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Nonmetricity theories and aspects of gauge symmetry

Israel Quiros[

!Dpto. Ingenieria Civil, Divisidn de Ingenieria, Universidad de Guanajuato, Gto., Mézico.

In this paper we discuss on the phenomenological viability of nonmetricity theories of gravity
which are based in the class of generalized Weyl spacetimes — denoted by Wi — where arbitrary
nonmetricity is allowed. This class of geometry includes the so called teleparallel spaces Z4, which
are the geometric basement of the symmetric teleparallel theories (STTs). The guiding principle
in our discussion is Weyl gauge symmetry (WGS), which is a manifest symmetry of Wi spaces.
Here we derive the master equation that drives the gauge invariant variations of the length of
vectors during parallel transport in Wy. This is the mathematical basis of the second clock effect
(SCE). We are able to give qualitative and quantitative estimates for the SCE, as well as for the
perihelion shift, in the coincident gauge of Z4 space. We conclude that generalized Weyl spaces do
not represent phenomenologically viable descriptions of Nature due to the SCE and, also to their
predictions for the perihelion shift. All of the present results are based in the assumption of: (i) a
gauge invariant parallel transport law and (ii) a consistency hypothesis which enables identifying
hypothetical vectors and tensors defined in Wy, with related physical vectors and tensors arising
in the given gravitational theory. Our discussion is mostly geometrical without relying on specific
theories of gravity, unless it is absolutely necessary.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the search for new theoretical frameworks where to
settle the present mysteries of our Universe, a resurgence
of old ideas about non Riemannian geometry [1-9] has
been evident in recent dates. In particular torsion theo-
ries based either in Riemann-Cartan space Uy [§] or in its
subclass known as Weitzenbock space Ay 9] whose con-
nection has vanishing curvature, have been intensively
studied. Theories that are based in Weitzenbock space
Ay are known as teleparallel theories of gravity [10-31].
In this new wave of post-Riemannian theories a branch
known as nonmetricity theories has recently arisen. To
this branch belong the so called symmetric teleparallel
theories [32-40], which have found interesting applica-
tions in the cosmological context [41H47)].

Nonmetricity theories are formally presented as theo-
ries that are based in spacetimes whose affine properties
differ from those of Riemann geometry, in particular due
to nonvanishing nonmetricity. In other words, these are
gravitational theories that are built over generalized Weyl
geometry spaces. Actually, while standard Weyl spaces
are characterized by the vectorial nonmetricity [32],

vaguu = _Qaguua (1)

where @, is the Weyl gauge vector and the covariant
derivative V, is defined with respect to the affine con-
nection of the manifold I'*,,, in generalized Weyl spaces
the product of the gauge vector @, by the metric is re-
placed by generalized (arbitrary) nonmetricity:

Vagw = _Qa,uv- (2)
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The nonmetricity tensor Q. is symmetric in the sec-
ond and third indices. It measures how much the length
of given vector varies during parallel transport [29]. In
consequence one may wonder whether these theories are
affected as well by the second clock effect [48-61]. The
SCE was the reason why the original Weyl ideas about
gauge invariant theory of gravity based in Weyl geome-
try spaces [1] were rejected in the first place [62]. De-
spite that there are scattered works that challenge the
SCE |58-61)], the overwhelming majority of authors con-
verge in the inevitability of this effect in Weyl geometry
frameworks. There are a few works where the SCE is in-
vestigated within the framework of nonmetricity theories
as well as of the STTs |57, [60], so that we feel this issue
requires of more detailed investigation.

A related aspect of generalized Weyl geometry that
is avoided in papers on nonmetricity theories, includ-
ing STTs and their cosmological applications, is the one
about Weyl gauge symmetry which is tightly linked with
the occurrence of the SCE [51]. Given that WGS is a
manifest symmetry of standard Weyl geometry spaces,
which are distinguished by vectorial nonmetricity (), one
may wonder; would WGS be a symmetry of generalized
Weyl spaces as well? Would then the SCE arise also in
spaces with arbitrary nonmetricity?

The above questions will be addressed in this paper,
although these have been investigated before. For in-
stance, in [60] it has been recognized that the second
clock effect might be an issue in the teleparallel geomet-
ric setup. In that reference, as a consequence of their
lemma 2, the authors conclude that parallel transported
objects in teleparallel spacetimes (symmetric or other-
wise) do not experience a SCE (see also [29]). It has been
shown, also, that the geometrical foundation of 'purified
gravity’ [63, [64] is a generalisation of a Weyl integrable
geometry (WIG). Hence, we found interesting to inves-
tigate these related issues from a gauge symmetric per-
spective: The guiding principle of our reasoning line will
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be Weyl gauge symmetry, which is the most salient prop-
erty of Weyl spaces. We shall confirm a previous result
[32] showing that WGS is also a manifest symmetry of
generalized Weyl spaces. Our goal, then, is to search for
the consequences of WGS within the framework of gen-
eralized Weyl geometry spaces, including the teleparallel
spaces which are the geometric basement of the STTs
[29]. As we shall show, due to the SCE and to predic-
tions for the perihelion shift that differ from general rela-
tivity (GR) results, arbitrary nonmetricity does not pro-
vide phenomenologically viable geometrical description
of Nature. These results are based in the assumption
of a specific gauge invariant parallel transport postulate
(see equation (B5) below) and of a consistency hypothesis
that allows to identify physical vectors and tensors with
the related (hypothetical) vectors and tensors defined in
generalized Weyl space Wjy.

We have organized this paper in the following way.
In the first “mathematical” part (sections [MHVIII) we
expose the fundamentals of the mathematical machin-
ery required to describe and understand the geometri-
cal and physical (phenomenological) implications of arbi-
trary nonmetricity, that is exposed in the second “phys-
ical” part (sections [XUXTII). In sections [l and [ the
basic notions of generalized Weyl geometry and the def-
inition of teleparallel Weyl spacetime, respectively, are
given. One of the most important subjects of our dis-
cussion: Weyl gauge symmetry, is exposed in section [[V],
while in subsection [V Al we explain why this symme-
try is important for the symmetric teleparallel theories
of gravity as well. In sections [V, [VI VI and [VIII we
introduce the notion of gauge derivative, gauge invariant
parallel transport and geodesic and autoparallel equa-
tions, respectively. These subjects are indispensable to
demonstrate the inevitability of the second clock effect in
generalized Weyl spaces W, and, also, to be able to give
qualitative and quantitative estimates of the perihelion
shift. In particular, in section [VIIl the master equations
that drive the SCE are derived. The SCE is discussed in
section [[X] where, in subsection [XB] we give qualitative
and quantitative estimates of this effect in the coincident
gauge of teleparallel space Z,. In the same framework
we compute the amount of perihelion shift in Z;. Qual-
itative and quantitative estimates of the perihelion shift
are given in section [Xl Then, in section [XI we discuss
on recent attempts at challenging the occurrence of the
SCE in Weyl geometry spaces, while in section [XII| the
relevance of the postulates that underlay the generalized
Weyl geometrical setup is exposed. The crucial question
about the possibility that fermions and other fields with
the mass interact with the nonmetricity is handled in sec-
tion [XIIIl Discussion of our results and conclusions are
given in section [XIVl At the end of the paper, for com-
pleteness, we have included an appendix section [A] where
the derivation of the equations of motion of particles with
mass moving in Wy, is presented. Throughout the paper
we use the metric with signature (— + ++) and, unless
otherwise stated, the units system where c = h = 1.

II. FUNDAMENTALS OF GENERALIZED
WEYL GEOMETRY

We define the generalized Weyl spacetime, Wy, as the
class of four-dimensional manifolds M, that are para-
compact, Hausdorff, connected C*°, endowed with a lo-
cally Lorentzian metric g and the generalized linear (tor-
sionless) affine connection I', that admits the following
decomposition [25, 138, 139, 42, 163, 165]:

D% = )+ L% P T=(+L (3
where
« 1 al
{,uu} = 59 (81/9#)\ + a,ugu)\ - a)\g,uu) P (4)

is the Levi-Civita (LC) connection, also known as the
Christoffel symbols of the metric, and

1
L, = 3 (Quau +Q.% — QQHV) ) ()

is the disformation tensor. This is defined through the
nonmetricity tensor Qqu, in (2), where V,, denotes co-
variant derivative defined with respect to the generalized
connection I" given by (B]). Alternatively, a hat over an
object/operator means that it is defined in terms of the
LC connection ({@) instead.

In this paper we call as “generalized curvature tensor”
of Wy spacetime the curvature of the connection R(T),
whose coordinte components are defined in the following
way:

R%, ., =0,I%, -0,
+Fau)\r)\ua' - Fal/)\r)\mﬂ (6)

or, if take into account the decomposition (B):

Raf’#l’ = Raf’#l’ + vﬂLavo - VVLQ#U
+La,u)\L)\vcr - Lav)\L)\,ucr? (7)

where R®

ouv 18 the Riemann-Christoffel or LC curvature
tensor,

Rao’uu = 8#{30} - 81/{2(7}
Hin o = 001 (8)

and V, is the LC covariant derivative. Besides, the LC
Ricci tensor R, = RAMV and LC curvature scalar read:

Ry = a0, = 03} + Q1) — CuHEL)
R=g"R,,, 9)



respectively. We call R®_  as generalized curvature ten-

ouv
sor because it is contributed both by LC curvature R%;,,,,,
and by nonmetricity through disformation L<,,. We
have that,

Rp,l/ = R#y + @AL)\HV - @VL)\XM
+L)\>\NLK;UJ - L)\VK/LK)\H’ (10)
R=R+Q+099, (11)

where the nonmetricity scalar @ and the boundary term
0Q, are defined as it follows:

Q = LTT)\LXK/IQ _ LTK)\L)\TH7
8Q =V, (L, — L. (12)
Standard Weyl geometry space which is characterized
by vectorial nonmetricity (I) and its particular case,
known as Weyl integrable geometry (WIG), which is
characterized by the choice Q, = 0,¢ (¢ is the Weyl
gauge scalar), are subclasses in W,. Here we shall de-
note these subclasses by Wy and iWy, respectively.

A. Several properties and identities of the
curvature in Wy

For any torsionless connection V of Wy space it is ver-
ified the (second) Bianchi identity:

VR, + VuR Y, + VR, =0. (13)
From this identity, taking into account that

Vaguw = _Qa;wa Vag" = Q" Q##u =Qu,

etc., and following a standard procedure, we obtain the
following equation:

1
VUGUQ = 5 (Qagmj - Qaﬂy) R#u

[y

+5 (Q)\#U - nguy) Rk,uaw (14)

[\

where G, = Ry, — g R/2 is the generalized Einstein’s
tensor. This equation amounts to a generalization of the
Bianchi identity of the Einstein’s tensor. In spacetimes
endowed with standard Weyl geometry, since

Qag"” — Q" = (Qa — Qa) ¢ =0,

the well-known Bianchi identity of the generalized Ein-
stein’s tensor: VYGL, = 0, is recovered.

The symmetries of the generalized curvature tensor in
generalized Weyl space W, differ from those in Riemann
space Vy. It is verified that:

R® . = —R"

opy oV

_Rcra,uv + v,uQvaa’

(15)

Raa’,uv = - VUQ,LLQU- (16)

The last equation is known as the third Biancchi identity
and in compact form can be written in the following way

[60]:

v[,uQu]aa’ =

Notice that, in standard Weyl geometry where Qo =
Qozgulfu 50 that Quyu = QU and Qu“,u, = 4Qu)7

R(ao),uu . (17)

V;LQUQU - VUQ,uaa = (v,uQv - qu,u) Jao

= (a,uQu - 81/Q,u) Yoo,

the property (@) can be written in the following way:

a[HQy]gao = R(aa)ul/- (18)

Besides, in the particular case when Q, = 0,¢ (¢ is a
scalar function) — known in the bibliography as WIG —
since 0,Q, — 0,Q, = 0, the generalized curvature tensor
possesses the same symmetries of the tensor indices as
the Riemann-Christoffel curvature tensor.

IIT. TELEPARALLEL WEYL SPACETIME Z,

A fully covariant metric-affine approach to the telepar-
allel formalism is based either on the following constraint
on the generalized connection |29, [30]:

Fa,uv = (Ail)a)\a#AAua (19)
or, equivalently, on the teleparallel (flatness) require-
ment:

R(I)=0 < R, =0. (20)

In equation ([I9), A#, is an element of the general linear
group GL(4,R) [29] and (A~1)%, is its inverse, so that:
(A=Y, A*, = §#. The connection (I9) is purely inertial.
In the absence of torsion this form of the connection leads
to the additional constraint 9, A%, = 0. Hence, the

general element of GL(4,R) determining the connection
can be parametrized by a set of functions x* so that [29]:

V]

« dz® A
F v = Wauayx . (21)

In what follows we shall call as teleparallel Weyl (ge-
ometry) space Zy4, a paracompact, Hausdorff, connected



C® four-dimensional manifold M,, endowed with a lo-
cally Lorentzian metric g and the generalized (torsion-
less) connection I' satisfying (2I) and decomposed as in

B):

ox®

FaV: 3u}+Lauu:a—><)\

" 900X (22)
Since, according to (20)), the generalized curvature ten-
sor of Z4 vanishes:

Rao’uu = auraua - 8Vraua

+Fa,u)\rl>\vcr - FQUAFA;LU = Oa (23)
hence, the generalized Ricci tensor and the corresponding
curvature scalar, both vanish as well:

R#V = R#y + @)\LA#V - @VLA)\#
+LA LT, = L, LRy, =0,
R=R+Q+0Q0=0, (24)

where we have taken into account equations (I0) and
({II). The invariant scalar Q and the divergence term
09, are given by ([[2). Equation ([24)) is the mathemat-
ical basis on which the claimed dynamical equivalence
between GR and the symmetric teleparallel equivalent of
general relativity (STEGR) holds [29].

The constraint (21)) further restricts the fields x*, the
metric and the nonmetricity to satisfy (see [29] for a sim-
ilar relationship in the absence of nonmetricity):

oz -
OaGuw + Qapw = 2a—xgaaa(ux Gu)x- (25)

Under a specific choice of the field x*, the above equation
determines fixed relationships between the derivative of
the metric and nonmetricity tensor.

It is intuitive to notice that Z, C Wy, so that all of
the results obtained in Wy will also apply to teleparallel
Weyl space Z4. As a matter of fact, Z4 is equivalent to
flat Wy space:

Wy 2= 7, (26)

A. Coincident gauge of Teleparallel Z, space

Great simplification of computations is achieved if in
@I (also in @2))) set I'*,,, = 0. This choice is dubbed
as “coincident gauge” since, vanishing of the connection
can be interpreted as the gauge where the origin of the
tangent space coincides with the spacetime origin [29,[63].
Vanishing of the affine connection in (22)) leads to:

La;w = _{31/} = Qa,uv = —3049;“/- (27)

The latter “coincident” condition follows as well from
the fact that we can completely remove the connection
@I) by means of a diffeomorphism [63]. Due to the
right-hand equation in (21), the non-vanishing compo-
nents of the nonmetricity tensor are known once the met-
ric functions are given. Take, for instance, the static
spherically symetric metric (we use spherical coordinates,
= (t,r,0,p)):

ds® = —A%dt® + B2dr® + r2d6? + r*sin 0dp?, (28)

where A = A(r) and B = B(r) are functions of the radial
coordinate. In this case the non-vanishing components of
non-metricity are:

QT‘OO = 2AAT7 Q’r‘rr - —2BBT, QT99 — —27",
Qrpp = —2rsin® 0, Qpp, = —2r*sinf cosd. (29)

Accordingly the only non-vanishing component of the
vector Qo = Q,,, is: Qr = —2B,./B.

Several of the computations in this paper will be per-
formed in the coincident gauge for simplicity of handling
and of the results.

IV. WEYL GAUGE SYMMETRY

The Weyl rescalings or, also, Weyl gauge transforma-
tions, are composed of a conformal transformation of the
metric:!

Gy — QG (30)

where the positive smooth function Q?(x) is the confor-
mal factor, plus simultaneous rescalings of the other fields
®; in the theory, according to their conformal weight w:

The geometric laws that define Wy, among which is the
nonmetricity condition (), are invariant under general-
ized Weyl gauge transformations. These amount to si-
multaneous conformal transformations of the metric (30)
and gauge transformations of nonmetricity [32, |43]:

I As discussed in [66] conformal transformations can be formulated
in different ways so that it is very important to distinguish these
different formulations because they have different physical inter-
pretation. In the present paper, in order to be specific, we assume
that the conformal transformation of the metric within the Weyl
rescalings does not represent a diffeomorphism or, properly, a
conformal isometry. Moreover, the spacetime points — same as
spacetime coincidences or events — as well as the spacetime co-
ordinates that label the points in spacetime, are not modified or
altered by the conformal transformations in any way.



Guv — Q2guua g — 9729#1/7
QO‘W/ — QO‘W/ —20%InQ g,

Qo — 0?2 (Qapr —2041InQg,),
Qa — Qa — 20, In Q; (31)

respectively, where we have defined

Qot = Q)\)\a = Qka)\' (32)

In what follows we shall call interchangeably the trans-
formations (BI) either as Weyl gauge transformations
(WGT) or, simply, as gauge transformations. Although
invariance and covariance under given transformations
are quite different concepts, in this paper, often we shall
use generically the word “invariance” to mean any of
these different concepts.

Under BI)) the LC connection and the disformation
transform in the following way:

o = {0+ (650, + 650, — g,w0”) InQ,
L, — L%, — (620, + 050, — g,u,0%) InQ, (33)

so that the generalized affine connection () is unchanged
by the gauge transformations:

re, —-TI.,. (34)

This means that, under (3I):

Raum, — R“

pov)

R — Ry = R— Q R, (35)
L. e., the generalized curvature tensor R, in (@) and
the generalized Ricci tensor, R,, = R/\MAw
changed by (BIl), while the generalized curvature scalar
is transformed indeed.

are un-

A. WGS and STTs

Due to the claimed equivalence between GR and
STEGR |[29], the simplest of the symmetric teleparallel
theories, it may be argued that WGS must not be a sym-
metry of STTs. In this regard let us point out that, on the
one hand, the mentioned equivalence is based on equa-
tion () and the teleparallel requirement @20); R, = 0,
which lead to the following equation:

R, =V,L%, —V,L%,
+Lau)\L)\,ua' - La,u)\Lkua" (36)

From this equation it follows that (see equation (24))),

R=-Q-09, (37)

where the nonmetricity scalar @ and the boundary term
0Q are defined in ([I2)). On the other hand the teleparallel
condition given by equations (I9)/(20), is invariant under
@BI). Moreover, equations (@), (B6) and &), on which
the mentioned equivalence between GR and STEGR is
based, are gauge invariant as well. Take, for instance,
the coincident gauge of teleparallel Z; space, where the
connection vanishes [29, 136]:

Pauu =0 = {gu} = _Laulﬂ (38)

i. e., we have that,

a9y = —Qapv- (39)

Equations B8) and [B9) are also invariant under (3I).

We should not forget that the geometrical basis of
STTs is flat Wy space 28], i. e., teleparallel Z; space,
which is manifest gauge symmetric. Hence, one should
expect that WGS, being a manifest symmetry of Z4
spaces, should be shared at least as an implicit symmetry,
by STTs and by GR. The latter theory may be under-
stood as a particular gauge of a gauge invariant theory of
gravity [67]. Hence, WGS should play a role in the devel-
opment of the STTs as well. This has not been the case,
since most of the STT Lagrangians of the form f(Q),
that have been studied as models of our cosmos so far,
do not respect gauge syltnmetry.2 An exception may be
the theories considered in [43], where a family of confor-
mal — thus gauge invariant — theories with second-order
field equations and having the metric tensor as the fun-
damental variable, was formulated within the symmetric
teleparallel framework.

Although WGS should play a fundamental role in
STTs, this assumption is clearly valid only in the class
of theories explored in |43].

2 Consideration of given gravitational action Sq = [ d*z\/—gLy,
where L is the gravitational Lagrangian density, adds additional
possibilities. One may consider, for instance, a gauge invariant
gravitational Lagrangian \/—gLg, so that the derived gravita-
tional equations will respect the manifest symmetry of back-
ground space Wy. Or one may, alternatively, consider a gravita-
tional Lagrangian without gauge symmetry, even if the geometric
background space Wy is gauge symmetric. This, of course, will
lead to a gravitational theory that is not gauge invariant. In this
last case the manifest symmetry of the geometric background
(gauge symmetry) is underutilized and may be ignored. In con-
sequence, gauge invariant derivative operators may be replaced
by non-gauge invariant ones: V¥ — Vo, D*/d§ — D/dg, etc.



V. GAUGE DERIVATIVE

In order to make the Weyl gauge symmetry compati-
ble with well-known elementary derivation procedure and
with the inclusion of fields into Wy, it is necessary to in-
troduce the Weyl gauge derivative [2, 3] (see also [4].)

Let T(w) be a tensor with coordinate components

Tg‘llﬁo‘;:féji and conformal weight w. I. e., under the gauge

transformations (1)), it transforms as: T — Q¥T. Then,
the Weyl gauge differential of the object and, correspond-
ingly, the Weyl gauge derivative, are defined as it follows
(recall that Qq := Q*,,,):

4" T(w) == dT(w) + %Q;dka(w), (40)

OaT(w) = 0 T(w) + 3Q3T(w),  (41)
where
d*T = da"0;, T, (42)
and
Qo= 2Qu+ Lq. (13)
aT g VY yg T

is a linear combination of contributions Q. = Q*,, and
Q" ,,, with arbitrary constants a, b and s = a+b. Notice

that in standard Weyl space Wy, where Qopr = Qaguv,
since @/, = 4Qq, from (@A3J)) it follows that,

. a-+b
Qo =

Qa = Qa; (44)

so that @}, coincides with the Weyl gauge vector.

The above definitions warrant that both, the gauge
differential and the gauge derivative, transform like the
geometrical object itself, i. e., under the gauge transfor-

mations (BI):

d'T(w) = QYd*T(w), 0T (w) = Q¥OET(w).

Let us underline that the above definition of gauge
derivative, is the basis for the definition of the gauge co-
variant derivative (called co-covariant derivative in [2]).
Actually, if in (@I replace the partial derivative by co-
variant derivative operator d, — V,,, we obtain the ex-
pression for the gauge covariant derivative:

ViT := VT + %QZT. (45)

The use of gauge covariant derivative in standard Weyl
geometry space Wy allows to write the given equations
in more compact form. For instance, the standard Weyl
(vectorial) nonmetricity:

vaguu = _Qaguua (46)

can be written as

Vigu =0. (47)

However, both equations [@6]) and [{@T) are gauge covari-
ant, so that the choice of the gauge covariant deriva-
tive instead of just the covariant derivative, in this case
is only for purpose of compactness of writing, no more.
Moreover, in generalized Weyl space Wy, where (2) takes
place, the use of the gauge covariant derivative does not
simplify writing in this case, since (2]) is replaced by:

= nguu - Qaulla (48)

where in ) we took into account that the conformal
weight of the metric w(g) = 2. We may define, as well,
the gauge covariant derivative of the tensor T along the
wordline z*(£):

A\

D'T  dat_,
A (49)

VI. PARALLEL TRANSPORT IN W,

When discussing about length variations that take
place in the framework of Weyl geometry, in standard
textbooks — see, for instance, |48] — one encounters argu-
ments like this: Given that under an infinitesimal parallel
transport the components v® of a given vector v change
according to

dv® = =T, v'dx”, (50)
then, in Wy the length squared of the vector ||v||* =
guvvHvY, changes under parallel transport:

d|[v|[* = Vaguv'v’da* = —Qyupvtv¥ds®.  (51)

In the particular case of standard Weyl geometry [1-
4, 149, 162, 168], where vectorial nonmetricity (1)) takes
place: Qapr = Qaguv, and assuming that the vector is
transported from point xg to point = along the curve C,
integration of this equation leads to:

(x) = v exp <_% /C Qada:“>, (52)

where we adopted the notation v(z) = ||v(z)|| and vy is
an integration constant that is not transformed by the
gauge transformations ([BI). We identify this integration



constant with the length of vector v at the starting point
of the parallel transport trajectory: vy = ||v(zo)]]-

The line integral in (52)) depends on followed path. The
latter equation has a serious drawback: under the gauge
transformations ([B1l), in particular since Q, — Qo —
204 In Q, according to (B2), the magnitude of the vector
v transforms like: v — Qu, so that, under the assumption
of gauge symmetry, the law (52)) would be valid only for
vectors with vanishing conformal weight w = 0. It is
not valid for arbitrary vectors z with w(z) = w, since in
general (arbitrary non-vanishing weight w # 0), under

2% = QY2 = 2= /g’ — Quwtly,

For instance, tangent vectors t: t* = dz®/d¢ (£ is a pa-
rameter along the given curve), whose conformal weight
w(t) = —1, have weightless length ¢ = ||t||, which means
that, under the gauge transformations (&I): ¢ — ¢. In
particular, for the four-velocity u with components u®,
whose length — according to our metric signature choice
— is the imaginary unity u = ¢, one should have that:

u(P) = u(0) =1, (53)

at any point in W, spacetime. This would lead to
Jo Qadz® = 0, which is true only if Qo = 0, i. e., in Rie-
mannian background spacetimes. There are other vec-
tors, such as, for instance the four-momentum p, with
components p* = mdx®/ids whose conformal weight
w(p) = —2, so that, under (BI)) its length squared trans-
forms according to: p? — Q272p2. Hence, equations (50),
(EI) and (B2) must be modified in such a way that they
be gauge invariant and, consequently, weight-dependent.

Below we shall follow a program similar to that of [58],
where it is proposed to adopt the gauge covariant deriva-
tive identified in the geometric interpretation of Weyl
gauge theories [2-4] and to properly take into account the
scaling dimension (conformal weight) of physical quanti-
ties.

A. Gauge invariant parallel transport

The above discussed drawback of equations like (&0),
(EI) and (B2), can be avoided if take into account the
manifest gauge symmetry of W, space. Under this
assumption the introduction of gauge differential ([0,
gauge derivative ([@Il), gauge covariant derivative, etc. is
mandatory [2-4].

Let C be a curve parametrized by the affine parameter
& x#(€). We can define the gauge covariant derivative
along the path x#(£) to be expressed by the following
operator:

D*  dat_,
& Ve (54)

where the gauge covariant derivative V, is given by @3).
Then, the parallel transport of given tensor T with co-
ordinate components Tgﬁ?:é’j‘_ﬂ along the path z# (), is
defined by the following requirement:

D*T dxt

=—VIT =0. 55
dg ¢ " * (55)
The components of the tensor themselves are unchanged
during parallel transport along the worldline C:

Q1O 0

D dzt
d_g B1B2-+Bj =—=V

Tz ZT&/%?”/;? =0. (56)
This definition of gauge invariant parallel transport of a
tensor in Wy, is not valid for tangent vectors of weight
w = —1 as we shall show below.

The fact that tangent unit vectors with weight w =
—1 (both, timelike as the four-velocity u* and spacelike
as t" = v*/v) do not obey (BH), allows derivation of
equation of variation of length of given vectors under
parallel transport. Consider, for instance, the tangent
unit vector 7 with weight w(7) = —1 and coordinate
components 7/, such that (7,7) = g,, 77" = £1. Then
take the gauge covariant derivative of both sides of the

latter equation along the worldline z#(§); D*‘Zﬂ“ THTY +
29, T D;g” = 0. We get that
D*r* 1 dx*
= ¢ = QoY) T ——. 57
d§ 9 ( nov Q;,L l/) T dé» ( )

It is seen from this equation that in standard Weyl space
Wy, since Qo = Qaguw and Q) = Q., any vectors, no
matter what their weight is, obey the parallel transport
law (B5).

Since any vector v with components v® and weight
w(v) = w # —1, can be written as v = v7, and since v
obeys the law of parallel transport (B3]), then:

D*v*  D*v o« —0
a " ac &

from where we found that

A

1 D*v 1 dx
— =F- (£Q3 — yTHTY) —, 58
where the upper sign is for spacelike vector, while the
lower sign corresponds to a timelike vector instead. From

this equation we can straightforwardly derive equation

[©3) below.

VII. GAUGE INVARIANT LENGTH
VARIATIONS

Let v and w be vectors with coordinate components
v*, w” and with conformal weigths w(v) = wy # —1



and w(w) = wyw # —1, respectively. Let these vectors to
be parallel transported along the worldline z#(£). The
gauge covariant derivative of their inner product (v, w) =
guvvHw”, vanishes during parallel transport:

D*(v,w) _ D*g,.
d§ d§

where we took into account that, since both v and w are
parallel transported along the path C, then: D*v*/d¢ =
0, D*w*/d¢ = 0. Besides, since on the one hand
D*y/d¢ = D /d€, where 1 is any scalar quantity, the
weight of the scalar product: w(v, w) = 24wy +wy, and
taking into account (@), one gets the following equation:

v’ =0, (59)

L dzt
#d—g(v, W)

D*(v,w) d(v,w) 2 4+ wy + Wy
= ()

On the other hand,

D*gu, dz*_, dz®
= 7 Vo = — &
dg d§ d¢

(ng,uu - Qa,uu) .

Substituting these equations into (£9]), one obtains that:

dny Wy + Wy 1 dz®
= - — : —Wa Utﬂt” TR

where we have introduced the following notation: ¢ =
(v,w), and

th = ~ (61)

are the coordinate components of the spacelike unit vec-
tor t, :=2z/z and k := cos @ (0 is the angle formed among
vectors v and w). Besides, we took into account the fol-
lowing expression: (v, w) = kow.

Notice that the quantity in square brackets in (G0) is
not a partial derivative, so that dln is not a perfect
differential. Equation (60) can be formally integrated
along the path C from the origin to the point z, to yield:

W(x) = (0) e Jel(E)QuA L QuutlryJde® (g9

where $(0) is an integration constant that can be de-
termined from the initial conditions. We recall that the
above equations, as well as the equations below are valid
only for vectors with weight w # —1.

If in (GQ) replace the inner product of two vectors by
the length squared of given vector, say of vector v: ¢ =
v? = (v, v), then

dlnv 1 dx®

& = 3 Qat Quutity) T (63)

Formal integration of this equation leads to:

1
() = 0) exp [~ [ (0@ + Qupnttt) as”]. 6

In standard Weyl geometry space W, with vectorial
nonmetricity Qau = Qaguv, Qo = @, the above equa-
tion amounts to:

() = v(0) exp {—H;”V /C Q#d:z:”} (65)

A. Path-dependent mass variation

As we shall see, equation (G4]) is the responsible for
the SCE in generalized Weyl geometry space W,;. We
have just to replace the arbitrary vector v by the four-
momentum:

p =mu, p = [|p|| = +im, (66)

where due to our signature choice, u = ||u|| = %4, m is
the mass of the point-particle and u is the four-velocity,
with coordinate components: v = dz#/dr, dr = ids is
the proper time along the worldline C (ds is the infinites-
imal arc-length) and ¢ is the imaginary unit. The weight
of the four-momentum is w(p) = —2.

If in (64)) make the replacement v — p, one obtains the
following equation driving the path-dependent variation
of mass during parallel transport:

m(x) = m(0) exp/c (QZ + %Qawu“u”> dx™, (67)

where we took into account that:

The mass parameter m(x) is not properly a scalar field
since it depends on followed path C, hence it is uniquely
defined at spacetime point = once a path from 0 to the
point z is specified.

As seen from (7)), the magnitude of the mass, depends
not only on followed path but also on speed u*. The lat-
ter dependence is a new effect in generalized Weyl space
Wy, with respect to Wy. Actually, in standard Weyl
space W, the mass variation during parallel transport

©0) reads:

m(z) = m(0) exp (% /C Qud:c”> . (68)

This quantity only depends on path C.



We want to conclude this section by noticing that equa-
tions like ([@4) and (7)) are direct consequence of the law
of parallel transport (B5]) together with the nonmetricity
law ([2). Hence, if one adopts generalized Weyl geometry
space W, as the geometric setup of given gravitational
theory, one adopts the occurrence of mass variation un-
der parallel transport according to (G8). One can not just
say that, for instance, equation (67)) is not valid, without
geometrical consequences.

VIII. AUTOPARALLELS AND GEODESICS IN

WEYL SPACE W,

Within GR theory the gravitational effects are conse-
quence of the LC curvature of spacetime (R%,,, # 0)
and the test particles move on time-like geodesics of Vj:

A2z

o, dat dz¥

I ds ds ’

where ds? = g,,dz"dz” is the line element, which coin-
cide with the “straight lines” of Riemann space. But, in
general, autoparallels — “straightest curves” of the geom-
etry — do not coincide with the geodesics, which are the
“shortest curves” [65, 169, [70].

There goes a discussion on whether autoparallels or
geodesics describe the motion of test particles |69, [70].
However, there are particular cases when autoparallels
and geodesics coincide as, for instance, in GR. As we
shall see, these coincide as well in Wy.

In general, the trajectories of spinor fields (like
fermions) and of extended spinning test bodies in Wy
are neither autoparallels nor geodesics, which are valid
only for spinless test (point) particles. While spinor fields
satisfy the Dirac equation in curved background, pole-
dipole particles and extended spinning test bodies obey
the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon equation [71-74].

A. Geodesics

In Vj the equations (69) coincide with the equations
of motion of point-like particles that can be derived from
the action principle:

S = m/ds, (70)

where the constant m is the mass of test particles. In
general those curves that solve the equations of motion
are extremal curves, i. e., shortest or longest curves.

In Wy the length of vectors changes from point to
pint, so that the mass parameter, being the length of
the 4-momentum vector (p?> = —m?), is not a constant
anymore, but it is a function of the spacetime point:
m = m(z), as it can be seen from (@7). The modified
action principle ({0 that operates in Wy, reads:

S = /mds, (71)

where, since under @B0): ds — Qds and m — Q" 'm,
the action is gauge invariant. The variational principle
of least action applied to (1)), where m = m(x) is a
function of the spacetime point (also of followed path),
leads to the following gauge covariant equations of motion
that particles with the mass obey in Wy (see appendix [A]
for a detailed derivation):

d?ze dz¥ dx¥  dlnm
—_— ol S — h** =0 72
ds? + W} ds ds ozt ’ (72)
where,
dx® dxt
pow = gon - (73)

ds ds’

is the orthogonal projector tensor. It projects any vector
or tensor onto the hypersurface which is orthogonal to
the four-velocity u. Equation (T2]) can be written in the
following alternative form:

d?z® o datdz”  dlnm .,
ds? "ds ds oz
o 1 dz* dz”
‘( w39 )d— gz 0 (™

If one adopts Wy space as the background where gravi-
tational laws take place, then one should adopt (67 since,
as shown in subsection [VIA] (67)) is consequence of our
assumed definition of parallel transport law (B3] and of
equation (B7)) which is, in turn, a direct consequence of
the nonmetricity law @) (if @) is true, then (&7 is also
true). In order to determine the last term in the left-
hand side of ({2]) one needs an additional hypothesis or
postulate.

1. Consistency hypothesis

Here we assume the following “consistency” hypothe-
sis: The four-momentum of timelike test particles is to
be identified with the hypothetical four-momentum (G6))
defined in Wy, i. e., the mass parameter m appearing in
([2) is to be identified with the mass in ([@7). In conse-
quence, the following equation:

olnm dz® da™

L1
Toe Qe T 30T g (75)

is to be substituted back into ([2). In restricted Weyl

space Wy, since Qapr = Qaguv, equation (7)) can be
written in a simplified form



6lnm 1

Sz §Qa' (76)

The notation, 6 /0x*, coming from the variational process
— see appendix [Al -, has been used to underline that, in
general, ([(H)) is not a partial derivative since d1Inm is not
a perfect differential.

Equations (67) /(@8] and ([75)/([76]) and the consistency
hypothesis, are at the heart of the SCE [48H61]. Non-
vanishing of the “variational gradient” §Ilnm/dz®* # 0,
is what makes the difference between the equation of mo-
tion of particles with mass in generalized Weyl space Wy
with respect to their motion in Riemann space V. Con-
sequently, while Riemann geometry can not be associ-
ated with the second clock effect, under the assumption
of gauge invariant parallel transport law (E7)) and of the
consistency hypothesis above stated, it is inevitable in
generalized Weyl spaces. We may conclude that gauge
invariance of ([72]) and the SCE are tightly linked.

2. Null geodesics in Wy

For photons and massless particles in general, the
geodesic equations can be obtained from the following
variational principle. Consider the action

Son = / L(ah, %, N, (77)

where the dot means derivative with respect to the affine
parameter A and L(z*, 3", \) = gu@"c” /2. The path
followed by photons is such that the variation: 6.Spn = 0.
The resulting equations of motion coincide with the null
geodesics of the Riemannian space:

dk”

— +{ kK" =0 78

dA + {,uu} ) ( )
where k® = dz®/d\ are the coordinate components of
the wave vector of the photon k.

B. Autoparallels

In generalized Weyl space W, the “time-like” autopar-
allels are those curves along which the tangent four-
velocity vector u is parallel transported. However, as
we have seen in subsection [VTAl the unit tangent vec-
tors with weight w = —1, like the four-velocity, do not
satisfy the law of parallel transport (B5)). In this case
it is equation (B7) the one that takes place. Hence, for
the four-velocity u with coordinate components u* and
weight w = —1, we have that:

D*u® dxt_, , 1 o
& =@ Ty (@7

i
500) u = # 0.
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This equation can be written in more convenient forms:

A2z det dx¥ 1 dz* dx¥
Tr ypa W Cpa T (79
d32+ " ods ds 2°H Y ds ds > (19)
or
A2z 4 qo }dx“ dz?
ds? o ds ds
1 o o dxt dx” B
3 (@ = @) oy =0 60

where, without loss of generality, we have chosen the pa-
rameter along the autoparallel to be the arc-length s.

1. Null autoparallels

In the same fashion, in Wy the “null” autoparallels are
those curves along which the gauge covariant derivative
of the wave vector k with components k* := da# /d\ (A
is a parameter along the null autoparallel), obeys:

D*ka 1 « * « v
o —E(Q#U— "00) k1KY # 0,
or
dka « 1% 1 [0 * COv 1%
W+F ok k —§(Q# L+ QL) KMk =0,
dke
« kyku
d)\ +{,U.I/}
1 [0 « * (6% 174
+§( L — Q% — QL) KRV =0, (81)

where we have taken into account that the conformal
weight of the wave vector w(k) = —2, i. e., it coincides
with the weight of the four-momentum since, in the quan-
tum limit both should be related by p = hk.?

C. Geodesics and autoparallels in W4

In standard Weyl space since the vectorial nonmetric-
ity () takes place and taking into account (@), it can
be straightforwardly demonstrated that equations (72)
and (B0) coincide, so that, similar to what happens in
Riemann space V4, in W time-like autoparallels and
geodesic curves are one and the same thing. Actually,
if set Qapr = Qagur in the last term in (&), one gets
that:

3 Here it is implicitly assumed that the Universal constant £ is not
transformed by the Weyl gauge transformations.



o o dxt dz¥ 1 o
(@u% - ;w)ggz—gﬁ?uh” ;
which coincides with the last term in (2) if take into

account ([7G)).

_ For the same reason, in standard Weyl geometry space
Wy, for null-vector k, since

N =

Gk =0 = Q% k'K =0,

the last term in the null-autoparallel equation (§I]) van-
ishes:

( uaV - Qaw - QZ(SS) kEEY =0,

so that it coincides with the Riemannian null geodesic
([@8). Hence, photons and massless particles probe the
Riemannian (Levi-Civita) structure of spacetime. These
do not interact with the vectorial nonmetricity.

We want to underline that for arbitrary nonmetricity,
since null-particles follow Riemannian null geodesics (78)),
radiation and massless particles do not interact with non-
metricity.

IX. SECOND CLOCK EFFECT: A SERIOUS
PHENOMENOLOGICAL ISSUE

We know that in general relativity, that is based on
Riemann spacetimes, when two identical clocks, initially
synchronized, are parallel transported along different
paths, a certain loss of synchronization arises that is
called as the “first clock effect.” In Weyl spacetimes
an additional effect arises: the two clocks not only have
lost their initial synchronization, but, they go at different
rates. It is known as the “second clock effect” [4&8-61)]. In
Weyl space Wy, including the subclasses W, and Zy, the
SCE causes a serious phenomenological and conceptual
issue. In consequence, since WGS should be a implicit
symmetry in the symmetric teleparallel framework, the
issue must have impact, at least, in symmetric telepar-
allel theories of the kind explored in [43], and also in
most general gauge nonmetricity theories. This is not
usually taken into account in the bibliography (as illus-
tration see [29, 13340, 14247, 163, [75-85] and related bib-
liographic references.) A similar issue in connection with
the SCE was enough to dismiss the original Weyl’s gauge
invariant gravitational theory and its related geometrical
framework [1].

In reference 58] a different point of view is developed
according to which the SCE does not take place. The
outline of their argument is as follows. The weight of the
four-velocity u®(\), where A is an arbitrary parameter
along the worldline of the particle, is w = —1. The length
of this vector is then invariant under Weyl gauge trans-
formations. Moreover, by working in terms of the Weyl
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gauge covariant derivative, it is demonstrated that one
may always find a parametrization for which the length of
the tangent vector remains equal to unity under parallel
transport along its worldline. Consequently, the original
argument which leads to an SCE, is removed. A similar
conclusion is reached in lemma 2 of reference [60]. Criti-
cal comments on |58] and [60] are given in section X and
also in reference [86].

Given that the parallel transport law (53] and the non-
metricity law ([2)) together, inevitable lead to equation
), then the lacking piece to relate the hypothetical
SCE of geometric nature — which is inherent in W, space
— with the physical SCE, is the “reasonable” consistency
hypothesis (7). It is of no relevance at all, whether au-
toparallels or geodesics are the physical trajectories of
test particles. As we have shown in section [VIII] in none
of these cases the four-velocity vector obeys the paral-
lel transport law (B5). Besides, as already mentioned in
several parts of the text, “real” test bodies either are ex-
tended objects or are spinning objects. For them it is
the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon equation the one that
defines their dynamics in the gravitational field. Only
scalar test point particles follow either autoparallels or
geodesics. In subsection [XB] below, for simplicity of
computations, we shall assume, precisely, the last case
(scalar test particles). Besides, for definiteness, we as-
sume that test particles follow geodesics ([2) with the
assumption that (73] is valid. In the concluding section
[XIV] we shall come back to this subject.

A. Atomic transitions and the SCE

Below we shall show that, under the above reasonable
assumptions, the SCE takes place in Weyl spaces W,y /Wy,
as widely recognized. We shall base our discussion on the
role of the mass parameter, given that one can carry an
atomic clock which measures the International Atomic
Time.* The principle of operation of an atomic clock is
based on atomic physics: it measures the electromagnetic
signal that electrons in atoms emit when they change
energy levels. For instance, the energy of each energy
level in the hydrogen atom, labeled by n, is given by:

’rI’LOZ2

E,~———, 82
52 (82)

where m is the mass of the electron and o &~ 1/137 is the
fine-structure constant. Any changes in the mass m over
spacetime will cause changes in the energy levels and,
consequently, in the energy of the atomic transitions

4 1t is the primary international time standard from which other
time standards are calculated.



ma? [ 1 1
wlf = |Enf Eni = ) <n§c n3> . (83)
Hence, the functioning of atomic clocks will be affected
by the variation of masses over spacetime.

Contrary to such vectors like the four-velocity u® =
dx®/ids, whose conformal weight is w = —1, hence
its length w = =4, is gauge invariant, the mass is
the length of the four-momentum p with components:
p® = mdx®/ids. Tts conformal weigth w(p) = —2, so
that im = p = /g, p*p” is not gauge invariant (under
@BI) m — Q 'm.) Yet one may investigate the ratio of
masses which is indeed a gauge invariant quantity.

Let us illustrate with the help of a thought experi-
ment, why path-dependent mass variation under parallel
transport (G7), represents a serious phenomenological is-
sue. Let us assume that at the origin (x = 0), we have a
collection of n (identical) hydrogen atoms, each with an
associated electron of mass: mg = m.(0). Let us further
assume that each individual atom is parallel transported
from the origin to a spacetime point x, following differ-
ent paths in Wy spacetime. The trajectory C, joining the
origin and the point x for each atom, can be seen as a
small deviation of the trajectory of any other hydrogen
atom in the collection: C;41 = C; +dC. Upon arriving at
x the mass of the electron associated to the atom labeled
j, according to (G7) reads:

* 1 ., Ho?\d A
m](x) _ mo efcj (Q,\"FQQ/\/,L u-u ) X , (84)
while in Wy, where vectorial nonmetricity takes place (),
we have:

L
m;(z) =mge? Je; Ques”. (85)

After parallel transport, assuming that the field Qo
is not vanishing along the trajectory, we get that at point
x the electron associated to each atom has a slightly dif-
ferent mass compared with the remaining ones in the col-
lection of atoms. This means that, on top of the standard
red(blue)shift of spectral lines taking place in Riemann
V4 spacetimes, the spectral lines in the emission (or ab-
sorption) spectrum of each atom, suffer a slight broad-
ening. This is to be contrasted with the sharpness of
the spectral lines in the hydrogen atom. The argument,
very similar to the one stated by Einstein and leading
to rejection of the original Weyl theory |1, is applicable
to any other atom, or collection of atoms, including the
caesium-133 atom, on which the modern atomic clocks
are based.

B. Qualitative and quantitative estimates of the
SCE in the coincident gauge of Z4

In generalized Weyl spacetime Wy, which includes the
teleparallel Z, space as a particular case, masses of differ-
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ent particles vary in different ways as these follow differ-
ent paths in spacetime (84]). This effect is different from
the loss of synchronization that arises in general rela-
tivity and is related to the so called second clock effect
[48-61]. Let us explore how this effect arises in the coin-
cident gauge of teleparallel spacetime Z,, where we con-
sider a static and spherically symmetric metric (28]). Let
us consider a collection of identical atoms that are paral-
lel transported along neighboring paths from the origin
x = 0 to a given point z, following the same radial tra-
jectory: C = {(r,0,9)|R <r <R+ h,0 =n/2,0 = o}
This amounts to great simplification of calculations since
only the dependence on the four-velocity u® := dz®/dr,
matters. The mass of any atom in the collection varies
according to ([61):

m(z) = moeQ e3 fo Quuvutv’ds* )

where the quantity Q@ = [, Q3dz* is the same for any
atom in the collection since the trajectory of parallel
transport is the same for all of them. Let us further
assume, for definiteness, that the larger speed of par-
allel transport is attained by certain atom labeled 1:
dr/dT = « — a constant, while the smaller speed is for
atom labeled 2: dr/dr = [ — another constant, such
that o # 8. Let us take the larger difference arising be-
tween the masses of any two atoms in the collection at
x: Am = ma(z) — mq(x), where

m(a) = moe@ et 7 [0 () @m0 g

and, since we are working with the static, spherically
symmetric background metric (28], for radial motion we

have that
dt\? dr\’

Hence, equation (87) transforms into:

() = mpe @ A E ()5 ()0 (gg)

In order to go further with our computations we have to
make additional assumptions on the metric. Otherwise,
if invoke a specific theory of gravity, we do not need ad-
ditional assumptions in order to get qualitative results.
Let us assume that Schwarzschild metric is a solution of
the equations of motion of a given gravitational theory.
Then:

A2_1—2G—M, B=A"1
B, A, A, GM
T A A AT (90)



where G is Newton’s constant and M is the mass of the
central body. We further assume that h < R (the height
of the distant point is much less that the radius of the
central body), so that h/R is a small parameter. Then,
from (89) one gets the following gauge invariant ratio:

2(a2-82)GMh

ﬂ:A_mzl_em, (91)

Wi f m
where Aw;r quantifies the broadening of the given spec-

tral line. Omitting terms O(h?/R?) and higher, from
(@I)) we obtain:

|Awis| _ 2|e* - B*|GM/R (ﬁ) . (92)

wif  (1-2GM/R)2 \R

It is seen from this equation that the shift of frequen-
cies of individual atoms is proportional to the frequency:
Aw;ir « w;r. This is in contrast to GR redshift of fre-
quencies which is the same for every frequency.

The dependence on the speed in ([@2) is manifest
through the constants o and . Although the SCE may
be very tiny for astrophysical objects like planets and nor-
mal stars, for compact objects it my become significant.
In order to make an estimate of the effect, let us choose a
typical neutron star of 2 Solar masses and radius R =~ 12
km. Let us further arbitrarily set the constant speeds
a ~ 107! and B ~ 1072, respectively. This amounts to
having a speed « of the order of the scape velocity from
the surface of the neutron star (recall that we are using
the units where the speed of light ¢ = 1.) In this case,
since GM/R = 0.25, our estimate reads:

Aw; h
[Bwirl o 10720
wif R

or if set h < 1072R, which amounts to h < 100 m, we
get that |Aw;f|/wiy < 2 x 1071 Although the effect
of mass variation is significantly stronger for most com-
pact objects, for other astrophysical objects it must be
measurable as well. Notice that the strength of the effect
may considerably increase if consider some neighborhood
of the event horizon of a Schwarzschild black hole.

We want to underline that expression (@2) and con-
sequent estimates, highly depend on the validity of
Schwarzschild solution, i. e., on a specific theory of grav-
ity. Yet, the effect of mass variation itself is independent
of the postulated theory or metric.

X. PERIHELION SHIFT IN Z,

Let us to give estimates for the classic tests of grav-
ity, in particular for the perihelion shift and for the light
bending. As above we assume the static, spherically sym-
metric metric (28)) in the coincident gauge of teleparallel
Z4 space. For the planar motion where § = 7/2 (this will
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be the case of interest below) the non-vanishing compo-
nents of the non-metricity are:

QTOO = 2AATa err = _2BBT‘7
QTGG = Qr«p«p = —2r, (93)

while the only non-vanishing component of the vector
Qo = gNanka is:

B

QT:—2§T = Q:/Q#dx”:—anB. (94)

In this setup the geodesic equations (7)) for a point
particle with non-vanishing mass and (78] for massless
particles, read:

d*z® _ o lQa dxt dz¥
ds? wpvo 2% KM ] ds ds
dz® da?

1
_ * - ettt o
<Q# 3 Quir——— ) hEe(95)
dk®
_— @ kj“kju =
d}\ + {,U.I/} 05 (96)

respectively, where the orthogonal projection tensor h®?
is defined in (73).

The fact that the null-geodesics in Wy ([@@) coincide
with the Riemannian geodesics means that photons and
radiation interact only with the LC curvature of the
spacetime. Hence, the bending of light in W, will be
the same as the one predicted by GR in Vj.

In the remainder of this section, in order to simplify
computations and without loss of generality, in the defi-
nition of Q* ([@3]), we shall set the constant b = 0, so that

Qo =Qa = Q" = Q"0

1. Planar motion in teleparallel Z4 spacetime

Given that below we shall focus in planar motion in
static, spherically symmetric spacetime in the coincident
gauge of Zy4, it is necessary to show that planar motion
is described by the equations of motion in this setup. In
what follows we consider the approximation where terms
O(v3) and higher (v ~ dr/ds ~ rdg/ds ~ rdf/ds), are
omitted from the computations. In this approximation,
for instance:

da? dzt dx? . Qoo dr
ds ds ds =~ 2A2 ds’

1
§Q>\,uu (97)
The 6-component of the motion equation (@3 for a

point particle with non-vanishing mass in the coincident
gauge reads:



B0 2drdy i (B
ds2 " rdsds ds A ) ds
. de\>
+2sinfcosf | — | ,
ds

or

d [ ,d0\  5d ) B2\ db
ds " ds -7 ds . A ) ds
2 dp ?
+2r°sinf cos ) (98)
s

If make the point-dependent replacement of affine param-
eter, ds = Ads/B?, the above equation can be rewritten
in the following way:

d [ ,d0\ ., . do\”
pr (r E) =2r 51n9c039<$> , (99)

where the only difference with the corresponding com-
ponent of the geodesic equation of Riemann geometry
spacetimes is in the factor 2 in the right-hand side.
Hence, if at some initial time § = 7/2 (equatorial plane)
and df/ds = 0, equation ([@9) predicts that § = 7/2
for all times. This result is obviously valid as well in
terms of the original affine parameter s. Hence, in our
setup — coincident gauge of teleparallel Z, static, spheri-
cally symmetric space — planar motion is predicted by the
equations of motion. Below we shall consider, precisely,
motions in the § = 7/2 plane.

2. Perihelion shift

Let us study motions in the equatorial plane, where
0 =m/2,d0/ds = df/dX\ = 0. In this specific case, for
particles with mass we have that:

dt\? dr\? dy 2
g2 2 2
1=-A (ds) + B <ds) +7r <ds> . (100)
For static, spherically symmetric metric in the coinci-

dent gauge of teleparallel Z4 spacetime, the equations of
motion (@) for particles with mass read:

d2t d B2\ dt dt apB?

— =—|ln— ) — A2 =

ds? ds (nA3) ds = ds A
2de _ foB’

(101)

Po_d [ BNde
ds? ~ ds r2A ) ds ds A

where g and Sy are integration constants and, as before,
we have omitted terms O(v?) and higher.
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Let us stress that, in order to be able to compare with
experimental results, just as in standard calculations in
the literature, we have to replace ds everywhere by idr,
where 7 is the proper time and ¢ is the imaginary unit.
Simultaneously we have to replace ag — —ik and By —
—ih. Hence, we may rewrite (I01)) in the following way
(k and h are constants):

dt B2 dy B2
AP =fk— X = h— 102
dr A" dr A’ (102)

while (T00) now reads:
dt\? dr\’ do\?
— A2 () g2 () 222
e (B () (%) o
Substituting equations (I02)) in (I03) we get that:
dr\? k*B*  h2B*
B (d) = 1452 2
(d’?’) + A A2r2’
which, combined with second equation in (I02), yields:
B2 [dr\?® K2 A%\ r?
Sl (e N Y (R N
r2 \dy A% B*) h?

This equation is to be contrasted its general relativistic
equivalent (the expression can be found in any textbook):

B (dr\® k2 r2
— =] ==14+|—=-1] —.
r2 \dyp A2 h?
In order to be able to make estimates let us choose the
static, spherically symmetric Schwarzschild metric:

(104)

(105)

(106)

2
AB=1, A2=1-""

r

(107)

where m = GM, with G — Newton’s constant, and M
— the mass of the central body. Besides, we introduce a
new appropriate variable: u = 2m/r. Since we consider
the case where r < 2m, then u is a small quantity of
first order of smallness ~ O(1) like the quantity m?/h? ~
O(1). Omitting terms ~ O(4) and higher, equation (I05)
can be rewritten in the following way:

4m? 16m?
(u')? = W(kfz -1+ B2

24m?
—(1—|— mn )u2+u3,

u

s (108)

where the prime denotes derivative with respect to the
variable ¢. Let us further derive (I08):



34
u”—|—u:a—|—7au2,
_8m 24m?
a—?a,a—<1— 2 >, (109)
where we have made the replacement ¢ —

o/+/1+24m2/h2. If we compare ([I09) with the

similar equation taking place in the framework of
general relativity:

3
u’' +u=agr + §u2, (110)

where we have defined the constant agr = 2m?/hg, we
see that there is a difference in the quadratic term ~ u?2,
which is the one that generates the non-periodicity of or-
bital motion. As we shall see, this will have consequences
for the predicted perihelion shift.?

Following a standard procedure we can find the solu-
tion of (I09) in the form of the following sum:

u = uy + ug, (111)
where u; ~ O(1) while us ~ O(2). We omitt terms
~ O(3) and higher. Substituting (1)) into (I09) we get
two differential equations:

u) +uy = a,

34
uh +ug = guf (112)
The solution of the first equation above can be found in
the form:

uy = a+ Acosp, (113)
where the amplitude A is an integration constant. Sub-
stituting this into the right-hand side of the second equa-
tion in (IIZ), and considering terms up to ~ O(2), one
gets:

2

A _ _
ul +uy = (EL2 + 7) + 3aaA cos ¢ + 3aA? cos 2¢.

vo| &

The solution is given by:

5 We want to emphasize that, despite that agr in (II0) and @ in
([@09) do not coincide, this has not observational consequences
since what we compare are the terms in the mentioned equations
with the corresponding terms in the equation of the ellipse laying
on the plane 6 = 7/2.
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3a A2 3a - _
uZ:; <EL2+7> +7aaAgpsjngp—o_zA2COS2g0.

The second term above (x @sin¢) is the one responsi-
ble for the perihelion shift since it breaks the periodicity
of the orbital motion. Notice that, although this term
is ~ O(2) its importance increases as the orbital motion
proceeds, since ¢ increases. In the reminder of this sub-
section we shall omit constant and periodic terms of or-
der ~ O(2) and higher, yet the term o ¢ sin ¢ can not be
omitted for the mentioned reason. In this approximation
the full solution of ({I09) is found to be:

_ 3a -
u=a+ Acosp + ;&Awsingp,

or, since cos(p — 3aap/2) = cosp + 3aayp sin p/2:

(114)

This is the equation of an ellipse laying on the plane
0 = w/2 (R is its semi-major axis and e is its eccentricity):

L _a A (.3,
r(p)  2m  2m TR

1 e
= -+ - cos(¢ — o), (115)

1
where [ = R(1 — €?) is the so called semi-latus rectum of
the ellipse and (g is the orientation of the principal axis
of the ellipse. Comparing the parameters of the ellipse
allows to identify the constants of the theory:

A similar comparison in the GR framework yields:

2 2m 2me

2
GR

aGR
From (II3)) the following perihelion shift amount may be
inferred:

d0p = 3naa = 3raagr = @VPGR, (118)
where dogr = 67m/[ is the magnitude of the perihelion
shift predicted by GR theory. Hence, the relative differ-
ence between the effect predicted by the present geomet-
ric setup (coincident gauge of teleparallel Z, geometry)
and the one predicted by general relativity amounts to:



dpar —0p  24m? 6m _ dpcr
Spcr A2 1w’
(5<PGR)2

dp = dpar — (119)
I. e., it represents an ~ O(2) contribution to the GR
effect.

XI. CHALLENGES OF THE SCE

Several authors have argued that there is a loophole
in the line of reasoning leading to rejection of Weyl ge-
ometry, being a phenomenologically non-viable scenario
for physical theories, since classical physics does not de-
scribe atomic phenomena without quantum theoretical
modifications (see, for instance the argument in the para-
graph at the beginning of page 506 of [48].) However, it
has been discussed in the bibliography the potential of
Weyl geometry to describe quantum-mechanical phenom-
ena |50,18799]. Besides, although the atomic spectrum is
of quantum origin, the mass of the electron, as any other
mass, is a classical quantity, subject to the classical laws
of gravity.

Other authors have (apparently) demonstrated that
the SCE does not arise neither in W, [58] nor in Z4
[60] spaces. But when one looks into the corresponding
demonstrations one notices that the relevant expressions,
for instance the one driving the change of the inner prod-
uct of vectors along a given curve, are not gauge covariant
equations. Thus the most salient feature of generalized
Weyl spaces, including standard Weyl W, and teleparal-
lel geometric Z4 setups: gauge symmetry, is out of consid-
eration. Let us to discuss in more detail the most recent
arguments raised against the SCE in references [58] and
in [60].

A. Recent arguments against the SCE

As stated in section [[X] in reference |58 a point of
view is exposed according to which the SCE does not
take place in standard Weyl space W, with vectorial non-
metricity (). The argument in |58] is based in equation
(49) of that paper, which describes the evolution of the
inner product of two given vectors v and w, which are
parallel transported along some curve C:

d d

a(v,w) = [ (120)

gt wh] =0,
where A is a parameter along C and (v, w) := g, viw".
But the above equation — equation (49) of reference [58]
— shares the same problem with equations (&1 and (G2))
of the present paper. The problem is that, in general
(arbitrary conformal weight) it is not gauge covariant.
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Actually, let us assume that w(v) = k while w(w) = [,
are the conformal weights of vectors v and w, respec-
tively. Hence, the conformal weight of their inner prod-
uct: w(v,w) = 2+k+1. In consequence, under the gauge
transformations (31,

d d dIn
a(v,w) =0— a(v,w) =—(2+ k—i—l)%(v,w).
As seen the condition d(v,w)/d\ = 0 is gauge covariant
only when k£ 4+ 1 = —2. As an example, consider the
particular case when v = w is a tangent vector with
weight w = —1. In this case, (v,v) = v?, while | = k =

—1, so that, under [BI)):

dx d\

i. e., the above equation is gauge covariant. But there are
other vectors such as, for instance, the four-momentum
p, with components p* = mdx* /dr, or the wave vector
k, whose conformal weight is w(p) = w(k) = —2. In this
case the gauge transformation of the parallel transport

law (I20) amounts to (p* = g.p"p"):

0,

dp? B

dp? B 2dan 9
d\

0= =2 7

so that it is not gauge covariant.® This is contrary to the
spirit of the reasoning line in [58] where it is adopted the
natural (gauge) covariant derivative identified in the ge-
ometric interpretation of Weyl gauge theories [2]. Hence,
the counterargument exposed in that reference fails to
give a correct explanation of non occurrence of the SCE.
The correct analysis requires to replace (I20) — equation
(49) in [58] - by equation (60) of the present paper. This
means that, under the assumption of the parallel trans-
port law (B5) and of the consistency hypothesis (73]), the
second clock effect takes place in Wy (also in its particu-
lar subclass 1Wy).

In lemma 2 of reference [60] it is shown that in telepar-
allel Z, (and other teleparallel) spaces, the SCE does
not arise. The demonstration of lemma 2 is based in
the following equation — equation (12) of the mentioned
reference — that drives the change of the inner product
of vectors v and w when parallel transported along the
closed curve C.:”

A(v,w) = _j{ Qv w” dz?, (121)
c,

6 For the wave vector, since k = ||k|| = 0, gauge symmetry is
trivially preserved by (I20]).

7 Notice that our signature for the nonmetricity is contrary to that
of [60]. Actually, in this reference Vagur = Qauv, so that one
has to make the replacement Qapr — —Qapr in order to meet
our conventions.



where A(v, w) means the total change of the inner prod-
uct. This is the equivalent of our equation (BI) which is
not gauge invariant. Hence, the demonstration of lemma
2 of [60] is valid only if ignore Weyl gauge symmetry.
A gauge invariant version of their demonstration, that
should be based on our equation (62]) with replacement
Jo — j;Cw’ can be found in [86]. It is demonstrated that

if consider gauge symmetry the lemma 2 of reference [60]
is incorrect. Besides, as shown in [86], there are other
inconsistencies in the demonstration of lemma 2.

XII. RELEVANCE OF THE UNDERLYING
POSTULATES

One can find in the bibliography, absolutist approaches
to the SCE like the one exposed in the following state-
ment in reference [61]: “the second clock effects have
nothing to do with geometry but are entirely determined
by the matter couplings...” Similar absolutist approaches
to the inevitability of the SCE are found in the bibliog-
raphy as well. Here we shall show that absolutism is
not of help in discussions about the SCE. In this regard,
we shall point out the relevance of postulates on the oc-
currence (or not) of the second clock effect and why the
answer to the question about the occurrence of this effect
has no absolute or correct answer, unless these postulates
are clearly stated.

In the present paper, for instance, all of our statements
and results are based in the parallel transport postulate
(BE) and in the consistency hypothesis stated in section
[VIII, more specifically in subsection [VIITA Tl While the
parallel transport postulate is necessary for the defini-
tion of vectorial and/or tensorial operations, as well as of
differential operations in Wy, the consistency hypothesis
allows to identify hypothetical vectors and tensors living
in Wy, with the related physical vectors and tensors. For
instance, if we identify the four-momentum p of a (spin-
less) test particle with the related four-momentum (G6))
in Wy, then, according to (64):

(@) = p(0) exp { /C (Q; - %Qwﬂgt;) d:vo‘]. (122)

Due to the above identification, we must identify p = im,
where m is the mass of the test particle. Hence, equations
[©7) and (7Q) arise as a consequence. This identification
can be only the result of a hypothesis or postulate, that
links a physical phenomenon with an assumed geometri-
cal background (in the present case it is Wy space).

Renouncing to the above consistency hypothesis (75)
amounts to accepting that equations (67) and (I22)) are
not valid, so that one must assume another hypothesis
on the nature of the mass of point particles, for instance,
one that could led to avoidance of the SCE. Otherwise
the nature of the mass m remains undetermined.

Let us explore the consequences of assuming different
parallel transport laws and of making, at the same time,
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different specific choices of the term o dm/dxz® in the
timelike geodesic equation (72)):

A2z dz¥ dz¥  dlnm

22 jpa s )
ds? ”V} ds ds ok

There are several hypotheses or postulates one can
make about this term but bellow, for simplicity, we shall
focus in three different examples that serve as illustra-
tions of the kind of discussion we want to hold.

A. Example 1

For instance, one may postulate that

om
m = mgy = const. = —— =0.

S (123)

In this case timelike (spinless) test (point) particles follow
geodesics of Riemann geometry. Hence, gauge invariance
is not a manifest symmetry of the equations of motion so
that we may dispense with this symmetry.

Let us further assume an appropriate parallel transport
law along the worldline z%(¢) (compare with (B5)):

DT  dz*
—— ==V, T=0, 124
where T is an arbitrary tensor as it has been previously
defined in section [V1

The four-momentum of test particles p = mgu obeys
that g,,p"p” = —mg. If take the covariant derivative of

the latter equation along given path x*(§), one gets:

Dp”
dg

Dg v
d—g”p*‘p” + 2gp
but since, according to (I24), Dp®/d¢ = 0, then, from
the above equation it follows that

207

Vedwr =0 = Qapuw = 0. (125)

Hence, assumption of the hypothesis that dm/éx® = 0,
together with the parallel transport law ([I24]), single out
Riemann geometry as the geometric setup of background
space in this case (m = my).

B. Example 2

Let us choose the following postulate on the mass pa-
rameter [59]:

dlnm

oz

m=mop = =0y In o, (126)



where ¢ is a scalar field. For simplicity lets assume the
parallel transport law (I24). The covariant derivative
of equation —m? = g, p"p”, along the worldline z*(¢&),
leads to:

dm 2 Dy, Dp*
g d§ 3

Taking into account the parallel transport law (I24):
Dp*/d¢ = 0, from the above equation it follows that

uhu” + 2mg,,u” (127)

dlnm 1 da?
=——— yulu”, 12
Tz > e Vaguutu (128)
or, equivalently
dz? 1
d% <8A Inm + EvAgwu“uu) =0, (129)

from where it follows that 0, In ¢ = Qquutu”/2, or

Qapy = —20.In ¢g..

This nonmetricity corresponds to WIG space, which is a
subset of standard Weyl space W4 when the gauge vector
is the gradient of a scalar field: @, = —29,In¢. In
this case the scalar field participates in the definition of
the nonmetricity of spacetime, so it is a scalar field of
geometric nature.

Alternatively, if assume that the scalar field is a non-
geometric (compensator) field, as in [59], then one can
not identify the physical four-momentum of the test par-
ticle with the hypothetical four-momentum in W, whose
length obeys ([67)). In other words: equations (I27)-(I30)
and (67), do not take place. Hence, we can not describe
the motion of particles with the mass obeying (I26) and
where ¢ is a non-geometric scalar field, in generalized
Weyl space W4. A potentially feasible description in this
case could be that a fifth force f§' arises in Riemann space
V4, such that

(130)

Dp®
ds

= f&' = —mog*"0,u0. (131)

C. Example 3

Finally, les us assume that equation (28] takes place,
together with the parallel transport law (B3)):

D*T dxt
=—V:T =0.
dg g "
This means that we are considering Weyl gauge symme-
try as a manifest symmetry of generalized Weyl spaces
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(this is precisely the case considered in [59]). We have
that (recall that, due to (B5l), D*p®/d¢ = 0):

D*m? dx?

— * oV
dé» d§ v)\gHVp p
dlnm  dz? 1
— * - w, v
T TaE e (Q” 3 et ”)

= Oyplng — (QZ + %Qawu”u”> =0.(132)

From the last equation it follows that:

Qapw =2(QF, —0a1n ) g

This case corresponds to vectorial nonmetricity with
gauge vector Q, = 2(QF — 0, In @), i. e., it corresponds
to standard Weyl space Wi

The above analysis is correct only if the scalar field ¢
is a gauge field of geometrical nature which determines
the nonmetricity of space. Alternatively, if consider that
¢ is a compensator field of non-geometric origin, then
equations (I32), (I33) are not satisfied. Means that the
physical four-momentum of spinless test particles can not
be identified with the corresponding hypothetical four-
momentum in Wy space. In this last case we must re-
nounce to describing the motion of physical test bodies
in generalized Weyl space Wy.

(133)

D. Concluding remarks of this section

Even if we have not exhausted all of the possibilities
in each of the above examples, we have shown that one
can reach to specific conclusions only after an explicit
statement of the postulates that underlay our chosen ge-
ometric setup. In other words: there is not “absolute
truth.” Instead, there are several potential geometric de-
scriptions which are coupled to specific postulates. Only
experimentation may rule out those sets of postulates
that lead to incorrect phenomenological descriptions.

Another such postulate, that we have not considered
here since we have kept our discussion mainly at geo-
metrical level, is related with the gravitational action of
given physical theory. This increases the possibilities of
describing given gravitational phenomena in a number
of different geometrical backgrounds. Actually, consid-
eration of given gravitational action Sy = [ d*z/=gL,,
where L, is the gravitational Lagrangian density, adds
new possibilities. One may consider, for instance, a gauge
invariant gravitational Lagrangian \/—gL,, so that the
derived gravitational equations will respect the manifest
symmetry of background space Wy. Or one may, alterna-
tively, consider a gravitational Lagrangian without gauge
symmetry, even if the geometric background space Wy is
gauge symmetric. This, of course, will lead to a gravita-
tional theory that is not gauge invariant, so that the man-



ifest symmetry of the geometric background may be ig-
nored. In this last branch of theories belong the STEGR
and STTs of type f(Q).

XIII. DO FERMIONS INTERACT WITH

NONMETRICITY?

As we have discussed in the former section XTI} the role
of underlying postulates is essential to get specific results.
In the mentioned section we focused in the motion of
spinless point particles and showed that the occurrence of
the SCE is subject to the assumption of a specific parallel
transport law (B3]) and of a consistency postulate which
allows to link physical vectors with related hypothetical
vectors in Wy (see subsection [VIITAT).

Since the geodesics and the autoparallels do not coin-
cide in generalized Weyl space, a question then arises:
Does the occurrence of the SCE depend on whether one
chooses the geodesics or the autoparallels as the world-
lines of test particles? The answer is: Not it does not.
The fact that the mass m, which is associated with the
hypothetical four-momentum p (@8, obeys (67), is a di-
rect consequence of the nonmetricity law (2]) and of equa-
tion (58)), and has nothing to do with whether (72) or
([78) determines test particle’s worldline. Although there
goes a discussion on whether autoparallels or geodesics
describe the motion of test particles [69, [70], in this pa-
per we assume that the geodesics are the worldlines of
test particles. In this regard, the consistency hypothesis
(see subsection[VIITAT]) directly relates equation (&1) for
mass variation during parallel transport — more specifi-
cally (78l — with timelike geodesic equation (72).

In any case the geodesics and the autoparallels are ir-
relevant for the description of the motion of spinor fields
(fermions, for instance), as well as of extended spinning
test bodies. In the former case it is the Dirac equation
in curved spacetime background the one that drives the
dynamics, meanwhile, in the latter case the Mathisson-
Papapetrou-Dixon equation is the one that describes the
motion.

The Lagrangian density of the massless fermion cou-
pled with the gravitational field reads (for simplicity, we
omit SU(2) ® U(1) gauge terms):

ACAfelrmiom = “Lﬁwu (134)
where ¢ is the Dirac spinor (i is its adjoint) and the
slash gauge derivative is defined as:

N T e
D= rel (@L - 5%%‘7 +-- ) : (135)
In this equation v* are the (flat) Dirac gamma matrices,

ej, is the tetrad and the ellipsis stands for the missing

terms corresponding to the gauge fields W,Si), B,, of the
gauge group SU(2) ® U(1), which are invariant under
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Weyl gauge transformations. In ([I35) the LC spin con-
nection d}u“b and the commutator of the gamma matrices
0% (the generators of the Lorentz group in the spin rep-
resentation), read:

~ ab . buE a __  bv a A a
w, " =e"Vye, =e (@Ley — Hl,}e/\) ,

Uab _ i (,ya,yb _ ,yb,ya) ,
respectively. The Lagrangian (I34)) is already gauge in-
variant, even if in the above form it can be associated
with Riemann space Vj. This is true also when the
SU(2) ® U(1) gauge fields WS and B, are included in
the Lagrangian density.

In references [87, I8]] it has been demonstrated that it
does not matter whether one considers the Lagrangian
density (I34) in Riemann space V; or the equivalent La-
grangian in standard Weyl space Wi L which

fermion?
amounts to performing the following replacements in

(I34):

(136)

* w * o [e3
8a—>8a:8a+§Qa, wot = T,
" = W =e"Viel = D — o, (137)

where w is the weight of either ¢ or the tetrad e, de-
pending which field the derivative acts on. One gets that

A *
Efermion = ﬁfcrmion'

This means that the vectorial nonmetricity (), does not
couple neither to fermions nor to other gauge fields in-
cluding the electromagnetic radiation.

The demonstration has been extended to arbitrary
nonmetricity in [L00], where it has been pointed out that,
if take into account an appropriate minimal coupling pre-
scription, the correct Lagrangian should read:

Lreemion = 3 [¢ (B0) ~ (89) ]

In other words, fermions and other standard model fields
do not interact with nonmetricity, so that the SCE does
not take place [61, 1817, I88].

The above argument is strictly correct only if the mass
of the fields my is assumed vanishing, i. e., if consider
the Lagrangian density (I38]). In this case the exposed
argument is just a confirmation of the result discussed
in section [VIIIl that photons and radiation interact only
with the metric field, i. e., with the LC curvature of
spacetime. In other words, that these do not interact
with nonmetricity.

If in place of (I38)) consider the following Lagrangian
density |100]:

(138)

Luumion = {5 [8 (B0) = (B0) ] b} (139

1
2



where my, # 0, the conclusion of references [87, I88] and
related works [61], may be incorrect in general. Actually,
if assume the parallel transport law (B5) and the consis-
tency hypothesis which, in the present case, amounts to
identify the mass parameter my, in (I39) with the mass
in equation (67) (this is an integral version of equation
(@), the mass of the fermion field my in (I39) must
obey:

my (z) = my(0) exp/ (Q)\—i- —Qxul'u )dw ,(140)

which means that there is a non-negligible (under in-
tegral) dependence of the mass m, on nonmetricity in
(@I39), which inevitably leads to the occurrence of the
second clock effect. Of course, the identification of the
mass of the fermion in (I39) with the mass in (I40), is
not an a priori given fact, but it is just a consistency hy-
pothesis, as thoroughly discussed in section XTIl (see also
section [VITI more specifically in subsection [VITTAT]).

Notice that the above identification is similar to what
we have done with the term o« § Inm/dz® in the timelike
geodesic equation (72) which we identified with (7)) (see
section [VIIIl more specifically in subsection [VIITAT]).
Hence, the identification (EIZIII) is what allows to relate
physmal vectors and tensors in the gravitational theory,
with related (hypothetical) vectors and tensors defined
in Wy space.

A similar line of argument may be used in the case of
extended spinning test bodies, where in the Mathisson-
Papapetrou-Dixon equation, the four-momentum of the
(center of mass of the) spinning test body, p with coor-
dinate components p#, must be identified with the hy-
pothetical four-momentum (@8] living in Wy. In other
words, the mass parameter m? = —g,,p'p” must be
identified with the one in (€7). Hence, in agreement
with the results for the geodesic motion, timelike spinless
point particles, as well as fermion fields and other stan-
dard model fields with the mass and extended spinning
test bodies, interact with nonmetricity if the above men-
tioned postulates/hypotheses are assumed to take place.
In this case the SCE can not be avoided.

XIV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

It was known for a long time that Weyl space, that is
based on the vectorial nonmetricity condition (II):

Vag,uv - _Qag,ullv

where @, is the Weyl gauge vector, is ruled out as a
viable geometrical description of the (classical) laws of
gravity, as a consequence of the second clock effect [4&8-
51]. Nevertheless, Weyl geometry has gotten back to
scene through proposals to unify the standard model of
particles with gravity [87-89, [101-4104] and also by look-
ing for applications in cosmology [105,[106], among other
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interesting physical implications. This is not to mention
recent resurrection of Weyl’s ideas through a generaliza-
tion of the nonmetricity condition: Vagu = —Qauv,
which together with the teleparallel condition (20), are
the geometrical basis of the symmetric teleperallel theo-
ries of gravity, including the STEGR.

STTs and their generalization [33-47, [75-83], includ-
ing the so called coincident general relativity [63, 184, 18]
have been the subject of intensive debate in recent dates.
However, little space of the debate has been dedicated to
discuss on Weyl gauge symmetry® and the related SCE
157,160]. As we have shown in section [V'Al gauge invari-
ance being a manifest symmetry of Wy space and also
of its subclass: teleparallel Z; space, must play a role in
the statement of the STTs. As an example of this, in ref-
erence [43], a class of symmetric teleparallel theories of
gravity with gauge symmetry was investigated. In what
regards to the related issue about the SCE, in lemma 2
of [60] it was demonstrated that the SCE does not take
place in teleparallel spacetimes (symmetric or otherwise).
However, the demonstration in [60] is based in equations
which are not gauge invariant (see reference [86] for a
discussion of additional inconsistency of the mentioned
demonstration).

In this paper we have investigated the consequences of
adopting WGS as a manifest symmetry of background
spaces with arbitrary nonmetricity. We have shown that
if: (i) undertake the gauge invariant parallel transport
law (B8] and (ii) accept the consistency hypothesis which
enables identifying physical vectors and tensors in the
given gravitational theory, with related hypothetical vec-
tors and tensors which are defined in Wy, the SCE in-
evitably takes place in generalized Weyl geometry space
Wy (also in its subclasses Wy and Z4). This result in-
validates nonmetricity theories — but for Weyl integrable
geometry spaces which are determined by the following
choice of nonmetricity: Qo = 0a®g,, — as phenomeno-
logically non-viable descriptions of our Universe. In ad-
dition, nonmetricity theories predict for the perihelion
shift, results that differ from GR predictions. This means
that Solar system experiments may rule out nonmetricity
theories.

A. Weyl geometry after all

Despite of the phenomenological viability argument in
connection with the SCE and of the geometric consis-
tency issue, can Wy setup be useful anyway? The answer
is: Yes. Let us to discuss about possible scenarios where
W, and the associated gravitational theories, can be vi-
able and even desirable alternatives to Riemann-based

8 In the framework of teleparallel theories of gravity with inclusion
of torsion contributions, the issue has been investigated before,
for intance, in [19, [20, [22-24].



gravitational laws.

1. Quantum realm

Perhaps the first application of Weyl’s proposal in the
quantum domain was presented in [90]. In that work the
Weyl gauge field was related with the vector potential of
the electromagnetic field of a proton in which an electron
was moving: Q. = —i(e/hc)A,, where e is the electric
charge of an electron, /i is the reduced Planck constant
and c is the speed of light. The length [ of any vector asso-
ciated with the electron, during parallel transport along
an electron orbit (a closed curve C), suffers a variation:

l=lpexp (% f A#dx“> .
C

It was required that

e
% fé Audl'u = 27TTL,

so that in an orbit [ = [y. This led to the Bohr quan-
tization rule in connection with the allowed radii in hy-
drogen [91]. It was subsequently demonstrated that the
Weyl gauge vector can not be the vector potential of the
electromagnetic field, so that this work was forgotten.?
In reference [94] it is demonstrated that a complete the-
ory of measurement in a Weyl geometry contains the cru-
cial elements of quantization, so that independent intro-
duction of operators and commutation relations into this
geometry is unnecessary. In this regard it is shown that
quantization and uncertainty of measurement arise in a
natural way from certain assumptions about the nature
of motion in a Weyl geometry. Other attempts at quan-
tization in the framework of Weyl geometry are based
in the de Brooglie-Bohm approach to quantum mechan-
ics [96, 97]. While in the model presented in [96] Weyl
geometry is used to express the principles of the causal
interpretation of quantum mechanics in a fully relativis-
tic form, in [97] a Weyl invariant theory is built, and it is
shown that both gravity and quantum are present at the
level of equations of motion. The authors conclude that
the natural framework for both gravity and quantum is
Weyl geometry.!? In [93] a formalism was proposed that

9 It is interesting to notice that, thanks to the Stokes theorem:

1
?{Audm“ = —/ F,,do?”,
c 2 /s

where Fj,, = 0, Ay — Op Ay is the electromagnetic tensor, X is
an oriented surface bounded by the curve C, and do*” is the
infinitesimal element of surface. Means that the flux of the elec-
tromagnetic field &p = fz F,,do*" /2 obeys the “quantization
condition:” ®p = 4nwnhc/e.

10 There has been recent attempts at the geometrization of quan-
tum mechanics [107].
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was based on the assumption that the underlying geomet-
ric structure of the phase space (instead of spacetime) is
that of Weyl geometry. Under this assumption the Dirac
commutator emerges. From this formalism quantum me-
chanics can be deduced.

In general terms, Weyl geometry framework is by far
a most adequate formalism to address the quantization
of gravity than Riemann geometry. This is related with
built-in gauge invariance in Weyl spaces and the asso-
ciated variation of the length of vectors during parallel
transport. If take advantage of these features of Weyl
geometry spaces, there are much more possibilities to
approach quantization than in Riemann spaces. When
gravity is incorporated into the scheme of quantum field
theory, the spacetime itself is dynamical in the sense
that it is affected by, and also affects, the fields it con-
tains. The geometry itself is subject to quantum fluctua-
tions. In this regard Weyl geometry, where the measure-
ment process is affected by the gravitational interactions,
seems to offer a very attractive scenario for quantization.

2. Gauge invariant gravitation

An aspect of theories with gauge invariance that is
usually avoided is related with the underlying geomet-
ric structure of spacetime. For instance in [108], where
a gauge invariant theory of gravity and of the standard
model of particles (SMP) is developed, nothing is said
about this issue. However, it is implicit that the geomet-
ric background is Riemann space V in that reference.
In such a case, the action and the geometric setup do
not share the same symmetry (gauge symmetry in the
present case). An alternative point of view on gauge in-
variance is developed in references |2, [87, [89], where the
gauge invariant action is associated with Weyl geome-
try background spaces Wy. In all of these works break
down of gauge symmetry is required in order to meet
phenomenological viability.

A different point of view is put forth in [67], where a
gauge invariant theory of gravity and of the SMP based
in Weyl integrable space, was investigated. The theory
is based based on the following postulates:

1. The affine structure of the spacetime is determined
by Weyl-integrable geometry and not by the laws
of Riemann geometry.

2. Only the fields (this includes the metric, the gauge
scalar, the mass, the Higgs, the spinors and other
matter fields) are transformed by the Weyl rescal-
ings. The dimensionless as well as the dimension-
ful constant parameters, including the fundamental
constants of nature such as the Planck constant 7,
the speed of light, the fine structure constant, «,
etc., are not transformed by the Weyl gauge trans-
formations.

Actual dimensionless and dimensionful constants — called
as “bare constants” — are not transformed by the gauge



transformations, in contrast to point dependent con-
stants which are obtained as the product of a bare con-
stant by an appropriate power of the (exponent of the)
gauge scalar. In order to incorporate the standard model
of elementary particles in a gauge invariant way into
the theory, it suffices to promote the electroweak (EW)
mass parameter vp to a point dependent quantity [108]:
vg — v = vgexp (p/2). We want to stress that the only
way in which the standard unit of mass can be a point
dependent quantity, as required by Weyl geometric laws,
is that the particles of the SMP acquired point depen-
dent masses as a result of the EW symmetry breaking
procedure. This is what is achieved by the theory [67].
In this theory, as a result of EW symmetry breaking the
Higgs acquires a point dependent VEV; |H| = vg e#/2, so
that the gauge bosons and fermions of the SMP acquire
point-dependent masses. In particular Fermion fields 1,
acquire point dependent masses through Yukawa inter-
actions of the form: gy Hv (gy is a Yukawa coupling).
Hence, the mass of the fermion: my = gyvge?/?, is a
point dependent quantity as well. The resulting gauge
invariant theory of gravity and of the SMP, preserves
the gauge symmetry even after SU(2) ® U(1) symmetry
breaking. This means that if this were the correct (classi-
cal) theory of gravity, gauge symmetry could be an actual
symmetry of the laws of physics in our present Universe.

3. From minimum length to cosmology: the span of gauge
symmetry

According to one of the most popular approaches to
quantum gravity, there exists a minimal length scale (or
a maximum energy scale) that plays a fundamental role
in the laws of nature [109, [110]. In reference [110], a
quite recent review of models that have been developed
to implement a minimal length scale in quantum me-
chanics and quantum field theory, is performed. These
models have entered the literature as the generalized un-
certainty principle or the modified dispersion relation,
and have fed the study of the effects of a minimal length
scale in quantum mechanics, quantum electrodynamics,
thermodynamics, etc.

Let us wonder, what does the existence of a minimum
length entail for gauge symmetry? The first thing that
jumps out is that, following the most widespread reason-
ing line, in a quantum world with minimum length Weyl
gauge invariance, if exists, should be a broken symme-
try due to the existence of an intrinsic scale associated
with this minimum length (let us assume it is Planck
length). But, if follow the same reasoning line, after EW
symmetry breaking, due to existence of EW mass scale,
gauge symmetry should be also a broken symmetry. This
means that gauge symmetry could be a symmetry of the
physical laws in the period between the Planck and EW
scales. This is a period where the Universe is filled with
radiation, but radiation does not interact with the only
geometrically consistent Weyl nonmetricity (II). Hence,
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this widespread line of reasoning leaves little room for
gauge symmetry to be a fundamental symmetry in Na-
ture. Alternatively, if one insists in describing cosmology
within a gauge invariant geometrical framework, as it is
done in recent works on symmetric teleparallel cosmol-
ogy |25, 127, 137, 142-47, [77, 178, 180, 182], gauge symmetry
must survive EW symmetry breaking so that it can be a
symmetry of our present (and perhaps future) Universe.

Acknowledgments

The author thanks M P Hobson, A N Lasenby and
M Adak for their useful comments and T Koivisto and
L Heisenberg for pointing to us lemma 2 of reference
[60] and for mentioning several bibliographic references.
Support of this research by FORDECYT-PRONACES-
CONACYT under grant CF-MG-2558591, is deeply ac-
knowledged.

Appendix A: Equations of motion of particles with
point-dependent mass

Let us write the action for a point-particle of mass m
moving in Wy ([I):

S:/mds,

where, since under @I)): ds — Qds and m — Q" 'm, the
action is gauge invariant. If one applies to this action the
standard variational principle of the least action, we get:

(A1)

55’:/[5mds+m5(ds)] =

/5$amds [Mnm g )\d2azA g A5lnmdi’""@
ox™ N ds? T srr ds ds

dz* dz?

O s |

1
-3 (aﬁgka + 8)\gno¢ - aagﬁ)\) A2)

2
where we took into account that
md(ds) = mdr/ gprdxrda?,

and we omitted a total derivative d[g,(dz"/ds)dz*] un-
der the integral. In the process of derivation we have
assumed that:

6guu = a)xg;u/dT)\a dguu = 6)\guud$>\-
The equation of motion (72) that is obtained from (A2))
by requiring that 5 = 0, reads:

d2xa 4+ {« }@diu +
ds? wlids ds ozt

(A3)



where the orthogonal projection tensor h*? is defined in
[@3) and we left dInm/dx*, to mean that, in general,
it is not a partial derivative since dlnm, is not a perfect
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differential. The obtained geodesic equation is manifestly
gauge invariant.

[1] H. Weyl, Annalen Phys. 54, 117 (1917);Math. Z. 2, 384
(1918);Annalen Phys. 59, 101 (1919).

[2] P.A.M. Dirac, Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 333, 403 (1973).

[3] R. Utiyama, Prog. Theor. Phys. 50, 2080 (1973); Prog.
Theor. Phys. 53, 565 (1975).

[4] P. Bouvier, A. Maeder, Astrophys. Space Sci. 54, 497
(1978).

[6] E. Cartan, Annales Sci. Ecole Norm. Sup. 40, 325
(1923).

[6] E. Cartan, Annales Sci. Ecole Norm. Sup. 41, 1 (1924).

[7] A. Unzicker, T. Case, arXiv preprint: physics/0503046
(2005).

[8] F.W. Hehl, P. Von Der Heyde, G.D. Kerlick, J.M.
Nester, Rev. Mod. Phys. 48, 393 (1976).

[9] K. Hayashi, T. Shirafuji, Phys. Rev. D 19, 3524 (1979).

[10] R.T. Hammond, Rept. Prog. Phys. 65, 599 (2002).

[11] H.I. Arcos, J.G. Pereira, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 13, 2193
(2004).

[12] V.C. de Andrade, J.G. Pereira, Phys. Rev. D 56, 4689
(1997).

[13] V.C. De Andrade, L.C.T. Guillen, J.G. Pereira, Con-
tribution to: 9th Marcel Grossmann Meeting on Recent
Developments in Theoretical and Experimental General
Relativity, Gravitation and Relativistic Field Theories
(MG 9), e-Print: |gr-qc/0011087.

[14] Yu.N. Obukhov, J.G. Pereira, Phys. Rev. D 67, 044016
(2003).

[15] R. Aldrovandi, J.G. Pererira, “Teleparallel gravity. An
introduction,” Fundamental Theories of Physics, Vol.
173 (Springer, 2013).

[16] T.P. Sotiriou, B. Li, J.D. Barrow, Phys. Rev. D 83,
104030 (2011).

[17] C.-Q. Geng, C.-C. Lee, E.N. Saridakis, Y.-P. Wu, Phys.
Lett. B 704, 384 (2011).

[18] C. Xu, E.N. Saridakis, G. Leon, JCAP 07, 005 (2012).

[19] J.W. Maluf, F.F. Faria, Phys. Rev. D 85, 027502 (2012).

[20] J.W. Maluf, F.F. Faria, Annalen Phys. 524, 366 (2012).

[21] J.W. Maluf, Annalen Phys. 525, 339 (2013).

[22] D. Momeni, R. Myrzakulov, Eur. Phys. J. Plus 129, 137
(2014).

[23] J.G. da Silva, A.F. Santos, S.C. Ulhoa, Eur. Phys. J. C
76, 167 (2016).

[24] J.G. da Silva, S.C. Ulhoa, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 32,
1750113 (2017).

[25] Y.F. Cai, S. Capozziello, M. De Laurentis, E.N. Sari-
dakis, Rept. Prog. Phys. 79, 106901 (2016).

[26] A. Golovnev, T. Koivisto, M. Sandstad, Class. Quant.
Grav. 34, 145013 (2017).

[27] M. Krssdk, R.J. van den Hoogen, J.G. Pereira, C.G.
Boéhmer, A.A. Coley, Class. Quant. Grav. 36, 183001
(2019).

[28] M. Krssék, J.G. Pereira, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 519 (2015).

[29] J. Beltran Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, T.S. Koivisto, Uni-
verse 5, 173 (2019).

[30] M. Hohmann, Universe 7, 114 (2021).

[31] S. Bahamonde, J. Levi Said, Universe 7, 269 (2021).

[32] A. Delhom, I.P. Lobo, G.J. Olmo, C. Romero, Eur.
Phys. J. C 79, 878 (2019)

[33] J.M. Nester, H.J. Yo, Chin. J. Phys. 37 (1999) 113 [e-
Print: gr-qc/9809049|.

[34] M. Adak, M. Kalay, and O. Sert, Int. J. Mod. Phys. D
15, 619 (2006).

[35] M. Adak, Turk. J. Phys. 30, 379 (2006).

[36] M. Adak, O. Sert, M. Kalay, and M. Sari, Int. J. Mod.
Phys. A 28, 1350167 (2013).

[37] J. Beltrdn Jiménez, T.S. Koivisto, Phys. Lett. B 756,
400 (2016).

[38] L. Jarv, M. Riinkla, M. Saal, O. Vilson, Phys. Rev. D

97, 124025 (2018).

] M. Riinkla, O. Vilson, Phys. Rev. D 98, 084034 (2018).

| J.B. Formiga, Phys. Rev. D 99, 064047 (2019).

] L. Heisenberg, Phys. Rept. 796, 1 (2019).

]

Pekar, Phys. Rev. D 101, 103507 (2020).

[43] V. Gakis, M. Krssdk, J. Levi Said, E.N. Saridakis, Phys.
Rev. D 101, 064024 (2020).

[44] R. Lazkoz, F.S.N. Lobo, M. Ortiz-Banos, V. Salzano,
Phys. Rev. D 100, 104027 (2019).

[45] I. Ayuso, R. Lazkoz, V. Salzano, Phys. Rev. D 103,
063505 (2021).

[46] S. Mandal, D. Wang, P.K. Sahoo, Phys. Rev. D 102,
124029 (2020).

[47] S. Mandal, N. Myrzakulov, P.K. Sahoo, R. Myrzakulov,
Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136, 760 (2021).

[48] R. Adler, M. Bazin, M. Schiffer, “Introduction to Gen-
eral Relativity,” 2nd Edition (Mc Graw-Hill, 1975).

[49] V. Perlick, Class. Quantum Grav. 8, 1369 (1991).

[50] M. Novello, L.A.R. Oliveira, J.M. Salim, E. Elbaz, Int.
J. Mod. Phys. D 1, 641 (1992).

[61] P. Teyssandier, R.W. Tucker, Class. Quant. Grav. 13,
145 (1996)

[62] J.T. Wheeler, J. Math. Phys. 39, 299 (1998).

[63] J.A. Spencer, J.T. Wheeler, Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod.

Phys. 8, 273 (2011).

| J.T. Wheeler, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 462, 012059 (2013).

] J.T. Wheeler, Gen. Rel. Grav. 50, 80 (2018).

| L.P. Lobo, C. Romero, Phys. Lett. B 783, 306 (2018).

] A. Delhom, I.P. Lobo, G.J. Olmo, C. Romero, Eur.

Phys. J. C 80, 415 (2020).

[68] M.P. Hobson, A.N. Lasenby, Phys. Rev. D 102, 084040
(2020).

[59] M.P. Hobson, A.N. Lasenby, Phys. Rev. D 105, L021501
(2022).

[60] J.B. Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, T. Koivisto, Class. Quant.
Grav. 37, 195013 (2020).

[61] J. Beltrdn Jiménez, T.S. Koivisto, Contribution to: Ge-
omGrav2021 [e-Print: 2202.01701]

[62] E. Scholz, Einstein Stud. 14, 261 (2018).

[63] J. Beltrdn Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, T. Koivisto, Phys.
Rev. D 98, 044048 (2018).

[64] J. Beltrdn Jiménez, L. Heisenberg, T.S. Koivisto, Int.
J. Mod. Phys. D 28, 1944012 (2019).

[5
5
[5
[5


http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/0503046
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0011087
http://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/9809049

[65] N.J. Poplawski, e-Print: 0911.0334

[66] T. Fulton, F. Rohrlich, L. Witten, Rev. Mod. Phys. 34,
442 (1962).

[67] 1. Quiros, e-Print: 1401.2643

[68] I. Quiros, R. Garcia-Salcedo, J.E. Madriz Aguilar, T.
Matos, Gen. Rel. Grav. 45, 489 (2013).

[69] M. Adak, C. Pala, e-Print: 1102.1878

[70] Y.N. Obukhov, D. Puetzfeld, Phys. Rev. D 104, 044031
(2021).

[71] M. Mathisson, (Republication of: New mechanics of ma-
terial systems) Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 42, 1011 (2010)

[72]

[73] W.G. Dixon, Proc. Roy. Soc. Lond. A 314, 499 (1970)
[74] R.M. Wald, Phys. Rev. D 6, 406 (1972)
[75]
[76]

(2021).

[77] N. Frusciante, Phys. Rev. D 103, 044021 (2021).

[78] F.K. Anagnostopoulos, S. Basilakos, E.N. Saridakis,
Phys. Lett. B 822, 136634 (2021).

[79] R.H. Lin, X.H. Zhai, Phys. Rev. D 103, 124001 (2021).

[80] S. Mandal, N. Myrzakulov, P.K. Sahoo, R. Myrzakulov,
Eur. Phys. J. Plus 136, 760 (2021).

[81] G. Mustafa, Z. Hassan, P.H.R.S. Moraes, P.K. Sahoo,
Phys. Lett. B 821, 136612 (2021).

[82] L. Atayde, N. Frusciante, Phys. Rev. D 104, 064052
(2021).

[83] F. D’Ambrosio, S.D.B. Fell, L. Heisenberg, S. Kuhn,
e-Print: 2109.03174

[84] T. Koivisto, M. Hohmann, L. Marzola, Phys. Rev. D
103, 064041 (2021).

[85] F. D’Ambrosio, M. Garg, L. Heisenberg, S. Zentarra,
e-Print: 2007.03261

[86] I. Quiros, e-Print: 2201.03076

24

H. Cheng, Phys. Rev. Lett. 61, 2182 (1988).

H. Cheng, e-Print: math-ph/0407010

L. Smolin, Nucl. Phys. B 160, 253 (1979).

F. London, Z. Physik 42, 375 (1927)

R.J. Adler, J. Math. Phys. 11, 1185 (1970).

D.K. Ross, Nuovo Cim. B 33, 449 (1976).

J. Godfrey, Phys. Rev. Lett. 52, 1365 (1984).

J.T. Wheeler, Phys. Rev. D 41, 431 (1990).

C. Castro, Found. Phys. Lett. 4, 81 (1991).

W.R. Wood, G. Papini, Fundam. Theor. Phys. 80, 247

(1997).

[97] F. Shojai, A. Shojai, Grav. Cosmol. 9, 163 (2003).

[98] M. Novello, J.M. Salim, F.T. Falciano, Int. J. Geom.
Meth. Mod. Phys. 8, 87 (2011).

[99] D. Fiscaletti, I. Licata, Int. J. Theor. Phys. 51, 3587
(2012).

100] A. Delhom, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 728 (2020)

[100]

[101] I. Oda, Adv. Stud. Theor. Phys. 14, 9 (2020).

[102] I. Oda, PoS CORFU2019, 070 (2020).

[103] 1. Oda, e-Print: 2003.01437

[104] D. Hochberg, G. Plunien, Phys. Rev. D 43, 3358 (1991).
[105] H. Wei, Rong-Gen Cai, JCAP 09, 015 (2007).

(106]

106] T. Maki, Y. Norimoto, K. Shiraishi, Acta Phys. Polon.
B 41, 1195 (2010).

[107] C. Castro Perelman, J. Geom. Phys. 162, 104068
(2021).

[108] I. Bars, P. Steinhardt, N. Turok, Phys. Rev. D 89,
043515 (2014).

[109] L.J. Garay, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 10, 145 (1995).

[110] S. Hossenfelder, Living Rev. Rel. 16, 2 (2013).

[111] P.D. Mannheim, D. Kazanas, Astrophys. J. 342, 635

(1989).


http://arxiv.org/abs/math-ph/0407010

