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Abstract

The ultimate extension of Penrose’s Spin Geometry Theorem is given. It is shown
how the local geometry of any curved Lorentzian 4-manifold (with C? metric) can be
derived in the classical limit using only the observables in the algebraic formulation
of abstract Poincaré-invariant elementary quantum mechanical systems. In partic-
ular, for any point ¢ of the classical spacetime manifold and curvature tensor there,
there exists a composite system built from finitely many Poincaré-invariant elemen-
tary quantum mechanical systems and a sequence of its states, defining the classical
limit, such that, in this limit, the value of the distance observables in these states
tends with asymptotically vanishing uncertainty to lengths of spacelike geodesic seg-
ments in a convex normal neighbourhood U of ¢ that determine the components of
the curvature tensor at ¢. Since the curvature at ¢ determines the metric on U up
to third order corrections, the metric structure of curved C? Lorentzian 4-manifolds
is recovered from (or, alternatively, can be defined by the observables of) abstract
Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems.

Keywords: curved Lorentzian geometries, sectional curvature, empirical distance, classical
limit

1 Introduction

As is well known, the notion of spacetime of special and general relativity, as introduced oper-
ationally in the framework of classical physics e.g. in [1], turned out to be surprisingly useful
even in quantum physics. But Marzke and Wheeler [2], quoting Bohr and Rosenfeld, stress that
‘... every proper theory should provide in and by itself its own means for defining the quantities
with which it deals’. Hence, in particular, the basic notions in quantum physics should not be
based on classical physical concepts, and the laws of classical physics should be derivable from
the notions and laws of micro-physics. The latter may not be based on concepts of classical
physics. Extending this principle to the spacetime of classical general relativity as a background
for the quantum physical calculations, it should also be re-defined by purely quantum concepts.
In the contribution [2], Marzke and Wheeler raise the idea that the spacetime geometry, and
perhaps the spacetime points themselves too, should be introduced using the distance as the
primary concept. Two years later, Penrose initiated the project to derive the various geometric
structures of spacetime from more fundamental quantum concepts. (The essay with his original
ideas became available for the public much later, only in [3].)

As an illustration of his strategy, using combinatorial techniques, Penrose showed how the
conformal structure (i.e. the geometry of directions) of the Euclidean 3-space can be recovered
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from the quantum mechanics of spins [4]. However, apart from the dissertation [5], this project
was not continued and has not been completed.

Using standard techniques of quantum mechanics, in our previous papers, we re-derived
the conformal structure of the Euclidean 3-space [6], and derived the metric structure of the
Euclidean 3-space [7] and of the Minkowski spacetime [§] from SU(2), Euclidean and Poincaré
invariant quantum mechanical systems, respectively. In the present paper, we complete the
first stage of the (then) ‘radically new’ project of Penrose in the spirit of Wheeler’s ‘radical
conservatism’ [9], by determining formal conditions under which the (local) geometry of general
curved spacetimes with C? Lorentzian metrics can be recovered in the classical limit from ab-
stract Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanics. In particular, we use only ideas and techniques
of standard general relativity, differential geometry and Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanics.
(Following the classical paper [1], by spacetime we mean only a four dimensional Lorentzian
geometry, but still no field equation is used. Like in the foundation of the classical theory in [I]
[see also [10] 1), [12]], mechanical concepts appear to be enough to introduce the spacetime ge-
ometry. Field theoretical concepts and ideas are expected to be needed only in the introduction
of the field equations.)

The present investigations are based in an essential way on our previous results [], in which
the metric structure of the Minkowski spacetime has been recovered in the classical limit from an
expression called ‘empirical distance’. The latter is built from the basic quantum observables of
Poincaré-invariant elementary quantum mechanical systems in an abstract, algebraic formulation
of quantum mechanics (see e.g. [13, 14l [15]) without assuming anything about space or spacetime.
(At this point it should be stressed that the Poincaré symmetry is the symmetry of the algebra
of the basic observables of the quantum mechanical systems, rather than that of the spacetime.)

The key idea that we adopt here is the ‘localization’ of the concepts of []], just as how
the flat pseudo-Euclidean spaces are ‘localized’ and became the geometry of tangent spaces of
general curved pseudo-Riemannian geometries. We have no a priori assumption on the ‘micro-
structure’ of the spacetime. We take general relativity as it is as the correct classical theory
of spacetime and gravity; and also the abstract, algebraic formulation of (Poincaré-invariant)
quantum mechanics (without referring to any notion of spacetime) as the most successful theory
of quantum particles. (In the context of quantum mechanics, by Poincaré group FE(1,3) we
mean the semidirect product of SL(2,C) and the group of the four dimensional translation
group, rather than the isometry group of the Minkowski space.) In the present paper, we
search only for the quantum states of the Poincaré-invariant elementary quantum mechanical
systems by means of which the known local geometric structures (in particular, the metric) of the
classical spacetime can formally be recovered from the observables of the quantum systems in
their classical limit. Here, by ‘local structures’ we mean those in convex normal neighbourhoods
(in particular the curvature tensor and all the structures, e.g. the metric, that it determines
locally), and by ‘formal’” that still we do not intend to identify the source where the resulting
quantum states may come from. The search for the roots of the origin of these states in the
quantum systems themselves is the subject of a separate project.

The general strategy of these investigations, which at some point deviates from that of [3],
has been discussed and summarized in the introduction of [§]. Thus we do not repeat it here, and
we concentrate only on the new aspects of the strategy. In particular, the present localization
program rests on two new elements:

First, as is well known in differential geometry (see e.g. [16, 17, 18| 19] 20]), the curvature
tensor at a given point is completely determined by the sectional curvatures there, and the
latter are linked directly to lengths of triplets of certain curves, forming a ‘triangle’ on 2-surfaces
generated by geodesics emanated from the given point. (The differential geometric background
of Regge’s non-smooth formulation of the spacetime geometry [21], and also of the strategy
how to synthesize the ‘empirical geometry’ from distances between points [2], is provided by
these ideas.) Thus, to be able to recover the curvature from the quantum observables, first



we should reformulate these geometric ideas and results in terms of distances (i.e. by length
of geodesics, rather than only by length of certain non-geodesic curves like in the standard
differential geometric texts above) between spacetime points.

Second, in Minkowski space the empirical distance, introduced in [§], is a distance between
timelike straight lines (and are realized as the length of certain spacelike straight line segments),
rather than between points. However, to be able to recover e.g. the curvature at some point of
the classical spacetime manifold using the same notion of distance, the notion of points should
also be reformulated in the form that could be implemented in quantum theory. A point of
the classical spacetime manifold can be characterized by the set of the timelike geodesics that
intersect one another at that point, and the characteristic property of these geodesics is that
the (spatial) empirical distance between any two of them is zero. (The idea how to represent
spacetime points in this way is borrowed from twistor theory [22] 23| 24], where a point of
the Minkowski space is represented by the null straight lines that intersect one another at that
point.) It is this equivalent property that can be imported into quantum theory to define ‘points’
of the resulting ‘empirical, physical spacetime’, obtained in the classical limit: points will emerge
as pairs of timelike geodesics with vanishing empirical distance between them.

Technically, the localization is based on the use of convex normal neighbourhoods, and that
all the geometric structures there can be mapped diffeomorphically into the tangent space of
a point of these neighbourhoods. (As we will see, the ambiguity in such a diffeomorphism can
be controlled by a pair (A%, &%) of a Lorentz transformation and a ‘translation’, just like in
the Cartesian coordinate systems in Minkowski spacetime, though the set of these pairs do not
have any obvious group structure). Hence, by this diffecomorphism the curved spacetime metric
emerges as an extra structure on the flat, Minkowskian tangent space, and this makes it possible
to link it to observables of abstract Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems.

In the present paper, we show that for any ‘geodesic triangle’ above we can always find
Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems and a sequence of their states, defining the
classical limit, such that the empirical distance, evaluated in the tensor product of these states,
reproduces the lengths of the geodesics of the geodesic triangle in the classical limit. Therefore,
the local metric structure of any (as we will see, C?) Lorentzian geometry can be recovered from
Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanics. In the given context, the role of the curvature tensor
is to shift the location of the image of the spacetime points in the tangent space. A different
interpretation and role of the curvature in quantum theory will be given elsewhere.

In Section 2] we review the geometry of convex normal neighbourhoods and derive the form
of the result on the geodesic triangles that we need. In the first half of Section [B], we recall the
idea behind the empirical distance and the key result in Minkowski spacetime, and we show how
the spacetime points can be represented by pairs of timelike straight lines. In the second half of
this section the previous concepts are generalized to curved spacetimes. Section Mlis devoted to
the quantum mechanical considerations, where the key result, Theorem .2.1] is presented. The
paper concludes with Section [5] with a few remarks and an Appendix where a technical question
is clarified.

Our sign conventions are those of [23,24]. In particular, the signature of the spacetime metric
is (+,—,—,—), and the curvature is defined according to —Ro‘gq/gXﬁZVW‘s = Vz(VywX®) —
Vi (VzX) — Vzw X%, where [Z,W]* is the Lie bracket of the vectors. We use the units in
which ¢ = 1, but we keep h.

2 The geometry of convex normal neighbourhoods

After summarizing the necessary differential geometric background (mostly to fix the notations
and the differential geometric notions) in subsection 2.1, we show in subsection how the
curvature tensor at an arbitrary point is related to the lengths of certain spacelike geodesics
between pairs of spacelike separated points.



2.1 Convex normal neighbourhoods

Let M be the base manifold of a Lorentzian 4-geometry, ¢ € M and U C M a convex normal
neighbourhood of ¢; i.e. for some open neighbourhood V' of the zero vector in the tangent space
T,M the exponential map exp, : V' — U is a diffeomorphism, and any two points of U can be
joined by a unique geodesic segment which lays entirely in U (see e.g. [16, 17, 18, [19]). We
parameterize the points of the geodesic defined by the exponential map according to «a(t) :=
exp, (tX) with fixed X € T; M, and if X is a unit vector, then the natural (affine) parameter
t is the arc length parameter along a.

The Riemannian normal coordinate system, based on the point ¢ € M and, say, an orthonor-
mal basis {E$} in T,M, a = 0,...,3, with timelike Ef, is defined by the exponential map: the
coordinates of the point r € U are defined to be 2% = (29, ..., #%) € R* if 7 = exp,(z*E,). Here,
the Greek indices are referring to a general coordinate system on U (which can also be considered
to be abstract tensor indices), and the small Latin indices are concrete name indices referring
to the orthonormal basis {E%} at q. Hence, the Riemannian normal coordinates are not only
coordinates in the sense of differential topology, but (actually) they are adapted to the metric
structure of the spacetime geometry, analogously to the Cartesian coordinates in (pseudo-) Eu-
clidean spaces. In the coordinates {z®}, the geodesics through ¢ in U are straight lines in V
through the origin of T;M: 2% = tX* for some vector X = X*EZ with the components X in
the basis {E$}; and the origin of this coordinate system corresponds to ¢. If the components of
the curvature tensor in this basis at ¢ are Ryp.q, then, as is well known,

t2
9ab(T) = Nab — gRacdech +0(t%), (2.1)
t
be(@) = 3 (R%ca + Rapa) X+ O(t?), (2.2)
R%ed(x) = R%ea + O(2) (2.3)

hold, where 7, := diag(1,—1,—1 — 1). Note that, by (ZI))-(23]), the curvature at ¢ provides a
control on the derivatives of the metric on the whole U only up to second order. To have control
on the first (r+2) derivatives, r > 0, the derivatives of the curvature up to rth order would have
to be specified at gq. This more accurate (but technically considerably more complicated) case
will not be considered in the present paper. By (21 the metric on U can also be considered
to be a perturbed flat metric, where the perturbation grows quadratically in the leading order
with the coordinates x% = tX°, and the factor of proportionality is just the curvature. The
significance of the presence of the generic curvature in (2.]]) is that it provides a guarantee that
a generic, rather than only some special spacetime geometry is considered.

If Z¢ is any vector at g, then it can be extended to the whole U in a unique way by parallelly
propagating it along the (‘radial’) geodesics a: using (2.2]), for its components Z%(t) at the point
a(t) in the coordinate basis {(0/0x®)*} we obtain

t2
Z0(t) = <5g + SR XX+ 0(753)) z°, (2.4)

where Z% and X® are the components of Z% and X, respectively, at ¢ = «(0) in the basis
{ES} = {(0/02%)%|,}. In particular, the basis {E£$} can be extended in a unique way from ¢
to the whole U by parallel transport via (2.4]). (N.B.: In general, by (1)), the coordinate basis
{(9/0x*)*} is not orthonormal on U — {q}, and hence, in particular, not parallelly propagated
along the radial geodesics.) The above formula can be inverted for Z%:

t2
70 = (5;; - SR XX "+ O(t3)>Zb(t), (2.5)

by means of which a vector at any point of U can be transported into 7M. Since parallel
transport preserves the metric, the norm of Z%(t) at r, i.e. at 2% = tX?, with respect to the
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physical metric gop(x) there, is equal to the norm of Z¢, obtained from (23]) at ¢, with respect
to the flat metric (as one can check it explicitly using (2.I)) and (2.3), too).

The Riemannian normal coordinates % on U are uniquely determined by the origin point
¢ and the orthonormal basis {E$} at ¢. Hence all the ambiguities in these coordinates are
manifested in the Lorentz transformations taking one orthonormal basis to another one in 7, M;
and in the choice of another origin point ¢ € U. Since the new origin point can always be written
in a unique way as ¢ = exp, (&) for some vector {* € T; M, the ambiguities in the Riemannian
normal coordinates on U can be controlled by pairs (A%, &%) of Lorentz transformations and
vectors, which might be called ‘translations’. (Nevertheless, the set of these pairs does not
seem to have any obvious group structure.) The action of the former is obvious: if the Lorentz
transformation takes ES into ES := E{'A’,, then by r = exp, (9 E,) = equ(i“Ea) it maps
% into % = (A_l)“bxb, and A%, is unrestricted. However, the action of the ‘translation’
€% is less trivial, and £* must be ‘small enough’. To see this, let {E%} denote the basis at
q = exp,(§) obtained from {E£g} by parallel transport via (Z.4]), and denote the coordinates
of the point r = exp,(z*F,) in the Riemannian normal coordinate system based on (g, {EY)
by 2% i.e. (by definition) r = equ(iaEa) also holds. Then for the components of the position

vectors 2B, % € TyM and i’E® € T;M in the coordinate basis {(0/0z%)*} we have that
2PEf + O(|z|?) = € + 7°E¢, and hence by (2.4) that

1
Tt = (51? - ER“cdbé%d + O(|5|3)>ﬂ:b — &%+ O(|z)?). (2.6)

In Minkowski space the position vector of r with respect to ¢ is just —1 times the position
vector of ¢ with respect to . By equation (28] the curvature destroys this anti-symmetry of
the translation and the position vectors, £* and z*E¢. In fact, for the sum of ([2.6) and of the
equation obtained from (2.6) by interchanging the role of £* and z*ES we obtain that, in the
leading order, & + £* = %R“bcd(xb — ¢h)¢exd. In the presence of curvature, the concept of the
position vector and of the translation splits even in convex normal neighbourhoods.

Thus, to summarize, the curved geometry of U is mapped diffeomorphically into the flat
T,;M. The vector tX* in the parameterization of the point 7 = exp (X ) may be considered to
be the ‘position vector’ of the point r with respect to ¢, all the tensors at r can be transported
into ¢ via (25)), and the resulting tensor can be interpreted as a tensor at tX® in T,M. On the
other hand, due to the curvature, the concept of translations deviates from that of the position
vectors. The curvature emerges as an extra structure on 7, M.

2.2 Curvature from spatial geodesic lengths

Let X*, Y € T,M be two unit spacelike vectors that are orthogonal to each other, let X*(w) :=
cos wX % +sinwY *, and let us form the 2-surface S in U through ¢ whose points are of the form
exp,(tX(w)). Thus, S is formed by the 1-parameter family ., of geodesics through ¢, defined
by au(t) := exp,(tX(w)) with w as the family parameter. These geodesics are orthogonal to
the 1-parameter family of curves )\, defined by A\(w) := exp,(tX(w)) with ¢ as the family
parameter (‘Gauss lemma’ [16] (17, 18 [19]). In Riemann’s normal coordinates, these curves are
given by the arcs A\f(w) = tX*(w). If the 2-surface S were intrinsically flat, then the length of
oy, between ¢ = a,,(0) and ay,(t) would be ¢ for any w, and the length of the arc \; between
ap(t) and au(t) would be wt. In general, although the length of «, is still ¢, but, as it is
noted in an informal remark in [I8], page 101, the length of ); is affected by t2/6-times the
component Rgpeq XY XY of the curvature tensor at ¢. The significance of this result is that,
in Riemannian geometry, the given component of the curvature can be determined directly from
the length of «a,, and A;. Since all the components of the curvature tensor is determined by
its components of the form Rgpg XY ?XY?, called the sectional curvature determined by X¢
and Y%, the whole curvature at ¢ can be determined in this way by considering various 2-planes



spanned by vectors like X* and Y* in T;, M. (For a more detailed discussion of these and related
ideas in Riemannian geometry, see e.g. [16] 17, 18] [19], and in semi-Riemannian geometries [20)].)

Our aim is to find the relation between the curvature tensor of Lorentzian 4-geometries
in terms of lengths of spacelike geodesics. However, the curves \; are not geodesics, and the
question is whether or not an analogous result, involving the radial geodesics ay and «,, and
the uniquely determined geodesic x between the points ag(t) = A\¢(0) and ,(t) = \(w), can be
derived. Moreover, one should check that it is enough to use only spacelike 2-planes to determine
the whole curvature, even though the geometry is Lorentzian. The answer to the first question
is given by the lemma below, and the second question is clarified in the Appendix.

If the 2-surface S were intrinsically flat, then the geodesic from ag(t) to au,(t) would be the
uniquely determined straight line segment in S, i.e. the position vector pointing from ag(t) to
oy (t). This position vector is t(X%(w) — X®) = 2t sin(w/2)V*, where, as elementary calculation
shows, its unit tangent V® is the linear combination V¢ = —sin(w/2)X* + cos(w/2)Y®. For
sufficiently small w the length of this position vector is tw(1 — w?/4! + O(w?)). The effect of
the curvature on this length is given by the next lemma, motivated by the remark in [I8], page
101, quoted above.

Lemma 2.2.1. Let X%, Y* € T,M be unit spacelike vectors orthogonal to each other, and, for
t >0 and w > 0, let us form the geodesics ag, o, and the curve A¢. Let x be the geodesic
segment between the points ag(t) = A¢(0) and au,(t) = A(w). Then, for sufficiently small t and
w, the length of x is

t2
Lix] = tw<1 = 5 Rabea XY XV +O(F) + O(w)). (2.7)

Proof. Since U is a convex normal neighbourhood of ¢, for sufficiently small ¢ and w the
geodesic x exists, unique and lays in U. Let the curve A; and the geodesic x be given in
the Riemannian normal coordinates by the functions A{(w) and x®(w), respectively, where
0 < w < w. Since the order of differentiability of the two terms in the geodesic equation,
(%y®/dv?) + T (y(v))(dy®/dv)(dy®/dv) = 0, must be the same, for a C*¥ connection the differ-
entiability class of the solution y®(v) must be C¥*2. Since by ([22) I'¢, is C! in the coordinates
2% A\%(w) and x*(w) are C3. Clearly, x*(0) = \¢(0), and if t — 0, then x*(w) — A\¢(w) — O.
Hence there are C? functions w® of w and t such that x*(w) — A}(w) = wtw*(w,t) holds.
Moreover, since in the w — 0 limit the tangent of y at its starting point A;(0) tends to the
tangent of \; there, there exist C? functions W of @ and t such that

dx*(w) — dAi(w)

do  dw

Since the geodesic y depends on w, the functions w® and W® depend on w, too. Using these
formulae for x®(w) and its w-derivative and the fact that A}(w) = tX*(w) = t(coswX® +
sinwY?), by (21) we obtain

= wt W(w,1).

dy® dy? d\?
gab(X) X i_ ab( :

dwo do dw

- %Rabcd((jﬁ\p + th“) <A§ + wtwb) (% + thC) (/\2‘ - wtwd> - O(\%P)O(tf”) =
t2

= 2{ 14+ S Ruea XY XY 4wy + 0Py +

+¢2 <wG1 + WG + wlgs + wwGy + W G5 + wiw G + w WGy + w2w2G8> + O(t?’)},

+ wt) (i—f +wtW?) +

a
t

where Fy, Iy, G1, ..., Gg are C? functions of w, w and t. The Taylor expansion of the square
root of its absolute value with respect to ¢, w and w around t = w = w = 0 up to second order
is

dy® dxb t2
J 190000 T | = #(1 = T Rapea XY XY + O(w) + O(@?) + O(#) ),



and hence its integral with respect to @ from 0 to w gives (2.7)). O

Thus, the component RgpeqX*Y?XY? of the curvature tensor at ¢ is determined by the
length of x in the triplet (g, au,X) of spacelike geodesics; and, by (27), it is given by the
derivatives

ot 1 o
L = (L (L2 .
30w [X])t:w:o 16(3t43w2( X)) )t:wzo

Ropea XYV XY = —( (2.8)
In the appendix we show that all the components of the curvature tensor are determined by the
contractions of the form Rupq X*Y*XcY? for 21 (in fact, only 20 independent) appropriately
chosen purely spacelike pairs (X, Y?).

3 Lorentzian 4-geometries from classical empirical dis-
tances

In subsection B.I] we summarize the key ideas behind the empirical distance, and it will be shown
how the concept of spacetime points can be characterized, or rather to be defined operationally,
using this distance. In subsection B.2] we consider distances between points of convex normal
neighbourhoods in a curved spacetime, and then we reinterpret these distances as distances
between certain timelike geodesics. This reinterpretation of distances yields that the spacetime
points can be introduced operationally as pairs of timelike geodesics with zero distance between
them; and it is this form of the distance between points that can be carried over into quantum
theory.

3.1 The distance between timelike straight lines in Minkowski
space

3.1.1 The empirical distance

In Minkowski space the distance between any two non-parallel timelike straight lines is well
defined. In fact, if the two straight lines are (e.g.) future directed, then, in Cartesian coordinates
2% = (2°,...,2%), they can be given by 7#(u) = A%Yi(u) + & and v (u) = Adpd(u) + £,
respectively, for some Lorentz boosts A{; and A§;, and translations £ and &5, where ~§(u) := udf
and w is the proper time parameter. Then the (square of the) distance D(~1,v2), or simply D12,
between these two straight lines is

(D12)? i= —THup (&7 — £5) (&0 — €9), (3.1)

where (considering these straight lines to be the world lines of classical freely moving point
particles with positive rest mass p; and uo, respectively, and hence their energy-momentum 4-
vectors are p{ = pu1Afg and p§ = uaAgo) II is the projection to the spacelike 2-plane orthogonal
to p{ and p§ given explicitly by

1
g =00+ 5 <M§p‘fp1b + 1ip§pos — Pl (pipon + p%m)) = (3.2)

P142 — HTH5
1

1 a c €
(A " Aa)oo)? L cdeN§0A50) (Ebgn A0 AS0).
k _

= — 5 (e%capiP5) (“gnpips) =

Py — 1313
Here e4pcq is the volume 4-form (which, actually, is the totally skew Levi-Civita symbol), and
PL = nabp‘fpg. This D19 is just the well defined Lorentzian length of the straight line segment in
this spacelike 2-plane between a uniquely determined point v; of v and a uniquely determined



point vy of 5. (If the straight lines ; and ~2 were parallel, then the denominator in (3:2)) would
be zero. However, by taking limits, the distance Di2 could be extended in a unique [and obvious|
way to pairs of parallel timelike straight lines, too. In this case, the points v1 and vo would not
be uniquely determined.) Here Hg(fg — 551’) can be interpreted as the relative position vector
pointing from 4 to o, or the translation taking v into vo. The significance of this distance
D15 is twofold.

The first is that (the square of) this distance can be re-expressed in terms of the basic
observables of Poincaré-invariant elementary classical mechanical systems, viz. the 4-momenta
p{ and p§ and the angular momenta Jfb and ng, and the structure of this alternative expression,
denoted by d?,, showed how to construct the analogous expression in quantum theory. In the
classical theory, the construction of d2, is as follows.

If the rest mass p of such a system is positive, then one can always find a 1-parameter
family of translations, viz. €% = —M®/u? +up®/u, v € R, by means of which the centre-of-mass
vector, M® := J%®p,, can be taken to be vanishing. (Recall that under the translation with &2
the basic observables transform as (p?, J“b) — (p%, J 4 gapb — §bp“); and hence, under such
a translation, M, — M, := M, + (42n0p — papb)fb. N.B.: This translation is —1 times the
translation in the parameterization of the timelike straight lines given in the beginning of this
subsection, and hence the latter is M®/u? up to the addition of an arbitrary term of the form
up®/p.) These translations point to the points of a timelike straight line in Minkowski space, the
so-called centre-of-mass world line of the elementary mechanical system. Then, considering the
straight lines v and 2 to be the centre-of-mass world lines of two Poincaré-invariant elementary
classical mechanical systems, ([3.I]) with these special translations yields an alternative form of
this distance in terms of the 4-momentum and the angular momentum of the elementary systems:

this is the square (di2)? := —ngpdfydl, of the relative position vector
M MY 1 sS¢S9
diy = Hg<—1 - —2) = -5 33 b dplfpg (SfQ ~Ph(— - ), (3.3)
p s Py — pip3 P

where S% := 2e%.,4J%p? is the Pauli-Lubanski spin vector and S§, = 1e%,.4(Jpd + Jipd).

(For the details, see [§].) Thus, the distance between any two timelike straight lines has been
re-expressed by observables of classical mechanical systems.

As we noted above, the significance of dio (that we call the ‘empirical distance’) is that
its structure showed how to construct an analogous empirical distance from the basic quantum
mechanical observables by means of which the metric structure of the Minkowski space could be
recovered in the classical limit. In fact, denoting this quantum mechanical expression (which is
evaluated in the quantum state of the systems) also by dj2, the following theorem [8] could be
proven:

Theorem 3.1.1. Let v;, i = 1,..., N, be timelike straight lines in Minkowski space such that
no two of them are parallel. Then there are N Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems
and a sequence ¢y, k € N, of pure quantum states of them such that, in the k — oo limit, the
empirical distances dij, calculated in the pure tensor product states g1 @ - -+ & ¢y, tend with
asymptotically vanishing uncertainty to the classical Lorentzian distances Djj between ~; and 7;
foranyi,j=1,...,N.

(A more detailed discussion of the concepts here will be given in subsection IJl) The primarily
aim of the present paper is to find an analogous result on how the C? Lorentzian metric on a
neighbourhood of a point of the classical spacetime can be recovered.

3.1.2 Points of Minkowski spacetime as derived concepts

The other significance of D15 (and hence of dj9) is that this makes it possible to determine the
spacetime points in an operational way. (This issue was not considered in [§].) Theorem B.I.T]
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is about how the distance between (timelike) straight lines, rather than between points, can be
recovered from quantum mechanics. Thus, if we want to recover distances between points, the
notion of point must also be reformulated in a way to be able to implement it in the quantum
theory.

Clearly, any point ¢ of Minkowski space is specified completely by the set [¢] of (e.g. the future
directed) timelike straight lines through ¢. Physically, this means that the event represented
by the point ¢ is identified to be just the meeting of the freely moving massive particles with
the timelike straight lines as their world lines. But Djs = 0 holds precisely when ~; and 79
intersect each other at some (uniquely determined) point. Hence the points of the Minkowski
spacetime are in a one-to-one correspondence with the pairs of timelike straight lines with linearly
independent tangents and vanishing distance between them. Moreover, the distance D provides
a criterion when a timelike straight line v passes through the intersection point of 77 and o,
and hence when two spacetime points, defined by pairs of timelike straight lines, coincide.

Defining the set [7] := {7 | D(v,7') = 0}, i.e. the set of the timelike straight lines 4’ that
intersect «v somewhere, this criterion is given by the following proposition and its corollary.

Proposition 3.1.1. Let v1, 7o and 3 be timelike straight lines with linearly independent
tangents. Then 71, o and 3 intersect one another at a single point, say q, precisely when
D(v1,72) = D(y2,73) = D(v3,71) = 0 holds. The set [q] of the timelike straight lines through
this common intersection point is [y1] N [y2] N [y3].

Proof. Clearly, if 1, 72 and 73 intersect one another at a single point, then D(v1,72) =
D(v2,7v3) = D(73,71) = 0 holds. Conversely, let us suppose that D(1,72) = 0. Then there is
a uniquely determined point g := 71 N2, and the two straight lines v, and 72 lay in a timelike
2-plane. Since the tangent of 3 is linearly independent of that of v; and of 9, the straight line
~3 cannot lay in the same 2-plane. Hence, 3 can intersect this timelike 2-plane in a single point.
But by D(v1,73) = D(72,73) = 0 the straight line 3 must intersect both v; and ~y,, which can
happen only if its intersection point with the timelike 2-plane is just the intersection point g of
71 and 2. Thus ¢ =71 N2 N7s.

If v is any straight line through ¢, then by the definition of ¢ the line ~ intersects all of
71, 72 and 73, ie. v € [y1] N [y2] N [73], and hence [q] C [n] N [v2] N [ys]. Conversely, let
v € [yn1] N [y2) N[ys]. Then since 71, 72 and 73 do not lay in the same 2-plane,  can intersect all
of 71, 72 and 3 only if it intersects them at ¢, i.e. [y1] N [v2] N [y3] C [q]. O

Corollary 3.1.2. Let 71, 72 be timelike straight lines that cross each other at q, let v}, v, be
timelike straight lines that cross each other at q', and suppose that at least three of the tangent of
these straight lines are linearly independent. Then q = ¢' if and only if D(v1,7v]) = D(y,7%) =

D(v2,71) = D(y2,73) = 0.

Proof. If ¢ = ¢/, then the distance between any two of the timelike straight lines is clearly zero.

Conversely, suppose that D(y1,v]) = D(71,75) = D(72,7;) = D(y2,74) = 0 holds, and
that e.g. the tangent of 71, 72 and ~] are linearly independent. Then by Proposition BTl the
straight line 4/ intersects v and o precisely at g. But 7{ does not lay in the 2-plane of v; and
72, and hence ~4 can intersect the other three straight lines only at ¢. Hence ¢ = ¢'. O

By this corollary D(v1,71) = D(71,73) = D(y2,71) = D(v2,73) = 0 and g # ¢' can happen
only in rather exceptional cases, viz. when all these straight lines lay in a single timelike 2-plane,
and hence it gives a criterion when two points, specified by two pairs of timelike straight lines,
coincide. Therefore, it provides an operational definition of the spacetime points in terms of the
distance D and the 4-momenta. This representation of points is analogous to the representation
of points by null geodesics and the orthogonality of their null twistor representatives in twistor
theory [22), 23].



Using this representation of the points of the Minkowski space, the distance between any
three spacelike separated points, say ¢, 1 and ro, can be rewritten as the empirical distance
between certain timelike straight lines through these points as follows. Let the points ¢, 1 and
ro be represented by the position vectors &5, {4 and &3;, respectively, and hence £ — &g,
&5 — &6 and &5, — &Y are spacelike. Let ~§; and ~§, be different timelike straight lines through
g, given in the Cartesian coordinate system, and, analogously, 7{; and ~{, through r;, and
74, and ~§, through ro. Thus the points g, r; and 7o are represented by the pairs (7§;,752)s
(Y1, 7)) and (794,79, ), respectively. Clearly, these straight lines can be obtained from the single
timelike straight line 7§(u) = wd§ by an appropriate Poincaré transformation. In particular,
78 (u) = Agpyd(u) + €4 and vy (u) = Adypy§(u) + €4 hold for some Lorentz boosts Ad;, and
Afsp; and we have analogous expressions for 7{; (u), 15 (w), 7§; (u) and ¥4, (u), too.

To recover the distance between e.g. the points ¢ and r; as the empirical distance between
e.g. 75 and v{; according to subsection 3.1l these two straight lines should not be parallel
and both must be orthogonal to £, — &f;. Moreover, if this distance is expected to be the same
between any of the two straight lines chosen one from the pair (y§;,7¢,) and the other from
(745745), then no two of them may be parallel and any of them must be orthogonal to £f; —&5;.
In terms of the Lorentz boosts and the relative position vector £ — £, the latter conditions
take the form

(5%1 - 581)77abA810 = (5?1 - 581)%1;1\820 = (5%1 - f&)%bAIhO = (5?1 - 5(011)77ab/\lf20 = 0. (3~4)

To recover the distance between ¢ and 7o, and also between r; and ry, we obtain analogous
conditions for &5, — &, and the boosts Af;0, Afq0, AG 0, Afg0; and for £ — £F and the boosts
Afi0, A0, AS10, Ads0. Since actually (because of the absolute parallelism in Minkowski space)
the spacelike 2-plane spanned by £, — &5, and £5; — &3, at ¢, by {4 — &5, and &5 —&F; at r1, and
by £5; — &6 and &5, — &£ at 2 coincide, these orthogonality conditions are just the requirement
that the boosts A§,0, Afy0, Afj0, A0, AGj0 and AS,0, as vectors, be orthogonal to this spacelike
2-plane. Since the dimension of the spacetime is four, and hence the orthogonal complement of
this 2-plane is a timelike 2-plane, all these boosts can be chosen to be different, and hence all
the algebraic conditions can be imposed. It is this geometric picture that we carry over into the
general, curved spacetime, and then also into the quantum theory.

3.2 The distance between timelike geodesics in curved spacetimes
3.2.1 Distances as Lorentzian norms

Although in Lorentzian geometries the notion of distance between spacelike separated points is
not well defined in general, the distance between spatially separated points in convexr normal
neighbourhoods can be introduced as the length of the uniquely determined spacelike geodesic
segment between them. In particular, with the notations and the result of Lemma 2.2.1] the
square of the distance between the points ¢, r1 := exp,(tX) and ry := exp,(tX (w)) is given by

(Dyry ) =t* = —nap (LX) (tX7), (3.5)
(Dg,ry)?=t* = =10 (X *(w)) ((X°(w)), (3.6)
(Dyy 1y )? =t2w? <1 - gRabch“YchYd + 0% + O(w)). (3.7)

Thus, the distances Dy, and Dy, are just the norms of the ‘position vectors’ tX* and tX*(w),
respectively, with respect to the flat Minkowski metric 7,,. We show that, apart from higher
order corrections, all these distances can be written in the same form.

As we saw in subsection 2.2] in Minkowski space the position vector of ro with respect to rq
is t(X*(w) — X*), where X*(w) := coswX® + sinwY*. Considering this vector to be Z%(t) in
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(2.5)), its parallel transport from 71 to ¢ along the geodesic exp,(tX) is given by
2
Za:t((cosw - 1) X+ sinw(Y® — ERabchchYd) + O(w)O(t3)> =
2
—tw <Y“ — SR X XY~ %X“ O + O(w2)). (3.8)

This motivates to consider the position vectors of the form

a .__ d_ﬂ a_ﬁ a byc) _ E a o E a_ﬁa bycyd

X 1) R% g X° X X Y R% g X° XY

51 =1t ( 2) d 6 bed =t( cos 9 sSin 9 ( 6 bed ) , (3.9)
t2 t2

€= th(%) <5g — ER“bchch> - t(cos %X“ + sin % (ve - ER“bchchYd)>. (3.10)

These vectors are obtained from the position vectors tX* and tX*(w) in two steps: first the
zero of the angle parameter w was shifted, and then they were modified by the curvature terms.
Clearly, the first is only a change of parameterization, and we could have parameterized the
points 1 and 79 in this way even in Section 2l The advantage of this re-parameterization is that
&9 and £ evidently have the same structure. However, the second step is essential here: it is
this point where the effect of curvature is taken into account, viz. that the position vectors of
the points 71 and rg, given in the flat geometry of the tangent space by X%(+w/2), are shifted
by the curvature both with respect to ¢ and relative to each other.
The norm of these vectors with respect to the flat Minkowski metric 7y is

oW 2
Man€1Eh = s = —12 (1 = sin? T2 Rupea XY XY+ O?)O(t) ) = —12 +

+0(w?*)O(t!) = —(Dgy)* + O(w?*)O(t!) = —(Dyr,)* + O(w?)O(th),  (3.11)
2

Has (68— €8) (&8 — &) = a5 £ 2 (1 = T Ruea XV XY 4 O(t)) =
= — (Dyy 1y)* + O(tH)O(w?) + O(1°)O(w?). (3.12)

Hence, apart from higher order terms, the distances Dy ,,, Dy r, and D, ,, given by (3.3)-(B.7)
can in fact be rewritten as the Minkowski norm of the vectors £{, £ and &5 — £f, respectively.
Taking the derivatives of these norms we obtain

1/ 02 1,02

2 <@(nabﬁ%€l{))t:w:0 =3 (@(nab&l%’))t:wzo =1, (3.13)
1 o

16 (W (%b(fg - 5%)(53 - 5?)))t:w:0 = Ropea XY XYY, (3.14)

Thus, in the t,w — 0 limit, the above norm of both £ and & provides the physical distance
t in the leading order along the radial geodesics «; and the norm of £5 — £f, also with respect
to the flat Minkowski metric 745, reproduces the component RgpeqX*Y?X¢Y? of the curvature
tensor at ¢ (see Lemma [2.2.]] and equation (2.8])). The significance of this form of the distances
will be clear in subsection

3.2.2 Distances between timelike geodesics

In the present subsection, we make the analogy with the Minkowski case even closer by reinter-
preting the distances (3.0)-(3.1) between the points ¢, 1 and r2 to be distances between certain
timelike geodesics through these points.

If r,v/ € U are any two spacelike separated points, and v and 4/ are arbitrary timelike
geodesics through r and 7/, respectively, such that they are orthogonal to the uniquely determined
spacelike geodesic segment between r and 1/, then their distance D(v,~') is defined to be just
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D, ,s. ~v and 4/ can always be chosen such that the tangent of -, parallelly propagated from
r into 7’ along the spacelike geodesic segment, is not parallel with that of 4'. (We emphasize
that, in contrast to the Minkowski case, the distance D is not defined between any two timelike
geodesics, not even in a convex normal neighbourhood.) If r = 7/, i.e. when these geodesics
intersect each other, the distance between them is clearly zero. On the other hand, even if r and
r" are different and spacelike separated, and hence the distance between the geodesics v and ~/
defined in this way is non-zero, then these geodesics may still intersect each other somewhere
in the common part of the chronological future or past of the two points, I (r) N IT(r') or
I=(r)NI~(r") (for the notation see e.g. |25, 26]). This phenomenon is due to geodesic focusing.
However, this intersection should be outside U. Hence, the intersection of two timelike geodesics,
i.e. the points of the neighbourhood U, can be characterized locally by the vanishing of their
distance, yielding locally an operational definition of spacetime points using only the notion of
their distanc. If two timelike geodesics do not intersect each other in U, then either their
distance is not defined, or, if it is defined, then it is not zero. Thus the restriction of the notion
of D to certain pairs of timelike geodesics in a small enough U made it possible to characterize
the points of U by D.

The above considerations, together with the construction made at the end of the previous
subsection, motivate the following geometric setup. Let pf; and pg, be different future pointing
timelike vectors at ¢ which are orthogonal to X® and Y“. By parallel transport along ag these
vectors can be propagated from ¢ into r1, and by parallel transport along «,, into ro. Then let
us choose two different future pointing timelike vectors p{| and pf, at r; which are orthogonal to
the spacelike geodesics g and x there. Moreover, since 4 = dim M > 3, p{; and p{, can always
be chosen not to be parallel with any of pfj; and pg, propagated here. By parallel transport, we
propagate pf; and p{, along x from 7 into 2. In a similar way, we choose pg; and p$, to be
different future pointing timelike vectors at ro which are orthogonal to oy, and x, and which are
not parallel with any of pf;, pf;, p5; and pS; propagated there. Again, since dim M = 4, p$;
and p$, can be chosen in this manner.

Then there are future directed timelike geodesics yp1 and ~yp2 through ¢ with tangents p§; and
PGa, timelike geodesics v11 and ~y12 through 7 with tangents p{; and pfy, and timelike geodesics
v21 and 22 through o with tangents pg; and p$s, respectively. The distance between them are
defined simply to be

D(v01,702) = D(711,712) = D(721,722) = 0,

D(y01,71) = D(v01,712) = D(702,711) = D(Y02, M12) = Dy 5
D(01,721) = D(01,722) = D(702,721) = D (Y02, 722) = Dy o
D(v11,721) = D(711,722) = D(712,721) = D(712,722) = Diy s

With these definitions we reinterpret the above geometric setup in the following way:

Let us consider the above six timelike geodesics as world lines of massive classical point
particles with the given 4-momenta as tangents and let us consider the distances (B.15)-(3I8])
between them to be primarily given. Then we may say that, by (B.15), they define three points,
and let us call them ¢, 1 and ry. The distance between these points is defined by the primarily
given distances (3.10)-(B.I8)) between the world lines. Then equation (2.7)) in Lemma [22.T] tells
us how the component Rgp.q XY XY ? of the curvature tensor at the point ¢ can be recovered,
or, alternatively, be defined, by the distances between these timelike geodesics. Then by (2.1)
and ([2.2)) the C? metric tensor can be recovered on U. The genericness of the curvature at ¢
ensures the genericness of the metric on U. It is this classical picture that will be behind the
quantum mechanical setup that we use to get our main results in Section [l

"'Without restricting our considerations to convex normal neighbourhoods, to have an analogous
characterization of the spacetime points by the set of the future/past directed timelike curves through
them the future/past distinguishing condition, a rather weak global causality condition, must also be
satisfied [25] 26].
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4 Lorentzian 4-geometries from quantum mechanical
empirical distances

4.1 The empirical distance

The composite quantum mechanical system considered in Theorem [B.1.1]is the formal union of
any large N number of independent E(1,3)-invariant elementary quantum mechanical systems.
(Recall that a quantum system in its algebraic formulation is thought to be specified completely
if the algebra of its observables and the representation of this algebra on a complex separable
Hilbert space are fixed. Such a system is called an E(1,3)-invariant elementary quantum me-
chanical system if the algebra is the universal enveloping algebra of the Lie algebra e(1,3) of
E(1,3) and the representation is a unitary irreducible representation. See e.g. [27, 28].) The
Hilbert space of its vector states is the tensor product H := H1®- - -Q@H n of the Hilbert spaces of
the elementary subsystems, and the Hilbert spaces Hj, i =1, ..., [N, are carrier spaces of unitary
irreducible representations of E(1,3). The states in Theorem [B.1.1] are the tensor products of
the states of the elementary systems with the form ¢;, or in the bra-ket notation |¢;), given by

65) = exp(3 i Uilo). (4.1)

Here |1)5) = |5, s;) are special, co-moving centre-of-mass states in the unitary, irreducible rep-
resentation of the quantum mechanical Poincaré group FE(1,3) with positive rest mass p; and
spin s;, p{ is the 4-momentum (as multiplication operators) in this representation, Uj is the
unitary operator that implements the Lorentz boost A{; appearing in the classical expression
A (u) = Ay (u) + ¢ of the timelike straight line 4%, and & is this translation (for the details
see [8], and, for the representation, its Appendix A.2). The states |¢;) play the role analogous to
that of the (reference) world line v*(u) = u 0§ given in the Cartesian coordinates in Minkowski
space. (Recall that a state |¢) is called a special, co-moving centre-of-mass state if, in this state,
the expectation value of the centre-of-mass vector operator is vanishing, the expectation value
of the energy-momentum 4-vector has only the time component and the expectation value of
the Pauli-Lubanski spin has only a single spacelike component. Such states were constructed
explicitly in [§].) In the classical limit, which is defined by a sequence of states ¢y, & € N (and
denoted by Clim ), the two Casimir invariants p; and s; are linked via g3 = O(s;) and the limit
itself is defined by s; — oo. Thus, it is essentially the smallest of the spins sq, ..., sy that plays
the role of the index k in Theorem BTl (For the details, see [8]).

The (square of the) empirical distance dj; between the ith and jth elementary subsystems of
the composite system in the state ¢ := ¢; ® - - - @ ¢ was defined by

2 <¢‘(E%gacdepicp‘?)(geghbpigpglz%)‘¢>

L= ) (4.2)
VT I(PE - i @ @ 1y)|9)
where I; is the identity operator on H;, and, for i < j,
1 1
Sho= 5L ® 00l 9ly- 5L ©--9Cie-- oy, (4.3)
1 Hj
Pl i=nuli @ @pf® - @pl®- - aly. (4.4)

Here Cf, the (self-adjoint) centre-of-mass operators, are built from the 4-momentum and angu-
lar momentum tensor operators of the elementary systems according to the general definition
Co .= J%p, — %ihp“. The structure of (£.2)) was motivated by the structure of the classical ex-
pression (3.3]). The role of the denominator in (£.2)) is simply the normalization of the projection
(6acdepicpg)(eeghbpfp§‘). (See the classical expression ([B.2]), and also [6] and [7] in the SU(2) and
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E(3)-invariant cases, respectively, where the ‘empirical’ quantum physical quantities considered
there have the similar structure).

The structure (£.3) of E% and ([44]) of Pi2j implies that, by the pure tensor product nature of
the state ¢, di2j depends only on the states ¢; and ¢; of the respective elementary systems, and it
is independent of the state of the other subsystems. In particular, in the states of the form (4.1)),
di2j gives —II4p (& — §j“)(§ib — fj’ ) in the classical limit with asymptotically vanishing uncertainty,
moreover, if the vectors &' and &' are chosen to be the translations in the parameterization of
the straight lines 7{" and ~;" in Minkowski space, then this limit is just the square of the correct
Lorentzian distance Dj; between 4{ and ~§: Clim di2j = Di2j (see [BJ]) and Theorem BT Il above).
This is the way how the metric structure of Minkowski space could be recovered from d12

As we already noted in (the first footnote in subsection 1.2 of) [8], the root of the boost-
rotation and the translation symmetries in the Minkowski affine space, introduced as the dual
to the momentum space, is different. The boost-rotation symmetries are rooted in the intrinsic
Minkowski wvector space structure of the momentum space, while the translations come from
the assumption that changing the wave function not only by a constant, but even by a special
momentum-dependent phase factor, exp(ipe€/h), as a symmetry of the quantum mechanical
system, came from a metric symmetry of the Minkowski space, too. It is this assumption
that makes the Minkowski vector space to be Minkowski affine space. Moreover, in subsection
2.1 we saw that the Lorentzian symmetry of the Minkowski vector space survives in curved
spacetimes as an exact symmetry in the tangent spaces, and hence as a symmetry that takes
Riemannian normal coordinate systems into such coordinate systems. On the other hand, due to
the curvature, the naive translation of the Riemannian normal coordinates, % +— x® 4 £%, does
not yield Riemannian normal coordinates. Thus the Lorentz and translation symmetries of the
Minkowski affine space separate even further in the presence of curvature. Therefore, it seems
natural to search for the appropriate states in (d.2]) among those in which only the translations,
or rather the position vectors, deviate from the states yielding the flat spacetime distances.

In the next subsection we show that the local metric structure of curved spacetimes can also
be recovered from, or rather defined by, tensor product states simply by modifying the position
vectors in (B.]) appropriately.

4.2 Recovering the Riemann tensor from pure tensor product
states

We can apply the general ideas above to the composite system consisting of six elementary
subsystems indexed by i = 01,02,11,12,21,22 and whose state is the tensor product state

) 3Z€XP<% (pote + Poze)§S1) (U01!1/101> ® U02\¢02>>
(p11e + p12e)§f1) (U11|¢11> ® U12|7,Z)12>>

(p21e + p22e)§§1) (U21|¢21> ® U22|7,Z)22>>- (4.5)

i
h
i
h
Note that the position vectors in the subsystems 01 and 02, in 11 and 12, and in 21 and 22 are
the same. If the Lorentz transformations that are represented by the unitary operators in (4.5])
are all different, then by the discussion in subsection B2.1] the classical limit, Clim di2., is well
defined for any i,j. Moreover, Climdp; g2 = Climd;; 12 = Climdy 22 = 0 (see (B.])). Thus,
the role of the pairs (01,02), (11,12) and (21, 22) of the subsystems with the given structure of

®exp<

®exp<

2Since by B2) dfj is the quotient of two expectation values rather than the expectation value of a
single self-adjoint operator, its uncertainty is not the standard deviation of an operator in the given
state. Essentially, this uncertainty is the sum of the standard deviation of the operator in the numerator
and of the operator in the denominator in ([B:2). For the details, see [§].
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their states is to define three points in the classical limit, and we call these points ¢, r1 and 79,
respectively.

However, in general the classical limit of the empirical distances do1 11, do1,12, do2,11 and dp2,12
are all different unless the Lorentz boosts Af;0, Afz0, A0 and Afyg are all orthogonal to £F; —&6;
(see equation ([B.4])). In fact, although the classical limit of the square of these empirical distances
has the form —IT,,(6% — €34) (€%, — €4,) (see equation (B.1))), but the projection Iy, in these four
cases are different (see equation (B.2])): it is the projection to the spacelike 2-space orthogonal
to Af o and Af;o, to Af 0 and Ay, to Afyo and Af; 0, and to Ay and Afyg, respectively. These
spacelike 2-spaces coincide, and hence Climdp 11 = Climdp12 = Climdpo 11 = Climdgg 12
holds, if the orthogonality conditions in ([B.4)) are satisfied. In this case the common classical
limit of their square is

Clim dgl,ll = Clim d31,12 = Clim d%z,n = Clim d82,12 = —nab(&11 — 581)(551)1 - 581) (4.6)

(see the structure ([B.8) of the projection Il,), which is just the square of the Minkowski norm
of {14 — &G, We have analogous conditions on the equality of the classical limit of do1 21, do1 22,
do2,21 and dp2,22 in terms of £ — &G, and the Lorentz boosts Af;0, Afs0, AG0 and AS,p; and also
on the equality of the classical limit of di1 21, d11,22, d12.21 and dj222 in terms of £5; — £{; and
A0, Afs0, NS0 and A%yp. Therefore, if (34]) and the analogous two conditions are satisfied,
i.e. all the six boosts Af;0, Af0, ATj0, Afg0, AG10, Ady0 are orthogonal to the spacelike 2-plane
spanned by &, — &5, and &5 — &G, then the resulting three distances in the classical limit can
be interpreted as the distances between the points ¢, r1 and ry above like in (3.16)-(B.I8]), and
the distances themselves are given by the norm of £f; — &3, &5, — £, and &5, — £{, with respect
to the flat metric 74,. Note that, so far, the position vectors £f;, £, and £5; have not been
specified.

If the position vectors £, £f; and &5, were chosen to be those in the parametrization of the
timelike straight lines in Minkowski spacetime, then these distances would be the flat spacetime
distances. In the rest of the present subsection, we show that, choosing these position vectors
according to the results of subsection B.2.I] we can recover the local metric structure of any
curved Lorentzian spacetime as well.

Choosing the vectors £f; and £f, in (X)) to be

£11 = &6 + &1, £ = &0 + &3, (4.7)

where the vectors £§ and &5 are the shifted relative position vectors given by ([B.9) and (B.10),
respectively, we obtain a two-parameter family of tensor product states, viz.

i
h

i

|p(t, w)) = eXP( (Pote + Po2e)&61 +

w Cw 3
(p11e + p12e) (€51 + tXe(—E) + sin EgRebchchYd) +

* h
+ %(lee + paze) (€61 + tXe(%) — sin %gRecdechYb)> IX), (4.8)
where
1X) := Uo1]vo1) ® Uogz|to2) ® Ur1t11) @ Urz|t12) @ Usi|the1) @ Usathez). (4.9)

As in (43]), here the states |¢;), 1 = 01,02,11,12,21, 22, are the special co-moving centre-of-mass
states in the unitary irreducible representation of E(1,3) labeled by the Casimir invariants p;
and s;. The Lorentz boosts, represented by the unitary operators in ([£9]), are chosen to satisfy
the orthogonality conditions discussed at the end of the second paragraph above. If the states
|1;) are chosen from a sequence [1), k& € N, of special co-moving centre-of-mass states that
define the classical limit, then di2j can be evaluated in these states and one can take the classical
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limit k& := min{sp1,..., 520} — o0o. Then, repeating the argumentation behind Theorem B.I1I

and using (B.I1)-([312), we obtain

Clim d§, g = Climd}; 5 = Climd3; 9y =0, (4.10)
Climdg,; 1, = Climdg, 15 = Climdgy ;; = Climdgy 15 = (Dgry)* + O(t"O(w?),  (4.11)
Clim d§, 5 = Climdj; 5y = Clim dfy 5, = Clim dfy 99 = (Dg,py)* + O(tHO(w?),  (4.12)
Climdf, 5, = Climd}, oy = Climdy g = Climd}y 99 = (Dy, 1,)° +

+ O(t)O(w®) + O(t*)O(w?). (4.13)

Hence, up to higher order corrections, the classical distances ([3.15)-(B.I8]) have been recovered
from the quantum mechanical empirical distance di2j in the classical limit. With this result and
as a consequence of Theorem B.1.T, we have proven the next statement.

Theorem 4.2.1. Let (M,gag) be a spacetime manifold, ¢ € M, and let X*,Y* € T,M be
any two spacelike unit vectors that are orthogonal to each other. Let r1 := exp,(tX) and
rg 1= exp,(tX(w)), where X¥(w) := coswX® + sinwY®, and let Dy, Dyr, and Dy, be
the distances between these points. Then there exist siz Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical
systems Si, 1 = 01,02,11,12,21,22, and a sequence ¢i(t,w), k € N, of two-parameter families
of their vector states, 0 < t,w < € for some € > 0, such that in the k — oo limit the square of
the empirical distances, d?j, calculated in the tensor product states ¢oix(t,w) @ - -+ & Paok(t, w),
tend with asymptotically vanishing uncertainty to the values given by (4.10)-({4.13).

Thus, as a consequence of (Z13)-(BI4), the component R,z,6X*YPX7Y? of the curvature
tensor at ¢ has been recovered. In the Appendix, we show that there are 20 spacelike 2-planes in
T, M such that the corresponding sectional curvatures determine all the independent components
of the curvature tensor. Therefore, choosing the vectors X, Y* € T,M to span these twenty
spacelike 2-planes, all the components of the curvature tensor can be determined, or rather
defined, in the classical limit from the empirical distances between the constituents of sextets of
Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems via Theorem E2Tl Since by equations (Z1))-
([22)) the whole C? metric on U is determined by the curvature and the curvature is arbitrary,
the local geometry of any curved C? Lorentzian spacetime can be determined, or rather defined,
in the classical limit by observables of abstract, Poincaré-invariant quantum mechanical systems.

5 Final remarks

The strategies to resolve the well known conflicts between general relativity and quantum theory
are usually based on one of the two paradigms: first, gravity is ‘fundamental’ (like electromag-
netism), and hence it must be the subject of some (more or less standard) active quantization
procedure; and the other is that gravity is ‘emergent’ (like thermo- or hydrodynamics), in which
case gravity should be derivable from (probably some modified, or rather ‘improved’) quantum
theory. In both cases one must have some extra, still not justified a priori assumption on the
existing theories. Nevertheless, according to Wheeler’s ‘radical conservatism’ [9], before intro-
ducing a new paradigm to explain some phenomenon or to resolve some difficulty, we should
exhaust all the possibilities that our existing, known theories provide. It could be the ultimate
failure of all these attempts that could indicate what kind of new paradigm (if any) should be
adopted.

Our present investigations (and, in fact, the previous ones in [6}, [7, 8], too) were done in this
spirit. We took general relativity and quantum mechanics as they are, and we found that the
metric structure of the Euclidean 3-space and of the flat and curved spacetimes can be derived
from quantum mechanics strictly in the framework provided by these two theories. A by-product
of these investigations is that, in contrast to general expectations, these metric structures could

16



be derived from pure tensor product states of the quantum mechanical subsystems, i.e. without
any entanglement of them. It is the observables that are entangled.

While the preparation of the present paper was in its final stage, the paper [29] appeared
with the idea similar to that we are proposing here, viz. that the quantum theory should live
in the flat geometry of the tangent spaces of curved spacetimes, and the quantum physical
phenomena on a neighbourhood of a spacetime point, rather than only on the whole spacetime,
should also be investigated in this way. However, the mathematical/technical realization of this
idea appears to be rather different in [29] and in the present paper.

No funds, grants or support was received.

A Appendix: Curvature from purely spatial 2-surfaces

In this appendix, we show that although the spacetime metric is Lorentzian, all the components
of the curvature tensor can be recovered from the sectional curvatures determined by purely
spacelike 2-surfaces.

If X% Y% e T,M are any two linearly independent vectors, then let [X.Y] denote the 2-
plane in T; M spanned by X¢ and Y (which should not be confused with the Lie bracket of
them), and form A(X,Y) = (gapX*XP)(g16YY?) = (gapX*Y?)2. If the 2-plane [X,Y] is
non-degenerate (in the sense that A(X,Y’) # 0), then the sectional curvature corresponding to
the 2-plane [X,Y] is defined by

Rops XOYPXTY0
A(X,Y)

K(X,Y) = (A1)

(In Lorentzian geometries, [X.Y] is degenerate if e.g. X® is null and Y is a spacelike vector
orthogonal to X®.) Clearly, K(X,Y) = K(Y, X), and it depends only on the (non-degenerate)
2-plane [X,Y], but it is independent of the actual vectors X and Y* that span [X,Y]. In
particular, K(X,aX +bY) = K(X,Y) holds for any real a and non-zero real b. The significance
of the sectional curvatures is that, as it is proven e.g. in [I8 [19], they determine the curvature
tensor at ¢ completely.

However, we need more than the general proof above: we want the explicit expression of the
components of the curvature tensor in terms of the sectional curvatures. As one can check e.g.
by direct calculations, this is given by

Rugys XOYPZ7W0 = (A.2)

1
=514
+ A
—A
+ A
—A

+A

X+ ZYAWKX+ZY+W)-AY +Z, X +W)KY +2Z,X + W) +
Y+ZW)KY +ZW)+AY +Z,X)K(YY +Z,X) —
X+ZW)K(X+ZW)-AX+ZY)K(X+ZY)+
X+W,2)K(X +W,Z) + AX + W, Y)K(X +W,Y) —
Y +W,Z2)K(Y +W,Z) — AY + W, X)K(Y + W, X) +
Y,2)K(Y,Z) + AW, X)K(W,X) — A(X,2)K (X, Z) — A(W,Y)K (W, Y)}.

I~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~

This formula is valid even in any pseudo-Riemannian geometries, but here all the 2-planes must
be non-degenerate.

Since our aim is to link the independent components of the curvature tensor to purely spatial
distances via Lemma 2.2T] in (A.2)) we should use only spacelike 2-planes and the corresponding
sectional curvatures. However, if we used the vectors of the orthonormal basis {ES} as the
vectors X% Y Z% and W in ([A.2)), then some of the 2-planes would necessarily be timelike.
Thus we choose a new basis in T; M consisting of purely spacelike vectors.
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Let us introduce the basis {ES} = {E{,ES, ES,E}}, a = 1,...,4, where Ef = aE§ +
BEY +~vES +0ES and «, 8,7,0 € R for which a > 0 and 1 + a? = 24+ ~2 + 62 hold. Thus, the
underlined small Latin indices are referring to this basis. Clearly, EY is a spacelike unit vector,
but this is not orthogonal to the other vectors of the basis. We show that for appropriately
chosen coefficients 3, «, § all the 2-planes that appear in the expression (A.2)) of the components
of the curvature tensor in the basis { E$} are spacelike.

If W =Y then equation (A.2) reduces to
Rap e X°YP 27V = %(A(X+Z,Y)K(X+Z,Y)—A(Z,Y)K(Z,Y)—A(X,Y)K(X,Y)). (A.3)

18 of the 20 algebraically independent components of the curvature tensor are given by (A.3).
Explicitly, since the vectors Ef*, ¢ = 1,2,3, form an orthonormal basis in a spacelike 3 dimen-
sional subspace in T, M, any two of these vectors span a spacelike 2-plane [E;, E;], where i # j.
Hence, for i # j # k # i, from (A3]) we have that

Rijij=K(E;, Ej), (A4)
1
Rijkj= (QK(EZ- + By Ej) — K(E;, E;) — K(Ej, Ej)). (A.5)

The number of these components is six, which are in a one-to-one correspondence with (appro-
priate linear combinations of) the six sectional curvatures K(E;, E;), K(E; + Ey, E;). There
are no components I7;;;; in which all the indices, taking the values 1, 2 or 3, would be different.

There are six algebraically independent components of the form Ry;j;, @ # j. Explicitly,
these are

2Ry =2+ 2y — f*)K(Es + Ea, E1) — K(E3, Er) — (1 — ) K (Ey, E), (A.6)
2Ru31=(2+ 20 — 3*)K(E4 + Es, E1) — K(Es, Ey) — (1 — %) K (E4, Ey), (A7)
2Rip12=(2+ 28 — V) K(Ey + By, Bp) = K(Ey, Bp) — (1 =) K (Es, B2),  (A8)
2Ry230=(2+ 20 —7*) K (Ey + Es, E3) — K(E3,Ey) — (1 — ) K (Ey, Ey), (A.9)
2Ry313= (2 + 28 — 0*)K(E4 + E1, E3) — K(Ey, E3) — (1 — 6°)K(Ey, Es), (A.10)
2Ry33= (2 + 2y — 6°) K (B4 + Bz, B3) — K (B3, E3) — (1 — 6°)K (B4, E3) (A.11)

Although Ef and Ef* are spacelike, the 2-planes that they span, [Ejy, E;], are not necessarily
spacelike. E.g. [FEy4, E1] is spacelike precisely when there exists a spacelike vector X< in this
2-plane which is orthogonal to E{. Thus, let X¢ = ¢ E{+bE{, and suppose that 0 = g(X, Ey) =
—a — bB. Then a = —bB3, and hence g(X,X) = —b%(1 — B?). Therefore, [Ey, E1] is spacelike
precisely when 42 < 1. In a similar way, [Ey, Es] is spacelike precisely when 42 < 1; and
[Ey, E3) is spacelike precisely when 62 < 1. As one can check easily, these conditions ensure that
the vectors Ef + EY are all spacelike. A completely similar analysis shows that the 2-planes
(B4 + Ev, By, [Ey + Eo, Erl, [Ey + Ev, E3], [E4 + E3, E1], [Eq + Ea, E3] and [E4 + E3, By are
spacelike if 42 < 2(1 + B), 8% < 2(1 +7), 6% < 2(1 + B), B < 2(1 +9), 6% < 2(1 + ) and
72 < 2(1 + 6), respectively.
From (A.3) we have six components of the form Ru;s;. Explicitly:

Ruu=(1— B*)K(E, Ey), (A.12)
Rasso=(1 — v*)K(Ey, Ey), (A.13)
Rysuz=(1 — 6*)K(E3, Ey), (A.14)
2Rp12= 2 — (B+7)?)K(Ey + Bz, Ex) — (1 = B*)K(E\, Ey) — (1 — 7*)K (B2, Ey), (A.15)
2Ry113=(2 — (B +0)*)K(E\ + B3, Eq) — (1 — *)K(E1, E4) — (1 — 6°)K(E3, Ey), (A.16)
2Ruza3=(2 — (7 +0)*) K(E2 + E3, Ey) — (1 = 7°)K(E», By) — (1 — 6°)K(E3, Eq). (A.17)
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Here, three more 2-planes emerged: [E) + Eo, Ey|, [E1 + Es, Ey| and [E2 + Es, Ey]. These are
spacelike precisely when (8 + )2 < 2, (v +6)? < 2 and (3 + §)? < 2, respectively.

To express the remaining components of the curvature tensor we should use the general
formula (A.2). They are of the form Ry;;),, where ¢, j and k are all different. However, only two
of these three, say R4123 and R4931, are independent, because R4123 + R4031 + R4312 = 0 holds by
the 1st Bianchi identity (which was in fact discovered by Ricci [19]). Explicitly, by (A2]) they
are given by

6R4123=(4(1 — (B+0)*)K(E2 + Ey, Ey + E3) —

)
—(4(1+6) = (B+7)?)K(E1 + B, B3 + Ey) +
+2K(E1 + Ey, E3) — 2K (E1 + E3, Es) + K(Ey, E) — K(Ey, E3) +

+(2- B+W )K<E1 + By, Ey) — (2— (8+6)°)K(Ey + E3, Ey) —
- (21 0*)K(Ea + Ey4, E3) — (2(1+7) — 8°)K(Ey + B, Er) +
+(201 V) K (E3 + Ey, E2) + (2(1 4 6) — B°)K(E3 + E4, E1) +
+(1 - 5 ) (E37E4) (1 =~*)K(Es, Ey), (A.18)

and

6Ra231=(4(1 4+ 0) — (B+7)?)K(E2 + Ey, E1 + E3) —
—(4(1+B) = (v +0)*) K(E2 + E3, E1 + E4) +
+2K(Fy + E3, Ey) — 2K (E| + Fo, F3) + K (Fs, E3) — K(Ey, Ey) +
+(2—=(Y+0)*)K(Ez+ E3,Ey) — (2— (B+7)°)K(E1 + E», Ey) +
+(21 + B) =) K(B1 + Es, Eo) + (2(1 + B) — 6*) K(E1 + Ey, E3) —
—(2(1+0) — ) K (B3 + Es, Ev) — (2(1 + 0) — v*) K (E3 + Ey, Es) —
—(1 - B*)K (B, Eq) — (1 — 6*)K(E3, Ey). (A.19)

In these expressions, three more 2-planes appeared: [Ey + E1, Ey + Es), [E4 + E9, Fy + E3] and
[E4 + E3, By + E»). These are spacelike precisely when (7 +6)? < 4(1+ 3), (8+6)? < 4(1 +7)
and (B +7)? < 4(1 + 6), respectively.

Thus, to summarize, the conditions under which the 2-planes in the expressions of the
independent components of the curvature tensor in the basis { E$} are spacelike are

B2, 4%, 8% < 1 (B+7)2 (v+0)?, (5 + B)?
V28 <2014+ B); 8% BT <21 +7), 8%, v* < 2(1 +0);
(B+7)?<4(146), (v+08)><4(1+8), (+B)”<4(1+7);

where 82 + 42 + 62 = 1+ o? and o > 0. Since it does not seem natural to distinguish a
priori any spatial direction in the definition of Ef, we can try to satisfy these conditions with
B =~ =34 > 0, which would yield 3% = (1 + a?)/3. As it can be checked directly, with this
choice all the conditions above can, in fact, be satisfied if 1/3 < 82 < 1/2, i.e. if 0 < a < 1/v/2.
Thus we assume that Ef has this structure.

The resulting these 21 spacelike 2-planes can be memorized easily by the following picture.
Let us form a tetrahedron whose vertices are labeled by a = 1,2, 3,4, and the midpoint of the
edge between the adjacent vertices a and b by the unordered pair ab. Then six of the spacelike
2-planes are represented by the six edges, twelve of the 2-planes by straight line segments between
the midpoints and the not adjacent vertices, and the remaining three 2-planes by straight line
segments between the midpoints on the not adjacent edges.

As we have already noted, since in four dimensions the number of the algebraically indepen-
dent components of the curvature tensor is twenty and the curvature tensor defines the sectional
curvatures, only 20 of the 21 sectional curvatures can be considered to be independent. By
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(A.4)-(A17) the 18 algebraically independent components of the curvature tensor can be ex-
pressed by the 18 sectional curvatures K(FE;, E;), K(E4, E;), K(E; + Ej, Ey), K(Ey + E;, Ej)
and K (Fy, E; + Ej). Hence these are independent. Thus, only two of the remaining three sec-
tional curvatures, K(Ey+ E1, Es + E3), K(Ey4+ Eo, E1 + E3) and K(Es+ E3, E1 + E3), can be
independent. In fact, e.g. a direct calculation shows that their sum is a linear combination of
the 18 independent sectional curvatures, viz. that the identity

(1+5—52)(K(E4+E1,E2+E3)+K(E4+E2,E1+E3)+K(E4+E3,E1+E2)) =

_ —% (K(Br, By) + K(Ey, By) + K(Ey, Es) ) +

1
5 (K(Ey + By, By) + K(Ey + By, By) + K (Ey + Es, Ey)) -

(1- 52 <K(E4, Ey) + K(Ey, Bs) + K(Eu, Eg)) +

+2(1 = 28%) (K (B, By + B>) + K(Eu, By + Bs) + K(Ey, By + Es) ) +

=N =N =N

+(2+28 = 8% (K(By+ By, ) + K(Ey+ By, Fy) + K(Ey+ By, ) +

VK(Ey + By, EB3) + K(Ey + Es, Ey) + K(Ey + E, E2)> (A.20)

must hold. The sectional curvature corresponding to any other non-degenerate 2-plane at ¢ must
be a linear combination of these twenty independent ones. Indeed, if X%, Y* € T, M are unit
spacelike vectors that are orthogonal to each other, then K(X,Y) = Rgpcq X< YexXeyd where
the components of the curvature tensor are linear combinations of the 20 independent sectional
curvatures via (A.2)), and hence K (X,Y") will also be a linear combination of the 20 independent
sectional curvatures.

If the number of the algebraically independent components of the curvature tensor is less than
twenty, e.g. when the Ricci part of the curvature vanishes, then the number of the independent
sectional curvatures is also less. The vanishing of the whole curvature at ¢ is, of course, equivalent
to the vanishing of all the sectional curvatures.
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