand, this is not in itself a necessary
condition for the mathematical consistency of the condensate dynamics. This means that
there may be solutions which do not satisfy this condition, but are still mathematically
well-defined and within the regime of validity of the condensate hydrodynamics we are
studying. Therefore, this is an additional requirement beyond the assumptions for a
condensate which is necessary for the condensate state to be interpreted as a cosmological
space-time.

An open question is whether setting all Qj = 0 (but still having large ⇢j) gives
Minkowski space, in which case the condensate state would correspond to a large space-
time although there would be no relational dynamics. We comment further on the vacuum
limit in Sec. VI.

Requiring that the energy density of the massless scalar field be non-vanishing has a
very important consequence: since at least one Qj must be non-zero to have a solution
that can be interpreted as a cosmological space-time, it follows from (72) that at least
one ⇢j will always remain greater than zero. In turn, since V =

P
j Vj⇢2j , it follows that

V will always remain non-zero. Therefore, we find that for all cosmological solutions, the
volume will never become zero.

6 The energy density of the massless scalar field ⇢ —without an index j— is not to be confused with the

amplitude of �j(�) denoted by ⇢j , nor with the amplitude |�| of the total condensate wave function

� =
P

j �j .
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(no big bang singularity)!
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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• intermediate times: large volume - QG interactions still subdominant

under sufficient condition:
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the expectation value of the volume operator on a CPS:
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=
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2
j (�0) . (80)

Once again, we have used a lowest order saddle point ap-
proximation, whose validity is discussed in Appendix A
and in more detail in [46]. We clearly see the similar-
ity of this equation with equation (35), leading again to
the interpretation of the total volume being given by the
sum over j of the average number of “isotropic atoms”
with assigned spin j “at a time �0” weighted by their
individual volume contribution Vj .

E↵ective relational cosmological dynamics. By deriv-
ing equation (80) and using equation (67), we see that
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These are the e↵ective cosmological equations for the
GFT condensate in terms of the relational time �0. Re-
markably enough, they have the same functional form
as the equations (36) obtained in [10], though this time
some of the coe�cients in the equations depend on the
CPS parameters, which are in fact part of the definition
of our quantum relational clock. For instance, µ2

j carries
now a dependance on both ✏ and ⇡0.

Classical limit. We can immediately check that they
reproduce the expected classical limit for small energy
densities. Along the same lines as in Subsection III C,
in the limit ⇢2j � |Ej |/m2

j and ⇢4j � Q2
j/m

2
j , the above

equations become

✓
V 0

3V

◆2

'

 
2
P

j Vjµj⇢2jsgn(⇢
0
j)

3
P

j Vj⇢2j

!2

, (82a)

V 00

V
'

4
P

j Vj

⇥
µ2
j⇢

2
j

⇤
P

j Vj⇢2j
. (82b)

A su�cient (but not necessary) condition for the above
approximate equations to coincide with the Friedmann
equations (in relational time) is either that all the µ2

js

are equal to 3⇡G̃, where G̃ ⌘ GM2 is the dimensionless
Newton’s gravitational constant, or even just that one
of the js is dominating, say µjo , and its characterized
by µ2

jo = 3⇡G̃ [10, 45]. Notice that this would amount
to a definition of the Newton’s constant, from the funda-
mental parameters and dynamics of the quantum gravity

theory. Interestingly, among the parameters conspiring
to the definition of the Newton’s constant, we find both
⇡0 and ✏, which are directly related to the “bona fide
slice properties” of our CPSs, and to the quantum prop-
erties of our relational clock. In this sense, we find an
interesting hint of a connection between the relational
dynamics, and the choice of quantum clock defining it,
and the emergent classical gravitational physics. This
connection, and the dependence of the e↵ective gravita-
tional coupling from the properties of the chosen quan-
tum clock, are certainly worth exploring further.

Bounce. Analogously to the framework of [10], also in
our improved relational cosmological dynamics we have
that, if at least one of the Qjs is not zero, or at least
one of the Ej is strictly negative, then the expectation
value of the volume operator never vanishes. This would
lead to a bouncing scenario replacing the cosmological
big bang singularity, in the very early universe.
However, there is a key di↵erence with respect to [10].
In that case the sum of the Qjs was equal to the ex-

pectation value of the “relational massless scalar field
momentum”. The latter could not vanish, for physical
reasons, since it would make the whole relational setting
unjustified (with no matter energy density, one would
expect a flat or constantly curved spacetime).
In this case there seem to be no physical obstruction to

requiring that sum to be zero. In fact, it is reasonable to
actually require the condition (79), since in this frame-
work it has to be imposed in order to have fully coherent
relational dynamics13. As a consequence, there might be
an interplay between the requirement of having a bounce
at early times and the condition that the momentum of
the scalar field used as a clock behaves as a good rela-
tional Hamiltonian. The dependence of the resolution of
the initial singularity on the properties of the clock used
to define evolution has been also highlighted in [52].
As a conclusion, while in [10] the bounce appeared as

a fully general result of the volume dynamics, in this
improved relational framework the presence of an bounce
depends on the integration constants Ej and Qj , meaning
that in this context there is no necessary reason to select
a bouncing solution, although it remains rather generic.
In addition, we remark that such a bounce, were it to

be present in the chosen solution, would be in any case
only an average result. That is, it would be a feature of
the dynamics of the mean value of the volume operator
in the chosen state. In order to give a more solid ground
for its physical interpretation, one has to check for the
behaviour of quantum fluctuations in the same regime of
the e↵ective dynamics. Leaving a detailed analysis for
[46], one can already expect that the dynamics of mean
values is reliable only in the regime in which N(�0) � 1

13 In particular, notice that, in the specific case of a single-spin
scenario, the constraint (79) implies that the single remaining
Qjo has to vanish.
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of isotropic GFT quanta) it is necessary to identify m2
j = 3⇡G for all j. For these val-

ues of mj, the GFT condensate dynamics reproduce the classical Friedmann equations of
general relativity. (As an aside, note that while it may be possible, at a specific relational
instant �o, to choose a di↵erent set of values for mj that also gives the correct limit,
this identification will not be preserved by the dynamics and hence the correct classical
Friedmann equations would in this case only be recovered in a small neighbourhood of
relational time around �o.)

The condition that m2
j = 3⇡G is a requirement on the form of the terms Aj and Bj that

are determined by the GFT action: if Bj/Aj 6= 3⇡G for some j, then it follows that the
correct Friedmann equations are not recovered in the classical limit. Note also that this
should be understood as a definition of G which arises as a hydrodynamic parameter and it
is thus a function of the microscopic GFT parameters, and not as an interpretation of the
microscopic parameters. This is an important conceptual point since this identification
has no reason to be valid in a generic regime of the dynamics (e.g., for non-condensate
GFT states) and may be di↵erent in other settings.

So, if all m2
j = 3⇡G, then the generalised Friedmann equations of the GFT condensate

become, in the classical limit,
✓
V 0

V

◆2

=
V 00

V
= 12⇡G, (81)

which are exactly the Friedmann equations of general relativity for a spatially flat FLRW
space-time with a massless scalar field �, used as a relational time (see Appendix A 1 for
details).

The solution to these equations of motion is the standard one of classical general
relativity,

V = Voe
±
p
12⇡G�, (82)

as expected, with the sign in the exponent depending on whether the universe is expanding
or contracting, and Vo depending on the initial conditions.

D. Single Spin Condensates

The other case where the equations of motion for V (�) can be solved exactly, and
for generic initial conditions, is when only one ⇢j is non-zero, which corresponds to a
condensate wave function that is very sharply (infinitely) peaked in j,

�j(�) = 0, for all j 6= jo. (83)

Then the sum over j in all of the expressions trivializes and an exact solution can be
found which includes quantum corrections.
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~ classical Friedmann dynamics 
(wrt relational clock, with 
effective Newton constant)

• very early times: very small volume - QG interactions subdominant

for large class of states:

These e↵ective Friedmann equations for the GFT condensate include the correct classical
limit (i.e., they reproduce the standard Friedmann equations of general relativity, justi-
fying their name), as shall be shown in Sec. VC, as well as some quantum corrections
coming from the microscopic GFT theory. Interestingly, some of these corrections have
a clear geometric meaning, which shall be discussed shortly. From these equations, it is
possible to solve for the dynamics of the total volume, given some initial state �j(�o) at
an initial time �o.

An important point here is that, for the energy density of the massless scalar field,
which is defined in terms of the expectation values of scalar field momentum and volume
operators as

⇢ =
⇡2
�

2V 2
=

~2(
P

j Qj)2

2(
P

j Vj⇢2j)
2
, (78)

to be non-zero, at least one of the Qj must be non-zero6. The condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is necessary for the relational dynamics to be well-defined, and also
to ensure that the homogeneous and isotropic space-time is an FLRW space-time, not the
vacuum Minkowski space-time.

This restriction has important consequences. Obviously, the condition that at least one
of the Qj be non-zero is a necessary (although not su�cient) condition for the existence
of solutions with a good cosmological interpretation, and also for the consistency of the
relational description in the first place. On the other hand, this is not in itself a necessary
condition for the mathematical consistency of the condensate dynamics. This means that
there may be solutions which do not satisfy this condition, but are still mathematically
well-defined and within the regime of validity of the condensate hydrodynamics we are
studying. Therefore, this is an additional requirement beyond the assumptions for a
condensate which is necessary for the condensate state to be interpreted as a cosmological
space-time.

An open question is whether setting all Qj = 0 (but still having large ⇢j) gives
Minkowski space, in which case the condensate state would correspond to a large space-
time although there would be no relational dynamics. We comment further on the vacuum
limit in Sec. VI.

Requiring that the energy density of the massless scalar field be non-vanishing has a
very important consequence: since at least one Qj must be non-zero to have a solution
that can be interpreted as a cosmological space-time, it follows from (72) that at least
one ⇢j will always remain greater than zero. In turn, since V =

P
j Vj⇢2j , it follows that

V will always remain non-zero. Therefore, we find that for all cosmological solutions, the
volume will never become zero.

6 The energy density of the massless scalar field ⇢ —without an index j— is not to be confused with the

amplitude of �j(�) denoted by ⇢j , nor with the amplitude |�| of the total condensate wave function

� =
P

j �j .
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remains positive at all times
(with single turning point)

quantum bounce         
(no big bang singularity)!
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!I think this is a promising theory, 

but there is still very much to do

(i) More solid arguments that the classical limit is GR

(ii) Compute quantum corrections to Effective QFT scattering

(iii) IR renormalization?    Scaling   [Orsay group, Smerlak Bonzom]

(iv) Lorentzian structure?

(v) Open points in the definition (Edge splitting invariance?) [Bojowald Perez, Warsaw school]

(vi) Difficulties of low energy computation

(vii) Questions on the vertex expansion

(viii) Observable consequences?  Cosmology?  [Barrau, Mielczarek, Grain, Cailleteau, Ashtekar, Sloan]
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FIG. 3. The behaviour of w in the two modes case, where both modes have only one interaction

term. Blue solid line shows the case where �11 < �21, while for red dashed line we have �11 =

�21. Black dotted lines show w = 1 and the phantom divide w = �1. Parameters are same as in

figure 1 with additional ones are �1 = �10�8
, µ1 = 0, µ2 = 0, n1 = n2 = 6 and �2 = �9.5⇥ 10�8

for �11 < �21, �2 = �9.5725⇥ 10�8 for �11 = �21.

One may then worry about whether this e↵ective phantom energy, like in many field

theoretic models, leads to a Big Rip singularity at later times also in our model. We will

discuss this issue in the next section, showing that the e↵ective energy density ⇢ , defined

from the equation of state w, remains bounded in our model, tending towards to a finite

value at asymptotically large volumes. To see this, we need some further approximation for

the equation of state w, which we anticipate here.

Since �11 < �21, and for large volume we have � ! �11, we see that ⇢2 is nearly a

constant given by ⇢2(�11). Using the solution (43), we get

⇢2(�11) =

 
1

2

r
��2

3

!� 1
2

1

(�21 � �11)
1
2

.

Furthermore, when � ! �11 the first mode ⇢1 would be much larger than ⇢2, hence in

computing the total volume we can ignore ⇢2 and let V = V1⇢21. Inserting this approximate

expression back in the expression for w, we get

w = �1�
b

V
, (47)

where b = 4V2⇢2(�11) is a constant. Notice again that b > 0, thus we have w < �1, and

the phantom divide w = �1 is being crossed.
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• can analyse dynamics of universe volume in different cosmological epochs
DO, L. Sindoni, E. Wilson-Ewing, '16; 
L. Marchetti, DO, '20

in terms of equation of state for "effective matter component"

• late times: larger volume - QG interactions become dominant accelerated cosmological expansion

effective phantom-like dark energy (of pure QG origin) + asymptotic De Sitter universe

X. Pang, DO, '21M. De Cesare, A. Pithis, M. Sakellariadou, ‘16

• dynamics of cosmological perturbations matches GR for large wavelengths, 
differs otherwise - to be further explored

L. Marchetti, DO, '21

Emergent cosmological dynamics from QG hydrodynamics



many more results

• cosmological perturbations

• anisotropies

• "deparametrized" formulation

• reduction to LQC dynamics

• cosmological evolution from more general quantum states

• ........

• effects of TGFT interactions

F. Gerhardt, DO, E. Wilson-Ewing, ‘18S. Gielen, DO, ‘17 S. Gielen, '18

M. De Cesare, A. Pithis, M. Sakellariadou, ‘16

E. Wilson-Ewing, '18, S. Gielen, A. Polaczek, '19

A. Pithis, M. Sakellariadou, ’16
M. De Cesare, DO, A. Pithis, M. Sakellariadou, ‘17

S. Gielen, A. Polaczek, '19

G. Calcagni, '14; DO, L. Sindoni, E. Wilson-Ewing, '16
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• universe as quantum fluid; gravitational dynamics from QG hydrodynamics ("non-linear QC")


• in hydrodynamic approx., quantum bounce quite generic


• non-linear corrections are physically important (produce cosmic acceleration)


• gravitational couplings are (effective, dressed, running) functions of fundamental QG ones


• large-scale properties of universe could be of direct QG origin
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• cosmological perturbations (also beyond mean field approx)


• anisotropies


• beyond mean field dynamics: quantum effective action, connectivity (spatial curvature?)


• matching emergent cosmological dynamics (different QG models) with modified gravity


• phase transitions, limits of hydrodynamic approximation, cosmological significance

• to be explored further
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