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Differential geometry and general relativity

with algebraifolds

Tobias Fritz

Abstract. It is often noted that many of the basic concepts of differential geometry,
such as the definition of connection, are purely algebraic in nature. Here, we review
and extend existing work on fully algebraic formulations of differential geometry which
eliminate the need for an underlying manifold. While the literature contains various
independent approaches to this, we focus on one particular approach that we argue to
be the most natural one based on the definition of algebraifold, by which we mean a
commutative algebra A for which the module of derivations of A is finitely generated
projective. Over R as the base ring, this class of algebras includes the algebra C∞(M) of
smooth functions on a manifold M , and similarly for analytic functions. An importantly
different example is the Colombeau algebra of generalized functions on M , which makes
distributional differential geometry an instance of our formalism. Another instance is
a fibred version of smooth differential geometry, since any smooth submersion M → N
makes C∞(M) into an algebraifold with C∞(N) as the base ring. Over any field k of
characteristic zero, examples include the algebra of regular functions on a smooth affine
variety as well as any function field.

Our development of differential geometry in terms of algebraifolds comprises tensors,
connections, curvature, geodesics and we briefly consider general relativity.
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2 TOBIAS FRITZ

1. Introduction

It is a standard observation that differential geometry can largely be formulated in
algebraic terms. This manifests itself for example in the definition of a vector field as a
derivation on the algebra of smooth functions C∞(M); and more generally in the charac-
terization of a tensor as a map enjoying C∞(M)-linearity in each argument; but also in
the definition of a connection as an operation of vector fields satisfying suitable algebraic
conditions. It is therefore not surprising that pseudo-Riemannian geometry, up to the
consideration of metric tensors and the Einstein field equation of general relativity, can be
formulated entirely in terms of constructions making reference only to the algebra C∞(M)
without making reference to the points of the manifold M . It is perhaps also not surpris-
ing that these algebraic constructions only rely on certain properties of C∞(M) shared by
many other algebras that are not of this form, to which the same constructions can be
applied. Such an algebraic treatment can thus provide not just a reformulation of basic
differential geometry without reference to points, but at the same time will amount to a
considerable generalization. In the context of general relativity, such a version of algebraic
differential geometry has first been proposed by Geroch [1]. There are a number of further
developments and apparent independent rediscoveries of this idea [2–12], which we turn to
in Section 2.

In this paper, we develop one such approach that seems particularly natural to us.
The main observation behind the definitions in Section 3 is that if one starts with any
commutative ring k and any commutative k-algebra A satisfying a suitable regularity
condition, namely that its module of derivations is finitely generated projective, then the
standard algebraic definitions of tensors, connections and curvature still make perfect sense
and can be put to use. We call such algebras algebraifolds (Definition 3.2). Among the
basic examples of algebraifolds are of course the R-algebras of smooth functions C∞(M) for
any smooth manifold M , and this construction results in an embedding of the category of
smooth manifolds into the category of algebraifolds (6.11). The reason for why the algebraic
versions of the standard definitions still apply to algebraifolds is that a finitely generated
projective module is a dualizable object in the category of modules; this is known as the
dual basis lemma, concepts that we recall in Appendix A. Dual bases for algebraifolds
(Remark 3.8) will turn out to plays a role similar to the role of charts for analysis on
manifolds.

In Section 4, we focus on other examples of algebraifolds. A simple example that makes
sense over any commutative ring k is the polynomial ring k[x1, . . . , xn], and we thus obtain
a generalization of standard differential geometry that frees it from its confinement to the
manifold context. Other examples include algebras of analytic functions, all finitely gen-
erated separable field extensions (which illustrate that differential geometry can even be
done with fields of functions). In addition, the (special) Colombeau algebra of generalized
functions on a smooth manifold is an algebraifold, and this makes the corresponding version
of distributional differential geometry an instance of our formalism. As another interesting
example, let us mention that for any smooth submersion M → N , the ring C∞(M) con-
sidered as an algebra over k = C∞(N), in which case our formalism instantiates to a fibred
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version of differential geometry which automatically keeps track of how all structures vary
smoothly over N .

Section 5 presents the notions of tensors, connections and curvature for algebraifolds.
Since these notions are already largely of algebraic nature in the manifold formalism, these
developments are rather straightforward. The only additional assumption that we need to
make, in order for the Levi–Civita connection to exist, is that 2 ∈ k should be invertible
(Assumption 5.20). It may also be worth mentioning that our notion of dimension for
algebraifolds (Definition 5.6) generalizes the dimension of a connected manifold, but is not
an integer in general.

In Section 6, we consider morphisms of algebraifolds, which are algebra homomorphisms
subject to an additional regularity condition (Definition 6.1), which may or may hold
for every homomorphism (Problem 6.3). We then consider a notion of differential for
such a map, which in the manifold case recovers the usual action of a smooth map on
tangent vectors (Example 6.5). Subsequently, we consider the category of algebraifolds
over any base k, with an algebraifold map defined as the formal opposite of an algebraifold
homomorphism. The problem of products asks whether this category of algebraifolds has
products, and whether these products specialize to products of smooth manifolds in the
case k = R (Problem 6.14). A positive answer would be an important indication of the
naturality of the algebraifold formalism.

We return to differential geometry in Section 7 with a treatment of geodesics, which
seems an important step in light of the fact that the standard manifold definition is strongly
point-based. This definition relies on the notion of differential developed in Section 6 as
well as on a notion of formal line. The idea is that algebraifold maps from a formal line
into another algebraifold generalize the notion of smooth curve as a smooth map from R

into a smooth manifold.
Finally, we sketch potential applications of algebraifolds to general relativity in Sec-

tion 8. The first one is a cosmological solution to the Einstein field equations given by
a rational function field that works over any ground field k. The appeal of this solution
is that it is a field, and this realizes the non-rigorous physicist’s dream of being able to
invert any nonzero function on spacetime without worrying about its invertibility. We also
consider the dependence of a (smooth) cosmological spacetime on parameters, which is
naturally described in our formalism as an algebraifold over the ring of smooth functions
of the parameters.

Conventions. All our rings and algebras are assumed to have a unit 1 and are com-
mutative. Except where explicitly noted otherwise, k is any commutative ring playing the
role of base ring.

2. Related work

‘
Algebraic approaches to differential calculus have been quite standard for a long time [13].

In particular they have been considered to have relevance for partial differential equations
in physics by Vinogradov’s school [14]. For a somewhat different context, similar ideas
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play a central role in noncommutative geometry [15, Chapters 10 and 11]. These pointers
should suffice to indicate that the literature on algebraic approaches to differential geom-
etry in general is much too broad for us to provide a comprehensive overview here. We
therefore limit our discussion to those works which have also provided an explicit treat-
ment of metrics, connections and the curvature tensor. Then we know of the following, in
roughly chronological order:

Geroch. The first such approach that we are aware of is Geroch’s [1], who had consid-
ered an algebraic version (over R) of metrics, tensor calculus, connections and curvature.
This allows one to consider the Einstein field equation in algebraic terms, and Geroch coined
the term Einstein algebra for its solutions. In addition to serving as inspiration for some
of the works mentioned next, this proposal seems to have found the most resonance in the
philosophy of physics literature [16–19].

Heller. There is a good amount of work by Heller and coauthors which builds on
Geroch’s idea and extends it in various directions, in particular extending it to sheaves of
Einstein algebras [2–4, 20]. This is motivated by the desire to incorporate spacetime singu-
larities as actual points, which is achieved by imposing the differential-geometric structure
and the Einstein field equation only on suitable open subsets which do not contain any
singular points. Heller’s work places particular emphasis on Gelfand-type representations,
meaning that considering abstract algebras as concrete algebras of functions.

Mallios. The abstract differential geometry of Mallios and coauthors [5–8, 21] also
uses sheaves of algebras A, but now equipped with a sheaf of modules Ω1 playing the role
of 1-forms and a derivation d taking values in Ω1. Mallios calls these differential triads.
An additional structure often considered is a sheaf morphism d1 : Ω1 −→ Ω1 ∧A Ω1, out of
which a de Rham complex and de Rham cohomology can be built [21]. Notions of metric,
connection and curvature are developed in [6].

Schmidt. The thesis of Schmidt [9] has formulated pseudo-Riemannian geometry and
general relativity in scheme-theoretic terms based on Kähler differentials, up to the con-
struction of various scheme-theoretic solutions to the Einstein field equations. This ap-
proach does not specialize to manifold differential geometry, but it is argued that cosmolog-
ical solutions to the Einstein field equation are algebraic spaces (in the algebraic geometry
sense), which makes this formulation of differential geometry physically adequate.

However, Schmidt’s emphasis is on arithmetic geometry, and in particular on spacetimes
defined over the integers or the ring of adeles. The latter means that all possible completions
of the rational numbers are treated on an equal footing, these completions being the real
numbers on the one hand and the p-adic numbers for all primes p ∈ N on the other. Working
over the ring of adeles in this way is in the spirit of Manin’s hypothesized arithmetical
physics [22], who had already advocated the idea that all completions of the rational
numbers should be treated democratically.
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Beggs and Majid. The quantum Riemannian geometry of Beggs and Majid [10]1

develops a differential calculus for a noncommutative version of differential geometry, where
the basic structure considered is an algebra of functions A together with a bimodule of
1-forms Ω1 equipped with a differential d : A → Ω1 together with additional technical
conditions. This is quite similar to Mallios’s approach, but differs insofar as the left and
right actions of A on Ω1 are not necessarily equal even when A is commutative, and
Beggs and Majid present examples where this seems natural [10, Example 1.6]. They also
note that vector fields, and derived notions such as the Levi–Civita connection, can be
meaningfully considered as soon as Ω1 is finitely generated projective. Their most recent
developments include a theory of quantum geodesic flows and their relation to quantum
mechanics [23–25]

The focus of Beggs and Majid is clearly in a noncommutative context. This is motivated
by quantum gravity, and they correspondingly investigate noncommutative examples of
their formalism as models of quantum spacetime.

Pessers and van der Veken. Apparently also unaware of the earlier works, the thesis
of Pessers [11] and the subsequent paper by Pessers and van der Veken [12] consider an
approach based on Lie–Rinehart algebras, which are given by an algebra A together with a
module D which acts on A by derivations [26]. They call such a structures Rinehart space
provided that a few technical conditions are satisfies, Roughly speaking, these Rinehart
spaces correspond to Mallios’s differential triads modulo the dualization between 1-forms
(as in differential triads) and vector fields (as in Rinehart spaces).

Pessers and van der Veken subsequently consider metrics, connections, the Levi–Civita
connection and curvature, before moving on to a developments on quotients of Rinehart
spaces, which constitute an algebraic formulation and generalization of submanifolds, and
Rinehart spaces of constant sectional curvature.

Novelty in our approach. The particular approach that we put forward in this paper
is distinct from all the ones above, but still similar in flavour to the extent that the basic
structures of differential geometry (Section 5) are treated in essentially the same way, As
such, our first goal is to serve as a review of algebraic differential geometry in a setting
that seems particularly simple. In addition to this, the following original points may be
worth highlighting separately:

⊲ While the importance of finitely generated projective modules for the duality
between vector fields and 1-forms has also been recognized e.g. by Beggs and Ma-
jid, our definition of algebraifold (Definition 3.2) seems to be new. The universal
property of Theorem 3.6 indicates why this definition is natural, and Remark 3.10
explains why we prefer it over a setting like the one used by Beggs and Majid,

1This research program features a substantial number of papers now, we thus refer to their textbook [10]
for further references.
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⊲ Some of our examples of algebraifolds, most notably separable finitely generated
field extensions and fibred differential geometry via submersions (Examples 4.4
and 4.16), have apparently not been considered before,

⊲ Remark 3.8 on dual bases for vector fields and 1-forms gives a useful computa-
tional tool which to some extent acts as a substitute for charts.

⊲ Our consideration of differentials of algebraifold maps in Section 6, which crucially
informs our new algebraic definition of formal lines and geodesics in Section 7,
seems to be novel.

3. Algebraifolds

In order to help us find out what a good setting for an algebraic generalization of
differential geometry will be, let us indicate which aspects of manifold-based differential
geometry we would like to consider in the first place. These are the following:

(a) Vector fields, 1-forms, and tensors,

(b) Lie derivatives,

(c) Affine connections on vector bundles,

(d) Metrics, the Levi–Civita connection and the usual curvature tensors,

(e) Geodesics.

Of course, many other structures exist and are important in suitable flavours of dif-
ferential geometry and physics, such as principal bundles, jet bundles or spinor bundles.
We will not consider those in this paper. The above stuff display the following relevant
structures and properties, which we will make crucial use of in the algebraic generalization:

(f) Duality between vector fields and 1-forms. In particular, this means e.g. that
a (1, 1)-tensor can be defined as a linear map from vector fields to vector fields,
or likewise from 1-forms to 1-forms, or as a bilinear map from vector fields and
1-forms to smooth functions.

(g) Every smooth function f has a 1-form derivative df .

(h) Vector fields form a Lie algebra with the Lie derivative as the Lie bracket.

(i) The Levi–Civita connection is the only torsion-free connection compatible with
the metric.

(j) 1-forms can be pulled back along smooth maps.

(k) Vector bundles and connections on them can be pulled back along smooth maps.

(l) A geodesic is a smooth curve whose tangent vector is covariant constant along
the curve, in the sense that pulling back the connection as well as the tangent
vectors along itself results in a covariant constant section of a vector bundle on
R.
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We now begin the technical development by axiomatizing the duality between vector
fields and 1-forms in algebraic terms. Postulating this duality will turn out to be sufficient
for developing algebraic generalizations of all the other things listed above.

Derivations. For a manifold M , it is well-known that the vector fields on M are
in canonical bijection with the set of R-linear derivations on C∞(M) [27, Theorem 2.72].
Indeed every vector field v defines a derivation obtained by sending every function f to
its directional derivative along v, and the surprising fact is that every derivation is of this
form for a unique v, postulating only R-linearity and the Leibniz rule, but not requiring
continuity of any kind.

It is thus natural to identify vector fields with derivations, and to use this as the
definition of an algebraic generalization of vector fields as follows [13].

Definition 3.1. Let k be a commutative ring and A a commutative k-algebra. Then a
derivation on A is a k-linear map D : A → A such that the Leibniz rule

D(a1a2) = D(a1)a2 + a1D(a2) (3.1)

holds for all a1, a2 ∈ A. We write DA for this set of derivations, leaving the base ring k
implicit.

The set DA is easily seen to be an A-module with respect to the usual pointwise addition
and scalar multiplication. In particular, the scalar multiplication by a ∈ A is given by

(aD)(a′) := aD(a′).

More generally, we can also consider derivations D : A → M taking values in any
A-module M by defining them as k-linear maps satisfying the same Leibniz rule (3.1), but
now considered as an equation in M. These derivations form an A-module in the same
way, and we denote it by Derk(A,M). In particular,

DA = Derk(A,A).

Duality with 1-forms. Considering DA as the algebraic analogue version of vector
fields, we now would like to define the A-module of 1-forms as its dual module,

ΩA := D∗
A = HomA(DA,A), (3.2)

in order to generalize the familiar duality between vector fields and 1-forms on a manifold.
However, the duality in the manifold case is quite a bit stronger than this: since the vector
fields on M are sections of a vector bundle, Theorem A.4 shows that they form a finitely
generated projective (fgp) module over C∞(M), and this implies that the duality
between vector fields and 1-forms takes the rather strong form explicated by Theorem A.2.
This strong form of the duality is precisely what allows us to consider a (1, 1)-tensor in the
various equivalent forms mentioned at (f).
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So in order to generalize this duality to the algebraic setting, we simply impose it as an
additional requirement on the algebra A, and in fact as essentially2 the only requirement
that we will need in order to generalize all of (a)–(i).3

Definition 3.2. For a commutative ring k, a k-algebraifold is a commutative k-algebra
A such that the A-module DA is fgp.

Example 3.3. Of course, our motivating example of an algebraifold is the R-algebra
C∞(M) for any smooth manifold M . The derivations correspond to the vector fields on
M , which form an fgp module over C∞(M) as part of Theorem A.4.4

We will consider other examples of algebraifolds in Section 4. For now, let us argue
next that this definition is quite natural also from an algebraic geometry point of view.

A universal property for 1-forms. Upon seeing Definition 3.2, an algebraic geome-
ter might object that it looks inelegant: there is an established algebraic notion of differ-
ential 1-form, which is usually regarded as the “correct” definition due to the universal
property that it enjoys, and this is a priori different from our more mundane-looking (3.2).
Let us first recall this standard definition before addressing this objection.

Definition 3.4. Let A be a commutative algebra over a commutative ring k. Then the

A-module of Kähler differentials Ω̂A is the A-module with generators {da : a ∈ A}
subject to the relations

d(a+ b) = da+ db

d(ra) = r da

d(ab) = (da)b+ a db

for all a, b ∈ A and r ∈ k.

2For the Levi–Civita connection, we will also impose 2 ∈ k to be invertible (Assumption 5.20), but this
seems rather innocuous since all of our examples of interest will satisfy Q ⊆ k.

3The remaining items (j)–(l) then refer to maps, which we will consider later in Section 6.
4 Although Theorem A.4 assumes finitely many connected components for M , the direction of impli-

cation that is relevant here is easily proven generally, provided that one defines “manifold” such that its
components have uniformly bounded sets of generating vector fields, which is necessary in order for the
module of vector fields is not finitely generated.

Although we do not feel the need to be fully precise about the definition of “manifold”—given that
manifolds are not the main protagonists of this paper—it is worth pointing out that certain definitions
in the theory of manifolds need to be handled with great care in relation to the non-connected case. For
example, already when setting up the very definition of manifold itself, one runs into the dilemma of
whether the dimension of a manifold should be the same across different components. Different standard
textbook accounts of the theory disagree on this. For example, Lang’s [28, Chapter II] defines manifolds
while allowing varying target spaces for charts, and therefore varying dimension across components, which
has the advantage of equipping the category of manifolds with coproducts. The more common choice, as
made e.g. by de Rham [29, Chapter I] and Lee [27, Chapter 1], is to fix the dimension from the start, in
which case all components of a manifold must have the same dimension.
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The universal property of Ω̂A is that it is the initial A-module equipped with a deriva-

tion d : A → Ω̂A. In other words, Ω̂A classifies derivations with values in any other module
M, in the sense that there is a natural bijection

DerR(A,M) HomA(Ω̂A,M)

h ◦ d h. .

∼=

This holds essentially by definition of Ω̂A, where the map from right to left is given by
composing a A-module homomorphism by the universal derivation d.

In contrast to this, our definition (3.2) does not enjoy any obvious universal property.
Indeed for any manifold M with at least one component of positive dimension, the C∞(M)-

module of Kähler differentials Ω̂C∞(M) over k = R does not coincide with the module of

differential 1-forms, essentially5 since the equation

d(ex) = ex dx

holds as an equation in ΩC∞(M) but not in Ω̂C∞(R), which is intuitive since the relations
between Kähler differentials that have been imposed in Definition 3.4 let us evaluate d on
polynomial expressions but not on infinite series. Therefore the standard Kähler differen-
tials are not an algebraic generalization of differential 1-forms in the sense that we would
like to have, although this is achieved by our mundane (3.2).

However, it turns out that there is a surprisingly simple way to get the best of both
worlds. This consists of modifying the universal property of Kähler differentials in such a
way that it does apply to the module of 1-forms in the manifold case, and more generally
to our ΩA for algebraifolds. In the manifold case, this is the following known result.

Theorem 3.5 ([32, Theorem 11.43]). Let M be a manifold and ΩC∞(M) the C∞(M)-
module of differential 1-forms on M . Then the map

C∞(M) −→ ΩC∞(M)

f 7−→ df
(3.3)

is an R-derivation, and it is the universal R-derivation with values in fgp modules: for
every fgp C∞(M)-module M, we have a bijection

DerR(C∞(M),M) HomC∞(M)(ΩC∞(M),M)

h ◦ d h.

∼=

In fact, the cited [32, Theorem 11.43] is a bit stronger than this: it proves the universal
property for a larger class of C∞(M)-modules which Nestruev calls geometric. We will not
need this stronger form here. To see how our formulation follows from his, it is enough to
note that every fgp module satisfies this condition (essentially by Theorem A.4).

For algebraifolds in general, we have the following result.

5We refer to [30, Theorem 16] for a formal proof; see also [31] for general results on relations between
Kähler differentials.
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Theorem 3.6. For a commutative ring k and a commutative k-algebra A, the following
are equivalent:

(i) A is a k-algebraifold.

(ii) There exists an fgp module ΩA together with a k-derivation

d : A −→ ΩA

which is universal for derivations on fgp modules: for every fgp A-module M, we
have a bijection

Derk(A,M) HomA(ΩA,M)

h ◦ d h.

∼=
(3.4)

If these conditions hold, then we can take ΩA = D∗
A with universal derivation given by

A −→ D∗
A

a 7−→ (v 7→ v(a)).
(3.5)

As usual for a universal property, condition (ii) characterizes ΩA up to unique isomor-
phism.

Proof. Assume first that (ii) holds. Then considering M = A in (3.4) gives an
isomorphism

DA
∼= HomA(ΩA,A) = Ω∗

A.

Thus DA is the dual of an fgp module and therefore itself fgp, which already proves (i).
Conversely, assuming (i) we will construct an isomorphism

Derk(A,M) ∼= HomA(D∗
A,M) (3.6)

that is natural in fgp modules M, and the fact that it is of the claimed form (3.4) with
ΩA = D∗

A is then automatic by abstract nonsense [33, Proposition 2.4.8]. For M = A,
there clearly is such an isomorphism since the canonical map

DA −→ D∗∗
A (3.7)

is an isomorphism by the fgp assumption. This canonical isomorphism is obviously natural
with respect to module endomorphisms of A, and it follows that we obtain a natural
bijection (3.6) for any finitely generated free module M = A⊕n. Finally, every finitely
generated projective module M is a direct summand of some A⊕n, and this implies the
claim in general.

It remains to characterize the universal derivation as (3.5). By abstract nonsense, the
universal derivation is the counterpart of idD∗

A
on the left-hand side of (3.6). In order to
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show that this is given by (3.5), consider the naturality diagram

Derk(A,D∗
A) HomA(D∗

A,D∗
A)

DA = Derk(A,A) HomA(D∗
A,A)

∼=
v∗∗◦− v∗∗◦−

∼=

where v∗∗ ∈ D∗∗
A is the element associated to any v ∈ DA, namely the map D∗

A → A given
by evaluation on v. Our goal is to show that the candidate universal derivation (3.5) in the
top left corresponds to the identity in the top right. Since the module homomorphisms v∗∗

separate the elements of D∗
A, it is enough to show that this correspondence holds at the

bottom after composing both by v∗∗ as indicated. Since v∗∗ is given by evaluation on v,
this results in the map a 7→ v(a) on the left-hand side, which is v itself. On the right-hand
side, we trivially get v∗∗. This indeed reproduces the canonical map (3.7), which is how
we had constructed the bottom isomorphism. �

Example 3.7. In the manifold case, the fact that the universal derivation is given by (3.5)
amounts to the standard fact that differential 1-forms can be seen as dual to vectors, where
for f ∈ C∞(M) its differential df acts on a vector field v by the directional derivative,
(df)(v) = v(f), which is exactly the action of v as a derivation on f .

Remark 3.8. Sometimes it is convenient to choose dual bases u1, . . . , un of DA and
ξ1, . . . , ξn of ΩA in the sense of (A.1). More specifically, the proof of Theorem A.2 shows
that (ξi) can actually be any generating set of ΩA as an A-module. Since the differentials
da for a ∈ A generate ΩA, we can take ξi = dai for suitable a1, . . . , an ∈ A. Like this, due
to (dai)(v) = v(ai) the dual basis properties (A.1) and (A.4) read

n∑

i=1

v(ai)ui = v,

n∑

i=1

η(ui) dai = η (3.8)

for all v ∈ DA and η ∈ ΩA. In geometrical terms, this amounts to a way of writing every
vector field as a canonical A-linear combination of generating vector fields. As we will see
in the discussion of differentials of algebraifold maps in Lemma 6.4 and after, a dual basis
in this form can play a role similar to that of charts in the manifold context.

The following example suggests that we may think of the ai in Remark 3.8 as generalized
“coordinates” and of the ui as generalized “coordinate vector fields”. In fact, this way of
thinking is quite indicative of the typical uses of (3.8) for algebraifolds, as appearing e.g. in
Lemma 6.4.

Example 3.9. For the manifold M = Rn, we can take the coordinate functions and their
associated vector fields,

ai = xi, ui =
∂

∂xi
, (3.9)
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and the dual basis relation (3.8) amounts to the usual way of writing every vector field and
1-form as a linear combination of coordinate vector fields and 1-forms,

v =
n∑

i=1

v(xi)
∂

∂xi
, η =

n∑

i=1

η

(
∂

∂xi

)
dxi.

What is special about (3.9) is that in this case, the matrix (ui(aj))
n
i,j=1 with entries from

A is the identity matrix. That this does not hold in general is the main difference between
coordinates and coordinate vector fields on the one hand and the dual bases approach on
the other. For the latter, this matrix seems to be an important invariant of the dual bases
under consideration. Although its appearance is an additional complication relative to
coordinates and coordinate vector fields, a nice feature of this approach is that it applies
globally.

Remark 3.10. One may wonder whether it is really necessary to consider all derivations
as the analogue of vector fields or whether one could consider an fgp A-module E of
vector fields as a separate piece of structure which acts on A by derivations through an
A-linear Lie algebra homomorphism E → DA. This would result in a definition similar
to a (commutative) Lie–Rinehart algebra [34]. Modulo some technical variations, this is
essentially the route taken with the differential triads of Mallios [5, 6], the differential
calculi of Beggs and Majid [10] and the Rinehart spaces of Pessers and van der Veken [12],
all apparently independently.

Indeed this kind of setting seems meaningful and may be of interest for geometry and
physics. We have opted for our definition, which fixes DA = Derk(A,A) as the algebraic
analogue of the space of vector fields, for several reasons:

⊲ We want to have a formalism that exactly specializes to manifold differential
geometry when instantiated on the R-algebras C∞(M). Lie–Rinehart algebras
generalize Lie algebroids instead. Thus using such a formalism does not give an
algebraic analogue of vector fields, but rather of something a bit different.

⊲ Proving the existence of dual bases of the form (3.8), which will come in handy
in Section 6 in the consideration of differentials of algebraifold maps, requires
ΩA to be generated by 1-forms of the form da. While this automatically holds
for algebraifolds, it is clearly not automatic for the module E∗ in a Lie–Rinehart
algebra.6

⊲ In case that E → DA is injective, or without loss of generality if E ⊆ DA, then it
may still be the case that E = Derk̂(A,A), where

k̂ := {a ∈ A | D(a) = 0 ∀D ∈ E},
is the ring of constants. Whenever this happens, A can be treated as an alge-
braifold over k̂.

6Pessers and van der Veken consider this an additional condition on their Rinehart spaces called
regularity [12, Section 3].
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For example in the manifold case, a general submodule E ⊆ DC∞(M)) closed
under the Lie bracket corresponds to a foliation of M . The ring of constants
k̂ ⊆ C∞(M) then consists of the functions constant along the leaves. We have
E = Derk̂(C∞(M), C∞(M)) as soon as the leaves are the fibres of a submersion,
in which case we are back in the situation of Example 4.16. This brings us back to
the first item above: algebraifolds are the algebraic analogue of manifolds, while
the more general Lie–Rinehart algebras can also be used as algebraic analogues
of foliations.

4. Examples of algebraifolds and standard form

Example 4.1. For a non-compact connected manifold M , one may be tempted to consider
a number of variations on the algebraifold C∞(M) from Example 3.3 by imposing additional
conditions on the smooth functions under consideration. However, neither of our attempts
at constructing an R-algebraifold in this way has succeeded. This includes the following:

(i) C∞
c,1(M), the algebra of smooth functions which are constant outside of a compact

set, is not an algebraifold.7

To see this, note first that the module of derivations DC∞
c,1(M) again consists

of all vector fields on M . Indeed it is clear that every vector field defines such a
derivation. Conversely, that every R-linear derivation is of this form follows by the
same reasoning as in the C∞(M) case [32, Chapter 9]. Furthermore, this module
is not finitely generated: if it was, then the module of vector fields modulo the
submodule of compactly supported vector fields would also be finitely generated,
but this is not the case as it is infinite-dimensional as an R-vector space, and
acting by an element of C∞

c,1(M) on this module only amounts to multiplication
by a scalar.

(ii) C∞
b (M), the algebra of bounded smooth functions on M , is not an algebraifold

either.
To see this, we argue first that the module of derivations DC∞

b
(M) consists

of the compactly supported vector fields on M . Indeed every such vector field
clearly defines a derivation on C∞

b (M). Conversely, using the same arguments
as in [32, Chapter 9] again shows that every derivation is given by differentiation
along a vector field. Now if the support of such a vector field is not compact, then
we can choose a divergent sequence of points contained in it, and find a bounded
smooth function f ∈ C∞

b (M) whose directional derivatives along the vector field
are not bounded by making it oscillate more sufficiently quickly towards infinity.

Having established that DC∞
b

(M) corresponds to the compactly supported

vector fields on M , it is again enough to note that this module is not finitely
generated. This is simply because any submodule generated by finitely many

7This algebra is the unital version of the non-unital algebra of compactly supported functions C∞
c (M)

in that C∞
c,1(M) = C∞

c (M)⊕R. We consider this version, as our definition of algebraifold requires unitality

to begin with (although this could potentially be relaxed).
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compactly supported vector fields can only contain vector fields whose support is
contained in the union of the supports of the generators, which is again a compact
set.

Our next counterexample is conjectural.

(iii) The unital Schwartz space S(Rn) consists of all smooth functions Rn → R whose
partial derivatives of order ≥ 1 all decay faster than polynomial.8 We suspect
that this is not an algebraifold either (for n ≥ 1).

In more detail, it seems plausible that the module of derivations DS(Rn) con-
sists of the smooth vector fields on Rn that are bounded in (Euclidean) length by
a polynomial. Indeed in one direction, it is easy to see that every such polynomial
defines a derivation on S(Rn). Conversely, by the same arguments as before every
derivation corresponds to a smooth vector field v; what still needs to be shown is
that such a vector field is necessarily upper bounded by a polynomial. Assuming
that this is the case, the same argument as in (i), quotienting the module of
vector fields upper bounded by a polynomial by the submodule of vector fields
with components in S(Rn).

These negative examples suggest that the embedding of the category of manifolds into the
category of R-algebraifolds (Section 6) is quite rigid.

So on the positive side, what are other examples of algebraifolds?

Example 4.2. For any n ∈ N, the polynomial ring A := k[x1, . . . , xn] over any commuta-
tive ring k is a k-algebraifold. Indeed a k-derivation D : A → A is uniquely determined by
its values on the variables x1, . . . , xn by k-linearity and the Leibniz rule, and these values
can be chosen completely arbitrarily. Therefore DA is free of rank n, and in particular fgp.
A convenient basis is given by the partial derivative operators ∂

∂xi
for i = 1, . . . , n.

Example 4.3. The Zariski-Lipman conjecture [35]9 is an open problem in commutative
algebra, which in our language asks when a finitely generated algebra without zero divisors
is an algebraifold.

To state it in detail, let k be a field of characteristic zero. Then if A is a finitely
generated regular10 k-algebra without zero divisors, it is known that A is an algebraifold

since already the module of Kähler differentials Ω̂A is fgp [36, 15.2.11], which is sufficient
to conclude that A is an algebraifold with

ΩA = Ω̂A (4.1)

by Theorem 3.6. The long-standing open problem is now whether the converse holds as
well [35]: if A is a finitely generated k-algebraifold without zero divisors, does this imply
regularity?

8Similar to (i), this is the unital version of the standard Schwartz space.
9We thank MathOverflow user jg1896 for pointing this out to us.
10Intuitively, regularity is a condition on an algebra that has the same geometrical flavour as the

“locally looking like Rn” property of a manifold.
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This is known to be true under additional conditions [35, 37, 38]. The fact that no
counterexamples are known suggests that our definition of algebraifold is at least quite
close to regularity in this class of algebras. This makes intuitive sense as both properties
encode a similar type of smoothness.

Example 4.4. Let k be a field and k ⊆ A a separable field extension, for example an
extension of characteristic zero. Then this makes the larger field A into a k-algebraifold if
and only if the extension is finitely generated. For example, the field of rational functions
in d variables k(x1, . . . , xn) is finitely generated, and it is therefore a k-algebraifold.

To see why the relevant condition is finite generation, note first that the module of

Kähler differentials Ω̂A is a vector space over A with a basis given by a transcendence
basis of the extension [39, Proposition 6.1.15]. Since

DA =
(

Ω̂A

)∗
,

the claim follows by the fact that the dual of an A-vector space is finite-dimensional if and
only if the original A-vector space is. Note that we again have (4.1) in this case.

For an example that is less trivial than k(x1, . . . , xn), consider an elliptic function field
like

A := k(x,
√
x3 + 1),

where k is an arbitrary field of characteristic different from 2 and 3. This is the field whose
elements are formal expressions in x and

√
x3 + 1 with denominators allowed, subject to the

usual rules for how to calculate with such expressions.11 The A-vector space of derivations
DA is one-dimensional: with {x} as a transcendence basis, the associated single basis vector
of DA is the derivative operator ∂

∂x , which acts on the generating elements via

∂

∂x
(x) = 1,

∂

∂x

(√
x3 + 1

)
=

3x2

2
√
x3 + 1

,

and extends uniquely from there by k-linearity and the Leibniz rule.
Equivalently, we could also consider

A = k(y, 3
√
y2 − 1),

which is an isomorphic elliptic function field, where the isomorphism is given by x 7→
3
√
y2 − 1 in one direction and by y 7→

√
x3 + 1 in the other. This isomorphism is a fully

algebraic analogue of a coordinate transformation. Using now {y} as a transcendence
basis, we can also use ∂

∂y as a basis vector for DA, with a similarly explicit action on the

generating elements. The change of basis between the two choices of basis vector can be
expressed as

∂

∂y
=

2y

3x2
∂

∂x
.

11Fully formally, A is defined as the field of fractions of the quotient ring k[x, y]/(y2 − x3 − 1), where

the variable y plays the role of
√
x3 + 1. Since the polynomial y2 − x3 − 1 is irreducible, this quotient ring

indeed has no zero divisors, so that its field of fractions can be formed.
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Examples 4.2 to 4.4 are quite special in that they are finitely generated as algebras
over k and have no zero divisors, which is related to the fact that our algebraifold 1-forms
coincide with the Kähler differentials (4.1). In addition to those of the form C∞(M),
there also exist other interesting algebraifolds of a more analytical flavour in which these
additional properties do not hold.

Example 4.5. Let S ⊆ Cn be any open connected subset. Then O(S), the C-algebra of
holomorphic functions on S, is an algebraifold. Indeed every derivation D : O(S) → O(S)
is of the form D =

∑n
i=1 fi

∂
∂zi

for coefficient functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ O(S) [40], and therefore
the module of derivations is free of rank n. In fact, this even works with k = Z as
the base ring instead, due to the surprising result that every (merely Z-linear) derivation
O(S) → O(S) is C-linear [41, Corollary 5.2].

Example 4.6. Let Cω(Rn) be the R-algebra of real-analytic functions on Rn. Then this
is an algebraifold, since every R-linear derivation on Cω(Rn) is given by a real-analytic
vector field [42, Theorem 5.1], and the module of these vector fields is free of rank n (as
follows by writing them in components).

More generally, if M is a real-analytic manifold, then DCω(M) is again given by the real-
analytic vector fields on M [42, Theorem 5.1]. It therefore seems plausible that Cω(M) is
an R-algebraifold as well, but we have not yet been able to prove this.

So far, all of our examples of R-algebraifolds involve functions “finer” than smooth,
in the sense that A is contained in the algebra of smooth functions in each case. What
about algebraifolds which properly extend algebras of smooth functions? Our next example
indicates that finding such algebraifolds is not an easy task.

Example 4.7. For a non-interesting example of an algebraifold which properly contains
C∞(Rn), consider the R-algebra of all continuous functions C(Rn). This algebra admits no
nonzero derivations at all.12 Thus this algebra is technically an R-algebraifold, but clearly
of an uninteresting kind.

To exclude pathological examples like these, we frequently impose the following addi-
tional condition, a variant of the connectedness condition of Beggs and Majid [10, Defini-
tion.1.1(4)].

Definition 4.8. A k-algebraifold is in standard form if:

(i) The homomorphism k → A which defines scalar multiplication is injective.

(ii) For all a ∈ A,

D(a) = 0 ∀D ∈ DA =⇒ a ∈ k.

The idea is that the elements of k should be exactly the constants, geometrically in-
terpreted as those functions which have vanishing derivative in all directions. Being in

12See e.g. https://ncatlab.org/nlab/show/derivation#DerOfContFuncts

https://ncatlab.org/nlab/show/derivation#DerOfContFuncts
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standard form is essentially a without loss of generality assumption for the following rea-
son. The set

k̂ := {a ∈ A | D(a) = 0 ∀D ∈ DA} (4.2)

is a subring of A that we call the ring of constants. Every k-derivation D is automatically
a k̂-derivation by definition of k̂ and a straightforward application of the Leibniz rule. In
other words, we have

DA = Derk̂(A,A),

and this shows that A is also a k̂-algebraifold, now in standard form by construction. One
can thus assume standard form without loss of generality.

Example 4.9. For the R-algebra C(Rn), which has no nonzero derivations, the ring of
constants is C(Rn) itself. Therefore the standard form is trivial in this case, in the sense
that the algebraifold coincides with the base ring, and this makes precise the idea that it
is an uninteresting example.

Example 4.10. For M a manifold, the R-algebraifold C∞(M) is in standard form if and
only if M is connected. Indeed, the ring of constants (4.2) contains precisely those functions
that are constant on connected components. In particular, if M has n ∈ N components,
then its ring of constants is isomorphic to Rn with componentwise multiplication.

Example 4.11. For any commutative ring k of characteristic zero, the polynomial ring
A = k[x1, . . . , xn] as considered in Example 4.2 is clearly an algebraifold in standard form.
The situation is different in characteristic ℓ > 0, since then the ring of constants is the
subalgebra generated by the ℓ-th powers of the variables xℓi .

Example 4.12. Continuing on from Example 4.4, let k ⊆ A be a finitely generated
separable field extension in characteristic zero. Then we have that k̂ is

k̂ = {a ∈ A | a is algebraic over k},
which is a subfield of A known as the field of constants [43]. In particular, A is in standard
form if and only if the only elements of A algebraic over k are those of k itself. For example,
this is automatically the case if k is algebraically closed.

In characteristic ℓ > 0, the situation is more complicated as in Example 4.11, since
then for example in A := k(x) we have

∂(xℓ)

∂x
= 0,

so that xℓ also belongs to the ring of constants.

We now return to the question of how to find interesting algebraifolds over R which
property extend algebras of smooth functions.

Example 4.13. For a smooth manifold M , we write G (M) for the Colombeau algebra of
generalized functions on M .13 These were defined for open sets M ⊆ Rn by Colombeau [45,

13There are various versions of the Colombeau algebra, but we limit our discussion to the “special” one
as it seems to be simplest to define and best understood. We refer to [44] for a nice textbook account of
the main variants, namely the “special” and “full” Colombeau algebras.
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46] and generalized to manifolds in [47, 48]. Subsequently, Kunzinger and Steinbauer
developed foundational aspects of distributional differential geometry in terms of these
algebras [49]. See also [44] for a comprehensive textbook account.

Since the Colombeau algebra satisfies a sheaf condition [44, Proposition 3.2.3], to define
G (M) it is enough to do so under the additional assumption that M ⊆ Rn is an open subset.
In this case, G (M) is usually defined as the quotient of the algebra

{
(fε)ε∈(0,1] ∈ C∞(M)(0,1]

∣∣∣∣ ∀K,α ∃r > 0 : sup
x∈K

|(∂αf)(x)| = O(ε−r)

}
, (4.3)

where K ⊆M ranges over all compact subsets and α over all multiindices over 1, . . . , n, by
the ideal of negligible elements,

{
(fε)ε∈(0,1] ∈ C∞(M)(0,1]

∣∣∣∣ ∀K,α ∀s > 0 : sup
x∈K

|(∂αf)(x)| = O(εs)

}
. (4.4)

So roughly speaking, G (M) contains families of functions where the quotienting ensures
that only the behaviour as ε → 0 is of interest, and where these families may diverge
in the limit ε → 0. Clearly C∞(M) can be embedded into G (M) by mapping every
smooth function to the corresponding constant sequence. But also the space of Schwartz
distributions on M embeds (non-canonically) into G (M) [44, Theorem 3.2.10]. To first
approximation, one may think of G (M) as an algebra which lifts Schwartz distributions to
a setting in which their multiplication is well-defined and satisfies some intuitively desirable
properties.

It is known that that the module of derivations of G (M) over k = R coincides with the
module of similarly defined generalized vector fields, which are a special case of generalized
sections of vector bundles over M [49, Theorem 7]. These modules are known to be fgp [44,
Theorem 3.2.22], and therefore G (M) is an algebraifold over R. It is not in standard
form for any manifold M 6= ∅, since the ring of constants consists of all those elements
that can be represented by families (fε)ε∈[0,1), where the fε are constant on the connected
components of M [44, Section 1.2.4].

Due to the technical complexity of working with generalized function algebras like the
Colombeau algebra, we will not discuss them any further in this paper. So let us merely
note that the framework for differential geometry with generalized functions of [49] can be
viewed as an instance of the algebraifold formalism.14 We hope that this observation can
contribute to its broader adoption, which seems of interest especially in physics thanks to
the possibility of considering distributional metrics and tensors. In addition, it would be
interesting to see whether other variants of the Colombeau algebras15 are algebraifolds as
well, in which case our formalism would immediately yield associated flavours of differential
geometry.

14This does not mean that analytical considerations become obsolete in any sense, but only that
familiarity with algebraifolds can help with understanding the purely formal aspects of this flavour of
differential geometry.

15In particular, the full Colombeau algebra on a smooth manifold and the special Colombeau algebra
with smooth parameter dependence [50] come to mind.
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Our next two conjectural examples extend the algebra of smooth functions in a way
that feels similar to the function fields from Example 4.4.

Conjecture 4.14. For a smooth manifold M , let C∞
d (M) be the R-algebra of densely

defined smooth functions f : (Df ⊆ M) → R with domain Df ⊆ M an embedded sub-
manifold, and where two such functions are identified if they coincide on the intersection
of their domains. Then it seems plausible that C∞

d (M) is an R-algebraifold, with DC∞
d

(M)

consisting of all densely defined smooth vector fields on M .

Conjecture 4.15. For a smooth manifold M , let

S := {f ∈ C∞(M) | f−1(0) has empty interior}
be the set of “almost invertible” smooth functions. Then S does not contain any zero
divisors, since fg = 0 for f ∈ S implies that g must vanish on a dense subset, so that
g = 0 by continuity. Furthermore, S clearly contains 1 and is closed under multiplication.
Therefore the localization

A := S−1C∞(M)

makes sense and is an R-algebra containing C∞(M). We suspect that this R-algebra is an
algebraifold as well, with module of derivations DR(S−1C∞(M)) = S−1DR(C∞(M)).

As a final class of examples, we note that the algebraifold formalism can natively treat
fibred manifolds.

Example 4.16. Let f : M → N be a smooth map between smooth manifolds. Then
composing with f turns smooth functions on N into smooth functions on M , and this is a
ring homomorphism C∞(f) : C∞(N) → C∞(M). This homomorphism makes C∞(M) into
a C∞(N)-algebra, and we claim that it is an algebraifold provided that f is a submersion.

To see this, we need to show that the module of C∞(N)-linear derivations

DC∞(N)(C
∞(M))

is fgp. To this end, recall first that the R-linear derivations on C∞(M) correspond to the
vector fields on M . Then DC∞(N)(C

∞(M)) is the submodule consisting of the vertical
vector fields, since taking the directional derivative along a vector field v is a C∞(N)-linear
operation if and only if all fibrewise constant smooth functions have vanishing derivative
along v. Since the vertical vector fields are the sections of a vector bundle over M , we
conclude that they form an fgp module over C∞(M) by Theorem A.4. Therefore we are
indeed dealing with an algebraifold.

For this algebraifold to be in standard form, a necessary (and possibly sufficient) con-
dition is for the set

{y ∈ N | the fibre f−1(y) is connected}
to be dense in N . In this case, any smooth function whose directional derivative along
all vertical vector fields vanishes must be constant on connected fibres16, from which the

16To see this, note that connectedness for a fibre f−1(y) implies path-connectedness, and consider a
local trivialization on each point of a path to obtain that such a function must be constant along the path.
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claim follows by density. For example, if the submersion f is a smooth fibre bundle with
connected fibre, then this algebraifold is in standard form.

The gist of this example is that the algebraifold formalism automatically covers the idea
of fibred differential geometry, in light of the surjective submersion f : M → N making M
into a fibred manifold over N . We expect similar constructions to be possible for our other
examples as well, and possibly for algebraifolds in general.

For the rest of the paper, we will focus on the finitely generated field extensions (Ex-
ample 4.4) and fibred manifolds (Example 4.16) as our main examples of algebraifolds in
addition to those of the form C∞(M). To end this section, we consider a construction of
algebraifolds which generalizes the disjoint union of smooth manifolds. This also formalizes
the most trivial part of the Colombeau algebra construction, namely the formation of the
power C∞(M)(0,1] in (4.3), in general.

Proposition 4.17. Let (Ai)i∈I be a family of algebraifolds in standard form over com-
mutative rings (ki)i∈I , and such that the modules of derivations Derki(Ai) are uniformly
finitely generated. Then the direct product

∏
i∈I Ai is an algebraifold in standard form over

the direct product
∏

i∈I ki.

Proof. Let us write A :=
∏

i∈I Ai and k :=
∏

i∈I ki for brevity, and consider each Ai

as included in A as the i-th component. We then first consider the map

Dk(A) −→
∏

i∈I

Dki(Ai)

D 7−→ (a 7→ D(a)i)i∈I .

(4.5)

Indeed a 7→ D(a)i is a derivation on Ai as a straightforward consequence of the Leibniz
rule and D(1i) = 0, which holds because 1i is an idempotent in A.17

We claim that (4.5) is an isomorphism of A-modules with respect to the obvious com-
ponentwise A-module structure on the right-hand side. Indeed the A-linearity of the map
is obvious. To see that (4.5) is an injection, suppose that D is such that D(a)i = 0 for all
i and all a ∈ Ai. Since 1i belongs to the ring of constants, it follows that even D(a) = 0.
Therefore D vanishes on the elements lying in any Ai, which is enough to conclude that
D = 0 by the fact that each 1i belongs to the ring of constants. Finally the surjectivity
is easy to see: for any family of derivations (Di)i∈I with Di ∈ Dki(Ai), we can define a
derivation on A by

D((ai)i∈I) := (Di(ai))i∈I ,

and it is clear that this recovers the Di under (4.5). The isomorphism (4.5) is therefore
established, and it also follows that k is the ring of constants for A by the standard form
assumption on the Ai.

17If e = e2 is any idempotent in a ring and D any derivation, then applying the Leibniz rule to D(e) =
D(e2) = D(e3) shows D(e) = 0. Hence e belongs to the ring of constants, meaning that D(ea) = eD(a) for
all a.
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With the isomorphism (4.5) at hand, it follows that Dk(A) is an fgp A-module by
the uniform finite generation hypothesis. The latter guarantees that the n ∈ N in Theo-
rem A.2(iii) can be chosen independent of i, and hence we obtain the same property of
Dk(A) by choosing the module homomorphisms u and ξ componentwise. �

Example 4.18. Let (Mi)i∈I be a family of n-dimensional18 connected smooth manifolds.
Then their disjoint union

∐
i∈I Mi is an n-dimensional smooth manifold as well, and we

have a canonical isomorphism

C∞

(
∐

i∈I

Mi

)
∼=
∏

i∈I

C∞(Mi).

Now provided that the Mi have uniformly finite sets of generating vector fields, Proposi-
tion 4.17 applies and shows that C∞

(∐
i∈I Mi

)
is an algebraifold in standard form over RI ,

in accordance with Examples 3.3 and 4.10.
This class of examples also shows that the statement of Proposition 4.17 is not true

without the hypothesis of uniform finite generation. Indeed for the direct product A :=∏
n∈NC

∞(Rn), the isomorphism (4.5) still holds, and therefore a derivation on A consists
of a sequence of vector fields in all dimensions. Clearly the A-module consisting of such
sequences is not finitely generated.

5. Tensors, connections and curvature

We now continue to develop basic differential geometry, in the sense of pseudo-Riemannian
geometry, with algebraifolds. As outlined at the beginning of Section 3, this includes
defining the notions of tensor, connection and curvature, including metric tensors, the
Levi–Civita connection and the Riemann and Ricci curvature tensors; geodesics will be
considered in Section 7. Since our developments here are largely completely parallel to
standard textbook material in the manifold case, we will keep this somewhat brief. The
main purpose of this section is to show that these notions can be developed just the same
for any algebraifold, with the additional requirement that 2 ∈ k should be invertible in
order for the Levi–Civita connection to be defined (Assumption 5.20).

Notation 5.1. Throughout this section, we fix an algebraifold A over a commutative ring
k and use the shorthand notations

D := DA, D∗ := ΩA, ⊗A := ⊗.

We write D∗ instead of ΩA for the module of 1-forms in order to emphasize the duality
with D, which is more natural in the context of tensor calculus than the universal property
of Theorem 3.6.

18If one does define “manifold” such that different components are allowed to have different dimensions
(Footnote 4),
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Tensors. When applied to the R-algebraifolds of the form C∞(M), the following spe-
cializes to one of the standard definitions of tensor field in the manifold case [27, Section 7.3];
see also [51, Corollary 7.5.7] for an explicit statement of the equivalence with the “pointwise”
definition of tensor on a smooth manifold.

Definition 5.2. On a k-algebraifold A, and for r, s ∈ N, a tensor of rank (r, s) is an
A-multilinear map

D∗ × · · · × D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

×D × · · · × D︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

−→ A. (5.1)

We write T r
s for the set of these tensors.

The usual universal property of tensor products let us equivalently consider such a map
as an ordinary A-linear map

D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

⊗D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

−→ A.

In the manifold case, this is closely related to the fact that the sections functor from vector
bundles to fgp modules preserves tensor products (Theorem A.4).

By the duality theory of fgp modules, as recalled in Appendix A and (A.6) in particular,
we can always turn an occurrence of D∗ on the left into an occurrence of D on the right
and vice versa. Hence we could equivalently define a tensor of rank (r, s) as an A-linear
map

D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

−→ D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

, (5.2)

or yet again equivalently as and A-linear map

D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

−→ D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

, (5.3)

or finally simply as an element of

D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

⊗D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

.

This shows that in terms of dual bases as in (A.1) and Remark 3.8, every tensor can be
written as an A-linear combination of elementary tensors formed out of these basis elements.
Of course, the various descriptions listed above can also be mixed, in the sense that only
some of the factors of D and D∗ are moved to the other side. This will turn out to be
useful below in (5.4).

Example 5.3. The Kronecker tensor δ ∈ T 1
1 is defined in terms of (5.1) as

δ(ξ, v) := ξ(v),

or simply as the identity map D → D in terms of (5.2) or (5.3). The fact that these define
the same tensor is a consequence of Theorem A.2, and is particularly easy to see in terms
of the graphical calculus of Remark A.3(v), where the Kronecker tensor is denoted by a
vertical line labelled by D.
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Example 5.4. Clearly (0, 1)-tensors are just 1-forms, T 0
1 = D∗. In particular, for every

a ∈ A we recover the derivative 1-form da ∈ D∗ as the A-liner map D → A defined by

(da)(v) := v(a) ∀v ∈ D.

Example 5.5. (i) Of course, for an algebraifold of the form C∞(M), the tensors
are exactly the tensors on the manifold M in the usual sense.

(ii) For a polynomial ring A = k[x1, . . . , xn], the tensors of rank (r, s) are the elements
of

(An)∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ (An)∗︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

⊗An ⊗ · · · ⊗ An

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

,

which is canonically isomorphic to Anr+s
. In other words, due to the fact that

we have designated coordinate directions, a tensor of rank (r, s) is just an (r+ s)-
dimensional array of polynomials in n variables.

(iii) For a finitely generated field extension k ⊆ A of transcendence degree n =
dimA(D), the tensors of rank (r, s) form an A-vector space given by

D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

⊗D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

,

which is an A-vector space of dimension nr+s.

(iv) For a smooth submersion f : M → N of smooth manifolds as in Example 4.16,
we saw that D is the module of vertical vector fields on M . Therefore a tensor
of rank (r, s) is an element of the r-fold tensor power of the vector bundle of
vertical vector fields on M tensored by the s-fold power of its dual. Intuitively,
this description amounts to saying that a tensor is a “smoothly varying family of
tensors” on the fibres of f .

For a more explicit description, note first that the module of 1-forms D∗

corresponds to the module of 1-forms on M modulo those which vanish on vertical
vectors.19 By the same token, a tensor of rank (r, s) is then an equivalence class
of “vertical” tensors of rank (r, s) on M , where vertical means that it must be
possible to write the tensor as a finite sum of elementary tensors with vertical
vectors in the contravariant slots, and the equivalence amounts to quotienting by
those vertical tensors which vanish on vertical vectors in the covariant slots.

Algebraic structure of tensors. Returning now to the general theory, it is clear that
the sum of two tensors of rank (r, s) is again such a tensor, defined in terms of pointwise

19To see this, it is enough to show that every C∞(M)-linear map from vertical vector fields back to
C∞(M) can be extended to such a map on all vector fields. Thanks to the existence of partitions of unity
this can be done locally, so that f can be assumed to be a coordinate projection Rℓ+n → Rℓ without loss
of generality. But in this case the statement is clear, as the module of vertical vector fields is a direct
summand of the module of all vector fields.
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addition. Furthermore, if a ∈ A and T ∈ T r
s , then we also have a tensor aT ∈ T r

s defined
by

(aT )(ξ1, . . . , ξr, v1, . . . , vs) := aT (ξ1, . . . , ξr, v1, . . . , vs, ).

In this way, T r
s becomes an A-module. Of course, this is also obvious from the isomorphism

T r
s
∼= D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸

r factors

⊗D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

already noted above. The definition of tensor as a multilinear map also results in a straight-
forward construction of the tensor products of tensors,

S ∈ T r
s , T ∈ T r′

s′ =⇒ S ⊗ T ∈ T r+r′

s+s′ ,

simply amounting to the usual multiplication of multilinear maps which adds up the arities.
It makes the collection of all tensors into a bigraded algebra with A itself in degree (0, 0).

An important operation on tensors in differential geometry is contraction. Indeed we
can consider a given tensor T ∈ T r+1

s+1 as a module homomorphism of the form

D∗ ⊗ · · · ⊗ D∗

︸ ︷︷ ︸
r factors

⊗D ⊗ · · · ⊗ D︸ ︷︷ ︸
s factors

−→ D∗ ⊗D, (5.4)

and composing with the canonical evaluation homomorphism ε : D∗⊗D → A, which is yet
another incarnation of the Kronecker tensor, defines an element of T r

s referred to as the
contraction of T . As usual, this can be applied with respect to any contravariant and any
covariant tensor slot. For tensors of rank (1, 1), this contraction results in an element of A
known as the Hattori-Stallings trace [52]. For example, every (1, 1)-tensor of the form
ξ ⊗ v for ξ ∈ D∗ and v ∈ D contracts to ξ(v). In the graphical calculus of Remark A.3(v),
contraction can be depicted particularly easily as “looping” an output wire back to an
input wire. Applying this to the Kronecker tensor gives a particularly interesting result.

Definition 5.6. The dimension dim(A) of a k-algebraifold A is the contraction (Hattori-
Stallings trace) of the Kronecker tensor δ.

Given the terminology, one might expect the dimension to be a number. This is indeed
the case in the following sense.

Lemma 5.7. If A is in standard form, then dim(A) ∈ k.

So in general, the dimension is an element of the ring of constants.

Proof. Although this uses the properties of Lie derivatives introduced below, we
present the proof here as these properties may already be familiar to the reader from
the manifold case.

Since Lie derivatives commute with contraction, it is enough to show that the Kronecker
tensor has vanishing Lie derivative along any u ∈ D. Using the other properties of Lie
derivatives from Lemma 5.9 as well as (5.7) and (5.8), we get for any ξ ∈ D∗ and v ∈ D,

Lu(δ)(ξ, v) = Lu(ξ(v)) − Lu(ξ)(v) − ξ(Lu(v)) = 0,

as was to be shown. �
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For explicit computations of the dimension, it can be convenient to choose dual bases
of D and D∗ as in 3.8, in terms of which the dimension can be explicitly computed as

dim(A) =

n∑

i=1

dai(ui) =

n∑

i=1

ui(ai), (5.5)

which is exactly the trace of the matrix considered after Example 3.9.

Example 5.8. Let us see what the dimension is in our running examples.

(i) For C∞(M) for a manifold M , the dimension is the scalar function which maps
every component of M to its manifold dimension. This is a standard property of
the Kronecker tensor.

(ii) Similarly, the dimension of the polynomial k-algebraifold k[x1, . . . , xn] is n, as
follows from (5.5) upon choosing vi := ∂

∂xi
and ξi := dxi.

(iii) If k ⊆ A is a finitely generated field extension of characteristic zero, then the
dimension is the transcendence degree, and in particular again an integer. Indeed
as in Examples 4.4 and 4.12, D is a free A-vector space of rank equal to the
transcendence degree, and this is what (5.5) computes.

If k has characteristic ℓ > 0 and the extension is separable, then the dimension
is still given by the transcendence degree for the same reason, but now considered
as an element of Z/ℓ.

(iv) Continuing on from Example 4.16, let f : M → N be a smooth submersion be-
tween smooth manifolds, and consider C∞(M) as a C∞(N)-algebraifold. Then
the characterization of derivations given in Example 4.16 implies that the dimen-
sion dim(C∞(M)) is the function which maps each point p ∈M to the dimension
of a sufficiently small neighbourhood in the fibre containing that point, or equiva-
lently to the dimension of the component of M containing p minus the dimension
of the component of N containing f(p).

Lie derivatives of tensors. We now describe how every derivation v ∈ D acts canoni-
cally on every tensor T ∈ T r

s . In the manifold case, this action is known as Lie derivative.
First, for u, v ∈ D, we obtain another derivation given by the Lie bracket,

[u, v](a) := u(v(a)) − v(u(a)) ∀a ∈ A.
Some straightforward calculation shows that this is indeed a derivation again, and that this
Lie bracket operation turns D into a Lie algebra over k. Moreover, it satisfies the equation

[u, av] = a[u, v] + u(a)v. (5.6)

On general tensors, we have the following construction of Lie derivatives.

Lemma 5.9. Every derivation u ∈ D extends uniquely to a family of k-linear maps

Lu : T r
s −→ T r

s ∀r, s ∈ N

such that the following hold:
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(i) The Leibniz rule: for arbitrary tensors S ∈ T r
s and T ∈ T r′

s′ ,

Lu(S ⊗ T ) = Lu(S) ⊗ T + S ⊗ Lu(T ).

(ii) On a ∈ A, we have

Lu(a) = u(a).

(iii) On v ∈ D, we have

Lu(v) = [u, v].

(iv) Lu commutes with tensor contraction.

Proof. Let us consider (0, 1)-tensors ξ ∈ D∗ first. On these, we must have, for every
w ∈ D,

u(ξ(v)) = Lu(ξ(v)) = Lu(ξ)(v) + ξ(Lu(v))

where the second equation holds by the Leibniz rule and the commutation with contractions.
We can use (iii) in order to thus compute

Lu(ξ)(v) = u(ξ(v)) − ξ([u, v]). (5.7)

Using (5.6), it is easy to see that this expression is A-linear in v, and we therefore obtain
an element Lu(ξ) ∈ D∗.

If T ∈ T r
s is now an arbitrary tensor, then a similar calculation shows that

Lu(T )(ξ1, . . . , ξr, v1, . . . , vs) = u(T (ξ1, . . . , ξr, v1, . . . , vs))

−
r∑

i=1

T (ξ1, . . . ,Lu(ξi), . . . , ξr, v1, . . . , vs) (5.8)

−
s∑

j=1

T (ξ1, . . . , ξr, v1, . . . ,Lu(vj), . . . , vs).

It is a straightforward calculation to see that this defines a tensor again, and that this is
the only definition which makes all required properties hold. �

Connections. The notion of connection from differential geometry has a standard
generalization to connections on modules over rings [53, Definition 8.2.2], which we now
simply instantiate for algebraifolds. We continue using the shorthand notation D := DA,
assuming that A is an algebraifold over a commutative ring k.

Definition 5.10. Let M be an A-module. Then a connection on A is a map

∇ : D ×M −→ M, (u, x) 7−→ ∇ux (5.9)

which is k-bilinear and has the following additional properties:

(i) ∇ is A-linear in its first argument: for all a ∈ A and u ∈ D and x ∈ M,

∇aux = a∇ux.
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(ii) ∇ satisfies the Leibniz rule in its second argument: for all a ∈ A and u ∈ D and
x ∈ M,

∇u(ax) = u(a)x + a∇ux.

Remark 5.11. By the duality between D and D∗ and the A-linearity of a connection
in the first argument, we could also consider a connection as a map ∇ : M → D∗ ⊗ M
satisfying the equation ∇(ax) = a∇(x) + da ⊗ x, and where one may think of D∗ ⊗ M
as the module of M-valued 1-forms. This picture if often used in algebraic treatments
of connections, while we slightly prefer (5.9) due to its proximity to the usual differential
geometric notation.

Example 5.12. For A = C∞(M) with a manifold M and M the module of sections of a
vector bundle, this is literally the usual notion of (linear) connection.

For the remainder of this section, we limit ourselves to the case M = D, meaning
that we consider the algebraic generalization of connections on the tangent bundle. The
following standard observation is then also as in the manifold case, with essentially identical
proof.

Lemma 5.13. Any two connections differ by a tensor of rank (1, 2).

Proof. Let ∇ and ∇′ be two connections. Then it needs to be shown that their
difference, which is a k-bilinear map D ×D → D given by

(u, v) 7−→ ∇uv −∇′
uv,

is A-linear in both arguments. This is clear for the first argument by the A-linearity
assumption on connections. In the second argument, we get that for a ∈ A,

(∇u −∇′
u)(av) = u(a)v + a∇uv − u(a)v − a∇′

uv

= a(∇u −∇′
u)v,

as was to be shown. �

Example 5.14. Here’s what connections amount to in some of our examples.

(i) In the manifold case C∞(M), connections are of course connections in the usual
sense (on the tangent bundle of M), and Lemma 5.13 amounts to expressing one
connection in terms of another via a tensor. When one of these is the (locally
defined) standard connection with respect to a chart, then the components of
this tensor are the Christoffel symbols.

(ii) Similarly, for the polynomial ring A = k[x1, . . . , xn], the partial derivative oper-
ators ∂i = ∂

∂xi
form a basis of D over A, so that a generic element of D has the

form

u =
∑

i

ui∂i.



28 TOBIAS FRITZ

In this notation, A has a standard connection determined uniquely by the formula

∇∂iv :=
∑

j

∂vj
∂xi

∂j , (5.10)

which simply amounts to taking the componentwise partial derivative of v in the
i-direction. Of course, for k = R this is just the usual standard connection on
Rn, restricted to polynomial vector fields.

Using Lemma 5.13, one can now express every other connection on k[x1, . . . , xn]
in the form ∇+Γ, where Γ is a tensor of rank (1, 2). Its components are once again
the Christoffel symbols, which now must be polynomials rather than arbitrary
smooth functions.

(iii) For a finitely generated separable field extension k ⊆ A, let us write ∂i = ∂
∂xi

for

the basis of D associated to a transcendence basis {x1, . . . , xn} ⊆ A. Then again
the very same formula (5.10) defines a canonical connection on A. Naturally
this connection depends on the choice of transcendence basis, as one can see by
explicit calculation in the elliptic function field of Example 4.4.

(iv) If f : M → N is again a smooth submersion as in Example 4.16, then a connection
on the associated algebraifold is an equivalence class of connections on the vector
bundle of vertical vector fields on M , where the equivalence is ∇ ∼ ∇′ if and
only if ∇u = ∇′

u for all vertical vector fields u. This can be seen by the same
argument as in Footnote 19.

In general, a connection extends to a covariant derivative operator on tensors of any
rank in the exact same way as in the manifold case. For example if T is a tensor of rank
(1, 1), then for any u, v ∈ D and ξ ∈ D∗, we obtain

(∇uT )(v, ξ) = u(T (v, ξ)) − T (∇uv, ξ) − T (v,∇uξ),

and a straightforward calculation again proves A-linearity in all three of u, v and ξ, so that
∇uT is indeed a tensor, now of rank (1, 2).

Torsion and curvature. The torsion of a connection ∇ is the (0, 2)-tensor defined
by

T (u, v) := ∇uv −∇vu− [u, v],

and one can verify the A-linearity by a straightforward calculation similar to the proof of
Lemma 5.13. The curvature instead is the (1, 3)-tensor

R : D ×D ×D −→ D (5.11)

given by

R(u, v)w = ∇u∇vw −∇v∇uw −∇[u,v]w,

where one writes R(u, v′)w instead of R(u, v, w) to underline the intuition that for every u
and v, the resulting (1, 1)-tensor R(u, v) is an endomorphism D → D, which in the manifold
case encodes the holonomy transformation for parallel transport along an infinitesimal
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rectangle spanned by u and v. Again a straightforward calculation verifies the relevant
multilinearity for R to be a tensor.

Metric tensors. Again we have the same definition as in the manifold case.

Definition 5.15. A metric tensor or simply metric on an algebraifold A is a symmetric
(0, 2)-tensor

g : D ⊗D −→ A,
which is nondegenerate: there must be a (2, 0)-tensor

g−1 : D∗ ⊗D∗ −→ A

that is inverse to g, in the sense that the contraction of the (2, 2)-tensor g ⊗ g−1 is the
identity (1, 1)-tensor D → D.

Remark 5.16. (i) By the assumed symmetry of g, it does not matter which pair of
slots of g ⊗ g−1 is contracted.

(ii) An equivalent formulation is that a metric tensor is an A-module isomorphism
D ∼= D∗, which can be constructed by mapping u ∈ D to the contraction of u⊗ g.
This is the musical isomorphism.

(iii) Note that our definition does not impose any positivity or signature conditions
on the metric. This is the same as in other algebraic approaches like Geroch’s [1].
We explore some initial ideas on how to improve on this situation in Remark 5.18.

(iv) If 2 ∈ k is not invertible, for example if k has characteristic 2, then it may be
more appropriate to define a metric as a quadratic form D → A [54, §1.4]. We
will not dwell on this issue and focus instead on the case where 2 is invertible
(Assumption 5.20).

Example 5.17. (i) With A = C∞(M), metrics are of course smooth pseudo-Rie-
mannian metrics on M in the standard sense.

(ii) For a polynomial ring A = k[x1, . . . , xn], making use of (ii) lets us identify the
metrics with those symmetric matrices with polynomial entries whose inverses
are also polynomial matrices, resulting in the form

g =

n∑

i,j=1

gij dxi ⊗ dxj ,

known from coordinate calculations on manifolds. Thus, for example with n = 2,
and writing k[x, y] for simplicity, we have such a metric given by

g =

(
1 x
x 1 + x2

)
, g−1 =

(
1 + x2 −x
−x 1

)
, (5.12)
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which makes sense for any commutative ring k. This metric can also be written
in the alternative form

g = dx⊗ dx+ x (dx⊗ dy + dy ⊗ dx) + (1 + x2) dy ⊗ dy

= (1 + x)2 (dx+ dy) ⊗ (dx+ dy) + dy ⊗ dy.
(5.13)

Remark 5.18. Let us comment on which additional conditions one might want to generally
impose on a metric as algebraic analogues of a signature condition. For example, the
metric (5.13) should arguably be considered Riemannian for any k, since it is a sum of
squares, which indeed enforces Riemannian signature for k = R. As a weaker condition,
one could merely require that g(v, v) ∈ A should be a sum of squares in A for every
v ∈ D. In the manifold case C∞(M), this would in particular restrict g(v, v) to be a
nonnegative smooth function. But unfortunately the converse does not hold: there are
nonnegative smooth functions on R4 that cannot be written as sums of squares of other
smooth functions [55]. It follows that requiring every function of the form g(v, v) to be a
sum of squares is sufficient but not necessary for positive semidefiniteness of g, and thereby
indicates that this is still too strong as an algebraic signature condition.20 We therefore do
not currently have a satisfactory algebraic generalization of a signature condition.

It is a standard textbook fact that every smooth manifold admits a (Riemannian)
metric. The situation for algebraifolds is less clear.

Problem 5.19. Does every algebraifold admit a metric?

For example, if an algebraifold A is such that D is a free module, then we can con-
struct a metric by using the standard inner product with respect to any basis of D. In
general, clearly a necessary condition for the existence of a metric is the existence of an A-
module isomorphism DA

∼= D∗
A, and this observation may help in the search for a potential

counterexample.
Moving on to the next concept, the Levi–Civita connection of a metric g on an

algebraifold can be defined in terms of Koszul’s formula. This means that for u, v ∈ D, the
covariant derivative ∇uv ∈ D is defined implicitly by its inner product with any w ∈ D,
which takes the form

g(∇uv,w) =
1

2

(
u(g(v,w)) + v(g(w, u)) − w(g(u, v))

+ g([u, v], w) − g([v,w], u) + g([w, u], v)

)
.

(5.14)

Note that due to the factor of 1
2 , this now only makes sense if 2 is invertible in k, which

we assume to be the case:

Assumption 5.20. For the remainder of this section, 1
2 ∈ k.

20This is reminiscent of the situation for polynomials over R, where also not every nonnegative poly-
nomial is a sum of squares [56].
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A brief computation shows that the right-hand side of (5.14) is indeed linear in w,
which implies that we obtain a well-defined element ∇uv ∈ D upon tensoring by g−1

and contracting in order to solve for ∇uv. The linearity in u similarly follows by a simple
computation, as does the Leibniz rule in v. The standard argument as used in the manifold
case also shows that the Levi–Civita connection is the unique torsion-free connection for
which the covariant derivative of the metric vanishes,

∇ug = 0 ∀u ∈ D.
For more detail on the derivation of Koszul’s formula and the uniqueness in the algebraic
setting, we also refer to the treatment of the Levi–Civita connection in the context of
the Rinehart spaces of Pessers and van der Veken [12, Theorem 30], which applies in the
algebraifold setting without changes.

Example 5.21. For the polynomial ring k[x1, . . . , xn], (ii) implies that we can express the
Levi–Civita connection in terms of a tensor Γ of Christoffel symbols. Koszul’s formula (5.14)
then shows that this tensor’s components have the usual form

Γk
ij =

1

2
gkl
(
∂gil
∂xj

+
∂gjl
∂xi

− ∂gij
∂xl

)
, (5.15)

using the fact that the coordinate vector fields ∂
∂xi all commute.

Riemann and Ricci curvature. As in the manifold case, the Riemann tensor of
a metric can now be defined as the curvature of its Levi–Civita connection. The Ricci
tensor Ric is the contraction of the Riemann tensor (5.11) given by contracting the first
argument with its output. In terms of dual bases as in Remark 3.8, this reads

Ric(v,w) :=
n∑

i=1

(R(ui, v)w)(ai). (5.16)

The Ricci scalar S is the (unique) contraction of the Ricci tensor with the inverse of the
metric,

S :=

n∑

i,j=1

g−1(dai, daj)Ric(ui, uj).

Both of these definitions are abstract versions of the standard expressions, extending the
latter in the obvious way from the manifold setting to the algebraifold setting.

6. The category of algebraifolds and the problem of products

Of course, an important concept in differential geometry is the notion of smooth map.
What is the analogue of that for algebraifolds? As usual when considering algebraic formu-
lations of geometric concepts, the direction of the arrows reverses, and we therefore start
by considering maps in the algebraic direction. The developments of this section will be
relevant in particular for the consideration of geodesics in Section 7.
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Algebraifold homomorphisms. The relevant definition, where k is again any com-
mutative ring, is a variant of a definition due to Beggs and Majid [10, (1.1)].

Definition 6.1. For k-algebraifolds A and B in standard form, an algebraifold homo-

morphism is a k-algebra homomorphism ϕ : A → B for which there is an A-module map
Ωϕ : ΩA → ϕ∗ΩB such that the diagram

A B

ΩA ϕ∗ΩB

ϕ

d d

Ωϕ

(6.1)

commutes.

Here, ϕ∗ΩB denotes ΩB, considered as an A-module via restriction of scalars (Appen-
dix B).

Example 6.2. In the manifold case, composition with any smooth map f : M → N
induces an algebraifold homomorphism

C∞(f) : C∞(N) −→ C∞(M).

Indeed as the associated map

ΩC∞(f) : ΩC∞(M) −→ C∞(f)∗ΩC∞(N),

we can take the pullback of 1-forms on N to 1-forms on M , since this pullback operation
has the defining property that

ΩC∞(f)(dg) = d(g ◦ f)

holds for all g ∈ C∞(N), which expresses the commutativity of (6.1).

So in general, the map Ωϕ from Definition 6.1 encodes the algebraic generalization of
the pullback of 1-forms along a smooth map. The commutativity of (6.1) amounts to the
equation

Ωϕ(da) = d(ϕ(a)) a ∈ A. (6.2)

Since ΩA is generated by the differentials da for a ∈ A, it is clear that Ωϕ is unique if
it exists. Hence there is no need to consider Ωϕ as part of the data of an algebraifold
homomorphism, and postulating its existence in the definition is enough.

In fact, we do not know of any single example of an algebra homomorphism ϕ : A → B
between algebraifolds for which ΩA does not exist. Therefore it is conceivable that its
existence is automatic. Indeed as we saw in Example 6.2, this is what happens case in
the manifold case, where the homomorphisms C∞(N) → C∞(M) are exactly the smooth
maps M → N [57, Corollary 35.10]. A general proof is not obvious: the universal property
of ΩA from Theorem 3.6 does not apply because ϕ∗ΩB need not be fgp.

Problem 6.3. Is the existence of Ωϕ in Definition 6.1 automatic?

For any algebraifold homomorphism ϕ : A → B, we can also find an explicit expression
for Ωϕ using dual bases.
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Lemma 6.4. In terms of dual bases as in Remark 3.8, we can write Ωϕ explicitly as

Ωϕ(ξ) =

n∑

i=1

ϕ(ui(ξ)) dϕ(ai) (6.3)

for all ξ ∈ ΩA.

This formula does not immediately resolve Problem 6.3, since using (6.3) as the defini-
tion of Ωϕ leaves open whether the relevant condition (6.2) is satisfied.

Proof. This can be seen from (6.2) together with ξ =
∑n

i=1 ui(ξ) dai and the A-
linearity of Ωϕ. �

In terms of the adjunction (B.1) between restriction and extension of scalars, we can
also consider Ωϕ as a map ϕ∗ΩA → ΩB, uniquely determined by the requirement that it
should map

1B ⊗ da 7−→ dϕ(a). (6.4)

This description is interesting insofar as it can be most easily instantiated and reformulated
further.

Example 6.5. In the manifold case with ϕ = C∞(f) as in Example 6.2, the C∞(M)-
module ϕ∗ΩC∞(M) corresponds to the pullback bundle of the cotangent bundle f∗(T ∗N).
In this situation, the extension of scalars ϕ∗ΩC∞(N) is (naturally isomorphic to) the module
of sections of the pullback bundle f∗(T ∗N) by Proposition B.3, and the map ϕ∗ΩA → ΩB

corresponds to a vector bundle map f∗(T ∗M) → T ∗M . The requirement (6.4) characterizes
this as the usual pullback of 1-forms via Remark B.4.

Let us now massage Ωϕ a bit further in order to see how it induces a map between
modules of derivations, which will turn out to be the algebraic generalization of the dif-
ferential of a smooth map.. Using first the assumption that DA is fgp, we can apply the
duality between ϕ∗DA and ϕ∗ΩA from (B.3) to turn (6.4) into an element

dϕ ∈ ΩB ⊗A ϕ∗DA.

Concretely, in terms of dual bases (dai) of ΩA and (ui) of DA as in Remark 3.8, we can
use the construction (A.7) to write this element explicitly as

dϕ =

n∑

i=1

dϕ(ai) ⊗ (1B ⊗ ui). (6.5)

Since ΩB is also in duality with DB, we furthermore can turn dϕ into a B-linear map

Dϕ : DB −→ ϕ∗DA,

and this is what we call the differential of ϕ.

Lemma 6.6. In terms of dual bases as in Remark 3.8, we can write Dϕ explicitly as

Dϕ(w) =

n∑

i=1

w(ϕ(ai)) ⊗ ui (6.6)
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for all w ∈ DB.

Proof. Using dϕ in the form (6.5) together with (A.8) shows that Dϕ is given by

Dϕ(w) =

n∑

i=1

dϕ(ai)(w) (1B ⊗ ui) =

n∑

i=1

w(ϕ(ai)) (1B ⊗ ui) =

n∑

i=1

w(ϕ(ai)) ⊗ ui,

as was to be shown. �

By construction, the module homomorphisms Ωϕ and Dϕ are each other’s adjoints with
respect to the canonical evaluate pairings, in the sense that we have

Ωϕ(ξ)(w) = (1B ⊗ ξ)(Dϕ(w)) ∀ξ ∈ ΩA, w ∈ DB, (6.7)

and this determines each map in terms of the other. On the right-hand side, this uses the
canonical identification of ϕ∗ΩA as the dual of ϕ∗DA.

Example 6.7. We now argue that in the manifold case, the map

DC∞(f) : DC∞(M) −→ C∞(f)∗DC∞(N)

corresponds to the usual differential of a smooth map f : M → N as acting on tangent
vectors. Indeed this action on tangent vectors turns every vector field on M into a section
of the pullback bundle f∗(TN), and is therefore already of the required type by Proposi-
tion B.3. This ordinary differential is characterized by the condition that pairing a vector
field w on M with the pullback of a 1-form ξ on N produces the element of C∞(M) equal
to the pairing of the associated sections of f∗(TN) and f∗(T ∗N). Since this is exactly
what the adjointness relation (6.7) expresses, we conclude that Dϕ indeed recovers the
usual differential in the manifold case.

For N = Rn, the bundle f∗(TN) is the trivial bundle of rank n on M . Using the dual
coordinate bases as in Example 3.9 for C∞(Rn), we have ϕ(ai) = fi. Hence (6.6) becomes
in this case

DC∞(f)(w) =
n∑

i=1

w(fi) ⊗
∂

∂xi
,

which indeed matches the obvious coordinate expression of the Jacobian of f acting on w
at every point.

Lemma 6.8. For all w ∈ DB and a ∈ A, we have

Dϕ(w)(1) ⊗Dϕ(w)(2)(a) = w(ϕ(a)),

and Dϕ : DB → ϕ∗DA is the only B-linear map satisfying this property.

Here, the left-hand side is an element of

ϕ∗A = B ⊗A A ∼= B,
and we suppress the isomorphism from the notation. have suppressed the canonical isomor-
phism from the notation. We also have employed sumless Sweedler notation for Dϕ(w).
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Proof. We have

Dϕ(w)(1) ⊗Dϕ(w)(2)(a) = (1B ⊗ da)Dϕ(w)

= Ωϕ(da)(w)

= d(ϕ(a))(w)

= w(ϕ(a)),

where the second step uses (6.7). The uniqueness claim follows by the second expression
together with the fact that the elements of the form 1B ⊗da generate ϕ∗ΩA as a B-module.

�

This ends our discussion of the action of an algebraifold homomorphism on derivations
and 1-forms. One further observation that will be useful in Section 7 is that connections
can be transported along homomorphisms by extension of scalars.

Lemma 6.9. Let ϕ : A → B be a homomorphism of k-algebraifolds, and let

∇ : DA ×M −→ M
be a connection on an A-module M. Then there is an induced connection ϕ∗∇ on ϕ∗M
uniquely determined by

(ϕ∗∇)w(1B ⊗ x) = Dϕ(w)(1) ⊗∇Dϕ(w)(2)(x) (6.8)

for all w ∈ DB and x ∈ M.

Proof. We consider the more general formula

(ϕ∗∇)w(b⊗ x) = bDϕ(w)(1) ⊗∇Dϕ(w)(2)(x) + w(b) ⊗ x, (6.9)

of which (6.8) is the special case b = 1B. Evaluating it on an element of the form ϕ(a)b ∈ B
in place of b produces the same expression multiplied by ϕ(a) and plus an extra term given
by w(ϕ(a))b ⊗ x. Plugging in ax in place of x similarly produces the extra term

bDϕ(w)(1) ⊗Dϕ(w)(2)(a)x = w(ϕ(a))b ⊗ x,

where the equality holds by Lemma 6.8. Hence ϕ∗∇ is well-defined in the second argument
ϕ∗M = B ⊗A M.

To see that ϕ∗∇ is a connection, we need to check that it is B-linear in the first
argument and satisfies the Leibniz rule in the second. The B-linearity in the first argument
is immediate. The Leibniz rule in the second argument with respect to multiplication by
scalars from B follows by direct calculation as in the well-definedness argument, with ϕ(a)
replaced by a generic element of B.

The uniqueness claim is clear as (6.9) is a necessary consequence of (6.8) by the Leibniz
rule in the second argument. �

It is know that Lemma 6.9 recovers the standard notion of pullback connection in the
manifold context. For example in the picture of Remark 5.11, where a connections is 1-form-
valued map, a version of our Lemma 6.9 specialized to the manifold case is given e.g. in
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[58, Lemma 17.10]. Nevertheless, we briefly sketch the correspondence to a point-based
description as follows.

Example 6.10. For a smooth map f : M → N between smooth manifolds, and a vector
bundle with connection ∇ on N , it is well-known21 that there is an induced connection
f∗∇ on the pullback bundle uniquely determined by

(f∗∇)w(f∗x) = f∗(∇f∗wx), (6.10)

where x is any section of the original bundle on N and w is any tangent vector in M . This
can be seen to be the pointwise version of (6.8), based on the isomorphism between the
extension of scalars module and the sections of the pullback bundle.

The category of algebraifolds. If ϕ : A → B and ψ : B → C are algebraifold
homomorphisms, then the composition ψϕ : B → C is again an algebraifold homomorphism
thanks to the obvious identity (ψϕ)∗ΩC = ψ∗(ϕ∗ΩC).

As usual when considering algebraic formulations of geometric concepts, the direction
of the arrows reverses when thinking of the algebraic structures as geometric entities. It
seems useful to have this reversal reflected in the terminology.

Definition 6.11. For k-algebraifolds A and B, an algebraifold map ϕop : B  A is the
formal dual of an algebraifold homomorphism ϕ : A → B.

Of course, algebraifold maps compose in the opposite direction to algebraifold homo-
morphisms, and we thus obtain the following category.

Definition 6.12. Given a commutative ring k, the category of k-algebraifolds Afdk
has:

⊲ k-algebraifolds in standard form as objects,

⊲ Algebraifold maps as morphisms.

Mapping a connected smooth manifold to its R-algebra of smooth functions and a
smooth map M → N to the induced R-algebra homomorphism C∞(N) → C∞(M) defines
a functor

Man −→ AfdR. (6.11)

In fact, this functor is fully faithful, meaning that it establishes a bijection between smooth
maps M → N and R-algebra homomorphisms C∞(N) → C∞(M).22 The framework of
stuff, structure and property [60] allows us to phrase this rigorously as follows.

21It seems difficult to find a pedagogical exposition of this construction including (6.10) in pub-
lished literature, but the reader will have no difficulty reading about it on the web, e.g. at mathover-
flow.net/questions/49272/pull-back-connection.

22As we learned from Eugene Lerman, this result goes back to the 1952 thesis of Pursell [59, Chapter 8],
which already contains its essential ingredients. We refer to [57, Corollary 35.10] for a textbook account. It
is also worth noting that every mere ring homomorphism C∞(N) → C∞(M) is automatically R-linear, as
one can see e.g. by first showing that it automatically preserves the pointwise order on functions, so that
R-linearity follows by Q-linearity.

https://mathoverflow.net/questions/49272/pull-back-connection
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Slogan 6.13. A smooth manifold is an R-algebraifold with extra property (but no extra
structure or stuff).

It then becomes an interesting question how to recognize those R-algebraifold A that
correspond to manifolds, i.e. for which there is an algebra isomorphism A ∼= C∞(M) for
some smooth manifold M . One such characterization can be obtained by combining the
results of [61] and [62]23; we do not spell this out here as doing so would require introducing
the language of C∞-rings first. As far as we are aware, a more explicit characterization
phrased in terms of R-algebra structure only is not known.

The problem of products. Some of the most important constructions of manifolds
can be expressed nicely in terms of universal properties in the category of manifolds Man,
by which we mean the category with connected smooth manifolds as objects and smooth
maps as morphisms. For example, the product M × N of manifolds M and N is the
categorical product in Man. How does this work out for algebraifolds?

Problem 6.14. (i) For a given commutative ring k, does the category Afdk have
products?

(ii) If AfdR has products, does the functor (6.11) map products of manifolds to prod-
ucts of algebraifolds?

For (i), we know that products do exist at least in certain cases. Indeed one obvious
candidate for a product of k-algebraifolds A and B is the tensor product A⊗k B, where ⊗k

denotes the usual tensor product (or equivalently coproduct) of commutative k-algebras.
We do not know under which conditions this is an algebraifold again in general, but here
is one case in which it is true.

Proposition 6.15. Let k be a field, and suppose that A and B are algebraifolds with one
of them finitely generated as a k-algebra. Then A⊗k B is an algebraifold again, and it is
the product of A and B in Afdk.

Proof. Under the present assumptions, there is a direct sum decomposition [63, The-
orem 2.8]

DA⊗kB
∼= (DA ⊗k B) ⊕ (A⊗k DB), (6.12)

where both summands are A⊗kB-modules in the obvious way. The first claim now follows
as both summands on the right-hand side are fgp over A⊗k B.

For the universal property, we show that A ⊗k B is the coproduct of A and B in the
category of k-algebraifolds and algebraifold homomorphisms. To see this, note first that
the isomorphism (6.12) dualizes to24

ΩA⊗kB
∼= (ΩA ⊗k B) ⊕ (A⊗k ΩB),

Together with
d(a⊗ b) = (da⊗ b) ⊕ (a⊗ db), (6.13)

23We thank Igor Khavkine for pointing this out to us.
24To see that DA ⊗k B dualizes to ΩA ⊗k B, apply Remark B.2 with respect to the canonical homo-

morphism A → A⊗k B.
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it follows that the usual homomorphisms A → A ⊗k B and B → A ⊗k B are algebraifold
homomorphisms, since the corresponding action on 1-forms exists. To show the universal
property, it remains to be proven that if ϕ : A → C and ψ : B → C are algebraifold
homomorphisms, then so is the induced k-algebra homomorphism A⊗k B → C. But this
is also clear by (6.13). �

In general, it is conceivable that products in Afdk exist and can be computed from the
algebraic tensor product in a universal way. This would follow directly from a positive
answer to the following, where cAlgk denotes the category of commutative k-algebras and
algebra homomorphisms.

Question 6.16. Does the inclusion functor Afd
op
k →֒ cAlgk have a left adjoint?

If such an adjoint exists, then the product of two algebraifolds A and B can be computed
as the left adjoint applied to the algebraic tensor product A⊗kB, since this is the coproduct
in cAlgk and left adjoint functors preserve colimits.

7. Formal lines and geodesics

The goal of this section is to show that even the concept of geodesic has a sensible alge-
braic formulation. This is an important development for algebraic approaches to differential
geometry, given that the standard definition is point-based, which makes the translation
into algebraic language less obvious than that of tensor calculus and connections.

Formal lines. Since geodesics are certain curves in a manifold, generalizing them to
our setting first of all requires an algebraization of the notion of curve, to be defined as
an algebraifold map from a suitable kind of “line” to another algebraifold. The relevant
notion of line is as follows, where k is still any commutative ring.

Definition 7.1. A k-algebraifold L in standard form is a formal line if the following
hold:

(i) DL, or equivalently ΩL, is a free L-module of rank one.

(ii) Some ∂ ∈ DL is surjective as a map L → L.
Example 7.2. For any commutative ring k with Q ⊆ k, the k-algebraifold k[t] is a formal
line. In particular, with ∂ : k[t] → k[t] the usual derivative map, condition (ii) holds as
every polynomial is the derivative of its antiderivative.

On the other hand, if k is a field of characteristic ℓ > 0, then k[t] is not a formal line,
not even over its ring of constants (Example 4.11), since for example the monomial xℓ−1

is not a derivative of any other polynomial, and taking ∂ to be any derivation other than
standard differentiation does not help. In fact, it is unclear to us whether a formal line
over a field of positive characteristic exists at all.

Example 7.3. Over k = R, the algebraifold C∞(R) is a formal line, where ∂ can be taken
to be any vector field that does not vanish anywhere.
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Remark 7.4. C∞(S1) is not a formal line over R. The module of derivations DC∞(S1) is
generated by any vector field that does not vanish anywhere, and up to automorphisms
of the algebra, this can be taken to be the standard vector field ∂θ on S1 with θ being
the angle variable. This indeed makes DC∞(S1) free of rank one, but (ii) fails: only those
smooth functions which have zero integral with respect to dθ can appear as a derivative.

So intuitively, condition (ii) has a topological flavour along the lines of vanishing first
de Rham cohomology.25

Lemma 7.5. (i) There is t ∈ L such that ∂t = 1.

(ii) For every a ∈ L, there is
∫
a ∈ L with

∂

∫
a = a,

and this
∫
a is unique up to a constant in k.

Proof. (i) This is clear by Definition 7.1(ii).

(ii) The existence holds again by (ii). For the uniqueness, it is enough to note that if
∂b = 0 for b ∈ L, then b belongs to the ring of constants. This is because every
∂ generates DL, so that ∂b = 0 indeed implies v(b) = 0 for all v ∈ DL. �

As the antiderivative of 1L, such an element t plays the role of the variable t in Exam-
ple 7.2 and the identity function in Example 7.3.

Remark 7.6. If Q ⊆ k, then every formal line L contains k[t] as a subalgebra, where again
t =

∫
1. Indeed the induced algebra homomorphism k[t] → L is injective, as can be seen

by differentiating a given polynomial degree many times.

Given any k-algebraifold A in addition to a formal line, we can now consider a curve
in A to be an algebraifold map L  A, or equivalently an algebraifold homomorphism
A → L. As per the following example, the choice of formal line determines which kind of
curves are considered.

Example 7.7. For A = R[x1, . . . , xn], the algebraifold maps A  R[t] correspond to the
polynomial maps R → Rn. The algebraifold maps A  C∞(R) correspond to the smooth
maps R → Rn.

Both of these claims are straightforward to see by using that R[x1, . . . , xn] is the free
R-algebra on n generators, so that the R-algebra homomorphisms R[x1, . . . , xn] → R are
in bijection with the n-tuples of elements of R, and the extra condition of Definition 6.1 is
clearly satisfied.

Example 7.8. If M is a smooth manifold, then the algebraifold maps C∞(M) C∞(R)
correspond to the smooth curves R →M by the fact that the functor Man → AfdR is fully
faithful (6.11).

25This can possibly be made into a general precise statement based on a suitable definition of de Rham
cohomology for algebraifolds.
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On the other hand, the only algebraifold maps R[t]  C∞(M) are those that factor
across R, meaning that they correspond to constant curves in M . This is because the only
R-algebra homomorphisms C∞(M) → R[t] are those that factor across a point evaluation
homomorphism C∞(M) → R.26 We think of this as indicating that there is no notion of
“polynomial curve” in M .

Let us now turn to geodesics. In the manifold setting, a geodesic is a smooth curve
γ : R → M whose tangent vectors are covariant constant along the curve. In terms of the
notion of pullback connection from Example 6.10, this amounts to saying that the induced
connection on the bundle γ∗TM should be such that the pulled back tangent vectors of
γ are covariant constant with respect to the pulled back connection. This formulation
generalizes to the following notion of geodesic associated to any formal line.

Definition 7.9. Let A be any k-algebraifold equipped with a connection ∇ and L a formal
line over k. Then an L-geodesic in A is an algebraifold map ϕop : L A such that

(ϕ∗∇)∂(Dϕ∂) = 0. (7.1)

Here, we use the connection ϕ∗∇ as defined by Lemma 6.9, which is the connection ∇
transported along ϕ to the formal line L.

Example 7.10. For a smooth manifold M and smooth curve γ : R → M , the associated
algebraifold homomorphism

C∞(γ) : C∞(M) → C∞(R)

satisfies our (7.1) if and only if γ is a geodesic in the standard sense. Indeed DC∞(γ)∂
is precisely the collection of velocity vectors of γ, considered as a section of the pullback
bundle γ∗TM , and by (6.10) our equation states that this vector field should be covariant
constant with respect to the pullback connection on R.

Remark 7.11. Based on the differential of an algebraifold map in the form (6.5), we
expect that a general definition of harmonic map between algebraifolds can be given, but
the details remain to be worked out.

8. Algebraifolds in general relativity

The Einstein field equation. Based on the notions of metric, connection and cur-
vature from Section 5, it is straightforward to also write down the Einstein field equation
of general relativity in its usual form, now amounting to an equation for an unknown met-
ric on a given algebraifold A in standard form. In terms of the Ricci tensor and scalar
considered at (5.16), the field equations take the form

Ric− 1

2
Sg + Λg = κT, (8.1)

26To see this, compose with the embedding R[t] →֒ C∞(R) to note that every homomorphism
C∞(M) → R[t] is given by restriction along a smooth map R → M , and such a map must be constant since
otherwise there will be smooth functions on M that do not restrict to polynomial functions on R.
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where now both the gravitational constant κ and the cosmological constant Λ are assumed
to be constants, which in our context means fixed invertible elements of k, and T is the
stress-energy tensor, also a (0, 2)-tensor as usual, for which nay of the standard forms in
terms of matter fields can be assumed.27

Following Geroch’s idea [1], we may now call Einstein k-algebra, or just Einstein
algebra, any k-algebraifold together with a metric which satisfies the Einstein field equa-
tion. The remainder of the paper will sketch some examples of Einstein algebras that are
not manifolds, illustrating the potential relevance of our framework to general relativity.
An interesting example that we will not discuss further is given by general relativity with
generalized metrics in the sense of Example 4.13, which allows for certain singularities [44].

Function fields. Physicists, especially those who do generally not work with full math-
ematical rigour, often like to apply algebraic operations without worrying about whether
this makes sense in the underlying mathematical structure. In particular, they may take
the inverse f−1 of a function f without ensuring that f does not have any zeroes. The
problem is that this inverse f−1 does not exist as a smooth function on a manifold M in
case that f has a zero. Even worse, C∞(M) has lots of zero divisors, so that this problem
cannot be rectified by embedding into a field. Hence a mathematically inclined physicist
will object that considering f−1 does not make sense, unless it is first ensured that f does
not have a zero.

However, in the framework of algebraifolds, forming f−1 can make sense for all f 6= 0,
since the algebraifold containing f may even be a field. This case seems particularly close
to physicists’ general intuition. To see what the resulting algebraifolds can look like, let
us consider a simple cosmological spacetime as an example. In a textbook treatment like
Wald’s [64, Chapter 5], this would usually be given by the smooth manifold M := R>0×R3

with coordinates denoted (t, x, y, z) and a metric of the form

g = dt⊗ dt− a2(dx⊗ dx+ dy ⊗ dy + dz ⊗ dz), (8.2)

where a ∈ C∞(M) is a function subject to certain differential equations.28 Assuming a
flat universe containing pressureless matter and cosmological constant Λ = 0, solving these
equations results in

a = Ct2/3 (8.3)

for an integration constant C > 0 [64, Table 5.1]. Throughout the following, we set C = 1
for simplicity.

To get an algebraifold that is also a field and still describes this spacetime, it is natural
to consider the field of fractions of the R-algebra

R[a, t, x, y, z]/(a3 − t2), (8.4)

27At least for bosonic matter, considering fermionic matter will first require a generalization of spinor
fields to the algebraifold setting.

28Namely having vanishing derivative in the spatial directions x, y, z, and satisfying the Friedmann

equations in the t direction.
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which is an integral domain since the polynomial a3 − t2 is irreducible. Defining A to be
the field of fractions of (8.4) indeed produces a finitely generated field extension of k := R,
on which (8.2) defines a metric in our sense.29

Remark 8.1. (i) At the present stage, we do not want to claim that this algebraifold
is an adequate mathematical model of the universe from the physical point of view.
Whether this is the case—of course under the highly idealized assumptions that
standardly lead to (8.2) and (8.3)—remains to be seen.

For one thing, a physical model will need to have empirical content through
making predictions about observations. One way to go in this direction could
be to consider measurements of an observer moving on a geodesic (Section 7)
in spacetime. Deriving predictions based on this may first require developing
additional aspects of differential geometry first, such as the geodesic deviation
equation.

(ii) We have made no use of the fact that our ground field is R. So at least from the
purely mathematical perspective, we still have a perfectly valid Einstein algebra
over any field k in place of R, where the required separability holds by the
argument of Footnote 29.

(iii) The reader may wonder whether (8.4) itself would serve as an Einstein R-algebra
with respect to the metric (8.2). Since the variety defined by the equation a3−t2 =
0 is singular, the Zariski–Lipman conjecture (Example 4.3) suggests that this is
not the case. Intuitively, the singularity here is a manifestation of the big bang
singularity at t = 0. Going to the field of fractions in particular enforces the
invertibility of t. This is the algebraic analogue of the fact that the big bang
singularity is not part of the spacetime manifold in standard general relativity.

Parametrized spacetimes. Also the construction of algebraifolds from smooth sub-
mersions (Example 4.16) may be of some interest for general relativity. The idea is that
many solutions of the Einstein field equation have free parameters, and the resulting param-
eter space can be taken to be the base manifold N , while the thus parametrized spacetimes
are the fibres of the submersion f .

For example, the Kerr metric is a family of vacuum solutions parametrized by the mass
m and the angular momentum j of a black hole. The set of possible values of m and j is
a subset of R2 which will be our parameter manifold N . In natural units, this set is given

29 It may be worth noting that this field of fractions is isomorphic to the rational function field
R(s, x, y, z) involving a new variable s. While this will be obvious to any algebraic geometer, it is challenging
to find a reference which would show this explicitly in a way which also applies over R, so let us give a
sketch: there is a homomorphism

R[a, t, x, y, z] → R[s, x, y, z]

given by t 7→ s3 and a 7→ s2 and sending the other variables to themselves. Its kernel is exactly the
principal ideal generated by a3 − t2, and this induces an isomorphism between R[a, t, x, y, z]/(a3 − t2) and

the subalgebra R[s2, s3, x, y, z] ⊆ R[s, x, y, z]. The proof is then completed by noting that s = s3

s2
belongs

to the field of fractions of this subalgebra.
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by

N = {(m, j) ∈ R2 | m > 0, |j| < m2},
where we use strict inequalities mainly to ensure that N is a manifold without boundary.
Since the topology of the Kerr spacetime is the same for all values of m and j, we can
define the smooth submersion f : M → N as the trivial bundle with the topology of Kerr
spacetime on each fibre. Then C∞(M) becomes an algebraifold over C∞(N). Since a
metric on this algebraifold in our sense is given by a smoothly varying family of metrics on
the fibres by Example 5.5(iv), and the Kerr metric varies smoothly in m and j, we indeed
obtain a metric on C∞(M) as an algebraifold over C∞(N).

Remark 8.2. (i) A bold metaphysical interpretation of this Einstein algebra might
be that the total space M is the actual spacetime, but that observers living in
M will not notice this since different fibres do not interact. This is because the
module of derivations DC∞(M) only consists of vertical vector fields, which makes
it is impossible for particles, field excitations or observers to “leave” their fibre.

(ii) Provided that our parametrization construction can be generalized such that the
base N is allowed to be suitably infinite-dimensional, it is conceivable that one
can even take it to be a suitably defined space of all solutions to the Einstein
field equation. In this case, the totality of all possible spacetimes consistent with
general relativity would be one single algebraifold. If this works, then it is natural
to expect that this algebraifold would be a universal solution to the Einstein field
equations: a terminal object in a suitably defined category of Einstein algebras.

Appendix A. Finitely generated projective modules

Throughout this appendix, A denotes an arbitrary commutative ring. Let us begin by
recalling some basic definitions.

Definition A.1. An A-module M is:

(i) finitely generated if there is a finite subset F ⊆ M such that every element of
M can be written as a (finite) A-linear combination of elements of F .

(ii) projective if there is an A-module N such that M⊕N is a free module.

Although this is not immediate from the definition, these two properties interact in
such a nice way that their conjunction is especially important, and we thus abbreviate

fgp = finitely generated projective.

The following alternative characterization explains why fgp modules are important, and
we make frequent use of properties (ii) and (iv).

Theorem A.2. For an A-module M, the following are equivalent:

(i) M is fgp.
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(ii) Dual basis lemma: There are elements u1, . . . , un ∈ M and30 ξ1, . . . , ξn ∈ M∗

such that
n∑

i=1

ξi(x)ui = x (A.1)

for all x ∈ M.

(iii) There exist n ∈ N and module homomorphisms u : An → M and ξ : M → An

such that ξu = idAn .

(iv) M is a dualizable object in the symmetric monoidal category of A-modules: there
is an object M∗ together with A-linear map

δ : A −→ M⊗A M∗, ε : M∗ ⊗A M −→ A (A.2)

such that the triangle identities

M M⊗A M∗ ⊗A M M∗ M∗ ⊗A M⊗A M∗

M M∗

δ⊗ idM

idM ⊗ ε

idM∗ ⊗ δ

ε⊗ idM∗
(A.3)

hold.

Proof. See e.g. [65, Remark 2.11] for the equivalence of (i) and (ii). Condition (iii) is
a straightforward rephrasing of (ii). Finally, see e.g. [66, Example 1.4] or [67, Example 3.2]
for the equivalence with (iv). �

Remark A.3. (i) Perhaps in contrast to what the phrasing “dual basis lemma”
suggests, the elements u1, . . . , un generate M but do not need to form a basis
(since M does not even need to be free), and similarly the ξ1, . . . , ξn generate
M∗ without necessarily forming a basis.

(ii) Since property (iv) is invariant under exchanging M and M∗, we know that M∗

is automatically fgp as well, and in particular the dual basis lemma holds for it:
we have

n∑

i=1

η(ui) ξi = η. (A.4)

for all η ∈ M∗.

(iii) The object M∗ in (iv) not not be assumed to be (isomorphic to) the dual module
HomA(M,A) a priori. Indeed the proofs referenced above show that if M∗ is
any A-module with δ and ε satisfying the triangle identities, there is a canonical

30Here, M∗ := HomA(M,A) denotes the dual module.
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isomorphism M∗ ∼= HomA(M,A) such that ε turns into the standard evaluation
map

M∗ ⊗A M −→ A,
f ⊗ x 7−→ f(x).

(A.5)

In other words, one can assume without loss of generality that M∗ = HomA(M,A)
and that ε is given by the evaluation map. This is also why δ is often called the
coevaluation map. With ε given by (A.5), one can show that it is given by

δ =
n∑

i=1

ui ⊗ ξi,

with ui ∈ M and ξi ∈ M∗ as in (ii).

(iv) The homomorphisms δ and ε induce a natural bijection

HomA(R⊗M,S) HomA(R,S ⊗M∗)

f (f ⊗ idM∗) ◦ (idR ⊗ δ)

(idS ⊗ ε) ◦ (g ⊗ idM∗) g

∼=
(A.6)

for all A-modules R and S. In terms of dual bases as above, the counterpart of
f : R⊗M → S is given by

R −→ S ⊗M∗

r 7−→
n∑

i=1

f(r ⊗ ui) ⊗ ξi,
(A.7)

while the counterpart of g : R → S ⊗M∗ is

R⊗M −→ S
r ⊗ x 7−→ g(2)(r)(x) · g(1)(r),

(A.8)

where we use sumless Sweedler notation for g. The fact that these two construc-
tions are each other’s inverses is straightforward to prove from (A.1).

(v) This bijection is most easily understood in terms of the graphical calculus of
symmetric monoidal categories [68], in which the two maps are given by

f

S

R M

7−→
f

S

R

M∗

g

R

SM∗

7−→

g

R

S

M
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and the triangle identities (A.3) take the very intuitive form

M

M

=

M

M

M∗

M∗

=

M∗

M∗

which are often called the zig-zag identities.

Let us now explain the geometrical significance of fgp modules. For a smooth manifold
M , we write VectM for the category of smooth real vector bundles over M , which is a
symmetric monoidal category with respect to the usual tensor product of vector bundles.
For a ring A, we write fgpModA for the category of fgp A-modules, which is a symmetric
monoidal category with respect to the usual algebraic tensor product of A-modules. Then
the following result is the smooth Serre–Swan theorem [32, Theorem 11.32], extended
to a symmetric monoidal equivalence of symmetric monoidal categories.

Theorem A.4. If M is a smooth manifold with finitely many connected components, then
the functor

Γ∞ : VectM −→ fgpModC∞(M)

mapping every vector bundle πE : E →M to the C∞(M)-module Γ∞(E) of smooth sections
of E is a symmetric monoidal equivalence

Note that this functor is indeed covariant: although equivalences of categories between
geometrical objects and algebraic objects are often contravariant, this is not the case here,
intuitively because vector bundles already are of an algebraic nature.

Proof. That this functor indeed lands in fgp modules and is an equivalence of cat-
egories for connected M is [32, Theorem 11.32] as cited above. The same statement for
finitely many connected components is directly implied, as both categories can then be
described as product categories: if M has connected components M1, . . . ,Mn, then each
vector bundle decomposes uniquely into a direct sum of vector bundles supported on each
component, and this implies that the category is naturally equivalence to a product cate-
gory,

VectM ∼=
n∏

i=1

VectMi
.

The same applies at the level of fgp modules,

fgpModC∞(M)
∼=

n∏

i=1

fgpModC∞(Mi).

Furthermore, the functor Γ∞ acts as the corresponding equivalence VectMi
∼= fgpModC∞(Mi)

on each factor, and therefore is an equivalence itself.
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To show that Γ∞ is a symmetric monoidal equivalence, note that for any two vector
bundles

πE : E →M and πF : F →M,

a pair of sections ξ ∈ Γ∞(M) and η ∈ Γ∞(F ) induces a section ξ ⊗ η ∈ Γ∞(E ⊗ F ) by
tensoring them pointwise. This construction is an A-bilinear map, which induces a module
homomorphism

Γ∞(E) ⊗C∞(M) Γ∞(F ) −→ Γ∞(E ⊗ F ) (A.9)

natural in E and F . In combination with the trivial isomorphism Γ∞(M) ∼= C∞(M), which
amounts to Γ∞ preserving the monoidal unit, it is straightforward to verify the relevant
coherences which show that Γ∞ is a lax symmetric monoidal functor.

It remains to be proven that the structure maps (A.9) are isomorphisms of C∞(M)-
modules. This is [51, Theorem 7.5.5], but we sketch the proof here as representative of a
standard argument involving fgp modules. The fact that (A.9) is an isomorphism when E
or F is the trivial one-dimensional vector bundle M is clear. Since both sides are additive
in E and F , the naturality implies that the map is an isomorphism also for all trivial vector
bundles E and F of finite rank. The general case now follows by another application of
additivity and naturality, using the fact that every vector bundle is a direct summand of a
trivial one. �

Remark A.5. It seems plausible that some version of Theorem A.4 is still correct even
with infinitely many connected components, but care needs to be taken with the definition
of vector bundle: in order for the equivalence to hold, one can clearly not expect the bundle
dimension to be constant across the components of M , but it still needs to be bounded in
order for the associated module to be finitely generated.

Appendix B. Extension and restriction of scalars

Given an arbitrary ring homomorphism ϕ : A → B, it is a standard fact that there is
an adjunction between categories of modules like this:

ModA ModB

ϕ∗

⊥
ϕ∗

(B.1)

The functor ϕ∗ is called restriction of scalars, and is simply given by considering every
B-module as an A-module via ϕ. The functor ϕ∗ is called extension of scalars and can
be constructed as

ϕ∗(M) := B ⊗A M, (B.2)

where B is considered as an A-module via ϕ, and the result is a B-module with respect to B
acting by multiplication from the left. The functoriality in M is obvious. The adjunction
then amounts to the hom-set bijection

ModA(B ⊗A M,N ) ∼= ModB(M, ϕ∗(N )) ∀M ∈ ModA, N ∈ ModB

which follows straightforwardly from the universal property of the tensor product.
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Let us argue now that the functor ϕ∗ is especially well-behaved on the full subcategory
of fgp modules fgpModA ⊆ ModA.

Proposition B.1. The extension of scalars functor

ϕ∗ : fgpModA −→ fgpModB

is strong symmetric monoidal.

Proof. First of all, it is straightforward to see from (B.2) that if M is a direct sum-
mand of a finitely generated free module, then so is ϕ∗(M). This shows that ϕ∗ indeed
maps fgpModA to fgpModB. Now for given fgp A-modules M and N , we can argue as in
the proof of Theorem A.4 in order to construct a natural isomorphism

ϕ∗(M) ⊗B ϕ∗(N ) ∼= ϕ∗(M⊗A N )

satisfying the relevant coherences, where the monoidal unit isomorphism ϕ∗(A) ∼= B is
trivial. �

Remark B.2. It follows from Proposition B.1 that the extension of scalars commutes with
dualization: there is an isomorphism

ϕ∗(M∗) ∼= ϕ∗(M)∗

natural in fgp A-modules M. Given dual bases of M and M∗ as in (A.1), one can also
see directly that the elements

1B ⊗ u1, . . . , 1B ⊗ un ∈ ϕ∗(M), 1B ⊗ ξ1, . . . , 1B ⊗ ξn ∈ ϕ∗(M∗) (B.3)

form dual bases of ϕ∗(M) and ϕ∗(M∗), since the relevant relation (A.1) is straightforward
to verify.

The geometric significance of the extension of scalars is that it corresponds to the
pullback of vector bundles along a smooth map, in the following sense.

Proposition B.3. Let M and N be smooth manifolds with finitely many connected com-
ponents and f : M → N a smooth map. Then the diagram

VectN VectM

fgpModC∞(N) fgpModC∞(M)

f∗

∼= ∼=

C∞(f)∗

commutes up to natural isomorphism, where the vertical arrows are the equivalences of
Theorem A.4.

Proof. This follows again by additivity of the functors involved and the fact that the
diagram commutes up to isomorphism on the trivial vector bundle of rank one on N . �

Remark B.4. In particular, if M is any fgp C∞(N)-module corresponding to sections of
a vector bundle πE : E → N , then the pullback bundle f∗E → M has module of sections
given by

C∞(f)∗(M) = C∞(M) ⊗C∞(N) M.
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For any section x ∈ M, we furthermore have an associated element

1C∞(M) ⊗ x ∈ C∞(f)∗(M),

which corresponds to the section of f∗E given by pulling back the original section along
f in the obvious way. This can once again by the seen by the standard additivity and
naturality argument, and we use this fact several times in the main text.
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Birkhäuser Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 2008, pp. xiv+418 (cit. on pp. 22, 47).

[52] Akira Hattori, “Rank element of a projective module,” Nagoya Math. J., vol. 25,
pp. 113–120, 1965, projecteuclid.org/euclid.nmj/1118801428 (cit. on p. 24).

[53] Luigi Mangiarotti and Gennady Sardanashvily, Connections in classical and quantum
field theory. World Scientific Publishing Co., River Edge, NJ, 2000, pp. x+504 (cit. on
p. 26).

[54] Albrecht Pfister, Quadratic forms with applications to algebraic geometry and topology
(London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series). Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge, 1995, vol. 217 (cit. on p. 29).

[55] Jean-Michel Bony, Fabrizio Broglia, Ferruccio Colombini, and Ludovico Pernazza,
“Nonnegative functions as squares or sums of squares,” J. Funct. Anal., vol. 232,
no. 1, pp. 137–147, 2006 (cit. on p. 30).

[56] Murray Marshall, Positive polynomials and sums of squares (Mathematical Surveys
and Monographs). American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI, 2008, vol. 146,
pp. xii+187 (cit. on p. 30).
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[62] Peter W. Michor and Jǐŕı Vanžura, “Characterizing algebras of C∞-functions on mani-
folds,” Comment. Math. Univ. Carolin., vol. 37, no. 3, pp. 519–521, 1996, arXiv:math/9404228
(cit. on p. 37).

[63] Saeid Azam, “Derivations of tensor product algebras,” Commun. Algebra, vol. 36,
no. 3, pp. 905–927, 2008, arXiv:0504368 (cit. on p. 37).

[64] Robert M. Wald, General relativity. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL, 1984,
pp. xiii+491 (cit. on p. 41).

[65] Tsit-Yuen Lam, Lectures on modules and rings (Graduate Texts in Mathematics).
Springer-Verlag, New York, 1999, vol. 189, pp. xxiv+557 (cit. on p. 44).

[66] Albrecht Dold and Dieter Puppe, “Duality, trace, and transfer,” in Proceedings of the
International Conference on Geometric Topology (Warsaw, 1978), maths.ed.ac.uk/ aar/papers
/doldpup2.pdf, PWN, Warsaw, 1980, pp. 81–102 (cit. on p. 44).

[67] Kate Ponto and Michael Shulman, “Traces in symmetric monoidal categories,” Expo.
Math., vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 248–273, 2014, arXiv:1107.6032 (cit. on p. 44).

[68] Peter Selinger, “A survey of graphical languages for monoidal categories,” in New
structures for physics, ser. Lecture Notes in Phys. Vol. 813, Springer, Heidelberg,
2011, pp. 289–355 (cit. on p. 45).

Department of Mathematics, University of Innsbruck, Austria

Email address: tobias.fritz@uibk.ac.at

https://arxiv.org/abs/math/0608420
https://arxiv.org/abs/math/9404228
https://arxiv.org/abs/math/0504368
http://www.maths.ed.ac.uk/~aar/papers/doldpup2.pdf
https://arxiv.org/abs/1107.6032

	1. Introduction
	2. Related work
	3. Algebraifolds
	4. Examples of algebraifolds and standard form
	5. Tensors, connections and curvature
	6. The category of algebraifolds and the problem of products
	7. Formal lines and geodesics
	8. Algebraifolds in general relativity
	Appendix A. Finitely generated projective modules
	Appendix B. Extension and restriction of scalars
	References

