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GRAVITATION AS A STATISTICAL THEORY ON THE LIGHT

CONE

JOSE M. ISIDRO, CLAUDIO F. PAGANINI, AND ALESSANDRO PESCI

ABSTRACT. In this paper, we will explore Padmanabhan’s mesoscopic, statistical
approach to gravity [62] with a twist. The general picture of his approach is that
spacetime is made of large numbers of localized quantum degrees of freedom. Pad-
manabhan assumed that the degrees of freedom of a given quantum state of geometry
contribute, after averaging over fluctuations, a vector degree of freedom for space-
time at a point. For null vectors, this can be regarded as corresponding to one
single vector, i.e. a pure state, for the statistical ensemble on the light cone at every
point. In the present paper, we consider instead the case where the states of the
gravitational degrees of freedom are spread out and overlap, with only probabilistic
information on which of them determines the actual spacetime at a point. In the
continuum limit, this corresponds to a mixed state for the statistical ensemble on
the light cone at every point.

This change in assumptions leads to some interesting observations. When we define
a statistical ensemble on the light cone, its variance “knows” about the interior of
the light cone. As an intriguing consequence, we find that the cosmological constant
can be related to the variance over the light cone.

With a mixed state, we can no longer derive the gravitational field equations from
an entropy functional. Here, instead, we show that a naive implementation of the
measure of a mixed state on the light cone in the variation principle leads to mod-
ified measure theories (MMT) as the grand canonical ensemble and allows one to
reframe unimodular gravity as the canonical ensemble of a statistical theory on the
light cone.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The present paper is a result of a series of papers comparing the structures and ideas
of different approaches to fundamental physics [I7, 19, [I8] as well as the upcoming
articles [20, 21]. The goal of this project is to motivate the community to establish
an extensive collection of such articles as a sort of ”"Rosetta stone” for approaches
to fundamental physics. The hope is that such a set of dictionaries of ideas helps
the exchange across approaches and thereby catalyzes progress in the foundations of
physics. The present article demonstrates the potential of this project, set in the
context of thermodynamic approaches to gravity, it takes inspiration from Causal
Fermion Systems (CFS) [1,[16] and links directly to Modified Measure Theories (MMT)
[28, 26, 27] and unimodular gravity (UG) [35] 9] 52] 81, 51, 42].

The original idea of spacetime thermodynamics came about in the context of black
holes. Bekenstein [6] realized that the black hole parameters satisfy the same relations
as conjugate variables in thermodynamics and boldly suggested assigning an entropy
to black holes proportional to the area of their event horizon. This idea was given
further credibility by Hawking’s discovery [30, [BI] that black holes indeed have a
temperature, thus fixing the proportionality constant to be ET%' In his seminal paper
in 1995 Jacobson [38] then showed that in fact the equations of General Relativity can
be understood as thermodynamic balance equations across any null surface through
any point in spacetime. To obtain the full Einstein equations in the bulk, one then
needs to assume that the stress energy tensor of the matter fields is divergence-free.
This fixes the dynamics in the bulk up to a constant of integration which can be
identified with the cosmological constant.

Ever since, there has been great interest in this approach to the puzzle of (quantum)
gravity. For recent work, see, for example, [5, 4], 3], 25l [38] 87, 13, 40, 8, 71, 83} 2|
3, 411, [78]. For our results here, the paper [2] is of particular interest, as they argue
that rather than giving rise to the Einstein-Hilbert action, thermodynamic arguments
actually favor UG which features equivalent dynamics. Our main focus, however,
will be on the contributions by Padmanabhan [57] 59] [60L [68] [62] and his ideas of a
mesoscopic Boltzmann approach to gravity. Hence in his reasoning, he assumes that
there do exist internal degrees of freedom underlying every point of spacetime; however,
he remains agnostic to the concrete nature of these microscopic degrees of freedom.
The goal of his approach was to obtain a variational principle for gravity such that
the equations of motion are invariant under Ly — Lp; + C where Ly is the matter
Lagrangian and C' is a constant. To that end he studied the small sphere limit © — y
of Synge’s world function modified by adding a minimal length o (z,y) = o(z,y) + L?

to derive a ”gravitational density of states”.

His original derivation was performed in the Euclidean setting and carried over to
the Lorentzian setting via analytic continuation. Omne of the authors of this paper
later showed [72] [73], (74, [11] that the same result can be obtained working directly in
the Lorentzian setting. In the course of his investigation, Padmanabhan frequentl
identified the light cone as the configuration space for the internal degrees of freedom@f

1Synge’s world function o(z,y) is given by one half times the geodesic interval between x and y
squared.

2The derivation for the density of states works equally well for time-like or space-like vectors,
however the particular emphasis on null-vectors is due to their connection to horizons and thereby the
original thermodynamic considerations.
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This is the starting point for our present work. In his later work [62] he remarked
that one should keep in mind that the null vectors that enter the variation principle
for the entropy should be thought of as representing underlying gravitational quantum
degrees of freedom which are localized in a small volume around a point x with a
sharply peaked distribution in momenta. He demands that when averaging over this
state in momentum space, the result should be a null vector again. This implies that
in the continuum limit where we consider a state on the light cone at a point = this
corresponds to a pure state, i.e. a Dirac delta in configuration space.

In the present paper, we take inspiration from Causal Fermion Systems. In the
continuum limit of the Minkowski vacuum, the underlying Hilbert space is given by
the Dirac sea [16]. It is therefore natural to associate these states with the gravitational
sector of the theory. Hegerfeldt’s theorem [34] 10, [24] tells us that vectors in this Hilbert
space cannot be localized in any spatially compact region. In fact, if we consider the
plane wave solutions, eigenstates of the momentum operator, the Dirac sea is built
from maximally delocalized quantum states. As a result, we should consider that the
volume at a point z is not sourced by a single (pure) gravitational state, but by a
collection of states; and, assuming to have only probabilistic information on them, by
a mixed of state. In the continuum limit, this corresponds to a general measure on
configuration space, i.e., on the light cone.

Padmanabhan [62] argued that for the (pure) states he considered, the variance is
small and hence can be neglected in a first-order approximation. This can not hold true
if we consider mixed states. Working with mixed states leads to a number of interesting
observations. In particular, we find that taking the average over a probability field
naturally gives rise to a time-like vector field that is similar in nature to the regularizing
vector field that plays a key role in [22]. We also find that the variance can be linked
to the cosmological constant if we consider the validity of the Einstein field equations
as an observational fact.

Furthermore, it turns out that working with mixed states allows us to link several
lines of research in the context of modified/thermodynamic gravity. In this paper,
we explore the link with MMT and UG which is a subset of MMT, as explained
in [19] Section 2.2]. MMT was developed with the same goal in mind that was driving
Padmanabhan’s research: To find a variational principle for which the equations of
motion for the matter sector and the gravitational sector are both invariant, to the
addition of constants in the Lagrangian. Instead of focusing on the light cone, MMT
replace the metric measure \/—_gd‘la: with a measure that is independent of the metric.
As a result, additive constants to the Lagrangian drop out of the equations of motion
as desired.

In our present paper, we show that even a naive implementation of a mixed state
on the light cone in the variation principle has interesting consequences. It naturally
leads to MMT as the grand canonical ensemble and allows us to reframe UG as the
canonical ensemble of a statistical theory on the light cone. Despite the ad hoc nature
of these action principles, on the conceptual level they fit nicely with the considerations
regarding baryogenesis [22] in the context of CFS [16, ]. In particular, they give a
complementary point of view on MMT. This perspective also fits with the arguments
in [2] as the derivation of UG requires the conventionally defined matter stress-energy

3We will touch briefly on the conjecture that these approaches are indeed two sides of the same
coin if one considers the conformal factor of the metric as an independent degree of freedom. However,
a rigorous discussion of this idea is beyond the scope of this paper.
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tensor to be divergence-free, an assumption that is dropped in MMT. However, given
the ad-hoc nature of the variation principles brought forward in this paper, they likely
will not be the final answer, but at least they seem to be a good starting point for
further investigations.

Finally, we mention that this mathematical setup has the potential to link to Ver-
linde’s heuristic derivation [85, [86, [37] of modified Newtonian dynamics from entropic
considerations.

1.1. Organization. In Section [2] we introduce basic mathematical notations and use-
ful facts to keep in mind for the later constructions. In Section [B] we summarize the
key arguments in Padmanabhan’s papers. The mathematical core of the paper is in
Section [ where we introduce the probability density on the light cone. Here we recall
the fact that averaging over the light cone always results in a time-like vector except for
pure states. Finally, we prove that the variance is a positive definite tensor. The core
physical results are presented in the following two sections. In Section [0l we observe
that the variance can be connected to the cosmological constant. In Section [(] we show
how theories with modified measures can be obtained if we consider a density of states
instead of a probability measure on the light cone. Finally, in Section [7, we give an
overview of possible applications and generalizations of our mathematical framework.

2. MATHEMATICAL BACKGROUND

In the present work we will always consider (M, g) to be a spacetime, i.e. a four-
dimensional orientable Lorentzian manifold. The study of null-geodesics, i.e. geodesics
v who’s tangent vector 4* satisfies

guzﬁ“ﬁ” =0 (2.1)

at every point has been of considerable interest as they play a crucial role in charac-
terizing the causal structure of spacetime, see e.g., [49, [50].

From a physical perspective, null geodesics describe the path of light rays and are
thus, in principle, amendable to experiment/observation. For that reason, they play
a key role in the axiomatic reconstruction of spacetime from physical structures by
Ehlers, Schild and Piran [46] [I5]. In the mathematical literature, there has been
recent progress in the study of the geometry of the space of null-geodesics [47, [33], 12].
In the present work, we are interested in a geometric structure closely associated with
the space of null-geodesics, namely the bundle of past light cones.

Definition 2.1 (Past Light Cone Bundle (PLCB)). Let (M, g) be a smooth spacetime,
that is, a smooth time orientable Lorentzian manifold. Then the PLCB is the subset
of the tangent bundle given by

L:={(z,v) e TM|gy(v,v) =0,v #0 and v past directed}. (2.2)

The fiber £, of £ at a point x is just the past light cone at this point. In [7] it was
shown that the PCLB L is, in fact, a submanifold of the tangent bundle. This is a first
sanity check that it makes sense to consider £ as a configuration space for a physical
theory.

To make calculations more tractable, we will use a coordinate system based on an
orthonormal tetrad efy, e}, €}, €5 where eff is time-like and the other tetrad vectors are
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space-like. Using the notation k - e# = kie) + koey + ksel we notice that any null
vector can then be written as

nt = \eb + k- &) (2.3)

where k = (k1, ko, k3) is a three vector with unit Euclidean norm |k| = 1. This makes
the R x 52 topology of the light cone explicit. We make use of this split in the definition
of the past celestial sphere bundle.

Definition 2.2 (Past Celestial Sphere Bundle (PCSB)). Let (M, g) be a smooth space-
time and X be a smooth, non-vanishing timelike vector field. Then the PCSB is the
subset of the tangent bundle given by

CSM :={veT,M|g(v,v) =0,g9(v,X) =1} (2.4)
From the results in [7], we get the following corollary.
Corollary 2.3. There is a global factorization of the PLCB by the PCSB.
L=R; xSM. (2.5)

This can be seen immediately from the definition of the PCSB and a global rescaling
of the vector field X by a scalar A\. This fact will become especially important in our
follow-up paper [69], where we will remove most of the structures that we assumed for
simplicity in the present paper. This concludes our collection of relevant notation and
existing results.

3. PADMANABHAN’S THERMODYNAMIC CONSIDERATIONS

In [38] Jacobson showed that the equations of motion of General Relativity on the
light cone

(Ru — kT )ntn” = 0, Vn* with g(n,n) =0 (3.1)
can be recovered as a thermodynamic balance equation. To obtain the full Einstein

equations from the equations on the light cone, one has to impose the fact that the
stress-energy tensor is divergence free V#T),, = 0. This leads to

1
R, — §R + Agu = kT (3.2)

with A as a free constant of integration. Padmanabhan’s idea was to extend on this
argument and derive (B from mesoscopic considerations. The philosophy of this
approach is to assume that there exist microscopic degrees of freedom underlying
spacetime and GR, which are macroscopic phenomena. However, no assumptions
are made about the detailed properties of these microscopic degrees of freedom other
than their existence. To this end Padmanabhan postulated, e.g. in [61], a density
of microscopic degrees of freedom p(x,$4), where ¢4 is a yet to be specified variable
labeling the internal microscopic degrees of freedom. He arrived at this conclusion by
investigating the minimum-length metric (also quantum metric, or g-metric for short),
i.e., a matric description of spacetime with a built-in minimal length [43 [45] 82] [67, [44].
The g-metric postulates that the squared integral between two points o?(z,y) (i.e.,
two times Synge’s world function [84]) is modified on short scaledl. The simplest

4This allows for a covariant implementation of a minimal length scale in the universe. See [36] for
a review of minimal length scenarios in quantum gravity and [80] for a connection to holography.
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implementation of this idea is the addition of a constant to its square (the results
derived from the g-metric do not depend on the details of the modification)

o(z,y)? — or(z,y)* = o(z,y)* + L*. (3.3)

The g-metric corresponding to this modified world function is a bitensor, i.e. it is
defined in terms of two points x and y, which is singular everywhere in the coincidence
limit (where  — y). This singular behaviour is a direct consequence of the minimal
length in the corresponding distance function.

One can calculate the volume and surface of an equi-geodesic ball with o, (z,y)? =
C. Taking the small-sphere limit, i.e. & — ¥, one can compare the result from the
modified distance with that from the original metric. In the ordinary spacetime metric
volumes and areas vanish, of course, in the coincidence limit. For the g-metric, how-
ever, only the volume vanishes in the coincidence limit, while the area does not. This
paves the way to introduce the density of gravitational degrees of freedom. Padman-
abhan then defines the density of microscopic degrees of freedom by the limit

A/ ho 1
= lim —2- =1 - ZL?R,,n"n". 3.4
p($7¢A) x%m 6 up TV T ( )

where /h,, and and /h(,.L,ﬂat are the area elements associated with the modified
distance function in curved space and in flat space respectively and n* is the surface
normal vector. Working in a Euclidean setting, Padmanabhan interpreted the zero
point as the light cone after Wick rotation and n* in the limit accordingly as null
vectors. This calculation led Padmanabhan to identify the internal degrees of freedom
¢4 in his density of microscopic degrees of freedom by the set of null vectors n* at a
point.

In his later papers [62 63, [66], Padmanabhan then conceived a given quantum state
of spacetime as the product of a collection of elementary quantum degrees of freedom
over elemental volumes throughout all of spacetime. To go from the quantum state of
spacetime to the classical description of spacetime he defined in [62] the average over
quantum fluctuations at every point x representing an elemental volume through the
functional integral

(n = / D n(@) P(n(x)" x) = () (3.5)

where P(n(z)", z) is parameterized by some null vector field {#(z), and P is the proba-
bility that the actual quantum degree of freedom is given by n(z)* at x. Here, in princi-
ple, one should think of P as a sharply peaked Gaussian in the variable [n(z)* — ¥ (x)]
supported in a small volume around the point x. This suggests, that (n,) in (3.5
should be regarded as the expectation value of the momentum over a single quantum
degree of freedom treated essentially as a pure. In the continuum limit, which we
consider subsequently, such a state corresponds to a Dirac measure on the light cone.

Following Padmanabhan, we will treat the light cone itself as the configuration
space of the internal variables n*. However, inspired by CFS we now consider a sit-
uation where the states of the underlying gravitational quantum degrees of freedom
overlap in spacetime, with only probabilistic information of which state actually de-
termines spacetime at z. In the present set-up this motivates the consideration of
mixed states described by general invariant probability measures on the light cone
dP(n*). Given (23), if the measure is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure of the tetrad coordinates, we can write this probability measure as
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dP(n*) = P()\, k)d\dQ2, where dS2 is the canonical measure on S? and d\ the canonical
measure on R,. We define the average over the light cone at a point z by

(e ) = / el + T - @) PO\, F)dAdC. (3.6)
Ry x 52

Following Padmanabhan we define the variance analogously.

Definition 3.1 (Gravitational Dissipation). We define the gravitational dissipation as
the vartance over the light cone

(P =nn" ), py — ") (0" )L, (p)- (3.7)
Here (-),, again refers to the average over the configuration space of the internal
variable n# (i.e. the light cone). In analogy to fluid mechanics, where

2% = ) — D" (3.8)
is the dissipation tensor and (-), denotes the average over momentum space with
P* = (p*), being the flow velocity of the macroscopic fluid. For the collection of
(pure) states considered by Padmanabhan [62] o#" is a small correction originating
from quantum gravity (as diffusion is a small effect compared to the overall flow of
a fluid) and [* = (n*) is a null vector depending on the single quantum degree of
freedom at x through the specific state P(n(x)*,z). Therefore a variation of the
physical system with respect to P(n(z)",x) is equivalent to a variation of the null
vector [*. In Padmanabhan’s approach, requiring extremization of total entropy (of
spacetime and matter degree of freedom) with respect to P(n(z)*,z) hence leads to

(R — KT ){n*n")] ~ 0[(Ryuy — KT,w)IM1Y] = 0, (3.9)

subject to the constraint [#l, = 0. Where we used that 0P ~ ¢I#. To leading order
one thus gets that

(Ruy — kT ){nt'n") ~ (R — KT ){n* Y(n") = (R, — KTu)IM1Y = 0. (3.10)

has to hold for all states P and hence for all null vectors I#. Demanding again, that
the stress-energy tensor be divergence free V#T),,, = 0, this leads to the Einstein field
equations with a cosmological constant as a constant of integration, along the lines of
the original argument by Jacobson.

As we shall see in the following, extracting expectation values of mixed states
strongly impacts the argument just mentioned. Indeed, it is a well-known fact in
Lorentzian geometry that the average of any two future (past) directed light-like vec-
tors can only be null if the vectors are linearly dependent. This is the starting point
for our results below.

4. A PROBABILITY MEASURE ON THE LIGHT CONE

In this section we will assume two things:

(1) The configuration space for the internal degrees of freedom for gravitation is
the PLCB.

(2) In analogy to Boltzmann’s phase-space density f(x,p*) for fluids, we will as-
sume a field of invariant Borel measures dP(z,n*) on the PLCB. If, in a fiber
L, at a point z, the measure is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure of the tetrad coordinates, then it can be written in terms
of the coordinates introduced above as P(\,k)dAdS), where P(\ k) = 0 is
nonnegative.
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Remark 4.1. In an abuse of notation, we will also write Dirac measures in terms of

P(\, k) with Dirac distributions.

The goal of this section is to establish the properties of the statistical quantities
required for Padmanabhan’s formalism, in the context of mixed states. For now, we
ignore the spatial dependence and consider dP(n*) to be a probability measure on the
past light cone at a point. This means that we assume

/ P\ k)dNdQ = 1, (4.1)
R+ ><S2

and for the variance to be finite

/ NP\, k)dAdQ < 0. (4.2)
R+ x.S2

As a warmup, we show the following lemma which is a well-known fact in Lorentzian
geometry.

Lemma 4.2. The vector <n“>gzﬁ is time-like except in the case where P(\ k) =
P(N\)o(k — ko).

Proof. For P(\, k) = P(\)§(k — ko) it is clear that
(P = / et + Fo - @) PN = (e + Fo - &) / APV, (4.3)
Ry R

+

and therefore (n*),_ is still a null vector. Now we treat the case of a general P(\, k).
For that, it is convenient to introduce the marginal probability density

PO\ — / PO\, By, (4.4)
5‘2
P(k) is then defined analogously. In addition, it is convenient to define
Aavg = / AP(N)dA. (4.5)
Ry
This allows us to write the expectation value over the light cone as
AP\ )k
e, = Nave | €) +/ Mde/\ et (4.6)
Ry xS2 )‘avg

Now it is clear that f g2 P(A, IE)I;:dQ is a convex combination over S2 for more than one
A and therefore that the inequality
/ A
<
Ry /\avg

/ APARE
R+X52
</ A (/ P(/\,Z:)|l_c|d§2> i (4.8)
Ry )\avg S2

/ P(), l?;)l?:dQ’ d\ (4.7)
/\avg 52

A
- / —P(NdA =1, (4.9)
Ry Mavg
5Lt is tempting to associate —t* = —(n*)., with the flow of time, given it also shows up in the

“classical” thermodynamic arguments [79]. Therefore, it would be tempting to identify —t* as the
arrow of time.
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where | - | is the Euclidean scalar product, in three dimensions is strict unless P(A, k)
is of the form P(\, k) = P(\)d(k — ko). This finishes the argument. O

Note, that the exception of course includes the pure states considered by Padman-
abhan with P(\, k) = §(A — X\g)d(k — ko). The following corollary will be useful for
further calculations.

Corollary 4.3. For a probability measure over the light cone dP(n*) that is not of

the form P(\, k) = P(\)d(k — ko), we can choose an orthonormal basis e}y, e}, e, ek,

that is, a coordinate system such that

/ APOCRIE a0 — o (4.10)
Ry xS2 avg
and thus

<n‘u>£m(P) = /\avgeg- (411)

In the next step, we will show that every state that is not of the form P(, k) =
P(N)d(k — ko) can be normalized.

Lemma 4.4. Let dP(n*) be a probability measure that is not of the form P(\ k) =
P(N)S(k — ko), and €f, e, eb, ek a tetrad choosen according to Corollary [{.3, then we
can always find a related probability measure dP(n*) := dP(an*) such that (n>,. is
a unit timelike vector.

Let P(\, k) = P(a\, k) with a > 0 then we have

/ Ael + - &) P\, k)dAdQ = / Ael + k-e)Pa) k)dAdQ  (4.12)
R+ x S2 R+ x S2

Replacing é = X and % = d)\ we get
1 - _ ..
= — ey + k-e")P(\ k)d\dQ  (4.13)
a” JR, x 82
Aay
= af el (4.14)
Setting o = Aayg gives us

This finished the argument.

Definition 4.5. We will call a probability measure dP with Py = et a normal-
ized state.

The above lemma gives us a relation between the normalization of the resulting
timelike vector field and the change in the underlying probability measure.

We are now ready to study the variance of a probability measure on the light cone.
For that, we need the following definition.

Definition 4.6. We call P(\, k) degenerate of order n if there exist n linearly inde-
pendent vectors k; € S? such that

supp(P(\, k) < spanf{k;|i <ne N}t (4.16)
or if there are n — 1 such vectors and
P(X\) = 0(A = o). (4.17)
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Theorem 4.7. For any non-degenerate P(\, k)
o(P)* =", p) — ()L, P {n")c.(p) (4.18)
is strictly positive.

Proof. We choose an orthonormal basis according to Corollary [£.31 Then we have the
corresponding co-tangent basis eg, ell” eﬁ, ef’, Due to orthogonality for i = {1,2,3} we
have

("), py = ML p) (0 D)) €ues = (W'D, (pyeje, (4.19)

= / N(ehy + k- @) (ef + k- &) P(\, k)dAdQe), e}, (4.20)
Ry x 52

= /R . M2 (k)2P(X, k)dAdQ (4.21)
+ X

This is positive by our assumption, that P(), k) be non-degenerate. For ey we need a
different argument. We calculate

2
(")) = )2, (py (N ) Lap)) Eney = /R ) N P(A)dA — ( /R ) AP(A)CD\>

— /m P(H)dn/R+ N P(N\)d\ — (/m AP(A)dA) (/m /fP(/f)d/f)

_ / A\ — k) P\ P(k)dAdk > 0 (4.22)
Ry xRy

The positivity follows from Lemma[ATlin Appendix[Aldue to the fact that P(A\)P(x)
is positive and symmetric. This concludes the proof. O

5. SOME OBSERVATIONS

In the following we apply the results of the previous section to the variation of
entropy. Clearly, in general we can not apply straightforwardly Padmanabhan’s ex-
tremization of entropy setting the variation of the state P equal with the variation of
the null vector [*. Instead we always have to carry the variation with respect to the
state P along which leads to

0= 0[(Ry — kT )0 n")] = 0[(Rpw — KT) (0 )n”) + o (P)] - (5.1)
)

S[(Ruw — KTw)o(P)*] = =6[(Ru — KT )" )(n*)] (5.2)
at equilibrium. We now restrict to variations such that
O[(Ruy — KT} )X )X(n")] = (Ruw — kT )0[{n* )(n")] (5.3)

under the constraint (n,)(n”) = —C. Following [73] this implies that the Einstein
equation hold

1
R, — §R + Agw = kT (5.4)
with the cosmological constant originating from the Lagrange multiplier. If we then

formally integrate equation (5.2]) we get
(R — KT)o (P = = X2, (R — KT )ehel + G (5.5)

avg
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with G = (R, — KT, ){n#n") following from (5.1]), a constant independent of P. We
now make use of the fact that the Einstein field equations hold for this system (with
the trace term either on the geometric side or on the matter side)

K
Ry — KT, = <A _ §T) G (5.6)
1
Ry, — KT, = <§R — A> G (5.7)

to replace the relevant term on the right-hand side of (5.2)) we get the following in-
triguing result

o (L)
22

avg

_ _A_E _k wos — p Lo
(R — KT0) A 2T+<A 2T>g,w<nn> A=ST=SR—A (58)

where we used g,,(n*n”) = (gun'n”) = 0 in the second step. Similarly we get
~ 1
(R — KT)o(P)™ = A — gT = JR-A (5.9)

for normalized states. At the present state of our understanding we do not want
to interpret too much into this relation but report it as something reassuring and
promising. Nevertheless, it is tempting that the cosmological constant shows up either
way, especially in light of the fact that so much of Padmanabhan’s work was geared
towards explaining the cosmological constant.

As a final remark, it is interesting to observe that a mixed state gives rise to a vector
field t* = (n*), relevant for the computation similar to the regularizing vector fields
that appear in Causal Fermion Systems in the context of baryogenesis [22]. In light
of the results in [39], it is interesting to note that this vector field seems to have no
dynamical relevance, but is more of a sort of a bookkeeping device. In accordance with
classical thermodynamic treatments, there is a plethora of states P(\, k) that lead to
the same right-hand side in (5.9]). However, as a bookkeeping device, it might be
relevant in the context of Padmanabhan’s earlier considerations. In [70] [54] he derived
GR in terms of thermodynamically conjugate variables, and in [58, 59, 56, 55l 53]
he derived what he calls the “holographic equipartition” for stationary spacetimes.
All of these considerations feature the choice of a vector field. In Appendix Bl we
calculated this vector field for several forms of P(A, k) that are relevant in Causal
Fermion Systems, and it turns out that A, is proportional to the inverse of the
regularization length €, which can be thought to be of the order of the Planck length.

6. MODIFIED MEASURE THEORIES FROM A DENSITY OF STATES

The Hawking-King-McCarthy and Malament theorem [32, 48] states that under very
weak causality conditions the causal order (M, <) determines the metric (M, g) up to
a conformal factor. Formally, this implies that (M, g) is equivalent to (M, <) plus a
volume form @, or colloquially: spacetime is equal to causal order plus volume. The
attentive reader might notice that, by working on the light cone, we already fixed the
causal structure, so the only variable left is the conformal factor of the metric. If we
drop the requirement typically invoked in thermodynamic derivations of gravity that
the stress-energy tensor of matter needs to be divergence free V#T),, = 0, then this
allows for MMT. Instead of integrating the Lagrangian against the measure \/—gdx
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MMT promote the measure to be an independent quantity. The total action is then
given by

1
S - / Lo(A)i's  with L= "LR(Tg)+ Ly, (6.1)
M

where k is the gravitational coupling constant, the scalar curvature is given in terms
of the connection and the metric, and the measure by

1
(I)(A) = agaﬁw}aaAﬁ,uuy (62)

where Ag,, is the tensor gauge potential of a non-singular exact 4-form w = dA. Thus,
the non-Riemannian volume element density ®(A) is given by the scalar density of the
dual field-strength associated with that potential. As a result, ®(A)d*z is invariant
under general coordinate transformations. This introduces an extra scalar degree of
freedom as can be easily seen by rewriting ®(A) as x(z)/—g where x(z) = %.

In the following, we will show that when working with a measure on the light cone,
it is straightforward to implement it in such a way that it naturally leads to MMT. For
that we will relax assumption (4.1)) and reinstate the dependence of the state dP(z, n*)
on the spacetime point x. In the following, we assume a global time-like vector field ¢t
such that the condition from Corollary [4.3]is satisfied at every point. We then make

the following definition.

Definition 6.1 (Density of gravitational states). Given a measure dP(z,n") on the
PLCB which can be represented in terms of coordinates by P(z, \, k)d\dQ4/|gld*z the
density of gravitational states is given by

x(x) = /R o P(z,\, k)dQd\. (6.3)

While in the previous discussion we have fixed y(z) = 1 we now allow it to take any
positive value. This definition is in perfect analogy with the number density of particles
in Boltzmann’s treatment of fluids é)and X(z) counts the number of gravitational states
that contribute to the volume density at a point x.

We are now ready to formulate an action on £ as

_ -1 -1
Ly

L
(6.4)
which is to be minimized. A short calculation
_ -1 _
S[Guws Lin, P(z, A\, k] = / (71% + Lm> P(z, A\, k)y/—gd*zd\dQ (6.5)
L

e

(%RJer) /R . P(x,A,zz)deA] (6.6)

- /M (%R + Lm> X(z)v/—=gd'z = /M <%1R + Lm> (I)A(f::?-)

6In this case we have n(z) = fﬂ(pu) f(x,p")dw, where p* are the internal degrees of freedom of the
microscopic degrees of freedom, Q(p*) is the domain of these internal degrees of freedom and dw is a
suitable measure on Q(p*).
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shows that this gives rise to a spacetime action with a modified measure. Now what

happens if we minimize (6.7) with respect to P(z, )\, k) (i.e. if we vary P(x, )\ k)
itself)ﬂ? The answer is straightforward

-1
/ <—R+Lm> V—gd'z (6.8)
M\ R Lo(P+5P)

o

<_—13 + Lm> / Pla\F) + 0Pz \ B)d0dr | (6.9)
R R+ XS2

- /M <_—1R + Lm> [x(z) + ox(z)]v/—gd 'z, (6.10)

K

where dx(z) = [ R, xS2 SP(x,\, k)dQd\. Therefore, we see immediately that a varia-

tion of the state P(z, A, k) induces a variation in the modified measure, and hence, if
we vary the state under the requirement that the variation respect a volume constraint,
as is usually required in MMT, the dynamics obtained from this variation principle
are identical to that of MMT with a single modified measure. Following [28] we get
the following system of equations

1 K 1
R;w - §Rg/u/ = 5 (T;w + Mg/w) + ; (X,u;l/_ gul/DX)7 (6’11)
1 D -2
Dx——Dﬁ_l[<M+§T>+7< 5 )Lm:|X:0- (6.12)

Where T is the trace of the stress energy tensor and the integration constant M = —%

takes the role of the cosmological constant. We see that this system of equations
can only give rise to solutions compatible with the equations of Einstein’s General
Relativity if %(X,u;u —gwlx) = 0. This holds, e.g., if x = const. which requires

(M + %T) + %Lm = 0. That is, for the right hand side of (1)) to vanish and for
L,, = 0, which can be satisfied if we minimize the action with respect to the fields
in L,,. An interesting consequence of the above equations of motion is that we get
a non-conservation of the conventionally defined matter stress energy that does not
include a contribution from the field Yy,

0L,
oghv
This explains why the conventional derivation of the Finstein field equations from ther-
modynamic considerations never considered MMT as a possible alternative solution
compatible with the usual arguments on the light cone.

Now what happens if instead of general variations of the state P(x, \, k), we con-
strain the variation to a subclass of states with x(x) = const.? This leads us directly
to unimodular gravity.

VT, = =2 gV lnx. (6.13)

6.1. Unimodular Gravity from a Density of States. Unimodular gravity was
originally developed with a goal similar to MMT. If one limits the class of admissible
variations of the metric to those that leave \/—g¢ invariant, then adding a constant to
the Lagrangian will not change the gravitational equations of motion. UG has been

7Conceptually a variation of P(z, \, k) represents a variation of the distribution of the momenta of
the underlying gravitational states.
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shown to appear as a special case of MMT with two measures when formulated in a
generally covariant form [35]

S:/d4xwﬁ—g(R+2A+£ /d4:1:<1>

Here, a priori, A is a dynamical scalar field, and ®(A) is as above. However, variations
with respect to A imply that A is a constant, Whereas variations with respect to A
yield ®(A) = 4/—g.

This variation principle can be reformulated in terms of a measure on the PLCB as
a minimization of

S / /=g (R + 20 + L))p. (6.14)
under the constraint

/d4az\/—_g<A>Ez = const. (6.15)

If we vary the constraint with respect to P(x, A, k) then we get as above, that A is a
constant, while variations with respect to A yields that x(z) must be constant. All
other variations proceed as usual. Hence, the constraint restricts us to the subclass of
measures dP(x,n*) for which the density of states is constant in spacetime. Note that
from a thermodynamic perspective, the constraint (6.I5]) now has a clear interpreta-
tion: it is nothing else than the average energy ( E') per state. This is again remeniscent
of Padmanabhan’s holographic equipartition [55] and allows us to interpret the cos-
mological constant as the average energy per gravitational degree of freedom and the
constraint as Boltzmann’s equipartition of energy per degree of freedo

At this point it is worth noting again that none of the variation principles in this
section depend on the time-like vector field that we can associate with dP(x,n") and
accordingly this is truly just a bookkeeping device and we need not worry about the
phenomenological constraints discussed in [39]. We would also remind the reader that
the physically relevant quantity derived from dP(z,n") is Lorentz invariant and that,
in general, there is a huge number of measures dP(x,n") with the same y(z) and

<n“>»czc’
7. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

For better readability, we split this section into three parts. A short summary, an
outlook that ranges from concrete to speculative, and the conclusion.

7.1. Summary. On the mathematical side, starting from an invariant probability
measure on the light cone, we presented in full detail the well-known fact from Lorentzian
geometry that an average over the light cone always leads to a time-like vector field.
Furthermore, we showed that the variance associated with any nondegenerate measure
is a positive two tensor.

On the physical side, we showed that the same setup can give rise to modified mea-
sures in a straightforward manner. Furthermore, we showed that unimodular gravity
(UG), which is a subset of modified measure theories (MMT), can be characterized
in terms of thermodynamic concepts. While MMT corresponds to the grand canoni-
cal ensemble where the number of gravitational degrees of freedom is free to change,
UG corresponds to the canonical ensemble where the density of gravitational states

8Alternatively one could try to interpret it as the average spacetime volume per gravitational degree
of freedom.
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is constant throughout spacetime. This aligns neatly with the observation in [22] in
the context of causal fermion systems (CFS) that the matter/antimatter asymmetry
originated in a shift of states from the gravitational sector to the matter sector. The
present work strengthens the case for modified measures playing a key role in this
mechanism. The fact that the stress energy tensor is not conserved in MMT is, in this
context, not a bug but an essential feature.

7.2. Outlook. In the present work, we established the basic viability of a theory
assuming a field of probability measure or a density of states. We will now show that
this rather simple idea actually opens a window to a wide variety of possibilities for
future avenues of research, some more mathematical in nature, some more physical.

First, as noted in the body of the text, working on the light cone a priori assumes
a lot of structure, as the light cone fixes the metric except for the conformal factor. If
we intend for the formalism to have any bearing on the problem of quantum gravity,
this is clearly not satisfactory. For this we would want to be able to derive the metric
structure of spacetime from the fundamental ingredients alone. In an upcoming paper
[69] some of the present authors will show that we can indeed strip away most of the
structure assumed here and reconstruct it instead from more fundamental assumptions.

From the thermodynamic viewpoint, the present paper raises several interesting
questions. One is whether we can gain a deeper understanding of the formulation of
GR with respect to conjugate variables, cf. [0, 59], where a vector field £ plays an
important role. It is tempting to identify this vector field as the one derived from the
state on the light cone. This is connected to another question we have left unanswered
in the present work, namely how to connect dP(z,n*) to some notion of entropy of
spacetime.

As a follow-up the same question can be asked in the context of Padmanabhan’s
holographic equipartition in static spacetimes [58| 59, 56, 55l [53]. Here, two aspects
seem particularly interesting. First, his argument only works for a particular vector
field, i.e., in the present language a particular class of measures. Second, for static
spacetimes we can make a global split into positive and negative frequencies for the
Dirac equation. For CFS this implies that we can define the Dirac sea globally. If, as
suggested by the derivation of the Dirac equation in Minkowski space [16], we assume
the gravitational degrees of freedom to be in the Dirac sea, then in this setting we get
a clean split between the matter degrees of freedom and the gravitational ones. On
a more speculative note, this line of investigation could suggest that, in this setting,
holography only applies to static or stationary spacetimes.

Furthermore, it would be interesting to see whether the present formalism can be
connected to the line of reasoning developed in [75] [76, [77, [78]. Especially the ideas
in the most recent paper in this series [78] might connect to the results some of the
present authors are preparing in the aforementioned follow-up paper [69].

Finally, it seems possible to connect the formalism presented here with Verlinde’s
derivation of Modified Netwonian Dynamics from entropic arguments [86, 85]. In
particular, suppose that we consider the interacting region of de Sitter space in static
coordinates.

—1
ds?® = (1 — %AT2> dt? — <1 — %AT2> dr? — r2(d92 + sin? 9d¢2) (7.1)

If we start with a probability measure P(z,n*) on the PLCB such that ¢; = £ = (n*)p
at all points x € M with r(z) < ry, where ry, is the coordinate radius of the
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cosmological horizon. That is, the time-like vector field £ associated with the measure
dP(xz,n*) is the hypersurface normal with respect to a ¢t = const surface in that
coordinate system. In this setup Padmanabhan’s holographic equipartition of states
[58, B9l 56l B5L B3] applies, which fits with Verlinde’s assumption that the number of
bulk degrees of freedom is equal to the number of surface degrees of freedom calculated
from the cosmological horizon entropy.

Now if one wants to realize Verlinde’s perturbation of de Sitter space by adding a
small mass M at the center of the interacting region, one has to look for a suitable
perturbation of the measure dP(z,n*). From the calculations in Section [l a variation
0P corresponds to a variation of the time-like vector field associated with it

) r, (prspy = & + du. (7.2)

Given that (n*)_(p) is a hypersurface normal vector field, its variation du will neces-
sarily be tangential to the hypersurface ¢t = const for any possible variation. Choosing
0P to be spherically symmetric around the center of the interacting region seems to
be a good starting point for an attempt to reproduce his results from our formalism.
One key step is to relate such a variation 0P to the addition of a perturbative mass
in the center of the interacting region used by Verlinde in his argument. Another
question is whether we can associate § P with a change in entropy in a suitable sense
to match Verlinde’s argument. It seems important to note here that Padmanabhan’s
holographic equipartition breaks down for the perturbed vector field.

Many of our considerations in this paper were informed by the CFS theory. In
particular, the fact that we chose to define the measure dP(x,n#*) as a mixed state on
the past light cone bundle (PLCB) was motivated by the prominent role that the Dirac
sea plays in CFS. Given the emergent nature of spacetime in CFS it is natural to think
about a thermodynamic interpretation for the theory. A first step in that direction
will be taken in our forthcoming comparison paper between the two approaches [20]
where the focus will be on the role of a minimal length scale [65]. Another approach
is to try and interpret the weight of the measure P(z, )\, k) as a weight in the symbol
of the fermionic projector. Dropping the spacetime dependence, this motivated the
particular choices of P()\, k) in Appendix [Blwhere P; corresponds to the so-called hard
cut off regularization and P, corresponds to the ie regularization. One could then
try to interpret the fermionic projector as the Wigner-Weyl quantization cf.[I4] of the
density of states and relate it to the ideas in [64] concerning spacetime correlations.

To complete the Boltzmannian picture, the missing piece in the present work is
an evolution equation for the measure P(x, \, k). Taking again inspiration from CFS
where it was shown in [23] that the regularization satisfies a transport equation along
null geodesics, this would be the natural first candidate. Similarly, one could postulate
for P(z,\, k) to satisfy the massless Vlasov equation.

Finally, there are many choices in this paper that one might make differently. For
example, given that our framework is defined on the PLCB, instead of the action
principles (6.7) and (6.I4]) one could try building an action involving expressions of
the form of the left-hand side of ([B]) or (5.8]) depending explicitly on the null vectors
n*. Given that such a variation principle contains terms of the form n*n”, it could
give rise to equations of motion quadratic in the vector fields as they appear in [37]
for a covariant version of Verlinde’s emergent gravity.
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APPENDIX A. POSITIVITY LEMMA
First we will prove a the following Lemma

Lemma A.1. Let P(x,y) be positive and symmetric, then

/ x(x —y)P(z,y)dzdy =0 (A1)
R xRy
Proof. We simply split the integral along the diagonal

/ x(z —y)P(x,y)dxdy (A2)
R xRy

e} o0
= / / z(x —y)P(z,y)dzdy —i—/ / z(x —y)P(x,y)dydx (A.3)
0 y

e} e}
= / / (L + P + y, y)dydl +/ / k)P(z,z + k)dxdk (A.4)
0 0

0 o0
_ / / [+ P+ y,y) — lyP(L,1 + y)] dydl (A5)
0 0

= / / PP(l +y,y)dydl =0 (A.6)
0 0

Where in (A4) we set | = x — y in the first integral and k = y — x in the second
integral. In (A5) we simply relabel the variables in the second integral x = [ and
k = y and sum the integrals.

0

APPENDIX B. AVERAGE VECTOR FIELD FOR SPECIFIC PROBABILITY
DISTRIBUTIONS

In the following, we will calculate A,y for three particularly relevant probability
measures characterized by their weight function with respect to a particular choice
of tetrad Py = £6(71 = A), P, = £0(A\)0(c™! — A), and P» = e “*. Here, 6(\)
corresponds to the Heaviside function and P; accordingly to the cutoff regularization
in CFS. P, on the other hand corresponds to the ic regularization.

It is clear that for i = {0, 1,2}

/ P;(\, k)dQudX = 1 (B.1)
4+ %52
holds. We get for Py
Aavg = / APy(, k)deA (B.2)
Ry x 52
=l (B.3)

Note that this measure is degenerate of order one, as the zero-zero component of the
variance vanishes. Such states are of interest in our follow-up paper [69] as they can
be related to Hartle-Hawking’s no-boundary proposal [29].
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We get for P,

Aavg = / APy (A, k) dQudA (B.4)
Ry x 52
-1

- / T ad (B.5)
0

2 )

0
-1
g
We get for P,
Navg = / APy (X, k)dQudA (B.8)
R+><52
0
= / ede NN (B.9)
0
0
_ [Ae‘a)‘]m + / e~ (B.10)
0 0
—1_—e) ©
= - B.11
[E e ]0 ( )
=1 (B.12)

Therefore all three states are naturally associated with a vector field 6_166‘ which we
can identify with the regularizing vector field of the locally rigid regularization used for
the baryogenesis result. There is a certain constant rescaling of A,y between different
regularizations that might matter in detailed phenomenological calculations. Over all
this gives a tempting connection to CFS.

Note that it is a curious observation that due to the S? factor in the light cone we
always need to normalize by a factor of 47, which Padmanabhan needs to determine
the current value of the cosmological constant. This need not mean much, as it will
obviously show up in any calculation that involves S2, however, due to the fact that
we demonstrated in (5.8]) and (5.9]) that there is a direct connection between dP and
the cosmological constant, there might be something more to it.

Note that if we make any of these states dependent on = by Py = ;=d(e(z) ™! — A),
Py =220(\)f(e(x)"' = \) and P, = Z—ge_a(x)’\ then for P; and P, we immediately get
Vux(z) # 0 when we allow the regularization length e(x) to vary, while for Py we get
x(z) = const.
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