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Reduced geometry and its role in explicit spacetime symmetry violation
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Abstract

The incompatibility of explicit diffeomorphism violation with Riemannian geometry within the gravitational
Standard-Model Extension (SME) is revisited. We review two methods of how to deal with this problem. The first
is based on an approach proposed originally by Stiickelberg and the latter is to restrict spacetime geometry via the
dynamical field equations and the second Bianchi identity. Moreover, a third technique is introduced, which is novel
and relies on isometries of a gravitational system. Our conclusion is that an SME background field configuration
compatible with Riemannian geometry is more likely to be determined the more diffeomorphisms are isometries of
the particular system. This finding has the potential to provide an alternative treatment of explicit spacetime symmetry

violation in gravity.
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1. Introduction

General Relativity (GR) is intrinsically nonlinear,
which makes finding solutions of the Einstein equations
a highly challenging task. Therefore, it turns out to be
valuable to impose symmetries before solving the dy-
namical field equations for a gravitational system under
consideration. In this context, Noether symmetries are
of paramount interest. They arise when the variation of
the action of a field theory vanishes under certain in-
finitesimal transformations. Invariances under diffeo-
morphisms and gauge transformations are prominent
examples for Noether symmetries.

Based on that, the literature distinguishes between
Noether symmetries generated by Killing vector fields
and those admitting conformal Killing vector fields; see,
e.g., Ref. [1]. The former are related to isometries, i.e.,
transformations leaving the metric form-invariant. The
latter leave the metric form-invariant except for an over-
all Weyl rescaling. We also note in passing that the
equations of motion can exhibit symmetries that the ac-
tion does not have. These are known as Lie symmetries,
but they will not be of significance in our Letter.

In the following, we focus on spacetime symmetry
violation, in particular, violations of diffeomorphism in-
variance, which is one of the most remarkable proper-
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ties of GR. Whenever we speak of diffeomorphism vio-
lation, we actually refer to particle diffeomorphisms [2]],
whereas the theory is understood to be invariant un-
der general coordinate transformations (observer diffeo-
morphisms [2]]).

In general, there are two possibilities of how to vio-
late a symmetry, which is by either spontaneous or ex-
plicit means. The first rests upon tensor-valued fields
acquiring symmetry-violating vacuum expectation val-
ues dynamically. Such mechanisms were already pro-
posed in bosonic string field theory at the beginning of
the 90s [3l 14, 5, 16, [7]. Spontaneous diffeomorphism
violation has been the preferred option for spacetime
symmetry violation in the gravitational Standard-Model
Extension (SME) [8], 9] for two decades since it was
demonstrated to be dynamically consistent with Rie-
mannian geometry [11} [12].

In contrast, explicit diffeomorphism violation is
plagued by conflicts between the dynamics and Rieman-
nian geometry. Reconciling the modified Einstein equa-
tions with the contracted second Bianchi identity for
the Riemann tensor implies a number of coupled partial
differential equations for the SME background coeffi-
cients, which are challenging to solve. This important
finding has been coined the no-go result in the contem-
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porary literature [2| [8} 9] [10] and it has basically led
to two possible interpretations. A nondynamical SME
background field is either restricted severely when Rie-
mannian geometry is to be maintained or one is forced
to work in a beyond-Riemannian setting such as Finsler
geometry [13}[14}[15,116].

Until now two approaches of how to tackle this prob-
lem while maintaining Riemannian geometry have been
presented in the literature. The first is to use a procedure
that is known as the Stiickelberg trick. Stiickelberg orig-
inally introduced an auxiliary scalar field into Proca the-
ory [17, [18] to restore gauge symmetry such that there
is a smooth limit when the Proca mass approaches zero.
This idea was taken over to massive gravity [19, 20] as
well as to the gravitational SME with explicit diffeomor-
phism breaking [21]], where it works at the level of lin-
earized gravity. Here, the technique rests upon several
auxiliary fields that mimic the Nambu-Goldstone modes
arising in a setting of spontaneous spacetime symmetry
violation. Therefore, the minimum number of excita-
tions is reintroduced to restore the broken symmetries.
By doing so, at least some of the essential properties of
a setting of spontaneous spacetime symmetry breaking
are recovered, although the background field is nondy-
namical. However, the approach does not reintroduce
the Higgs-like modes, which also arise naturally when
symmetry breaking is spontaneous.

The second method is to restrict spacetime geome-
try to suppress diffeomorphism violation dynamically.
In particular, this approach was applied by Jackiw and
Pi to the gravitational Chern-Simons (CS) term in four
spacetime dimensions [22]]. The latter can be expressed
as a divergence of the CS topological current, which,
after suitable integrations by parts, is identified with
the Chern-Pontryagin scalar density 2*R°/"R"_, =:

ouy
2*RR, where R _  is the Riemann curvature tensor and

ouv
R = (1Y 2)8"V“ﬁRTmﬁ is its dual. Using a suitable
normalization and integrating the latter over spacetime
provides a Z, topological quantity, which is known as
the second Chern number or the gravitational instanton
number [23]]. Now, for the CS-like term to be consistent
with the second contracted Bianchi identity, one must
impose that *RR = 0, which reduces the space of all
possible geometries to those obeying this requirement.
Consequently, the topological properties characterized
by the second Chern number must be trivial for space-
times to be dynamically consistent in this case.

Very recently, another example of how to reduce
spacetime geometry for a dynamically consistent the-
ory with nondynamical background fields was presented
by Bailey et al. in Ref. [24]. They study the gravi-

tational sector of the minimal SME with tensor-valued
background fields u, s*”, and #"¢” violating diffeomor-
phism invariance explicitly. In particular, we refer to
their Eq. (5) for es56 = O with Eq. (6) inserted. The
latter holds for the scalar coefficient u, the trace of the
s coeflicients, and the double trace of the ¢ coeflicients.
These traces must be considered as hybrid coefficients
since they contain the dynamical spacetime metric.

Separating their Eq. (6) into its independent parts
leads to three requirements on subsets of background
field coefficients to be satisfied such that explicit diffeo-
morphism violation is dynamically consistent. Each of
these requirements involves the Ricci scalar, i.e., they
can be interpreted to reduce all spacetime geometries to
the subset characterized by R = 0. In particular, for the
u sector, a necessary condition is RV#y = 0, which, in-
terestingly, can already be inferred from the comment in
brackets found above Sec. 3 in Ref. [22]]. So spacetimes
are only then dynamically consistent in these cases if
their scalar curvature vanishes.

Recently, the cosmology in the 7 sector of the minimal
gravitational SME with explicit symmetry violation has
also been explored [25]. Isotropy and homogeneity of
spacetime, which many cosmological models are based
on, were imposed on the modified-gravity theory con-
sidered. This was accomplished by ensuring two essen-
tial properties of the purely spacelike part of the second-
rank tensor that contains the background field and mod-
ifies the Einstein equations. It was required that the lat-
ter be form-invariant under the six isometries generated
by their corresponding spatial Killing vector fields and
that its symmetric, traceless part vanish. As a result,
spacetime geometry is effectively restricted such that it
is not in conflict with dynamics. At least, this holds
when focusing on diffeomorphism breaking induced by
the purely spacelike background coefficients #%<?.

We emphasize that reducing geometry is a procedure
that is, in a certain sense, related to the dynamics of the
modified-gravity theory under study. The modified Ein-
stein equations still have to be solved for a specific sys-
tem of interest. However, restricting spacetime geom-
etry provides a guidance for proposing a suitable met-
ric ansatz such that inconsistencies between dynamics
and geometry can be neatly avoided. An example for a
spacetime geometry consistent with both *RR = 0 and
R = 0 is based on the Schwarzschild ansatz for a static,
spherically symmetric gravitational system without the
presence of matter energy-momentum.

In the next section, we will describe the basic ideas
behind the third possibility of how to render a setting of
explicit spacetime symmetry violation consistent with
the dynamical field equations. This approach was orig-



inally motivated by the previously mentioned results of
Ref. [25]]. It consists of restricting spacetime geometry
by imposing symmetries on the metric according to cer-
tain properties of a gravitational system at hand. The
forthcoming formulation crucially relies on the concept
of Killing vector fields outlined at the beginning.

2. Killing fields, isometries, and explicit breaking

Let us consider the following generic gravitational
action:

d*x V—_pr+£x&wkw 9] +85, (D)

where k = 871Gy with Newton’s constant Gy, the space-
time metric g,, with determinant g = det(g,,), and the
associated Ricci scalar R. The Lagrange density 4/—gL’
involves the coefficients k% of a generic nondynam-
ical background field, which makes the action nonin-
variant under particle diffeomorphisms. Moreover, for
consistency with the stationary-action principle, we in-
clude a suitable extension of the Gibbons-Hawking-
York boundary term [26) 27, 28] described by S . The
action is constructed to be invariant under observer dif-
feomorphisms. Then, the variation of S with respect to
such transformations reads:

1 \/
88 obs = 5 d*x (G*” + T")08,

g J_

Jop.OKP =0, (2a)

where we defined

6.£/ ' 6.£,

T =: R =! — .
6gﬂv ap..w 5kr¥ﬂ..m

(2b)

Since the presence of the background field violates par-
ticle diffeomorphism invariance, there is a mismatch be-
tween the variations of the action with respect to gen-
eral coordinate transformations and particle diffeomor-
phisms. The latter can be expressed via the following
integral equation:

$W+f&x

Thus, Eq. () describes the origin of the clash between
nondynamical background fields and Riemannian ge-
ometry in a succinct manner. For a diffeomorphism
being an isometry with Killing vector field y, we de-
mand that the metric be form-invariant under this trans-
formation: 6g,, = L, 8., = 0, where L, denotes the Lie

-8 Lap..w
J(Y,B...w(Sk B0 = 0S obs - 3)

derivative [29] 30]] along y. Moreover, we specifically
use 0k« = £, k. Then, Eq. () implies

V kaﬁ..w .

0Sops =0 = d4 a/ﬂ w-E)(

“

Hence, there only remains the Lie derivative part of the
background field. This leads to the requirement

LX]_((I,B...(U =0 , (5)

such that the isometry is imposed on the background
field. For a diffeomorphism that is not an isometry, it
holds that 6g,, = Leguw = Vuéy + V,é, and 6k« =
Lk« with the Lie derivative L along the genera-
tor ¢ of the diffeomorphism. Performing several integra-
tions by parts in Eq. (2) and employing the contracted
second Bianchi identity V¥G,,, = 0, we arrive at the re-
lationship

V#T,#V - Qﬁ...wvvl}aﬁmw + V/l(-]v wl_c/lﬂw)

+ V/l(lav...wl_(a/lmw) + -+ V/I(Jaﬁ...v];aﬁw/l) .
6)

For the theory to be dynamically consistent, a critical
requirement is that the following differential equations
be satisfied [8, 9]:

v, 1%, =0. ™

Note that the latter result has been well-known for
around 20 years. However, below, we intend to pro-
vide an alternative view on this problem. The previ-
ous equations enable us to understand how the conflict
between explicit spacetime symmetry breaking and dy-
namics can be resolved, at least for particular systems
equipped with isometries. Equation [3|clearly shows the
conflict in the variation of the action with respect to ob-
server and particle diffeomorphisms in the presence of
a nondynamical background field. Each of the 4 equa-
tions holds for 1 out of the 4 diffeomorphism genera-
tors. Thus, our current interest is in isometries related
to diffeomorphisms, whereas isometries associated with
local Lorentz transformations are of minor importance
for our purpose.

First of all, let us assume that the system does not
exhibit any isometries that can be identified with diffeo-
morphisms. In this case, we must resort to Eq. (7). For
a rather generic metric of complicated form, the latter
set of coupled nonlinear partial differential equations is
likely to heavily reduce the degrees of freedom of the
background field, maybe even to the point that all the
coeflicients vanish identically. However, there may be a



way out for gravitational systems that exhibit at least a
single diffeomorphism corresponding to an isometry, as
we shall argue below.

By following this line of reasoning, suppose that
the gravitational system is characterized by its invari-
ance under a certain diffeomorphism. For example, the
Schwarzschild ansatz, which describes a static metric,
is invariant under infinitesimal time diffeomorphisms.
Such a diffeomorphism is then an isometry of the met-
ric, which allows us to identify the generator of this dif-
feomorphism with a Killing vector field y. Now, Eq. (3)
applies, whereupon the nondynamical background field
must be compatible with the symmetry of the metric.
Consistency between dynamics and Riemannian geom-
etry demands that Eq. (7) also be valid. The latter is a
consistency requirement, whereas the former takes the
role of a physical statement on a symmetry that the grav-
itational system possesses.

The role of the isometry is to reduce the number of
degrees of freedom in both the metric g, and the back-
ground field k%« By doing so, the differential equa-
tions of Eq. (7) are supposed to simplify, which con-
tributes to finding nontrivial solutions k%« compatible
with the dynamics. The presence of each further isome-
try that can be identified with a diffeomorphism reduces
the complexity of g, and k% even more. Conse-
quently, the system of differential equations to be solved
for the coeflicients of the background field is expected
to be ever more manageable.

For simple background fields to start with such as
the coordinate scalar u, all these conditions are likely to
only permit a vanishing background field. However, if
the number of Lorentz indices in X/ increases, in par-
ticular, for the nonminimal SME, the background field
is supposed to have enough degrees of freedom such
that some nonzero coefficients are expected to survive.
Note that the method described in its generality in the
present Letter was successfully applied to the ¢ coef-
ficients in Ref. [25] very recently, which showcases a
specific example. Thus, isometries turn out to be critical
in the quest for nondynamical background fields giving
rise to a consistent theory.

When there are exactly 4 isometries with Killing vec-
tor fields y”, i = 1...4 being identified with each of
the 4 diffeomorphisms, we have 4 equations of the form
of Eq. (B). Then, the problematic term on the left-hand
side of Eq. (3) vanishes, which automatically removes
any clash between Riemannian geometry and dynam-
ics. In this case, the requirement of Eq. (7) is supposed
to be satisfied identically and should not contain further
physical information. Recall that maximally symmetric
spacetimes, which have 4 isometries corresponding to

Figure 1: Space of all possible spacetime metrics containing metric
ansdtze as well as solutions of the dynamical field equations. This
space involves subspaces of metrics with an ever-increasing number
of isometries described by Nyt € [1, 10] Killing vector fields. The
innermost subspace comprises maximally symmetric spacetimes with
Nwot = 10, where examples are the de-Sitter (8%), Minkowski (R*),
and anti-de-Sitter (H*) metrics. Examples for Ny = 6 are the FLRW-
type metrics, for Ny = 5 the metric of the Godel Universe, for Ny =
4 the Schwarzschild metric, and for Ny, = 2 the Kerr metric.

4 diffeomorphisms, are already described by quite sim-
ple metrics, which are diagonal and exhibit uninvolved
dependencies on the spacetime coordinates.

The well-known three classes of these geometries are
de-Sitter (S*), Minkowski (R*), and anti-de-Sitter (H*)
spacetimes. For example, take g,, = 1,,, which is the
Minkowski metric. The latter has 10 isometries, where
4 of these are identified with translations (diffeomor-
phisms). By working in Cartesian coordinates, the as-
sociated Killing vector fields y® for i = 1...4 can be
chosen to have constant coefficients. Then, Eq. (3) defi-
nitely holds for constant background field coefficients.
This is a convenient property of the nongravitational
SME, which is free of any geometrical inconsistencies
with dynamics.

Moreover, the presence of isometries can be inter-
preted as reducing spacetime geometry in an analo-
gous way as it occurs for the gravitational CS term [22]
and the treatment of the minimal gravitational SME in
Ref. [24], as explained in Sec. [T} To understand this,
we start from the space of all possible spacetime met-
rics g,, without any symmetries imposed, which con-
tains all real and symmetric (4 X 4) matrices depending
on the spacetime coordinates. Let y” be a Killing vec-
tor fori = 1...Ngg where 1 < Ngig < 4 such that the
maximum Ngg = 4 matches the total number of dif-
feomorphisms. For each isometry that exists, the initial



space of all metrics is reduced to a subspace, which in-
volves only the metrics in agreement with the isometry
required. Increasing the number of Killing vectors one
by one, steadily increases the symmetry of the metric
and reduces the number of its independent degrees of
freedom (see Fig.[T).

3. Conclusions

In this Letter, some of the essential aspects of explicit
diffeomorphism violation in gravity were reconsidered.
First, we explained in a transparent way the possible in-
consistency between dynamics and spacetime geometry
through Eqs. (3), (6). Second, the approach of restrict-
ing spacetime geometry in the cases of the gravitational
CS term [22] and the minimal gravitational SME [24]]
was revisited. For consistency, one must impose space-
time geometries with *RR = 0 for the CS termand R = 0
for a subset of the u, s, and ¢ coeflicients. Third, we
introduced a novel approach, which substantially relies
on isometries of a gravitational system. As shown in
Ref. [25] in the specific setting of the ¢ coefficients in
a FLRW spacetime, it allows for a treatment of explicit
diffeomorphism violation in gravity. This technique is
expected to be applicable to other gravitational systems
such as black holes, which are also accompanied by
isometries.

Bailey et al. [24] showed recently how linearized-
gravity theories with explicit diffeomorphism violation
can imply more than 2 propagating physical degrees of
freedom, where the additional ones are not suppressed
by SME coefficients. This poses an excellent oppor-
tunity to look for such modes in gravitational waves
and to rule out these extensions if additional modes are
not detected. Our approach relies on the full nonlin-
ear modified-gravity theory defined by the action of the
gravitational SME. It demonstrates how isometries can
be valuable for constructing nondynamical background
fields that do not clash with Riemannian geometry, at
least for a subset of metrics compatible with the sym-
metries of the system. These results form a robust the-
oretical base for studying the phenomenology of such
settings further in the future.
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