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We show that General Relativity and other geometrical theories can be viewed as a degenerate
Otto cycle with only heat-exchange legs in emergent gravity. Including work-producing legs yields
controlled violations of local Lorentz invariance and energy–momentum conservation, which produce
late-time cosmological acceleration. Implications for the cosmological constant problem, structure
formation and local observations are discussed.

The view that gravity may be an emergent phe-
nomenon arising from the thermodynamic limit of mi-
croscopic space-time structures dates back to [1] and
has since been extensively explored [2–9]. By inverting
Bekenstein’s [10] and Hawking’s [11] result that space-
times endowed with horizons possess entropy S and tem-
perature T , one finds that the relation δU = TδS, univer-
sally applied to a local Rindler horizon, implies the Ein-
stein equations (or rather, these appear as an equation
of state). We refer to this framework as thermogravity.
The question is whether thermogravity can also generate
genuinely new theories, beyond General Relativity (GR)
and its known extensions [3], whose macroscopic signa-
tures directly reflect microscopic structure. Such a pos-
sibility is important both as a model-independent bridge
between observation and quantum gravity and as a re-
sponse to concerns that thermogravity is a tautology or
an accident. If it yields distinctive theories with testable
phenomenology, its case becomes substantially stronger.

We investigate this matter along a simple line. Setting
aside secondary complications (such as the volume terms
in [3, 13–17]), the striking feature of thermogravity is
that GR and its geometrical extensions arise purely from
heat and its pair of variables, T and S. Their bare bones
require no additional thermodynamic pairs of variables
with an associated “work” and Carnot-like cycles. This
observation alone provides a hint: if such pairs of vari-
ables were to exist, one variable in each pair would have
to be held constant in standard theories, so that these
theories appear as a section of the larger system. What
could these variables be, and what new theories might
follow from allowing them to vary?

There are several possibilities. One is that they appear
as effective parameters in the emergent macroscopic de-
scription, in which case their required constancy in stan-
dard theory identifies half of them with the fundamental
constants of Nature [12]. In this Letter we follow an alter-
native route where they are coarse-grained averages of in-
accessible microscopic quantum-gravitational structures,
for instance, the density of sprinkling events in causal
set theory [18–20], spin-network nodes in loop quantum
gravity [21–24], or “atoms of space” in deformed special
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relativity frameworks [25–27]. If such microstructures
carry a conserved “number” N , they introduce a “chemi-
cal potential” µ, contributing a new µdN term to δU . We
show that the new “work” terms can induce controlled
violations of Lorentz invariance, reflecting the preferred
frame inherent in most thermodynamic settings. These
lead to corresponding violations of stress–energy conser-
vation, with implications for the cosmological constant
problem and the observed cosmic acceleration—both po-
tentially imprints of the emergent nature of local Lorentz
symmetry.

Before embarking on our derivation, we stress that
thermogravity departs radically from the usual construc-
tion of a theory via an action, equations of motion, sym-
metries, conserved quantities, etc. The fundamental ac-
tion is hidden in the microstructure, and there is no a pri-
ori reason why the emergent dynamics should take the
form of PDEs decoupled from thermodynamics, much
less admit an action and gauge symmetries. Thus, we
have the latitude to explore theories that would be anath-
ema from the traditional point of view. Moreover, in
this context, thermodynamic energy is more fundamental
than the external notion of energy in curved spacetime,
with all its ambiguities of definition (a point that will
be relevant when discussing local symmetries and Killing
fields). Finally, the internal thermodynamical time could
bear no relation to the outer time of the emergent space-
time [28].

Other settings could be used to present our argument,
but for definiteness we will consider a small causal dia-
mond D around a generic point P : a neighborhood of P
bounded by a lower (I −) and an upper (I +) null sur-
face of infinitesimal affine length 2ℓ, joined at an “equa-
tor” (mathematically, a bifurcation surface) which is the
boundary ∂Σ of a three-ball Σ. Physically, this is the
region traced by an expanding sphere of light (I −), re-
flecting at ∂Σ, and then (I +) reconverging to a point.
The causal-diamond construction is particularly useful
in emergent-gravity frameworks that preserve diffeomor-
phism and local Lorentz invariance, but it also provides
a natural probe for scenarios in which these symmetries
are ultimately broken. Notably, the equator breaks local
Lorentz invariance, and one can consider infinitely many
such spheres, boosted with respect to one another, giving
rise to physically distinct diamonds. In contrast to [9],
the mirror here is attached to a preferred frame, with
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FIG. 1. Sketch of an infinitesimal Otto cycle in the (N,µ)
and (S, T ) planes. GR and its geometric relatives arise from
a degenerate cycle, obtained by collapsing the red legs to a
point and retaining the blue legs (corresponding to the fluxes
through I ∓). Adding the isentropic red legs leads to the
proposed new theories, for which the heat in an out are not
the same, and “chemical” work is done.

local Lorentz invariance emerging only if the mirror has
no physical macroscopical effects [29].

For the purposes of this paper, the essential feature of
the diamond is that energy can only flow inward across
I − and outward across I +, and that all the entropy is
on I ± [34], so that such flows are heat flows (this could
be used as the emergent definition of “null surface”). The
idea is to subject D to an Otto cycle such that GR and
relatives appear as the iso-N (the “isochoric”) no-work
limit, and the sought after new theories emerge from the
generic cycle (Fig. 1). A form of Stokes’ theorem should
then enforce:

0 = δUtot =

∫
I −

δU −
∫

I +

δU +

∫
D
δU = ∆Q+W (1)

with the (heat) boundary fluxes counted as in-
ward/outward on I ∓, and the last term (the “chemi-
cal work”) unwrapped into two work contributions that
return the system to its initial state. In this way, the
diamond naturally encodes a cycle.

The advantage of a diamond is that it creates a com-
pact region bounded by a null surface (except for the
bifurcation, which has measure zero), so that Stokes’ the-
orem can be applied. The price to pay is that D is invari-
ant under only a conformal Killing vector (KV) field [9]:

ζ =
κ

2ℓ
[(ℓ2 − r2 − t2)∂t − 2rt∂r] (2)

where £ζηµν = ∇µζν +∇νζµ = 2ψηµν = − 2κt
ℓ ηµν and κ

is the surface gravity. This is merely a technical problem
with D: the fact that the internal thermodynamic energy
is more fundamental implies that the emergent external
theory must have a local Killing vector χ. In general χ
and ζ are not simply related, but at the diamond center
(or more generally at t = 0) and on I ± they are propor-
tional. Setting ū = u+ℓ = t−r+ℓ and v̄ = v−ℓ = t+r−ℓ
we have:

ζµ =
κ

2ℓ
[(2ūℓ− ū2)∂ū + (−2v̄ℓ− v̄2)∂v̄] (3)

with ū = 0 and −2ℓ ≤ v̄ ≤ 0 on I −, and v̄ = 0 and
0 ≤ ū ≤ 2ℓ on I +. Thus, ū and v̄ are affine parameters
λ, set to zero at the bifurcation and increasing to the
future (as in the conventions in [1]), so that χ = ±κλ∂λ
on I ±. We then have ζµ =

(
1∓ λ

2ℓ

)
χµ on I ±.

The “isochoric” assumption on legs 1 and 3 (i.e. on
I ∓) ensures a reduced (or clipped) set of Einstein equa-
tions. This can be obtained directly from the argu-
ment in [1] if we write δU = δQ = Tµνχ

µdΣν (ad-
justing signs as appropriate for I ±) and δS = δA/L2

1

(with L1 a length scale), evaluating δA from the Ray-
chaudhuri equation with initial condition θ(0) = 0. It
can also be obtained with δU = δQ = Tµνζ

µdΣν and
evaluating geodesic deviation from δθ = θ − θ0, where
θ0 = 1/(∓ℓ+λ/2) (resulting in A0 = 4π(ℓ∓λ/2)2) is the
geodesic deviation before matter flows across I ± (de-
scribing a zeroth order entropy, to be subtracted). In
both cases, imposing δU = TδS on each surface element
of I yields: (

κTµν − T
L2

1
Gµν

)
kµkν = 0 (4)

for any null kµ, so the isochoric assumption on I ± is an
“Einstein equation of state” [35].
These are the Einstein equations, but only subject to

a few qualifications. First, the equation of state must
require that L1 be independent of κ, so that the gravi-
tational constant GN is independent of the temperature
(with T = κℏ/2π and L1 = 2Lp = 2

√
ℏGN ). Only then

do the field equations decouple from the underlying ther-
modynamics; but this implies that S is independent of T ,
an odd but common assumption, which we will keep for
the time being. Second, what we do get is the traceless
Einstein equations,

Gµν − 1
4gµνG = 8πGN

(
Tµν − 1

4gµνT
)
, (5)

i.e. unimodular gravity. This integrates to Einstein’s
equations with a cosmological constant, but only under
the additional assumption that ∇µT

µν = 0, which we are
about to abandon.
Finally, we could consider implementations arising

from applying δU = TδS to structures on ∂D larger than
each surface element. In the most extreme case, we might
impose it only on the whole I ±, leading to “light-cone
averaged” Einstein equations

⟨kµkνGµν⟩l.c. = 8πGN ⟨kµkνTµν⟩l.c. (6)

where here and later we adopt the notation

⟨kµkνXµν⟩l.c. =
1

4π

∫
d2k̂ kµkνXµν (7)

(with kµ = (1, k̂)). We stress that ⟨Xµν⟩l.c. is a scalar,

but depends on how the directions k̂ are fixed; herein
by the mirror slicing off the cones. If nµ is the mirror’s
normal, then

⟨kµkνXµν⟩l.c. = Xµνn
µnν +

1

3
hµνXµν (8)
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where hµν = gµν + nµnν . Hence, the strongest imple-
mentation reduces the ten Einstein equations to nine
(unimodular gravity), while the weakest reduces them
to a single light-cone averaged equation (breaking local
Lorentz invariance). The more Einstein equations we
lose, the more additional thermodynamic equations of
state are required, up to a maximum of nine. This will
be essential to what follows.

We now consider a more general infinitesimal Otto cy-
cle, with isochoric (iso-N) legs 1 and 3, and adiabatic
(iso-S) legs 2 and 4, following from internal energy

U = U(S,N) =⇒ δU = TδS + µδN. (9)

Secondary equations of state arise from T =
(
∂U
∂S

)
N

and

µ =
(
∂U
∂N

)
S
, constrained by Maxwell’s relations:(

∂T

∂N

)
S

=

(
∂µ

∂S

)
N

. (10)

For definiteness in Fig. 1 we assumed ∂T
∂N = ∂µ

∂S > 0
and a cycle with W > 0 (but see [36] for other options).
The net heat entering the diamond (which vanishes in
standard thermogravity) is carried only by legs 1 and 3,

∆Q = δQ1 − δQ3 = ∆TδS ≈ −
(
∂T

∂N

)
S

δNδS, (11)

where ∆T = T1 − T3 < 0 and δS = δS1 = |δS3| (note
∆S = δS1−|δS3| = 0). The chemical work done in steps
2 and 4 is:

W = δU2 − δU4 =
µc + µb

2
δN − µa + µd

2
δN

= ∆µδN ≈
(
∂µ

∂S

)
N

δSδN, (12)

where δN = δN2 = |δN4| (from ∆N = δN2 − |δN4| =
0) and ∆µ = δµ1 ≈ |δµ3|. Since U is an exact form,
∆Q +W = 0, consistent with (10). For an infinitesimal
cycle, ∆Q ≈ δQ1∆T/T (with T ≈ T1 ≈ T2), so the cycle
efficiency satisfies

η =
W

δQ1
= −∆Q

δQ1
≈ −∆T

T
≈ δN

T

∂T

∂N
=
δN

T

∂µ

∂S
. (13)

In contrast with the conventional Otto cycle, the effi-
ciency here depends on the shape of the cycle: the de-
generate cycle (leading to GR) has zero efficiency, while
for δN ̸= 0 and ∂T/∂N ̸= 0 (implying ∆T ̸= 0) it does
not. We cannot appeal to Euler or Gibbs-Duhem rela-
tions for this system, but instead we will require that η
scales linearly with ℓ, so that:

η ≡ W

δQ1
=

2

15

ℓ

L2
≈ −∆T

T
(14)

with L2 a second length scale, which a priori can be pos-
itive or negative (and a coefficient added for later conve-
nience). This will ensure that the emergent theory de-
couples from the underlying thermodynamical set up, as
we now demonstrate.

If we take the limit ℓ → 0, then the complications
arising from D being invariant under only a conformal
KV disappear. Returning to (1), we have that indeed
Stokes’ theorem implies W +∆Q = 0 with [37]:

W = −
∫
dV [∇µ(ζνT

µν)− ψTµ
µ ] = −

∫
dV ζν∇µT

µν

∆Q = −
∫

I −
dΣµζνT

µν +

∫
I +

dΣµζνT
µν −

∫
dV ψTµ

µ .

We subtract fromW the correction arising from ζ being a
conformal KV, because (unlike in previous work, e.g. [16,
38]) we count only as work that which is not part of
standard GR and relatives. However, because of the t→
−t symmetry of the diamond, the correction term is of
order l5 [39]. Therefore it does not affect:

∆Q =
∆T

T
δQ =

∆T

T

(
4π

5
κℓ4⟨kµkνTµν⟩l.c. +O(ℓ5)

)
because we only need δQ ≈ δQ1 ≈ δQ2 to order l4

(see [39] for this and related calculations). Evaluating :

W = −8π

45
κℓ5nµ∇νT

µν +O(l6) (15)

and combining with (14) (containing the assumed scaling
with ℓ) and (8) we finally get:

−nµ∇νT
µν =

1

L2

(
Tµνn

µnν +
1

3
hµνTµν

)
(16)

to be added to the trace-free Einstein equations (5), to
provide the complete set of equations of the theory.
Hence, the theory involves two equations of state, each

tied to a distinct length scale. The first is the familiar
Einstein equation of state, characterized by L1. The sec-
ond introduces a new scale, L2, which governs violations
of energy conservation and sets the efficiency of the Otto
cycle. While L1 is small (the Planck length), |L2|must be
large, ensuring that the new effects remain suppressed in
regimes where GR is well tested. It is intriguing to spec-
ulate that the scaling η ∝ ℓ (required for decoupling ther-
modynamics from the emergent theory) may reveal the
dimensionality of the microscopic constituents: whether
pointlike, string-like, or wall-like.
Let us now apply this theory to a homogeneous and

isotropic Universe with scale factor a(t) (where t is proper
cosmological time), spatial curvature K = 0,±1, density
ρ(t) and pressure p(t). The theory’s complete equations,
(5) and (16), simplify to(

ȧ

a

)2

+
K

a2
− ä

a
= 4πGN (ρ+ p), (17)

ρ̇+ 3
ȧ

a
(ρ+ p) =

1

L2
(ρ+ p), (18)

where we have identified the mirror’s rest frame with the
cosmological frame. General solutions can be derived,



4

and an example (with p = K = 0) is

a = a⋆t
2/3 exp

(
t

3L2

)
, (19)

ρ =
ρ⋆
a3

exp

(
t

3L2

)
=
ρ⋆
a3⋆

1

t2
, (20)

where a⋆ and ρ⋆ are integration constants. It reduces
to the usual matter dominated solution for t ≪ |L2|,
but deviates otherwise, accelerating from t = (

√
6−2)L2

onward, if L2 is positive. Hence, we need a cycle with
W > 0 and T3 > T1, resulting in matter creation
(rather than destruction), to generate late-time accelera-

tion. Unfortunately this does not fix the sign of ∂T
∂N = ∂µ

∂S ,
which remains a microphysical mystery [36].

We defer to a future publication a more exhaustive
examination of the cosmological phenomenology, stress-
ing that a fully self-consistent assessment is non-trivial.
Naively, one expects a distinctive profile for the acceler-
ation as a function of redshift, with L2 ∼ 1010ly required
to fit the data. However, a re-examination of the as-
trophysics involved (for example in building the Hubble
diagram) is warranted, because matter creation may be
non-negligible in the associated processes. The cosmo-
logical fluctuations are also expected to be unique and
moreover depend on the choice of nµ beyond zeroth or-
der. The preferred frame is physically defined as the
frame where matter, but not momentum, is created, and
beyond zeroth order could be anything. Results arising
from implementing this theory in the synchronous, co-
moving and longitudinal gauges will be different. Fluc-
tuations also require further theoretical information per-
taining to multi-component systems. Indexing compo-
nents by I, Eq. (16) could in general be:

−nµ∇νT
µν
I =

(
nµnν +

1

3
hµν
)∑

J

MIJT
J
µν (21)

with MIJ = δIJ/L2 for a minimal model, MIJ = δIJ/L
I
2

for a generic diagonal model [40], MIJ = δI1/L2 for a
dark matter model (DM) where specie J = 1 absorbs all
the violations of energy conservation, and others. At its
most extreme the DM model could explain the origin of
all the dark matter, with ΩDM/Ωb = exp (t/3L2) (for
K = 0), but this is not needed. Overall, an interesting
and unchartered corner of cosmological model building is
unveiled.

As with any symmetry-breaking framework, one may
restore invariance by introducing Stückelberg fields, but
in extreme cases like ours, this is not especially illumi-
nating. As shown in [41], this would map our model
into a particularly baroque model of interacting dark
energy [42, 43] subject to Lorentz invariance breaking.
By contrast, the direct symmetry-breaking picture offers
considerably greater transparency. The same applies to
the cosmological constant problem, where the symme-
try breaking picture opens up new perspectives on both
the old [44] and new [45] versions of the problem. It is

remarkable that the weakest requirement needed to ac-
commodate a non-degenerate thermodynamic cycle is to
subtract the trace of Einstein’s equations (see (5) vs (6)).
In all implementations, the vacuum energy does not grav-
itate, so that radiative instabilities are avoided [46, 47].
The objection that unimodular-like gravity constitutes
nothing more than a gauge-fixed version of GR [48] does
not apply to our theory, since it lacks gauge invariance
from the outset.

Furthermore, the additional criticism that unimodular-
flavored theories merely shift the problem to an integra-
tion constant, appears transfigured. In lieu of a finely-
tuned integration constant, the theory predicts matter
creation and a breakdown of local Lorentz invariance. At
the level of the macroscopic field theory, this looks like a
theory that can never be free. A puzzle remains regarding
the disparity between the Planck length L1, which sets
the gravitational coupling and entropy–area relation, and
a new scale L2, which governs energy non-conservation
and the efficiency of work production in the Otto cycle.
From this viewpoint, the “new” cosmological constant
problem becomes the smallness of Lorentz-violating ef-
fects. Standard thermodynamics naturally prefers a rest
frame, and this preference is inherited by thermogravity,
but its impact is suppressed by the extreme inefficiency of
the Otto cycle we have proposed. Local Lorentz invari-
ance thus emerges as an extraordinarily good approxi-
mate symmetry, and the observed smallness of Lambda-
like effects (such as late-time acceleration) becomes a di-
rect reflection of this fact.

So far, we have presented the most minimal theory
within this framework, but extensions are natural. Chief
among them is the possibility (foreshadowed throughout
this Letter) that thermodynamics never decouples from
the macroscopic field equations. For T and S, this decou-
pling relies on S being independent from T (or L1 from
κ). Abandoning this assumption makes GN acquire T
dependence, placing the theory squarely within the re-
mit of rainbow gravity [49], with the underlying temper-
ature defining the energy scale with which the geometry
“runs”. Legs 1 and 3 would then tilt away from hori-
zontality in the (S, T ) plane, but generalizing to the full
Otto cycle, our calculation would still go through, with
the twist that L2 may itself depend on κ, producing a
simultaneous running Li = Li(T ). We may then look
to the opposite end of the Universe, near the Big Bang
and in the UV limit, with L1 ∼ L2 possible. This would
imply exponential matter production and acceleration in
the very early Universe, with overtones of inflationary
and (quasi-)steady state models.

Along another direction we could also have more pairs
{Ni, µi}, additional equations of state and fewer Ein-
stein equations, as suggested in relation to (6). Once
homogeneity or isotropy are dropped, this becomes rele-
vant. Taking the Bianchi I model as an example [50],
the usual four Einstein equations reduce to three via
(5), but by light-cone averaging (see (6)) they further
collapse to a single equation. The system therefore re-
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quires two additional, non-conservation–type equations
supplied by the thermodynamics but already in vacuum
the solutions differ from the familiar Kasner solutions in
GR. Specifically, they can expand in all directions [50];

e.g., ds2 = −dt2+t(dx2+dy2)+t2+
√
7dz2. This reframes

the cosmic isotropy problem (unstable in standard the-
ory) as one controlled by the extra equations of state
needed to close the system, shifting the burden from the
emergent macroscopic theory to the underlying theory.

Finally, in thermodynamics, fixing the “volume” (or
the Ni) is not a law of nature but a choice of setup. Like-
wise, the Otto cycle adopted here or its variations, cannot
be elevated to universal laws. Could the thermodynamic
setup itself vary across regions of the Universe or across
epochs and scales? It is perhaps within this broader class
of theories, spanning the three lines outlined above, that
one should assess the implications for local observations,
in tandem with the cosmological ones. With the caveats
already emphasized, the latter imply for the most mini-
mal models a baseline L2 ∼ 1010 ly. Translating this to
the regime of local measurements depends crucially on
the local nµ beyond zeroth order (and indeed beyond the
linear cosmological–perturbation regime). Furthermore,
even with model (21), for a generic MIJ the L2b for vis-
ible (baryonic) matter could be very different from the
one inferred from cosmology, L2DM .
In the low–speed limit, Lorentz symmetry breaking

manifests as a violation of Galilean invariance. Apply-
ing Eq. (16) to a point particle (Tµν = muµuν , n

µ =
(1,0), uµ ≃ (1,v)) gives at zeroth order ṁ/m ≃ c/L2,
where we reinstate c for clarity. The spatial components
of the conservation equation then yield an anomalous ac-
celeration δa = −(ṁ/m)v, whose fractional impact is
maximized for large velocity-to-acceleration ratios,

δa

a
∼ v

cL2 a
, (22)

with v determined by the choice of nµ. Although the

conventional Eötvös parameter vanishes, this is an exam-
ple of equivalence principle violation due to energy non-
conservation (see, e.g., Ref. [51]), with effects similar to
other friction-like phenomena previously explored in the
literature [52]. At face value, the minimal diagonal MIJ

model is ruled out by Solar-System (SS) observations.
Unless the preferred frame comoved with all visible mat-
ter, planetary orbits would experience a drag; moreover,
regardless of nµ, the solar mass would increase at a rate
∼ 10−10 yr−1. Taken together, these effects would induce
orbital changes at levels implying L2b/L2DM < 10−3.

The non-diagonal “DM” model faces similar difficul-
ties, at least superficially. It implies that all matter mov-
ing with respect to the preferred frame, including visible
matter, leaves a trail of DM. If the local nµ were to be
signaled by the CMB dipole, SS observations would again
place similar constraints on the model, since the DM pro-
duced by the Sun would remain bound in a disc roughly
the size of the solar radius (the CMB-dipole speed is be-
low the escape speed inside the Sun). If, however, the
speed relative to the preferred frame were larger, the DM
trail could exceed escape velocity and leave negligible im-
print on SS dynamics.

With all the ifs and buts, SS observations appear to
require L2/c ≳ 1013 yr on the relevant scale. By con-
trast, analogous considerations for galaxy rotation curves
(particularly those of the Milky Way) remain compatible
with L2/c ∼ 1010 yr. Reconciling cosmological and local
constraints thus seems to call for either a running L2 or
L2b/L2DM < 10−3. Given the highlighted uncertainties,
we should resist drawing premature conclusions.
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Appendix A: More on the Otto cycle and Fig.1

Unfortunately, the late-time acceleration requirement
W > 0 (and hence T3 > T1) does not fix the sign of
∂T/∂N = ∂µ/∂S. For definiteness, in Fig. 1 and in the
main text we adopted the positive sign, but W > 0 is
equally possible (and the calculation proceeds with only
obvious modifications) for ∂T/∂N < 0, with a cycle of
the form shown in Fig. 2. In both Figs. 1 and 2, reversing
the arrows and exchanging the labels 1 and 3 takes us
to the W < 0 cycle. We also assumed ∂µ/∂N < 0 and
∂T/∂S = 0 in both Figures, although neither assumption
is required for any of the arguments in this Letter.

In more general theories, legs 1 and 3 in the (T, S)
panel would be tilted (just as legs 2 and 4 are in the
(µ,N) panel), but Eq. (11) still holds. This follows di-
rectly by transposing to this setting the derivation lead-
ing to Eq. (12).

3

4

1

2

c

d

a

b

N

μ

3

2

1

4

d c

ba

S

T

FIG. 2. Sketch of an infinitesimal Otto cycle in the (N,µ) and
(S, T ) planes generating W > 0 but assuming ∂T

∂N
= ∂µ

∂S
< 0,

in contrast with Fig. 1. To obtain the corresponding cycles
with W < 0 one should reverse all arrows and swap labels 1
and 3 in this figure and in Fig. 1.

Appendix B: Calculation of some integrals

The following integrals over the diamond or its bound-
ary appear in the main text. Using (2), we have:

W = −
∫
D
dV ζν∇µT

µν ≈ −∇µT
µ04π

∫ ℓ

0

dr

∫ ℓ−r

−ℓ+r

dt χ0

= −8π

45
κℓ5nµ∇νT

µν +O(l6) (B1)

with the other components of ∇µT
µν dropping out be-

cause they multiply integrals with integrands odd in t,
and the domain of the t-integration is symmetric. For
the same reason (ψ = −κt/ℓ is odd), the ℓ4 contribution
to the conformal correction vanishes, leaving:∫

D
dV ψTµ

µ ≈ −Ṫµ
µ

2π

45
κℓ5 +O(ℓ6), (B2)

(which is only needed to note the absence of the ℓ4 term).

Finally, the leading order heat fluxes through I ± are
the same and equal to:

δQ =

∫
I −

dΣµζνT
µν

= 4πκ⟨kµkνTµν⟩l.c.×∫ 0

−2ℓ

dλ(ℓ+ λ/2)2λ(1 + λ/2ℓ) +O(ℓ5)

=
4π

5
κℓ4⟨kµkνTµν⟩l.c. +O(ℓ5) (B3)

where for definiteness we considered I − and used dΣµ =
−dAdλ kµ and ζµ = −λ(1 + λ/2ℓ)κkµ. Notice that, to
leading order, computing the fluxes with χµ instead of
ζµ would only change the result by a factor of 5/3.
Note also that for an infinitesimal Otto cycle, to lead-

ing order we can ignore variations in κ in steps 2 and
4, which would lead to cubic order corrections. This is
in keeping with ignoring variations of µ in steps 2 and 4
(see calculation leading to (12)), or of T in steps 1 and 3
if we considered theories with a dependence S = S(T ).

Appendix C: On the Stueckelberg reinstatement

As stated in the main text, “. . . as with any symmetry-
breaking framework, one may restore invariance by in-
troducing Stückelberg fields, but in extreme cases like
ours this is not especially illuminating.” Indeed, even
Galilean theory can be rendered diffeomorphism invari-
ant by adding a sufficient number of such fields [53]. This
versatility of the procedure is its undoing, making it by
itself physically vacuous.
In our case, as in any framework partially anchored

in Einstein gravity, one may always reconstruct the
“clipped” equations in a reduced system (for example
the trace subtracted in (5)) using the Bianchi identities.
Specifically,

Gµν − 1
4gµνG = 8πGN

(
Tµν − 1

4gµνT
)
, (C1)

nµ∇νT
µν = − 1

L2

(
Tµνn

µnν + 1
3h

µνTµν
)

(C2)

could be reconstructed as:

Gµν + Λgµν = 8πGNTµν , (C3)

nµ∂µΛ = −8πGN

L2

(
Tµνn

µnν + 1
3h

µνTµν
)

(C4)

exhibiting superficial similarities with interacting dark-
energy models [42, 43]. A preferred frame remains and
could be removed by Stückelberg fields for nµ, but be-
yond zeroth order the Stückelberg formulation becomes
unwieldy, whereas the unsymmetric theory is simpler and
clearer.
Even in an FRW setting, this is awkward. It gives

Λ =
4

3

(
1

4L 2
2

+
1

L2t

)
, (C5)
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which diverges at the Big Bang, albeit more slowly than
the usual matter components (which scale as 1/t2), so the
standard early-time cosmology is not spoiled. More trou-
bling is that acceleration requires matter creation and so
a depletion of Λ. If Lambda were to start from zero, it
would be driven to negative values, but it starts from pos-
itive infinity. We regard these issues as shortcomings of
the Stückelberg construction rather than of the proposed
theory.

Appendix D: Beyond the minimal theory; the
example of anisotropy

As an illustration of what happens beyond the homo-
geneity and isotropy of a FRWmodel we take the Bianchi
I model:

ds2 = −dt2 +A(t)2dx2 +B(t)2dy2 + C(t)2dz2. (D1)

This results in the four Einstein equations:

Ä

A
+
B̈

B
+
ȦḂ

AB
= −8πGNp1, (D2)

Ä

A
+
C̈

C
+
ȦĊ

AC
= −8πGNp2, (D3)

B̈

B
+
C̈

C
+
ḂĊ

BC
= −8πGNp3, (D4)

ȦḂ

AB
+
ḂĊ

BC
+
ȦĊ

AC
= 8πGNρ, (D5)

where pi are the diagonalized pressures. The trace-free
Einstein equations reduce to the 3 independent equa-
tions:

Ä

A
− B̈

B
− C̈

C
− ḂĊ

BC
+
ȦĊ

AC
+
ȦḂ

AB
= 8πGN (ρ+ 3p1 − p2 − p3),

− Ä
A

+
B̈

B
− C̈

C
− ȦĊ

AC
+
ȦḂ

AB
+
ḂĊ

BC
= 8πGN (ρ+ 3p2 − p1 − p3),

− Ä
A

− B̈

B
+
C̈

C
− ȦḂ

AB
+
ȦĊ

AC
+
ḂĊ

BC
= 8πGN (ρ+ 3p3 − p1 − p2).

These are capable of accommodating:

ρ̇+
Ȧ

A
(ρ+ p1) +

Ḃ

B
(ρ+ p2) +

Ċ

C
(ρ+ p3) =

1

L2
(ρ+ 1

3 (p1 + p2 + p3))

By light cone averaging they reduce to a single equation:

−

(
Ä

A
+
B̈

B
+
C̈

C

)
+

(
ȦḂ

AB
+
ḂĊ

BC
+
ȦĊ

AC

)
= 4πGN (3ρ+

∑
i

pi).

which would require two more non-conservation-like
equations derived from the thermodynamics.

Even for vacuum, the solutions are different. For exam-
ple it is possible to have solutions with ai ∝ tβi which do
not satisfy β1+β2+β3 = 1 and β2

1 +β
2
2 +β

2
3 = 1, so they

do not need to be Kasner solutions. Indeed expansion in
all directions in possible. An example is β1 = β2 = 1/2

and β3 = 1 +
√
7/2.


