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Abstract

The paper considers the “GR-desideratum”, that is, the eagial rela-
tivity implements general covariance flédiomorphism invariance, and back-
ground independence. Two cases are discussed where Ssitima&ngen-
eralizations of general relativity run into interpretai@ troubles when the
GR-desideratum is forced upon them. It is shown how the quneé prob-
lems dissolve when such a desideratum is relaxed. In thatéagduggested
that a similar strategy might mitigate some major issueh ssdhe problem
of time or the embedding of quantum non-locality into refigtic space-
times.
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Notation: In the following, Einstein’s convention will apply. Lowease in-
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0 to 4. A semicolon before one or more indices will indicateartant diter-
entiation with respect to those indices, a comma will indtemlicate ordinary
differentiation. Moreover, all equations will be written in mal units such that
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1 Introduction

General relativity (GR) is the most corroborated theoryrafvgation we have so
far. It is also considered a spacetime theory because ikentt unify gravita-
tional phenomena and physical geométhe dynamics of GR is encoded in the
Einstein’s field equations$:

Glg] = 8rT[g, ¢]. 1)

The left-hand side of the equation is the Einstein tensomddfiover a 4-di-
mensional dferentiable semi-Riemannian manifdidl,: since it depends on the
4-metric tensonp, it is taken to encode information on the 4-geometry of phys-
ical spacetime. The right-hand side comprises the stmesgye tensor, which
encodes information such as the energy-momentum densg#gré matter field

¢ distributed over (a region of) spacetime. A solution (or elpaf (1) is then

a triple< My, g, T > that represents a physical scenario where the geometry of
spacetime (aka the gravitational field) interacts with erdields distributed over

it. In short: «Space acts on matter, telling it how to movetulm, matter reacts
back on space, telling it how to curve Miéner et al, 1973 p.5).

Equations {) are formulated in terms of geometrical field-theoreticealg, more
precisely tensor fields, defined over a 4-manifivlgl In order to make them sim-
pler to handle for sake of calculation, it is possible toadiice some coordinate
system{x'} over a neighborhood of M,, and then rewrite them in terms of com-
ponents of the geometrical objects in that coordinate syste

Gij[gij] = 8rT;;. (2)

Unlike (1), the equations compactly written &3 {nvolve derivatives and sym-
metric matrices, which simplify (but naiversimplify) the work of the physicists
dealing with calculations. The important fact is that, bystuction, the physical
information encoded in the relations between field-theo@tjects as described
by (1) remain unchanged when switching ©),(independently of the particular
coordinatization chosen. For example, for two coordingstesns{x'} and {X'}
and two associated basgs} and{&} on a neighborhood of a poift € My, we
have:

g=0jlre ®€ =Gjlpe ® &, 3)
the (invertible) transformation law relatirggy andgj;, being:
L OXMoxk
9i = Gij = oo 557 9 (4)

11 will not even try to address here questions regarding thanimg (if any) of the unification
involved. The interested reader can take a look, for exapapleehmkuhl(2008 2014.

2| choose to disregard the cosmological constant, sinceeis ot &ect the analysis carried
out in this paper.



Since we know from elementary tensor calculus tlBatplds for whatever ten-
sorial object, it follows that it is possible to recovel) from (2) for whatever
coordinate systerfx'} defined on a neighborhood of a point in the manifold.
Further, it can be shown that to any fisciently smooth) coordinate transforma-
tion {x'} — {X} defined in (a neighborhood oR)l, corresponds a self-ieomor-
phisn?® f such that, for each poiit in (a neighborhood ofM,, it is the case that
X (f(P)) = %(P).4

In the following, we will take advantage of the duality beemethe geometri-
cal or intrinsic formulation of GR (involving geometricabjects and dfeomor-
phisms) and its local formulation (involving componentsgebbmetrical objects
and change of coordinate systems), and we will switch badkfarth from the
intrinsic to the coordinates-related language for the sdlg@mplicity, according
to the specific circumstances considered.

Nowadays, GR is so widely and firmly accepted by the scientdimmunity to
be considered one of the pillars of modern physics. At thé odsuch a vast
agreement lies not only the empirical success of the théatyalso its numerous
applications to, just to mention two major fields, astropteyand cosmology. In
the words of Misner, Thorne, and Wheeler:

Einstein’s theory attracts the interest of many today bseatus rich
in applications. No longer is the attention confined to tHfeseous
but meager tests: the gravitational redshift, the bendiniggbt by
the sun, and the precession of the perihelion of Mercuryratdbe
sun. The combination of radar ranging and general relgtigjtstep
by step, transforming the solar-system celestial meckanfian older
generation to a new subject, with a new level of precisiomw kiads
of effects, and a new outlook. Pulsars, discovered in 1968, find no
acceptable explanation except as the neutron stars prddicfi934,
objects with a central density so high (10*g/cn?) that the Ein-
stein predictions of mass fir from the Newtonian predictions by
10 to 100 per cent. About further density increase and a fioat ¢
tinued gravitational collapse, Newtonian theory is sildntcontrast,
[GR] predicted [...] the properties of a completely collep®bject, a

3A self-diffeomorphism (from now on called simplyftiomorphism), is a mappingy: Ms —
M, that is bijective, continuous, andftéirentiable together with its inverde?.

4Suggestively speaking, while in the “coordinate” case weefk P fixed” and we evaluate it
(in the sense of associating a 4-tuple of real numbers tonifletia coordinate systedifferent
from the starting one, in the “Beomorphic” case we “move P around the manifold” and then
we evaluate it under theamecoordinate system. For the reader unsatisfied by this, thdesy
rough characterizatiolorton (2011 has a section that nicely explains théfelience between
extrinsic (or passive) transformations expressed in terft®ordinate systems, and intrinsic (or
active) transformations expressed in terms d@edimorphisms.

3



“frozen star” or “black hole”.
(Misner et al, 1973 pp. viii,ix)

However, the success of GR is not only due to its empiricafjadey and its
richness in applications. Many physicists (and mathenzeis) would in fact add
that GR is an extremely elegant and mathematically beatitiéory. This further
virtue of the theory should not be regarded as merely aéstheit it should be
taken as a hint of the fact that GR points at some deep physia#l” about the
world. Dirac addresses this view as follows:

Let us now face the question, suppose a discrepancy hadrappea
well confirmed and substantiated, between the theory anerads
tions. [...] Should one then consider the theory to be blgiaaong?
[...] ' would say that the answer to the [g]uestion is empiziy NO.
The Einstein theory of gravitation has a character of egoek of its
own. Anyone who appreciates the fundamental harmony caoimgec
the way Nature runs and general mathematical principled feet
that a theory with the beauty and elegance of Einstein’srthieasto
be substantially correct. If a discrepancy should appeapime ap-
plications of the theory, it must be caused by some secoridatyre
relating to this application which has not been adequast#gr into
account, and not by a failure of the general principles ofths®ry.
(Dirac, 1978 pp. 6,7 (Dirac’s emphasis))

The questions about how, in general, a physical theory bes@uocepted by the
community, and what features should be privileged overrstivaen assessing the
merits of such a theory (e.g. empirical over formal), aredmelythe scopes of this
essay (see, for examplBrush 1999for a historical reconstruction and a philo-
sophical discussion of the reasons that led to the acceptdrifinstein’s theory).
Here we will just make the working hypothesis that there @rigthing” physical
and formal about GR (what Dirac calls the «general principleshaf theory»)
that, according to mainstream physicists, places a canstna future generaliza-
tions of the theory (to include, for example, quantufieets). In the remainder
of the section, we will briefly consider some candidatesHa tsomething”, and
we will finally propose a tentative definition that captures kcharacter of excel-
lence» of GR that should therefore be preserved in any demsreralization of
the theory.

To start our inquiry, let us consider the most straightfoh@andidate to be such
“something”: general covariance. With the designatiomgral covariance” here
we will intend the formal invariance of the dynamical eqaas ) under an ar-
bitrary coordinate transformation. Einstein originalyptight that general covari-
ance so intended was some sort of generalization of theipkénof relativity
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that holds in Newtonian mechanics and special relativigry\simply speaking,
while in these two latter theories the description of theaiyits of a physical
system remained unchanged under coordinate transfommsatietween inertial
reference frames, so that these frames where considereitaliy equivalent,
in GR such a description is unchanged under whatever casdiransformation,
so one might claim thaall reference frames are physically equivalent. Can the
“virtue” of GR reside in its general covariance simpliciter

The answer, as firstly pointed out Byetschmanr{1917), is no since it is possi-
ble to render generally covariant also a theory that patexdtords a privileged
status to inertial reference systems. Hence, general iaoxe& cannot be taken
as the implementation of the physical requirement thatedéirence frames are
physically equivalent. To understand why it is so, consalgreory of a massless
Klein-Gordon fieldp over a manifold endowed with a Minkowski metnjc We
can write the field equations of the theory as:

ni¢j = 0. (5)

Equation b) is not generally covariant because it holds only in inéowrdinate
systems. In order to make it generally covariant we just ltavaake the purely
formal move of rewriting it in a way such that it preservesfasm in whatever
coordinate systerandreduces toXg) in those coordinate systems that are inertial.
This means that we have to writein a generalized forng and introduce the
(unique) compatible covariant derivative operdigt so that b) finally reads:

gl¢; = 0. (6)

It is easy to understand thad)(is invariant in form under whatever coordinate
transformation but, still, the theory - being speciallyatalistic - accords to iner-
tial frames of reference a privileged status. In the langudgeometrical objects,
(6) is written

Og¢ = 0, (7)

and, as expected, it is invariant in form (that is, covajiamder difeomorphic
transformations. Since such a move can be performed forewbaspacetime
theory - even Newtonian mechanics - then (i) general coneeiger se has no
physical import and (ii) the generally covariant nature & Gannot be linked to
a peculiar feature such as a generalized principle of vahatilf Kretschmann’s
point is correct, then what is it that renders GR such a parcaind successful
theory?

SThe question of the equivalence between coordinate systachérames of reference is an-
other extremely delicate matter | will not touch upon heree S.g.Norton(1993 section 6.3).
6“Compatible” means thafg = 0.



The most simple reaction would be to claim that the pectjiari GR does not
reside just in the mere formal invariance of its field equatidout also in the phys-
ical import of the solutions space of such equations. Ifaict,fwe consider two
solutions of 6)/(7) related by a dteomorphisnt, they will represent one and the
same physical situation if and only ffis an isometry of the Minkowski metric.
Not surprisingly, the group of isometriéso(zn) of the Minkowski metric is just
the Poincaré group. In the case of equatiby ihstead, since the metrigis not
fixed a priori but it is subject to the dynamical evolutione tiroupdif f(M,) is
unrestricted and, as expected, whatever two solutiong)ak(ated by a dfeo-
morphism are physically indistinguishalile.
The above reply points at the fact that what makes the forafn@R is not
just its general covariance, but itsfidiomorphism invariance: in virtue of hav-
ing a dynamical geometry, GR has no fixed isometri¢g&ednt from the whole
dif f(M,4) and, hence, dieomorphisms are physical symmetries of the theory. In-
deeddif f(M,4) can be considered tlgauge groupf GR.
The question whether GR can be really considered a gaugeythrethe sense
commonly intended in particle physics is complex and higldpated (to have a
substantive example of such debate, Eaeman 2006 Pooley 2010; here we
will just sketch a counter-reply to the above argument.
If the real diference between GR and previous spacetime theories is tla@ndyn
ical status of spacetime’s geometry, then we can just sitfaigvardly rewrite
whatever spacetime theory by adding dynamical constramtfie spatiotempo-
ral structures, so that such #térence can be obliterated. To see this, let us take
the above theory of a Klein-Gordon field over a Minkowski sgiane and rewrite
the dynamical equations as:

Riem[g] = 0, (8a)

Ogp =0, (8b)

Riem[g] being the Riemann curvature tensor. The Minkowski metray, is a
dynamical object picked up as a solution 88Y. The theory whose dynamics

"Roughly speakingf e dif f(M,) is an isometry for a geometrical objegif the application
of such a transformation to the object does not changeét= 6.

8Just to have a more concrete idea of what this means, corsise@ution®t of (1) where
we can construct a physical observable interpreted as atdrdie functiomy : My x My — R
defined in terms of the metrig. Let us now take a dieomorphically transformed modé&i i,
wheref e dif f(My); in such a model we can construct an observalfteaimorphically related
to dy, namely a functiors-4 defined by the dieomorphic metrid*g. It is now easy to see that,
taken two arbitrary point® Q € My, we havedy(P, Q) = d¢-g(f(P), f(Q)). It follows that no
4-distance measurement can discrimirgitérom f*9t. By repeating the same reasoning for all
the observables constructibledfand f*Mt, we can conclude either that the two models represent
different physical possibilities which are empirically ingiguishable - and then we would im-
mediately fall pray of arguments from indeterminism, sustitee infamous “hole argument”, cf.
Earman and Norto(i1987) - or that the two models represent one and the same phys&@hso.
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is encoded in&) has the feature that two models related by whateuéealinor-
phism represent in fact one and the same physical situation.

The immediate reaction to such an example is that it exphaitere mathematical
trick to render the transformations dif f(M,) \ iso(n) just mathematicabym-
metries of the theory and then mix them up to gig/sicalsymmetries inso(z)
in order to patch them together into a fake gauge group. Bgaiticular case, a
possible implementation of this counter-argument ispf@ihg Anderson(1967);
Friedman(1983, to point out that some geometrical objects have beencaatlfi
rendered dynamical and, thus, the theory can be deparaetttny quotienting
out the redundant structures in the solutions space intextlby adding the fake
dynamical sectot. Such a strategy makes sense in the present case: if we de-
parametrize §) by quotienting out the solution space tyf f(My,) \ iso(r), we
end up again with7). If this reasoning could be carried out for all spacetine th
ories prior to GR, we would then have a reasonable candidate the peculiar
feature of this latter theory, namely, the absence of spaeeitructures that are
not genuinely dynamical. Some authors would dub such aredhackground
independence”.

However, the above reasoning cannot be the final word in thatde The present
case per se is, in fact, too artificial to represent a reallycdit challenge. Here
the Minkowski metric represents an elephant in the roomemsténse that we are
perfectly able to see that such a structure “persists” aredt in all models of
the theory modulo a eieomorphism transformatio§.In general, however, mak-
ing the distinction between genuine dynamical and pseytheuthical structures
varies from dificult to impossible so that defining background independémce
an accurate manner is a hard taBkt§ 2006 Giulini, 2007, discuss at length the
problem; see alsBelot, 2011for an alternative account of background indepen-
dence).

So, in the end, what is it that confers on GR a «character oélexxe of its
own»? Let us try to filter from the above discussion the saligrtontroversial
claims regarding the features of GR, and come up with thevetlg tentative
characterization: Unless its predecessors, GRdd &(M,)-gauge theory whose
only non-dynamical constraint is to be formulated over sdndémensional semi-
Riemannian manifold, and that does not postulate moreapatporal structure
than just that encoded in a Lorentzian 4-metric. If this isgets close to) what
is at the root of the major success of GR, then we can congidera (minimal)

%Just to have a rough idea of what adding redundant structeemswhen passing froni)(
to (8), it is suficient to point out that to each solutien My, g, ¢ > of (7) corresponds a set of
solutions{< Mg, g, ¢ >, < My, f*g, f*¢ >, < My, h*g,h*¢ >, ...} of (8) with f, h,--- e dif f(My) \
iso(n).

Owhich means that, for whatever two modeldVis, g, ¢ > and< My, ', ¢’ >, there isalways
somef e dif f(My4) such thay = f*g.



constraint on any future (quantum) spacetime theory tret sesupersede GR:

GR-desideratum. Any theory which is a valid candidate for superseding GR
must be [become in the classical limit] a difMy)-gauge theory whose only
non-dynamical constraint is to be formulated over some rdetisional semi-
Riemannian manifold and that does not postulate more sigatiporal structure
than just that encoded in a d-metrit.

Note that, in general, besides arguments from physics, Ral€sideratum
can be backed up by metaphysical arguments. One might fongraargue that
(1) is preferable to&) because, in this latter theory, there is a “lack of recifydc
between the Minkowski metric and the scalar field: 8 gpacetime tells matter
how to move, but matter does not tell spacetime how to curve.

In the following, | will show how a too strict pursuit of the GéResideratum might
negatively #&ect the interpretation of prima facie genuine generaliretiof GR.

2 5-Dimensional Extensions of General Relativity

The Kaluza-Klein approach, so called because, histoyictlle first attempts in
this sense were made by Theo#@uza(1921) and, slightly later, by Oskdlein
(1926, started as a theoretical program that sought to unifyigataonal and elec-
tromagnetic forces as curvatur@eets of a 5-dimensional semi-Riemannian man-
ifold. This is achieved by considering the 5-dimensionaiuan Einstein’s equa-
tions:?

Rag[9as] = O, 9)

with the 5-Ricci tensoRxg depending on a metric of the form:

2 42 242
= | :é;fA?'AJ ‘ ;ﬁ;ZA. : (10)
whereA is the 4-vector potentia is a scalar field, andis a free parameter. The
signature of the 5-metric will be assumed to be Lorentzians identifying the
extra fifth dimension as space-like.
The original Kaluza-Klein theory placed two very strong straints on the fifth
dimension, namely, (i) that all partial derivatives witlspect to the fifth coordi-
nate are zero (cylinder condition), and (ii) that the fiftiménsion has a closed

UThegj-part of such a metric having Lorentzian signature.

2In the 4-dimensional case, if we takB @nd we set the stress energy tensor equal to zero (that
is, no matter is present), we obtain that the equations eethRic[g] = 0, Ric being the so-called
Ricci tensor. This is why they are in general said to be “vactiield equations.



short-scale topology (compactification conditioh)The most important conse-
guences of these conditions are that there is no changeimeéndional physical
quantities that can be ascribed to the presence of an extelsgimension and
that such a fifth dimension is unobservable at low energiesd@ion (ii) was also
a vital ingredient in the attempt to explain the quantizatd electric chargé?
En passant, it is interesting to note that condition (ii) ioligly prevents whatever
macroscopic object from spanning the fifth dimension.

If we set¢ = 1 andk = 4+/m in (10), and we substitute it ir, theij-components
of the field equations become:

Gij = 87TTinEM, (11)

with G;; the Einstein 4-tensor an'Eﬁ'V' = 20ijFuF" - F*Fj the electromagnetic
stress-energy 4-tensor of standard GR. The i4-comporiastsad, become:

Fi' =0, (12)

with Fj; = Aji—A ; the Faraday 4-tensor. In shoid) €ollapse into Einstein’s field
equations of GR and the (source free) Maxwell’s equatiorsleftromagnetism
coupled together. This is the so called “Kaluza-Klein migd@nd represents a
remarkable result in that it “geometrizes away” the elauignetic field as GR
does with gravity, thus suggesting that both gravity andtedenagnetism are just
a manifestation of the geometry of a 5-dimensional spa&etisithis a right sug-
gestion? Let us consider a reason why it does not seem so.

In order to see what is fishy about the interpretation of Kallein theory as a
genuine 5-dimensional theory, we just have to notice thadlitmns (i) and (ii) re-
strict the possible topologies of the 5-manifoldigx S*, with M, whatever topol-
ogy compatible with thej -part of the metric tensof.() andS* the topology of the
circle. This hints at the fact that, as long as we restrictaitantion to thej-part
of the theory, we are dealing with standard GR and, hencetewbiacoordinate
transformationk’ — % = f(X') we apply to the metricl(0), we always end up with
the same equation$1) andwe do not change the physical information originally
encoded in the 4-metric before the transformation. Whatiath® components of
the metric depending on the fifth coordinate? In this casefrdedom in choosing

13To be fair to historians of physics, (i) was proposed by Kaluzhile (ii) was added later by
Klein, who further showed that, in fact, (ii) implies (i).

YAttempt which experiments proved unsuccessful: Accorttirigaluza-Klein theory, the elec-
tron had a mass of twenty-two orders of magnitude higher themeasured one.

15The reader is invited to think about the strange conseqsdncepatial 3-dimensional beings
like us of living in an uncompactified 4-space. For examdleveé were allowed to move in an
extra spatial dimension, we could “switch” the left and tigtdes of our body without altering the
up-down and front-back orientations. Moreover, from thespective of the extra dimension, the
interior of our bodies would be exposed (our skin represestsa 3-dimensional boundary).
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the coordinate transformations that leat8)(nvariant in form and do not alter the
physical information encoded iiQ) is severely limited. In fact, the only possible
choice that we can make ¥ — % = x* + f(X). To realize why it is so, we have
just to plug this transformation in the 5-dimensional esten of the law {) for
the transformation of the metric tensor: it is easy to seediheh a transformation

induces just one change in the metrl®), namely,A — A = A + 2% 'which
obviously does not alter the electromagnetic part of therthdn short, the gauge
group of the theory is natif f(Ms) butdif f(M,) x U(2).

If, now, we claim that a genuine 5-dimensional extension & €hould admit
dif f(Ms) as gauge group, we cannot but reach the conclusion thaz&diein
theory is a fake 5-dimensional theory in that it is a versibAd-dimensional GR
that camouflages the gauge group of electromagnetism byidspimg” the sym-
metries of the theory using an additional space-like dinmensthere is no sub-
stantial unification here, just a mere algebraic gfajote that the above reason-
ing is based on the simple fact that the conditions of cilcithr and compact-
ification are fixed a priori, i.e., they are not part of the dymes of the theory.
Simply speaking, the theory is not really dealing with siolng of ©) but with a
small subset of it, namely Ricci-flat spacetimes with togglt, x St where, ad-
ditionally, S* has to “appear” at short scales. This situation is nothirtgabmore
complex instance of that occurring with the theody/(7). It is then clear that we
can in principle modify the field equation8)(so that they can encode cilindricity
and compactification conditioh'sin order to have a fullyi f f (Ms)-invariant the-
ory, exactly as) is adif f(My)-invariant extension ofd)/(7).

Such a move is exactly as controversial as the one discussbd previous sec-
tion, but can it be charged of hiding an elephant in the roort ass the case
with the Minkowski metric in 8)? Well, if we hold the firm commitment to the
GR-desideratum, then we can clearly hearMhex S* structure trumpeting be-
neath the dynamics. Notice, however, that in this case thel&Rleratum cannot
be backed up with compelling metaphysical arguments agx@ample, the “reci-
procity” one mentioned at the end of the previous sectiontelee are dealing
with an empty spacetime, so there is nothing acting on angthiithout being
affected in return. Hence it would not be that weird to claim thatdynamically
extended version of Kaluza-Klein theor9) (just depicts spacetimes that aas,

a bare matter of fagtmore structured then a generic (empty) general relativis-
tic spacetime, in that it adds to such generic spacetime @a-dinensional tiny
ring for each point. The counter-reply would be that, in ttase, such a theory
would be unable to explaihyspacetime has to have such a structure. This is fair

18This line of reasoning can be found, for examplelMaudlin (1989 p.87).
"For example, by adding some conditions that pick up at eadtt pb 4-spacetime a fifth-
dimensional-like vector field whose integral curves areles with small radii.
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enough, but any theory has to start from some assumptionsiar to be devel-
oped: even standard GR does not explain why spacetime hasdtalimensional
and Lorentzian; it just takes as a bare matter of fact thatiapeelativity holds at
quasi-point-sized regions. The whole discussion, theemseto turn into meta-
physical tastes about what has to be counted as a bare faetreatdhas not. We
could, for example, endorse some variant of the regulactpant of laws where
the dynamical laws of Kaluza-Klein theory just supervenaure spatiotempo-
ral Humean mosaic of local matters of particular fact. Inhsaacontext, asking
why the Kaluza-Klein 5-spacetime has this structure is deading question: it
just happen to show a pattern of regularities that is bestrites! by the equations
of the theory.

Let us recap: if we insists on the GR-desideratum, then weldven to judge
Kaluza-Klein theory as a mathematical trompe-I'ceil thaitsdizes the symme-
tries of the electromagnetic theory, so it cannot count asraiigie unification
of gravity and electromagnetism. However, such a judgmesins too harsh and
does not involve in any way the empirical adequacy of thergh@ohose failure is
the only uncontroversial argument that historically leth® dismissal of Kaluza-
Klein theory). It is in fact possible to make perfect physiaad metaphysical
sense of Kaluza-Klein theory as a unified theory by relaximeg®R-desideratum.
The moral to draw from the discussion so far is that, all teiognsidered, perhaps
the GR-desideratum is not that strict a desideratum: we e&ax such a require-
ment without necessarily falling into patently artifici&debries such a6)/(7).
But let us go ahead in the analysis, and show a case where ttdeS&eratum is
not only too rigid, but has also metaphysically odd consaqges.

Since the strongest source of resistance to the idea thaz&dllein theory rep-
resents a genuine 5-dimensional theory lies in the comditad cilindricity and
compactification, let us now consider an implementatiomefkaluza-Klein pro-
gram'® that dispenses with such constraints. This is the case otaumatter
theory, especially known in its “space-time-matter” versas firstly put forward
by Wesson(1984. This theory (or, better, class of theories) rests on théhexa
matical result that any analytld-dimensional [semi-] Riemannian manifold can
be locally embedded in &(+ 1)-dimensional Ricci-flat [semi-] Riemannian man-
ifold (Campbell-Magaard theorem, see for exaniRtamero et al.1996; hence,
the field equations of the theory are, aga#), (

183eeOverduin and Wessori997for an extensive survey of Kaluza-Klein gravity.
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If we now write a 5-metric in its diagonal form:

0
0
OaB = Gij 0 |, (13)
0
0 0 0O 44

and we substitute it irg), we obtain again the 4-dimensional Einstein’s field equa-
tions plus an expression for the 4-stress-energy tensbedbtm (se&Vesson and Ponce de Leon
1992 for the detailed calculations):

)i 1 i
L

gk' Ok1,49ij,4 N %
¢ 22| ¢

T 2 4

[9k|,49k|,4+(9k|9k|,4)2]},
(14)

where, for notational simplicity, it is assumggh = ¢°.

From these constructions it follows that, whenever we a®rsa 4-hypersurface

¥, by fixing x* = const, we obtain a 4-metrigj; and a stress-energy tensiy

both well-defined orx,.

Just to have a rough idea of how this works, let us considerxample taken

from Ponce de Leo(i1988 and, in order to simplify the notation, let us follow the

author in naming the coordinates as follow8:=t, x* = x, > =y, x3 = z xX* = .

In case of a homogeneous and isotropic 5-dimensional ws@yex class of 5-

line elements (parametrized lay € R.() correspondent to 5-metrics which are

solutions to 9) is:

aZ

2 _ g2q:2 _ 12, 2 _
ds? = y2dt2 — teyTa (X8 + dy? + dB) A=y

t2dy?. (15)

It is easy to see that, if we restrict to 4-hypersurfages const, dy = 0), (15) is
reduced to:

d2 = df? — R(t)(dX + dy? + dB), (16)

which is just the family of Friedman-Lemagtre-Robertson-Walker metrics in
4-dimensions corresponding to flat 3-geometries. Morealae substitute 15)

in (14), we recognize that the stress-energy tensor resemblesf thaerfect fluid
with densityp and pressure given by:

3
= Srlat? e
p= (2?“ - 1)p. (17b)

12



Hence, by fixingr andy we obtain diferent possible FLRW 4-models, with state
equation for matter given byi{). For example, forr = g we would have a 4-
dimensional universe filled with dust, while far= 2 we would have one filled
with radiation.
The moral to be drawn from the above facts is that matter amggnare 4-
dimensional physical properties of spacetime “inducedthmsy 5-metric tensor.
Therefore, the cosmological solutions 6j &ll agree in giving us a picture of a 5-
dimensional empty universe whose restriction to a 4-sarifaea spacetime curved
by matter.
In conclusion, it seems that now we have a truly 5-dimengigeaeralization of
GR: the theory iglif f (Ms)-invariant and there are neither background geometri-
cal objects camouflaged as dynamical, nor bizarre resiniston the topology of
5-spacetime. However, such a complete fulfillment of the d&Rideratum does
not come for free.
To see what is the price to be paid, consider, for exampescon 1995, a 5-
dimensional Minkowski spacetime. The correspondent liseent in polar co-
ordinates reads:

ds? = dt® — dr? — r2dQ? — dy?, (18)

whose sectiong = const are 4-dimensional Minkowski spacetimes.
However, if we consider the transformation:

v=t r=tae D)t woyas D) (19)
¥ Y2 Y2
then (L8) becomes
ds® = dt” - W(—dr/z +r2dQ?) - dy”?, (20)
1-172

whose sectiong’ = const are FLRW spacetimes.

Using the intrinsic language, we can think tha8)belongs to a 5-modét =<
Ms, gag >, and that the transformatioa9) is dual to a 5-dfeomorphismf, such
that the metric Z0) belongs to the dieomorphic modelf*Mt =< Ms, f*gas >.
We therefore have two 5-models which aré@bmorphically equivalent, but that
induce 4-models, which are empty in the former case and ngotyein the latter.
What is the physical meaning of this fact? None, and thatasxthe problem.
If, in fact, we claim thatf is a gauge transformation, then we cannot but ac-
cept thathi and f*Mt are physically indistinguishable, which means tHa) @nd
(20) carry exactly the same physical information, namely, tiedted to the 5-
geometry of spacetime. The fact that we are free to convey ananformation
by writing the line element either in the form&) or (20) means that such free-
dom has no physical consequences: this is exactly what @higsrefer to as

13



“gauge freedom”. The puzzling consequence is that it makgshysical diter-
ence whether we take the 5-spacetime under consideratiari@®” of empty
Minkowski 4-spacetimes or matter-filled FLRW 4-spacetipssce, in the end,
the only thing that counts for the theory is the 5-geometrgpacetime. Crudely
speaking, the theory is “blind” to whatever change in 4-gfiates (as long as
their piling up leads to the same 5-spacetime), and if wesintbat)t and f*Mt
are ontologically distinct albeit physically indistinghiable, we commit the the-
ory to indeterminism, as already mentioned in footritd-or let us assume for
the sake of argument that the dynamics of the theory undatisgrcan be cast
in a (4+1) fashion, that is, that a 5-geometry can be recovered bgidering a
generic foliation of 4-hypersurfaces, specifying soméahdata on one of such
surfaces, and then evolving these data on the subsequees lefethe foliation. In
this case, the gauge freedom of the theory - as hinted abowveldwe translated
in the freedom of choosing such a foliation without alterihg dynamical evolu-
tion. Now let us consider a foliatior whose folios are Minkowski 4-spacetimes
and another on&” which is identical tof except for the fact that some leaves
in-between are FLRW 4-spacetimes. If we claim thaand¥#’ are ontologically
distinct, then so will be the corresponding dynamical etrohs and, hence, we
are forced to accept that, even by specifying with arbitpagcision the data on an
initial Minkowski 4-surface (which is common t6 and¥”), the theory is unable
to single out a unique dynamical evolution betwgemnd¥”’, which means that
the theory is indeterministic. Such a situation is of cowageided if we taker
and¥”’ to represent one and the same physical situation.

In conclusion, since the theory dif f(Ms)-invariant, all the quantities that are
not invariant under 5-dieomorphisms are just “gauge flitithat can be fixed at
will without changing the physical information conveyed tne theory. This is
the case for all the 4-dimensional quantities extracted-byntensional ones by
fixing the gauge (for example by settigg = const): under a diferent gauge
fixing, in fact, we would obtain dierent 4-quantities from the same 5-ones. Of
course, the 4-dimensional stress-energy tensdy i€ among the non-gauge in-
variant quantities.

If we take seriously this picture, then we cannot but claimt,thn this theory,
matter is just an unphysical illusion which merely dependsh® 4-dimensional
“perspective” from which 5-dimensional spacetime is s@est,like a holographic
sticker that shows a fierent image depending on how it is inclined with respect to
the light source. One could say that the unreality of mattehis theory already
stems from the fact that, at the fundamental level, theretising but 5-spacetime,
but that would be a half-truth. While in fact we can agree #eiording to equa-
tions Q) at the fundamental ontological levidere is nothing but 5-dimensional
geometry, this does not rule out the possibility that mattefigurationssuper-
veneon such a geometry, and hence are real albeit ontologicatiyfundamental.
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Naively, we could solve such a “problem of matter” just by ldeiag our firm
pre-theoretical commitment to the existence of matter agbatance and hence
arguing for the dismissal of induced matter theory. Thig lof reasoning, how-
ever, would be weird to say the least, since it pushes us ¢atrajwell-defined
and consistent physical theobased onlyon metaphysical considerations. The
other option would be to grant the theory physical dignitythe sense that we
should judge its validity based on its empirical adequadyis Becond choice is
potentially even worse, because it would drive us into sbimgtthat smells like
a case of empirical incoherentethe truth of this theory would undermine our
empirical justification for believing it to be true. This isd¢ause, if induced matter
theory fulfills the GR-desideratum, there is no way to actdanwhatever mea-
surement in a 5-dieomorphic invariant way.

Such a situation is all the more strange for the followingsoga Since induced
matter theory rests on the Campbell-Magaard theorem, GRiledded in such
a theory already at the mathematical level, which meansthiesfiormer is a for-
mal generalization of the latter and hence, if we forget fon@ment the GR-
desideratum, all the empirical tests that corroborate G&ylavcorroborate in-
duced matter theory. Moreover, the theory would give noestiable predictions,
mainly related to deviations in the geodesic motion of 4-afisional objects due
to the presence of the uncompactified fifth dimension (sge,Wesson2006.

In order to find a solution to the problem of matter compativith the GR-
desideratum, some coherent account could in principle bépward that saves
the reality of 4-dimensional material entities (includimgasuring devices), per-
haps by appealing to some distinction between “partial” ‘@oanplete” observ-
ables a la RovelliRovelli, 2002, but that would look more like a patch rather
than a real solution. Of course, we can prevent the problem fiappening by
putting in the theory 5-dimensional matter, thus retrigvarb-dimensional analog
of Einstein’s field equationsl}/(2). However this would not count as a genuine
solution because (i) it would just amount to dismissing et matter theory
in favor of another one, and (ii) it would not straightfordbr wash away any
“perspectival” character from 4-dimensional matter: sacifull” 5-dimensional
generalization of GR would for example fire up a metaphysiedlate between
5- and 4-dimensionalists that would be very similar to thetween 4- and 3-
dimensionalists in standard relativistic physics (for aarmaple of the literature,
seeBalashoy 200Q Gilmore, 2002.

Be it as it may, the moral to draw from the above analysis i§ thanduced matter
theory, the GR-desideratum has rather undesired conseegielHence, if we are
willing to solve the problem of matter without dismissinglucted matter theory,

19The definition of empirical incoherence given here is takemHuggett and Wiithrick2013
section 1), who follow in turiBarrett(1999 section 4.5.2).
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we can do it in a straightforward way, i.e., by relaxing the-@sideratum.

A possible strategy in this direction would be simply to adorenstructure to 5-
spacetime, for example a 5-flow in spacetime. This would arhtuselecting a
privileged fifth-dimension-like vector fielgt with componentg , = (0,0, 0,0, —1)%°
by adding to the field equation8)( the following ones:

9" Pyave = -1, (21a)

Yap = 0. (21b)

It is easy to see that induces a privileged decomposition of the 5-manifiigd

in 4-hypersurfaces that are normal to the vector field andgdespacetime-like:
each 4-slice of the foliation will have equatign= const. For this reason, equa-
tions 1) restrict the possible topologies compatible with (0 Ms = My X R.

In a sense, we are back to the case of the compactified Kalleiza-teory: we
are using 21) as a dynamical constraint on the possible topologies. IBeretis
more to that: 21) tells us that not onlyMs has to be foliable by spacetime-like
hypersurfaces, but that there is, for each modéistinguishedvay to foliate it.

In short, according toX1), Ms is a “pile” of 4-spacetimes.

Under this new reading, a 5-mod#l of the theory will not be just a couple
< Ms, gag > but atriple < Ms, gag, ¥4 >. Let us return to the two models whose
line elements arel®) and @0), which are related by the intrinsic transformation
f e dif f(Ms) (dual to the extrinsic transformatiof)): we see that they corre-
spond to the new situation where the first model is, sals, gas, ¥a > and the
second model is Ms, f*gag, ¥a >. We immediately notice that, due to the intro-
duction of the structure ,, the two models represedistinct physical situations
unlessf*ya = Ya.

Also in this case, we can be accused of cheating - not oncenbce!t Firstly
because we are not considering the starting theory but albreww one that ad-
mits a structure (namely, a privileged foliation). Secgriglkcause we are hiding
a metaphysically suspicious background structure betaihd (

As regards the first charge, the plea is: guilty. It is undeleidhat the starting
theory dealt just with a generic 5-metrit3) solution to the field equation®)
and nothing more (e.g. no cilindricity or compactificatianditions), but this is
exactly at the root of the problem of matter: a 5-dimensidmabry just resting on
(13) and @) has simply not enough structure to ground claims aboutitistence
of 4-matter. Can a physical theory that places dynamicasttaimts so weak to
risk to be empirically incoherent be considered really atirén any useful phys-
ical sense? Under this reading, adding further structusaith a theory is more
like completingt, rather than merely changing it.

200r, more precisely, such that thigpart ofg”"By is identically null.
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As regards the second charge, the plea is: not guilty. Athautechnically is
a background object as the Minkowski metric 8),(still it cannot be charged of
being metaphysically suspicious. While, in fact, it is ewmirto say thay affects
the 4-matter distributions in each model without beiffgeted in return, still the
“influence” we are talking about is not a physical interact{¢Q does not really
push 4-matter in any physical sense), but an ontological oneach model 4-
matter supervenes on the 5-dimensional structure comgrasb-metricg and a
vector fieldy.

To sum up, it is true thap represents an additional and “rigid” structure besides
the 5-metric but, as in the Kaluza-Klein case, there is mgfiparticularly wrong
in that as long as we do not mind relaxing the GR-desideralndeed, the payd
for this relaxation is huge: the problem of matter just vhes

3 Conclusion

The starting point of this paper was considering the poésithat, although gen-
eral covariance, eieomorphism invariance, and background independence are no
features uniquely ascribable to GR, there is somethingamily GR implements
such features that renders this theory better than its pesders. We tentatively
identified this “something” in the GR-desideratum, and wentldiscussed two
cases in which forcing such a desideratum on theories tleatteggeneralize GR
leads to conceptualfiiculties. We finally suggested to overcome thesiatilties
just by relaxing the GR-desideratum, in particular by idtroing further (dynam-
ical) spatiotemporal structures besides the metric. Frdwat\was been discussed
in sectionl, it appears clear that questioning the GR-desideratumtiguestion-
ing general covariance, ftkomorphism invariance, or background independence
by themselves, but the necessity of implementing theseresin the way GR
does.

The analysis developed in this paper is far from being jusbtazse conceptual
exercise, since fully understanding what the GR-desidaeraeally is might shed
light on two huge open problems in the philosophy and physispacetime the-
ories. Namely, (i) the problem of time in Hamiltonian GR anytbe problem of
constructing a theory that combines the main tenets ofivedait physics with the
empirically proven non-locality of quantum theories.

The first problem (debated for exampleBarman 2002 Maudlin, 2002, roughly
speaking, arises when we decompose the 4-dimensionaltspacef GR by
means of space-like 3-surfaces in the so-called ADM fortiiaof Hamilto-
nian GR @Arnowitt et al, 1962. The idea behind this §3l) decomposition is that
we can render the general relativistic dynamics simplecébeculational purposes
by using the machinery of Hamiltonian dynamics. In such @rggtwe specify a
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set of initial conditions on a starting 3-surface and we exai using Hamilton’s
equations of motion. Of course, such a decomposition isInéenal: it is just
a convenient way to recast the standard dynamics of GR. Hayiere is a con-
ceptual problem lurking beneath the formalism.

To see this, let us consider some arbitrary model of GR; dime€3+1) decom-
position is merely formal, we can imagine twdfdrent ways to foliate the model
by means of the foliationg and#’. Let us further assume that the foliations
agree only on the initial surfacg. We are now in the strange situation already
experienced in the previous section: even by specifying arbitrary precision
the initial data orko, the dynamics is unable to single out one evolution aneng
and¥’. Does this imply indeterminism? Of course no, because bathugons
represent one and the same physical situation. Howevee ke the freedom
to foliate the model as a gauge freedom, then we are forcedytdhat# and
¥ are physically indistinguishable, which means that they @hlysically mean-
ingful observables definable in this context are those tbatad change whatever
foliation we choose. This excludes that whatever physicgtinificant quantity
changes in time: taking this picture seriously seems toyrtimt the universe is
a frozen block. Note how this problem stems from forcing &stequirement of
gauge invariance on the theory: from this point of view, thelpem of time in
Hamiltonian GR is strikingly similar to the problem of matia induced matter
theory. Also in this case, then, a way out of the conundrumlevbe to loosen or
modify the gauge requirement so that other observablesié®esine unchanging
ones could be defined (a solution of the problem has been trpfaposed by
Pitts 2014).

The second problem (discussed at lengtiaudlin, 1996 2011), can be roughly
summarized as follows. Let us imagine a quantum system m@aodé space-like
separated part& andB in an entangled state, and let us consider an elzéfy
such as a certain outcome of a measurement performéd tirhas been exper-
imentally shown Aspect et al. 1981) that E(A) is not determined solely by the
events in its past light-cone. This is what Bell called noaallity (Bell, 2004 ch.
2) and that might mean th&(A) can be #&ected either by events in its future
light-cone or by space-like separated events such as a neeasot taking place
on B. In any case, quantum non-locality seems to be at odds wétipliysical
interpretation of the light-cone structure of relativissipacetimes, so that some
modification of such a structure might be called for.

If we consider that one of the most promising theoreticagprans towards the
construction of a quantum theory of gravitational phenoanénz. canonical
guantum gravity) seeks to quantize GR starting from its Hamian formula-
tion, we immediately realize that this program faces a cptd tangle that is
basically the combination of the above mentioned probleisis is a further
reason for reflecting on the GR-desideratum and finding waysléx it without
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giving up general covariance,ftBomorphism invariance, and background inde-
pendence.
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