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Abstract

We study the Standard Model (SM) in Weyl conformal geometry. This embedding is
natural and truly minimal with no new fields required beyond the SM spectrum and Weyl
geometry. The action inherits a gauged scale symmetry D(1) (known as Weyl gauge sym-
metry) from the underlying geometry. The associated Weyl quadratic gravity undergoes
spontaneous breaking of D(1) by a geometric Stueckelberg mechanism in which the Weyl
gauge field (w,,) acquires mass by “absorbing” the spin-zero mode (¢) of the R? term
in the action. This mode also generates the Planck scale and the cosmological constant.
The Einstein-Proca action of w, emerges in the broken phase. In the presence of the
SM, this mechanism receives corrections (from the Higgs) and it can induce electroweak
(EW) symmetry breaking. The EW scale is proportional to the vev of the Stueckelberg
field (¢). From the SM spectrum, only the Higgs field (o) has direct couplings to the
Weyl gauge field, and its mass may be protected at quantum level by the D(1) symmetry.
The SM fermions can acquire couplings to w,, only in the special case of a non-vanishing
kinetic mixing of the gauge fields of D(1) x U(1)y. If this mixing is indeed present, part
of Z boson mass is not due to the Higgs mechanism, but to its mixing with massive w,,.
Precision measurements of Z mass then set lower bounds on the mass of w, which can
be light (few TeV). In the early Universe the Higgs can have a geometric origin by Weyl
vector fusion and the Stueckelberg-Higgs potential can drive inflation. The dependence
of the tensor-to-scalar ratio r on the spectral index ng is similar to that in Starobinsky
inflation but shifted to lower r by the Higgs non-minimal coupling to Weyl geometry.
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1 Motivation

The Standard Model (SM) with the Higgs mass parameter set to zero has a scale symmetry.
This may indicate that this symmetry plays a role in model building for physics beyond
the SM [I]. Scale symmetry is natural in physics at higher scales or in the early Universe
when all states are essentially massless. In such scenario, the mass terms and scales of
the theory e.g. the Planck and electroweak (EW) scales must be generated by the vacuum
expectations values (vev) of some scalar fields. In this work we consider the SM with a
gauged scale symmetry (also called Weyl gauge symmetry) [2H4] which we prefer to the more
popular global scale symmetry, since the latter is broken by black-hole physics [5]. A natural
framework for this symmetry is Weyl geometry [2H4] where this symmetry is built in. We
thus consider the SM embedded in the Weyl conformal geometry and study the implications.
The Weyl geometry is defined by classes of equivalence (gag,w),) of the metric (gog) and
the Weyl gauge field (w,,), related by the Weyl gauge transformation, see (a) below. If matter
is present, (a) must be extended by transformation (b) of the scalars (¢) and fermions (¢)
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Here d is the Weyl charge of g,,, o is the Weyl gauge Couplin, g = |det g, | and X > 0.
This is a non-compact gauged dilatation symmetry, denoted D(1). Since it is Abelian, the
normalization of the charge d is not ﬁxed@. In this paper we take d = 1. The case of arbitrary
d is recovered from our results by simply replacing o — d . A discussion on symmetry ()
and a brief introduction to Weyl geometry are found in Appendix [Al

To study the SM in Weyl geometry, all one needs to know for the purpose of this work
is the expression of the connection (f) of this geometry, which differs from the Levi-Civita
connection (I') of (pseudo-)Riemannian case used in Einstein gravity. The Weyl connection is

a solution to Vg, = —awyg,, where @ﬂ is defined by f‘f;l, This solution is (see Appendix)
f’ﬁy = I’f;y +(1/2) « [52 Wy + 65‘ Wy — G WM. (2)

[ is invariant under (), as it should be, since the parallel transport of a vector must be

gauge independent. Taking the trace in (), with a notation I', = fz and I', =T, then

v uvo

wy Ty =T (3)

The Weyl field is thus a measure of the (trace of the) deviation from a Levi-Civita connection.

The general quadratic gravity action defined by Weyl geometry [2H4], invariant under
(), is written in terms of scalar and tensor curvatures of this geometry. Using T of @) and
standard formulae one can express these curvatures in terms of their Riemannian counter-
parts and re-write the action in a more familiar Riemannian notation (as we shall do). In
the limit w, =0 ie. if: i) w, is ‘pure gauge’ or if ii) w, becomes massive and decouples,
then I'=T" and then Weyl geometry becomes Riemannian! This is an interesting transition,
relevant later. In i) invariance under (IJ) reduces to local scale invariance (no wy,).

'Our convention is g, = (4, —, —, —) while the curvature tensors are defined as in [6].
2For example d = 1 is a convention used in e.g. [7] while d=2 was considered in [§].



The role of Weyl gauge symmetry in model building beyond SM was studied before [7H26].
We go beyond these models which were limited to actions linear in the scalar curvature R of
Weyl geometry and which introduced additional states (scalar fields beyond the Higgs field)
to maintain symmetry () and to generate the mass scales (Planck, etc) of the theory.

Our approach here to model building is truly minimal, in the sense that no new fields are
needed or added to the SM spectrum - we simply embed the SM in Weyl geometry! Note that
the Weyl gauge field present here is part of the underlying geometry and of Weyl gravityﬁ.
The gravity part of the action is fixed by the Weyl geometry [2-4], is actually quadratic and is
automatically invariant under (I a) (since I is invariant). This minimal approach builds on
our recent results in [27] (also [28-31]) that showed that the original Weyl quadratic gravity
action in the absence of matter is broken spontaneously to the Einstein-Proca action. Thus,
this breaking is geometric in nature, no scalar field is added to this purpose [31].

With this result, embedding the SM in Weyl geometry is very natural: one sets the Higgs
mass parameter to zero and ‘upgrades’ the SM covariant derivatives, to respect symmetry ()
inherited from Weyl geometry. Thus, both the Lagrangian and its underlying geometry (f)
have the same Weyl gauge symmetry. This is a unique feature, not present in models with
local scale symmetry based on Riemannian geometry (i.e. with now,). It adds mathematical
consistency to the model and motivated this study. Hereafter we refer to this model as SMW.

There is additional motivation to study the SMW and the Weyl geometry:

a) Einstein gravity emerges naturally. After a Stueckelberg mechanism, the Weyl gauge field
wy acquires a mass my, ~ a M, (M,: Planck scale) by “eating” the spin zero-mode (¢) of
geometric origin propagated by the (1/£2)R? term in the action of coupling £&. The gauge
fixing of symmetry () is dynamical, as shown by the equations of motion. After w, decouples,
the Einstein action is naturally obtained as a broken phase of Weyl gravity. M, and the
cosmological constant (A) are both generated by (¢) and are related: A/M2 = (3/2)&2.

b) The theory has a symmetry D(1) x U(1)y x SU(2)r x SU(3). Note that a gauge kinetic
mixing of w, with the hypercharge field B,, of U(1)y is not forbidden by this symmetry.

c) The Higgs field has couplings to w,, of type O'QUJMQJ“. The SM gauge bosons and fermions
do not couple to w, [§]. Only if a gauge kinetic mixing exists, can fermions couple to w,.
d) The SM Higgs potential is recovered for small Higgs field values (relative to Planck scale).
The EW symmetry breaking is then induced by gravitational effects, with the Higgs mass
and electroweak scale obtained for perturbative couplings of the Weyl quadratic gravity.

e) If a gauge kinetic mixing is indeed present, part of the Z boson mass is not due to
the Higgs mechanism, but to the geometric Stueckelberg mechanism (giving mass to w,,).
Precision data on myz then constrains the Weyl gauge coupling « and the mass of w.

f) The Higgs potential at large field values drives inflation. Interestingly, the origin of the
Higgs field in the early Universe is geometrical, from the Weyl boson fusion, see c¢). The
prediction for the tensor-to-scalar ratio (r) (for given spectral index ng) is bounded from
above by that in the Starobinsky model with similar dependence r(ng), due to the R? term.
g) The SMW can provide a successful alternative to the ACDM, as discussed in [32].

These interesting properties of the SMW are studied in Section 2l The relation to other
scale-invariant models follows (Section [B]). The Conclusions are in Section @l The Appendix
has an introduction to Weyl conformal geometry and additional calculations for Section 21

3The literature often calls Weyl gravity the square of the Weyl tensor in Riemannian geometry. We actually
consider the original Weyl quadratic gravity in Weyl geometry which has additional terms (Section [21).



2 SM in Weyl conformal geometry

2.1 Einstein action from spontaneous breaking of Weyl quadratic gravity

Consider first the original Weyl gravity action [2H4] and here we follow [27]. The action is

(4)

with couplings £, n < 1. Here F),, = @Mw,, - @Mwy is the field strength of w,, with @Mw,, =
Ouwy — Fﬁ,,wp. Since I’ij = I’ﬁ‘u is symmetric, F,, = 0w, — Oywy. Cupo and R are the
Weyl tensor and scalar curvature in Weyl geometry, derived from eq.(2)). Their relations to
Riemannian Weyl-tensor Cy,,» and scalar curvature R are shown in egs.(A=IT), (A-14):
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R = R—3avﬂw“—§a2wﬂw“. (5)

The rhs of these equations is in a Riemannian notation, so VHwA = 8ﬂw)‘ + Ff;p wP.

Each term in Lo is invariant under D(1) of (@). Indeed, R transforms as R — (1/%) R
(see Appendix), so \/51352 is invariant. Also /g Cﬁum and Fiv g are invariant; similar for
\/§C~ﬁyw. The term CNﬁVpU ensures that Lg is the most general Weyl action, but is largely
spectator under the transformations below, so its impact can be analysed separately. Since
it may be generated at quantum level we included it (it brings a massive spin-2 ghost [33]).

In Lo we replace R2 — —2¢%R — ¢* with ¢ a scalar field. Doing so gives a classically

equivalent Ly, since by using the solution ¢? = —R of the equation of motion of ¢ in the

modified Ly, one recovers action (). With eq.(@l), £y becomes in a Riemannian notation

P -1 L 3.9 o ot 1 1 o 1
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or, making the symmetry manifest

£ = Vi g [§ 9 R + @07 - 59 )]
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with  1/42=14+6a%/p? > 1. (7)

Every term of coefficient oc 1/£2 and the entire Ly are invariant under (I); we must then
“fix the gauge” of this symmetry. This follows from the equations of motion of ¢, w, (see
later), while at the level of the Lagrangian this is done by applying to Ly a specific form of
transformation (I)) that is scale-dependent . = ¢?/(¢?) which is fixing ¢ to its vev (assumed
to exist, generated e.g. at quantum level); naively, one simply sets ¢ — (¢) in (7). In terms
of the transformed fields (with a “hat”), £y becomes

1 L. 3 R 1., 1 (6%
Lo=1/3 [— SMER+ M7 0?0, — £ (6% )M] = E, — = ngp(,], M2 =27 (g



In (B) a total divergence in the action, S = a/(4€%)(¢?) [ diz /g V " was ignored - it
may be replaced by a local condition V,w# = 0. This constraint will be obtained shortly
from the current conservation of the symmetric phase, egs.(@), (7).

In [8) we identify M, with the Planck scale. Eq.(8]) is the Einstein gauge (frame) and
also the unitary gauge of action (7). By a Stueckelberg breaking mechanism [34-36], w, has
become a massive Proca field, after “eating” in () the derivative 9, In ¢ of the Stueckelberg
field In ¢ [27], which transforms with a shift under (). It is important to note here that the
number of degrees of freedom (dof) is indeed conserved: in addition to the graviton, the real,
massless ¢ (dof=1) and massless w,, (dof=2) were replaced by massive w, (dof=3) of mass
m2 = (3/2)a*y* M7 in eq.[®). We shall see shortly that ¢ is indeed a dynamical field. One
may expect my, ~ M, but the Weyl gravity coupling may naturally be a <1, so my, << M),!

The Einstein-Proca action in (8)) is a broken phase of £y of (l). After w,, decouples from
@), below m,, the Einstein-Hilbert action is obtained as a ‘low-energy’ effective theory of
Weyl gravity [27]. Hence, Einstein gravity appears to be the “Einstein gauge”-fixed version
of the Weyl action. However, the breaking is more profound and is not the result of a mere
‘gauge choice’: it is accompanied by a Stueckelberg mechanism and by a transition from Weyl
to Riemannian geometry: indeed, when massive w, decouples then T of @) is replaced by I'.

In the other case, when w, is light (a« < 1), it may be present in the action at low
energies, since the current non-metricity lower bound (set by the mass my, of w),) is actually
very low, of few TeV only [37]! It can also be a dark matter candidate e.g. [38[39).

Note that the Stueckelberg term in ([7)

(@2/4) ¢* [wu — (1/a) 9,10 ¢°]> = (Du8)?, D¢ = [0, — a/2 w,] 6, (9)

is simply a Weyl-covariant kinetic term of the Stueckelberg field that became the mass term
of wy, in (§). That is, a Weyl gauge-invariant kinetic term of a (Weyl-charged) scalar in Weyl
geometry is a mass term for w, in the (pseudo)Riemannian geometry underlying (8). This
gives an interesting geometric interpretation to the origin of mass, as a transition from Weyl
to Riemannian geometry, without any scalar field present in the final spectrum. The field ¢
also generated the Planck mass and was “extracted” from the R? term i.e. is of geometric
origin (like w,), giving an elegant breaking mechanism.

Further, from (@) one writes the equation of motion of w, and applying V, to it, one
finds a conserved current (see Appendix [Bl and [27])

J, = —2%2 60, — /2 w))p,  V,JP=0. (10)

This current conservation equation confirms that ¢ is indeed a dynamical field, which is
relevant for the above Stueckelberg mechanism to take place.

This result also extends to the case of the gauged scale symmetry a conserved current
K, = ¢$0,¢ in global scale invariant theories, with VPK, = 0. For a Friedmann-Robertson-
Walker (FRW) metric, VPK, = 0 had a solution ¢(t) —constant for large enough time (¢),
so ¢ evolved to a vev [40H44]. In our case here, for w,(t) = (wo(t),0,0,0) consistent with a
FRW metric, if wo(t)? ~ 1/é(t) then a similar solution ¢(t) —constant can exist. Assuming
that ¢ acquires a vev by such mechanism or at the quantum level, etc, then equation (I0])
gives V, wt = 0. This is the “gauge fixing” condition, specific to a massive Proca field, that



emerges from the conserved current of the Weyl gauge symmetry.
Finally, one may ask what Weyl geometry tells us about the cosmological constant (A).
From Lagrangians (7)) and () we find

A
A=), _3e (1)

M2 2
Both A and M, are generated by same ¢ and are thus related and A > 0. For M, fixed, A is
small because gravity is weak (£ < 1). In the limit (¢) — 0 then A, M, — 0 and the Weyl
gauge symmetry is restored@. This shows how A is protected by this symmetry.

In conclusion, Weyl action (@), (7)) is more fundamental than Einstein-Proca action (8]
which is its “low-energy”, broken phase. When the massive Weyl gauge boson decouples, the
geometry becomes Riemannian and the Einstein gravity is recovered. In a sense this picture
is entirely geometrical [31] since we did not yet include any matter. Thus, ultimately the
underlying geometry of our Universe may actually be Weyl conformal geometry. Its Weyl
gauge symmetry could then explain a small (non-vanishing) positive cosmological constant.

2.2 Weyl quadratic gravity and “photon” - photon mixing

Consider now Lj in the presence of the SM hypercharge gauge group U(l)y. A kinetic
mixing of w, (Weyl “photon”) with the B, gauge field of U(1)y is allowed by the direct
product symmetry U(1)y x D(1). Such mixing was mentioned in the literature [20] but not
investigated. Consider then

1 - 1 . L ~
£r= Vi { g - 1 [BL+ 2omx B B 4+ ] - € (12)
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where F), is the field strength of B,,. The source of B,, is the SM fermionic Lagrangian (not
shown in (I2))) which is invariant under (Il) and does not depend on w,, [§] (see next sectiozj%.
This mixing could eventually be forbidden by some discrete symmetry, not discussed her

We repeat the steps in Section 2.I] and after transformation (I) under which B, is in-
variant, B, = B, we find £ in terms of the new fields (with a hat):

= 1. 55 3 o 3E? 1r1l . e 1
Elz\/g{—§M§R+1M§a2wuw“—§Mg—Z ?Fiv+QSIDXFHVF;V+Fy2uV]_ﬁcﬁvm}‘
(13)

The kinetic mixing is removed by a transformation [45] to new (’primed’) fields

A

Wy = yw, secX, B, = B, —w), tan¥, with siny = ~vsin, (14)

where, for a simpler notation, we introduced sin y (note that v < 1)@. The result is

4This limit is formal, since the linearisation of @) with o -R implicitly assumes that ¢ is non-zero.
®Note that w,, is C-even [§] and the photon is C-odd and the mixing violates C and CP. Global or discrete
symmetries (C, CP, Z etc) can be used to forbid the kinetic mixing; such symmetries can however be broken
by black-hole physics/gravity [5]. Also, the CPT invariance theorem applies only if the theory is local, unitary
and in flat space-time, so it cannot be used here: the Weyl-geometry actions are neither unitary ((:Y2 term in
Weyl action has a ghost) nor in flat space-time. The consequences of x # 0 are further studied in Section 27
5In the limit v = 1 there is no C’pra term in the initial action (formally 7 — 00).
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with Fz:;w =V.B, - V,B, =0,B, — 0,B,, and F},, = 0w, — Oyw,,.

As in the previous section, we obtain again the Einstein-Proca action but with diagonal
gauge kinetic terms for both gauge fields. However, the final, canonical hypercharge gauge
field BL has acquired a dependence on the Weyl gauge field, see (I4)), due to the initial
kinetic mixing. In the full model, upon the electroweak symmetry breaking the photon field

(Ay) is a mixing of the hypercharge (B,,) with SU(2), neutral gauge field (Ai)
Ay = Bj, cos 0y —i—A sinf,, = [ Wy sin x| cos B, + sin by, A3 (16)

where 6, is the Weinberg angle and in the second step we used eq.(I4]).

Due to the gauge kinetic mixing the photon field includes a small component of the initial
Weyl gauge field, suppressed by siny and by the mass (~ M),) of w,, but still presentﬁ,
however, it exists only in the presence of matter e.g. fermionic fields that act as the source
of B,. Such mixing in models with Abelian gauge fields beyond the hypercharge exists in
string models, with similar massive and anomaly-free gauge fields (as w,, see later) and
similar mass mechanism [46]. However, here w, is a gauge field of a space-time (dilatation)
symmetry. The mixing is not forbidden by the Coleman-Mandula theorem - the overall
symmetry is always a direct product U(1)y x D(1) and both symmetries are subsequently
broken spontaneously

2.3 Fermions

Consider now the SM fermions (¢)) in Weyl geometry and examine their action. To begin
with, to avoid a complicated notation we do not display the SM gauge group dependence:

1 . 3 1,
Lf= 5\/§¢27 ey Vi + h.c., Vup = <6H—Zawﬂ+§subaab)¢. (17)

Here §Hab is the Weyl geometry spin connection. In (I7]), the Weyl charge of the fermions is

(—3/4) according to our convention in () (d = 1). The relation of the Weyl spin connection
to the spin connection s L?b of (pseudo-)Riemannian geometry is (see Appendix [Al)

§Hab = + a(ﬂe”b—eZe ) Wy,
S,uab - (_1) e)\b (8M e)\a - eua Z,A)? (18)

where o4, = i['ya, +p) while '\ is the Levi-Civita connection, g, = e, e bngy and efye,® = 6F.

It can be checked that, similar to the Weyl connection (f) the Weyl spin connection § ;b is

"In some sense this says that Weyl’s unfortunate attempt to identify w, to the photon was not entirely
wrong, if the aforementioned mixing is present.
8The theorem implies that D(1) cannot be part of an internal non-Abelian symmetry so d cannot be fixed.



invariant under (IJ). This is seen by using that s Mab transforms under (1) as

§£b = suab + (e}, et — eZ e’*) 9, In %12, (19)
With §H“b invariant, one checks that £ is Weyl gauge invariant. In fact one can easily show
that (=3/4)aw, in y* @lﬂ[) is cancelled by the w,-presence in the Weyl spin connection.
This cancellation also happens between fermions and anti-fermions [8] (egs. 36, 37)@. This
is so because both fermions and anti-fermions have the same real Weyl charge (no i factor
in V,1). As a result, we have

T — L 4
ﬁfzi\/gqﬁzw el Vb + he., Vb = <3ﬂ+§sub0ab> Y. (20)

Thus the SM fermions do not couple [§] to the Weyl field w,, and there is no gauge anomaly.
We can now restore the SM gauge group dependence and the Lagrangian becomes

J R T
Ly = 5\/51/”’)’&6’3 8M—ngAM—ng'BquiS,beab]¢+h-0-, (21)

—

with the usual quantum numbers of the fermions under the SM group (not shown), T' = &/2,
and with g and ¢’ the gauge couplings of SU(2);, and U(1)y. But this is not the final result.
Since the fermions are U(1)y charged and the initial field B, in (1)) is shifted by the

gauge kinetic mixing, as seen in eq.(I4)), then w/

., 18 still present in Ly:

R AT o 4L
Ly = 53 Uin"eh [0, —igTA,—iYy (B) —wjtanx) + 35, ou| v+ huc. (22)

We found a new coupling of the SM fermions to wL, of strength Y ¢’ tan x. This coupling
comes with the usual fermions hypercharge assignment (which is anomaly-free). After the
electroweak symmetry breaking BL is replaced in terms of the mass eigenstates A,, Z,, Y
and wL is a combination of Z,, Z}7 (see later, eq.(@T)). If x~Xx=0, the fermions Lagrangian
is identical to that in the (pseudo-)Riemannian case (with no Weyl gauge symmetry).

Regarding the Yukawa interactions notice that the SM Lagrangian is invariant under ()

Ly=v3 Y [ELYsz/JR + DY Y] + hee. (23)
P=l,q

where H is the Higgs SU(2);, doublet and H = iooHT, the sum is over leptons and quarks;
Y,Y’ are the SM Yukawa matrices. Ly is invariant under ({l): indeed, since the Weyl charge
is real, the sum of charges of the fields in each Yukawa term is vanishing: two fermions (charge
2 x (—3)/4), the Higgs (charge —1/2) and /g (charge 2). Hence the Yukawa interactions
have the same form as in SM in the (pseudo-)Riemannian space-time.

“but only for the Weyl charge in (7)) can we write a Weyl invariant £; without ascalar compensator in [8].



2.4 Gauge bosons

Regarding the SM gauge bosons, their SM action is invariant under transformation (I]) []].
A way to understand this is that a gauge boson of the SM enters under the corresponding
covariant derivative acting on a field charged under it and should transform (have same
weight) as 0, acting on that field; since coordinates are kept fixed under (), the gauge
fields do not transform either. Their kinetic terms are then similar to those of the SM in flat
space-time, since the Weyl connection is symmetric. Explicitly, this is seen from the equation
below, where the sum is over the SM gauge group factors: SU(3) x SU(2)r x U(1)y

9 o
£9 == Z §gupgu Fuquaa (24)

groups
F,, involves the difference @ﬂAy - @,,Aﬂ, where A is a generic notation for a SM gauge
boson and since V,A, = 0,A, — FﬁyAp, then for a symmetric FZV = I’,’ju one sees that I'

and its w,-dependence cancel out in the field strength F},,. Hence, £, does not depend on
wy, and has the same form in Weyl and in (pseudo)Riemannian geometries.

2.5 Higgs sector
e The action: Let us now consider the SM Higgs doublet (H) in Weyl conformal geometry:

R2 6’2 o gh 7 ™ 1 . v
£H=\/§{ e —% — L |HPR+|D,H P~ |H|' - Z(FM2V+2s1anW I +Fy2W) }
(25)

The SU(2)r, x U(1)y x D(1) derivative acting on H is
D,H = [0,—iA,—(1/2)aw,| H, (26)

where A, = (g/2) 5’./& +(9'/2) By; ffu is the SU(2)r, gauge boson, B, is the U(1)y boson.
The case of no gauge kinetic mixing in (25]) (x=0) is obvious. We keep x #0 for generality.
We consider the electroweak unitary gauge where H = (1/v/2) h ¢, with ¢T=(0,1). Then
|1~7;LH|2 = (O — /2w ) H[> + HT-A;LAMH, (27)

with

HIAAH = (B2/8) 2,  Z=[g*(A2+ A2%) + (9AS — ¢'B,)?]. (28)

As done earlier, in L replace R2 — —2¢2R — ¢* to find a classically equivalent action; using
the equation of motion of ¢ and its solution ¢? = —R back in the action, one recovers (25).
After this replacement, the non-minimal coupling term in (25]) is modified

1 ~ -1/1 -
—s&lHP R = = <?¢2 + 6 h%) R. (29)

It is interesting to notice that the initial term in the action, (1/£2) R?, (where £<1) in (25)



was replaced by a term above with a large non-minimal coupling 1/£2>1 (plus an additional
¢*). For details, the full Lagrangian Ly after step ([29) is shown in the Appendix, eq.(C=)).

Next, to fix the gauge, apply transformation (Il) to Ly with a special scale-dependent ¥
which fixes the fields combination (¢?/£2 + £,h?) to a constant:

¢*/€2 + Enl?
(¢2/€% + &n b

2
- ~ N 1 A N
G =2 g, ¢° :(b— wﬂ:wu—aﬁﬂlnz, B,=B,, A,=A,, Y=

- ;60

In terms of the transformed fields and metric (with a ‘hat’), £z becomes

1 ,r 3
Ly :\/5{—51\4; {R—?)avucb“—ia%)ud)“] zcﬁm {(a — a/2a,) B + 5 L2z
1 P
- V-3 (72F5V+2szFW 137 +Fy2W)} (31)
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were we used (F), the notation Z = Z(B,, — B,,, A, — A,), with v < 1 defined in (7) and

=5 {G ) e ), (32

and finally

N 1 ~ N
V= [6Ah4 + €2 (6M2 — &, h2)2]. (33)

We found again a massive w,, in (31 by Stueckelberg mechanism after ‘eating’ the radial
direction field (1/&% ¢* 4+ &,h?), with constraint V,w" = 0. We identify M, with the Planck
scale; M, and thus also m,, receive now contributions from both the Higgs and ¢.
The term proportional to &2 in Vis ultimately due to the (1/£?) R? term in the action
and is ultimately responsible for the EW symmetry breaking and for inflation, see later.
Eq.[I) contains a mixing term &0, h from the Weyl-covariant derivative of h. We
choose the unitary gauge for the D(1) symmetry i.e. eliminate this term by replacing

" o 1 o
h = M,V6sinh ——, &, =& + =9, Incosh? ——. 34
p Mp\/é H o a H Mp\/é ( )

Then Lz becomes

~ Lo 2 3.2 21y 2 O 1 2 1
Ly = ﬁ{—iMpR 2C’WW ZMpa w, w* cosh W-ﬁ-i(@td) -V
3.905 .19 O 1 /2 . I 2
+ My Z sinh p\/é—Z(PYQFW+251nXF B+ B2, b (35)

with the potential V' expressed now in terms of the actual Higgs field o, using (B3], (34).
The term (3/4) M} o A;/I/ &' cosh?[o /(M,+/6)], after expanding it for o < M, contains a

leading coupling (o /8) Wy, ! W'Mo?, plus additional corrections suppressed by Mg. If there is

no kinetic mixing, x =0, this is the only coupling of w,, to the Higgs and to the SM states!



e Kinetic mixing: Finally, remove the gauge kinetic mixing in Ly by replacing w B by

cI)L = ’yw; sec X, B% = BL — wL tan y, (sin y = ~ysin x); (36)

and Lz becomes:

- 1 3 -
Ly = \/g{—ngR 2C3Vp0 4M§a27 (sec? X)ww + = ((9 o) -V

3 N . o
t Mg [Z' + a?~?% (sec? ¥) w&w'“} sinh? Me 1 (F'2 + Fy'fw)} (37)
P
where F' (F!) is the field strength of ' (B’) and
y
~nl2 o o
2 = |¢(Bl —wjtan ) - g 43|+ P(AL2 + A2?) (38)

Note the presence in L of a coupling ALy = (1/8) o2 wyw'™ (¢”% tan? Y +a? 42 sec? ). This
is due to 1) the gauge kinetic mixing x and 2) to the Higgs coupling to w,, eq.(26]). This
coupling is non-zero even if there is no gauge kinetic mixzing (x=0), when it becomes

ALy = (1/8)a’y* 0w w™. (39)

This is relevant for Higgs physics and can constrain a. If v = 1 (i.e. if there is no C’ZV o
term in (2F)) then this coupling is due entirely to the higgs kinetic term |D,H|? in (25)
and is the only coupling of the SM to the background Weyl geometry (apart from that to
the graviton). In the symmetric phase ALy can generate higgs production via Weyl boson
fusion. This coupling is further discussed in [31].

e Higgs potential: = One may write Ly in a more compact form

1
)4 Lo+ miy ()W, W4 S XTMZ(J)X}
(40)
with the o-dependent mass myy (o) of SU(2), bosons WMi =1/V2 (A}, T iA2) given by

L =3 { M2R -~ —cgm - (F’2 +E2,

2 39 2 12 9 g9 2 4 /752
mW(O') = TMP Slnh M—\/E = Z o° + O(O' /Mp) (41)
p

The o-dependent matrix M (o) written in eq.(d0) in the basis X =(B,,, Ai,w&) is presented
in the Appendix, eq.(C=3)). Finally we have

Ly = %(OMU)Z - V(o) (42)

>
N W

M {6)\ sinh? e (1 — & sinh? —7 )2} (43)

(o
M,\/6 M,\/6
1 1 1 1 3
= ()\ — 56 £+ 65’21 52) ot — 3 EE2M?2 o* + 5 EMy+ O(c%/M?2).  (44)
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This is the Higgs potential in our SMW model in the unitary gauge for the EW and D(1)
symmetries. The second line is valid for small field values o < M, when we recover a Higgs
potential similar to that in the SM; the quadratic term has a negative coefficient (with &, > 0,
as needed for inflation, see later). This follows when the Higgs field contributes positively
to the Planck scale, eq.([32) and “to compensate” for its contribution to M, a negative sign
emerges in (33) and in V(o). The EW symmetry is thus broken at tree level.

2.6 EW scale and Higgs mass

The small field regime o < M), in (@4]) gives realistic predictions in the limit &, €2 < 1; indeed,
in this case the quartic Higgs coupling becomes A and the EW scale (o) and Higgs mass are

0 =3 GEME,  mE=26,6 M (15)

To comply with the values of the Higgs mass and EW vev we must set £ v/&, ~ 3.5x 10717,
This means one or both perturbative couplings &, and £ take small values, while A ~ 0.12
as in the SM and the regime o < M), is respected. Recall that £ is the coupling of the term
(1/€2)R? in the action, hence we see the importance of this term for the hierarchy of scales!

From (45)), using the Planck scale expression eq.(32]), then

2 _&n 0
(o) ~ g2 (16)

With £1/€,, fixed earlier, one still has a freedom of either a hierarchy or comparable values
of these two vev’s, depending on the exact values of &, < 1. Eq.([f]) relates the EW scale
physics to the underlying Weyl geometry represented by the R? term in the action (from
which ¢ is “extracted”).

The SMW model with the Higgs action as in eqs.(25]), (@0) has similarities to Agravity
[47.[48] which is a global scale invariant model. Unlike in Agravity, we only have the Higgs
scalar, while the role of the second scalar field (s) in [47], that generated the Planck scale
and Higgs mass in Agravity is played in our model by the “geometric” Stueckelberg field
(¢); ¢ was not added “ad-hoc” and cannot couple to the Higgs field, being extracted from
the R? term itself (see eq.(25])). Hence, there is no classical coupling between the Higgs field
and the field generating M,,, while in [47] a coupling A sh?s? is present.

However, the SMW contains the field w,, (part of Weyl geometry), not present in [47].
Our preference here for a local, gauged scale symmetry, that brought in the Weyl gauge
field, is motivated by three aspects: firstly, we already have a “geometric” mass generation
mechanism which does not need adding ad-hoc an extra scalar; secondly, global symmetries
do not survive black-hole physics [5] and finally, the Weyl gauge symmetry of the action is
also a symmetry of the underlying geometry (connection f), as it should be the case.

At the quantum level, large loop corrections to m, could in principle arise, as in the
SM (plus those due to w, by the coupling wuw“JQ). But the Weyl gauge symmetry can
change this. The mass m,, ~aM, may be light (if @ < 1), possibly not far above the lower
bound (of few TeV) on the non-metricity scale (set by m,,) [37]. This means the Weyl gauge
symmetry breaking scale can be low. The mass of w, is then the highest physical scale
(“cutoff”) for the low-energy observer. Then all quantum corrections to m2 are expected to

be quadratic in the scale of “new physics” (m2), so ém?2 oc m2. Above m,, the gauged scale
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symmetry is restored, together with its UV protection (for the Higgs mass) not affected by
its spontaneous breaking. In this way the Weyl gauge symmetry (with &, « <1) could give
a solution to the hierarchy problem. Intriguingly, since m,, also sets the non-metricity scale,
this suggests the hierarchy problem and non-metricity scale are related!

2.7 Constraints from 7 mass

Let us now compute the eigenvalues of the Higgs-dependent matrix M? (o), eqs.(@0), (C=3),

and examine the constraints from the mass of Z on the model parameters o and x. Since

Z,, and w,, mix, part of Z boson mass is not due the Higgs mechanism, but to this mixing

and ultimately, to the Stueckelberg mechanism giving mass to w,. After the electroweak

symmetry breaking, in the mass eigenstates basis of M?((c)), one has the photon field (4,,)

(it is massless, since det M2 = 0), the neutral gauge boson (Z) and the Weyl field (Z%).
M?() is brought to diagonal form by two rotations (C=4)), (C=5)) giving

BL cosf, —sinf,cos( —sinfb,sin( A,
Ai = | sinf, cosfy,cos(  cosbysin( Zy (47)
Wi, 0 —sin( cos ( zy

Denote by U the matrix relating the gauge eigenstates (BL, Az, wL) to the mass eigenstates
(Aps Zy, Z}7); then M?(0) is diagonalised into M2 = UT M?U for a suitable ¢

~2¢' (4 + %) . 2?9y (o)

tan 2¢ = th 6° = th . (48

WA= (1-28%)csc2X + (4% +297) cot2y 2 0 M6 “8)
The masses of Z boson (myz) and Weyl gauge field (m,,) are then found™d
3 . (0)2 1 5 (o)

2 2 2 2 2 2 2.2 2
-2 h—{ - [2 2 th2 39 4/ H 50
my ., 1My sin 8 g~ +5sec X |29 +2a%y" co : P (50)

2
where P =4¢"%(g* + ¢?) sin® 2% + {92 (1—26%) + (¢* + 2¢") cos 2)2} . (51)
Since (o) < M), (see conditions after eq.(45]))

1
my =7 (9 +9%) ()2 {1+

(o) [1 _ 30?2,2 sin2 X] 4+ (’)((a>4/M§)}. (52)

The factor in front is the mass of Z boson (hereafter m o) in the SM; m has a negligible
correction from Einstein gravity (o< (02)/M?). But there is also a correction (o sin? y/a?)
from the Weyl field i.e. due to deviations from KEinstein gravity induced by Weyl geometry.
This can be significant and it reduces myz by a relative amount:

19Tf there is no mixing, x = 0, then in eq.[@8)), also @), ¢ = 0, and with M, of [B2) and h of ([34) then

2 2 2
m? = 3%721\45 [1 + sinh? M<"> 6] == [(1 +&n)(h)* + <?—3] mézg(g2+g’2)M§ sinh” M<U\>/6 (49)
P P
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™
Il

Amgz __g'%(0)” sin® x (o)t Lr(o)\? )2 (o)t
= - o) =—<(-*) (¢ ¢ o(2r). (33
mzo 12M2 o2 * M} 8 \my, (9" tan )" + ma (53)
In the second step we replaced the mass of w and the definition of X in eq.(36]).

The effect in (53)) is significant if sin y /o > 1. From the mass of Z boson and with Amy
at 1 o deviation, one has |¢| < 2.3 x 1075, then eq.(53]) gives a lower bound on the Weyl

gauge coupling «, for a given non-zero gauge kinetic mixing;:
a>217 x 10" P sin y. (54)

Note that for an arbitrary charge d of the metric, the results depending on « are modified
by replacing o — d x a. In terms of the mass of w, one finds

my

TeV

> 6.35 x tan Y. (55)

This gives a lower bound on the mass of the Weyl field in terms of the mixing angle y and
~v. A larger m,, allows a larger amount of mixing. For a mixing angle of e.g. x = /4 then
my, > 6.35 TeV. Note that if there is no term (1/7) C’fw oo in the original gravity action, then
v =1 and then y = x. Alternatively, using the current lower bound on the non-metricity
scale (represented by my,) which is of the order of the TeV scale [37], then

tan xy < 0.16 (56)

This is consistent with the non-metricity constraint.

These bounds are significant and affect other phenomenological studies. To give an
example, consider the impact of w, on the g — 2 muon magnetic moment, due to the new
coupling of wy, in Ly, eq.(22). Using [49/50] an estimate of the correction of w, to Aa,, is

1 mi / 2 ~13
~ 193 (¢'tan x)” = 2.56 x 1077, (57)
2 m2

Aay,

where we used constraints (53)), (55). These do not allow Aa,, to account for the SM discrep-
ancy with the experiment [51]; however, this discrepancy may be only apparent, according
to lattice-based results [52]. One can also use these constraints when studying the role of w,
for phenomenology in other examples, such as the dark matter problem [39], in which case
it may even provide a solution (of geometric origin!) to this problem; other implications can
be for example in the birefringence of the vacuum induced by w,. This can impact on the
propagation of the observed polarization of the gamma-ray bursts [53] or of the CMB [54].

2.8 Inflation

The SMW model can have successful inflaton. For large o ~ M, the Higgs potential in
(43)) can drive inflation [28,29/55]. But who “ordered” the Higgs in the early Universe? the
Higgs could initially be produced by the Weyl gauge boson fusion via its coupling w,w*HH f
dictated by the symmetry, eq.(25]). This means, rather interestingly, that the Higgs can be
regarded as having a geometric origin, just like w,, which is part of the Weyl connectio.
As seen from (B7) this coupling becomes w,w" f(o) with o the neutral Higgs. But in

"1n a sense this is also true for fermions, by subsequent Higgs decay ([@23)), or for B,, by Higgs-w,, — B,,-Higgs.
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a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker universe considered below, g,,, = (1, —a(t)?, —a(t)?, —a(t)?),

the vector field background compatible with the metric is w,(t) = 0 [29]. The fluctuations

of o and of (longitudinal component of) w, do not mix since wy,(t)dw*do is then vanishing.

As a result, the single-field inflation formalism in the Einstein gravity applies, with o as the

inflaton. Since M, is simply the scale of Weyl gauge symmetry breaking, o > M,, is natural.
The predictions of the Higgs inflation are then [28],29]

r=3(1-n)? - 3 &+ O@E). (55)

Here r is the tensor-to-scalar ratio and n is the scalar spectral index. Up to small corrections
from &, that can be neglected for &, < 1073, the above dependence r = r(ns) is similar to
that in the Starobinsky model [56] of inflation where r = 3(1 — ny)?. For mildly larger
& ~ 1073 — 1072, eq.(B8)) departs from the Starobinsky model prediction and r is mildly
reduced relative to its value in the Starobinsky case, for given ng. These results require a
hierarchy A < 5,21 €2 which may be respected by a sufficiently small an &, ~ 1073 -1072.

A relatively very small A\ means that it is actually the squared term in (43]) that is
multiplied by ¢2 (see also (B3])) that is mostly responsible for inflation; this is the Stueckelberg
field contribution, ultimately due to the initial term ¢* arising from the initial quadratic
curvature (1/€2) R? term in action (25). This then explains the close similarities to the
Starobinsky R2-inflation. Thus, we actually have a Starobinsky-Higgs inflation. The initial
Higgs field h (which has &, #0) does play a role as it brings a minimum E V(o) of (@3).
In conclusion, a negligible A is required for successful inflation (as the numerical values of r
below also show it). This is consistent with SM prediction for A at the high scales, while a
value of A at the EW scale as in the SM can then be induced by the SM quantum corrections.

The numerical results give that for N = 60 efolds and with ns = 0.9670 + 0.0037 at 68%
CL (TT, TE, EE+low E + lensing + BK14 + BAO) [57] then [28,29,55]

0.00257 < r < 0.00303, (n, at 68% CL) (59)

0.00227 < r < 0.00303, (ns at 95% CL) (60)

The case of Starobinsky model for N = 60 corresponds to the upper limit of  above and is
reached for the smallest &, when this limit is saturated, according to relation (G8]).

The small value of r found above may be reached by the next generation of CMB exper-
iments CMB-S4 [58/59], LiteBIRD [60,[61], PICO [62], PIXIE [63] that have sensitivity to
r values as low as 0.0005. Such sensitivity will be able to test this inflation model and to
distinguish it from other models. For example, similarly small but distinct values of r are
found in other models with Weyl gauge symmetry [29,30] based on the Palatini approach
to gravity action (4)) used in this paper; however these models do not respect relation (G8])
and the slope of the curve r(ny) is different, due to their different vectorial non-metricity.
The above experiments also have the sensitivity to distinguish inflation in this model from
the Starobinsky model for &, ~ 1072 when the curve r(n;) is shifted by &, below that of the
Starobinsky model, towards smaller r (for fixed ny).

2From the normalization of the CMB anisotropy one also finds that €2 < 1.45 x 1072 [28].

3The Higgs and Starobinsky/R? inflation usually mix at a quantum level [64].

“Our results quoted above from [2829] were obtained from potential V(o) of eq.(@3) and they agree both
analytically and numerically to those in [55] obtained by a different method using a two-field analysis.
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3 SMW and its properties

In this section we discuss some features of our model and the differences from other SM-like
models with local scale invariance. The main aspect of our model is that scale symmetry is
gauged, eq.(d). The Weyl gauge symmetry is not only a symmetry of the action but also of
the underlying Weyl geometry; indeed, the Weyl connection T' (A=) is invariant under ()
and the same is true about the Weyl spin connection (A=18). This adds consistency to SMW
and distinguishes it from models with an action that is Weyl or conformal invariant (with
no wy), built in a (pseudo-)Riemannian space; their Levi-Civita connection and thus their
underlying geometry do not have the symmetry of the action - which may be a concern.

An important feature of the SMW is the spontaneous breaking of Weyl gauge symmetry
even in the absence of matter, as seen in section 2.1l Hence, this breaking is of geometric
origin. This is different from previous models with this symmetry [7H26] where some scalar
fields were introduced “ad-hoc” to induce spontaneous breaking of their symmetry and to
generate M, and Einstein action by a #’R term. In the SMW the necessary scalar field (¢)
is “extracted” from the geometric R?-term, plays the role of the Stueckelberg field and is
eaten by w, which becomes massive. This was possible since the model was quadratic in
curvature - this is another difference from models [7H26] which are linear in R. Therefore,
the Einstein-Proca action and the Planck scale emerge in the broken phase of the SMW.

The breaking of the Weyl gauge symmetry is accompanied by a change of the underlying
geometry. When massive w,, decouples at some (high) scale, the Weyl connection_becomes
Levi-Civita, so Weyl geometry becomes Riemannian and the theory is then metri. Thus,
the breaking of the symmetry in Section [2.1] (see [27]) is not just a result of a “gauge fixing” to
the Einstein frame, as it happens in Weyl or conformal theories with no w,; it is accompanied
by the Stueckelberg mechanism and by a change of the underlying geometry=l.

The SMW avoids some situations present in interesting models with local scale invariance
(without w,,), like a negative kinetic term of the scalar field [70] (also [71H73]), or an imaginary
vev [T4[75] of the scalar that generate M,. Such situations may be a cause of concern
according to [IB,[17]. Gauging the scale symmetry avoids such situations - in SMW this
scalar field plays the role of a would-be Goldstone of the Weyl gauge symmetry (eaten by
wy). See also eq.(l) where the (negative) kinetic term in the first square bracket is cancelled
by that in the second square bracket corresponding to a Stueckelberg mechanism@.

In local scale invariant models (without w,,) the associated current can be trivial, leading
to so-called “fake conformal symmetry” [76]77]; in the SMW the current is non-trivial even in
the absence of matter [27] due to dynamical wy,. If w, were not dynamical (#),, = 0) it could
be integrated out algebraically to leave a local scale-invariant action [27|31]; in this case Weyl

15 A similar Weyl gauge symmetry breaking and change of geometry exists in a Palatini version [29,[30].

6An aspect of models with Weyl gauge symmetry relates to their geodesic completeness, see [15}17].
In conformal/Weyl invariant models (without w,) this aspect seems possible in the (metric) Riemannian
spacetime where geodesic completeness or incompleteness is related to a gauge choice (and singularities
due to an unphysical conformal frame) [65H67]. In models in Weyl geometry, the geodesics are determined
by the affine structure. Differential geometry demands the existence of the Weyl gauge field [68] for the
construction of the affine connection, because this ensures that geodesics are invariant (as necessary on
physical grounds, the parallel transport of a vector should not depend on the gauge choice). Hence the Weyl
gauge field /symmetry may actually be required! After the breaking of this symmetry, w, decouples, we return
to (pseudo)Riemannian geometry and geodesics are then given by extremal proper time condition. Since a
dynamical w, also brings in non-metricity, geodesic completeness seems related to non-metricity.

17Tt seems to us this means a negative 3 and therefore a metric signature change in transformation @.

18This Stueckelberg mechanism may apply to more general metric affine theories studied in [69].
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geometry would be integrable and metric, see e.g. [I6,[17]. But since w, is dynamical, the
theory is also non-metric. This non-metricity would indeed be a physical problem if w, were
massless (assuming this, non-metricity of a theory was used as an argument against such
theory by Einsteir@ [2]). However, non-metricity became here an advantage, since Weyl
geometry with dynamical w, enabled the Stueckelberg breaking mechanism, w, acquired a
mass (above current non-metricity bounds [37]), and the Einstein-Proca action was naturally
obtained in the broken phase.

The SMW (differs from the SM with conformal symmetry of [79] or [74,[75] and from
conformal gravity models [80H82] formulated in the (pseudo)Riemannian space and based on
wa oo term; these models have metric geometry and do not have a gauged scale symmetry;
in our case the wa oo term is largely spectator and may be absent in a first instance; it was
included because its Weyl geometry counterpart gave a correction to « and it is needed at a
quantum level. And unlike the conformal gravity action [83] which is metric, the SMW has a
gauge kinetic term for the Weyl field which 1) makes the geometry non-metric and 2) breaks
the special conformal symmetry; this symmetry and non-metricity do not seem compatible.

Concerning the quantum calculations in the SMW, one could try to use the “traditional”
dimensional regularization (DR), but that breaks explicitly the Weyl gauge symmetry by
the presence of the subtraction scale (x). One should use instead a regularisation similar to
[84] that preserves Weyl gauge symmetry at the quantum level. This is possible by using
our Stueckelberg field ¢ as a field-dependent regulator, to replace the subtraction scale p
generated later by p ~ (¢) (after symmetry breaking). This would allow the computation of
the quantum corrections without explicitly breaking the Weyl gauge symmetry@?

It is interesting to study the renormalizability of the Weyl quadratic gravity and of the
SMW. The usual (metric) quadratic gravity theory in the (pseudo-)Riemannian case is known
to be renormalizable but not unitary due to the massive spin-2 ghost [89]. Considering
now the Weyl quadratic gravity alone, note that for computing the quantum corrections
eq.(8) is not appropriate since this is the (non-renormalizable) unitary gauge of Weyl gauge
symmetry. Therefore, one should consider computing the necessary quantum corrections
in the symmetric phase, for example in Ly of eq.(fl). Note that no higher order operators
are allowed by the symmetry in eq.(d]), (@), since there is no initial mass scale to suppress
them, and this is an argument in favour of its renormalizability. Finally, regarding the SMW
itself, in a Riemannian notation it simply has an additional (anomaly-free) Weyl gauge field
which becomes massive by the Stueckelberg mechanism which cannot affect renormalizability;
naively, one then expects the SMW be renormalizable.

4 Conclusions

Since the SM with a vanishing Higgs mass parameter is scale invariant, it is natural to study
the effect of this symmetry. This is relevant for physics at high scales or in the early Universe,
where this symmetry seems natural. Since a global scale symmetry does not survive black-hole
physics, we explored the possibility that the SM has a gauged scale symmetry. The natural
framework is the Weyl geometry where this symmetry is built in. Hence, we considered the
SM in Weyl geometry. This embedding is both natural and minimal i.e. no new degrees of
freedom were needed or added beyond those of the SM and of Weyl geometry.

19 Actually, a similar situation exists [29,30] in quadratic gravity in Palatini approach due to Einstein [78].
20 A similar approach exists in the global case [S5HSS].
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The model has the special feature that both the action and its underlying geometry
(connection ' and spin connection ﬁ}zb) are Weyl gauge invariant. This adds consistency
to the model and distinguishes it from previous SM-like models with local scale symmetry,
built in a (pseudo-)Riemannian geometry whose connection is not local scale invariant.

The SMW model has another attractive feature. In Weyl geometry there exists a (geo-
metric) Stueckelberg mechanism in which this symmetry is spontaneously broken. The Weyl
quadratic gravity associated to this geometry is broken spontaneously to the Einstein-Proca
action of w,. The Stueckelberg field ¢ has a geometric origin, being “extracted” from R%in
the Weyl action, and is subsequently eaten by w,. Once the Weyl gauge field decouples, the
Weyl connection becomes Levi-Civita and Einstein gravity is recovered. The Planck scale
and a positive cosmological constant are both generated by the Stueckelberg field vev. Also,
the mass term of the Weyl field is on the Weyl geometry side just a Weyl-covariant kinetic
term of the same Stueckelberg field. These aspects relate symmetry breaking and thus mass
generation to a geometry change (from Weyl to Riemannian) which is itself related to the
non-metricity induced by dynamical w,,.

The SMW gauge group is a direct product of the SM gauge group and D(1) of the Weyl
gauge symmetry, both broken spontaneously. Usually, of the SM spectrum only the Higgs
field (o) has a coupling to w,, the term a2wuw“02. The Weyl gauge symmetry can protect
the Higgs mass at a quantum level, if this symmetry is broken at a low scale. The breaking
scale is set by my, ~ aM,, and if the Weyl gauge coupling a < 1, then m,, can be light,
few TeV (which is the current lower bound on non-metricity). The mass of w, is then the
highest physical scale for the low-energy observer and quantum corrections to m2 will appear
as o< m2,. Above m,, the gauged scale symmetry is restored, together with its UV protection
(for the Higgs) not affected by the spontaneous breaking. Hence Weyl gravity and its gauged
scale symmetry could give a solution to the hierarchy problem. And since my, also sets the
non-metricity scale, then the hierarchy problem and non-metricity scale may be related!

The fermions can acquire a coupling (Y ¢’ tan x) to w, only in the case of a small kinetic
mixing (x) of the gauge fields of U(1)y x D(1), if this mixing is not forbidden by a discrete
symmetry. Due to such mixing part of Z boson mass is not due to the Higgs mechanism, but
to the mixing of Z with the massive Weyl field which has a Stueckelberg mass; hence, part
of Z mass has a geometric origin, due to a departure from the pseudo-Riemannian geometry
and Einstein gravity. Since myz is accurately measured, one finds bounds on the Weyl gauge
coupling and the mass of w,, for a given amount of kinetic mixing. We showed how these
bounds can be used in other phenomenological studies. If w, is light (few TeV, a < 1) its
effects may be amenable to experimental tests, with consequences for phenomenology e.g.:
w, as a dark matter candidate, the vacuum birefringence, etc.

The SMW has successful inflation. Intriguingly, in the early Universe the Higgs may be
produced via Weyl vector fusion, thus having a geometric origin. With M,, a simple phase
transition scale in Weyl gravity, Higgs field values larger than M, are natural. Note that
while the inflationary potential is that of the Higgs, due to its mixing with ¢, it is ultimately a
contribution to this potential from the initial scalar mode (¢) in the R? term that is actually
responsible for inflation. This explains the close similarities to the Starobinsky R2-inflation.
With the scalar spectral index ng fixed to its measured value, the tensor-to-scalar ratio
0.00227 < r < 0.00303. Compared to the Starobinsky model, the curve r(ng) is similar but
shifted to smaller r (for same ny) by the Higgs non-minimal coupling (&;,) to Weyl geometry.
These results of the SMW model deserve further investigation.
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Appendix

A Brief guide to Weyl conformal geometry

Weyl conformal geometry is defined by equivalent classes of (g, w,) of the metric and Weyl
gauge field (w,,) related by Weyl gauge transformations:

1
Gw=2 g, V=29, Gu=w,— - OInx, ef=xZer et =x"2el (A1)

where d is the Weyl weight (charge) of g,, and « is the Weyl gauge coupling. Various

conventions exist in the literature for d e.g. d = 1 in [7] and d = 2 in [§]. The latter may

be more motivated since from the relation ds? = Gudxtdx” with dx* and dz” fixed under

(A=1)) the metric g, transforms like ds®. In the text we used d = 1, but our results can be

immediately changed to arbitrary d by simply rescaling the coupling in our results a — « xd.
The Weyl gauge field is related to the Weyl connection (f) which is the solution of

6)\gm/ =—do Nmy (A_2)

where @u is defined by f’f‘w

@)\g;w = a)\g;w - FZAng - F@ Gop- (A‘?’)

Eq.([A=2) says that Weyl geometry is non-metric; it may be written as (Vy 4+ d a wy) G =0
as in a metric case, indicating that one can use metric formulae in which replaces the partial
derivative 0y acting on a field, metric, etc, by a Weyl-covariant counterpart as in:

O\ — 0y + weight X a X wy, (A-4)

where "weight’ is the corresponding Weyl charge (of the field, metric, etc). We use this later.
The solution T' to ([A-2)) is found using cyclic permutations of the indices and combining
the equations so obtained, or by simply using ([A-4]) in Levi-Civita connection (T'), to find

= d
F;),\Ll/ = Fz\u +o 5 5;); Wy + 51>/\ Wy — Guv WA] ) (A—5)
where I’ﬁy is the usual Levi-Civita connection

1
F;);u = 5 gAp(aﬂgpu + al/gp,u - apg,ul/)- (A—G)

I is invariant under (A-1)) as one can easily check. Conversely, one may actually derive the
transformation of the Weyl gauge field in (A=) by imposing that I' be invariant under the
metric change in (A=), since parallel transport should be independent of the gauge choice.
Taking the trace in the last equation and denoting I'), = I‘f;)\ and fu = f‘ﬁ)\ then

I'y=T,+2daw,. (A-7)
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Thus, the Weyl gauge field can be thought of as the trace of the departure of the Weyl
connection from the Levi-Civita connection. Using I one computes the scalar and tensor
curvatures of Weyl geometry, using formulae similar to those in Riemannian case but with
I instead of I'. For example

Rﬁuo = 8Vf;);o - aaf;);u + flép fﬁo - fép fﬁw RMV = Ri;)\o? R = g‘ua RMU' (A‘8)

After some algebra one finds

1 1
R, = R+ 3 (ad)(Vywy —3Vywy — guw V)\w)‘) + 3 (ad)2 (Wuwy — G wAw)‘), (A-9)

Ry, — Ry, =2daF,

j 227 (A—lO)

R = R-3daV,w"—(3/2)(da)*w,w", (A-11)

where the rhs is in a Riemannian notation, so V, is given by the Levi-Civita connection (I').
An important property is that R transforms covariantly under (A=T])

R=(1/SYHR, (A-12)

which follows from the transformation of ¢g"? that enters its definition above and from the
fact that ]N%W is invariant (since I is $0). Then the term \/E}NEZ is Weyl gauge invariant.

In Weyl geometry one can also define a Weyl tensor C’MVPU that is related to that in
Riemannian geometry C,,,,, as follows

~ ad ad

C,uz/po = C;wpo - T (guszxo + gquup - g,quz/p - gupF,uo) + 7Fuugpo (A‘13)

which gives [19]

c?  =C? +

3
Hvpo uvpo 9

(ad)® Fy, (A-14)

used in the text, eq.d). /g C’fw oo and its above separation are invariant under (A-I).
To introduce the Weyl spin connection, consider first the spin connection in the Rieman-
nian geometry
1

Sab — - [eua(aﬂeg _ayeb) _ el/b (aﬂez _ ayea

= ' ﬂ)_epaeobe;(apem—aaepc)]. (A-15)

One verifies that an equivalent form is

S;b = —eM(0,e5 — IRANCHE (A-16)

Under a transformation of the metric (A-TJ)

500 =500 4 (et —eb ) 9, In xY/2, (A-17)
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For the Weyl geometry spin connection, one simply replaces the partial derivative in
eq.(A=I5) by a Weyl-covariant derivative that takes into account the charge of the field on
which it acts (A=4). For the spin connection d,e5 — [0, + (d/2)aw,] €}, since according to

v

(A=) €%, has Weyl weight d/2. Using this replacement in (A=I5]) we find the spin connection
§Hab in Weyl geometry

~ab b vb b v

5,7 =s5,"+(d/2) a (e}, e” — €, €"") wy. (A-18)

Under transformation (A-I)) one checks that §Zb is invariant, similar to Weyl connection T

Let us now consider matter fields and find their charges in Weyl geometry by demanding
that: a) their Weyl-covariant derivatives transform under (A-I]) like the fields themselves
and b) that their kinetic terms be invariant. More explicitly, take the kinetic term for a
scalar of charge dy: \/§(DH¢)2 where Du is the Weyl-covariant derivative which we demand
it transform under (A-I)) just like the scalar field itself, i.e. it has same charge dy. From the
invariance of this action under (A-I)) one has that dg = —d/2. The Weyl covariant derivative
is then found according to (A-4]) and the kinetic term is

Ly =99 DuéDyd,  Dup= (0, —d/2aw,) . (A-19)
with Ly invariant, while ¢ transforms as
p=x"Y2y (A-20)

For a fermion v the Weyl charge is found in a similar way, by using (A=4)) to write their
Weyl covariant derivative, hence the action has the form

P - 1,
Ly=35Vg0y b Vi +he, V= 8M+d¢awu+§subaab]w (A-21)

where o4, = 1/4]74,7]. Since we saw earlier that § Mab is Weyl gauge invariant then the above

derivative @Mﬁ transforms covariantly just like a fermion field itself of charge dy. From the
structure of the kinetic term and its invariance it follows that dy, = —3d/4 so, under (A1)

)= N34 (A-22)

With this charge and using (A-21]), (A-I8) one shows that w,, cancels out:

- 1
YRV 1 = 7% el [au + 550 aab} . (A-23)
Hence, the fermionic kinetic term has the same form as in the Riemannian geometry

7 — 1
Ly=5\goy eh Vb +he, Vi = [aﬂ +5 aab]¢, (A-24)

used in Section 23l Eqs. (A=), (A=20), (A=22]) define the Weyl gauge transformation in the
presence of matter, as introduced in the text, eq.(Il). For more information see also [8,[19].
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B Weyl quadratic gravity: equations of motion and gauge fixing

Here we present the equations of motion of Ly of eq.(f]) and derive some results that were
used in the text, section 2.1l Variation of £y with respect to g" gives

1 6L 1 ) 1 1 ,
_ — _ _ = _ [
i~ T 52{ (R = 5 90 B) = (9000 = 5 (V¥ + Vo V,) )6
3 3
3 = (gW WP W, — 2, wy> -2 <wyvu + w0,V = g wpvp) ¢2}
1 1
- I af _ af B
+ 2guyv+2(4gul/FaﬁF g F,uaFVB>- (Bl)

where we denoted V = ¢*/(4!£2). Taking the trace of (B=I))

3
= 52 [¢2 —30¢% - 0?62 w, 0’ + 30wV, ¢2] oV =0. (B-2)

The equation of motion of ¢ (multiplied by ¢) gives

Vo

3 0
2lp 242 p p
{R 5@ Wpw —3a 'V w}—i— ¢ — 36

11

- = B-3

12 ¢2 ¢ (B-3)

This is just another form of ¢> = —R, see (&), that was used to linearise action (@) into (@).
Subtracting (B=3) from (B-2]) and using the definition of V' then

1

s V, [(VP = aw) ¢*] = 0. (B-4)

Thus, there is a conserved current which can also be seen from the equation of motion of w,:

2 ¢2
Tav WP — e P7V y* + V,F7P = 0. (B-5)
By applying 0, to (B-3) and using \/gV,F?? =0,(y/g F°P) with F’f antisymmetric then

V,Jt =0, where J'= _ & g

4529 (8V - aw”)¢2' (B'ﬁ)

This was used in eq.(I0). When ¢ acquires a vev (at quantum level, etc) then V,J*= 0
becomes V, wH =0. This is the gauge fixing for the massive gauge field w,, in action ().

Finally, after the decoupling of massive w), from the Einstein-Proca Lg of eq.(8) (together
with (I])), the equation of motion for g"” gives, after taking the trace

R = —4A. (B-7)

This equation is also seen from (B-2) in the absence of w,, by replacing ¢/(6£%) — M.
Eq.(B=7) is consistent with the equation ¢?=— R introduced to linearise (@) into (). To see

this, apply (@) to ¢> = —R, which becomes (¢?) = —R; after decoupling of massive w,, this
gives (¢?)=—R. With notation A= (¢?)/4), then 4A = —R, in agreement with (B=1).
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C Higgs sector: Ly and the matrix M?(o)

For convenience, we write here in the Riemannian notation and in the symmetric phase the
form of Ly shown in the text in the Weyl geometry notation eq.(25]) after step (29])

_ —11p 2 Qo o ] 1o 1 5. 1 e

L= Vi {5 [c0*R+ (0,07 = 5 V(%] 2o+ 50"0 o=~ Ve v
1 2 1 2 I 1r1 2 . Y 2

+ 5‘((%— a/2wy) h[" + §h A AR — Z[?Fw—l—Qsmewa +wa}}’ (C-1)

where 0% = (1/£2) ¢ + &, h? denotes the radial direction in the fields space with
1
V= 2 [6ARt+ €262 - en?)?], (C-2)

and (0)? = 6M_. The first line in Ly is similar to that of a single field case, see eq.(Z) for
6% < (1/€2) ¢%. Note that Ly is invariant under the Weyl gauge transformation eq.(T]) (one
checks that the first square bracket is invariant, while for the remaining terms this is easily
verified). From this action eq.(31]) then follows, via a Stueckelberg mechanism.

In the formal limit when the radial direction in field space (#) — 0 (M, — 0) which
restores the Weyl gauge symmetry, then from the definition of 6 we see that ¢ — 0 and
h — 0 (EW symmetry is also restored) and therefore the potential vanishes V' — 0, as
expected due to the Weyl gauge symmetry.

The Higgs-dependent matrix M?(o) introduced in eq.( @) in basis X = (B;,, A3, w),) is

02 g° —gg' —g? tan X
2 p .2 O / 2 ’ Z
M(o)= sinh —99 g gg tany (C-3)

Mp\/é —¢2tany gg'tany g¢2tan? y+a?y?sec? ¥ coth? MU\/E
P

Notice that if there is no gauge kinetic mixing x ~ ¥ = 0, then M? simplifies considerably.
The mass matrix is diagonalised by two successive rotations of the fields; first:

A, cosf, sinf, O BL
Ziy | = | —sinfy, cosf, 0 Ai (C-4)
Za 0 0o 1) \w,

After this, Z1 — Z5 mass mixing usually exists, diagonalized by a final rotation of suitable ¢

A, 1 0 0 A,
Zy | =10 cos¢ —sin( Ziu (C-5)
Y 0 sin¢ cos( Zou

Combining these two rotations we find a matrix relating the mass eigenstates (A, Z,, Zﬁ)
to the gauge eigenstates X, = (B,,, Ai,w&). The inverse of this matrix is shown in eq.(dT]).
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