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Gauge invariant approach to nonmetricity theories and the second clock effect
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In this paper we discuss on recent attempts aimed at demonstrating that, contrary to well-known
results, the second clock effect (SCE) does not take place in generalized Weyl spaces — spaces with
arbitrary nonmetricity — denoted here as W, spaces. These attempts include Weyl gauge theories of
gravity, as well as the symmetric teleparallel theories (STTs). Our approach to this issue is based on
the adoption of Weyl gauge symmetry (WGS) which is a manifest symmetry of the basic laws of Weyl
geometry. We shall consistently adapt mathematical and geometrical quantities and concepts so that
the resulting geometrical framework be gauge invariant. This issue is of special relevance for the
fate of nonmetricity theories, including a class of the STTs which is being intensively applied in the
cosmological framework. As we shall show, if realize that WGS is a manifest symmetry of generalized
Weyl spaces Wy, and identify physical vectors and tensors with corresponding hypothetical vectors
and tensors living in Wy, neither the Weyl gauge theories nor the nonmetricity theories are free of
the SCE, unless Weyl integrable geometry (WIG) spaces are considered.

I. INTRODUCTION

In general relativity (GR) when two identical clocks,
initially synchronized, are parallel transported along dif-
ferent paths, a certain loss of synchronization arises that
is called as the “first clock effect.” In Weyl spacetimes,
where the following “vectorial” nonmetricity condition is
satisfied [1]:

_Qaguua (1)

with Q. — the Weyl gauge vector, an additional effect
arises: the two clocks not only have lost their initial syn-
chronization, but, they go at different rates. It is known
as the second clock effect [2-14]. The SCE causes a se-
rious observational issue: an unobserved broadening of
spectral lines. This issue was enough to reject the orig-
inal Weyl’s gauge invariant gravitational theory and its
related geometrical framework [15].

Despite of this well-known result, in recent papers the
occurrence of the second clock effect has been challenged
[10,011),13,114]. It has been demonstrated in [10] a lemma
(lemma 2) which basically states that, in spaces with gen-
eralized nonmetricity Qa,u., where the teleparallel con-
dition (vanishing generalized curvature) is satisfied, the
SCE does not take place. In that reference, however, the
authors did not consider the WGS which is a manifest
symmetry of generalized Weyl spaces and, besides, as we
shall show in section [VIIl of the present paper, they con-
sidered an statement of the parallel transport law which
is not valid for tangent vectors with conformal weight
—1. In consequence, the main equation in section 5 of
[10] — equation (15) — is not valid when any of the vec-
tors in the inner product has weight —1. In addition, the
demonstration starts with a path integral along a closed
timelike curve (CTC) — see equation (12) of the above
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reference — which may bring into consideration causal-
ity issues, as it is discussed in section [[X] of the present
paper.

In reference [13] the authors demonstrated that if one
takes into account the Weyl gauge symmetry, and one
requires, besides, the presence of massive matter fields to
represent atoms, observers and clocks, then Weyl gauge
theories do not predict a SCE. This result is interesting,
besides, because it was obtained in standard Weyl ge-
ometry spaces, where it is supposed that the occurrence
of the SCE was demonstrated long ago. However, as we
shall show below in section [[V], the assumptions made in
[13,[14] amount to deny relating physical vectors and ten-
sors with corresponding (hypothetical) vectors and ten-
sors living in generalized Weyl space W,. In other words,
these assumptions amount to giving up the description
of physical phenomena in W, space.

In this paper we shall show that WGS is not only a
manifest symmetry of standard Weyl space Wy, but it is
also a manifest symmetry of generalized Weyl spaces Wy,
thus confirming previous results [1]. This result is pos-
sible after the development in section [Vl of the gauge
invariant theory of parallel transport, including the re-
lated concepts of gauge derivative along given path, etc.
Here we adopt a parallel transport law that differs from
the one undertaken in [16]. Yet, similar results regard-
ing to the occurrence of the second clock effect, are ob-
tained in the present paper. There are other issues of
current interest that we shall investigate in this paper as
well. For instance: i) is the generalization of nonmetricity
Qapv, phenomenologically viable? and ii) do the mat-
ter fields interact with nonmetricity? The answers to
the above questions carry important consequences for the
nonmetricity theories, including the symmetric telepar-
allel theories of gravity.

Our main goal will be to demonstrate that, if prop-
erly take into account the WGS and, besides, identify
the physical vectors and tensors with the corresponding
hypothetical vectors and tensors in W,, the SCE must
necessarily take place in generalized Weyl spaces. These
include as subclasses the standard Weyl geometry spaces
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and those spacetimes where the teleparallel condition is
satisfied. Our demonstration contradicts recent results
in [10] and in |13, [14] and confirms well-known (long
standing) results. Although this paper is not intended
as a comment on the mentioned references, here we shall
show why the corresponding results should be taken with
caution.

All of the results discussed here are based on the as-
sumption of a parallel transport law that differs from the
one assumed in [16] and also, in a specific consistency
hypothesis that allows identification of physical vectors
and tensors with related hypothetical vectors and tensors
living in Wy space. Through the paper, for simplicity, we
consider only Riemann-Christoffel and nonmetricity con-
tributions to the curvature and affinity of space. The tor-
sion contribution is omitted not only for simplicity of the
analysis but, also, because consideration of spaces with
torsion is beyond the scope of our planned discussion.

We have organized this paper in the following way.
Sections [I] and [[II are introductory. In section [l the
basic notions of generalized Weyl space — spaces with
Riemann-Christoffel curvature and arbitrary nonmetric-
ity — as well as our conventions, are given. Then, in sec-
tion[[TT} the rudiments of generalized Weyl gauge symme-
try are exposed. Sections[[V]and[V]are dedicated mostly
to expose the mathematical developments behind a con-
sistent statement of gauge invariant parallel transport
which is alternative to the one assumed in [16]. The par-
allel transport law is required to understand the second
clock effect and related subjects covered in this paper. In
section[[V] in particular, the master equations that serve
as the mathematical basis for the SCE, are derived. In
the second part of the paper, which is composed of sec-
tions [VI] [VTI], [VIIT and [X] we deal with the geometrical
and phenomenological consequences of our gauge invari-
ant approach to generalized Weyl spaces. It is in these
sections where we demonstrate the inevitability of the
SCE in Wy as a consequence of: (i) the assumed parallel
transport law and (ii) the consistency requirement that
allows to identify physical vectors and tensors with the
related hypothetical vectors and tensors in generalized
Weyl space Wy. Besides, in these sections we explore
the answers to the questions stated in the former para-
graphs as, for instance: Do the spinor matter fields and
spinning test bodies interact with nonmetricity? which
is investigated in section [VIIIl In section[X]we discuss on
the results obtained, while concluding remarks are given
in section [XIl For completeness an appendix section has
been included. In appendix [A]l we discuss on what hap-
pens if consider gauge symmetry in a situation like the
one discussed in lemma 2 of |10], while in appendix [B]
we have included a brief reply to a comment appeared in
reference [11].

In this paper, unless otherwise stated, we use the units
h = ¢ = 1 and the following signature of the metric is
chosen: (— + ++).

II. BACKGROUND AND CONVENTIONS

The generalized Weyl geometry [1], denoted here by
Wy, is defined as the class of four-dimensional (torsion-
less) manifolds My that are paracompact, Hausdorff,
connected C*°, endowed with a locally Lorentzian metric
g that obeys the following nonmetricity condition:

_Qauuu (2)

where Qo is the nonmetricity tensor and the covariant
derivative V, is defined with respect to the generalized
torsion-free affine connection of the manifold:

VG =
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is the Levi-Civita (LC) connection, while

1
Lo, = 3 (Quau +Q,% — QQHV) ; ()
is the disformation tensor. The nonmetricity tensor Qo
is symmetric in the second and third indices. It measures
how much the length of given vector varies during parallel
transport [17].

Standard Weyl geometry, denoted here by Wy, is a
subclass of W, which is defined by the choice of vecto-
rial nonmetricity Qauy = Qaguv, and so gives rise to (),
where the operator V, denotes covariant derivative de-
fined with respect to the connection (3)), but with the
disformation tensor given by:

a
Le,, =

(Quéy + Quiyy — Q%guv) (6)
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instead of (Hl).
In this paper we call as “generalized curvature tensor”
of W, spacetime, the curvature of the connection, sym-

bolically R(T"), whose coordinate components are given
by:

Rao'ul/ = aﬂraua - al’raua
+Fau)\r)\ua' - FQV)\F)\HG" (7)

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

Raf’#l’ = Raf’#l’ + vﬂLavo - VVLa,LLa'
+La,u)\L)\vcr - Lav)\L)\,ucr? (8)



where R v 18 the Riemann-Christoffel or LC curvature
tensor,

Racr,uu = aﬂ{go} - al’{ﬁa}
HiHD = A o) 9)

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

Ry =03, — 00 + B30 — 05
R=g"R,,, (10)

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

opy

sor because it is contributed both by LC curvature Ro‘a s

and by nonmetricity through disformation L¢,, . We
have that,

Rp,l/ = R#y + @AL)\HV - @VL)\XM
+L)\)\I<Lﬁ,uu - LAVI{LH)\ILU (11)
R=R+Q+09Q, (12)

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

Q = LTT)\LAKN _ LTKAL)\TK,
8Q =V, (LM, — L,). (13)

If take into consideration the teleparallel condition (see
equation (22]) below), equation (I2)) is the mathematical
basis for the claimed equivalence between GR and STT.

A. Properties and identities of the curvature in W,

For the (torsionless) connection V of W, space it is
verified the second Bianchi identity:

V#Rnkua' + VVRK}\UM + VURK)\HV =0. (14)

From this identity, taking into account that

_QO‘HIU vOtglu‘V = Qal“j7 Q#Mu = QU7

etc., we obtain the following equation:

vaguu =
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where G, = Ry — g R/2 is the Einstein’s tensor of
W, space. This equation amounts to a generalization of

the Bianchi identity of the Einstein’s tensor. In standard
Weyl geometry space, since

Qaguy - Qofw = (Qa - Qa)gwj =0,

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

The symmetries of the generalized curvature tensor in
W, space differ from those in Riemann space V4. For
instance:

R, = —R"

opy ovp)

Raa’uu = _Raauu + quuaa’ -

(16)
ViQuas- (17)

The last equation, known as the third Biancchi identity,
in compact form can be written in the following way [10]:

v[,uQu]aa’ = R(acr),uu' (18)

In standard Weyl geometry where Qauw = @Qaguv, 50
that Q*,, = Q, and Q. *, = 4Q,),

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

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

the property (7)) can be written in the following way:

a[HQy]gao = R(aa)ul/- (19)

Besides, in the particular case when Q, = 0,¢ (¢ is a
scalar function), since 0,Q, — 9,Q, = 0, the general-
ized curvature tensor possesses the same symmetries of
the tensor indices as the Riemann-Christoffel curvature
tensor. This special case of Weyl geometry is known in
the bibliography as Weyl integrable geometry or WIG for
short.

B. Symmetric teleparallel spacetimes

We shall call as teleparallel Weyl space Z4, a paracom-
pact, Hausdorff, connected C*° four-dimendional mani-
fold My, endowed with a locally Lorentzian metric g and
the generalized (torsionless) connection I' decomposed as
in @) and satisfying |17, [18]:

Fauu = zu} + Lauu = (Ail)akaHAAw (20)

where A¥, is an element of the general linear group
GL(4,R) |17] and (A~1')%, is its inverse, so that:
(A=H* A*, = §%. The connection I' is purely inertial. In
the absence of torsion this form of the connection leads
to the additional constraint 8[MAO‘V] = 0. Hence, the gen-

eral element of GL(4,R) determining the connection can
be parametrized by a set of functions x* so that [17]:
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Fauu = a—XA(?M(’?,,x . (21)

If substitute the connection (21) into the definition (7))

of the generalized curvature tensor, one obtains another
expression for the teleparallel condition:

R(I)=0 & R%,,, =0. (22)

Hence, teleparallel Weyl space Z4 is the same as flat Wy
space:

W, RQ?O

Zy. (23)

The constraint (2I) further restricts the fields x*, the
metric and the nonmetricity to satisfy (see [17] for a sim-
ilar relationship in the absence of nonmetricity):

oz* -
8(19“11 + Qauu = 28—)(06a6(,ux ) (24)

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

In what follows we shall explore the consequences of
Weyl gauge symmetry for generalized Weyl spaces, which
include the teleparallel spaces as a particular class.

III. WEYL GAUGE SYMMETRY

WGS or invariance under local changes of scale [13],
is a manifest symmetry of generalized Weyl geometry
spaces Wy. In reference [1] an alternative definition of
W, space is given, where the WGS is made evident (def-
inition 3 of the mentioned reference): “A conformally
generalized Weyl structure is a differentiable manifold
M endowed with a unique torsion-free affine connection
and a conformally related equivalence class of metric ten-
sors.” Here we shall give a very compact exposition of
this subject. _

The geometric laws that define Wy (also Wy and Zy),
among which is the nonmetricity condition (@], are in-
variant under generalized (local) Weyl rescalings or, also,
Weyl gauge transformations. These amount to simul-
taneous conformal transformations of the metric! and
gauge transformations of nonmetricity |1, [16, [19]:

I Here we assume that the conformal transformation of the met-
ric in the Weyl gauge transformations, does not represent a dif-
feomorphism or, properly, a conformal isometry. Moreover, the
spacetime coincidences or events, as well as the spacetime coor-
dinates that label the points in spacetime, are not modified or
altered by the conformal transformations in any way.

Guv — ng;w, g — Q—2g;w7
Q% — Q% —20°InQ g,
QHO‘V — QMO‘V —20,InQ4y,

Qauu — Q2 (Qauu - 26(1 anguu) ’
Qo — Qo —20,1In9Q, (25)

respectively, where the positive smooth function Q? =
Q?(z) is the conformal factor and we have identified

Qa = Q)\)\a = QAOLA' (26)

In what follows we shall call the transformations (25)
either as Weyl gauge transformations or, simply, as gauge
transformations. Under (25):

o = {0+ (650, + 650, — g,w0”) InQ,
L, — L%, — (620, + 050, — g,u0”) InQ, (27)

so that the generalized affine connection (@) is unchanged
by the Weyl rescalings:

re, —r,. (28)

This means that the generalized curvature tensor R,
in ([0) and the generalized Ricci tensor, R, = RAMV, are
unchanged as well, while the generalized curvature scalar
transforms as it follows:

et a
R pov —R povo

R, — R, = R— Q2R (29)

It can be straightforwardly demonstrated, as well, that
the third Bianchi identity (18] is a gauge invariant ex-
pression. ~

Gauge symmetry in Wy spaces, which are characterized
by vectorial non-metricity: Qauw = Qagur, amounts to
invariance (or covariance) under:

G = g, Qu— Qu—29,InQ. (30)

A. WGS and STTs

Due to the claimed equivalence between GR and
symmetric teleparallel equivalent of general relativity
(STEGR) [17], which is the simplest of the STTs, it may
be argued that WGS must not be a symmetry of STTs.
In this regard let us point out that, on the one hand, the
mentioned equivalence is based on equation:

Raa’pv = VVLO[;LO’ - VHLaua'
+Lau)\L)\;m' - La,u)\Lkuaﬂ (31)



which follows from (8]) under the teleparallel requirement
R, ,, = 0. From (@) it follows that,

R=-0-09Q. (32)

On the other hand the teleparallel condition (20), or
in the form R®,,, = 0, is invariant under (23)). More-
over, equations (BI) and (B2]), on which the mentioned
equivalence between GR and pure nonmetricity theories
of gravity is based, are Weyl gauge invariant as well. We
should not forget that the dynamical equivalence between
GR and STEGR takes place in flat Wy space 23), i. e.,
in teleparallel Z; space, which is manifest gauge sym-
metric. Hence, WGS being a manifest symmetry of Z,4
spaces, should be shared at least as an implicit symmetry,
by STTs and by GR.2 Take, for instance, the coincident
gauge of teleparallel Z, space, where the connection van-
ishes [17, 21]:

Pa,uu =0 = {ﬁv} = _La,ulﬂ (33)

i. e., we have that,

—Qapv- (34)

Equations (B3] and ([B4) are obviously invariant under
@38). Hence, WGS should play an important role in the
development of the STTs as well. In this regard, in [19], a
family of conformal — thus gauge invariant — theories with
second-order field equations and having the metric ten-
sor as the fundamental variable, was formulated within
the symmetric teleparallel framework. Our discussion in
the present paper must be of importance, at least, for
this family of theories. The f(Q) theories, on the other
hand, are not gauge invariant in general, so that, in these
cases, the gravitational Lagrangian does not share gauge
invariance of Z, space and one may dispense with gauge
symmetry.

8&9#1/ -

IV. GAUGE SYMMETRY AND PARALLEL
TRANSPORT

Parallel transport consistent with gauge symmetry is
required to define gauge covariant differentiation of vec-
tors and tensors in generalized Weyl spaces. Below we
shall develop the theory of gauge invariant parallel trans-
port, which is cornerstone to discuss on the SCE. Al-
though the present theory contains new elements not pre-
viously considered, to a great extent it is based in the
work of references [22, 23]. Here we assume a statement
of the parallel transport law that slightly differs from the
one assumed in the latter references and in [16].

2 General relativity may be understood as a particular gauge of a
gauge invariant theory of gravity |20].

A. Gauge derivative operators

In order to make the gauge symmetry compatible with
well-known derivation rules and with the inclusion of
fields into Wy, it is necessary to introduce the Weyl gauge
derivative operators in a way that is equivalent to the
one appearing in [22-24]. Let T be a tensor in Wy,

RYe )

with coordinate components T[‘;‘fg’;":” 5, and with confor-

mal weight w(T) = w, so that under @3): T — Q*T.
Then, the Weyl gauge differential of the tensor, its Weyl
gauge derivative and Weyl gauge covariant derivative, re-
spectively, are defined as it follows:

4T := dT + %Qidm’\T,

05T = 0, T + %QZT,

Vi = Vo + %Q;, (35)
where
&'T = da 9" T, (36)
and
Q= 2Qu+ Lq. (37)
T g TY T Yy T W

is a linear combination of contributions Q. = Q*,, and
Q" ,,» with arbitrary constants a, b and s = a +b. No-
tice that in Wy, where Qaur = Qaguv, we have that Q7
coincides with the Weyl gauge vector: Q7 = Qq.

The above definitions warrant that the gauge differen-
tial, the gauge derivative and the gauge covariant deriva-
tive, transform like the geometrical object itself, i. e.,

under (25)):

d*T — Q¥d*T,
T — QUOLT,
VAT = QUVET.

Since it will be useful in the subsequent analysis, as an
illustration, let us write the gauge covariant derivative
of the metric tensor (the conformal weight of the metric

w(g) =2):

v:’;guy = _Qauu + ng,w. (38)
Notice that in Wy, since Qopr = Qagur and Q7 = Qq,
the gauge covariant derivative of the metric vanishes:
Vigu = 0.



B. Parallel transport in Wa space

In order to discuss on the notion of gauge invariant
parallel transport in nonmetricity spaces, we start focus-
ing the discussion in standard Weyl space Wy, where the
analysis is simpler and then we shall aim at its general-
ization to Wjy. ~

Let C be a curve in Wy that is parametrized by the
affine parameter &: x#(£). We can define the gauge co-
variant derivative along the path z*(£) to be given by
the following operator:

D _ dz*
dg T de

where the gauge covariant derivative V7, is given by (339)
with @}, = Q« — the Weyl gauge vector. Then, the par-
allel transport of given tensor T with coordinate compo-
nents Ty 5, i along the path a#(€), is defined by the
following requirement (this definition coincides with the
one in [22,23]):

(39)

D*T dxt D*
==V T=0 & —-Tg"" al =0. (40
d¢ d¢ d¢ B1B2 ( )

Let us show that ([@0) is valid only in standard Weyl
space Wy. For this purpose let us consider the parallel
transport law ([@0) applied to a space-like unit vector t
along the path C in generalized Weyl space Wy (arbitrary
nonmetricity), with coordinates z*(£). The unit vector
has coordinate components t*, such that:

(t,t) = g tht” =1, (41)

and its weight is w(t) = —1. Applying ([B9) to both sides
of {I) and taking into account (B8]), we get that:

Dt~ dxt
@ tv, 42
dé— =J v dé’ ( )

where for compactness of writing we have introduced the
gauge invariant tensor:3

« 1 « * S
T =5 (Qu — @562
1 .
Juau — 5 (Qaul/ - Qagul/) . (43)

Notice that this tensor is symmetric in its first and third
indices: Juyar = Juau-

3 Since under the gauge transformations (25) Q}, transforms like
Qa, the tensor J9,, is gauge invariant.

Hence, in generalized Weyl space W, with arbitrary
nonmetricity Qau # Qaguw, the unit vector t is not
parallel transported along C in the sense of ([@0). Only
in the particular subclass of standard Weyl space Wy C
Wy, since Qauy = Qaguv, the tensor [@3) vanishes and
the unit vector is parallel transported according to (0]).
From equations (B8), (@I]) and ([@2) it follows that:

D*t, dat_, ~— _, da!
i —d—gvuta— I o b tu. (44)

C. Dagger derivative

It is convenient to the define the gauge covariant “dag-
ger” derivative (or just dagger derivative for short) of the
unit tangent vector with components t“:

B._ o
Vith = vt — g8 (45)

and

Vits == Vitg+J" gty (46)

In terms of the dagger derivative equations ([@2]) and (4)
can be written in the form of parallel transport equations
along the worldline 2*(¢):

Dit dzt
= — T @ =
i V#t 0,
Dt dz*
¢ .= J‘t = 4
i b \V4 =0, (47)

respectively.

For an arbitrary vector v with coordinate components
v®* and conformal weight w(v) = w, its dagger derivative
is defined as it follows:

Viv? = vl + wJﬁaMU“, (48)

while

Vivg := Vivg + wJ" gy, (49)

where w(v,) = W = 2+ w is the conformal weight of the
covariant components of the vector v.

In general, for an arbitrary (p, ¢)-tensor T, with coor-
dinate components Tg 1[;1 2 ﬂ% and with conformal weight

w(T) = w, its dagger derivative is defined as:

Jal IJOtQ ap

p+ ( uv = B1B2-- ﬂq

Qa1 apag-
4 pTﬂllﬂ; -Bq + HBlTVﬂz ﬂq

e g TR (50)

T ooy [e SN2 RRRYe?
v Tﬂlﬂz "=V TB132 Tt —



D. Parallel transport law in W, space

In order to consistently define parallel transport in Wy,
in a such a way that any vector or tensor can be paral-
lel transported in the usual way: constant coordinate
components along parallel transport curve, we must in-
troduce what we call as dagger derivative along the path
of parallel transport C with coordinates z%(¢).

Consider an arbitrary vector v with coordinate com-
ponents v* and conformal weight w(v) = w. The dagger
derivative of this vector along C is defined in the following
way:

Dy~ dz*
= —_— T @ 1
TR Vv (51)

We require that under an infinitesimal parallel transport
along the curve C, the components of this vector do not
change:

Dty
d§

In general, for an arbitrary (p, ¢)-tensor T, with coor-

dinate components Tgl 1;2 zﬂ‘z” and with conformal weight

w(T) = w, its dagger derivative is given by (G0). Hence,
the parallel transport law requires that the dagger deriva-
tive of the tensor T along the path of parallel transport
C, vanishes:

DT dz#
T viT=0. (52)

This equation drives parallel transport of tensor T along
2*(§) in generalized Weyl space Wy. Worth noting that
in standard Weyl space Wy, since Qopr = Qaguv, then
J%,, =0, so that Vi — V¥, DT /d¢ — D*/d¢, and (B2)
transforms into (@0).

Of course, different statements of the parallel transport
law lead to different results. In [16], for instance, the
parallel transport law (0] is applied to generalized Weyl
space Wy, which led to the conclusion that unit tangent
vectors with weight w = —1 do not obey the parallel
transport equation (@{) in Wy. What we have shown in
this section is that it is possible to postulate the parallel
transport law (52]), which is satisfied by any vectors and
tensors in W, space.*

4 A similar situation to the one described above occurs in [10] dur-
ing the demonstration of lemma 2, where the assumed statement
of parallel transport law is not satisfied by unit tangent vectors
of weight w = —1 (see section [VII).

E. Variation of length during parallel transport

It has been well established in the bibliography that
in Weyl geometry spaces, during parallel transport, the
length of vectors (and tensors) varies and depends on
followed path. Given that there has been renaissance of
old discussions about this issue |10, 1214, [16], in this
section, for sake of generality, we aim at explaining this
effect in spaces with arbitrary nonmetricity Qo -

Let us assume that the vector v with components v®
and conformal weight w(v) = w, is submitted to par-
allel transport along the path C, which, as before, is
parametrized by the affine parameter & a# = zH(§).
The length v = ||v]|| of the vector is defined as,

v = g, (53)
where for space-like vector v? > 0, while for timelike
vector v? < 0 (v is an imaginary quantity). Taking the
gauge covariant derivative along the path C in both sides
of (B3), we obtain that,

D*v*  D*g,, Dot
= —— " 4+ 29,0V ——. 54
& ae U Tt TR oY

If realize that along the path of parallel transport:

D*g dx?
I 9T e
d§ JP')\ (55)

d¢”’
and if further take into account (8], then equation (G4
can be written in the form of the parallel transport law

E2):

D% dz? -
= — v =
3 g >

0, (56)

where we have defined the dagger covariant derivative of
the length squared

v

[e3%

v? = Vio? +2(1+ w)Juavo”. (57)

Besides, if define the spacelike unit vector t:

«

ti=— o %= (6t) =gttt =1,  (58)
v v
where the conformal weight w(t) = —1, and recall the

definition of gauge differential in (B3]), then the parallel
transport law (B6) can be finally written in the form:

Dfv? _ dlnv

N __w+1 da?
d§ a d§ o 2

Q,\Wt”t”d—g. (59)

Formal integration of (B9,



1
Alnv =— w+ /Q/\Wﬂ‘t”da@ (60)

leads to the equation of variation of the length of vector
v during parallel transport along path C, from the origin
x = 0 to the spacetime point x:

v(a:)—v(())exp[ wtl / QM,,t“t”d:z:“] (61)

where v(0) = C is an integration constant which we iden-
tify with the magnitude of the length of vector v, evalu-
ated at the starting point of the worldline C.

Let us apply equation (61) to the four-momentum vec-
tor p, which is at the core of the SCE. Let the path
of the particle be parameterized by the proper time 7.
The coordinate components of the four-velocity vector u
are u* := dzt/dr, where dr = ids (s is the arc-length
and the imaginary unit ¢ arises due to our metric sig-
nature choice). Consequently, the length of the four-

velocity vector u = ||u|| = %4, while its conformal weight
w(u) = —1. After the above specifications we have that,
p:=mu = p=||p|| = xim, (62)

where m is the mass of a point particle and the conformal
weight of the four-momentum w(p) = —2 (the conformal
weight of the mass parameter w(m) = —1). If in (@) we
make the replacement p — v, we obtain the following
equation:

m(z) = m(0) exp [—% /C Q,\Wu“u”dxﬂ, (63)

where we have taken into consideration that the compo-
nents of the spacelike unit vector t, that is tangent to C,
are given by:

o P mdatjdr - dat

’ i i +iut. (64)

Equation (63)) quantifies the variation of the mass of a
particle which is moving with speed u# = dz*/dr along
the path C. The dependence of the mass parameter on
the speed pattern of the particle during its motion, which
is apparent in ([G3]), is a new effect that does not arise in

W, space.

1. Standard Weyl space Wa

In Wy, since Qo = Qagur and, consequently the
vector ), = @, coincides with the Weyl gauge vector,
equation (GI)) simplifies to:

v(z) = v(0) exp (_

=l Qudl’“>7 (65)

while the equation (G3) transforms into the following

equation:
= m(0) exp (% /c Qudx“) (66)

Equation (63) is the basis for the explanation of the
SCE in Wy, while (66) drives the SCE in Wj.

m(x)

F. Variation of the inner product of vectors during
parallel transport

For generality, let us consider also the parallel trans-
port of the inner product of two vectors. Take two vec-
tor fields v and w with coordinate components v#, w*
and conformal weights w(v) = wy and wW(W) = Wy,
respectively. Let these vector fields be parallel trans-
ported along the curve C, that is parametrized by &:
Dtv# /d¢ = 0 and Dfw*/d¢ = 0. Using the same proce-
dure that we followed above, we get that:

d(v, da
(‘c’ng) = —(2+wv+ww)Q,\H,,di§v“w . (67)

Next, take into account the following chain of equalities:®

vt wh
(v,w) =vwecosb, th = e th = o
1
= vtwh =ttt ow = =ttty (v, w), (68)
K

where thand tk, are spacelike unit vectors, and x = cos 0
(0 is the angle between vectors v and w) is a real constant
taking values in the interval [—1,1]. If substitute (6]
into (67), we get that,

din(v,w)  2+wy +wy , dz?
dg - - P Qkuutvtw dé' (69)

whose integration along the closed path C yields to:

2 v w
Aln(v,w) :—M/le,tﬁt:vdx)‘. (70)
r ¢

In the latter equation the quantity x has been taken
out of the integral since, as it can be straightforwardly

5 Recall that v := ||v|| and w := ||w]| are the lengths of vectors v
and w, respectively.



demonstrated, it does not depend on path:® dk/d¢ = 0.
Equation (70) can be written in the following way:

(v,w) = (v,w)g e R e @uatitlde® ()

It should be emphasized that equations (B8], (BI),
@), @2), @8), @9), EI) are a direct consequence of
the nonmetricity law ([2]) of generalized Weyl space Wy,
while (B2) is our assumed parallel transport law. Equa-
tions (@0), (G1)), (G3) and related equations (70 and (1))
above, are also consequence of the nonmetricity law (2)
and of (52)). This means that if () is valid in W, for arbi-
trary nonmetricity Qq,., and the parallel transport law
(B2) is assumed, the mentioned and related equations
are valid in Wy as well. This conclusion is important
because the adoption of W, as the underlying geomet-
ric background space, entails that the SCE is inevitable.
Otherwise, if one denies the physical occurrence of the
SCE, one renounces to equations like ([G3) and to the
nonmetricity law ([2)) and also to the parallel transport
law (B2)), i. e., one renounces to identify physical vectors
and tensors with corresponding hypothetical vectors and
tensors in Wy. Consequently, one gives up the descrip-
tion of physical phenomena in Wy space (see the related
discussion in [16]).

V. GAUGE SYMMETRY, AUTOPARALLELS
AND GEODESICS

In general autoparallels — “straightest curves” of the
geometry — do not coincide with the geodesics, which are
the “shortest curves” [25-27]. There goes a discussion on
whether autoparallels or geodesics describe the motion
of test particles [26, 27]. However, there are particular
cases when autoparallels and geodesics coincide as, for
instance, in GR. As we shall see, these coincide as well in
Wy4. Anyway, geodesics and autoparalles can be associ-
ated exclusively with the motion of spinless test (point)
particles. Spinor fields like the fermions obey the Dirac
equation in curved background, while extended spinning
test bodies obey the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon equa-
tions [28-31]) (see section [VITI]).

6 We have that k = (tv,tw) = guvthty,. Take the gauge covariant
derivative along the path z®(£), in both sides of this equation:

dx  D*gu, Dl *gy
- = thtn v——tu vl v,
e e Vv + 9u & v t guvty e
Hence, according to ([@2)), we get that,
dx  D*g. A

- Tgtﬁtﬁv + (Juar thtyy + Joaptity) T
so that, if take into account (55) and the symmetry of tensor
Juar @3) in its first and third indices, we finally obtain that
drk/d§ = 0.

Here we obtain a bit different results compared with
those that were obtained in [16], on the basis of a different
transport law (40) instead of (52)).

A. Auto-parallels

In generalized Weyl space Wy the “timelike” autopar-
allels are those curves along which the gauge covariant
derivative of the tangent four-velocity vector u, vanishes.
Here ut = dx*/dr are the coordinate components of u
and, as long as this does not cause loss of generality,
we chose the proper time 7 to be the affine parameter
along the autoparallel curve. The conformal weight of
the four-velocity vector w(u) = —1. In other words, the
autoparallel curves satisfy:

Dy
dr

du® 1

dLT + 1%, ufu” — §Q2u“uo‘ - JOufu” =0,

= u“VLuO‘ =0 =

or, in explicit form, in terms of the arc-length dr — ids:

x> o dxtdx¥ 1 . dz*dx”
79 v 3. 3.7 o v . =0 <
ds? M ds ds 2 Y ds ds
x> 4 qo }dx“ dz?
ds? mds ds
1 dx* dx”
- “—-Q%)) — =0. 72
+2 ( v “”) ds ds (72)

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), vanishes:

Dtk

= ki g =

I\ V), 0 =

dk™ re,6 k'K *kPES —2J% KFEY =0
K_F I _Q,u - uv = Y%

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.” Then, the
autoparallel null curves satisfy the following equations:

dk~

i +Faﬂyl€“kl/ - Q#ayk“ky =0 &
dk* 1
« HnLy o By _
Y +{#V}k k 2Q whk!'k 0. (73)

7 Here it is implicitly assumed that the universal constant # is not
transformed by the Weyl gauge transformations.



In standard Weyl space Wi, since Qopr =
then, according to (37,

QoY

a+b

b
Qi = 2Qa +7Qudf = Qa0 = Qu.

In this case for the timelike autoparallels we have that:

A%z Pdzy 1 o
d {,uu} ds E - §Q#h# = 07 (74)
where
dxt dx®
hHe = gH® Pu® = gt — 75
g Futu® =g o de (75)

is the orthogonal projection tensor, which projects any
vector or tensor onto the hypersurface orthogonal to the
four-velocity vector u* = da*/dr. Meanwhile, for null
autoparallels, since

Q% k'K = Q% gu kK" =0

one obtains the standard GR result:

ke
BEV —
T+ {wE =0, (76)

B. Geodesic equations

The geodesic equations are equations of motion in the
sense that these are the result of applying the variational
principle of least action. Time-like and null particles fol-
low geodesics. When these are compared with the corre-
sponding auto-parallels one can measure how much the
motion paths depart from the straightest curves of the
geometry.

In the GR context the action of timelike particles reads
S =m [ ds, where m is the constant mass parameter. In
generalized Weyl space Wy, since the mass, being the
squared length of the four-momentum of the particle,
varies in spacetime, then m can not be taken out of the
action integral. The action integral in Wy reads:

S:/mds.

From this action the following equations of motion —
geodesic equations — can be derived (see [16] for details
of the derivation):

A2z dx* dx”

) 1 ém
ds? mwIds ds

— ———ht =0, (77)

m oxh
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where the non-Riemannian term o dm/mdz* accounts
for the variation of mass during parallel transport. If one
writes equation (63) in variational form, one obtains:®

15m 1

dx* dx”
= Qa,uuu u”

QO‘W ds ds

m oz (78)

In order to determine the term o dm/mdz® in [T7) we
assume a “consistency” hypothesis [16]. This hypothesis
(or postulate if you want) allows to identify hypothetical
vectors and tensors living in Wy (for instance the four-
momentum (62))) with the corresponding physical vec-
tors and tensors. Otherwise one can not describe given
physical phenomenon in W, space. In the present case
the most reasonable consistency hypothesis is to identify
the physical mass parameter in (7] with the hypothet-
ical mass parameter m = ip which obeys (G3]). In other
words, we substitute equation (78) back into ([T7). We
get that:

dx™ da
BN s ds

Az o o dxt dz? R
ds? o} ds ds 2 =0. (1)
Worth noting that, in standard Weyl space Wy, since
Qapw = Qaguv, equation (79) transforms into the time-
like autoparallel (74]) of W,. Hence, the autoparallels of
Wy and the corresponding geodesics, coincide.

This is true as well of the null autoparallels and
geodesics. Actually, the null geodesic equations can be
derived from the following action:

1
Snull = 5 /guuj':uj';ydgv (80)

where the dot accounts for derivative with respect to the
parameter A\ of the path z#(\) followed by photons (by
radiation in general). From (80) the GR null geodesic
equations (76) are obtained. These coincide with the
null autoparallels.

The null geodesic equations do not depend on Qq .-
This means that photons and radiation probe the Rie-
mann affine structure of spacetime. In other words, pho-
tons and radiation interact only with the metric field, i.
e., with the LC curvature of spacetime. These do not
interact with nonmetricity.

VI. GAUGE SYMMETRY AND THE SECOND
CLOCK EFFECT

Let us base the physical analysis of the SCE on the
functioning of an atomic clock which measures the In-
ternational Atomic Time. The principle of operation of

8 Notice that we keep using variation instead of differentiation to
underline that, in general, dm is not a perfect differential.



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: E, ~ —ma?/2n?, where m is the mass
of the electron and o = 1/137 is the fine-structure con-
stant. Any changes in the mass m over spacetime will
cause changes in the energy levels and, consequently, in
the energy of the atomic transitions

ma? 1 1
2 n?c nf '

Hence, the functioning of atomic clocks will be affected
by the variation of masses over spacetime, according to
equation (G3)).

Let us consider a collection of identical atoms that are
parallel transported along neighboring paths from the
origin x = 0 to a given point x. Let us take the larger
difference arising between the masses of any two atoms in
the collection at z: Am = m(x)—m(z). Then, according
to ([63]) one gets the following gauge invariant ratio:

Wi = |Enf - Eml =

Am

Awir _ — =1-exp [QE‘: (z) —Qe(@)],  (81)

wl-f

where Aw;y quantifies the broadening of the given spec-
tral line and we have adopted the following notation (re-
call that u* = dz#/dr is the four-velocity):

QC / Quauuguudfliu (82)

The novel feature in W, is that the broadening of the
spectral lines depends not only on the followed path, but
also on the speed pattern. Hence, even if two identical
atoms at the origin, are parallel transported along a same
path to the distant point x, but following different speed
patterns, at x the emission/absorption lines of one of the
atoms will be shifted with respect to the same spectral
lines of the other atom. In order to illustrate this novel
feature, let us for brevity make the following identifica-
tion:

AQE™ = Q' (2) - QE(w)

/ Q)\HV ’U/Hu

where Q‘C‘, and Q¢ are given by (82). In the above equa-
tion u’ stands for the four-velocity of one of the atoms,
while u represents the four-velocity vector of the second
atom. Then, as long as u’ # u, there is a non-vanishing
relative shift of given spectral lines:

— /M) dx,  (83)

A9T 1 axp AQE™. (84)

wsi f
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When instead of just two atoms, a sample of atoms of
given substance is considered, the above discussed shift
leads to an effective broadening of spectral lines that may
be quantified by the largest possible shift Aw;¢. This
shift is not to be confused with the GR shift of frequencies
which is due to the propagation of photons in a curved
background space, and is the same for any frequency. In
Weyl space Wy the first clock effect arises as well due to
the Riemann-Christoffel (Levi-Civita) curvature of space,
leading to the same shift of frequencies for any spectral
line.® The SCE, on the contrary, is due to the above de-
scribed shift of frequencies which is different for different
frequencies: Aw;f o w;f, as it can be seen from equations
@) and (B4).

In W, for the gauge-invariant ratio &I, according to

([66), one gets:

Awig 1 expi (/ Q#dx“—/Q#dx“) (85)
wif 2 \Jer c

Notice that in this case the given spectral line is sharp:
Aw;r = 0, only if either " = C, or if Q, = 0,0,
where ¢ is the Weyl gauge scalar. In this last case
Jo Ouddzt = ¢(x) — $(0), independent of the path join-
ing the starting and final points. WIG is the resulting
geometric structure.

VII. CHALLENGING THE SCE

There are in the bibliography points of view that are
contrary to the occurrence of the SCE [10, 113, [14, 126].
Let us first comment on [10] and on [26] which deal with
the SCE in generalized Weyl space Wy (specifically in
its subsect Z,), and then we shall discuss on the point
of view developed in [13, [14] where the SCE in Wy is
challenged.

In [10] it is demonstrated that the SCE does not arise
in symmetric teleparallel theories.'® This is done through
lemma 2 of the mentioned reference. Their result is ob-
tained by ignoring the gauge symmetry which is a man-
ifest symmetry of generalized Weyl space Wy. Besides,
among the most important assumptions in the demon-
stration of lemma 2, is that the covariant derivative of
vectors fields — take, for instance, the four-velocity vec-
tor u — vanishes during parallel transport along a given
curve z#(§): V,u® = 0. Hence, even if renounce to
gauge symmetry, the demonstration is not valid for tan-
gent vectors of weight w = —1. Actually, consider a tan-
gent vector field u to the curve C that is parametrized by

9 As seen in section [V] photons and radiation interact only with
the LC curvature of spacetime.

10 Although in [10] the torsion contribution is considered, here we
omit it for simplicity and because it is behind the scope of the
present paper.



. Tts conformal weight is w(u) = —1, while its length
guutu” = —1. By taking the covariant derivative of this
last equation one gets:

(Vaguw)u'u” + 2g,,u”"Vu* =0,

from where it follows that:

1
Vout = §Qof‘uu”. (86)

This result is valid for any tangent vector whose weight
w = —1, so that its length has vanishing weight. This
means that the result holds true even if consider gauge
symmetry.

The demonstration of lemma 2 in [10] starts with the
following equation for the variation of the inner product
of two vectors u and v parallel transported along a closed
path C (equation (12) of the mentioned reference):

A(u,v)=— ﬁ@ua,@uav'@dx“. (87)

After applying Stoke’s theorem we have that

%Q#aguavﬁdx“ =
C
/ / [V1uQuiapu®” + Vi (u07) Qujap] da’* A da”
S
= / / [Riapyuuv” + Vi (u07) Qujag] da* A da”,
S

where, in the last line we have taken into account the
third Bianchi identity (I8]). Then in [10] it is assumed
that, since vectors u and v are both parallel transported
(their inner product to be specific), then both V,u®* =0
and VHUB = 0, and the second term within the surface
integral vanishes. As we shall see, this assumption is
correct only if, besides ignoring gauge symmetry, none
of the vectors u and v had weight w = —1. On the
contrary, if one of the vectors in the inner product, say
vector u, has weight w(u) = —1, then equation (8] is to
be satisfied. In this case

7{ Quapuv’drt =
c
1
// {R(aﬂ)uv + gQ,uA(aQV)\B) uvPdzt A da”.
s

This means that the demonstration of lemma 2 in [10]
is valid only if neither the weight of vector u nor that
of vector v equal —1. If one of the vectors has weight
w = —1, then instead of equation (15) of that reference,
one obtains (see appendix [Alfor a gauge invariant version
of the demonstration):

12

1
Au,v) = -3 //s Q#X(QQMB) uvPdat A dx”. (88)

where we have set R(,s),, = 0 in order to satisfy the
teleparallel condition. Hence, even under the teleparallel
condition there is a net (nonvanishing) variation of the
inner product of vectors during parallel transport in a
closed path, contrary to the result of [10]. Yet, our main
argument against demonstrations of the kind found in
[10] — and in many other bibliographic references, includ-
ing textbooks like [2] — is in the closed path C required
7). In section [X] we shall comment on this.

Let us underline that the demonstration of lemma 2
of [10], is made on the basis of equation (&7) for par-
allel transport of a scalar product of vectors — equation
(12) of the mentioned reference — which is not a gauge
covariant equation (compare with the related gauge co-
variant expression (70)). In appendix [A] we show how
gauge symmetry modifies the above result.

In reference [26] the authors proposed a novel prescrip-
tion for the parallel transport of tangent vectors that al-
lows keeping its length the same during parallel transport
along a given curve. This may be an interesting possibil-
ity that does not contradict our result that the SCE is
inevitable in spaces with arbitrary nonmetricity. As we
have shown the length of tangent vectors with conformal
weight w = —1 does not change during parallel trans-
port. However, the length of vectors with weight w # —1,
inevitably changes along the path of parallel transport.
This is particularly true for the four-momentum vector
P = mu, which is central to the explanation of the SCE.
Additionally, the authors of [26] do not pay attention to
the gauge symmetry, which is our guiding principle.

In references [13, [14] it is claimed that the non-
occurrence of the SCE is generic in Wy. In order to show
that it is so, an elaborate explanation is given, which is
based on the assumption that there are vectors such as
the four-velocity and four-momentum of an atom, that
are not parallel transported along atom’s world line even
if it is in free fall [14]. The above scenario is physically
implemented by assuming that certain scalar (compen-
sator) field ¢ of non-geometric origin, gives masses to
point-particles o ¢(x). Statements like “there are phys-
ical vectors that are not parallel transported along given
world line”, represent a very strong hypothesis, affect-
ing the geometrical description of involved phenomenon.
This statement rules out, for instance, generalized Weyl
geometry space Wy, as a potential arena for the geomet-
rical description of given gravitational phenomena.

As it is discussed at the end of section[[V] the adoption
of Wy (and its subclass Wy) as the underlying geomet-
ric background space entails that the SCE is inevitable.
Otherwise, renouncing to identify hypothetical vectors
in Wy, such as the four-momentum (62)), with the corre-
sponding physical vectors, such as the four-momentum of
an atom, means that one is renouncing to the description
of physical phenomena in Wy space (see the discussion on



this issue in [16]).

VIII. CONSISTENCY HYPOTHESIS AND
MATTER COUPLING TO NONMETRICITY

There is yet another counterargument that, according
to 32, 133], allows avoiding the issue associated with the
SCE in standard Weyl space Wy (vectorial nonmetric-
ity: Qaur = Qaguv). Although in the mentioned bib-
liographic references the argument was demonstrated in
W4 space exclusively, it may be extended to generalized
Weyl space Wy as well |11, [34].

The argument exposed in [32, 133] goes like this. The
Lagrangian density of the fermion coupled with the
gravitational field reads (below, for simplicity, we omit
SU(2) ® U(1) gauge terms):

ﬁfermion = “Lﬁ?/%

where ¢ is the Dirac spinor (i is its adjoint) and the
slash gauge derivative is defined as:

(89)

. . 1
D= v#D,, = ek <3ﬂ - §Uabdjuab + - ) . (90)

In this equation v* are the (flat) Dirac gamma matrices,

e, 1s 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 not transformed by
the conformal transformation of the metric. In ([@0) the

Riemannian spin connection w#ab and the commutator of

the gamma matrices 0% (the generators of the Lorentz
group in the spin representation), read:

w#ab = eby (8;#53 - {ﬁv}et)l\) )

1
ab __ — a.b__ _ b.a

o =1 (1" =),
respectively. Let us consider the following gauge trans-

formations:

(91)

G = DG, Qu — Qu — 20, 1nQ, ¥ — Q~3/2y,
el = Q7lel AT 5 4% & 0% — g, (92)

Under the above gauge transformations:

B — QB
Hence, the Lagrangian /—¢Ltermion in its Riemannian
form, is already invariant under ([@2). In other words,
it is not required to make the replacements (the weight

w depends on whether the derivative acts on the spinor
field or on the tetrad):

* w * [0 «
O — 0y, :au+§Q#, W}—>F s
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in equations ([89), @) and (@I)), in order for the La-
grangian /—gLsermion t0 be gauge invariant. This is true

also when the SU(2)®@U (1) gauge fields W,Sl) and B, are
included in the Lagrangian density. This means that the
Weyl gauge vector @, does not couple neither to fermions
nor to other gauge fields including the electromagnetic
radiation. This statement has been taken as the basis to
avoid the SCE [11, 132, 133]. The argument may be ex-
tended to generalized nonmetricity, as shown in [34]. In
this reference it has been pointed out that, if take into ac-
count an appropriate minimal coupling prescription, the
correct Lagrangian density should read:!!

Comion =3 4 (B0) - (w%) o).

Let us point out that the above argument is strictly
correct only if the mass of the fields m, is assumed van-
ishing, i. e., if consider the Lagrangian density (89). In
this case the exposed argument is just a confirmation of
the result discussed at the end of section[V] 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.

Consideration of a point-dependent mass term may
radically change the coupling to the nometricity, as an-
ticipated by the form of the geodesic equation (1) in Wy,
where a term o dm/dz® arises. The hypothesis on the
identification of vectors and tensors living in Wy space
with physical vectors and tensors, allows to identify any
mass parameter with one of the kind (G3). As we shall
see, this recipe can be applied to Dirac’s equation for
spinor matter and to the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon
equation for the motion of spinning test bodies as well.

If in place of (@3) consider the following Lagrangian
density:

(93)

Lrermion = {% [J) (Bv) - (1/??5) w} - J)mw} . (94)

where my, # 0, the conclusion of references [32, 133] and
related works [11], may be incorrect in general. Actually,
if assume spaces with arbitrary nonmetricity W, which
means that we must identify the hypothetical vectors and
tensors living in W, with the corresponding physical vec-
tors and tensors, then equation (G3]) must be satisfied.
In consequence, the mass of the fermion field m., in (94)
must obey:

My (x) = my(0) exp [—% /c Q,\Wu“u”dac’\}, (95)

11 Tn the second term within square brackets the action of the slash

<~
operator ﬁ should be understood in the following way: wﬁ =
(Dut)y*, where the Riemannian gauge derivative D,, is defined
in



which means that there is a non-negligible (under inte-
gral) dependence of the mass my, on nonmetricity in (94)).

It seems appropriate to underline, once more, that the
identification of the mass of the fermion in ([@4]) with the
mass in ([@3)), is not an a priori given fact, but it is just a
consistency hypothesis or postulate. A similar hypothesis
has been made in section [Vl when the factor dm/dz*, ap-
pearing in equation (7)), was identified with the quantity
given by (7). This hypothesis is what makes possible to
describe the motion of timelike point particles, includ-
ing fermion fields, in a gravitational field depicted by the
curvature and nonmetricity of Wy space. This is why we
call it as “consistency” hypothesis.

This consistency hypothesys may be applied as well
to the Mathisson-Papapetrou-Dixon equation, which is
the one driving the dynamics of extended, spinning test
bodies in curved backgrounds [28-31]):

D*pa 1 « VA
ds _§R wAt" S
D*Sa,é’
—— =90, (96)

where p® and v® are the coordinate components of the
four-momentum of the spinning test body and of the
unit tangent vector to the worldline z(s), respectively.'?
Meanwhile, S are the components of the spin tensor
[31]. Along the worldline the following condition is sat-
isfied:

G 87 = 0. (97)

where the magnitude S of the spin satisfies: 52 =
S, SH /2. Besides, we have that m? = —g,,p"p” is the
mass (squared) of the spinning body. Hence, if assume
the consistency hypothesis, which amounts to identify-
ing the hypothetical four-momentum p in ([62)) with the
four-momentum of the spinning test body, its mass will
satisfy (G3), which is the basis for the SCE.

We have shown that, under the assumption of the par-
allel transport law (B2) and of the consistency hypothesis
that allows to identify hypothetical vectors and tensors
living in Wy, with corresponding physical vectors and
tensors, timelike test particles with the mass — no matter
whether these are point particles, spinor fields or spinning

12 Although, in general, four vectors p® and mwv® differ:

Yy — _gEQB“”RMU,QAv"SKAS,,,

4m

where S, are the components of the spin vector

V=g
Sa = %euuAap#SV)\v
whenever the size of the body is much smaller than the radius of
curvature of spacetime, the difference between p® and mv® will
be negligible compared with [mv®| itself.
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bodies — interact with nonmetricity o,u.,. This means,
in turn, that the SCE is inevitable in W, space. A simi-
lar result was obtained in [16] under the assumption of a
different law of parallel transport.

Our point of view is in clear contradiction with state-
ments found in the bibliography according to which “the
second clock effect has nothing to do with geometry but is
entirely determined by the matter coupling” [11, 13, [14].
Further investigation of this topic will be the subject of
a forthcoming publication [35].

IX. CLOSED TIMELIKE WORLDLINES AND
THE SECOND CLOCK EFFECT

The demonstration of the absence/occurrence of the
SCE in [10] (see appendix [A] for the gauge invariant
demonstration), as well as in several textbooks [2], heav-
ily relies on the choice of a closed path which allowed to
further apply the Stoke’s theorem. The usual argument
to justify closed path is that it is necessary in order to
check the second clock effect, since the observers have to
compare “notes” [L0]. However, as we have shown above,
the SCE arises even if consider paths that are not closed.
Observers endowed with identical clocks at the coordi-
nate origin x = 0, can compare the ticks of their clocks
when they coincide again at some distant point z, after
following different trajectories that joint 0 and the point
z. It is not required that the spacetime origin of coordi-
nates and the distant spacetime point coincided as it is
for closed paths. As we shall see, given worldline is not
closed even if it starting and ending spatial points coin-
cide. For this worldline to be a closed one it is required,
besides, that the starting and ending time coordinates
coincided as well.

In general, closed paths in spacetime carry causality is-
sues. Timelike worldlines of observers with clocks, aimed
at the check of the second clock effect, are not the excep-
tion. In this regard we should differentiate the timelike
worldlines C with coordinates z#(€) (£ is an affine pa-
rameter along the worldline), which start and end up at
a same spatial point:

xo(gstart) 7é x0(§end)u xi(gstart) = wi(gend)
= x“(ﬁstart) 7& xu(gend)u (98)

from those worldlines C, which start and end up at the
same spacetime point:

x“(&start) = :I;H(gend) =

Io(gstart) - xo(gcnd)v Ii(gstart) = Ii(gcnd)- (99)

While timelike worldlines of type C can be associated
with real (classical) motions, timelike worldlines of type
C are usually called as closed timelike curves (CTCs) and
are plagued by causality issues as long as a CTC repre-
sents time travel |36-41]. But integrals of the kind (87



and (AT]), which are usually associated with demonstra-
tions about the SCE (see, for instance equation (15.41)
of |2] or equation (12) of [10]), go over CTCs as one can
easily realize. Hence, these demonstrations are not phys-
ically plausible since a physical observer equipped with a
clock is a classical system which should respect causality.
In general, explanation of the SCE should be based in
equations like (60)), (@), (63), or (ZQ) and (1), or (RI)
and (82), which involve integration along paths of type
C, so that, in general terms, Stoke’s theorem can not be
applied.

X. DISCUSSION

Several recent papers have put into discussion the
occurrence of the second clock effect [10, [11, [13, [14].
The SCE was the reason why Einstein and others re-
jected the original work by Weyl in the early twenties of
the past century [9]. Resurrection of discussions about
Weyl geometry has been fed by the increasing interest
in nonmetricity theories and, in particular, in symmetric
teleparallel theories of gravity and their application in
cosmology.

The missing ingredient in most papers on nonmetricity
theories, including the symmetric teleparallel theories, is
gauge symmetry, which is a manifest symmetry of gen-
eralized Weyl geometry.!3 One may wonder whether it
makes sense to disregard a manifest symmetry of given
geometrical background. The answer may not be unique
but, in any case, physical intuition dictates that the
existence of a manifest symmetry is not a coincidence
that one may overlook without phenomenological conse-
quences.

Another not very well investigated aspect of non-
metricity theories goes about their geometrical properties
and the related phenomenological viability. For instance,
the SCE, being a distinctive feature of Weyl geometry
spaces, is either just ignored or it is assumed not to oc-
cur in physical situations. The basis for neglecting the
SCE is the gauge invariance of the Lagrangian for mass-
less Fermions and gauge fields even in its Riemannian
version (see, for instance, equation (89))), which, strictly
speaking, means that the nonmetricity does not interact
with massless fields (radiation).

While the above conclusion is in perfect agreement
with our results in this paper: null geodesics in Wy co-
incide with null geodesics in Riemann space Vy, it is not
clear why the same conclusion is straightforwardly ap-
plied to the case when one adds the mass term as in equa-
tion (@4). As we have shown, a mass term changes ev-
erything. Concluding, for instance, that from Lagrangian

13 It is a well-known fact that Weyl geometry spaces are equipped
with a conformal structure thanks, precisely, to Weyl gauge sym-
metry [1,|9].
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density ([@4]) and related equations of motion:

(_

[iﬁ — m} =0, b [iﬁ + m] —0, (100)
it follows that fermions and gauge fields do not inter-
act with nonmetricity, amounts to assuming that the
mass parameter can not be function (or functional) of
the nonmetricity Q with coordinate components (-
However, equation (G3]) is an evidence that for the hy-
pothetical four-momentum living in Wy, the mass is a
functional which depends on followed path and also on
the nonmetricity: m = m|C, Q].

As we have shown in section [VIII, equations like the
geodesics of timelike particles (77)), the Dirac equations
for spinor fields ([I00) and the Mathisson-Papapetrou-
Dixon equations ([@6]), which drive the dynamics of spin-
ning test bodies, for non vanishing mass m # 0, are un-
determined until specific postulate or hypothesis on the
geometrical nature of the mass is assumed. In the present
paper, for instance, the assumed postulate on the nature
of the mass parameter is that, the physical quantity and
the hypothetical one: the one that appears in the defini-
tion of the four-momentum (G2) living in W, space, are to
be identified. This identification amounts to equiparate
physical vectors and tensors with the related hypothet-
ical vectors and tensors, living in the generalized Weyl
space Wy. But there are other possibilities.

As an illustration let us assume, as in [13, [14], that
the parallel transport law of given tensor T, along the
worldline z® (&), reads:

D*T  dax*
=—VT=0,
dg g "

which means that Weyl gauge symmetry is being consid-
ered as a manifest symmetry of generalized Weyl spaces
Wy, and that the following hypothesis on the nature of
mass holds:

(101)

(102)

m=moy,

where mg is a constant and ¢ is a scalar field.

Let us first assume that the mass (I02)) is the one
that appears in the definition of the hypothetical four-
momentum (62). Then, since —m? = g, p"p”, the fol-
lowing chain of equations takes place:

D*m?  dax*_, y
g ey
dlnm  dz?

1
i = (4 30man)

1
= Oulnp — (QZ + §Qawul‘uu) =0.

From the last equation it follows that:



Qapv =2 (Qf — Oalny) Guv-

This case corresponds to vectorial nonmetricity with
gauge vector Qn = 2 (Q% — 04 In ), i. e., it corresponds
to standard Weyl space Wi. Hence, the assumption of
the parallel transport law (I0I) and that the mass m in
([I02) is to be identified with the mass in the definition
of the hypothetical four-momentum (62)), singles out Wi
space as the geometric arena where the gravitational laws
take place. This conclusion is independent of the specific
gravitational theory considered.

Let us now assume that (I0I) and (I02) take place,
but the mass m is not the one that appears in the defi-
nition of the four-momentum p in (62)). This means that
we are renouncing to associate physical vectors (and ten-
sors) with hypothetical vectors (and tensors) that live
in Wy (or in any of its subclasses). In consequence, we
are renouncing to describe the given gravitational laws
in generalized Weyl space with arbitrary nonmetricity.

Consideration of given gravitational action S, =
[ d*z\/=gL,, where L, is the gravitational Lagrangian
density, adds additional possibilities. One may consider,
for instance, a gauge invariant gravitational Lagrangian
vV—9Lg, so that the derived gravitational equations will
respect the manifest symmetry of background space Wj.
Or one may, alternatively, consider a gravitational La-
grangian without gauge symmetry, even if the geomet-
ric 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 un-
derutilized and may be ignored. In consequence, gauge
invariant derivative operators may be replaced by non-
gauge invariant ones: V¥ — V,, D*/d¢ — D/d¢, etc.

The lesson to be learned is that definitive conclusions
on a given setup can not be given until the underly-
ing postulates and/or assumptions are clearly stated.
Conclusions such as either: “The SCE does not take
place...” or “The SCE is inevitable...”, require to be
complemented with statements about the underlying as-
sumptions: “...if take into account the following assump-
tions...”

XI. CONCLUSION

In this paper we have demonstrated that, if assume
that: (i) gauge symmetry is a manifest symmetry of gen-
eralized Weyl space, (ii) the parallel transport law (52)
holds in Wy and (iii) identification of physical vectors and
tensors with the related hypothetical vectors and tensors
living in W, takes place, the second clock effect is in-
evitable. In consequence, under the above assumptions,
gauge invariant theories that are based in Wy background
spaces, are phenomenologically ruled out. Only in the
subclass of Wy known as Weyl integrable geometry, the
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SCE does not take place. Hence WIG is the only phe-
nomenologically viable non-Riemannian gauge invariant
background space from the classical perspective.

Although generalizations of nonmetricity recently in-
vestigated within the framework of gauge invariant
teleparallel theories of gravity, are phenomenologically
ruled out in the classical context, in the domain of quan-
tum gravity these may play a fundamental role. This and
related issues are the subject of our current work.
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Appendix A: Gauge symmetry, closed paths and
second clock effect

In this appendix section we shall discuss on what hap-
pens if consider gauge symmetry in a situation like the
one discussed in lemma 2 of [10]. For simplicity, instead
of parallel transport of the inner product of two vectors
we shall consider parallel transport of the length of a
given vector.

Consider parallel transport of a vector v, with coor-
dinate components v* and conformal weight w(v) = w,
along a closed path C. In this case equation (60) is rewrit-
ten in the following form:

1
Alnv(x) = __w—2i— %Q,\Muf“f'jdiﬂ)‘a (A1)
c
where v = ||v|| is the length of vector v. Following [10],

we apply the Stoke’s theorem to the path integral (AT,
we get:

ﬁ@xuut“t”d:v)‘ = //S Via (QU]Wt“t”) da A da’

= // {VnQoput"t” + Vin (") Qopp } da™ A da”
s

= // {R(Hl,))\at‘uty + Vi (t"t") Qg]wj} dz? A dz?,
s

where S is any surface with boundary C and we have
taken into account the third Bianchi identity (I8]). Con-
sider further the dagger derivative (&), (B0):

1
Ry — _Q}\vntnt,u,

1
VA1) = Va (#1) = 5Q,"t7t — 5

and take into account that the unit vector t is parallel
transported along the closed path C, then:

Vi) =0= vy (") = Q" . (A2)



Hence, the above path integral along the closed worldline
C can be written as it follows:

%le,t“t”dﬁ =

C

// {R(Mu)ko +Q, K(HQU,W)} Y da A dx? (A3)
5

Equation (AJ]) can then be written in the following way

(compare with (88])):
w + 1
// {R (pv) Ao

+Q, '“(#Qm,)} 417 da A da”, (A4)

Alnv(z)

where, we recall, w is the conformal weight of vector v.

We have demonstrated that the length of vectors is
path dependent even if consider the teleparallel condition
R,)0 = 0. This result is contrary to the statement of
lemma 2 of [10]. Notice that if ignore the teleparallel
condition in Wy, since Quuw = Qagur, equation (A)
transforms into the well-known equation:

1
w—|— //6>\Qg]d$ Adx?.

Appendix B: Short reply to a comment in reference
[11]

Alnv(zx) (A5)

In section IV.A of reference |11]] it is stated that:

e “._then modifies the theory in order to imple-
ment the “manifest symmetry”, according to which
spacetime vectors V* transform with some weight «
as V# — e®®V#. The basic error in this argument
is that the conformal transformation is explicit for
the tangent space vectors V® — e?V®, and there-
fore spacetime vectors V#* = e# V' should consis-
tently have the zero weight o = 0.”

The comment refers to our paper [16] and also to a pre-
vious version of the present work. Before replying to this
comment, in order to unify notations, here we make the
following replacements: the conformal factor Q — e?,
while the conformal weight of given tensor w — a.
According to the above comment it is a basic error
to consider vectors V# with conformal weight a # 0.
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Hence, our straightforward reply is to show that, indeed,
there are vectors with conformal weight o # 0. Take, for
instance, the timelike four-velocity vector: u# = dz* /ds
(ds is the arc-length), which is tangent to the worldline
2*(s). Under a conformal transformation of the kind we
consider in our papers [16] and in the present work (see
footnote 1 in the main text of this paper):

G — €229, dz" — da* = ds — e®ds,  (Bl)

the components of the four-velocity transform like:

ut — e~ Put, (B2)
so that its weight a(u#) = —1. In consequence, the time-
like four-momentum p* = mu*, where the mass m of
given point-particle has weight a(m) = —1, has confor-
mal weight a(pt) = —2.

In general, given any vector V# with length

V=vguVH:V?",

and conformal weight «, one can define the spacelike unit
vector with coordinate components:

(B3)

VH
th=— = gt =1

- (B4)

Since a(V#*) = «, while a(g,,) = 2, then o(V) = a + 1.
Means that «(t*) = —1 independent of the conformal
weight of vector V#. As an illustration let us assume, as
stated in the mentioned comment in [11], that a(V#) =
a = 0. Then, from (B3] it follows that «(V') = 1, so that,
taking into account (B4), one gets that, a(t*) = —1. This
example shows that, no matter whether we have vector
fields with vanishing conformal weight, one can always
construct spacelike unit vectors with weight @ = —1.
Additionally, one can find in the bibliography quite the
contrary statement regarding tangent space vectors V¢,
whose conformal weight is taken to be vanishing [13, [14]:
a(V*)=0

The above examples: the timelike four-velocity and
four-momentum vectors, as well as the spacelike unit vec-
tor (B4)), show that the comment in section IV.A of ref-
erence [11] is either simply incorrect, or the authors of
that reference are considering conformal transformations
of a different kind to the one considered in [16] and in
the present paper.
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