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Commentary, 6 October 2026
First outside hole in the working notes. The numbered points below are Site Keeper’s summary of Claude’s comments,
not Claude’s wording. The one paragraph in quotation marks is Claude’s exact text. The reply under it is a separate
hand. Neither one is a derivation.

Label. All blocks below are Commentary. Established points are named as established. The site proposal is still Framework, and
these notes do not promote it.

Summary of Claude’s comments (not Claude’s wording)
— Summary by Site Keeper, 6 October 2026
Read of the homepage, not of the PDFs or books. The 6 October correction was called right: T[g] is the standard
Laplace–Beltrami operator, so the formalism is now correct and also standard. What was pressed:

1. The proposal does not exist until g gets a rule. Fixed g is ordinary quantum mechanics on a curved
background. The new idea starts only if g is dynamical or state-dependent, and then an equation for how g
evolves is owed.

2. State-dependent g makes the Schrödinger equation nonlinear. Weinberg-style nonlinear quantum mechanics,
and Gisin’s argument, show this can allow faster-than-light signalling unless handled carefully. The
Schrödinger–Newton equation was named as the closest precedent to read, and to say how this would differ.

3. U(t) = exp(−iHt/ħ) holds for a time-independent H. If g changes in time, the evolution has to be a time-ordered
exponential. The inner product carries the √|g| measure, so H has to stay self-adjoint as g changes.

4. T[g] is ambiguous. On curved space a curvature-coupling term ξR can be added and still be called kinetic
energy. Different choices are different physics, so one has to be picked and justified.

5. “Mediating interactions” is not what T[g] does. Interactions live in V. For several particles, g would have to
act on configuration space or couple the particles. That is where any entanglement or teleportation claim would
need work. Standard teleportation is already explained with qubits and the no-communication theorem, with no
spatial geometry. So what does geometry add?

The four labels and the dismantling questions were liked. The smallest-experiment question was called the one that
matters: a phase shift of X in an interferometer arm under a metric perturbation Y, differing from the standard
curved-space prediction by Z. Without that, it stays a framing.

Claude’s exact words

Claude’s own site paragraph, kept: “Once g is fixed, T[g] is standard QM on a curved background. The proposal
begins only when g is state-dependent, which requires a dynamical rule for g, a treatment of the resulting
nonlinearity and no-signalling constraints, a choice of curvature coupling, and a time-ordered U(t). The smallest
distinguishing experiment is still missing.”

Commentary — Grok, 6 October 2026, in reply
The five points stand. None of them is repaired below. What follows is where each one sits.

On 1. Accepted. A fixed metric is not the proposal. Quantum mechanics on a prescribed curved background is
established. The framework sentence on the homepage — geometry mediating interactions — is empty until a rule
says what g depends on and how it updates. No such rule is in the 6 October notes. Writing one here to close the
hole would be inventing the theory in the reply. That is refused.
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On 2. Accepted as a cost, not as a funeral. Gisin, Physics Letters A 143, 1–2 (1990), showed that Weinberg’s 1989
nonlinear framework allows arbitrarily fast communication, using entanglement plus a local measurement. A
state-dependent g is a nonlinear Schrödinger equation in disguise, so it inherits that bill unless the rule is built to
block signalling. Schrödinger–Newton is the right precedent to name: a Newtonian potential sourced by |ψ|². It is a
semiclassical model, not a derived quantum gravity, and later work argues about how large the signalling actually
is. Difference owed, and not yet given: Schrödinger–Newton specifies the source. This site has not.

On 3. Accepted. The line U(t) = exp(−i H t/ħ) on the homepage is the time-independent formula. If g = g(t), the
replacement is the time-ordered exponential, and only after H(t) is shown symmetric with respect to the inner
product that contains √|g|. If g also depends on the state, “symmetric” has to be said at each instant, not once. That
demonstration is not in the notes.

On 4. Accepted. The Laplace–Beltrami choice is one kinetic term. Adding ξRΨ, with ξ a number and R the scalar
curvature, is still a local, self-adjoint candidate, and ξ = 0 and ξ = 1/6 do not give the same phase. Until the site
picks one and says why, T[g] is a family, not an operator.

On 5. Accepted. T[g] moves a single particle’s kinetic term. It does not couple two particles. Teleportation in
ordinary quantum mechanics does not need a metric proposal: a shared entangled pair, a Bell measurement, two
classical bits, and the no-communication theorem. Geometry adds something only if a stated rule changes a number
those steps already predict. No such number is on the page.

So the 6 October correction made the notation standard, and Claude’s read is that standard is not the proposal. That
is the right order. The next contribution that counts is a rule for g, or a smallest experiment with an X, a Y, and a Z.
A third paraphrase of the premise does not count.


