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A bstract

It is shown that certain structures in classical G eneral R elativity can
give rise to non-classical logic, nom ally associated with Quantum M e-
chanics. A 4-geon m odel of an elem entary particle is proposed which is
asym ptotically at, particle-like and has a non-trivial causal structure.
The usual Cauchy data are no longer su cient to detem ine a unigque
evolution. The m easurem ent apparatus itself can in pose non-redundant
boundary conditions. M easurem ents of such an ob fct would fail to sat—
isfy the distributive law ofclassicalphysics. T hism odelreconciles G eneral
Relativity and Q uantum M echanics w ithout the need for Q uantum G rav—
iy. The equations of Q uantum M echanics are unm odi ed but it is not
universal; classicalparticles and waves could exist and there isno graviton.

1 Comment

T his subm ission reproduces the tak I gave at the 5th UK Conference on Con—
ceptual and Philbsophical problem s n Physics held in O xford on 10th -14th
Septem ber 1996. T he content follow s the talk very closely but is hopefuilly m ore
coherent —what Imeant to say replaces what I did say. In a sin ilar vein the
replies to questions are what I should have said rather than what I actually
said; in both cases it is clarity rather than the facts or the argum entswhich has
changed (exosptions to this rule are given as footnotes) . Full references are also
ncluded.

2 Introduction

I am going to give a gravitational explanation of Quantum M echanics. By
gravitation I mean E instein’s theory of General Relativity — the unm odi ed
classical theory. By Q uantum M echanics Im ean the Q uantum M echanics that
we allknow and love. As faras I am aware nobody has given an explanation
for the origin of Q uantum M echanics before, and certainly not in term s of an
established classicaltheory. W hat ism ore Iwilldo this In 20 m inutes!!
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3 The Route from G eneralRelativity to Q uan-—
tum M echanics

Thisdiagram show sthe route from G eneralR elativiy to Schrodinger’sequation
etc. Quantum logic has a crucialplace in the path.

G eneral Q uantum
Relativiy Logic
H ibert Schrodinger’s equation
~ P lanck’s constant
Space
etc.

Figure 1: The route from G enialRehtivity to Schrodinger’s equation via quan—
tum logic.

Tt is well known that Schrodinger’s equation, the D irac equation, P lanck’s
constant the uncertainty relations etc., etc. can be derived from the H ibert
space structure of Q uantum M echanics, the sym m etries of space and tin e, and
the intemal sym m etries of the ob ct. A good reference to the non-relativistic
case is given by Ballentine ], while W einberg gives a useful treatm ent of the
relativistic case f].

W hat is lesswellknown is that the H ibert space structure ofQ uantum M e-
chanics isa naturalrepresentation ofquantum logic. In fact it looks increasingly
as if The fam iliar H ibert space structure is unigque as a vectorial representation
of quantum logif]. Quantum logic is ntroduced in the books by Jauch ] and
B eltram etti and Cassjne]JiE], the latter also describbes how the H ibert space
structure is constructed from the logic.

Forthistak Iwill show how quantum logic can arise from the propositions
(statem ents) about certain structures in G eneral Reltivity. The rest is then
already done form e.

4 Quantum Logic

Quantum logic is a non-distributive or non-Boolan logic, which m eans the
failire of the fam iliar distrdbutive law :
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where * isthe AND operation and _ is the OR operation. a, b and c are the
propositions or statem ents about the system or state. For thistak Iwilluse a
special case of equation EI —taking cto be NO T b, denoted : b, and introducing
the trivial operator I, which is TRUE for any state. W e then have:
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In fact quantum logic requires the distributive Jaw to be replaced by a weaker
orthom odular condition and for a com plete orthom odular orthocom plem ented
atom ic lattice w ith the covering property needs to be constructed. T his can be
done. It is the sub gct of a paper subm itted to Foundations of P hysics and of
my PhD thesis. Forthistak Iwillonly show the failure of the distrbutive law
In the form of equation E, because this m arks the departure from a classical
system and is by itself a rem arkable achievem ent.

5 G eneralR elativity

For this work the signi cant features of G eneral R elativity are:

The equation, G = 8 T, which relates the curvature of spacetin e, of
which G isa m easure, to the energy m om entum tensor T .

Tt is a non-linear equation for the m etric, containing rst and second
derivatives and both lnear and quadratic term s in the m etric.

T he equations describe distorted, curved spacetin e.

T he equations are local, they do not prescribe the topology, although they
m ay set constraints on the topology.

T he theory allow s closed tin elike curves, CTC s, (just a respectable way to
say tin e travel). T his is one of the great m ysteries of G eneral R elativity
- if CTCs are possbl then how can we m ake them and use them , and
if not, then what forbids them . The m athem atical structure of G eneral
Relativiy allow s CT C s and exact solutions are known with CTCs.

6 CTCs

CTCs are crucial or the results which llow, because when interactions are
allowed In spacetim esw ith C T C s the nom alboundary conditions are no longer
adequate to uniquely determ ine the evolution.

Consider a billiard ballin a plane, given an initialposition and velocity then
the subsequent tra gctory is determ ined, see the dashed lne In gure E; even if
there are walls, or hills, or in this exam ple a wom hole.

If the wom hole is replaced w ith a tim em achine, so that a particle which
enters one m outh exits at a corresponding point from the other m outh, but at
an earlier tine. The original tra ectory is still a possible consistent solution,
but now altematives exist. For exam ple the ball could be hi into the m outh
of the wom hole, reappear from the other m outh at an earlier tine in such a
direction that it causes the original collision (see the solid lines In gure Q) i
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Figure 2: The ball travelling from the left m ay be hi by itself into one m outh
of the wom hole, to em erge at an earlier tin e to cause the in pact.

m ust be stressed that these are both consistent evolutions of the system even
though the initial data would nom ally (in the absence ofCTC s) give a unique
tra pctory.

The multiplicity of possible solutions is not con ned to this exam ple. It is
considered to be a generic feature when self-interacting ob ctsor eldsare in a
qéaoetjm ewih CTCs (see for exam ple papers by Friedm an et al E] and Thome

D.

7 4-G eon

T he strange features of C T C s are exploited in a m odelofan elem entary particle
which Tcalla 4-geon. T he idea that an elem entary particl is a solution of the
eld equations (0fG eneralRelativity orany uni ed eld theory) dates from the
earliest days of G eneralR elativity. E instein attem pted to nd such solutions in
allhis theordes. In the 60’sM isnerand W hee]erﬂ] continued w ith the work and
used the term geon to describe a topologically non-trivial spacetin e structure
held together by its own gravitational attraction. H owever m ost of the earlier
work used a topologically non-trivial three-m anifold evolving w ith tin e, and
assum ed that a globaltin e coordinate existed. By contrast a 4-geon has a non—
trivial causal structure. A 4-geon is assum ed to have the follow ing properties:

It is a solution ofthe eld equations ofG eneralRelativity.
It has a non-trivial causal structure.

Interactions are taking place around CTC s.

The m etric is asym ptotically at.

P article-like: the region of non-trivial topology w ill be found in one and
only one place —otherw ise it would not be recognisable as a partick.

W ih thism odel of an elem entary particle the nom alboundary conditions
can no longer be expected to be adequate to determm ine a unique evolution.



8 Boundary Conditions and M easurem ents

The idea that the state preparation sets boundary conditions is obvious. In
our real or in agined experin ents we look for outcom es consistent with the
preparation conditions; thism ay com prise a source, collin ators, shutters Iers
etc.:
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Figure 3: The boundary conditions im posed by statepreparation

W ith the 4-geon m odel of a particlke the state preparation conditions will
no longer be adequate to uniguely determm ine the subsequent evolution. The
m easuram ent apparatus iself can set further boundary conditions which are
not redundant. An x-spin m easurem ent is an exam ple:
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Figure 4: T he boundary conditions in posed by statepreparation and an x-soin
m easurem ent

N ote that the m easurem ent apparatus is physically very sin ilar to the state
preparation. W ithin the structure of the 4-geon there can be a causal link
betw een them easurem ent apparatus, state preparation and the evolution, w hich
gives a physical explanation form easurem ent-dependent e ects.

A tematively we could m easure the y-spin wih a very sin ilar apparatus.



However, as is well known, a y-oriented Stem-G erlach Ier and an x-oriented
one are physically incom patible. They set con icting boundary conditions.
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Figure 5: The boundary condiions in posed by statepreparation and a y-soin

m easurem ent



9 SetsofM anifolds and P ropositions

To see the e ect of these boundary conditions we w ill consider the possible sets
of 4-geon m anifolds. Let M denote the set of 4-m anifolds consistent w ith the
state preparation conditions. W hile X denotes those m anifolds consistent w ith
both the statepreparation and an x-spin m easurem ent. X is partitioned into
the two dispint subsets X ¥ and X

Figure 6: Sets of 4-m anifolds consistent w ith both state preparation and the
boundary conditions im posed by di erent m easurem ent conditions.

This sinple diagram is inm ediately non-classical, because classically the
m easurem ent m ust sin ply partition those solutionsM consistent w ith the state
preparation; i cannot de ne a proper subset ofM

T he y-m easurem ent de nes a di erent subset of M , denoted Y, which is
dispint from X .

T he propositions are statem ents about the state preparation; they are not In
one to one correspondence w ith the m easurem entsbecause som e m easurem ents
give the sam e nform ation about the state (they are ndistinguishable by any
state preparation). For this system , X corresoonds to there is a m anifold in
M oonsistent with an x-spin measurem ent and Y to there is a manifold in
M oonsistent with a y-spin m easurem ent these are both the trivial proposition
which is always true and which we denote by I.

By contrast X ¥ \ Y* corresponds to there is a manifold in M consistent
w ith a positive x-gpin m easurem ent and also w ith a positive y-spin m easurem ent,
but X* and Y* are dispint and so the intersection corresponds to the trivial
proposition which isalwaysfaleX* \ Y* = ;. So we have:
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w hich is the failure of the distrdbutive law for the propositions.




10 Summ ary

T he con fctured 4-geon description of particles is speculative. I cannot produce
a solution of the eld equations w ith the required properties. I have not tried
to. The advice I have received is not to try and nd a solution because it is
so di cult so solve E instein’s equations, especially if solutions are highly non—
linear, lJacking in sym m etry and topologically non-trivial.

However, In other respects this theory is extrem ely conservative — it keeps
General Relativity in its unm odi ed form and i retains 3+ 1 dim ensions for
space and tim e.

T he unifying nature ofthe theory justi esthe speculation. F ield and particlke
descriptions of N ature are uni ed as E instein had always hoped and expected.
For the rst time the origin of Quantum M echanics is explained In tem s of
existing theories. In doing so, G eneralR elativity and Q uantum M echanics are
reconciled, not w ith a quantum theory of gravitation aswas expected, but w ith
a gravitational explanation for Q uantum M echanics. There is no sinpler or
m ore conservative theory which reconciles Q uantum M echanics and G eneral
Relhtiviy.

11 P redictions

D espite giving standard Q uantum M echanicsw ith the sam e equationsand struc-
ture the theory doesm ake som e new predictions:

T here isno quantum theory of gravity.

C lassical ob fcts are possble. T he peculiar 4-geon structures give rise to
quantum e ects; if these are absent then classical determ inistic evolution
would occur.

There is no gravion. This follow s from either of the statem ents above.
G ravitationalwaves are topologically sin ple solutions of E instein’s equa—
tions w thout C T C s. T herefore they cannot exhibit quantum phenom ena
such as wave particle duality. G ravitationalw aves are not quantised.

12 Questions

The follow Ing questions were asked in open discussions or afterwards. They
werem ost helpfulto m e and I thank all those who Ppined in. Apologies for not
giving nam es and for any errors, but I did not m ake notes at the tim e.

Q . You have shown the failure of the distributive law , but for quantum logic
you m ust show much m ore —orthom odularity, atom icity etc. Can you show this
too?

A . Yes, the failure of the distrbbutive law is the m ost rem arkable feature
because i m arks the divergence of classical and non-classical systems. O r—
thom odularity can be shown E], In fact it ollow s easily since this construction
relies upon the m easurem ent apparatus and so the argum ents of M ackey (see
@]fpage 147]) apply. Atom icity is a m athem atical idealisation which cannot be
derived, but this sort of idealisation is comm on to all ofm athem atical physics;
eg. the use of real num bers to represent m om entum in classical physics.



Q .How can spin-halfarise n a gravitational theory?

A . There is an enom ous richness in the choice of topology. Certain m ani-
folds can be shown to have the transfom ation properties of a spinor provided
a xed asym ptotically at background m etric is assum ed. See the fascinating
paper by Friedm an and Sorkin E] or the discussion in m y thesis).

Q . How does the superposition of the wavefunction arise in thism odel?

A . The wavefunction jist gives inform ation about the probability m easure—
ment outcom es. If the logic were Boolan a real number between 0 and 1
would su ce and there would be only trivial superpositions. However to rep—
resent probabilities for a non-Boolean logic, com plex-valied wavefunctions are
required.

Q . How can you get Quantum M echanics which is fomulated on a at
spacetin e when you are considering m anifolds w ith a nontrivial topology?

A . The manifolds are asym ptotically at. Quantum M echanics can be re—
garded as a way ofm apping Inform ation about these knots of spacetin e onto
the at spacetin e which we are fam iliar with. Tt is In the asym ptotically at
region that we set boundary conditions etc.

Q . Do solutions of E Instein’s equations exist with CTC s which can be tra—
versed In a nite tin e?

A .Yes.

Q . There are altemative w ays of assigning probabilities to an orthom odular
lattice which cannot be represented by a H ibert space. Consider for exam ple
the m odelby M iehik L] which can be und in f]page 205].

A . Iam not aware of that exam ple. However the very existence of non-
classical logic In system s descrbed by a classical theory is by itself m ost re—
m arkable, to get quantum logic as well is am azing. T he fam iliar H ibert space
structure is certainly com patdble w ith this logic even if it is not unique.

Q . Are you aware of other work in which an orthom odular lattice is con—
structed geom etrically from subsets of at M inkow skispace?

A . Thave seen geom etric constructions of orthom odular lattices eg. W atan—
abe @]lpage 303]. I think that such m odels rely on an innovative de nition of
com plem entation, they are Interesting but not particularly rem arkable. M y work
show s that the orthocom plem ented lattice arises w ith the de nitions of com ple—
m entation associated w ith realexperin ents. In this respect the construction is
unigque.

Q . W hat is the energy tensor responsble for the spacetin e knots?

A . Thave delberately not m ade assum ptions about the energy -m om entum
tensor. The m ost appealing case would be for it be zero ie. a vacuum soli-
tion. Spacetin e can be knotted w ithout any source. Indeed the wom holes (not
traversable ones) can be solutions of the source—free eld equations.
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