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Abstract

Geodesics in general relativity describe the behaviour of test particles in a gravitational
field. In 5D Kaluza-Klein, geodesics reproduce the Lorentz force motion of particles in an
electromagnetic field. This paper studies geodesic motion on M, x K in the presence of
general gauge fields and Higgs-like scalars. It shows that the classical mass and charge of
a test particle become variable quantities when the geodesic traverses regions of spacetime
with massive gauge fields, such as the weak force field, or with non-constant Higgs scalars.
This agrees with the physical fact that interactions mediated by massive bosons can
change the mass and charge of particles. The variation rates of mass and charge along
a geodesic are given by natural geometric formulae. In regions where mass is preserved
there are additional constants of motion, one for every abelian or simple summand in
the Killing algebra of K. The last part of the paper discusses traditional difficulties of
Kaluza-Klein models, such as the low ¢/m ratios in the 5D model. It suggests possible
ways to circumvent them. It also advocates the naturalness of a model where elementary

particles always travel at the speed of light in higher dimensions.
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1 Introduction and overview

This paper studies geodesics in the Kaluza-Klein framework. It works in a general set-
ting where the higher-dimensional metric encodes both massless and massive 4D fields.
The starting point is the notion that, in these conditions, a particle’s classical mass and
electromagnetic charge should not be strict constants of geodesic motion. In regions of
spacetime with massive gauge fields or non-constant Higgs fields, physical particles can
interact with massive bosons, so their own charge and mass can change. Thus, it would
be natural to have definitions of mass and charge of a test particle that enabled such
variations along a geodesic. This would also illustrate how a higher-dimensional, classical
theory can exhibit qualitative features (particle charge and mass change) that are usually
reserved for QFT calculations.

Thinking along those lines, the author was lead to consider how 4D proper time,
denoted 7, evolves along an affine geodesic y(s) on the higher-dimensional spacetime
P = M, x K. In this setting, the covariantly conserved momentum vector is

_dy  drdy dvy
pes) =0 = on g - ) g (1.1)

where ¢ is a constant with dimension MT~! and m(s) = ¢ 9T is the particle’s rest mass.

ds
So a non-constant rate of change j—; is equivalent to a variable mass. It turns out that
4D proper time and the geodesic parameter s need not be proportional to each other in
regions where the internal geometry is not covariantly constant. So m(s) can vary in

those regions, as desired.

It also turns out that the phenomenon of geodesic mass variation had been previously
noticed in the Kaluza-Klein literature. Specifically, in studies of the 5D model, with
K = U(1) and mass variation coming from a non-constant size of the internal circle [1-5].
In that electromagnetic setting, however, it was mainly regarded as a difficulty of Kaluza-
Klein theory. Rest mass variation is not observed in real electromagnetic interactions, so
it was not easy to offer a physical understanding of the phenomenon. Arguments were
proposed to avoid it or find alternative interpretations [6,7].

A wider perspective seems to be useful in this instance. For higher-dimensional K it
becomes possible to distinguish the separate effects on geodesics of electromagnetic-like
gauge fields, non-abelian massless gauge fields, massive gauge fields and Higgs-like scalars.
And when one recognizes that the only fields able to change the mass of a test particle
are the massive gauge fields (such as the weak force field) and the Higgs-like scalars,
a natural physical interpretation emerges. The phenomenon of geodesic mass variation
seems to describe the physical fact that interactions mediated by massive bosons are able
to change the mass of particles.



In the geodesic model all internal motion corresponds to mass in four dimensions, but
electromagnetic charge is related to the component of internal momentum along a specific
Killing direction inside K. So in this model there can be mass without charge, but not
the other way around, which fits observation. The independent existence of mass and
charge can occur only when the dimension of K is greater than one. Otherwise there is
no meaningful distinction between the internal momentum and its component along the

Killing field.

The higher-dimensional definition of charge of a test particle has three natural prop-
erties: i) charge is a constant of geodesic motion in regions of spacetime that only have
massless gauge fields and constant Higgs scalars; i) in those regions, geodesics project
down to Lorentz force motions in four dimensions, as usual in 5D Kaluza-Klein; i) in
regions of spacetime with massive gauge fields, the test particle’s charge can vary along
a geodesic if and only if the bosons associated to the fields are charged. Thus, higher-
dimensional geodesics give a fairly good account of the properties of charged particles, at
least qualitatively. They model the physical fact that interactions mediated by charged
gauge bosons, such as the Standard Model’s W bosons, can modify the charge of particles,
while interactions mediated by massless or by massive, neutral gauge bosons, cannot. This
property of higher-dimensional geodesics apparently has not been remarked before.

Another relevant property of the geodesic model is that particles travelling at the
speed of light on M, cannot interact directly with gauge fields or Higgs-like scalars, at
least classically. More precisely, the projection to M, of the particle’s motion on P is
independent of the values of such fields. This property is incompatible with the motion
of the old massless neutrinos, since they were thought to interact with the weak field
and travel at the speed of light on Minkowski space. So the geodesic model disfavours
the existence of massless neutrinos or similar particles. This also does not seem to have
been remarked before. Of course, one should still bear in mind that geodesic motion is
an approximation that disregards back-reaction and the fermionic nature of particles.

Our study of geodesic motion on P = M, x K, for arbitrary K, relies on classical
geometrical results about Riemannian submersions developed in [8-11] and presented
in [12,13], for example. Extended reviews of the Kaluza-Klein framework can be found
in [14-21]. Some of the early original references are [22-31]. Geodesic motion has been
studied since the very beginning of Kaluza-Klein literature. The main focus has been on
the 5D case, where calculations are more explicit and differential geometric techniques less
necessary (e.g. [2,22,28,32-35]). This paper follows the notation in [36] and its treatment
of massive gauge fields and Higgs-like fields. A shorter account of the results on rest mass
variation is given in the companion paper [37]. More comments about the literature will
be added below, as we give a brief overview of the main results and observations.



Rest mass variation

Consider a submersive metric gp on the higher-dimensional spacetime P = M, x K. As
described in section 3, the assumptions on gp that generalize the traditional Kaluza ansatz
are: 1) it projects down to a unique Lorentzian metric g); on My; i) the restriction of gp
to the slices {x} x K defines a family of Riemannian internal metrics g (z) parametrized
by the points in My; iii) the non-diagonal components of gp encode gauge fields A* on
M, with values in the vector fields on K, so the gauge group is Diff (K) or a subgroup.
Notice that the gauge group need not act on K only through isometries of gg.

Now let 7(s) be a time-like or null geodesic on P representing the motion of a test
particle. It is a curve satisfying V4 = 0. Denote by 7 (s) the projection of this curve
to Minkowski space. The main result of section 7 says that the particle’s rest mass, as
defined in (1.1), changes according to

& m(s) = = (i) (770" (12)

Here p” denotes the vertical (internal) component of the particle’s momentum vector,
while (d%g)
to My. So the rest mass of the particle is a constant of geodesic motion in regions where

4 18 a covariant derivative of the internal metric along the vector 4, tangent

gk is covariantly constant, but may change elsewhere.

The derivative d4gx measures how gx changes along M, up to diffeomorphisms of K.
It is equivariant under Diff (K')-gauge transformations. Geometrically, it can be identified
with the second fundamental form of the fibres of P. As in [36], it can be expressed in
terms of Lie derivatives and the gauge one-forms A“ as

(dx)x (U, V) = (Lx gx)(U,V) + AYX) (L, 9x)(U,V) . (1.3)

Here X is any vector in T'M; U and V are vertical vectors in T'P; and L., gx denotes the
Lie derivative along the internal vector field e,. Thus, the covariant derivative vanishes
when the internal metric is constant along M, and, simultaneously, only gauge fields with
values in the Killing vectors of gx are non-zero. Those are precisely the massless gauge

fields, since
fK <£€a 9rs Le, 9K> VOng

2 [k gk (eq,eq) vOlg,

for any (divergence-free) vector field e, on a compact K [36]. Therefore, we conclude that

(Mass AZ)2 (1.4)

when the geodesic traverses regions of spacetime with changing gx or with massive gauge
fields, such as the weak force field, the particle’s classical rest mass m(s) can indeed vary.

Rest mass variation can be understood as a transfer between 4D momentum and
internal momentum. This transfer does not occur in regions with vacuum-type, product
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geometries gy X g. There, the two momentum components are uncoupled and separately
conserved. If massless gauge fields are turned on the geometry is no longer a product,
but 4D motion is only lightly coupled to internal motion. The direction of 4D momentum
can change but its magnitude is still conserved. These are Lorentz force-type motions.
Internal and 4D momenta will just rotate within the vertical and horizontal subspaces,
respectively. In regions where the higher-dimensional geometry is very different from a
product, only the full momentum vector conserves its norm along general geodesics. The
norms of the 4D and internal components can both change, with opposite signs, due to a
rotation of the full momentum mixing those components. This process is perceived as a
change of the particle’s rest mass. The geometry distortions that produce it correspond
to the presence of massive gauge fields or to a non-constant internal metric.

Note that having an internal metric that changes along M, is equivalent to having non-
constant Higgs-like fields. If we regard the components of gk as fields on My, they play the
exact role of Higgs fields in usual gauge theories. This is apparent from the decomposition
of the higher-dimensional scalar curvature R,, in the Einstein-Hilbert action,

1 1
/P R, vol,, — /P [RgM Ry, — 7 IFa = 3 1dxl? + 144 (vol,, ) | vol,, . (15)

This formula extends the usual Kaluza-Klein result to the setting of general Riemannian
submersions, where the geometry of the fibres can change. For more details see [36].

Charges and charge variation

Now let us consider particles’ charges. Let & be an electromagnetic-like Killing vector
field of gk. It is an internal Killing field that commutes with all other Killing fields on K.
If a particle’s motion is parameterized by a geodesic y(s) on P, we define the particle’s
charge with respect to £ as the scalar

g(s) = —gp(&,p) = —gr(& ") . (1.6)

Section 4 shows that this is a constant of geodesic motion in regions where only massless
gauge fields are present and the internal geometry does not change, independently of g,,.
But there are more constants of motion in these regions. Essentially, there is one constant
for every summand in the decomposition

E= a0 - Day (1.7)

of the Killing algebra of gx as a sum of abelian or simple subalgebras. That constant of
motion measures how orthogonal the derivative vector 4(s) is to the subspace of TP
spanned by the Killing fields in the corresponding summand. And this is independent of
s. The Killing algebra of gy, recall, determines the massless gauge fields in the model.



In regions where g is constant but some massive gauge fields are non-zero, the charges
described above are well-defined but are not constants of motion anymore. For example,
in section 8 it is shown that g¢(s) evolves as

% Ge(s) = A"Gar) g€, e, ) (18)

along a higher-dimensional geodesic «y(s) with momentum p(s). So the test particle’s
electromagnetic-like ¢é-charge may vary when A® is non-zero and the associated the gauge
boson is &-charged (i.e. [€, e,] # 0 as a vector field on K'). This effect apparently has
not been reported before. It agrees with the physical fact that interactions mediated by
massive, charged gauge bosons, such as the Standard Model’s W bosons, can modify the
charge of particles.

The charge variation formula can be extended to the scalars associated to the simple
summands a, in the Killing algebra of gx. This variation is different from the rotation of
isospin along a geodesic found in [28,38] and reviewed in [39]. More details in section 8.

Equations of geodesic motion

In section 5 we write down the equation of geodesic motion for a general submersive
metric on M, x K, as translated from [11]. The horizontal component of that equation
says that the projection of the geodesic to four dimensions, denoted ~y,(s), satisfies

: : o 1 Y
9 (VA 30, X) = gilea 37V Falin X) + 5 (@o)x(7,47) . (19)

This is a generalization of the equation derived by Kerner when K is a Lie group with a
constant bi-invariant metric [28]. It also extends the equations obtained when K is a circle
of variable size [1-3,5]. In regions where there are no massive gauge fields and the internal
geometry is constant, the term d?gx vanishes and the equation simplifies. It reduces to
the usual Lorentz force equation when only an electromagnetic-like gauge field is present,
as in the 5D calculation. This is verified in section 8 using the previous definitions of
mass and charge. It justifies the interpretation of the scalar g¢(s) as a charge.

Circumventing traditional difficulties

Kaluza-Klein models are often studied under strong simplifying assumptions, such as
minimal 5D dimensions, or constant internal geometry, or the assumption that all relev-
ant gauge fields are associated with internal isometries. Those simplifications facilitate
the analysis but also create problems. In fact, we argue that some of the difficulties
traditionally attributed to the Kaluza-Klein framework are due to those simplifications.



For example, the physical weak force field is usually associated to an SU(2)-isometry
of internal space. But its bosons are massive, even if light when compared to the Planck
mass. So the mass formula (1.4) suggests that the weak field should not be associated with
exact isometries of gx. The Lie derivatives L., gx can be small yet non-zero. Abandoning
the exact isometry assumption has an extra advantage, as described in [36]. It offers a
possible way out of the main no-go arguments against having chiral fermions in Kaluza-
Klein, such as the arguments based on the Atiyah-Hirzebruch theorem [40].

Another often-cited difficulty, in the 5D model, is that the Lorentz force equation
of motion can be recovered from geodesics only in regions where the internal circle has
constant size. And if this condition is granted, the full 5D equations of motion force
the norm |F4|? of the electromagnetic field strength to vanish in those same regions,
which is not realistic [19,20]. Moreover, even ignoring that problem, the range of 4D
Lorentz force motions determined by 5D geodesics has severe limitations. Due to the
normalization condition of the Killing field &, all 5D geodesics project down to Lorentz
force motions on M, with ¢/m ratios that are way too low when compared to the physical
ratios for elementary particles [2,4]. So 5D geodesics cannot describe the motion of
charged elementary particles.

Our first point is that these difficulties are less acute in higher-dimensional models.
For example, for higher-dimensional K, after transforming the Lagrangian in (9.1) to the
Einstein frame, the local constancy of internal volume only implies that?

2Nk

_ O (F - — = 1.1
(o) ostewen) (D™ () + Roy = g =0, (100)

where k denotes the dimension of K. So there is room for |F4|* to vary, as long as
those changes are compensated by variations of the internal metric gx that change the
scalar curvature IR, without affecting the total volume. For example TT-deformations of
gr. Moreover, these constraints are derived solely from the Einstein-Hilbert action on P,
which should not tell the whole story for realistic models operating at different scales [36].

In section 9 we address the second difficulty, the small ¢/m ratios implied in 5D
geodesics. On the one hand, it is shown that for higher-dimensional K the normalization
of the Killing field no longer determines the value of gx(&,€), only the average value
of that norm over K. This makes the problem less acute, because that average can be
significantly different from the point value gx (€, &) that appears in the geodesic equation.
Moreover, we note that the usual derivation of the normalization condition relies on a
traditional but undue assumption. Namely, it assumes that the physical metric gy, on My
coincides with the projection gy, of the metric gp that appears in the higher-dimensional

2This equation can be derived from the last equation in section 3.4 of [36] after expressing the normalized
metric gi of that section in terms of the plain, un-normalized metric g .
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Einstein-Hilbert action. And in general they should not coincide, only belong to the same
conformal class. This is related to the well-known need to transform the dimensionally-
reduced Lagrangian from the Jordan frame to the Einstein frame through a Weyl rescaling
of gyr. And when this is taken into account, the normalization condition for £ need not
be problematic anymore.

A unique speed in higher dimensions

In section 10 we advocate the naturalness of the postulate that elementary particles always
travel at the speed of light in higher dimensions. It is the projection of velocities to three
dimensions that appears to produce speeds in the range [0, ¢/, as observed macroscopically.
This is equivalent to saying that particles always follow null paths on P.

This hypothesis is not entirely unreasonable because null paths on P always project
down to timelike or to null paths on My, in the Kaluza-Klein framework. They never
project down to spacelike paths. Higher-dimensional null paths can cover all types of
causal motion on Minkowski space. Timelike paths on P do not seem necessary. Therefore,
for simplicity’s sake, it is natural to do away with timelike paths and investigate the
consistency of a dynamical model entirely based on null paths on P.

In these conditions, all particles obey an energy-momentum relation similar to that
of photons, but in higher dimensions. It projects down to the usual energy-momentum
relation in four dimensions. For example, when gp = gy + gk is a simple product
metric, the higher-dimensional momentum vector can be written in an inertial frame as
p = (E, p+ pk), where E is the particle’s energy, p and px are its 3-momentum and
internal momentum vectors, respectively, and we put ¢ = 1. So when p is null with respect
to gp we get that

E? = gp(p+pr, P+rx) = P+ 9x(pK, PK) -

The first equality is a photon-like energy-momentum relation in higher-dimensions. The
second equality becomes the usual 4D energy-momentum relation if the particle’s rest
mass is identified with the norm of its internal momentum, m? = gx (px, Px)-

If the higher-dimensional speed is always ¢, as advocated, a particle at rest on 3D
space is necessarily moving at full speed ¢ along K. Then the associated kinetic energy
is a natural source of the particle’s energy at spatial rest, Fy = mc?. It is appealing to
think that rest energy is simply the kinetic energy of internal motion, with no need for
alternative mechanisms to store energy in a point-like mass.

The hypothesis of a unique speed in higher dimensions provides a natural origin for
3D rest energy. Conversely, the assumption of a fully kinetic origin of rest energy, if



granted, also implies that timelike geodesics in higher-dimensions should not be allowed
to represent physical motions. Otherwise, a timelike particle moving with a 3-dimensional
speed lower than ¢ could very well have zero velocity along K, and hence have no rest
energy or rest mass. And such particles have never been observed. Thus, when 3D
rest energy is identified with the internal kinetic energy, only allowing null geodesics on
P derives from the experimental fact that massless particles always travel at the speed
of light on M,. Having a unique finite speed ¢ for all elementary particles is also a
mathematically attractive feature, simpler than having a closed interval [0, ¢] of possible
speeds. The inescapable price is having to work with a higher-dimensional spacetime, of

course.

Spaces of null geodesics

Let V" denote the space of null geodesics starting at a point & in P and moving forward
in time. Each geodesic 7(s) in this space is characterized by its null tangent vector 5(0)
at h. In section 11 we describe two distinct parameterizations of A", one relying on the

particles’ momenta and the other on the celestial sphere of velocities.

Different geodesics in A, represent the motion of particles with different masses and
electromagnetic charges. Fixing the values of these constants carves out a smaller subspace
N, (m, q¢) inside N,. In section 11 it is shown that

0 if |ge| > mcl¢
Nif(m,qe) ~ {R? if |ge| = melé] (1.11)
R3 x S*=2 if |ge| < meclé].

Here |¢| denotes the Riemannian length /(gx)n(§,€) of the Killing vector field at the
point h. Thus, in this model, particles with a given classical mass cannot have arbitrarily
strong charge. This is natural because, according to (6.6), mass is related to the norm of
vertical momentum, while g¢ measures the component of that same momentum along &.

Conceptual simplicity

Kaluza-Klein models strive for conceptual unification at the classical level, before thinking
about quantization. Traditionally, they mainly deal with the unification of gauge fields and
the 4D metric as components of a unique, higher-dimensional metric. Both in abelian and
non-abelian gauge theories. It should also be possible to describe spontaneous symmetry
breaking as a dynamical process of the internal metric, in which the isometry group of gk
is broken to generate the gauge bosons’ mass according to formula (1.4) [36].



The main message of the present paper, in turn, is that conceptual unification can
be taken farther in simple higher-dimensional models, hopefully without contradicting
observation. At the level of test particles and geodesic motion, one can construct a
model where massive and massless particles both travel at the speed of light in higher
dimensions, satisfying a photon-like energy-momentum relation that projects down to the
usual 4D relation on My. A model where mass, charges and 4D momentum describe
different aspects of a unique higher-dimensional momentum vector, which is covariantly
conserved along geodesics. A model where the energy stored in 3D rest mass of classical
particles is simply the kinetic energy of internal motion.

In this picture, the classical rest mass is not a constant attribute of a test particle. It
is a dynamical quantity measuring the internal component of the particle’s momentum.
It can vary along geodesics if the background geometry is sufficiently distorted away from
the vacuum configuration, since this enables transfers between the horizontal and vertical
components of momentum. In particular, the geodesic model illustrates how a higher-
dimensional, classical theory can exhibit qualitative features (particle charge and mass

change) that are usually reserved for QFT calculations.

2 Motion in the vacuum and 4D inertial frames

To establish notation, we start by considering motion on P = M, x K equipped with a
product metric gy X gi. Consider an inertial frame on M, with coordinates (¢, 2!, 22, z%)
and write the Minkowski metric as

gy = dr' ®@dz! + dr*@da? + dr* @da® — Adt@dt . (2.1)

Take arbitrary local coordinates ¢’ on the internal space K. In an inertial frame related
by a boost with speed u along the x'-axis, the new coordinates satisfy the usual relations

1! da! —udt o dt —udxt/c?
€T = -
V1 —u?/c? V1 —u?/c?
da™ = da™ for n=2,3 dy? = dy’ . (2.2)

All coordinates transversal to the boost remain invariant, including the internal ones.
A particle moving on M, x K can be parameterized by a curve v(s) = (ya(s), 7x(9)).
Taking the derivative with respect to s, we have the tangent vectors

dvy . . .
E(S) =7 =7 T VK,
with 4, tangent to My and 4k tangent to K. They satisfy the relation
o . o dr?
9x (i, k) — gp(V, %) = —gu(Gars Ym) = <C$> ) (2.3)
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where 7 denotes the particle’s 4D proper time. Since gx is Riemannian by assumption,
the term gx(yk,JK) is always non-negative. Thus, if v is a timelike curve on P, the
projection v, will also be timelike on M,. If v is null on P, the projection v, will
generically be timelike on M}, but can also be null when 5 is zero. In principle, even
some spacelike curves on P can project down to timelike curves on My, if the norm
9k (YK, Vi) is sufficiently large. We will not consider that possibility here. In a Kaluza-
Klein model the additional dimensions are interpreted to be physical as well, so subject
to the same causal restrictions as the Minkowski dimensions. So we will only consider
curves such that gp(5,7) is negative or zero.

A particle’s velocity in the inertial frame (¢, 2, 22, 23, 37) is the derivative of its position
with respect to the time coordinate. So the internal velocity of the test particle represented
by v(s) is given by

d’}/ K ds d”)/ K 1

B T T
which is a vector tangent to K at the point yx(s). Similarly, the particle’s 3D velocity in
the frame is

d~y™ 0 1 0

bl — Am
dt ozn A0 1 Qxn
with an implicit sum over n = 1,2,3. The dot denotes derivation with respect to s.

An affine geodesic on P is a curve 7(s) satisfying V.3 = 0, where V denotes the
Levi-Civita connection of gp. When gp is a product metric, the projected curves 7y, (s)
and vk (s) are also geodesics on the respective spaces. For more general gp they are not.
Although the geodesic equation is defined here using the Levi-Civita connection of gp, any
connection with totally anti-symmetric torsion would lead to the same equation, hence to
the same geodesics on P.

3 Curves in Riemannian submersions

Take a Lorentzian metric gp on the higher-dimensional space P = M, x K such that
the projection 7 : P — M, is a Riemannian submersion. As in the usual Kaluza-Klein
framework, this metric determines three more familiar objects:

i) through projection, a unique Lorentzian metric gy, on My;

ii) through restriction to the fibres {z} x K, a family of Riemannian metrics gx(x) on
the internal spaces parameterized by the points in My;

iii) gauge fields on spacetime, encapsulated in a one-form A on M, with values in the
Lie algebra of vector fields on K.

11



The equations linking these objects to the higher-dimensional metric gp are

gP(U> V) = gK(Ua V)
gp(X,V) = — gk (A(X),V)
gp(X.Y) = gu(X.Y) + grx (A(X), A(Y)) , (3.1)

for all tangent vectors X,Y € T'M and vertical vectors U,V € TK. These relations
generalize the usual the Kaluza ansatz for gp. They show how to reconstruct the higher-
dimensional metric from the data (g, A, gi). The correspondence between submersive
metrics on P and that data is a bijection. This is described in more detail in [36].

Choosing a set {e,} of independent vector fields on K, the one-form on spacetime can
be decomposed as a sum

AX) = Y A(X)e, (3.2)

where the real-valued coefficients A%(X) are the traditional gauge fields on M. For general
submersive metrics on P this can be an infinite sum, with {e,} being a basis for the full
space of vector fields on K, which coincides with the Lie algebra of the diffeomorphism
group Diff(K). The curvature F) is a two-form on M, with values in the Lie algebra of
vector fields on K. It can be defined by

Fu(X,Y) = (dyAY)X,Y) e, + AYX) AYY) [eq, €] ,

where the last term is just the Lie bracket [A(X), A(Y)] of vector fields on K.

The tangent space to P = M, x K has a natural decomposition TP = TM & TK.
Since T'K is the kernel of the projection TP — T'M, it is also called the vertical sub-
bundle ¥ of T'P. The higher-dimensional metric gp determines an orthogonal complement
H ~ (TK)*, called the horizontal sub-bundle. So from gp we get a second decomposition

TP = HoV (3.3)

and every tangent vector Z € TP can be written as a sum Z" + Z”. The relation
between the two decompositions of TP is quite simple in a Riemannian submersion.
Writing Z = Z); + Zi according to the decomposition TP =TM & T K, we have

7" = Zx — A(Zy) M = Zy + AZy) . (3.4)

So the information contained in the gauge one-form A on M is equivalent to the inform-
ation contained in the horizontal distribution H C T'P. Geometrically, it is well-known
that the curvature F4 is the obstruction to the integrability of the distribution H, in the
sense that it vanishes if and only if P can be foliated by horizontal submanifolds whose
tangent space coincides with #H [12].

12



Now let v(s) be a null curve on P parameterized by s. Let vy/(s) and vk (s) denote its
projections onto the factors My and K. The tangent vectors to P obtained by derivation
with respect to s have two decompositions

dy

gZVZVMﬂLWK:VVﬂLVH- (3.5)

According to (3.4) these are related by

¥ = A — A(Yu) ea (3.6)

A = A + A*(mr) €a -

Since gp restricted to horizontal vectors projects down to g, and the second decomposi-
tion is gp-orthogonal, we have

— g (ars ) = —gp(3™ 4" = 9p(37,47) = g (5, 9) - (3.7)

The restriction of gp to vertical vectors is the Riemannian metric gx on the fibre. Hence
the first term on the right-hand side is always non-negative. So is the second term when
~(s) is a null or timelike curve on P. In that case, the projection vy(s) is also a null or

timelike curve on Mj.

The particle’s proper time on Minkowski space along the path ~,,(s) is measured by

elr(sn) = ()] = [y Gardan) ds = [7Vax(77.37) = gp(3.9) ds . (38

The last integral depends on gx and on the gauge fields, as is clear from (3.6).

4 Geodesics among massless gauge fields

The aim of this section is to identify constants of geodesic motion in certain regions of
spacetime, namely regions where the Higgs-like scalars are constant and where all massive
gauge fields vanish. In the physical world, this would allow an electromagnetic field but
would exclude a non-zero weak field, for example. Under these conditions, the classical
mass and charge of physical particles are constant. So the definitions of mass and charge
adopted in the geodesic model should be searched among quantities that are constants of

motion in these regions.

Consider a higher-dimensional submersive metric characterized by the equivalent data

gp =~ (g, A, gk ), as before. In this section we will assume that:

H1) The internal metrics gx are the same for all fibres;

13



H2) The one-form A(X) has values in the space of Killing vector fields on (K, gk).

According to [36] and the mass formula (1.4), these assumptions correspond to regions of
M, where the Higgs-like scalars are constant and only massless gauge fields are present.
In particular, the second fundamental form of the fibres, denoted .S, which is equivalent to
the covariant derivative dgg of (1.3), vanishes. With these assumptions, the equations
of section 5 for higher-dimensional geodesics simplify considerably.

For example, since the norm gp(%, %) is always a constant of geodesic motion, equa-
tions (3.7) and (5.2) imply that, for geodesics,

d dr\?2 d d v .y
- [ A , | = — 3 5 3 = 0 . 41
ds (C ds> 35 OO i) = o e (17, 77) (4.1
So in these regions the rate of change of proper time, ‘j—:, is a constant of motion. In

section 6 we will relate it to the mass of the test particle. Moreover, since S vanishes and

~v is a geodesic by assumption, the two equations in (5.1) are simplified to

gr(V53", V) =0 (4.2)

g3t (V2 Aar, X) = gp(ea, 4) Fi(an, X) -

Here V' is any vertical vector on P and X is any vector on the base M,. The first equation
describes the vertical component 4”7 of the tangent +. It says that although the vectors
4”7 are not paralelly transported along the geodesic, as the + are, at least the vertical part
of the covariant derivative V54" vanishes. The second equation says that the projection
of the geodesic to Minkowski space is a curve vy/(s) satisfying something similar to a
Lorentz force law [41, sec. 4.3], but with more gauge fields involved. It reduces to the
equation derived by Kerner when K is a Lie group and g is a bi-invariant metric [28].
The inner-products gp(e,, 7) play the role of “charges”, coupling the Minkowski motion
v (s) to the curvature F'$ of the background gauge fields. The next few paragraphs will
investigate the extent to which these inner-products are constant along the geodesics, so
that (4.2) truly resembles a Lorentz force equation of motion.

Constants of motion

Consider a general geodesic y(s) on the higher-dimensional P. As usual, if Z is a Killing

vector field with respect to gp, we have that

d . . .
P 9gr(¥, Z) lwsy = 9p(Vs7, Z) + gp(¥, V5Z) = 0.

So the inner-product gp(¥, Z) is constant along the geodesic 7(s).
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For a simple product metric, gp = gy X gk, the Killing fields of gp are sums of Killing
fields of gy and gg. So all the Killing fields of gx determine constants of geodesic motion,
besides those determined by the isometries of M;. However, these additional constants
cannot be perceived from the 4D projection of motion. A product metric has vanishing
gauge fields and constant internal geometry, so the second relation in (4.2) says that v,
is a pure geodesic of gjs, uncoupled to the internal metric and to internal motion.

When the gauge fields are non-zero, some of the Killing fields of gx may no longer
preserve the higher-dimensional metric gp >~ (gar, A, gx) on My x K. So the description of
the constants of motion becomes less straightforward. It is still simple enough, however,
if we assume that gp satisfies conditions H1 and H2. Let us start by describing how the
general formulae of section 5 are simplified under H1.

Lemma 4.1. Let gp ~ (gu, A, gx) be a submersive metric on P satisfying assumption
H1. Let v(s) be a geodesic of gp. If V is a Killing field of gx, we have that

d

i gp(V, ) = A"(4u) gr(lea; V], 7) - (4.3)

Proof. Assumption H1 says that the internal metric is the same for all fibres. So if V' is
a Killing field of gg, the term with Ly gx vanishes in (5.7). Moreover, if we regard V' as
a vector field on M, x K that is constant along the M, direction, the Lie bracket [X, V]
vanishes for arbitrary vector fields X on M,. This simplifies (5.8). The result follows
from the combination of the simplified forms of (5.7) and (5.8). O

Now, according to assumption H2, the gauge one-form A(X') has values on the space of
Killing fields of gx. So when V' commutes with all other Killing fields on K, formula (4.3)
implies that gp(V, %) has vanishing derivative with respect to the geodesic parameter s.

Using the equivalence relations in proposition 5.2, we conclude that:

Lemma 4.2. Let gp ~ (gu, A, gi) be a submersive metric on P satisfying assumptions
H1 and H2. Let £ be a Killing vector field on (K, gi) that commutes with all other Killing
fields. Then & is also a Killing field on (P, gp) and the inner-product gp(&, ) is a constant
of motion for every geodesic v on P.

If the vector field £ does not commute with all other Killing fields of gk, then in general
¢ will not be Killing for gp. However, it is still possible to extract a constant of motion
from the subalgebra of the Killing algebra that contains V. To see how this comes about,
we must describe the Killing algebra of gx in more detail.

Since K is a compact manifold by assumption, the isometry group of gk is a finite-
dimensional, compact Lie group. The corresponding Lie algebra can be identified with
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the algebra ¢ of Killing vector fields on K. It admits a decomposition of the form
t=a® - Day, (4.4)

where the a, are either u(1) lines or simple, non-abelian Lie algebras. To describe the
constants of motion associated to the summands, let {{,,: 1 < b < dima, } denote a basis
of a,. Each &, is a Killing field of gx. Since £ is compact, it is possible to choose the basis
so that the structure constants defined by [&,.4, &) = (fr)i &-a are totally anti-symmetric
in their three indices (see lemma A.5). With this choice, we have the following result.

Proposition 4.3. Let gp ~ (g, A, gx) be a submersive metric on P satisfying assump-
tions H1 and H2. For each subalgebra a, of the Killing algebra of gi, the scalar

Zb [gP(gr,bv 7) ]2

is a constant of motion for every geodesic y(s) on P.

Proof. To justify the assertion, observe that formula (4.3) implies that

d d
e L9p(&rp, 1) T2 = 2 9p(&p ) 1T 9p (&, ) = 2 9p(&p ¥) gp([A(Yar)s &rpls ) -

By assumption H2, the contraction A(%,,) is a Killing vector field on K, so a vector
in the Killing algebra (4.4). Its component in the subspace a, to which &, belongs is
just Y. A°(9ar) &re. Since (4.4) is a Lie algebra decomposition, not just a vector space
decomposition, this component is the only one that matters when calculating the bracket
[A(Aar), &-p). All other components commute with &,.,. So we have

[A(’YM)a Sr,b] = Z AC(’YM) [gr,ca Sr,b] = Z AC(VM) (.f?“)zlb gr,d .

c,d

Thus, we finally get that

d . N el .

o 2 Lopn DT = 230 gp(&s 4) AG) (F)G gp(ra ) = 0,
b b,c,d

where the last equality follows from the anti-symmetry of the structure constants f,. in

the indices b and d. O

This proposition gives us constants of geodesic motion in regions of spacetime where
all gauge fields are massless and the internal metric is constant. However, inspecting the
calculation in the proof, one quickly realizes that some of the original assumptions may
be relaxed. We can drop H2 and accept non-zero massive gauge fields as long as those
fields commute with the Killing fields of gx. More precisely, the previous proposition can
be generalized by a similar calculation to the following result.
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Proposition 4.4. Let gp ~ (g, A, gx) be a submersive metric on P satisfying assump-
tion H1. Suppose that the gauge one-form A(X) has values in a subspace of vector fields
on K of the form a, &b with the commutation relation |a,,h] = 0. Then the scalar

>, Lgp(&s, )T

is a constant of motion for every geodesic y(s) on P.

The difference between the two propositions can be illustrated in the case where K = GG
is a compact, simple Lie group and gy is a generic left-invariant metric. For more details
about these metrics see [36,42], for example. The Killing algebra of gx is the space
of right-invariant vector fields on G, denoted g®. If {&} is a basis of Lie(G) that is
orthonormal with respect to the Killing form, then its right-invariant extension to G,
{&F}, is a basis of g with totally anti-symmetric structure constants. The left-invariant
vector fields on G are not Killing, but their Lie bracket with the right-invariant fields does
vanish. So we are in the conditions of Proposition 4.4 with a, = g” and h = g*. This
means that the scalar 3, [ gp(££, 4)]? will be a constant of motion even in the presence

of the massive gauge fields associated to the left-invariant vector fields on K.

A similar example shows that these constants of geodesic motion are not necessarily
all independent of each other. To this end, still take K to be a compact, simple Lie group
but now let gx be a bi-invariant metric. Then the Killing algebra of gy is the sum of the
spaces of left-invariant and right-invariant vector fields, g*@g”. If {£,} is a basis of Lie(G)
orthonormal with respect to the Killing form, then its left-invariant extension, denoted
{&F}, is a basis of g" with totally anti-symmetric structure constants. Moreover, at every
point of G, the vector fields &} are gx-orthogonal to each other and span the tangent space
to the point. Similarly for the right-invariant extensions {{}. Then it is straightforward
to check that the two constants of geodesic motion associated by proposition 4.3 to the
summands g“ and g” coincide with each other for all geodesics. Both are equal to the

norm gr(%”,4”), up to a constant factor.

5 Geodesics in general Riemannian submersions

Equations of motion

Let v(s) be a general curve on P and let V denote the Levi-Civita connection on T'P
associated with the metric gp. The covariant derivative V¥ determines the parallel
transport of the tangent vector 4 along the path v(s). When P = M, x K and the metric
gp defines a Riemannian submersion, one can ask how V< decomposes into horizontal
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and vertical parts. Adapting the notation and using the properties of the tensors involved,
as in [36], classic results of O’Neill [11, corollary 1] imply that

ar(Vs, V) = gp(V547, V) = gp(Sv 3", 4™) (5.1)
gp(Vaﬁ, Z) = gM(V%{ ’yM, W*Z) + FX(?T*Z, ’)/M) gp(ea, ’}/) + gP(S;Yv/ ’.)/7/, Z)

for any curve y(s) on P, any vertical vector V' and any horizontal vector Z in T'P. The first
equation determines the vertical component of V% and the second its horizontal part.
The notation here is as in section 3 and in [36, sec. 2]. It differs from the conventional
notation in the literature about Riemannian submersions because the latter clashes with
the traditional physics notation (see the remark in appendix A). We use the decomposition
TP =H®7; the curvature Fj is a two-form on M with values on the vector fields on
K; the tensor S : ¥ x ¥ — H is the second fundamental form of the fibres of the
projection 7 : P — My, which can be idientified with the covariant derivative d4g¢g
of (1.3) through formula (5.5); the symbol V¥ denotes the Levi-Civita connection on
(M, gar). The covariant derivative VAT 4y is a vector field along the curve yy(s) on M.
It does not vanish in general, since the projected curve v,; = ™oy need not be a geodesic
on the base (M, gu).

Now let v(s) be a geodesic curve on P satisfying V.4 = 0. The first equation in (5.1)
implies that the norm of the vertical component 4" evolves according to

% ar(77,47) = 29p(V597,97) = 29p(S52 47, %) . (5.2)

Using formula (3.7) and the fact that gp(¥, ) is always constant along a geodesic, this
implies that

4 @%)2 = S (e ) = 200(Sp 47, %) (5.3)

So the norm on M, of the tangent 4,, may not be constant as the parameter s varies.
Note that the norm of the full tangent vector 7 is always preserved along the geodesic.
It is only the norm of the components 47 and 4 that may change, with opposite signs,
in regions where the tensor S is non-zero, i.e. in regions where the fibres of P are not
totally geodesic.

Now consider the second equation in (5.1). If v(s) is a geodesic on P, it implies that
the projected curve vy, = 7oy on Minkowski space satisfies

QM(V% Y, W*Z) = — gr(eq, ) FX(W*Z "VM) - QP(S»W 37, Z) (5.4)

for all horizontal vectors Z € T'P. The restriction of gp to the fibres, denoted g, is
a family of Riemannian metrics on K parameterized by the points in M. The second
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fundamental form S is equivalent to the covariant derivative of gx along vectors on My,
as defined in (1.3). This follows from the identity

(d*9x)r.2(UV) = =2 gp(SuV. 2) (5.5)
justified in [36, sec. 2]. Therefore, denoting by X the projection 7,7 in TM and using
that e, is a vertical vector, the equation above can also be written as

. . - 1 Y .
9 (VA Aar X) = gileas ) FiGan X) + 5 (i) (7.47)  (5.6)

for any X in T'M. This equation generalizes the Lorentz force equation of motion to
regions of spacetime where S # 0, i.e. to regions where the internal metric gx is not
covariantly constant as one moves along M,. It generalizes the equation derived by Kerner
when K is a Lie group and g is a bi-invariant metric [28], and also the equations for
geodesic motion when K = U(1) is a circle with variable size [1-3,5]. It involves the
changing metrics gx and couples the motion on My to the internal motion vk (s) through
the term 47 = 4 — A%(Yar) €q, described in (3.6).

Horizontal geodesics

Equations (5.1) imply that a horizontal curve v"*(s) on P, i.e. a curve with vanishing
(4her)”" | satisfies
9p (Vi 3", Z2) = g (Vi 4477, 72 )

hor

for every tangent vector Z in T'P. So the curve v*" is a geodesic on P if and only if its

projection 19" is a geodesic on Mj. So a direct consequence of (5.1) is that

Proposition 5.1 ([11]). The horizontal geodesics on (P, gp) are exactly the horizontal
lifts of geodesics on (My, gur).

In particular, if the gauge fields A* and the internal metrics gx change but the metric
gy on the base does not, then the horizontal geodesics will change as curves on P but
their projection to M, will remain identical.

Now suppose that v(s) is a causal (timelike or null) curve on P that projects down to a
null curve on M,. This means that the particle represented by « is moving at the speed of
light on Minkowski space. Using that gx (5", ¥”) and —gp(¥, ) are both non-negative,
it follows from (3.7) that a zero gas(¥ar, Yar) implies that the two latter terms must be
zero as well. In other words, v projects down to a null curve on M, if and only if v itself
is horizontal and null on P. Thus, we conclude that particles moving at the speed of light
on M, are always represented by horizontal, null geodesics on P. Combining this with
the previous observations about horizontal geodesics, we get that:
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Physical implication. In a causal, higher-dimensional geodesic model, particles moving
at the speed of light on My are always represented by horizontal, null geodesics on P.
Their 4D motion is not affected by the configuration of gauge fields and internal metrics
on P. They follow the null geodesics on My determined by ga; alone.

This is not the case for particles travelling at lower speeds on My, since the corres-
ponding geodesics on P can have a non-zero vertical component 47 that, according to
(5.1), couples to the gauge fields and internal geometry through the non-vanishing tensors
F, and d*gx. As mentioned in the Introduction, this property of the geodesic model is
incompatible with the motion of the old massless neutrinos, since they were thought to
interact with the weak field and travel at the speed of light on Minkowski space. So a
causal, geodesic model on M, x K disfavours the existence of massless neutrinos or similar
particles. This does not seem to have been remarked before.

Vertical Killing fields

In the next few paragraphs we study the conditions necessary for a Killing field of gx
to be a Killing field of gp ~ (gu, A, gx) as well. When this happens, we get additional
constants of the higher-dimensional, geodesic motion.

Let (s) be a geodesic for gp and let V' be a vertical vector field on P. In general,
the inner-product gp(V,%) is not constant along the geodesic. Using lemma A.3 in the
appendix, its dependence on the parameter s is calculated to be

2 L gp(Vid) = 20p(V4 V. 3) = (Lvgr)(3.7) 5.7

ds
= (Lvgr)(¥"4") + 2 (Lvar) (3™ 47) + (Lvgr) (37,77)
= (Lvgx)(¥"47) + 29x((7"V],47)
= (Lvgr)(¥"47) +29k(d5, V. ") -
In the last equality we have used the Diff (K')-covariant derivative of a vertical field V' on

P along a vector field X on M. Using the Lie bracket of vector fields on P, it is defined
through the expression

BV = XYLV] = [XV] + AG0V] = @) 55+ A feu V], (659
where the 3/ are any coordinates on K. So d4 V is another vertical field on P. These
equalities use the fact that V' is vertical; that the functions A%(X) do not depend on the
coordinates y’; and that the Lie bracket [X, 9/0y’] vanishes, since these are vector fields

on different manifolds. The covariant derivative d* is an interesting object of study. As
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in [36, sec. 2.5], one can check that it is C°°(M)-linear in both entries and is equivariant
with respect to Diff (K)-gauge transformations of V' and the gauge one-form A.

Now, at a fixed point on P there are geodesics passing through with arbitrary vectors
4”7 and 4. So formula (5.7) implies the equivalence of conditions 2 and 3 below.

Proposition 5.2. Let V' be a vertical vector field on P and let gp ~ (g, A, gx) be a
submersive metric. Then the following conditions are equivalent:

1. V is a Killing vector field of gp;
2. The restriction of V to each fibre is Killing and d% V vanishes for all X in TM;

3. The inner-products gp(V, %) are constant for all geodesics y(s) on P.

The equivalence of conditions 1 and 2 follows from lemma A.3 in the appendix.

6 Higher-dimensional momentum and mass

The motion of test particles on the higher-dimensional space P is parameterized by time-

like or null geodesics. Let v(s) be such a geodesic. The higher-dimensional momentum
vector of the associated particle is the vector tangent to P defined simply by

dry

s) = 0 —

ps) = o

Here o is a positive constant with dimension MT~!. Since 7 is geodesic, the momentum

— o 4(s) . (6.1)

vectors are covariantly constant along the curve, V;p = 0. The higher-dimensional
momentum vector can be decomposed in two different ways:

p(s) = p" +p" = pu + px . (6.2)

As in (3.5) and (3.6), writing the curve v(s) on My x K as (yu(s),vx(s) ), the different
components of momentum are given by

pPM = 0 Ym (6.3)
Pk = 0Kk

p* = 04" = pu + A%(pm) €a

p’ =04 = pk — A%(pu)ea -

For each value of s the vectors py; and px can be regarded as tangent to M, and K, but
they are not gp-orthogonal to each other. The vectors p” and p” are orthogonal on P,
but they depend on the gauge fields and mix the components along M, and K.
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Since 7y is timelike or null, by (3.7) the same happens with its projection v, to My. So
the inner-product gy (Yas, Yar) is non-positive. The particle’s 4D proper time 7 is defined,
up to an additive constant, by

dr

L = \/—QM(WM, V) - (6.4)

When this derivative is non-zero, 7 can also be used as a parameter for the curve. Then

the higher-dimensional momentum vector can be written as

d
pls) = m(s) T . (6.5)
T
where we have defined the particle’s rest mass function
dr 1 1 ;
m(s) =0 7 = - V=93 (par, pur) = - Vor 0", p") = gr (p. p) . (6.6)

The last equality uses (3.7). The mass function is independent of the 4D frame because it
is defined in terms of proper time. It is positive for all geodesics on P that project down
to timelike curves yys(s) on My. It vanishes only when ~y(s) projects to a null curve on
M,. Combining (6.5) with formula (6.3) for the momentum components, it is clear that

in 4D we also have

dym

dr

So as long as p,s is interpreted as the particle’s 4-momentum on My, this justifies the

pu = m(s)

interpretation of the scalar m(s) as its mass. In particular, given inertial coordinates
(t, 2, 2%, 23) on My, the energy E and 3-momentum p of the particle parameterized by
7(s) should be read from the projection py; through the usual (coordinate-dependent)

relation?

pMZgaﬂLpl%erQ%ﬂLpg%- (6.7)

Now consider the case where v projects down to a null curve on My. By the discussion

below proposition 5.1, ~ itself must be a horizontal, null curve on P. Then relation

(6.4) says that dr/ds vanishes, and hence proper time cannot be used to parameterize

v (s) = (7°(s),7™(s)). In this case the relation between momentum and mass expressed

in (6.5) is no longer valid, but the original definitions in (6.3) still are. Assuming that ~°
does not vanish, the projected momentum p,; can be written as

o dyy o dEtdyw -0<8 )
pM—UdS—Udet—av 8t+v’ (6.8)

3The energy of the particle measured by an observer at rest in the frame determined by (t,z!, 22, 23) is
E = —gu(pm, ) [41, sec. 4.3]. So for the Minkowski metric (2.1) we get (6.7).
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with |v| = ¢ because vy/(s) is null on My. Thus, to keep (6.7) valid, we must relate the
(massless) particle’s energy and 3-momentum to the components of py; through

E 0 0 dt dy"

~ = g4 "= gAY = 0 — - = gA". 6.9

= gl p gl T g (6.9)
In particular, using Einstein’s relation for photons, the frequency associated to the mass-
less particle represented by the null curve 7y.(s), in the frame (¢, 2!, 2% 23), is just
v=oc*4°/h.

Observe that, in this picture, there is no physical freedom to reparameterize affine
geodesics on P. More precisely, if 4(s) := v(« s) is a reparameterization of v by a positive
constant, then 7(s) is still a geodesic on P, of course, but it now represents the motion of
a test particle with a different higher-dimensional momentum. Evaluating the momentum
at the point 4(s) in P, we have

_ dy dry

Pla = 0ol = 0@ 7o s = apPh@y =aple -
So p = ap as vector fields over the locus on P of the curve. Also, at the point ¢ = J(s),
the masses of the particles represented by 4 and 7, as written in (6.6), are related to each
other by

|y = = gp(00") g = —¢ 7’ gp(p" ") g = ¥ m’ |,

So 4 and ~ parameterize the motion on P of different physical particles. In the case where
4 and v are horizontal geodesics, both m and m vanish, of course. But a similar argument
implies that the 4-momenta on M, of the respective particles are related by

PM |rq) = @ P |r(g) -

Hence the two geodesics are associated to massless particles with different energies in the
frame (¢, 2!, 22, 23).

7 Rest mass variation

According to (5.3), the scalar m(s) defined in (6.6) is a constant of motion when the
geodesic traverses regions in P with totally geodesic fibres, i.e. regions where S = d4gx =
0. In those regions the geodesic parameterizes the motion of a test particle with fixed
rest mass. In regions where the internal metric g is not covariantly constant, the same
formula (5.3) implies that the mass function can vary according to

d .
g = 290(Spr p”.4%) = = (@gx)sn (0" 0") - (7.1)
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The last equality uses (5.5). At the same time, identity (3.7) says that the different
components of the momentum vector defined in (6.3) are related by

—gu(par. o) = —gr®™ 0™ = g9p(®".0") — 9r(p,p) . (7.2)

Since norm of the full momentum gp(p, p) is a constant of geodesic motion, it follows from
(6.6) that

d v oy 4 nowy _ o2 d o
dsgp(p D) = dsgp(p ,p)—cdsm(S)- (7.3)

So the norms of the horizontal and vertical components of momentum may change with
opposite signs along the motion, while the norm of the full momentum p remains constant.
The picture is that in regions with non-vanishing d*gx the higher-dimensional geometry
is distorted, so forces a transfer between the horizontal and vertical components of mo-
mentum of particles in free fall along geodesics. Since internal momentum is seen in 4D
physics as rest mass, in those regions we observe a phenomenon of rest mass variation.

For example, suppose that for s < s; a geodesic v(s) traverses a region of P with
vanishing tensor dg; after that it enters a region where massive gauge fields are present
and the internal scalars are not constant; then for s > s, it comes out into another region
with vanishing d“gx. The test particle parameterized by this geodesic has a well-defined
and constant mass inside the first and third regions. Those two masses may not coincide,
because the geodesic traversed a region with changing internal geometry, which is able
to transfer between vertical momentum and horizontal momentum. The classical mass

change in the overall process is given by

m2(82) B mZ(Sl) - 6_12 sjz(dAgK)’YM(p,VapV) ds .
Qualitatively, this property of geodesics agrees with the physical fact that in regions where
massive gauge fields are present, or where massive scalar fields (such as the Higgs field)
are non-constant, particles may interact with the respective massive bosons and undergo
a process of mass change. Of course, in this case we would not call the ingoing and
outgoing object the same particle anymore, since, by convention, particles with different

rest masses are called different names.

8 Charges and charge variation

Let £ be a Killing vector field on (K, gk ) that commutes with all other Killing fields of g
Let v(s) be a geodesic on P parameterizing the motion of a test particle with momentum
p = 0. We define the particle’s charge with respect to £ to be the scalar function

a(s) == —gp(&,p) = —gx(&, D). (8.1)
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So ¢¢(s) measures the component of the particle’s momentum along the vertical Killing
field €. According to lemma 4.2, this scalar is a constant of motion when the geodesic
traverses regions of P that satisfy conditions H1 and H2. Just like the particle’s mass
m(s). Now suppose that in those regions the gauge form has values in the span of &, i.e.
suppose that we can write A(X) = A$(X) ¢ for all X tangent to M. Then formula (4.2)
says that the projection to M, of the geodesic 7(s) satisfies

: 1 ¢ :
93 (Vi e Y) = — gels) (Y. Aur) -
But by definition of m(s) we have

. dyy  om(s) dym
T™M = = .

ds o dr
Thus, in terms of the 4-velocity dv/dT on Minkowski space, we get
dyu qe ( d'YM)
M _ &
M ) Y - F }/7 . 2
g1 (V% dr ) m A dr (8.2)

So the projection to M, of the particle’s motion satisfies a Lorentz force equation [41, sec.
4.3], as long as we identify the scalar g¢(s) with the particle’s charge. This calculation
justifies that interpretation of the conserved scalar. It is very familiar from 5D Kaluza-
Klein [1,2,4,22,43]. So when the electromagnetic field is the only gauge field present,
higher-dimensional Kaluza-Klein is similar to the 5D version. It is not quite the same
though, and this can be used to mitigate some of the traditional difficulties of the 5D
setting, as will be discussed in section 9.

A curious consequence of the definitions of charge and mass of a test particle is that

el = lgr(& )P < gx(€€) g(p”, ") < gk(&, & m* . (8.3)

The last inequality uses (6.6) and the fact that gp(p,p) is non-positive for any timelike
or null geodesic on P. Therefore, in this geodesic model, test particles with a given
classical mass at a point (s) cannot have arbitrarily strong charge. There is a maximum
limit determined by the norm of the Killing field at that point. The inequality above
is saturated only when the particle’s momentum p is null and, additionally, its vertical
component is proportional to £ at the point.

Now suppose that condition H1 of section 4 is satisfied but condition H2 is not. In
other words, we are in a region of P where the internal metrics gx are constant but there
are both massive and massless gauge fields present. Let £ denote the same Killing field of
gr as before. It is a direct consequence of lemma 4.1 and definition (8.1) that the charge
of the test particle represented by a geodesic v(s) will evolve according to

S als) = = o ap(68) = ACiar) g(IEs el 1) (5.4
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Now, by assumption £ is an electromagnetic-like internal Killing field, i.e. it is a Killing
field that commutes with all other Killing fields of gx. So if only massless gauge fields are
non-zero, the corresponding Lie brackets [£, e,] will vanish on K and charge is conserved.
This is the content of lemma 4.2 of course. If there are massive gauge fields around, but
the corresponding internal fields e, are such that [£, e,] = 0, then charge is still conserved.
This is a special case of proposition 4.4. However, if we are in a region of spacetime with
non-zero massive gauge fields A* such that [£, e,| does not vanish, then the charge g¢(s)
may no longer be a constant of geodesic motion. It will indeed vary if the particle’s

internal momentum p” is not orthogonal to [¢, e,] in the tangent space to K.

These properties of geodesic motion agree with the physical fact that gauge interactions
mediated massive bosons will preserve a particle’s charge if the bosons are neutral (i.e.
if [¢, e, vanishes). This is illustrated by the Z boson of the Standard Model. But the
interactions will not preserve the particle’s charge if the gauge bosons are charged (i.e.
if [€, e,] is non-zero), as in the case of the two W bosons. So there is a natural physical

interpretation of the phenomenon of geodesic charge variation described by (8.4).

The fact that 4D electromagnetic charge may vary along a geodesic in higher dimen-
sions, as in (8.4), apparently has not been reported before. That may be related to the
fact that massive gauge fields are usually discarded in the Kaluza-Klein literature, after
the quick remark that their bosons will have masses in the Planck scale. This is remark
is not fully justified, in the author’s view, having in mind the mass formula (1.4) (see the
discussion in [36]). For point particles, the general relations between mass, charges and
direction of internal motion also do not seem to be entirely clear in the literature. That
may be related to the fact that, in the thoroughly studied 5D setting, it is not possible
to distinguish between the direction of internal motion and the directions of the internal

Killing vector fields.

As in section 4, under assumption H1 of a constant internal metric, it is possible to
define a scalar associated to «y(s) and each summand in decomposition (4.4) of the Killing
algebra of K:

ag (s) =Y, [QP(fr,I» P)r :

The scalar measures how orthogonal the particle’s momentum vector p(s) is to the sub-
space of TP spanned by the Killing fields in the summand a,. It is a constant of
geodesic motion if only massless gauge fields are present, as in proposition 4.3. Massive
gauge fields that satisfy the conditions of proposition 4.4 also do not spoil its conservation
along geodesics. If other massive gauge fields are present, then the scalar evolves along a

geodesic 7y(s) according to

d

&CY

2(s) = 23, gp(& p) 9r([AGIa), &, D) - (8.5)
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The derivation of this formula is similar to that of (8.4). It is justified in the proof of
proposition 4.4.

To end this section, we note that the charge variation described by (8.4) and (8.5) is
different from the rotation of non-abelian isospin along a geodesic found in [28,38] and
reviewed in [39], for example. The rotation of isospin was derived in the conditions of
constant internal metric gx and massless gauge fields. It is trivial for abelian charges.
In contrast, the charge variation described by (8.4) and (8.5) is due to massive gauge
fields and is non-trivial for abelian charges. The relation between the two effects can be
summarized by saying that the constants of motion of isospin rotation become variable
quantities when massive gauge fields are introduced in the picture. Then (8.5) describes
the variation along the geodesic of those former constants of motion.

9 Circumventing a traditional difficulty

Physical metric versus action metric

One manifestation of the Kaluza-Klein miracle, as it is sometimes dubbed, is the deriv-
ation of the Lorentz force equation of motion on M, from the geodesic equation on P.
Another manifestation is the derivation of the Yang-Mills action on M, from dimensional
reduction of the Einstein-Hilbert action on P. Both derivations start from a higher-
dimensional metric satisfying certain restrictions, which generalize the Kaluza ansatz.

Both calculations are time-honoured and very well known.

An important detail in the story, perhaps less frequently stated, is that the higher-
dimensional metric appearing in these two derivations is not exactly the same. The metric
gp that appears in the geodesic equation, through the covariant derivative V7, is the
physical metric on P. It determines the path of test particles on this spacetime and, after
projection to My, determines the physical metric g5, in four dimensions. In contrast, the
metric gp that appears in the higher-dimensional Einstein-Hilbert action,

E(Gp) = — [ (Ba, — 20) vols, (9.1)

2I<Lp

should not be directly interpreted as the physical metric on P. Nor should its projection
gy be taken as the physical metric on M,. This caution is necessary because dimensional
reduction of (9.1) produces a 4D Lagrangian in the Jordan frame, not in the Einstein
frame. This means that the gravity component of the 4D Lagrangian does not appear

in the traditional guise R;, vols, , but instead appears multiplied by a scalar field that

9m gm>o

depends on the M,-coordinates. This field is a hallmark of Kaluza-Klein theories. It is
related to the volume Volj, of the internal spaces, which can be variable across Mj.
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Since the Einstein frame is preferred for a good physical interpretation of the 4D
theory [44,45], the recommended procedure in similar situations is to use a Weyl rescaling
Ju = €% gyr to transform the Lagrangian to the Einstein frame. To this end, one should
find a function w?(Voly, ) on M, with the property that, after the rescaling, the non-
standard terms for gy reduce to the standard GR term R,,,voly,, for gas, plus derivatives
of w. Then one declares that gy, is the actual physical metric on My, while the original
Jar is a combination of g, with internal scalar fields and has no direct physical meaning.

Let us review this in more detail. For a Riemannian submersion, the higher-dimensional
scalar curvature Rj;, can be decomposed as sum of natural geometric terms. These are the
scalar curvatures Ry, of the base and Rj, of the fibres; the norm of F)4, which originates
the Yang-Mills terms after dimensional reduction; the norms of the second fundamental
form and mean curvature vector of the fibres. As described in [36], the latter two tensors
can also be interpreted as the covariant derivatives along M, of the internal metric g
and of the internal volume form vol, . After discarding a total derivative term, the
Einstein-Hilbert action for gp can then be rewritten in the suggestive form

i 1 1 1,4 N

E(gr) = Trn /P {Rgu —2A+ R — o |Fal? — 7 ld gl + |d*(volg, )|? | volg, . (9.2)
This justifies the interpretation of the components of §x as Higgs-like fields. Due to the
appearance of the covariant derivative d4jg, they can produce non-zero mass terms for
the gauge fields through the usual mechanism of spontaneous symmetry breaking. All
this is described in more detail in [36]. Now, integration of the first term over the fibre

K leads to
Ry, voly, = [ (Vol, ) Ry, voly, .
~/P gm gr M ( 91\) gnm gm
Since Volj, is in general a non-constant function on My, the gravitational part of the 4D

Lagrangian is manifestly not in the Einstein frame. To correct this situation, define a
function w and a new metric gp; on M, through the relations

~ 2w : 2w Kp
= ¢ with e = — "
I g ki (Volg, )

Using the standard transformation rules of the Riemannian volume form and the scalar
curvature under Weyl rescalings [36,41], one then calculates that

1 1 Km (V01~K) 2w 9
s By, = 5 [ B e (R, 60,0 — 6ldul, ] vol,,
L 2
- 2 KM /M {RgM — 6 |dw‘9su:| VOIQM (93)

So the kinetic term of the metric g, now appears in the precise GR form. It is accom-
panied by the kinetic term of the scalar field w on M,, which measures the volume of the
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internal space. This shows that dimensional reduction of the action £(gp) produces a 4D
Lagrangian in the Einstein frame as long as the physical metric on M, is not identified
with §p; — the simple projection of §p — but is instead identified with

gy = /@31 kn (Volg, ) g -

The scalar field will appear with the canonical normalization for Klein-Gordon fields in
4D if we define ¢ := /6/kp w + const. This is the scalar field used in [36].

Let us now consider the Yang-Mills term of the action £(gp). After dimensional re-
duction, it will not appear with the canonical normalization of 4D physics for a general,
varying internal metric gx. When gx changes its isometry group can also change, and
so will the structure of massive / massless gauge fields in the model. Thus, the observed
structure of Yang-Mills terms in the Standard Model cannot correspond to a global prop-
erty of the Kaluza-Klein model. Only to a local one, at best, valid in regions of M, where
Jx is approximately constant and close to its vacuum value g}, which one assumes to be
the present-time conditions. In short, the aim after dimensional reduction is to obtain
4D Yang-Mills terms with the canonical normalization only in regions of spacetime where
Jx =~ §%. With this principle established, one observes that

~/P |FA‘2 VOIQP = / gﬁ\?g?\/lp FA po (FA vp / gK efl?eb) VOIQA:|VOIHM

= / a9 (FD o (F%)u, /gK €q, €p) VOlg, }volgM.

The last equality reflects the invariance of the 4D Yang-Mills action under Weyl rescalings
of gyr. Therefore, in the vacuum conditions gx ~ §%, dimensional reduction of £(gp) will
produce terms with the canonical normalization —3(F$)* (F4),, if and only if

| Gicleasen) voly, = 26p (9.4)

This is a normalization condition for the fields e, on K. It will be important below.

As in the case of the 4D metric g,;, the internal metric gx does not need to be
directly identified with the physical metric gx that appears in the geodesic equation on
M, x K. One can imagine a similar rescaling relation jx = €*/gx for some function f
on the base M,. For example a function dependent on Vol . Natural choices would be
to have a constant f or to have f = +w. The + choice corresponds to rescaling the full
higher-dimensional metric as gp = e*gp. There could be more useful choices, however.
The additional degree of freedom provided by the identification of the physical metric
g should be used to facilitate the correspondence between the physics derived from the
E(gp) action and the observed physics in four dimensions.
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Normalization of Killing fields and electromagnetic ¢/m ratios

One of the traditional difficulties attributed to the Kaluza-Klein framework comes from
the normalization condition (9.4) in the 5D model [2]. In our view, it is caused by the lack
of freedom in a unidimensional K and, perhaps more importantly, by not distinguishing
between the action metric gy, and the physical metric gy;.

Most Kaluza-Klein literature does not make that distinction [44]. So does not perform
the field redefinitions gy, — g to obtain the general, dimensionally-reduced Lagrangian
in the Einstein frame. Instead, the standard procedure is to assume the internal vacuum
condition gx ~ g before dimensional reduction and then fix the constant kp to be
ky Volg . This produces a 4D Lagrangian in the Einstein frame, but only in the case
of a constant internal metric gx = ¢%. Moreover, fixing the constant kp to a vacuum-
dependent value does not seem like a general approach. If the theory had several local
vacua, associated to internal spaces of different sizes, one would run into an ambiguous
choice of kp. A more general approach to obtaining an action in the Einstein frame
is to keep kp unconstrained and, instead, redefine the physical metric g5, through the
Weyl rescaling described above. This produces a Lagrangian in the Einstein frame in all

circumstances, even when the internal metric gx is not constant along M,.

After this lengthy preamble, let us describe the actual difficulty. If we take gp = gp
and set kp = ky Volg , as in [2], the normalization condition (9.4) would imply that

1
VolgoK

/[; gg{(eav eb) VOlgoK = 2Ky 6ab . (95)

In the 5D model, with ¢} equal to the round metric on K = U(1) and e, = £ equal
to its standard Killing field, the function g% (¢, &) is constant along the circle K. So the

normalization condition for & reduces to

This creates a problem when comparing to the Lorentz force motions coming from the
geodesic picture. For instance, formula (8.3) says that for non-trivial geodesics on My X

¥ < o\Jgh(6,6) = evZrr

m
while the charge to mass ratio of the electron is many orders of magnitude above this

U(1) we must have

value. This is the often-mentioned difficulty described in [2]. See also [4].

As described above, it only arises if we assume that the action metric §p coincides
with the physical metric gp and fix the value kp = rps Vol . With the more general
transformation of gp to the Einstein frame, the constant xp remains unconstrained and

30



the normalization condition (9.4) need not be problematic. Furthermore, even if we insist
on setting kp = ks Volg, it is only for unidimensional fibres that (9.5) actually fixes
the value of ¢% (¢, €). In higher dimensions only the average of g% (£, &) over the manifold
(K, g%) is fixed. And in principle that average can be very different from the value of
9% (&,€) at a given point. Finally, one could also use the freedom in the identification of
the physical internal metric gx, as opposed to the action metric g, to mitigate problems
created by the normalization condition (9.4). So this specific traditional difficulty seems
to be circumventable. For observations about other difficulties, such as the compatibility
of Kaluza-Klein with chiral fermions, see [36].

10 A unique speed in higher dimensions

Kaluza-Klein models strive for conceptual simplicity at classical level, before thinking
about quantization. Following this motto, in this section we advocate the naturalness of
the postulate that all elementary particles travel at the speed of light in higher dimensions.
It is the projection of velocities to three dimensions that appears to produce speeds in the
range [0, c|, as observed macroscopically. Under this assumption the previous geodesic
model is simplified, as we will see. Both massless and massive particles satisfy a photon-
like energy-momentum relation in higher dimensions, which projects down to the usual
energy-momentum relation in 4D. The energy stored in 3D rest mass of classical particles
becomes entirely due to the kinetic energy of internal motion.

Let us then assume that test particles always follow null geodesics on P. In a Rieman-
nian submersion, we know that tangent vectors to a null path 7(s) in higher dimensions
satisfy

— g, Yu) = —gp(3™, 4™) = gp(v7,47) . (10.1)

This is just a simplification of (3.7). Since 4" is tangent to the fibres and the restriction
of gp to those fibres are the Riemannian metrics gg, the right-hand side is always non-
negative. It is zero only if 4” vanishes. So the four-dimensional projection vj;(s) of
the null path is timelike on M, when 7 has a vertical component and is null when ~ is
completely horizontal. The projection of a null path on P can never be spacelike on Mjy.
Thus, higher-dimensional null paths on P can describe all types of causal motion on M,
and never correspond to acausal ones. In the name of simplicity, it is natural to investigate

the consistency of a dynamical model entirely based on higher-dimensional null paths.

From (3.8), the 4D proper time of particle moving along a null curve on P satisfies
the simplified relation

efr(s) = (2] = [ Vax(37 77 as
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When there are no gauge fields around, we have 47 = 4 and proper time is just a

measure of the Riemannian distance travelled by the particle in the internal space.

Regarding mass, for a null path in higher dimensions relation (6.6) reduces to

m(s) = o7, 07 (102)

So the test particle’s rest mass is simply the norm of its vertical momentum. Internal
motion is the sole source of rest energy. Mass vanishes for particles travelling along
horizontal, null paths on P, which of course also project down to null paths on My. So
mass vanishes if and only if the particle has speed ¢ on Minkowski space. Rest mass will
vary if there is a transfer between the horizontal and vertical components of momentum.
This can happen when the geometry of P is sufficiently distorted in comparison to the
vacuum geometry gy X gx. More precisely, when d4gx does not vanish, as described
in section 7. The total momentum p(s) is always covariantly conserved along a higher-

dimensional geodesic.
For a null curve on P, relation (10.1) implies that the momentum components satisfy
—gm(pas pv) = —gp(P™, ™) = gp(p”, p") = Em® . (10.3)

So the horizontal and vertical momenta have the same norm but with opposite signs. This
follows from the vanishing of gp(p, p), of course. Now suppose that g, is the Minkowski
metric (2.1), choose coordinates (¢, z', 2%, 2%) on My and decompose the 4-momentum as

PM = ooy T P,
as in (6.7). Then the momentum relation (10.3) can be rewritten as the 4D relation
B2 = &lp|? + mict,
or, alternatively, as the higher-dimensional relation
E* = gp(p"+p", p"+07) . (10.4)

The former is the usual 4D energy-momentum relation. The latter is similar to the energy-
momentum relation of photons, but in higher dimensions. This is not surprising, because
we are assuming that test particles follow null paths on P, just as photons do in 4D.

Dividing equation (10.4) by (o ¢5°)? and using (6.8) and (6.9), we obtain the relation
for velocities in the chosen frame,

A’ = gp(VH—FUﬂj/, VH+U7/) = gu(v,v) + gK(vﬂj/,v’V) : (10.5)

Thus, for non-trivial, null geodesics on P, the norm of the velocity vector in R® x K is
always c. Test particles always travel at the speed of light in higher dimensions, as expec-
ted. The projection of velocities to three dimensions is the sole reason for the appearance
of speeds in the range [0, ¢|. This generalizes the discussion in the last appendix of [46].
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11 Parameterizing the space of null geodesics

Motivated by the model described in the last section, we will now have a closer look at
null geodesics on P. Denote by N, the space of non-trivial, null geodesics v(s) passing
through a point i in P at the parameter value s = 0. The trivial geodesic we are excluding
is the one with image h for all s. Standard properties of the geodesic equation say that
N, can be parameterized by the non-zero, null vectors 4(0) in the tangent space T}, P.
Each of these vectors is parallelly transported along the geodesic it determines, so if ¥ is
non-zero and null at s = 0, it will have the same properties for every value of s.

Now pick a local coordinate system (¢, 2", y’) on My x K, where the ™ and ¢’ are the
coordinates in R? and K, respectively. Write the geodesic as

1(s) = (), v(s)) = (%), 7" (), V() ) -

Since 4(s) is null and non-zero, the time component 4°(s) must non-zero for all s. In
particular, it is always positive or always negative. So the function s — ~%(s) is strictly
monotonous. According to the sign of 4° we can divide the space of geodesics N, into
its components N, and N, corresponding to particles moving forward and backward in
time, respectively.

Each of these components is isomorphic to R*™ \ {0}, where k denotes the dimension
of K. For example, thinking of N} as a subset of T, P, there is a bijection

o1 R7FA\{0} — N (u', v 0’ w’) — (W w) (11.1)
where we have defined
3 . 0 )
u = anl U e w o= Zj wja—yj

0
u = u+ ¢ \/|u|2+gK(w w) — g

and the horizontal lift v is taken according to (3.4). By construction, ¢;(u,w) is always

(11.2)

a non-zero, null vector in T} P.

The bijection ¢, parameterizes all the null geodesics starting at h and moving forward
in time. These represent the motion on P of particles with different masses. Fixing
the mass of the particle means restricting to a subset N, (m) of the full space N, .
According to (6.6), after the simplification gp(p,p) = 0 the mass of a particle at h is
just ¢71y/gp(p”,p”). So it essentially corresponds to the norm of the vertical vector
w in (11.2). Thus, under the bijection 1, the space of null geodesics at h of mass m
corresponds to the subset

Nif(m) =~ { (! u?,u?,w?) € REFA{0} : (gxc |n)yjw'e? = 07 *m? (11.3)
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of the full R3*%\ {0}. Topologically, it is clear that N;"(m) is isomorphic to R3 x S*~*
for non-zero m and to R3 \ {0} for vanishing mass.

When the internal metric gx has isometries in the region around the point h, we can
also consider the space of null geodesics representing particles with given charges, besides
a given mass. For example, one can consider the subset N, (g) C N, representing
particles with electromagnetic charge g, with respect to a Killing field £ of gx. The
charge condition (8.1) imposes the constraint

(9x [n)ig v’ = —o g (11.4)

on the coordinates w’ of R3**\{0}. So the subspaces N, (g¢) are isomorphic to R*#*\{0}.

Fixing mass and electromagnetic charge simultaneously defines the smaller subspaces
NiF(m,qe) = NP (m) NN, (ge) inside the space of null geodesics N, Adding the mass
condition in (11.3) to the charge condition (11.4), it is clear that these spaces are iso-
morphic to

0 if |gel > mel¢]
Ny (m,qe) ~ (RS if |ge| = mel¢] (11.5)
R3 x S*=2 if || < meclg].

Here |£] denotes the Riemannian length /(gx)n(€, &) of the Killing vector field at the
point h. The upper bound for the charge of a test particle at the point h, given the value
of its mass, is of course the same as in formula (8.3) of section 8.

The higher-dimensional momenta of particles with the strongest possible charge, |g¢| =
mc|€|, have fewer degrees of freedom. This happens because the vertical component of
momentum must be completely aligned with £. Hence, the motion of a particle of max-
imum charge is completely determined by an initial point in P and by the 3D momentum
vector at that point. For particles with weaker charges the situation is different. One also
needs to choose the components of the vertical momentum at the initial point, and there
is an S*~2 of possible choices compatible with the mass and charge of the particle.

If we fix more constants of motion of the particle, besides mass and electromagnetic
charge, for example the constants described in proposition 4.3, then the space of repres-
entative null geodesics at h will be further constrained.

Celestial spheres

We will now describe a second parameterization of the space of null geodesics N, . It uses
physical velocities instead of momenta. Its construction relies on the fact that the time
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component 4° is always positive for geodesics in N . Given a null geodesic, define

1
Vo= = (11.6)
40
as a tangent vector in T}, P. Recalling that 4°(s) is just the time coordinate of the geodesic,

the projection of v to the 4D tangent space Tr(,) My can be written as

0\ -1 4 n 3 n
m(v):<%> " 9 0 " 9 :Q—FV.

R e + R
Z ds Ox» ot Z dt Ox™ ot
Here v is derivative of position in R? with respect to time, so it is the 3-dimensional

n=1 n=1

velocity vector of the particle in the coordinates (¢, 2!, 2% 2%). Decomposing v into its
horizontal and vertical components, we then have
v = vt 4+ v = <Q+V>H+v'y.
ot
The vector v +v” is the derivative of position in R? x K with respect to time. So it is the

higher-dimensional velocity vector of the particle represented by 7(s), in the coordinate
system. Since 4 and v are null vectors at h, we have gp(v,v) = 0 and hence

(8 ) - -l (2"
© T TG ae) T T \\ae) 0 o
= gp(vH+vV, v”+v7/) = gu(v,v) + gK(vV,UV/) . (11.7)

Here we have also used the form (2.1) of the Minkowski metric and the fact that gp
applied to horizontal vectors coincides with gy, applied to the 4D-projection of those
vectors. Thus, the velocity vectors v + v” associated to null geodesics at h define a
Euclidean sphere S¥2 of dimension k + 2 and radius c inside the tangent space T}, P.
Generalizing the terminology of the 4D case, this will be called the celestial sphere at h.

It is clear from this discussion that the correspondence between geodesics in A" and
points in the celestial sphere of velocities is surjective but not injective. A reparameteriza-
tion of the geodesic produces a constant factor in 4 that cancels out in the quotient (11.6),
so leads to the same velocity vector v. Such constant factors can be explicitly controlled
by the time component 4° of the derivative of v(s) at h. But, according to (6.9), this
component is proportional to the energy of the particle in the coordinate system,

E =04, (11.8)

This means that the correspondence that takes a non-zero, null geodesic at h to the
velocity vector plus the energy of the particle it represents,

0o 1 NP — SFF2  RT A —> (v” +v"’/,E)
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defines a second bijection that can by used to parameterize N,;". Of course, topologically,
Sk+2 » R* is isomorphic to the parameter space R3*t% \ {0} used in bijection (11.1).
The virtue of the second parameterization is that it is expressed in terms of clear physical
quantities, namely the velocity and energy of the particle represented by the null geodesic.

The next question is how the subsets of geodesics with fixed mass, previously denoted
by N;F(m), look like under the parameterization ,. In other words, how are they carved
out from the full parameter space S¥2 x R*. Using definition (6.6) for the mass of the
particle associated to a geodesic, on the one hand, and using relation (6.9) for the energy
associated to the particle in the frame, on the other hand, it is not difficult to recognize
that under the parameterization s we have:

N;F(m) ~ { (v” + 07, E) € SH2 x RT: E? g(v”,0”) = m? cﬁ} : (11.9)

Thus, when m = 0, the mass condition is satisfied if and only if v” vanishes. When m > 0,
the mass condition only allows points in the celestial sphere with non-zero v”, and then
the component E in R* is fully determined by the norm of v”". So for m > 0 the space
N;F(m) is parameterized by the sphere S¥+2 after the exclusion of an S? corresponding
to the points with vanishing v”. The excluded points correspond to the 4D motions at
the speed of light, of course.

Combining (11.6), (11.8) and the mass condition in (11.9), one can check that the
inverse of the parameterization ¢, satisfies

oot SHEN\ 82 s AGF(m) (11.10)

H
vitro” — 4(0) = e Ki + v) + UV] :
o /g (W, v") ot

Finally, it is relevant to mention that the parameterizations ; and o, of A" are not
canonical, in the sense that they both rely on a choice of coordinates on Minkowski space.
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Appendices

A Auxiliary results

Classical results of Ehresmann [8] and Hermann [9] imply that:

Proposition A.1. Let 7w : (P, gp) — (M, gnr) be a Riemannian submersion. If the metric
gp 1s complete, then m defines a locally trivial fibration. In this case, given a path v (s)
on M starting at a point x and given a point p in P such that w(p) = x, there exist a
unique path vy(s) on P starting at p such that vy = wo~y and the derivatives ¥ are always
horizontal vectors on P. This «y is called a horizontal lift of V.

Regarding horizontal geodesics, O’Neill has the following result:

Proposition A.2 ([11)). Let 7 : (P, gp) — (M, gar) be a Riemannian submersion and let
v(s) be a geodesic on P. If the derivative ¥ is a horizontal vector at some point, then it

is always horizontal. Moreover, in this case the projection vy (s) = 7o y(s) is a geodesic
on (M7 gM)

Using basic properties of Riemannian submersions (e.g. see [12, sec. 9]), we show that:

Lemma A.3. Let m : P — M be a Riemannian submersion with metric gp determined
by the equivalent data (gar, gx, A). Let U and V' be vertical vector fields and let Z be a
basic vector field on P. Then

(Lvgr)(U,U) = (Lvgx)(U,U) (Lvgp)(Z,Z) = 0
(Lvgp)(2,U) = gk([Z,V],U) . (A1)

In particular, V' is Killing with respect to gp if and only if the restriction of V to each
fibre is Killing with respect to gk and, additionally, the Lie bracket [V, Z] vanishes for
every basic vector field Z on P.

Proof. The horizontal basic field Z is m-related to a well-defined vector field 7,7 on the
base M. Since V is vertical, we have 7. [V, Z] = [r.V,7m.Z] = 0, and the bracket [V, Z] is
also vertical. So by definition of Lie derivative:

(,Cvgp)(Z,Z) = ,Cv(gP(Z,Z))—2gP([V,Z],Z) = ,Cv(gM(’]T*Z,’]T*Z)) = 0.
Using that U and [V, U] are both vertical, so are both orthogonal to Z, we have
(Lvgp)(2,U) = Lyv(gp(2,U)) = gp([V, Z],U) = gp(Z,[V.U]) = gp([2,V],U) .
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Finally, since U, V and [U, V] are all vertical and gx just denotes the restriction of gp to
the fibres, it is clear that

(Lvgp)(U,U) = ﬁv(QP(U>U))—29P([V,U]>U) (A.2)
= Ly(gx(U,U)) —=2gx([V,UL,U) = (Lvgx)(U,U) .

Now suppose that Ly gp vanishes. Then by (A.1) we get that (Lygx)(U,U) vanishes for
all U. Since Ly gk is symmetric in both entries, it must also vanish. Moreover, also by
(A.1), the vanishing of (Lygp)(Z,U) for all U and the non-degeneracy of g imply that
[Z,V] vanishes for all basic Z. This confirms the “only if” part of the last statement,
while the converse is clear. O

The following observation, stated in [12, sec. 9F], is a consequence of results in [9, 10].

Proposition A.4. Let the metric gp ~ (g, A, gi) define a Riemannian submersion on
P with totally geodesic fibres, i.e. with d4gx = 0. Then the curvature form Fx(X,Y) has
values in the Killing vector fields of gk for every X, Y € TM.

Remark. We should also mention that the notation used in this paper differs significantly
from the conventional notation in the literature about Riemannian submersions. This is
because the latter clashes with the traditional notation in physics. So the tensor called A
in [10-13] is essentially what we call here F, since it represents the physical gauge fields
strength. The tensor called T" in [10-13] is what we call here d4gg (or S less often). This
avoids confusion with torsion or with the energy-momentum tensor. It also emphasizes
its physical role as a covariant derivative of Higgs-like fields.

In section 4 we use the following standard result.

Lemma A.5. Let {u;} be a basis of the space of Killing vector fields on the compact
manifold (K, gi). Define the structure constants with respect to this basis by the relations
[us, us] = fi; . If the basis is orthonormal with respect to the L*-inner product on (K, gx ),

then the f

i; are totally anti-symmetric in their three indices.

Proof. The Lie derivatives of the metric gx and volume form vol,, both vanish along
Killing vector fields. Using this fact, the definition of the L?-inner product of vector fields
and Stokes’ theorem, we can write

S, Atz = (il = [ gl wl w) vol,
= /K{,Cui[gK(uﬁuk)} - QK(Uja[Ui>uk])}V019K
= /K‘Cui{gK(uﬁuk) VO]'gK:| - /KQK(UJ"[ubuk]) volg,

= — [ gnclug, fuiwd) voly, = = 30, fle (g
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Thus, when the basis {u;} is L*-orthonormal, we get that

Yo fiowtfion =0 = fi= - 5
3
ij
for any basis. O

The anti-symmetry of f;. in the lower two indices follows from its definition and is true

B Parallel transport in Riemannian submersions

For reference, in this appendix we write down the equations of parallel transport of vectors
along general curves 7(s) on the higher-dimensional space P = M x K. That space is
assumed to be equipped with a submersive metric gp ~ (gu, A, gi). Parallel transport
is determined by its Levi-Civita connection V. As in section 3, a vector £ in TP can
be decomposed into horizontal and vertical components, £ = E™ + E”, defined through
(3.4). The projection of the curve (s) to the base M is denoted by ~vu(s), so that
vv = mo . The Levi-Civita connection on M determined by the projected metric gy, is
denoted by VM.,

With this notation, the equations in [11] for the horizontal and vertical components
of the covariant derivative V;E along (s) can be written as:

gP(VA/E, V) = gp(Vﬁ E”, V) + %FX(“'YM, En) gp(eq, V) — QP(SV 37, EH)

9p(VsE, 2) = gu (VY By, 7.2) + %FZ(W*Z, 1) gr (e E7)
+ %FX(W*Z, Ewv) gp(ea, 7) + gp(Sw E”, Z) (B.1)

Here Z and V' are any horizontal and vertical vectors in TP, respectively. We have also
translated O’Neill’s notation to the one used in this paper, as described in the remark of
appendix A. As in section 5, the tensor S is the second fundamental form of the fibres of
P. Tt is essentially coincides with our dgy, as expressed in (5.5).

The general equations B.1 reduce to (5.1) when we take E = 4. The equations satisfied
by a parallelly transported vector field £, ) can be obtained from B.1 by setting V5 E = 0
on the left-hand sides.
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