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Abstract. It has long been understood that certain theories of ghost free massive
gravity and their multi-graviton extensions can be thought of as arising from a higher
dimensional theory of gravity, upon discretising the extra dimension. However, this
correspondence between standard multi-gravity and extra dimensional gravity holds
only when one discretises the extra dimension after gauge fixing the lapse function
associated to the various lower dimensional hypersurfaces. The lapse provides crucial
structure to the extra dimensional theory: in pure general relativity (GR), it ensures
full diffeomorphism invariance of the theory, and enforces its Hamiltonian constraint.
Thus, upon deconstruction, important information related to the extra dimension is
missing in the resulting multi-gravity theory; as a result one could never hope to recover
higher dimensional GR in its entirety upon taking the appropriate continuum limit.
Here, we develop an improved deconstruction procedure that maintains the free lapse,
and show that the resulting deconstructed theory is essentially multi-gravity equipped
with additional dynamical scalar fields, whose field equations encode the Hamiltonian
constraint in the extra dimensional theory. As an example, we explicitly demonstrate
that – with an FLRW ansatz for the metrics in this new theory – one may recover
all of the equations and constraints of 5-dimensional brane cosmology upon taking
the continuum limit. We then treat the deconstructed theory as an entity in its own
right, and generalise it to arbitrary dimension and interaction structures beyond those
admitting a well-defined continuum limit. We dub this theory ‘scalar-tensor multi-
gravity’, and show that the new scalar equations change the structure of some simple
solutions that were previously allowed in standard multi-gravity, in a manner that
exactly mirrors what we expect from higher dimensional GR.ar
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1 Introduction

It is an old and familiar story, dating back to the time of Kaluza and Klein (KK), that
the gravitational physics of any higher dimensional spacetime, whenever one or more
of the extra dimensions is compact, manifests itself to a lower dimensional observer
through the appearance of towers of massive spin-2 states called massive gravitons.
The number of such states in the effective lower dimensional description is dictated
by the requirement that the higher dimensional theory be valid up to its correspond-
ing Planck scale; from an effective field theory (EFT) perspective, the heaviest KK
graviton existing within the spectrum of the lower dimensional theory must have mass
m ≲M

(D)
Pl . A great many models of beyond the Standard Model physics, introduced to

provide solutions to numerous outstanding fundamental problems, base themselves on
the existence of compact extra dimensions (string theory being the obvious example,
but there are others too: for example, the Randall-Sundrum braneworld models [1, 2]
that we will talk about in great detail in section 3 of this work). Consequently, lower
dimensional EFTs containing multiple massive spin-2 fields are a generic prediction of
these sorts of models, hence it is important to think about them as a means by which
us humans, as 4-dimensional observers, might test for the imprints of extra dimensional
physics. Thankfully, over the last decade and a half, our understanding of EFTs of
massive gravity has undergone something of a revolution.

The tale of trying to give mass to the graviton in a consistent manner dates back
to the time of Fierz and Pauli, who in 1939 first wrote down the linearised theory of
a massive, self-interacting spin-2 field [3]. As is well-known, general relativity (GR)
constitutes the unique nonlinear completion of the linear Fierz-Pauli theory describing
a self-interacting, massless spin-2 field [4–8]. However, for nearly a century, it was
thought that a similarly healthy nonlinear completion of massive gravity was impossi-
ble, owing to the emergence of the so-called Boulware-Deser (BD) ghost – a problematic
scalar mode equipped with wrong-sign kinetic term, signalling an instability of the vac-
uum – once nonlinear interactions were taken into account [9, 10]. Because of this,
there was little work on massive gravity throughout the 20th century, as the theory
was thought to be pathological. However, it turned out that the original BD analysis
did not consider all possible interaction terms, and a breakthrough came much later,
in 2010, when a viable nonlinear theory of massive gravity was constructed [11–13]
and subsequently proved to be free of the BD ghost [14–20]. The theory, built upon
groundwork laid earlier in [21, 22], goes by the name of dRGT massive gravity, after
its progenitors: de Rham, Gabadadze and Tolley (there were important contributions
also by Hassan and Rosen [13–16]). It gives a mass to the graviton via a framework
in which the physical spacetime metric interacts with some auxiliary reference metric
that one inserts by hand, in a special manner that exorcises the ghost. Typically, the
reference metric is taken to be Minkowski, although one is free to be more general if
one so wishes. By providing a kinetic term for the reference metric, thereby promoting
it to a second dynamical field, one obtains the theory of ghost free bigravity [23, 24].
The generalisation to multiple interacting metric fields followed soon after in [25], al-
though this general theory is only ghost free up to certain conditions, upon which we
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shall elaborate in section 2.1.
These theories of multiple interacting spin-2 fields are all encompassed by the

umbrella term ‘multi-gravity’, thanks to their construction in terms of multiple inter-
acting metric tensor fields. For further details regarding multi-gravity’s development
and phenomenology, we refer the reader to the excellent and comprehensive reviews
[26, 27] on massive gravity, as well as [28] on bigravity.

Understanding how multi-gravity arises from a more standard gravitational the-
ory (i.e. with only a single massless graviton) in higher dimensions, in the spirit of
Kaluza-Klein, is an example of the procedure of dimensional deconstruction; the idea is
to simply take the higher dimensional gravitational theory and then discretise the ex-
tra dimension(s) on a lattice with a finite number of sites. Deconstruction actually has
its origins in non-gravitational gauge theories [29–31], but the basic procedure applies
equally well to gravity too [21, 32–36]; it is related to the more standard KK proce-
dure, whereby one integrates out the extra dimensions instead of discretising them,
by a discrete Fourier transform [36]. We shall elaborate fully on how deconstruction
works in section 2.2, but the starting point is always to consider the (D + 1) ADM
decomposition of the higher dimensional metric [37], where one foliates the extra di-
mension by hypersurfaces that are linked together by means of the lapse and shift fields
(see section 2.2 for definitions of these fields). The induced metrics on these hypersur-
faces become analogous to the multi-gravity metrics on the corresponding lattice sites,
and the shift vectors become analogous to the Stückelberg fields that restore diffeo-
morphism invariance to the deconstructed theory (we will introduce the Stückelberg
mechanism in section 2.1.3).

However, the lapse function, which defines the distance between adjacent hyper-
surfaces, has no analogue in standard multi-gravity, because in order to generate the
standard ghost free spin-2 interactions upon deconstruction, one must gauge fix the
lapse to 1 before discretising the extra dimension [36]; this means it does not appear
at all in the standard multi-gravity action, when naively one might expect it to appear
as a scalar. This is the cause of a whole host of problems, because the lapse function
provides crucial structure to the higher dimensional theory: in particular, it ensures
that (in the case where the higher dimensional theory is pure GR) there is diffeomor-
phism invariance along the extra dimension, and it also enforces the higher dimensional
Hamiltonian constraint through its equation of motion. Clearly, these pieces of struc-
ture are then missing in the resulting multi-gravity theory and so multi-gravity in its
current form cannot genuinely arise from the dimensional deconstruction of higher di-
mensional GR. In fact, the suggestion from [36] is that the lack of an analogue for the
lapse in standard multi-gravity is the reason why it becomes strongly coupled at such
a low energy scale (again, more on this in section 2.3), and that an improved decon-
struction procedure that keeps the lapse free may resolve some or all of these issues.
Granted, the resulting lower dimensional theory will not be standard multi-gravity,
but it should still be something closely related.

In this work, we develop such a procedure, and show that the (tentatively) correct
deconstructed theory is a hybrid of standard multi-gravity coupled to a collection of
scalar fields, which correspond to the value of the higher dimensional lapse function
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on the different hypersurfaces/sites. These scalar fields were not present in standard
multi-gravity, and it is precisely their equations of motion that encode the dynam-
ics of the lapse upon taking the continuum limit. Indeed, we explicitly demonstrate,
using the concrete 5-dimensional example of Randall-Sundrum brane cosmology (see
e.g. [38, 39]), that the field equations and constraints of this new 4-dimensional multi-
scalar, multi-gravity theory encode all of the field equations, constraints and junction
conditions of 5-dimensional GR in the continuum limit. However, we stress that one
should still confirm that the new 4-dimensional theory remains valid all the way up
to the 5-dimensional Planck scale, a calculation that we save for future work. Never-
theless, our results motivate us to consider the deconstructed theory as an interesting
theory of modified gravity in its own right (indeed, even standard multi-gravity is a
perfectly valid and interesting lower dimensional EFT, without reference to any de-
construction), as we generalise it to arbitrary dimension and away from the continuum
limit. We will show that the new scalar equations of motion change the structure of
the simplest solutions of standard multi-gravity (the so-called ‘proportional solutions’
[40, 41]), in a manner that reflects what we know to happen in higher dimensional GR.

The structure of the paper, then, is as follows: in section 2, we review standard
multi-gravity in arbitrary spacetime dimension, introducing its metric, vielbein and
Stückelberg formulations, and we review how deconstruction has been approached
previously, including why it fails for standard multi-gravity; in section 3, we develop our
new deconstruction procedure that keeps the lapse free and show that it can recover all
of the equations and constraints of higher dimensional GR, in the right circumstances,
using the example of Randall-Sundrum brane cosmology; in section 4, we generalise
the resulting deconstructed theory to develop the modified gravity theory that we dub
‘scalar-tensor multi-gravity’, and show that the structure of its simplest solutions differ
from standard multi-gravity owing to the new scalar field equations; finally we conclude
in section 5.

We work with natural units c = ℏ = 1 throughout, and always use a mostly-plus
metric signature.

2 Warm up: deconstructing standard multi-gravity

2.1 Review of standard multi-gravity

The theory of ghost free multi-gravity, as the name suggests, describes multiple metric
tensor fields interacting with one another nonlinearly on the same spacetime manifold;
at linear level, it describes the propagation of a single massless spin-2 field together
with a finite tower of massive spin-2 fields. The theory is based on the symmetry group
GC1 × . . . × GCN , the direct product of diffeomorphisms associated to each metric
(although the interactions actually break this down to just the diagonal subgroup that
transforms every metric in the same way), just as GR is symmetric under the one GC
associated to the general covariance of the Einstein-Hilbert action.

Multi-gravity may be formulated using two different approaches: one may work
in either the metric formalism, where the potential governing the interactions between
the various metrics is constructed from those metrics directly, or the vielbein formalism
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(also known as the tetrad formalism), where it is instead written in terms of wedge
products of the different tetrad 1-forms associated to each of the metrics. Both for-
malisms are very useful in different situations; for example, the vielbein formalism is
essential when one wishes to talk of dimensional deconstruction, and is less restrictive
than the metric formalism in a manner we will soon come to, whereas the metric for-
malism more readily facilitates determination of the structure and perturbations of the
multi-gravity field equations.

Equivalence between the two formalisms is not immediate. Indeed, multi-metric
and multi-vielbein theories are actually not equivalent in general; their equivalence is
intimately tied to the satisfaction of the so-called Deser-van Nieuwenhuizen symmetric
vielbein condition, which we introduce in the coming section. However, in all situa-
tions we will be considering later on, the metric and vielbein formulations are entirely
interchangeable, so we will use both throughout this work, depending on which better
lends itself to the problem at hand. We will begin by introducing multi-gravity in
the metric formalism, as this is probably the most commonly used, and certainly the
most familiar to the massive gravity literature, but we will come on to the vielbein
formalism afterwards and show how the two can be related.

2.1.1 Metric formalism

The action, I, for multi-gravity living on some D-dimensional spacetime manifold,
MD, is expressed in the metric formalism as a sum of N Einstein-Hilbert kinetic terms1

(one for each metric), along with the ghost free dRGT-style interaction potential that
couples the various metrics together, and some action IM for the collective matter
fields coupled to the theory (see [11–13, 47–49]):

I = IK + IV + IM (2.1)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

MD−2
i

2

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)R(i) (2.2)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m em(Si→j) . (2.3)

The multi-metric potential is built by summing up the elementary symmetric polyno-
mials, em, of the eigenvalues of the characteristic building-block matrices:

Si→j =
√
g−1
(i) g(j) , (2.4)

together with some constant coefficients β
(i,j)
m = β

(j,i)
m (of mass dimension D) that

characterise the interactions between g
(i)
µν and g

(j)
µν . In Eq. (2.4), the matrix square

1Actually, in D dimensions, any combination of Lovelock invariants [42, 43] beyond the Einstein-
Hilbert term can be taken as the kinetic term; the important thing is that there are no derivative
couplings between the different metrics, as these generically lead to pathologies [44–46]. We stick
with standard Einstein-Hilbert here because we are interested in deconstructing GR in one dimension
higher.
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root is defined in the sense that (S2
i→j)

µ
ν = g(i)µλg

(j)
λν , while the elementary symmetric

polynomials are given in terms of the eigenvalues, λk, of Si→j as:

e0(λ1, λ2, . . . , λD) = 1 (2.5)

e1(λ1, λ2, . . . , λD) =
∑

1≤i≤D

λi (2.6)

...

ek(λ1, λ2, . . . , λD) =
∑

1≤j1<j2<...<jk≤D

λj1 . . . λjk (2.7)

...

eD(λ1, λ2, . . . , λD) = λ1λ2 . . . λD . (2.8)

They can also be explicitly constructed iteratively in terms of the trace of Si→j, starting
from e0(S) = 1, as:

em(S) = − 1

m

m∑
n=1

(−1)nTr(Sn)em−n(S) . (2.9)

Lastly, since Si→j = S−1
j→i, there is a sense in which these interactions are oriented :

we say that a term in the potential, Eq. (2.3), that contains Si→j (not Sj→i) is positively
oriented with respect to the i-th metric and negatively oriented with respect to the
j-th metric. The orientation of an interaction with respect to a given metric affects
the form of that metric’s field equations, as we will see. It is also simply an artifact
of the way one chooses to write down the potential and its interaction coefficients. To
see this, note that the following identity holds on the building-blocks of the potential:√

− det g(i)

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m em(Si→j) =

√
− det g(j)

D∑
m=0

β
(i,j)
D−mem(Sj→i) , (2.10)

which shows that one can always consider any given positively oriented interaction
as a negatively oriented one simply by redefining the interaction coefficients – the
orientation is nothing mysterious; it is just a manifestation of what one decides to call
βm when writing down a particular model.

Given a multi-metric potential, the simplest way to view the corresponding inter-
action structure is as a directed graph [41, 49, 50], as depicted in figure 1. Symmetries
of a particular multi-metric model under permutations of the metric labels and swap-
ping of interaction orientations can then be equivalently viewed as symmetries of said
model’s directed theory graph.

The multi-metric interactions are not entirely arbitrary: in order to fully exorcise
the BD ghost, the interaction structure cannot contain any cycles (a cycle is e.g.
1 → 2 → 3 → 1, so that the potential is built from all three of S1→2, S2→3 and S3→1; in
other words, it is a loop in the theory graph) [51, 52]. Precisely, including a cycle leads
to the loss of the secondary constraints that would otherwise kill the ghostly degrees of
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Figure 1: Directed theory graph representing some generic multi-metric model. The
circular nodes represent different metrics, the edges indicate interactions and the arrows
point in the direction of positive interaction orientation. Each metric generically has
a number of interactions of either orientation, and each edge contributes a term to the
field equations of the two metrics it connects; these terms are orientation-dependent.

freedom, so those ghosts survive. The same requirement extends also into the matter
sector, so that within IM one is only able to couple entirely separate matter sectors to
separate metrics – one can imagine introducing an energy-momentum tensor into the
theory graph as a different type of node (say, depicted by a square); again no loops are
permitted to form, between either circles, squares or their combinations [53–55]2.

The field equations that arise from the action (2.1) are as follows:

MD−2
i G(i)µ

ν +W (i)µ
ν = T (i)µ

ν , (2.11)

where the new term W characterises the effect of the interactions over and above the
standard GR interactions. In the metric formalism, it is explicitly given by:

W (i)µ
ν =

∑
j

D∑
m=0

(−1)mβ(i,j)
m Y µ

(m)ν(Si→j) +
∑
k

D∑
m=0

(−1)mβ
(k,i)
D−mY

µ
(m)ν(Si→k) , (2.12)

where (with respect to the i-th metric) j denote positively oriented interactions, k
denote negatively oriented interactions, and we define the matrices:

Y(m)(S) =
m∑

n=0

(−1)nSm−nen(S) . (2.13)

A useful identity one can show using Eq. (2.9) is that:

TrY(m)(S) = (−1)m(D −m)em(S) . (2.14)

Lastly, owing to the Bianchi identities on the Einstein tensors, as well as the gen-
eral covariance of the total matter sector, the W -tensors are subject to the constraint
[60]:

N−1∑
i=0

√
− det g(i)∇(i)

µ W
(i)µ

ν = 0 . (2.15)

2There is the notable exception, however, where a single matter source can be coupled to multiple
metrics in a ghost free manner through the special ‘effective’ metric considered in [54, 56–59].
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Whenever matter couples to one site only, or when there is no matter coupling at all,
the divergences of eachW -tensor (i.e. each term in the above sum) must instead vanish
individually. For all situations we will consider in this work, this will indeed be the
case3, so we will have:

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
ν = 0 ∀ i . (2.16)

This condition is referred to as the Bianchi constraint ; it tells us that there can be no
flow of energy-momentum across the interacting metrics.

As an instructive example to see how this all works, one may consider the theory of
bigravity – the simplest of the multi-metric theories that contains exactly two metrics,
usually denoted g

(0)
µν ≡ gµν and g

(1)
µν ≡ fµν . The theory graph consists of just two nodes

adjoined by a single line, as in figure 2.

Figure 2: Directed theory graph for bigravity, with N = 2 metrics. In bigravity,
both metrics are treated on the same footing, as one can show using Eq. (2.10) that
the theory is invariant under the simultaneous exchanges of g ↔ f , Mg ↔ Mf and
βm ↔ βD−m.

The single interaction, parametrised by one set of coefficients β
(g,f)
m ≡ βm, is

positively oriented with respect to gµν and negatively oriented with respect to fµν , so
the field equations are:

MD−2
g G(g)µ

ν +
D∑

m=0

(−1)mβmY
µ
(m)ν(Sg→f ) = T (g)µ

ν , (2.17)

MD−2
f G(f)µ

ν +
D∑

m=0

(−1)mβD−mY
µ
(m)ν(Sf→g) = T (f)µ

ν , (2.18)

which are precisely the standard bigravity field equations quoted in e.g. [28, 61].

2.1.2 Vielbein formalism

In the vielbein formalism, one instead expresses everything given above in the conve-
nient language of differential forms, using the tetrad 1-forms e(i)a = e

(i)a
µ dxµ in place

of the metrics, with the vielbeins defined in the usual way through g
(i)
µν = e

(i)a
µ e

(i)b
ν ηab.

3For example, coupling to one distinguished metric will become analogous in the continuum limit
to placing matter on a brane at a distinguished location in the extra dimension.
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The action in this language is now written as (see e.g. [25, 48, 60]):

I = IK + IV + IM (2.19)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

MD−2
i

2

∫
MD

R
(i)
ab ∧ ⋆

(i)e(i)ab (2.20)

IV = −
N−1∑

i1...iD=0

∫
MD

εa1...aDTi1...iDe
(i1)a1 ∧ . . . ∧ e(iD)aD . (2.21)

The kinetic term, of course, is just a rewriting of the standard Einstein-Hilbert term for
each tetrad in terms of the curvature form, R

(i)
ab , of the i-th (Levi-Civita) connection,

with the shorthand e(i)ab... meaning e(i)a ∧ e(i)b ∧ . . ., and ⋆(i) being the Hodge star
associated to the i-th tetrad.

The potential is now built from the wedge products of the various tetrads, with
some new symmetric coefficients Ti1...iD = T(i1...iD) (again of mass dimension D) to

characterise the interactions. These coefficients are analogous to the β
(i,j)
m of the metric

formalism, but they are not necessarily equivalent; indeed, as alluded to at the start
of this section, not all multi-gravity theories described by the multi-vielbein action
(2.19) can be equivalently expressed in the multi-metric language of Eq. (2.1). In fact,
this happens only when the so-called Deser-van Nieuwenhuisen symmetric vielbein
condition:

e(i)µae
(j)b
µ = e(i)µbe(j)µa , (2.22)

is satisfied, which allows one to trade off products of vielbeins for the Si→j matrices
of the metric formalism (see e.g. [25]). The only known multi-vielbein models that
satisfy this condition and hence have a metric description of the form (2.1) are those
involving exclusively pairwise interactions; in terms of the Ti1...iD , this restricts one to
only permit terms of the form Tiiii..., Tjiii..., Tjjii... and so on.

Provided that there are no cycles in the interaction structure, as we stated in the
previous subsection, these pairwise interacting models are the only ghost free theories
one may write down in the metric formalism. In general, multi-vielbein theories with
arbitrary Ti1...iD are ghostly, so for a time it was thought that the only ghost free multi-
vielbein theories one could write down were those with pairwise interactions that could
be equivalently expressed in metric form [62]. However, this turned out not to be true,
as a more recent class of multi-vielbein models free of the BD ghost was found in [63]
(its spectrum was determined in [64]), where the interaction term can be rewritten as
the determinant of the sum of the tetrads; in terms of the Ti1...iD , this means one is
restricted to only terms that factorise into Ti1...iD = Ti1Ti2 . . . TiD . This class of models
does allow for cycles, and does not yet have an equivalent metric formulation, so in
this sense multi-vielbein models are more general than multi-metric models.

Still, throughout this work, we will only be considering models with pairwise
interactions, since we will see that the continuum limit only makes sense when all
metrics/tetrads interact in this way. Therefore, the metric and vielbein formalisms
will be interchangeable for us; precisely, the Ti1...iD of the vielbein formalism, upon
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restricting oneself to considering only pairwise interactions, are related to the β
(i,j)
m of

the metric formalism as [48]:

D!Tiiii...i =
∑
j

β
(i,j)
0 +

∑
k

β
(k,i)
D (2.23)

D!Tj . . . j︸ ︷︷ ︸
m

i . . . i︸ ︷︷ ︸
D−m

= β(i,j)
m , (2.24)

where again j and k refer respectively to positively and negatively oriented interactions
with respect to g

(i)
µν , so the sense of interaction orientation from the metric formalism

is encoded in the vielbein formalism within the structure of Tiiii...i.
The field equations are as in (2.11), and the W -tensor components in vielbein

form are given by (see the appendix of [48] for the derivation, and differential form
version of this expression):

W (i)µ
ν = D!e(i)aν e

(i)µ
[ae

(i)λ1

b1
. . . e

(i)λD−1

bD−1]

∑
j1...jD−1

P(i)Tij1...jD−1
e
(j1)b1
λ1

. . . e
(jD−1)bD−1

λD−1
, (2.25)

with P(i) counting the number of times the index i appears in the interaction coeffi-
cients i.e. a term with Tij1...jD−1

has P(i) = 1, a term with Tiij2...jD−1
has P(i) = 2, and

so on. One may show that whenever one takes exclusively pairwise interactions this is
equivalent to Eq. (2.12) in the metric formalism, by substituting in Eqs. (2.23) and
(2.24) for the Ti1...iD , then contracting any vielbeins with the same index into gener-
alised Kronecker deltas. After this contraction, one is left with terms involving powers
of e

(i)µ
ae

(j)a
µ , which is precisely Si→j given in terms of the vielbeins associated to g

(i)
µν

and g
(j)
µν .

2.1.3 Restoring diffeomorphism invariance

As mentioned earlier, multi-gravity in either formalism is based on the symmetry group
GC1 × . . .×GCN , the direct product of N diffeomorphisms generated by N vectors ξi
that transform the metrics separately as δg

(i)
µν = Lξig

(i)
µν . The non-interacting theory is

invariant under this entire collection of diffeomorphisms; turning on the interactions,
the symmetry is broken to the single surviving diagonal subgroup that transforms all of
the metrics simultaneously by the same vector ξ. It is easy to see that this is the only
way to keep Si→j invariant; the transformation on g−1

(i) undoes the transformation on g(j)
only when the metrics each transform by the same amount. The theory consequently
propagates a single massless spin-2 field that is invariant under transformations of this
subgroup, together with N − 1 massive spin-2 fields, all of which are combinations of
the original metric perturbations – see [48, 49] for the complete linearised theory.

However, as we know, diffeomorphism invariance is a gauge symmetry. It is not
a real physical symmetry of a system; rather, it is a redundancy of description: any
theory that appears diffeomorphism invariant may be written in a manner that is not
manifestly so simply by choosing a preferred coordinate system. Similarly, any theory
with manifestly broken diffeomorphisms may have them restored via the introduction
of new gauge degrees of freedom that account for the symmetry breaking – this is the
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essence of the Stückelberg trick. In multi-gravity, it is easiest to demonstrate how this
works in the metric formalism [65], following the pioneering work of Arkani-Hamed,
Georgi and Schwartz back in 2003 [21].

The starting point is to note that each GCi factor sitting within the direct prod-
uct GC1 × . . . × GCN acts in the same way as would a change of coordinates4 from
xµ → fµ

i (x), transforming the distinguished metric g
(i)
µν as:

g(i)µν(x) → ∂µf
α
i ∂νf

β
i g

(i)
αβ(fi(x)) . (2.26)

The vectors ξi mentioned above are the infinitesimal generators of these diffeomor-
phisms; that is, to lowest order, fµ

i (x) = xµ − ξµi . The infinitesimal version of Eq.

(2.26) then becomes δg
(i)
µν = Lξig

(i)
µν , as we wrote earlier.

Considering the metric tensor itself i.e. g = gµν(x)dx
µ ⊗ dxν , rather than just its

components gµν , one may express Eq. (2.26) as a functional composition [21]:

g(i)
fi−→ g(i) ◦ fi , (2.27)

where the coordinate basis 1-forms transform as dxµ → dfµ
i = ∂αf

µ
i dx

α.
Each metric g(i) lies in a tensor representation of GCi only ; they are scalars as far

as the other GCj factors that exist within the product GC1× . . .×GCN are concerned.
Therefore, only transformations wrought by fµ

i alter the metrics in the manner defined
by Eq. (2.27); under action of the other GCj, the metrics are unchanged:

g(i)
fj−→ g(i) (i ̸= j) . (2.28)

Thus, under a gauge transformation of the entire direct product group of diffeomor-
phisms, GC1 × . . . × GCN , generated by all the functions fµ

1 , . . . , f
µ
N simultaneously,

each metric g(i) only sees the part coming from its corresponding fµ
i .

The goal now is to introduce new gauge degrees of freedom, called Stückelberg
fields, that allow us to modify the multi-gravity potential in such a way that the
theory becomes manifestly invariant under the entire product GC1 × . . . × GCN . In
practice, this means making all of the Si→j invariant under the various sub-products
GCi × GCj, since each of the kinetic terms depends on one metric only and is hence
already manifestly diffeomorphism invariant. Upon fixing a particular gauge for the
Stückelberg fields, one should still be able to recover the original action where these
symmetries appear broken (aside from the diagonal subgroup), and where these new
gauge degrees of freedom have been eaten to give all but one of the spin-2 fields masses.
Let us see how this procedure works.

Firstly, remember that Si→j =
√
g−1
(i) g(j), and that g(i) and g(j) lie in tensor

representations of GCi and GCj, respectively, while they are scalars under the other.

4Of course, transformations under each individual GCi factor are not really coordinate transfor-
mations: since every metric lives on the same spacetime, a genuine coordinate transformation would
transform every metric in the same way – coordinate transformations actually generate the diagonal
subgroup!
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To make Si→j invariant under GCi×GCj, we need to either replace g(i) with an object
that transforms as a tensor under only GCj, or g(j) with an object that transforms
as a tensor under only GCi. It doesn’t matter which way one decides to do this, as
they are ultimately related by dualities [65, 66] – we will choose the latter option for
concreteness. The desired objects, which we denote g̃(i), are built as follows:

g̃(i) = g(j) ◦ Y(j,i) , (2.29)

or in components:
g̃(i)µν(x) = ∂µY

α
(j,i)∂νY

β
(j,i)g

(j)
αβ(Y(j,i)(x)) . (2.30)

The Y µ
(j,i)(x) are our newly introduced Stückelberg fields, which are charged under both

factors of the product GCi ×GCj (they lie in the tensor product representation of the
fundamental of GCi with the anti-fundamental of GCj) to transform as:

Y(j,i)
fi, fj−−−→ f−1

j ◦ Y(j,i) ◦ fi , (2.31)

which again in components reads:

Y µ
(j,i)(x) = (f−1

j )µY(j,i)(fi(x)) , (2.32)

so the Stückelberg fields Y µ
(j,i)(x) can be thought of as defining the pullback map of

the metric g(j) from site j to site i. In terms of the graph structure of section 2.1.1,
the different Y(j,i) fields live on the links between different nodes; for a theory with
N metrics, there are N − 1 such links, hence there are N − 1 sets of Stückelberg
fields. In this sense, the theory graphs we defined earlier are really quiver diagrams
[29, 67, 68] for the gravitational gauge theory whose gauge group is the direct product
of diffeomorphisms, GC1 × . . . × GCN ; in quiver language, the Stückelberg fields are
the link fields.

Under a gauge transformation, our new objects g̃(i) consequently transform as:

g̃(i)
fi, fj−−−→ g(j) ◦ fj ◦ f−1

j ◦ Y(j,i) ◦ fi = g̃(i) ◦ fi , (2.33)

in other words, they transform as tensors under GCi only, and as scalars under GCj,
which is exactly what we wanted! Hence, one may replace in the multi-gravity action
all of the Si→j matrices with the new building-block matrices S̃i→j defined by:

Si→j → S̃i→j ≡
√
g−1
(i) g̃(i) =

√
g(i)µλ∂λY α

(j,i)∂νY
β
(j,i)g

(j)
αβ , (2.34)

which are each invariant under their corresponding sub-product GCi × GCj
5; then,

the full interaction term involving sums over all the different S̃i→j will be invariant
under the full product GC1 × . . . × GCN . By including N − 1 sets of Stückelberg

5Precisely, both g−1
(i) and g̃(i) transform as tensors only under the GCi factor, and they transform

by complementary amounts that cancel one another (since one of them is inverted); both transform
as scalars under the GCj factor, so S̃i→j is invariant under the product GCi ×GCj .
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fields to construct the interaction terms in this way, one restores the N − 1 broken
diffeomorphism invariances to the theory.

It is important to note that one neither gains nor loses any physical information by
writing the theory in terms of the Stückelberg fields – they are just gauge fields after all,
so one can always choose to fix them to the so-called unitary gauge, where all Y µ

(j,i) = xµ.

In unitary gauge, S̃i→j = Si→j, so one recovers the standard form of the multi-gravity
action (2.1), invariant under only the diagonal subgroup of diffeomorphisms. Indeed,
one may show that the equations of motion for the Stückelberg fields, if one chooses
to include them explicitly, are completely equivalent to the Bianchi constraint in the
unitary gauge theory [16]. Precisely, one finds that:

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
ν =

∑
j

δI

δY µ
(j,i)

∂νY
µ
(j,i) −

∑
k

δI

δY µ
(i,k)

∂νY
µ
(i,k) , (2.35)

so the divergences of the W -tensors vanish provided that the Stückelberg fields satisfy
their Euler-Lagrange equations.

The utility of including the Stückelberg fields lies in the understanding that they
offer. In a general situation, one may expand the various Y µ

(j,i) around the identity as:

Y µ
(j,i)(x) = xµ + πµ

(j,i)(x) , (2.36)

then the πµ
(i,j) are essentially the Goldstone bosons associated to the broken diffeomor-

phisms, which are eaten by the interactions in unitary gauge to give the spin-2 fields
their masses. One may decompose these Goldstone modes into their transverse vector
and longitudinal scalar components as:

πµ
(j,i) = g(i)µν

(
A(j,i)

ν + ∂νϕ
(j,i)
)
; (2.37)

the Goldstone boson equivalence theorem then ensures that, in the ‘decoupling limit’,
which we will introduce more concretely in section 2.3, A

(j,i)
µ and ϕ(j,i) become the

helicity-1 and helicity-0 modes of the various massive spin-2 fields, respectively [21].
Many of the fiddly and occasionally problematic aspects of massive gravity theories are
related to the behaviour of the helicity-0 modes (e.g. the vDVZ discontinuity [69, 70],
the Vainshtein mechanism [71–75] etc. – see the reviews [26, 27] for details), so it is
often advantageous to keep track of them explicitly by introducing the Stückelberg
fields. For us, we will see shortly that the Stückelberg fields have the natural inter-
pretation under dimensional deconstruction as encoding the shift vector in the extra
dimensional theory.

We note lastly that one may also perform the Stückelberg trick in the vielbein
formalism, if one so wishes; the only difference is that the vielbein action (2.19) also
has additional broken local Lorentz invariances (associated to the Latin indices) that
must be Stückelberged. Precisely, one can imagine constructing and rewriting the
interactions in terms of the new objects [36, 76]:

ẽ(i)aµ (x) = ∂µY
α
(j,i)Φ

a
(j,i)be

(j)b
α (Y(j,i)(x)) , (2.38)
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where Φa
(i,j)b are the Stückelberg fields for the broken Lorentz invariances. Note that

the manner in which the Φa
(j,i)b are introduced mimics the way a standard local Lorentz

transformation acts on the vielbeins, taking e
(j)a
µ → Λa

(j)be
(j)b
µ , just as the Y µ

(i,j) fields
are introduced in a manner that mimics the way diffeomorphisms act on the spacetime
indices. Replacing all instances of e

(j)a
µ by ẽ

(i)a
µ in the multi-vielbein potential results in

a theory invariant under the direct products of both diffeomorphisms and local Lorentz
invariances (at the cost of introducing these new gauge degrees of freedom). In theories
without interaction cycles, the equations of motion for the Lorentz Stückelberg fields
enforce the Deser-van Nieuwenhuisen symmetric vielbein condition (2.22) that ensures
equivalence between the metric and vielbein formulations of multi-gravity [76].

2.2 The continuum limit and resulting extra dimensional theory

We are at last in a position where we can begin to understand what it means to
attempt to take the continuum limit of multi-gravity, but first we must begin with
some history. As mentioned in the introduction, dimensional deconstruction is an old
idea that has its origin in non-gravitational quiver gauge theories [29–31], but the
concept is the same for gravitational theories too and the basic starting point is now
familiar: one always considers some theory based on a direct product gauge group
S1× . . .×SN , containing N fields/sites of a given type, each of which is charged under
one of the individual factors Si that exist within the product. Originally, the setup
involved a collection of scalars charged under different copies of U(1), but in our case
of gravitational deconstruction, as we have seen, the fields in question are metrics and
the symmetries are diffeomorphisms. One considers the particular scenario where the
corresponding quiver diagram (theory graph, in our terms) forms a chain or ring; that
is, the i-th field interacts only with its nearest neighbours and all the interactions are
oriented positively from i to i+ 1, as in figure 3.

One then introduces, through the interaction coefficients that couple the fields, a
notion of spacing between the different sites, and upon taking the simultaneous limit
where the number of fields is sent to infinity and the lattice spacing is sent to zero
(while keeping their product fixed), one arrives at a gauge theory based on a single
copy of the underlying symmetry group S but in one dimension higher. This is called
taking the continuum limit of the quiver gauge theory. In the gravitational case that we
would like to consider, where the symmetry group of the D-dimensional multi-gravity
theory is GC1 × . . . × GCN , the continuum theory is then based on a single copy of
general covariance in (D + 1)-dimensional spacetime. Therefore, the lattice spacing
in this case has the genuine physical interpretation of representing the separation of
codimension-1 spatial hypersurfaces foliating an additional compact spatial dimension,
with the various metrics g

(i)
µν corresponding to the induced metrics on each of these

hypersurfaces. If the continuum limit exists, it thus provides us with a powerful way
of thinking about both multi-gravity theories with these special types of interaction
structure and theories of standard gravity in higher dimensions.

We note that, in the multi-gravity case, ring-type interactions in the deconstructed
theory are ghostly as they contain a cycle. However, since there are no ghosts in the
extra dimensional theory (standard higher dimensional gravity, plus maybe a Horn-
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(a) Chain-type interaction

(b) Ring-type interaction

Figure 3: Quiver diagrams/theory graphs corresponding to theories that are amenable
to dimensional deconstruction. In the case of the chain, the extra dimension lives on
an interval and is bounded at both ends, whereas in the case of the ring, the extra
dimension is periodic and lives on the circle, S1.

deski scalar [77] – we will see this later on), presumably the masses of the ghosts
should be proportional to the inverse lattice spacing, so that they blow up and decou-
ple in the continuum limit6. Regardless, we wish to work with healthy deconstructed
theories away from the continuum limit, so we shall henceforth work with chain-type
interactions to do our deconstructing. For concreteness, we will also choose to work
between multi-gravity in D = 4 dimensions and standard gravity in D+ 1 = 5 dimen-
sions, although the process of dimensional deconstruction outlined above functions in
qualitatively the same way between any D and (D + 1).

Taking chain-type interactions means that our extra dimension lives on an inter-
val, which we parametrise using a new coordinate y ∈ [0, L], where L is the size of the
compact dimension, and the 5-dimensional manifold factorises as:

M5 = M4 × [0, L] . (2.39)

The manifold M5 thus possesses a 4-dimensional boundary, ∂M5, with two compo-
nents: one at y = 0, which is negatively oriented, and one at y = L, which is positively
oriented7. Usually when one talks of 5-dimensional gravity, the extra dimension is orb-
ifolded on S1/Z2 (the circle that has its top and bottom halves identified), with fixed
points of Z2 at y = 0 and y = L rather than true boundaries, the Z2 symmetry helping
to ease calculations at these special points [1, 2, 38, 39]. In the multi-gravity case, this

6As far as I am aware, nobody has showed this explicitly yet, but it would be interesting to confirm.
7Orientation in this sense means that integration over the boundary component in question comes

equipped with the appropriate sign; it should not be confused with the multi-gravity interaction
orientation of section 2.1.1, although the two actually do turn out to be related, as we will see when
we come to section 3 – and explicitly in appendix A.
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would correspond to the ring-type interaction in figure 3b, but with the interaction
orientation reversed along the bottom half of the theory graph, and each metric along
the top half identified with its corresponding metric along the bottom half. Such a
theory is completely equivalent to a chain theory with all contributions of the bulk
metrics doubled, so we may as well just consider the chain/interval in the first place.

Since the different g
(i)
µν in the deconstructed theory correspond to the induced

metrics on different constant-y hypersurfaces in the extra dimension, it is sensible to
decompose the 5-dimensional metric using a 4+1 spatial ADM split8 [34–37, 78]:

ds2 = GMNdx
MdxN = gµν (dx

µ +Nµdy) (dxν +N νdy) +N 2dy2 . (2.40)

The ADM splitting is the most general way to encode the foliation of the 5-dimensional
manifold M5 by 4-dimensional hypersurfaces of constant y, which we denote Σy. Each
such hypersurface has an induced 4-dimensional metric gµν ; the distance between two
infinitesimally close hypersurfaces Σy and Σy+δy is N δy, which defines the lapse field,
N ; and the normal to a point p ∈ Σy with coordinates xµ hits Σy+δy at a point q with
coordinates that in general differ from xµ by Nµδy, which defines the shift field, Nµ.
Figure 4 shows the situation more clearly.

Figure 4: Diagram depicting the spatial ADM decomposition given by Eq. (2.40).
The hypersurfaces Σy and Σy+δy are a distance N δy apart, and the dashed line tracks
the evolution (in y) of a point p ∈ Σy with coordinates xµ to the corresponding point
p′ ∈ Σy+δy with the same coordinates. The normal to p generically points towards a
different point q ∈ Σy+δy whose coordinates differ from those of p′ by an amount Nµδy.

As alluded to, one establishes the connection to multi-gravity by discretising the
continuous coordinate y into a discrete set of N points, yi, with i running from 0 to

8In vielbein form, this implies Ea = ea +Nady and E5 = Ndy, where EA are the 5-dimensional
tetrads defined implicitly in terms of the 5-dimensional metric, GMN , via GMN = e A

Me B
N ηAB .
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N − 1, separated by distance δy i.e. y → yi = iδy. The continuum limit we would like
to take is N → ∞ and δy → 0 with Nδy = L fixed. In this limit, the metric on a
given site of the theory graph is simply the induced metric on the hypersurface Σyi :

g(i)µν(x) = gµν(x, yi) , (2.41)

while the lapse and shift are also discretised similarly to become a collection of scalar
and vector fields living at their corresponding sites:

Ni(x) = N (x, yi) , (2.42)

Nµ
i (x) = Nµ(x, yi) . (2.43)

We have seen that the way the lapse and shift enter the extra dimensional theory is
as a means of linking different hypersurfaces together; dealing with this properly in
our deconstruction procedure is fiddlier than simply talking about individual lapses or
shifts living at particular sites, and requires one to talk instead about quantities that
live on the links between different sites in our theory graphs. We will have a lot more
to say about this in section 3; for now though, let us continue on to discuss how this
has been approached previously.

2.2.1 ‘Top-down’ approach

Throughout the discussion above, no mention was made of any particular 5-dimensional
theory, nor was any particular action specified; we only stated that the theory should
be gravitational in nature and based on the symmetry group comprising 5-dimensional
diffeomorphisms. In the original approaches to the deconstruction of gravity [32–
35, 78], the goal was to determine the form of the specific multi-gravity theory that
becomes 5-dimensional GR in its continuum limit (if such a limit exists). Thus, these
approaches all started off with the Einstein-Hilbert action in 5-dimensions and tried
to discretise it in a sensible way that leads to a well-defined multi-gravity theory in
4-dimensions; this is why we refer to the approach as ‘top-down’, as it assumes a
particular 5-dimensional theory and works backwards from there.

The 5-dimensional Einstein-Hilbert action in terms of our 4+1 ADM variables is
given by:

I(5) =

∫
M

d5x
√
−G

(
M3

(5)

2
R(5) − 2Λ5

)
+

∫
∂M

M3
(5)K (2.44)

=

∫
M

d4xdy
√
−gN

[
M3

(5)

2

(
R(4) +K2 −KµνK

µν
)
− 2Λ5

]
+

∫
∂M

M3
(5)K , (2.45)

where Kµν are the components of the extrinsic curvature of the hypersurfaces Σy,
defined for any given hypersurface as (half) the Lie derivative of the induced metric
on Σy along its normal vector:

Kµν =
1

2
Lngµν , (2.46)
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and the second integral is the Gibbons-Hawking-York boundary term required to have
a well-posed variational problem when the manifold has a boundary [79–81].

With the ADM decomposition of Eq. (2.40), the coordinate basis form of the nor-
mal vector to Σy is n = (∂y −Nµ∂µ)/N , for which the extrinsic curvature components
are explicitly:

Kµν =
1

2N
(
g′µν −DµNν −DνNµ

)
, (2.47)

with the prime denoting ∂y, and Dµ being the induced 4-dimensional covariant deriva-
tive on Σy

9. The authors of [34–36, 78] call the operation of the derivative parts of the
normal vector on a function the “covariant y-derivative”, and denote it by Dy i.e.

Dy ≡ ∂y −Nµ∂µ , Kµν =
1

2N
LDygµν . (2.48)

We note that in pure GR, the lapse field, N , and shift vector, Nµ, are Lagrange
multipliers that enforce the Hamiltonian and momentum constraints, respectively; they
are not dynamical and hence can be gauge fixed as one wishes, at least in the continuum
theory on its own without reference to any deconstruction10.

The next step in deconstruction requires that one develops a procedure to discre-
tise the Lie derivatives, replacing them with appropriate finite difference expressions
linking neighbouring sites. This is done by introducing to the continuum theory the
Wilson line operators defined by [34, 35]:

W (y′, y) = P exp

∫ y′

y

dỹLDỹ
. (2.49)

These are path-ordered exponentials of Lie derivatives along the normal vectors to Σy,
which define mappings from Σy to Σy′ . Precisely, one finds that when acting on scalar
fields living on Σy, the operation of these Wilson lines takes the explicit form:

W (y′, y) = 1+

∫ y′

y

dỹ Nµ(ỹ)∂µ +

∫ y′

y

dỹ Nµ(ỹ)∂µ

∫ ỹ

y

dỹ1N
µ1(ỹ1)∂µ1 + . . . , (2.50)

which can be trivially extended to tensor fields of any rank through action on their
(scalar) components, since the Leibniz rule for Lie derivatives implies:

W (y′, y)(A⊗B) = W (y′, y)A⊗W (y′, y)B , (2.51)

for arbitrary tensor fields A and B living on Σy.
This business of mapping fields from one hypersurface to the next smells very

much like the operation of the Stückelberg fields that we introduced in section 2.1.3;
indeed, by denoting the action of the Wilson lines on the coordinate functions xµ as:

Y µ(y′, y) ≡ W (y′, y)xµ (2.52)

= xµ +

∫ y′

y

dỹ Nµ +

∫ y′

y

dỹ Nν

∫ ỹ

y

dỹ1 ∂νN
µ + . . . , (2.53)

9At a particular site yi, one has Dµ = ∇(i)
µ , the i-th covariant derivative in the multi-gravity theory.

10Remember, the whole raison d’être of this paper is that fixing the lapse first and deconstructing
the theory second causes problems, which we will soon see.
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one may express the action of the Wilson lines on any tensor field living on Σy in the
suggestive manner (c.f. Eq. (2.29)):

Ty′ = W (y′, y)Ty = Ty ◦ Y (y′, y) . (2.54)

We are almost there, but first note that when y and y′ are infintesimally close, one has
Y µ = xµ +Nµδy +O(δy2), showing that the Wilson lines enact the map from p ∈ Σy

to q ∈ Σy+δy displayed in figure 4.
The Lie derivatives along Dy may now be defined from first principles using the

Wilson lines as:

LDyTy = lim
δy→0

W (y, y + δy)Ty+δy − Ty
δy

, (2.55)

which we then discretise as finite difference expressions between neighbouring sites:

LDyT →
W(i,i+1)Ti+1 − Ti

δy
. (2.56)

The discretised Wilson line W(i,i+1) is hence an operator that lives on the link between
sites i and i+1 in our theory graph, and its operation is to pull back tensors from site
i to site i+ 1:

W(i,i+1)Ti+1 = Ti ◦ Y(i,i+1) . (2.57)

The collection of fields Y µ
(i,i+1), which are the discrete versions of the Y µ(y′, y) defined in

Eq. (2.52), are precisely our Stückelberg fields of section 2.1.3! Comparing Eq. (2.36)
for the Stückelberg fields with our continuum expression Y µ(y, y + δy) = xµ + Nµδy,
one sees that the shift vectors Nµ

i on each site11 become the Goldstone bosons of the
broken diffeomorphisms in the deconstructed theory, and that choosing unitary gauge
for the Stückelberg fields is the same as gauge fixing Nµ = 0 in the continuum theory.
Indeed, the ability to choose Nµ = 0 in 5-dimensional GR without changing the physics
is reflected in the deconstructed theory through the fact that the Stückelberg equations
of motion are already encoded in the unitary gauge Bianchi constraint (c.f. Eq. (2.35)).

Still, there is some freedom in how one chooses to apply Eq. (2.55) to discretise the
5-dimensional action (2.45) – namely, does one choose to discretise the metrics or the
vielbeins? Pre-dRGT, it was the metrics themselves that were discretised [32–35, 78],
but the interactions in the resulting multi-metric theories were not of the dRGT type,
and the theories consequently possessed ghosts.

After the development of ghost free multi-gravity, it was shown in [36] that, by
discretising the 5-dimensional vielbeins instead of the metrics, this problem is fixed, as
one generates ghost free interactions upon deconstruction that are precisely of the form
(2.21) – provided that one gauge fixes the lapse to N = 1 everywhere before discretising.
In terms of the vielbeins, the extrinsic curvature reads [36]:

Kµν =
1

2N
ηab
(
e a
µLDye

b
ν + e b

νLDye
a
µ

)
, (2.58)

11But wait, didn’t these Goldstone bosons live on the links in the deconstructed theory, rather than
on particular sites? Well, yes – we will have more to say about this in section 3; the early spoiler
is that the Goldstone bosons πµ

(i,i+1) are actually better represented by the average of the shifts on

neighbouring sites, (Nµ
i +Nµ

i+1)/2.

– 19 –



so only when one has N = 1 do we obtain upon discretisation that Kµν should be
replaced by:

Kµν → 1

2

(
e(i)µa

ẽ
(i)a
ν − e

(i)a
ν

δy
− e(i)νa

ẽ
(i)a
µ − e

(i)a
µ

δy

)
. (2.59)

Powers of this expression – owing to the Deser-van Nieuwenhuisen condition (2.22) – are
exactly the sorts of terms that appear upon expanding out the multi-vielbein potential
(2.21), including the Stückelberg fields (the ẽ

(i)a
µ are as defined in Eq. (2.38)).

This fixing of the lapse turns out to be the harbinger of much strife regarding the
behaviour of the deconstructed theory and the validity of its continuum limit, upon
which we shall elaborate in section 2.3. However, already one can see that it is a prob-
lem, since the structure the lapse provides in the extra dimensional theory, namely
diffeomorphism invariance in the y-direction, as well as the 5-dimensional Hamiltonian
constraint, will be missing in the resulting 4-dimensional multi-gravity theory. Thus,
GR cannot be a completely consistent continuum limit of standard multi-gravity, as
the continuum theory must break diffeomorphisms in the y-direction and hence con-
tain an additional degree of freedom [36]. Conversely, standard multi-gravity cannot
consistently arise from the deconstruction of higher dimensional GR; the resulting 4-
dimensional theory should be something else, although it should still be closely related
to standard multi-gravity.

2.2.2 ‘Bottom-up’ approach

The loss of full 5-dimensional diffeomorphism invariance in the continuum theory mo-
tivates a different approach to deconstruction, where one starts with standard multi-
gravity in 4-dimensions and attempts to build upwards towards whatever 5-dimensional
gravitational theory it corresponds to in the continuum (which cannot be GR, by the
argument above). This ‘bottom-up’ approach was developed in [60, 77], although it
was not spoken of in these terms, as the authors (myself included) were focused more
on an application of multi-gravity to the Higgs hierarchy problem (see also [82]).

The idea is to explicitly expand out the interaction potential (2.21) in vielbein
form and identify the various contractions of the extrinsic curvature that appear, given
that they can be expressed in terms of the vielbeins using Eq. (2.59). The original
papers performed this calculation in unitary gauge for the Stückelberg fields, so all
instances of ẽ

(i)a
µ in both Eq. (2.21) and Eq. (2.59) were replaced by e

(i+1)a
µ , but the

procedure works equally well if one keeps the Stückelberg fields in, as we will do here.
With chain-type interactions, the 4-dimensional multi-vielbein potential expands out
as:

IV = −24
∑
i

∫
d4x
√∣∣e(i)∣∣ (Tiiii + Tiii,i+1ẽ

(i)a
µ e(i)µa

+ Tii,i+1,i+1ẽ
(i)a
[µ ẽ

(i)b
ν] e

(i)µ
ae

(i)ν
b

+ Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1ẽ
(i)a
[µ ẽ(i)bν ẽ

(i)c
ρ] e

(i)µ
ae

(i)ν
be

(i)ρ
c

)
,

(2.60)

where the square brackets around some of the indices denote their antisymmetrisation
i.e. A[µBν] =

1
2!
(AµBν − AνBµ). Using the Deser-van Niewenhuisen condition (2.22),
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together with Eq. (2.59) and the symmetry of the Tijkl coefficients, after a bit of work
one may express this potential in the following way:

IV = −24
∑
i

∫
d4xδy

√
− det g(i)

[
1

δy
(Tiiii + 4Tiii,i+1 + 6Tii,i+1,i+1 + 4Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1)

+ (Tiii,i+1 + 3Tii,i+1,i+1 − 3Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1)K

+ δy (Tii,i+1,i+1 + 2Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1)K(2)

+ δy2Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1K(3)

]
,

(2.61)

where we have defined the following scalars from the extrinsic curvature:

K(2) = δµ[αδ
ν
β]K

α
µK

β
ν , (2.62)

K(3) = δµ[αδ
ν
βδ

ρ
γ]K

α
µK

β
νK

γ
ρ . (2.63)

Next, we note that the kinetic term simply becomes:

IK =
∑
i

∫
d4xδy

√
− det g(i)

[
M2

(4)

2δy
R(i) −

2Λ4

δy

]
, (2.64)

where we have assumed for simplicity that all of the bare gravitational couplings are
the same, Mi = M(4). We have also explicitly included a bare cosmological constant
term, Λ4, that we have separated out from the rest of Tiiii for convenience in writing
down the continuum action, which now follows immediately by replacing

∑
i δy with

an integral over dy and including the boundary term [60, 77]:

I(5) =

∫
d4xdy

√
−g

[
M3

(5)

2
R(4) − 2Λ5 + α1M

4
(5)K + (α2 + 1)M3

(5)K(2) + α3M
2
(5)K(3)

]
+

∫
∂M

M3
(5)K ,

(2.65)

where one has the identifications M3
(5) = M2

(4)/δy and Λ5 = Λ4/δy, and the Tijkl are
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related to the α1,2,3 by12:

24Tiiii = 28α3

M2
(5)

δy2
− 6(α2 + 1)

M3
(5)

δy
+ 4α1M

4
(5) , (2.66)

24Tiii,i+1 = −9α3

M2
(5)

δy2
+ 3(α2 + 1)

M3
(5)

δy
− α1M

4
(5) , (2.67)

24Tii,i+1,i+1 = 2α3

M2
(5)

δy2
− (α2 + 1)

M3
(5)

δy
, (2.68)

24Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1 = −α3

M2
(5)

δy2
. (2.69)

If one tunes the Tijkl such that α1 = α2 = α3 = 0, the continuum action (2.65)
reads exactly the same as the 5-dimensional GR action (2.45) in 4+1 ADM variables,
written in a gauge where the lapse is N = 1. Naively, in [60, 77] we used this to
repackage the R(4) and K(2) terms into the 5-dimensional Ricci scalar in this gauge,
as well as to write

√
−g =

√
−G, also true for N = 1 and Nµ = 0. However, one

should not do this, as the two theories are not the same; the lapse never enters the
continuum theory defined by (2.65), and although it appears so, it has not been simply
gauged away. This is a subtle point, but it is an important one, as it again implies
that GR could never have been a sensible continuum limit of standard multi-gravity,
and motivates us to develop a better deconstruction procedure.

Nevertheless, we were on the right track with the bottom-up approach, as we will
see in section 3 that it helps to inform what the correct 4-dimensional theory should
be if one wishes to recover full GR (with the lapse) in 5-dimensions upon taking the
continuum limit. Before that, we would like to discuss in more detail what exactly the
problems are with the missing lapse function, following the discussions first outlined
in [36].

2.3 Why fixing the lapse is bad

Already we have seen some of the issues with this in the latter two subsections: the
missing lapse means that the continuum theory has no diffeomorphism invariance in
the y-direction, nor does it possess a 5-dimensional Hamiltonian constraint. This is
obviously bad, and presumably renders the continuum limit of standard multi-gravity
ill-defined. However, one can see that issues related to the missing lapse arise already
at the level of the deconstructed theory; they manifest in the strange strong coupling
properties of the known ghost free theories of massive spin-2 fields [21, 36, 50, 66, 76].

To determine where multi-gravity becomes strongly coupled, one makes use of the
Goldstone boson equivalence theorem to relate the dynamics of the Stückelberg fields
to the different helicity states of the massive spin-2 fields, upon taking the so-called
‘decoupling limit’. Precisely, assuming that there exists a background wherein all the

12Note that this means the first term in Eq. (2.61) with the prefactor 1/δy vanishes; if this term
did not vanish, it would contribute a cosmological constant to the continuum theory, but we have
already separated this contribution out as Λ4,5 for convenience.
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metrics are Minkowski (which always exists providing that one chooses the interaction
coefficients to make it so [40, 41, 49]) and expanding the action around it, one generates

interactions between the different metric perturbations h
(i)
µν and Stückelberg perturba-

tions πµ
(j,i), which we recall can be decomposed into πµ

(j,i) = Aµ
(j,i) + ∂µϕ(j,i). The least

suppressed interactions that are generated come with some scale usually denoted Λ3,
which depends on the spin-2 masses mi (implicitly related to the interaction coeffi-
cients) and on M(4); the decoupling limit is taken by simultaneously sending mi → 0,
M(4) → ∞ while keeping Λ3 fixed, which isolates these interactions and ensures that
the fields hµν , Aµ and ϕ really do represent the helicity-2, helicity-1 and helicity-0
modes of the massive gravitons in this limit [50, 66].

After diagonalising all kinetic mixings in the decoupling limit, for the case of chain
interactions, one finds that the interaction appearing at the lowest scale is schematically
h(∂ϕ)2, which is suppressed by the scale [36, 50]:

ΛSC = (m2
1MPl)

1
3 , (2.70)

where MPl =
√
NM(4) is the effective Planck scale of the massless mode around the

Minkowski vacuum [48] andm1 is the mass of lightest massive mode. This is the energy
scale at which the theory becomes strongly coupled, and it can be much lower than
the Planck scale depending on the masses of the gravitons13.

If one chooses to pick their interaction coefficients in such a way that would naively
recover GR in 5-dimensions (of course, we know now that this is impossible to achieve
in reality) i.e.

24Tiiii = −
6M3

(5)

δy
, (2.71)

24Tiii,i+1 =
3M3

(5)

δy
, (2.72)

24Tii,i+1,i+1 = −
M3

(5)

δy
, (2.73)

Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1 = 0 , (2.74)

then one can show explicitly [48] that the graviton masses upon taking the continuum
limit are just those of the standard KK graviton spectrum, mn = nπ/L, while the
effective Planck scale obeys its usual relationship with the size of the extra dimen-
sion, M2

Pl = NM2
(4) = NM3

(5)δy =M3
(5)L. Thus, for this particular model, the theory

becomes strongly coupled at the scale:

ΛSC ∼
(
M(5)

L

) 1
2

, (2.75)

13Graviton masses in multi-gravity theories are observationally constrained to be either very heavy
(∼TeV and above) or ultra-light (sub ∼10−32eV) [83–85]. Heavy gravitons are strongly coupled above
energies we can currently reach with experiments, so this is fine in an EFT sense; light gravitons,
however, become strongly coupled at extremely low energies, and in fact the smallness of the scale
ΛSC for ultra-light gravitons is crucial in establishing the onset of the Vainshtein mechanism that
screens them from our view [71–75].
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which exhibits a bizarre UV-IR mixing through its dependence on L, the size of the
extra dimension, and is lower than the 5-dimensional Planck scale M(5). If the multi-
gravity theory really descended from 5-dimensional GR, one would naively expect it
to be valid all the way up to M(5), which is yet another way of seeing that standard
multi-gravity cannot arise from deconstructing GR.

Moreover, the appearance of this low, IR-dependent strong-coupling scale in multi-
gravity can be directly related to the fixing of the lapse in the continuum theory [36].
The dangerous interactions in the deconstructed theory, as we saw, involve terms
coupling the helicity-2 (hµν) and helicity-0 (ϕ) graviton modes, which arise from the
decomposition of the Stückelberg perturbations. In the continuum, we saw that the
analogue of the Stückelberg perturbations is the shift vector, which we can similarly
decompose as Nµ = Aµ+∂µϕ in the background gµν = ηµν . The authors of [36] showed
that, in the gauge where the lapse is fixed to N = 1, exactly the same h(∂ϕ)2 interac-
tions appear in the 5-dimensional theory, but in this gauge the scalar ϕ has a kinetic
mixing with ∂ygµν so has to be “canonically normalised” by the formal replacement
ϕ → (1/∂y)ϕ. Since ∂y can be made arbitrarily small (at least, up to ∼ 1/M(5)), the
scale at which the h(∂ϕ)2 interactions become strongly coupled too can be decreased
at will, and we apparently have the same issue as in the deconstructed theory. In
5-dimensional GR, we know that this is just a gauge artifact that can be resolved by
reinserting the lapse; however, upon deconstruction we do not have this luxury any-
more as the lapse was never there: what was a gauge choice in 5-dimensions has been
converted into a genuine physical scale in 4-dimensions! Thus, it was conjectured that
whatever the 4-dimensional theory is that becomes 5-dimensional GR in its continuum
limit, it should not exhibit such a low strong coupling scale.

We are not going to determine the strong coupling scale of said theory in this
work, saving it instead for a future paper, as we believe the calculation is important
enough to warrant its own article. Nevertheless, we note that the determination of ΛSC

in our new theory is a necessary step to confirm that the continuum limit is well-defined
up to the right energy scale, as we develop our improved deconstruction procedure.

3 A more complete deconstruction procedure

The goal now is to modify the deconstruction procedure discussed in section 2.2 in
such a way that the lapse remains free, in order to circumvent the problems that ensue
when one fixes N = 1 before discretising the extra dimension. Thankfully, having
already spent a great deal of time developing the necessary technology to achieve this,
the path forwards should be reasonably clear.

Firstly, it is immediately obvious that the fields contained in the deconstructed
theory should comprise: a collection of vielbeins/metrics corresponding to the induced
hypersurface metrics, owing to Eq. (2.41); a collection of Stückelberg fields related to
the discretised shift vectors, owing to Eq. (2.43); and finally a collection of scalars
corresponding to the discretised lapse, owing to Eq. (2.42).

The generic structure of the interactions between the different vielbeins should be
the same as in standard multi-gravity, since the manner in which the vielbeins enter the
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discretised expression for the extrinsic curvature is unchanged by the presence of the
lapse (c.f. Eq. (2.58)). Therefore, the only way in which the new scalars are permitted
to enter the potential of the deconstructed multi-gravity theory is implicitly through
the coefficients Tijkl, otherwise the wedge product form of the multi-vielbein potential
(2.21) would be disrupted. Hence, one should promote these coefficients to functions
of the scalars14, Tijkl → T̃ijkl(N ), where N = {Ni,Nj,Nk,Nl}, which reduce back to
the standard Tijkl whenever all Ni = 1. That the interaction structure is unchanged
also informs us that the Stückelberg mechanism should operate in the same way as in
standard multi-gravity, so one may choose to work in unitary gauge without issue if
one so wishes.

These realisations motivate us to look for a deconstructed theory whose continuum
limit is of a similar form to Eq. (2.65), but tweaked slightly to reintroduce the arbitrary
lapse function; namely, we should look for a continuum action of the form:

I(5) =

∫
d4xdy

√
−gN

[
M3

(5)

2
R(4) − 2Λ5 + α1(N )M4

(5)K

+ (α2(N ) + 1)M3
(5)K(2) + α3(N )M2

(5)K(3)

]
+

∫
∂M

M3
(5)K .

(3.1)

In general, since the 4-dimensional interaction coefficients T̃ijkl are now functions of
the scalars Ni, the α1,2,3 coefficients constructed from them may also depend on the
local value of the lapse in the extra dimension.

This theory still possesses some strange aspects when α1,2,3 ̸= 0: the presence of
the additional extrinsic curvature contributions again explicitly breaks diffeomorphism
invariance in the y-direction, and it is unclear whether these extra terms can in general
be reinterpreted in terms of 5-dimensional curvature quantities (or as a new scalar
degree of freedom as in [77]) for arbitrary α1,2,3(N ). Nevertheless, the return of the
lapse allows one to now repackage R(4) and K(2) into R(5), as well as

√
−gN into

√
−G,

so that the 5-dimensional action reads:

I(5) =

∫
d5x

√
−G

[
M3

(5)

2
R(5) − 2Λ5 + α1(N )M4

(5)K

+ α2(N )M3
(5)K(2) + α3(N )M2

(5)K(3)

]
+

∫
∂M

M3
(5)K .

(3.2)

Hence, when the interaction coefficients are tuned to give α1 = α2 = α3 = 0, this
continuum theory really does become 5-dimensional GR, unlike in the scenario from

14In fact, to be completely general, we could in principle allow the T̃ijkl to be a function of both
the scalars Ni and their 4-dimensional derivatives, ∂Ni, which would correspond to giving the scalars
kinetic terms in the deconstructed theory. However, only T̃iiii would be permitted to depend on
the derivatives in this manner, as terms like ∇(i)Ni∇(j)Ni arising from more general T̃ijkl would
violate the no-go theorems that forbid matter coupling to multiple vielbeins simultaneously [53–55].
Therefore, we will leave all these derivative couplings out for now, but in section 4 we will put the
safe ones back in.
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the previous section where the lapse was missing. This suggests we may be getting
somewhere – we just need to determine the nature of the deconstructed 4-dimensional
theory that has Eq. (3.2) as its continuum limit.

To get there, we shall use the intuition we have developed from the bottom-up
approach to deconstruction. To obtain the kinetic part is easy: one should take in the
deconstructed theory the following kinetic term:

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
d4x
√

− det g(i) Ni

[
M2

(4)

2
R(i) − 2Λ4

]
, (3.3)

which one may write, in analogy with Eq. (2.64), as:

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
d4xδy

√
− det g(i) Ni

[
M2

(4)

2δy
R(i) −

2Λ4

δy

]
. (3.4)

This trivially recovers the first two terms of Eq. (3.1) in the continuum limit, with the
identifications M3

(5) =M2
(4)/δy and Λ5 = Λ4/δy.

To obtain the right potential requires more thought. Previously, we expanded the
standard multi-vielbein potential (2.21) and identified terms of the form (2.59) with
the extrinsic curvature of hypersurfaces in the extra dimension. However, Eq. (2.59) is
written in a gauge with N = 1, so we now want to replace it with a discretised version
of Eq. (2.58), where the lapse remains arbitrary. One must take care here to ensure
that the choice of discretisation procedure does not single out any distinguished site(s)
in the deconstructed theory, since the equation for the lapse in the higher dimensional
theory holds throughout all of spacetime. In practice, this means that one should
discretise the 1/2N factor in Eq. (2.58) using some combination of the scalars Ni and
Ni+1 that makes the whole expession one that lives firmly on the link between sites
i and i + 1, rather than being weighted to either side. A natural and minimal choice
is simply the average of these scalars, ⟨Ni⟩ = (Ni +Ni+1)/2, which dictates that one
should discretise the extrinsic curvature as:

Kµν → 1

Ni +Ni+1

(
e(i)µa

ẽ
(i)a
ν − e

(i)a
ν

δy
− e(i)νa

ẽ
(i)a
µ − e

(i)a
µ

δy

)
, (3.5)

for which the updated version of Eq. (2.61) becomes:

IV = −24
∑
i

∫
d4xδy

√
− det g(i) ⟨Ni⟩

[(
T̃iii,i+1 + 3T̃ii,i+1,i+1 − 3Ti,i+1,i+1,i+1

)
K

+ ⟨Ni⟩δy
(
T̃ii,i+1,i+1 + 2T̃i,i+1,i+1,i+1

)
K(2)

+ ⟨Ni⟩2δy2T̃i,i+1,i+1,i+1K(3)

]
,

(3.6)

after accounting for the vanishing cosmological constant term that has already been
extracted as Λ4 (c.f. Eq. (2.61)). In the continuum limit, this indeed recovers the
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remaining few terms in the action (3.2), where the potential coefficients are expressed
in terms of α1,2,3(N ) as:

24T̃iiii = 28α3(N )
M2

(5)

⟨Ni⟩2δy2
− 6(α2(N ) + 1)

M3
(5)

⟨Ni⟩δy
+ 4α1(N )M4

(5) , (3.7)

24T̃iii,i+1 = −9α3(N )
M2

(5)

⟨Ni⟩2δy2
+ 3(α2(N ) + 1)

M3
(5)

⟨Ni⟩δy
− α1(N )M4

(5) , (3.8)

24T̃ii,i+1,i+1 = 2α3(N )
M2

(5)

⟨Ni⟩2δy2
− (α2(N ) + 1)

M3
(5)

⟨Ni⟩δy
, (3.9)

24T̃i,i+1,i+1,i+1 = −α3(N )
M2

(5)

⟨Ni⟩2δy2
, (3.10)

generalising Eqs. (2.66)–(2.69). We note that the 1/N dependence common to all of
the interaction coefficients in the GR case where α1 = α2 = α3 = 0 was also found
in the original top-down deconstruction papers by Deffayet and Mourad [34, 35, 78].
However, as we mentioned in section 2.2.1, the multi-metric interactions in those works
proved ultimately to be ghostly; our results above are the analogue of theirs for ghost
free interactions.

We stress that the means of discretising the extra dimension provided by Eq.
(3.5) is not necessarily the most general procedure one could opt for; the discretisation
method is ultimately a choice one makes – for example, one could use centralised
derivatives involving more sites, rather than the simple nearest neighbour derivatives
we use here15. Equally, one could make a different choice than the average of the scalars
for how to put the extrinsic curvature on the links between adjacent sites. However,
we will soon show that the deconstructed theory we have arrived at by using Eq. (3.5)
is able to recover all of the dynamics and constraints of 5-dimensional brane cosmology
upon taking the continuum limit, so the procedure we have introduced seems to be at
least a good one.

3.1 A new kind of theory: multi-gravity with scalar fields

By developing an improved dimensional deconstruction procedure for 5-dimensional
gravity that keeps the lapse free, we have arrived at a new 4-dimensional theory whose

15In fact, in the original deconstruction papers it was argued that, to account entirely for the
structure of the extra dimension, in discretising the y-derivatives one should really use a prescription
containing all of the sites, just having the contribution of the distant sites fall away quickly [32].
This would lead to a deconstructed theory whose theory graph links every site with every other,
which, as we argued, would be ghostly in 4-dimensions. Therefore, we stick with the simple choice of
discretisation given by Eq. (3.5), which ensures the only interactions in the deconstructed theory are
nearest neighbour; we will show that it is still good enough to capture the relevant dynamics in the
continuum limit.
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action is of the following general form:

I = IK + IV + IM (3.11)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
M4

Ni

[
M2

(4)

2
R

(i)
ab ∧ ⋆

(i)e(i)ab − 2Λ4 ⋆
(i) 1

]
(3.12)

IV = −
N−1∑

i,j,k,l=0

∫
M4

εabcdTijkl (N ) e(i)a ∧ e(j)b ∧ e(k)c ∧ e(l)d , (3.13)

where we have dropped the tildes on the Tijkl coefficients for convenience, with the
implicit understanding that they now are functions of the scalar fields Ni. The choice
for these coefficients that recovers pure 5-dimensional GR in the continuum limit is
given by Eqs. (3.7)–(3.10) with α1 = α2 = α3 = 0.

This is a hybrid of multi-gravity with a Brans-Dicke type scalar-tensor theory,
with characteristic parameter ω = 0 [86]. Consequently, for want of a better name, we
shall henceforth refer to the theory described by the action (3.11) as “Scalar-Tensor
Multi-Gravity” (or STMG for short). In section 4, we are going to generalise the above
action to both arbitrary dimension and more general scalar couplings in the kinetic
sector; for now, we will stick with the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke subclass, given that we would
like to claim it can arise from the deconstruction of 5-dimensional GR.

We note that a simple bi-metric, bi-scalar (i.e. N = 2) example from within
the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke subclass of STMG theories has actually already been studied
recently in the context of cosmic inflation [87]. There, the authors constructed a
bigravity analogue of the Starobinsky model of inflation [88] by extending the kinetic
sectors of both metrics by R2

(i) curvature corrections. Upon making a field redefinition,

one may reinterpret the additional R2
(i) terms as a pair of scalar fields; the bi-metric

Starobinsky action then takes precisely the form of the metric formulation of Eq.
(3.11) (which we will introduce shortly), with some additional scalar potentials that
can be absorbed into Tiiii. This bi-metric, bi-scalar model remains ghost free, since the
fundamental structure of the multi-vielbein interactions required to exorcise the ghostly
degrees of freedom is unchanged from standard multi-gravity; indeed, the authors
showed explicitly via Hamiltonian constraint analysis that their bi-metric Starobinsky
model propagates only a massless spin-2 field, a massive spin-2 field, and 2 scalars (for a
total of 2+5+1+1=9 degrees of freedom) [89]. Importantly, their proof of ghost freedom
does not depend on the specific form that the Tijkl(N ) take as a function of the scalars,
so we expect that the generic STMG theory defined by Eq. (3.11), with an arbitrary
number of fields, should also remain ghost free (provided that the non-vanishing Tijkl
obey the permitted ghost free structures that we outlined in section 2.1.2). Precisely,
the propagating degrees of freedom within the theory should generically comprise: 1
massless spin-2 field, N − 1 massive spin-2 fields, and N scalars, with no ghosts. As
was the case in standard multi-gravity, one may track the helicity states of the massive
spin-2 fields explicitly by replacing all instances of e

(j)a
µ in the potential with ẽ

(i)a
µ , given

in terms of the Stückelberg fields as in Eq. (2.38), thereby restoring invariance to the
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theory under the product of 4-dimensional diffeomorphisms GC1 × . . .×GCN
16.

Although we will not analyse the spectrum explicitly in this work, it behoves us
to comment on how this degree of freedom count makes sense when one considers the
more standard Kaluza-Klein story of integrating out the extra compact dimension –
related to deconstruction by a discrete Fourier transform of the vielbeins [36] – in the
case where the Tijkl(N ) are chosen to correspond to GR in the continuum limit. In
the standard KK picture, it is well-understood (see e.g. [90]) that the 5 degrees of
freedom of the 5-dimensional massless graviton should translate into a 4-dimensional
spectrum containing: in the massless sector, a single massless spin-2 field with 2 dof,
a massless vector (the graviphoton) with 2 dof and a massless scalar (the radion) with
1 dof, for a total of 5 massless dof; and in the massive sector, a finite tower of massive
spin-2 fields with masses up to the cutoff of the theory, each propagating 5 dof.

In the original deconstruction papers by Deffayet and Mourad, it was shown
explicitly that in the case where the continuum theory is pure GR in 5-dimensions,
an additional discrete symmetry is present in the deconstructed theory, inherited from
diffeomorphism invariance in the y-direction in the continuum, whose influence is to kill
off all of the massive scalar modes, leaving only the massless radion [34, 35]. Although
their deconstructed theory turned out to be ghostly, we expect an analogue of this
symmetry to be present in our ghost free deconstruction too, for the particular choice of
Tijkl(N ) that corresponds to pure GR in the continuum. Alternatively, one may choose
to keep track of the massless scalar directly from the outset, as was suggested in [36], by
making the lapse a function of the 4-dimensional coordinates only, N (x, y) = N (x),
so that all of the Ni are actually just the same field i.e. the radion. Similarly, the
massless vector may be accounted for by switching on a y-independent component of
the shift vectors, e 5

µ (x) (the y-dependent parts then become the Stückelberg vectors
of the massive spin-2 fields, as we saw) [36].

In the case of arbitrary Tijkl(N ), the continuum theory is no longer pure GR,
as diffeomorphism invariance in the y-direction is broken. Therefore, we expect that
the continuum theory possesses an additional degree of freedom beyond the 5 of the
5-dimensional massless graviton, as in [77]. In the deconstructed theory, this extra
degree of freedom cascades down to become our additional scalar fields, which are no
longer killed off by any miraculous discrete symmetries. We will develop everything
from this point onwards for STMG theory with generic interaction coefficients, so in
principle the extra scalars will all be present, but keep in mind that only the massless
combination should survive in the case where the continuum limit is pure 5-dimensional
GR.

If a particular STMG model has only pairwise interactions, which it must if it is
to arise from deconstruction, as we saw during section 2.2, then the action (3.11) also

16Note that the scalars transform under these diffeomorphisms as δNi = ξµi ∂µNi [34, 35].
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possesses an equivalent description in the metric formalism that reads:

I = IK + IV + IM (3.14)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
d4x
√

− det g(i) Ni

(
M2

(4)

2
R(i) − 2Λ4

)
(3.15)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
d4x
√

− det g(i)

4∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m (N ) em(Si→j) , (3.16)

where now the β
(i,j)
m (N ) coefficients are assumed to depend on the scalars Ni, but

otherwise are still are related to the Tijkl(N ) by Eqs. (2.23) and (2.24), and reduce to

the standard multi-metric β
(i,j)
m when all Ni = 1. As we mentioned in section 2.1, the

metric formalism is very useful because it facilitates computation of the field equations,
so we will use this formalism going forwards. We will also choose to work throughout
this section in unitary gauge for the Stückelberg fields for simplicity, since we know that
their field equations are already encoded in the Bianchi constraint. Still, if one wishes
to include them explicitly, one should simply make the replacement Si→j → S̃i→j given
by Eq. (2.34).

The field equations in unitary gauge follow from the action (3.14) by varying with

respect to the independent fields g
(i)
µν and Ni. Varying with respect to the metrics gives

the dynamical field equations for g
(i)
µν :

Ni

[
M2

(4)G
(i)
µν + 2Λ4g

(i)
µν

]
+W (i)

µν (N ) = T (i)
µν +M2

(4)

[
∇(i)

µ ∇(i)
ν Ni − g(i)µν□

(i)Ni

]
, (3.17)

where the W -tensor has components:

W (i)µ
ν(N ) =

∑
j

4∑
m=0

(−1)mβ(i,j)
m (N )Y µ

(m)ν(Si→j) +
∑
k

4∑
m=0

(−1)mβ
(k,i)
4−m(N )Y µ

(m)ν(Si→k) .

(3.18)
These reduce to the standard multi-metric equations of motion (2.11) when all the
Ni = 1. In the continuum limit, comparison with the ADM metric (2.40) says that
these equations should become equivalent to the 5-dimensional equations for gµν , the
induced metric on the hypersurfaces Σy.

Taking the i-th covariant derivative of Eqs. (3.17), using the Bianchi identity on
the Einstein tensors, as well as the fact that [91]:[

□(i)∇(i)
ν −∇(i)

ν □(i)
]
Ni = R(i)µ

ν∇(i)
µ Ni , (3.19)

one finds (assuming the matter coupling is such that all divergences of the energy-
momentum tensors vanish individually) that the Bianchi constraint is modified to:

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
ν(N ) =

M2
(4)

2
R(i)∂νNi , (3.20)
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which is again equivalent to the standard Bianchi constraint when Ni = 1. This should
lead to the equation of motion for the shift vector upon taking the continuum limit.

The truly new piece of information we did not have before (i.e. compared against
standard multi-gravity) is the variation of the action with respect to the scalars Ni.
The field equations one gets by taking these variations are:

M2
(4)

2
R(i) − 2Λ4 =

∑
j

4∑
m=0

∂β
(i,j)
m

∂Ni

em(Si→j) +
∑
k

4∑
m=0

∂β
(k,i)
4−m

∂Ni

em(Si→k) . (3.21)

Although at a first glance these equations appear to be algebraic in the scalar fields,
they are in fact not, since the Ricci scalars R(i) carry implicit information regarding the
dynamics of each Ni thanks to the field equations for the metrics. Indeed, by taking
the trace of Eq. (3.17) and substituting in for R(i), one may arrive at an equation of
the form □(i)Ni = (. . .) for the scalars, showing that they really are dynamical. We
will perform this calculation in section 4 explicitly, but for now Eqs. (3.21) will suffice
in the form they are written above, as we will soon show that they are equivalent to
the equation for the lapse in the extra dimension, upon taking the continuum limit.

We stress that even if we are able to find solutions of STMG in which all Ni = 1,
so that the dynamical equations and Bianchi constraint look exactly the same as they
do in standard multi-gravity, the scalar equations must still hold at ∂βm/∂N|N=1.
Standard multi-gravity does not contain any extra scalar fields, so this additional
piece of information, present in STMG, is missing in standard multi-gravity. This is
the 4-dimensional manifestation of the reason why its continuum limit was unable to
recover 5-dimensional GR. The impact of the new scalars is more than just to allow a
sensible deconstruction procedure: as we will see in section 4, the presence of the scalar
equations plays a crucial role in determining the kinds of solutions that are permitted
in STMG versus in standard multi-gravity. Before we get to that point, however, we
would like to make absolutely sure that our new deconstruction procedure is solid,
which we will demonstrate by means of a concrete example.

3.2 Consistency check: recovering brane cosmology

As a consistency check for our new deconstruction procedure, we are going to demon-
strate that the field equations and constraints of STMG really do recover all of the cor-
responding dynamics and constraints of 5-dimensional GR upon taking the continuum
limit. The 5-dimensional model we will choose to show this with is brane cosmology
within the Randall-Sundrum-1 (RS1) framework [1] (see [38, 39] for reviews).

3.2.1 Continuum theory

The RS1 setup takes the 5-dimensional bulk to be described by pure GR, then places
4-dimensional branes at y = 0 and y = L, upon each of which may live a localised
energy-momentum tensor, Θµν . This energy-momentum tensor is typically separated
into a matter part, denoted τµν , and a contribution from the brane tension σ, which
acts like a cosmological constant i.e.

Θ(0,L)
µν = −σ0,Lg(0,L)µν + τ (0,L)µν . (3.22)
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Ordinarily, as we mentioned in section 2.2, the extra dimension tends to be orbifolded
on S1/Z2, so in standard RS1 the branes are two-sided and one can integrate across
them. However, since we live instead on the interval [0, L], in our case the branes must
be one-sided, end-of-the-world branes located at the boundaries of our 5-dimensional
manifold. With this setup, the action for the continuum theory reads:

I(5) =

∫
M5

(
M3

(5)

2
R(5) − 2Λ5

)
+

∫
∂M5

M3
(5)K +

∑
i=0,L

∫
d4x
√

−g(i) Lm,i . (3.23)

In standard GR, variations of the boundary metrics g
(0)
µν and g

(L)
µν are typically as-

sumed to vanish. However, here we must allow these variations to be arbitrary, as they
correspond to the metrics at either end of the interaction chain in the deconstructed
theory, which are dynamical. Hence, there are two sets of field equations: one set for
the bulk, owing to the variation of the 5-dimensional Ricci scalar:

M3
(5)GMN = −2Λ5gMN , (3.24)

and one set for the boundary, owing to the variation of the extrinsic curvature:

M3
(5)

(
KMN −Kg

(0)
MN

)∣∣∣
y=0

= −Θ
(0)
MN (3.25)

M3
(5)

(
KMN −Kg

(L)
MN

)∣∣∣
y=L

= +Θ
(L)
MN , (3.26)

where the sign change on the right hand side is due to the change in orientation between
the two boundary components.

We note that if one parametrises their 5-dimensional metrics in the 4+1 ADM form
of Eq. (2.40), then the 55-component of the bulk Einstein equations corresponds to the
equation for the lapse function, N , which in pure GR is the Hamiltonian constraint:

M3
(5)G55 = −2Λ5g55 =⇒ M3

(5)R(4) − 2Λ5 =M3
(5)

(
K2 −KµνK

µν
)
. (3.27)

Likewise, the µ5-components of the Einstein equations correspond to the field equations
for the shift vector, Nµ, which in pure GR form the momentum constraint:

M3
(5)Gµ5 = −2Λ5gµ5 =⇒ DνKµ

ν = DνK , (3.28)

One can also understand the boundary equations (3.25) and (3.26) as comprising
one side of the usual Israel junction conditions across a singular hypersurface embedded
in the underlying manifold [60, 92, 93].

Lastly, since one has in the bulk that ∇NG
MN = ∇NT

MN = 0, by the Gauss-
Codazzi relations (see e.g. [94]) the brane energy-momentum tensors are also con-
served:

DµΘ
µν = 0 ; (3.29)

this implies that in the deconstructed theory the Bianchi constraint takes the form of
Eq. (3.20) for every W -tensor (as opposed to the sum in Eq. (2.15)).
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The solutions of the RS1 system outlined above are very well-studied (see e.g.
[38, 39] and references therein); we are going to focus on the realm of cosmology as a
concrete example to show that our deconstruction procedure can recover 5-dimensional
GR. Cosmological solutions of RS1 are known [95–97]; they can always be written in
so-called ‘Gaussian-normal’ coordinates in the following manner:

ds2 = −c2(t, y) dt2 + a2(t, y)γij dx
i dxj + b2(t, y) dy2 , (3.30)

where γij is a maximally symmetric spatial metric in 3-dimensions (with spatial cur-
vature k = −1, 0, 1).

This form of the metrics is useful because it is written in exactly the 4+1 ADM
variables with which we did our deconstructing. Indeed, comparing Eq. (3.30) with
Eq. (2.40) tells us that we are working in a gauge where the lapse is N = b(t, y), the
shift is Nµ = 0, and the metric of the 4-dimensional hypersurfaces Σy is:

gµνdx
µdxν = −c2(t, y)dt2 + a2(t, y)γijdx

idxj , (3.31)

which is just the usual FLRW metric with another lapse function in the time direction.
For simplicity, we will from now on assume 0 spatial curvature in these induced metrics,
so that γij = ηij. We will also take the matter on the branes to be of perfect fluid
form, so that:

Θ(i)µ
ν = diag (−(ρi + σi), pi − σi, pi − σi, pi − σi) , (3.32)

where ρi and pi are the energy density and pressure of the fluid.
Inserting the ansatz (3.30) into the 5-dimensional Einstein equations, the bulk

field equations are found to be [38, 39]:

G0
0 =

3

c2

(
ȧ2

a2
+
ȧ

a

ḃ

b

)
+

3

b2

(
a′

a

b′

b
− a′′

a
− a′2

a2

)
=

2Λ5

M3
(5)

, (3.33)

Gi
j =

δij
c2

(
− ȧ

2

a2
+ 2

ȧ

a

ċ

c
− 2

ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
ḃ

b

ċ

c
− 2

ä

a
− b̈

b

)

+
δij
b2

(
a′2

a2
− 2

a′

a

b′

b
+ 2

a′

a

c′

c
− b′

b

c′

c
+ 2

a′′

a
+
c′′

c

)
= − 2Λ5

M3
(5)

δij ,

(3.34)

G5
0 =

3

b2

(
ȧ

a

c′

c
+
a′

a

ḃ

b
− ȧ′

a

)
= 0 , (3.35)

G5
5 =

3

b2

(
a′2

a2
+
a′

a

c′

c

)
+

3

c2

(
ȧ

a

ċ

c
− ȧ2

a2
− ä

a

)
= − 2Λ5

M3
(5)

, (3.36)

while the boundary equations/junction conditions are:

K0
0 =⇒ 3M3

(5)

a′

ab

∣∣∣∣
0,L

= ∓(ρ0,L + σ0,L) , (3.37)

Ki
j =⇒ M3

(5)

(
2
a′

ab
+
c′

cb

)∣∣∣∣
0,L

= ±(p0,L − σ0,L) , (3.38)

where the dots represent time derivatives and primes represent y-derivatives.
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3.2.2 Deconstructed theory

We want to recover each of the 6 equations (3.33)–(3.38) from our deconstructed STMG
theory upon taking the continuum limit. The deconstructed theory that corresponds
to pure GR in its continuum limit, as we have seen (c.f Eqs. (3.7)–(3.10) when α1 =
α2 = α3 = 0), involves chain-type interactions with the following choice for the non-
vanishing interaction coefficients:

β(i,i+1)
m (N ) =

2

Ni +Ni+1

β̄m , (3.39)

where:

β̄0 = −
6M3

(5)

δy
, (3.40)

β̄1 =
3M3

(5)

δy
, (3.41)

β̄2 = −
M3

(5)

δy
, (3.42)

β̄3 = β̄4 = 0 . (3.43)

Putting matter on the branes located at the extra dimensional boundaries translates
into the language of the deconstructed theory as having a matter sector that contains
only non-vanishing T

(0)
µν and T

(N−1)
µν , as displayed in figure 5.

Figure 5: Theory graph for the deconstructed STMG theory that corresponds to the
RS1 model in its continuum limit. Matter is coupled to the metrics at either end of the
chain of interactions, which is analogous in the continuum to placing matter on end-
of-the-world branes located at the two components of the extra dimensional boundary.

Comparison with the continuum expression (3.30) for the 5-dimensional metric
means that we need to take the 4-dimensional multi-gravity metrics to be:

g(i)µνdx
µdxν = −c2i (t)dt2 + a2i (t)ηijdx

idxj , (3.44)

and the additional scalar fields to be:

Ni = bi(t) , (3.45)

where, of course, ai(t) = a(t, yi), bi(t) = b(t, yi) and ci(t) = c(t, yi).
If our deconstruction procedure is correct, upon substituting these ansatze into

the STMG field equations, (3.17), the equations for G
(i)0

0 and G
(i)j

k should respectively
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become Eqs. (3.33) and (3.34) for all sites living in the bulk, or (3.37) and (3.38) for
each of the two sites on the boundaries, once δy is sent to 0. In the same limit, the
Bianchi constraint, Eq. (3.20), should become the 5-dimensional momentum constraint
(3.35), and the new scalar equation, Eq. (3.21), should become the 5-dimensional
Hamiltonian constraint, Eq. (3.36).

In appendix A, we go through each of these calculations in turn, explicitly deriving
the Friedmann equations for STMG when one takes the cosmological ansatze (3.44)
and (3.45) for the metrics and scalar fields, as well as the explicit form of the scalar
equation and Bianchi constraint. Upon taking the continuum limit of these equations,
we demonstrate that all of the above statements are indeed true, so that one recovers
the dynamics and constraints of brane cosmology in their entirety from the STMG
theory with interaction coefficients given by (3.39) (the choice corresponding to pure
GR in the continuum). In particular, the new scalar equations, which were missing in
standard multi-gravity but are present in STMG, encode the Hamiltonian constraint in
the extra dimensional theory; consequently, one hopes that the problems of standard
multi-gravity that we described in section 2.3, related to the missing lapse function,
will be resolved by the presence of the additional scalar fields and their corresponding
field equations in our new theory.

As mentioned back in section 2.3, we will save investigating whether this is indeed
the case for future work, but we now at least possess the framework within which one
should begin these investigations: it seems that STMG – not standard multi-gravity
– really is the 4-dimensional gravitational theory that arises when one deconstructs
GR in 5-dimensions (subject to confirming that it remains valid all the way up to the
5-dimensional Planck scale, and not only up to the lower strong coupling scale, ΛSC,
defined in section 2.3).

4 Scalar-tensor multi-gravity

Despite the discussions at the end of the last section, standard multi-gravity, when
considered on its own without reference to dimensional deconstruction, is a perfectly
viable 4-dimensional theory of modified gravity. It can, depending on the masses of its
various multi-gravitons, satisfy the usual tests of GR [72, 74, 83–85], as well as pro-
vide interesting new takes on various long-standing problems existing at the interface
between gravity and particle physics (e.g. the Higgs hierarchy problem [60, 82], the
nature of dark matter [85, 98–102] etc.). Bigravity, the simplest of the multi-metric
theories, has been shown to admit perfectly viable cosmologies [103–106]. Beyond this,
there are suggestions that certain phenomena more typically thought of in the context
of extra dimensions – most notably the Gregory-Laflamme instability that afflicts black
string configurations in higher dimensional gravity [107–109] – may actually have their
roots in the massive spin-2 substructure that we have uncovered throughout section 3
[48, 49, 110–112].

Consequently, it behoves us to consider STMG as a potentially interesting grav-
itational theory in its own right, away from the continuum limit, or even away from
situations where such a limit can be sensibly defined. Since we have shown that STMG
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is better behaved than standard multi-gravity in the situations where it makes sense
to talk about a continuum limit (i.e. when one has chain-type interactions between
the metrics), we are motivated to study how these hybrid theories of multi-gravity and
scalar fields may differ from standard multi-gravity purely at the level of the lower-
dimensional theories themselves, without reference to deconstruction. Hence, we now
come to generalise the theory we developed in section 3 to arbitrary dimension and
interaction structures, as well as allowing for more generic couplings of the scalars in
the kinetic sector. We will also determine some of its simple solutions, which we will
show differ from the corresponding solutions in standard multi-gravity precisely as a
consequence of the new scalar equations.

4.1 Metric and vielbein formulations in arbitrary dimension

To generalise the STMG action (3.14), we want to write it in arbitrary dimension, as
well as allow for more generic couplings to the scalar fields (which in this section we
give the more conventional name ϕi) in the kinetic sector, beyond the Brans-Dicke type
couplings of section 3. For aesthetic purposes, we will also reabsorb the cosmological
constant contribution, Λ4, into the definition of β

(i,j)
m . Therefore, throughout this

section we will be considering the following theory, written in the metric formulation
as:

I = IK + IV + IM
[
ψi; g(i)

]
(4.1)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)

[
Fi(ϕi)

2
R(i) −

Gi(ϕi)

2
g(i)µν∂µϕi∂νϕi − Ui(ϕi)

]
(4.2)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m (ϕ) em(Si→j) , (4.3)

where the notation for the matter action IM
[
ψi; g(i)

]
means that the matter fields,

ψi, are minimally coupled to their corresponding metrics g
(i)
µν . Theories that have

Fi(ϕi) = MD−2
i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ωi/ϕi form the Brans-Dicke subclass; if all
ωi = 017 then one finds precisely the special set of STMG theories that arose from
dimensional deconstruction, with which we are now familiar from section 3. Recall
that, owing to the arguments of [89], the field content of the theory defined by Eq.
(4.1) should comprise a single massless spin-2 field, N − 1 massive spin-2 fields, and
N scalar fields, with no ghosts (provided that there are no interaction cycles in the
theory graph).

We have written this action in unitary gauge for the Stückelberg fields, but as
always we are free to include them by making the replacement Si→j → S̃i→j, given by
Eq. (2.34). We also note that the action is written in the so-called Jordan frame, where

17In this case, the scalar potentials Ui(ϕi) may be reabsorbed into the definitions of β
(i,j)
m (ϕ) –

specifically β0 – to recover precisely the ω = 0 STMG action (3.14), although it is natural to want to

explicitly separate out the scalar potentials from the parts of the β
(i,j)
m coefficients that correspond to

genuine non-minimal interactions between the scalars and the metrics.
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the scalars couple directly to the Ricci scalar but not directly to IM . In ordinary scalar-
tensor theories, one may always perform scalar-dependent conformal transformations
on the metrics to bring the action into the Einstein frame, where the scalars instead
couple directly to matter but only minimally to gravity (see e.g. [113]). We are going to
work in the Jordan frame for the remainder of this work since it facilitates comparison
with what we did throughout section 3, as the Jordan frame scalars correspond to the
discretised lapse, but we include the conversion to the Einstein frame version of the
theory in appendix B. The generic structure of the multi-metric potential remains the
same in either frame; the only difference between them is the explicit manner in which
the scalar potentials Ui(ϕi) and interaction coefficients β

(i,j)
m (ϕ) depend on ϕi. For

example, the bi-metric Starobinsky model we mentioned in section 3 as an example
STMG theory that has already been studied in an inflationary context, has an action
which takes the form of the Einstein frame version of Eq. (4.1), with schematically
βm(ϕ) ∼ e(D−m)ϕ1emϕ2 β̄m.

The vielbein form of the STMG action (4.1) is given by:

I = IK + IV + IM
[
ψi; e

(i)
]

(4.4)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
MD

[
Fi(ϕi)

2
R

(i)
ab ∧ ⋆

(i)e(i)ab − Gi(ϕi)

2
dϕi ∧ ⋆(i)dϕi − Ui(ϕi) ⋆

(i) 1

]
(4.5)

IV = −
N−1∑

i1...iD=0

∫
MD

εa1...aDTi1...iD(ϕ)e
(i1)a1 ∧ . . . ∧ e(iD)aD , (4.6)

where d denotes the exterior derivative. By the same discussion we had in section
2.1.2, the metric and vielbein formulations are equivalent only for pairwise interactions
where the Deser-van Nieuwenhuisen symmetric vielbein condition (2.22) holds. As we
saw back then, the vielbein formalism is generically less restrictive than the metric
formalism; non-pairwise-interacting multi-vielbein theories, where the Ti1...iD factorise
into Ti1 . . . TiD , are also ghost free in standard multi-gravity [63, 64]. Presumably, this
newer class of interactions remains ghost free in STMG too.

As we have done throughout this paper, we will consider only the pairwise-
interacting theories where the metric and vielbein formulations are interchangeable,
in which case, the field equations become:

Fi(ϕi)G
(i)
µν +W (i)

µν (ϕ) = T (i,m)
µν + T (i,ϕ)

µν , (4.7)

where T
(i,m)
µν is the energy-momentum tensor for the matter sector residing within IM ,

while the energy-momentum tensor for the scalars ϕi is:

T (i,ϕ)
µν = F ′

i (ϕi)
(
∇(i)

µ ∇(i)
ν ϕi − g(i)µν□

(i)ϕi

)
− g(i)µνUi(ϕi)

+

[
(Gi(ϕi) + F ′′

i (ϕi))

(
∂µϕi∂νϕi −

1

2
(Gi(ϕi) + 2F ′′

i (ϕi)) g
(i)
µν∂λϕi∂

λϕi

)]
,

(4.8)

with primes now denoting derivatives with respect to ϕi. In the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke
case where Fi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = 0, only the first term in this expression
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survives, while the potential part is simply absorbed into the β
(i,j)
m (ϕ) coefficients of

the W -tensors, thus recovering Eq. (3.17).
The W -tensors, in metric terms, take the form:

W (i)µ
ν(ϕ) =

∑
j

D∑
m=0

(−1)mβ(i,j)
m (ϕ)Y µ

(m)ν(Si→j) +
∑
k

D∑
m=0

(−1)mβ
(k,i)
D−m(ϕ)Y

µ
(m)ν(Si→k) ,

(4.9)
where as usual j denote positively oriented interactions and k denote negatively ori-
ented interactions with respect to g

(i)
µν . The corresponding vielbein form expression

is:

W (i)µ
ν(ϕ) = D!e(i)aν e

(i)µ
[ae

(i)λ1

b1
. . . e

(i)λD−1

bD−1]

∑
j1...jD−1

P(i)Tij1...jD−1
(ϕ)e

(j1)b1
λ1

. . . e
(jD−1)bD−1

λD−1
;

(4.10)
of course, for pairwise interactions, the above two definitions can be shown to be
equivalent by virtue of Eqs. (2.23) and (2.24), as was the case in standard multi-
gravity.

Assuming general covariance of the complete matter sector across all sites (i.e.
only that which is contained within IM , not the scalars), the divergences of the W -
tensors must satisfy:

N−1∑
i=0

√
− det g(i)

[
∇(i)

µ W
(i)µ

ν(ϕ) + F ′
i (ϕi)∂µϕiG

(i)µ
ν −∇(i)

µ T
(i,ϕ)µ

ν

]
= 0 . (4.11)

If one further assumes that the matter energy-momentum tensors are covariantly con-
served on each individual site (which is always true if there is only a single matter
coupling anyway) i.e.

∇(i)µT (i,m)
µν = 0 , (4.12)

then this becomes the modified Bianchi constraint:

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
ν(ϕ) = ∇(i)

µ T
(i,ϕ)µ

ν − F ′
i (ϕi)∂µϕiG

(i)µ
ν . (4.13)

Again, when Fi(ϕi) =MD−2
i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = 0, the divergence of the surviving term in

the scalar energy-momentum tensor combines with the Einstein tensor part to retrieve
the familiar form of the Bianchi constraint from section 3 (c.f. Eq. (3.20)).

Lastly, the equations of motion for the scalar fields ϕi read as follows:

Gi(ϕi)□
(i)ϕi +

F ′
i (ϕi)

2
R(i) +

G′
i(ϕi)

2
g(i)µν∂µϕi∂νϕi = U ′

i(ϕi) + Xi(ϕ) , (4.14)

where in metric form the new term on the right hand side is:

Xi(ϕ) =
∑
j

D∑
m=0

∂β
(i,j)
m

∂ϕi

em(Si→j) +
∑
k

D∑
m=0

∂β
(k,i)
D−m

∂ϕi

em(Si→k) , (4.15)
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and in vielbein form it is:

Xi(ϕ) = D!e
(i)µ1

[a1
. . . e

(i)µD

aD]

∑
j1...jD

∂Tj1...jD
∂ϕi

e(j1)a1µ1
. . . e(jD)aD

µD
. (4.16)

Again, these two definitions of Xi are equivalent for pairwise interactions, and when
Fi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = 0, Eq. (4.14) reduces to Eq. (3.21) from section 3
(after absorbing the potential part into the interaction coefficients as before).

As alluded to in section 3, one may explicitly extract the dynamics of the scalar
fields ϕi from Eq. (4.14) by taking the trace of Eqs. (4.7) and substituting in for the
Ricci scalar. This trace reads:

2−D

2
FiR(i) +W(i) = T(i,m) + (∂ϕi)

2

[
2−D

2
Gi + (1−D)F ′′

i

]
+ F ′

i (1−D)□(i)ϕi −DUi ,

(4.17)

where T(i,m) = g(i)µνT
(i,m)
µν is the trace of the i-th matter energy-momentum tensor, and

W(i) = g(i)µνW
(i)
µν is the trace of the i-th W -tensor, which owing to Eq. (2.14) is:

W(i)(ϕ) =
∑
j

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m (ϕ)(D −m)em(Si→j) +

∑
k

D∑
m=0

β
(k,i)
D−m(ϕ)(D −m)em(Si→k) .

(4.18)
Rearranging and substituting in for R(i) in Eq. (4.14) leads to:(

Gi +
D − 1

D − 2

F ′2
i

Fi

)
□(i)ϕi =

F ′
i

Fi

T(i,m)

D − 2
+ U ′

i − Ui
F ′
i

Fi

D

D − 2

− (∂ϕi)
2

(
Gi

2

F ′
i

Fi

+
D − 1

D − 2

F ′
i

Fi

F ′′
i +

G′
i

2

)
+ Xi −

F ′
i

Fi

W(i)

D − 2

, (4.19)

so that all derivatives now act exclusively on the scalars and not on the metrics. In the
Brans-Dicke case where Fi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = MD−2
i ωi/ϕi, the coefficient of

(∂ϕi)
2 vanishes. If the coefficient of □(i)ϕi also vanishes, which happens in the Brans-

Dicke case when ωi = −D−1
D−2

, then the scalars are actually non-propagating, but for any
other value they are dynamical. Lastly, we note that the part of these scalar equations
that depends on the non-minimal interactions with the metrics can be written:

Xi(ϕ)−
F ′
i (ϕi)

Fi(ϕi)

W(i)(ϕ)

D − 2
=
∑
j

D∑
m=0

[
∂β

(i,j)
m

∂ϕi

− F ′
i

Fi

D −m

D − 2
β(i,j)
m

]
em(Si→j)

+
∑
k

D∑
m=0

[
∂β

(k,i)
D−m

∂ϕi

− F ′
i

Fi

D −m

D − 2
β
(k,i)
D−m

]
em(Si→k) .

(4.20)
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Eqs. (4.7), (4.13) and (4.19) comprise the full set of equations and constraints
that define a given STMG system in the Jordan frame18. If Fi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ϕi and
Gi(ϕi) = 0, they are equivalent to the equations of the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke type theory
from section 3, and if all of the scalars are fixed to ϕi = 1, they are equivalent to
the equations of standard multi-gravity from section 2.1, plus the additional scalar
equations (4.19). Let us now see if we can find some simple solutions of this system
to compare against what happens in standard multi-gravity. We are going to return
to the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke case where Fi(ϕi) = MD−2

i ϕi and Gi(ϕi) = 0, both for
simplicity, and to tie in better with everything we did in the previous sections.

4.2 Comparison with standard multi-gravity: what do the extra scalars
do?

Let us work in vacuum, where IM = 0, for simplicity. In standard multi-gravity, the
simplest vacuum solutions one may construct are the proportional solutions, where, as
the name suggests, all of the various metrics are proportional to one another [40, 41]:

g(i)µν = a2i g
(Λ)
µν . (4.21)

Here, g(Λ) is the metric of some Einstein space with effective cosmological constant
Λ (which may be 0, but it has to be the same on all sites if the theory is to admit
rotating black hole solutions [48]) and the ai are conformal factors that the Bianchi
constraint forces to be constant [40]. With this ansatz, the standard multi-gravity

vacuum equations MD−2
i G

(i)
µν +W

(i)
µν = 0 take the form [49]:

ΛMD−2
i

a2i
=
∑
j

W
(+)
i,j +

∑
k

W
(−)
i,k ∀ i , (4.22)

where we define:

W
(+)
i,j =

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m

(
D − 1

m

)(
aj
ai

)m

, (4.23)

W
(−)
i,k =

D∑
m=0

β
(k,i)
D−m

(
D − 1

m

)(
ak
ai

)m

. (4.24)

After fixing one of the ai via coordinate rescaling, Eqs. (4.22) comprise N algebraic,
nonlinear simultaneous equations that may be solved for Λ and the remaining N − 1
conformal factors, the physical solutions being those with real Λ and ai. In this way,
standard multi-gravity naturally admits de Sitter, anti-de Sitter and Minkowski vacua,
where the interactions between metrics manifest themselves as an effective cosmological
constant.

18All of these field equations look much simpler in the Einstein frame, which we include in appendix
B. There, the intuition of the scalars as corresponding to the deconstructed lapse function is sacrificed
in favour of operational comfort (but of course, if we are working with STMG away from any sort of
continuum limit, this intuition is not worth much anyway).
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In hindsight, the fact that solutions with non-zero Λ exist in standard multi-
gravity should have already raised alarm bells about its ability to arise from dimen-
sional deconstruction; taken with chain-type interactions, in the (ill-defined) continuum
limit, the ansatz (4.21) corresponds to the 5-dimensional geometry:

ds2 = a2(y)g(Λ)µν dx
µdxν + dy2 , (4.25)

which one can check is not a solution of 5-dimensional GR on a bounded manifold
unless Λ = 0. However, if we allow for an arbitrary lapse ϕ(y) in the y-direction, such
that the 5-dimensional geometry is:

ds2 = a2(y)g(Λ)µν dx
µdxν + ϕ2(y)dy2 , (4.26)

then solutions with non-vanishing Λ do exist. As a result, we should find that in STMG
– which we claim can directly descend from 5-dimensions for well-chosen β

(i,j)
m (ϕ) –

there are no solutions where both Λ ̸= 0 and ϕi = 1 simultaneously, but Λ ̸= 0 solutions
emerge once the ϕi are allowed to be arbitrary. Let us see how this works in practice.

For this calculation, it proves simplest to work with star-type interactions, where
all multi-gravity metrics couple to some central metric but not to each other, as in
figure 6. However, one can show (it is just a bit fiddlier to do so) that the end result
is the same for chain-type interactions too, so everything we will present below holds
for arbitrary interaction structures, which can always be built by stringing together
combinations of stars and chains.

Figure 6: Theory graph for a star-type interaction.

Consider the STMG equations and constraints with the ansatz (4.21) for the
metrics. If the ai are constant, then the Bianchi constraint (4.13) immediately forces
the ϕi to be constant too. If we try to assert that all ϕi = 1, then as we discussed, the
metric field equations are the same as those in standard multi-gravity, (4.22). However,
we now also have the scalar equations (4.14), which were not present before; they read:

DΛ

D − 2

MD−2
i

a2i
+
∑
j

V
(+)
i,j +

∑
k

V
(−)
i,k = 0 , (4.27)
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where we have defined:

V
(+)
i,j = −

D∑
m=0

∂β
(i,j)
m

∂ϕi

(
D

m

)(
aj
ai

)m

, (4.28)

V
(−)
i,k = −

D∑
m=0

∂β
(k,i)
D−m

∂ϕi

(
D

m

)(
ak
ai

)m

. (4.29)

If one assumes that the β
(i,j)
m (ϕ) can be written as fi,j(ϕ)β̄m, and that the functions

fi,j depend symmetrically on ϕi and ϕj in the sense that ∂f/∂ϕi = ∂f/∂ϕj, as was the
case for our GR choice in Eq. (3.39), then the V ’s are related by:

V
(+)
i,j =

(
aj
ai

)D

V
(−)
j,i , (4.30)

which is just a consequence of the identity (2.10). Similarly, if one assumes that

∂f/∂ϕ|ϕ=1 = −1, which is also the case for our GR choice of β
(i,j)
m , they are related to

the W
(±)
i,j by:

V
(+)
i,j = W

(+)
i,j +

(
aj
ai

)D

W
(−)
j,i , (4.31)

V
(−)
i,k = W

(−)
i,k +

(
ak
ai

)D

W
(+)
k,i . (4.32)

For the star-type interaction, denoting the central metric as g
(0)
µν and the outer

metrics as g
(j)
µν , the scalar equations and metric field equations explicitly are:

Central metric:

ΛMD−2
0

a20
=
∑
j

W
(+)
0,j (4.33)

DΛ

D − 2

MD−2
0

a20
= −

∑
j

V
(+)
0,j (4.34)

Outer metrics:

ΛMD−2
0

a20
=

(
aj
a0

)2(
M0

Mj

)D−2

W
(−)
j,0

(4.35)

DΛ

D − 2

MD−2
0

a20
= −

(
aj
a0

)2(
M0

Mj

)D−2

V
(−)
j,0

(4.36)

where we have multiplied the equations for the outer metrics through by the factor
(aj/a0)

2 (M0/Mj)
D−2 to make the left hand sides equal in all of the equations. One

may then apply Eq. (4.30) to the scalar equations to obtain:(
M0a0
Mj1aj1

)D−2

V
(+)
0,j1

=

(
M0a0
Mj2aj2

)D−2

V
(+)
0,j2

= . . . =
∑
j

V
(+)
0,j . (4.37)

This implies:

V0,jk =

(
Mjkajk
Mjlajl

)D−2

V
(+)
0,jl

, (4.38)
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which we can substitute back in to show that the conformal factors must satisfy:

(M0a0)
D−2 =

∑
j

(Mjaj)
D−2 . (4.39)

Turning our attention now to the field equations, using Eq. (4.31) one can write:∑
j

W
(+)
0,j =

∑
j

V
(+)
0,j −

∑
j

(
aj
ai

)D

W
(−)
j,0 . (4.40)

By Eq. (4.33), the first term becomes ΛMD−2
0 /a20; by Eq. (4.34), the second term

becomes −(DΛ/(D − 2))MD−2
0 /a20; finally, by the combination of Eqs. (4.35) and

(4.39), the last term becomes −ΛMD−2
0 /a20.

Hence, one finds that the only way to satisfy both the metric and scalar field
equations simultaneously, when all the scalar fields are fixed to ϕi = 1, requires:

ΛMD−2
0

a20
= − DΛ

D − 2

MD−2
0

a20
− ΛMD−2

0

a20

=⇒ 2Λ = − DΛ

D − 2

=⇒ Λ = 0 . (4.41)

This is exactly what we wanted to show, and agrees with our intuition from dimensional
deconstruction that there should not exist solutions with non-vanishing Λ when the ϕi

are all fixed to 1. Note that in the Λ = 0 case, the field equations reduce down to just
W

(±)
i,j = 0; if these equations are satisfied, then the scalar equations are immediately

satisfied as well, by virtue of Eqs. (4.31) and (4.32).
At first glance, this result might appear worrying: can it be that STMG does not

admit any vacua with non-vanishing cosmological constant? If not, then the theory
would fall down at the first hurdle, since it would not be able to describe the observed
accelerated expansion of our universe19 [114, 115]. Thankfully, we need not worry: as
alluded to earlier, de Sitter and anti-de Sitter vacua do exist in the theory; it is just
that we need to allow the ϕi to differ from site to site in order to find them. For generic
ϕi, the metric field equations (4.22) and scalar equations (4.27), when taken together,
comprise a set of 2N nonlinear simultaneous equations in the variables {Λ, ai, ϕi}. After
fixing one of the conformal factors by choosing a coordinate system, there are N − 1
free conformal factors ai, N scalar field VEVs ϕi and 1 effective cosmological constant
Λ for which we must solve; this makes 2N variables in total, so again the system is
solvable in principle, the solutions being physical if all the variables turn out to be real.
Thus, standard multi-gravity and STMG both possess Minkowski, de Sitter and anti-
de Sitter vacua, but they differ in the manner in which they are constructed, thanks to
the existence/non-existence of the scalar fields and their corresponding field equations.
Note that this means all of the black hole solutions to standard multi-gravity, which
we constructed in [48, 49], carry across naturally to STMG in this manner as well,
being that they are also vacuum solutions.

19Well, unless any of the scalars manage to act as a quintessence field, but quintessence has enough
of its own issues for us to not want to consider this possibility here.
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5 Discussion and conclusion

In this work, we sought to revisit and shed new light on an age-old question, namely:
‘What does gravitational physics in a theory with compact extra dimensions look like to
a lower dimensional observer?’ Folk wisdom from the time of Kaluza and Klein dictates
that we should generically expect to see towers of massive spin-2 states in the spectrum
of the corresponding 4-dimensional EFT; one can see this either following the standard
KK framework, where one simply integrates out the extra dimension(s), or following
the alternative prescription of dimensional deconstruction, where one discretises the
extra dimension(s) on a lattice and treats the induced metrics on the various lattice
sites as interacting tensor fields in the lower dimensional EFT (the two approaches are
related to one another via discrete Fourier transforms of the vielbeins [36]).

The deconstruction paradigm is extremely powerful, as it elucidates a direct link
between pure gravity in higher dimensions and theories of massive and multi-gravity
in lower dimensions, which have been extensively studied in recent years as viable al-
ternatives to GR, after their ghost free formulations were discovered in 2010. However,
extracting the precise form of the multi-gravity theory that arises from the deconstruc-
tion of, say, 5-dimensional GR, has historically proven difficult beyond perturbative
level, owing to the inherent complexities baked into nonlinear theories of massive and
multi-gravity. When this was originally attempted prior to the development of dRGT
multi-gravity, the resulting 4-dimensional theory turned out to be ghostly and was
therefore pathological. Still, even after the ghost free theories were developed, it was
soon realised that they could not truly arise from the deconstruction of GR either,
because they contain no counterpart of the higher dimensional lapse function. We
discussed at length throughout the main body of this work why the missing lapse
is problematic, and we outlined the various ways in which it prevents one from ever
taking a well-defined continuum limit to recover 5-dimensional GR from standard 4-
dimensional multi-gravity (for example, at the level of the deconstructed theory, it
manifests as standard multi-gravity’s (in)famously low strong coupling scale).

We have developed an improved deconstruction procedure that does not gauge
fix the lapse before discretising the extra dimension, and we used it to demonstrate
that the (tentatively) correct 4-dimensional theory that arises from the deconstruction
of 5-dimensional GR is actually a hybrid of multi-gravity with a collection of scalar
fields; we gave this theory the name ‘Scalar-Tensor Multi-Gravity’, or STMG for short.
STMG remains ghost free, as the structure of the spin-2 interactions is unchanged
relative to standard multi-gravity (the scalars only appear implicitly in the multi-
gravity interaction coefficients); the existence of the constraints that exorcise the ghost
has already been explicitly proven for a simple bi-metric version of STMG studied
recently in the context of inflation [89]. However, STMG is better behaved under
deconstruction than standard multi-gravity because the field equations of the new
scalars, which were missing in standard multi-gravity, encode the behaviour of the lapse
function in the higher dimensional theory. Indeed, we showed explicitly, by means
of the concrete example of Randall-Sundrum brane cosmology, that by taking the
continuum limit of STMG, one is able to recover all of the dynamical field equations,
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the momentum and Hamiltonian constraints, and the Israel junction conditions of 5-
dimensional GR (with a compact extra dimension). However, the reason we still say
that STMG is only tentatively the correct deconstructed theory is that one still needs
to confirm that it remains valid all the way up to the 5-dimensional Planck scale. To
do this, one should investigate its decoupling limit to check that the theory does not
become strongly coupled at an unacceptably low scale, a calculation that we save for
future work.

Nevertheless, the development of this new theory, together with the recognition
that even standard multi-gravity is a perfectly viable 4-dimensional EFT of modified
gravity, motivated us to study theories involving multiple metrics/vielbeins and scalars
as potentially interesting EFTs in their own right, without reference to dimensional
deconstruction. To this end, we generalised STMG to arbitrary dimension, to spin-2
interaction structures where there is no obvious notion of a continuum limit, and finally
to generic scalar couplings in the kinetic sector. We derived all of the field equations of
these STMG theories in both the Jordan and Einstein frames in complete generality,
then focussed in on the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke subclass that arose from dimensional
deconstruction to determine some simple vacuum solutions (the proportional solutions)
and tie into our work from section 3. We showed that, while these solutions are
qualitatively the same as the corresponding solutions in standard multi-gravity, the
manner in which they are quantitatively constructed differs and relies on the presence
of the scalars and their associated field equations; we also showed why this makes sense
from an extra dimensional standpoint, so everything seems to check out.

Going forward, we hope that this work will open a number of doors to interesting
explorations. For example, immediately with STMG one is faced with the prospect
of potentially developing new and viable models of screened modified gravity (see e.g.
[116]), where the new interactions between the scalar fields and spin-2 fields encoded
implicitly in the W -tensors may have interesting phenomenological effects. There are
potentially also nice dark matter scenarios to be uncovered involving the new scalar
degrees of freedom – indeed even standard multi-gravity can say a lot of interesting
things in this regard [85, 98–102].

Even more enticing is that once one is armed with a consistent link between higher
dimensional gravity and STMG in 4-dimensions, one may begin to rephrase questions
more typically asked in the context of extra dimensions in a purely 4-dimensional
language. Already we have seen signs that this may be a fruitful thing to do: we men-
tioned at the start of section 4 that there are hints the Gregory-Laflamme instability
plaguing higher dimensional black strings could potentially be a result of the black
string’s massive spin-2 substructure rather than its extra dimensional nature. This is
because the GL instability persists in multi-gravity even when one is well away from
the continuum limit, or has interaction structures where such a limit cannot even be
sensibly defined [48, 49]. For the chain-type interactions where it does make sense to
talk about taking the continuum limit, it would be extremely interesting to investi-
gate whether any holographic interpretation exists for the boundary sites when the
bulk is AdS, and to see whether such an interpretation survives the deconstruction
process (or even better, if it exists away from the continuum limit, as was the case
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for the GL instability). Finally, many swampland conjectures are formulated with the
implicit assumption of extra dimensions (e.g. those referring to string/KK towers of
states) and it would be a good test of their robustness to see whether they still hold
in multi-gravity outside of the continuum limit (where the towers of states are now
finitely many massive gravitons, and there is no longer the implicit assumption that
extra dimensions exist).

We leave these interesting questions to future work, but we certainly intend to
follow them up in the near future; we hope that we have also provided a comprehensive
foundation upon which others may build if they too wish to join in the fun.
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A Explicit recovery of brane cosmology in the continuum
limit of STMG

In this appendix, we derive the form of the modified Friedmann equations, Bianchi
constraint and scalar equations for the ω = 0 Brans-Dicke type STMG theory of
section 3, when one takes the FLRW ansatze for the metrics and scalars, given by Eqs.
(3.44) and (3.45). We repeat these ansatze below for convenience:

g(i)µνdx
µdxν = −c2i (t)dt2 + a2i (t)ηijdx

idxj ,

Ni = bi(t) .

We will show, by explicitly taking the limit where N → ∞ and δy → 0 with Nδy = L
fixed, that the 4-dimensional equations of STMG – Eqs. (3.17), (3.20) and (3.21)
– encode all of the 5-dimensional equations, constraints and junction conditions of
Randall-Sundrum brane cosmology, given by Eqs. (3.33)–(3.38).

A.1 Dynamical field equations

First up are the RS1 dynamical equations i.e. the part of the continuum Einstein
equations correpsonding to the dynamics of the hypersurface metrics gµν . Recall that
the field equations for the metrics in STMG are (c.f. Eq. (3.17)):

M2
(4)G

(i)
µν + 2Λ4g

(i)
µν +

W
(i)
µν (b)

bi
=
T

(i)
µν

bi
+
M2

(4)

bi

[
∇(i)

µ ∇(i)
ν bi − g(i)µν□

(i)bi
]
, (A.1)
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with the W -tensor defined by Eq. (3.18), and where we have divided through by the
scalars bi for convenience in what will follow. We want to show that the 00-component
of these equations recovers Eq. (3.33) upon taking the continuum limit, and that in
the same limit the jk-components recover Eq. (3.34).

With the cosmological ansatz (3.44) for the various metrics, the 4-dimensional
Einstein tensor components are:

G
(i)0

0 = −3

(
ȧi
aici

)2

, (A.2)

G
(i)j

k =
1

c2i

(
− ȧ

2
i

a2i
− 2

äi
ai

+ 2
ȧi
ai

ċi
ci

)
δjk . (A.3)

Also, the building-block matrices Si→j take the simple form:

Si→j = diag

(
cj
ci
,
aj
ai
,
aj
ai
,
aj
ai

)
, (A.4)

which lead to the following non-vanishing W -tensor components [60] (recalling that
each site in the bulk has exactly one positively oriented interaction and one negatively
oriented interaction – see figure 5):

W
(i)0

0 =
4∑

m=0

β(i,i+1)
m

(
3

m

)(
ai+1

ai

)m

+
4∑

m=0

β
(i−1,i)
D−m

(
3

m

)(
ai−1

ai

)m

, (A.5)

W
(i)j

k = δjk

{[
β
(i,i+1)
0 + β

(i,i+1)
1

(
ci+1

ci
+ 2

ai+1

ai

)
+ β

(i,i+1)
2

(
2
ci+1

ci

ai+1

ai
+
a2i+1

a2i

)
+ β

(i,i+1)
3

ci+1

ci

a2i+1

a2i

]
+

[
β
(i−1,i)
4 + β

(i−1,i)
3

(
ci−1

ci
+ 2

ai−1

ai

)
+ β

(i−1,i)
2

(
2
ci−1

ci

ai−1

ai
+
a2i−1

a2i

)
+ β

(i−1,i)
1

ci−1

ci

a2i−1

a2i

]}
, (A.6)

where it is understood that β
(i,j)
m are functions of the bi(t), as in Eq. (3.39).

Lastly, the terms involving derivatives of bi are:

1

bi

[
∇(i)0∇(i)

0 bi − δ00□
(i)bi

]
=

3

c2i

ȧi
ai

ḃi
bi
, (A.7)

1

bi

[
∇(i)j∇(i)

k bi − δjk□
(i)bi

]
=

1

c2i

(
2
ȧi
ai

ḃi
bi

+
b̈i
bi

− ḃi
bi

ċi
ci

)
δjk , (A.8)

and we note that the energy-momentum tensors are T
(i)
µν = 0 for all sites in the bulk.

– 47 –



The continuum limit requires that we take N → ∞ and δy → 0 while keeping the
product Nδy = L fixed; this implies that we can Taylor expand all quantities living
on sites i± 1 around site i with expansion parameter δy as:

Xi±1 = Xi ± δyX ′
i +

1

2
δy2X ′′

i ±O(δy3) . (A.9)

Let us look first at the 00-equation. Putting together the above expressions,
substitutingM2

(4) =M3
(5)δy and Λ4 = Λ5δy, as well as the explicit GR form of the β

(i,j)
m

coefficients from Eq. (3.39), this equation reads:

−
3M3

(5)δy

c2i

(
ȧi
ai

)2

+ 2Λ5δy +

{
2

bi(bi + bi+1)

M3
(5)

δy

[
−6 + 9

ai+1

ai
− 3

(
ai+1

ai

)2
]}

+

{
2

bi(bi + bi−1)

M3
(5)

δy

[
−3

(
ai−1

ai

)2

+ 3

(
ai−1

ai

)3
]}

=
3M3

(5)δy

c2i

ȧi
ai

ḃi
bi
.

(A.10)

Substituting in the Taylor expansions for ai±1 and bi±1, the first term in curly brackets
becomes, to first order in δy (suppressing the i indices for brevity):

{Curly bracket 1} =
M3

(5)

b2

[
3
a′

a
+ δy

(
−3

2

a′

a

b′

b
+

3

2

a′′

a
− 3

a′2

a2

)]
, (A.11)

and the second term becomes:

{Curly bracket 2} =
M3

(5)

b2

[
−3

a′

a
+ δy

(
−3

2

a′

a

b′

b
+

3

2

a′′

a
+ 6

a′2

a2

)]
. (A.12)

Adding the two together and taking the limit δy → 0, we get the continuum equation:

3

c2

(
ȧ2

a2
+
ȧ

a

ḃ

b

)
+

3

b2

(
a′

a

b′

b
− a′′

a
− a′2

a2

)
=

2Λ5

M3
(5)

, (A.13)

which is exactly Eq. (3.33) for G0
0.

Next up is the jk-equation, which in the deconstructed theory is as follows:

M3
(5)δy

c2i

(
− ȧ

2
i

a2i
− 2

äi
ai

+ 2
ȧi
ai

ċi
ci

)
+ 2Λ5δy −

M3
(5)δy

c2i

(
2
ȧi
ai

ḃi
bi

+
b̈i
bi

− ḃi
bi

ċi
ci

)
(A.14)

=

{
2

bi(bi + bi+1)

M3
(5)

δy

[
− 6 + 3

(
ci+1

ci
+ 2

ai+1

ai

)
−
(
2
ci+1

ci

ai+1

ai
+
a2i+1

a2i

)]}

+

{
2

bi(bi + bi−1)

M3
(5)

δy

[
3

(
ci−1

ci

a2i−1

a2i

)
−
(
2
ci−1

ci

ai−1

ai
+
a2i−1

a2i

)]}
.
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Performing our Taylor expansion on each of a, b and c this time, the first term in the
curly brackets becomes:

{Curly bracket 1} =
M3

(5)

b2

[
c′

c
+ 2

a′

a
+ δy

(
−1

2

b′

b

c′

c
− a′

a

b′

b
+

1

2

c′′

c
− 2

a′

a

c′

c
− a′2

a2
+
a′′

a

)]
,

(A.15)
while the second term becomes:

{Curly bracket 2} =
M3

(5)

b2

[
−c

′

c
− 2

a′

a
+ δy

(
−1

2

b′

b

c′

c
− a′

a

b′

b
+

1

2

c′′

c
+ 4

a′

a

c′

c
+ 2

a′2

a2
+
a′′

a

)]
.

(A.16)
Summing and taking δy → 0, we arrive at the continuum equation:

1

c2

(
− ȧ

2

a2
+ 2

ȧ

a

ċ

c
− 2

ȧ

a

ḃ

b
+
ḃ

b

ċ

c
− 2

ä

a
− b̈

b

)

+
1

b2

(
a′2

a2
− 2

a′

a

b′

b
+ 2

a′

a

c′

c
− b′

b

c′

c
+ 2

a′′

a
+
c′′

c

)
= − 2Λ5

M3
(5)

,

(A.17)

which again is exactly Eq. (3.34) for Gi
j. Thus, we recover all of the dynamical

field equations for brane cosmology in the extra dimensional bulk upon taking the
continuum limit of the STMG field equations for the sites in the bulk of its theory
graph.

A.2 Israel junction conditions

On the boundary sites, the corresponding metrics possess only a single interaction.
At y = 0, corresponding to the site i = 0, this interaction is positively oriented, so
leads in the continuum limit to the term we called ‘curly bracket 1’ in the previous
calculation; at y = L, corresponding to the site i = N − 1, the converse is true, and
the one negatively oriented interaction gives rise to ‘curly bracket 2’.

With only one of these brackets present, the O(1) terms no longer cancel one
another; they are instead compensated for by the energy-momentum tensors we have
coupled to the boundary sites, of the form (3.32). Therefore, in the limit δy → 0, the
00-component of the STMG field equations (3.17) on site i = 0 becomes:

3M3
(5)

b2
a′

a

∣∣∣∣
i=0

=
T

(0)0
0

b
=⇒ 3M3

(5)

a′

ab

∣∣∣∣
y=0

= −(ρ0 + σ0) , (A.18)

which is precisely the junction condition (3.37) for K0
0 at y = 0. On the opposite

boundary, we use get the desired orientation flip:

−
3M3

(5)

b2
a′

a

∣∣∣∣
i=N−1

=
T

(N−1)0
0

b
=⇒ 3M3

(5)

a′

ab

∣∣∣∣
y=L

= +(ρL + σL) . (A.19)

Similarly, in the limit δy → 0, the jk-components of the field equations on the
site i = 0 become:

M3
(5)

b2
δjk

(
c′

c
+ 2

a′

a

)∣∣∣∣
i=0

=
T

(0)j
k

b
=⇒ M3

(5)

(
c′

cb
+ 2

a′

ab

)∣∣∣∣
y=0

= (p0 − σ0) , (A.20)
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which is precisely the junction condition (3.38) for Kj
k at y = 0. Again, one recovers

the orientation flip on the opposite boundary:

M3
(5)

b2
δjk

(
−c

′

c
− 2

a′

a

)∣∣∣∣
i=N−1

=
T

(N−1)j
k

b
=⇒ M3

(5)

(
c′

cb
+ 2

a′

ab

)∣∣∣∣
y=L

= −(pL − σL) .

(A.21)
Thus all of the Israel junction conditions for the branes in the continuum theory are
encoded within the deconstructed theory via the field equations of the sites located at
the endpoints of the chain of interactions.

A.3 Momentum constraint

Next up is the 5-dimensional momentum constraint, which should be encoded within
the 4-dimensional Bianchi constraint, since it is equivalent to the equations of motion
for the Stückelberg fields – the analogues of the shift vector in the deconstructed theory.
We recall that the STMG Bianchi constraint is (c.f. Eq. (3.20)):

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
ν =

M2
(4)

2
R(i)∂νbi . (A.22)

Since bi = bi(t) depends only on time, the spatial components of the divergence
of the W -tensors should vanish (since ∂jbi = 0); with our cosmological ansatz (3.44)

for the metrics, one can indeed show that ∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
j = 0 identically. Therefore, all of

the interesting behaviour resides in the time-component, which takes the form:

∇(i)
µ W

(i)µ
0 = 3

(
ȧi+1

ai
− ci+1

ci

ȧi
ai

)
σ
(+)
i,i+1 −

2(ḃi + ḃi+1)

(bi + bi+1)2

4∑
m=0

β̄m

(
3

m

)(
ai+1

ai

)m

+ 3

(
ȧi−1

ai
− ci−1

ci

ȧi
ai

)
σ
(−)
i,i−1 −

2(ḃi + ḃi−1)

(bi + bi−1)2

4∑
m=0

β̄4−m

(
3

m

)(
ai−1

ai

)m

,

(A.23)

where the σ
(±)
i,j are defined, as in [49], to be:

σ
(+)
i,j =

4∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m

(
2

m− 1

)(
aj
ai

)m−1

, (A.24)

σ
(−)
i,k =

4∑
m=0

β
(k,i)
4−m

(
2

m− 1

)(
ak
ai

)m−1

, (A.25)

and are related by:

σ
(−)
j,i =

(
ai
aj

)2

σ
(+)
i,j . (A.26)

We now proceed as we have been doing, by Taylor expanding the ai±1, bi±1 and ci±1

around site i. To lowest order, one arrives at the following equation:

3M3
(5)

b2

(
ȧ′

a
− ȧ

c

c′

c
− ḃ

b

a′

a

)
−

3M3
(5)

b2

(
ȧ′

a
− ȧ

c

c′

c
− ḃ

b

a′

a

)
+O(δy) = 0 , (A.27)
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where the first bracket comes from the positive orientation interaction and the second
bracket comes from the negative orientation interaction. Obviously, in the bulk – where
both of these interactions are present simultaneously – the above equation is satisfied
trivially. However, as we just saw, on the boundary sites only one of these two terms is
present, so in order to satisfy the Bianchi constraint for every site, the term in brackets
must itself vanish. This implies that:

3M3
(5)

b2

(
ȧ′

a
− ȧ

c

c′

c
− ḃ

b

a′

a

)
= 0 , (A.28)

which is of course the 5-dimensional momentum constraint G5
0 = 0, given in Eq. (3.35).

So, we have shown that the Bianchi constraint in 4-dimensions encodes the continuum
equation of the shift vector in 5-dimensions.

A.4 Hamiltonian constraint

Finally, we need to show that the scalar equations (c.f. Eq. (3.21)):

M2
(4)

2
R(i) − 2Λ4 =

4∑
m=0

∂β
(i,i+1)
m

∂bi
em(Si→i+1) +

4∑
m=0

∂β
(i−1,i)
4−m

∂bi
em(Si→i−1) , (A.29)

become the 5-dimensional Hamiltonian constraint upon taking the continuum limit.
This is the piece of information that was missing in standard multi-gravity but is now
present in STMG.

With our cosmological metric ansatz (3.44), the quantities we need are:

R(i) =
6

c2i

(
äi
ai

+
ȧ2i
a2i

− ȧi
ai

ċi
ci

)
, (A.30)

e0(Si→j) = 1 , (A.31)

e1(Si→j) =
cj
ci

+ 3
aj
ai
, (A.32)

e2(Si→j) = 3

(
cj
ci

aj
ai

+
a2j
a2i

)
, (A.33)

e3(Si→j) = 3
cj
ci

a2j
a2i

+
a3j
a3i

, (A.34)

e4(Si→j) =
cj
ci

a3j
a3i

. (A.35)

Substituting these into our scalar constraints, along with the GR form of the β
(i,j)
m
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coefficients given in Eq. (3.39), the explicit expression is:

0 =
3M3

(5)δy

c2i

(
äi
ai

+
ȧ2i
a2i

− ȧi
ai

ċi
ci

)
− 2Λ5δy

+

{
2

(bi + bi+1)2
M3

(5)

δy

[
− 6 + 3

(
ci+1

ci
+ 3

ai+1

ai

)
− 3

(
ci+1

ci

ai+1

ai
+
a2i+1

a2i

)]}

+

{
2

(bi + bi−1)2
M3

(5)

δy

[
− 3

(
ci−1

ci

ai−1

ai
+
a2i−1

a2i

)
+ 3

(
3
ci−1

ci

a2i−1

a2i
+
a3i−1

a3i

)
− 6

ci−1

ci

a3i−1

a3i

]}
.

(A.36)

Taylor expanding, one finds that both curly brackets contribute the same amount,
which is, to first order in δy:

{Both curly brackets} = δy

(
−3

2

a′

a

c′

c
− 3

2

a′2

a2

)
, (A.37)

so upon adding them up and taking δy → 0, one arrives at last at the continuum
equation:

3

b2

(
a′2

a2
+
a′

a

c′

c

)
+

3

c2

(
ȧ

a

ċ

c
− ȧ2

a2
− ä

a

)
= − 2Λ5

M3
(5)

, (A.38)

which is precisely the 5-dimensional Hamiltonian constraint, Eq. (3.36). Everything
checks out exactly as it should: we recover brane cosmology in its entirety in the
continuum limit of STMG (with the interaction coefficients tuned to lead to pure GR
in 5-dimensions). It seems that this STMG model really is the theory that arises in
4-dimensions upon deconstructing 5-dimensional GR!

B Einstein frame form of scalar-tensor multi-gravity

In complete generality, the Jordan frame action of any STMG theory may be written
as:

I = IK + IV + IM
[
ψi; g(i)

]
(B.1)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)

[
Fi(ϕi)

2
R(i) −

Gi(ϕi)

2
g(i)µν∂µϕi∂νϕi − Ui(ϕi)

]
(B.2)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
dDx

√
− det g(i)

D∑
m=0

β(i,j)
m (ϕ) em(Si→j) , (B.3)

The notation for the matter action IM
[
ψi; g(i)

]
means that the matter fields, ψi, min-

imally couple to their corresponding metrics g
(i)
µν , in this frame.

One may move into the Einstein frame by making the following conformal trans-
formations on the various metrics [117]:

g(i)µν →

(
M̃2

i

Fi(ϕi)

)D−2
2

g̃(i)µν ≡ A2
i (ϕi)g̃

(i)
µν , (B.4)

– 52 –



for which the action becomes:

I = IK + IV + IM
[
ψi;A

2
i (ϕi)g̃(i)

]
(B.5)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
dDx

√
− det g̃(i)

[
M̃D−2

i

2
R̃(i) −

G̃i(ϕi)

2
g̃(i)µν∂µϕi∂νϕi − Ṽi(ϕi)

]
(B.6)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
dDx

√
− det g̃(i)

D∑
m=0

β̃(i,j)
m (ϕ) em(S̃i→j) , (B.7)

where one has:

G̃i(ϕi) = M̃D−2
i

[
Gi(ϕi)

Fi(ϕi)
+
D − 1

D − 2

F ′
i (ϕi)

2

Fi(ϕi)2

]
, (B.8)

and:
Ṽi(ϕi) = AD

i (ϕi)Ui(ϕi) . (B.9)

Lastly, under these conformal transformations, the Si→j matrices become:

Si→j =
Aj(ϕj)

Ai(ϕi)
S̃i→j , (B.10)

which leads to the rescaling β
(i,j)
m → β̃

(i,j)
m given by:

β̃(i,j)
m (ϕ) = AD−m

i (ϕi)A
m
j (ϕj)β

(i,j)
m (ϕ) . (B.11)

We stress that all the tilded quantities written throughout this appendix bear no
relation to those we introduced when applying the Stückelberg trick in section 2.1.3;
here, they simply distinguish quantities in the Einstein frame from quantities in the
Jordan frame.

In order to work with the Einstein frame action (B.5), it helps to canonically
normalise the scalar fields, which we can do by solving the integrals:

χ̃i =

∫ ϕi

0

dϕ̂i

√
G̃i(ϕ̂i) , (B.12)

finally taking our action into its canonical form:

I = IK + IV + IM
[
ψi;A

2
i (χ̃i)g̃(i)

]
(B.13)

IK =
N−1∑
i=0

∫
dDx

√
− det g̃(i)

[
M̃D−2

i

2
R̃(i) −

1

2
g̃(i)µν∂µχ̃i∂νχ̃i − Ṽi(χ̃i)

]
(B.14)

IV = −
∑
i,j

∫
dDx

√
− det g̃(i)

D∑
m=0

β̃(i,j)
m (χ̃) em(S̃i→j) . (B.15)

The field equations arising from the Einstein frame action (B.13) are:

M̃D−2
i G̃(i)

µν + W̃ (i)
µν (χ̃) = A2

i (χ̃i)T
(i,m)
µν + T̃ (i,χ̃i)

µν , (B.16)
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by varying with respect to the metrics, where the W̃ -tensor is given by Eq. (4.9) after

replacing β
(i,j)
m (ϕ) by β̃

(i,j)
m (χ̃). The matter energy-momentum tensor has no tilde, as

it is actually defined with respect to the Jordan frame metric by:

T (i,m)
µν =

−2√
− det g(i)

δIM
δg(i)µν

= −2
∂Lm

∂g(i)µν
+ g(i)µνLm ; (B.17)

this is because matter still couples minimally to g
(i)
µν = A2

i (χ̃i)g̃
(i)
µν rather than to g̃

(i)
µν

(see e.g. [116] for more details). The scalars, on the other hand, have their kinetic
terms coupled minimally to the Einstein frame metrics, so contribute the following
energy-momentum tensors:

T̃ (i,χ̃i)
µν = ∂µχ̃i∂νχ̃i −

1

2
g̃(i)µν∂λχ̃i∂

λχ̃i − g̃(i)µν Ṽi(χ̃i) . (B.18)

The field equations (B.16) are to be compared against the corresponding Jordan frame
expression, Eq. (4.7).

In the scalar sector, the field equations are:

□̃(i)χ̃i =
∂Ṽi
∂χ̃i

+ X̃i(χ̃)− A3
i (χ̃i)

∂Ai

∂χ̃i

T(i,m) , (B.19)

where T(i,m) are the traces of the Jordan frame matter energy-momentum tensors. The

term X̃i(χ̃) is given by Eq. (4.15) after making the replacements β
(i,j)
m (ϕ) → β̃

(i,j)
m (χ̃),

Si→j → S̃i→j and ϕi → χ̃i. This Einstein frame scalar equation is to be compared with
Eq. (4.19) in the Jordan frame, which is far more complicated.

If one wishes to model build within the framework of STMG, the canonically nor-
malised Einstein frame action (B.13) and its corresponding field equations (B.16) and
(B.19), with some choices for the scalar potentials Ṽi(χ̃i) and interaction coefficients

β̃
(i,j)
m (χ̃), probably constitute the simplest place to start. However, by using the more

complicated Jordan frame form of the action that we used throughout the main paper,
given in Eq. (4.1), the link to higher dimensional gravity and dimensional deconstruc-
tion (in the situations where a continuum limit may be defined) is manifest, as the
Jordan frame scalars correspond to the value of the extra dimensional lapse function
on different hypersurfaces – see section 3 for a recap of how this works. This intuition
about the scalars is sacrificed in the Einstein frame in favour of calculational ease.

To close, we note that in the bi-metric Starobinsky model first introduced via
its Einstein frame action in refs. [87, 89], which we cited in sections 3 and 4 as an
example of an STMGmodel that has previously been studied in an inflationary context,
the action, Einstein equations and scalar field equations indeed take the form of Eqs.
(B.13), (B.16) and (B.19), as they should.
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