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Abstract

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

The Standard Model (SM) with the Higgs mass parameter set to zero has a scale symmetry.
This may indicate that this symmetry plays a role in model building for physics beyond the
SM [I]. Scale symmetry is natural in physics at higher scales or in the early Universe when all
states are essentially massless. In such scenario, the scales of the theory such as the Planck
scale and the electroweak (EW) scale will be generated by the vacuum expectations values
(vev’s) of some scalar fields. In this work we consider the SM with a gauged scale symmetry
(also called Weyl gauge symmetry) [2H4] which we prefer to the more popular global scale
symmetry, since the latter is broken by black-hole physics [5]. A natural framework for this
symmetry is the Weyl conformal geometry [2H4] where this symmetry is built in. We thus
consider the SM embedded in the Weyl conformal geometry and study the implications.
The Weyl geometry is defined by classes of equivalence (gqg,w,) of the metric (go3) and
the Weyl gauge field (w,,), related by the Weyl gauge transformation, see (a) below. If matter
is present, (a) must be extended by transformation (b) of the scalars (¢) and fermions (1))

. . 1 -
(a) uv = e Guv, Wy = Wy — a (9“ InX, \/5 = EZd\/g,
® =% J=xy, (d=1). (1)

Here d is the Weyl charge of g,,, o is the Weyl gauge Couplin, g = |det g, | and X > 0.
This is a non-compact gauged dilatation symmetry, denoted D(1). Since it is Abelian, the
normalization of the charge d is not ﬁxed@. In this paper we take d = 1. The case of arbitrary
d is recovered from our results by simply replacing o — d«. A discussion on symmetry ()
and a brief introduction to Weyl geometry are found in Appendix [Al

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

a solution to Vg, = —awxg,, where @u is defined by fﬁy. This solution is (see Appendix)
f‘ﬁy = I‘ﬁy +(1/2) « [52 wy + 6 Wy — Guv WM. (2)

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

gauge independent. Taking the trace in (Z), with a notation I, = fZV and I'), = I',,, then

wy Ty =T (3)

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

The general quadratic gravity action defined by Weyl geometry [2H4], invariant under
(), is written in terms of scalar and tensor curvatures of this geometry. Using T of @) and
standard formulae one can express these curvatures in terms of their Riemannian counter-
parts and re-write the action in a more familiar Riemannian notation (as we shall do). In
the limit w, =0 i.e. when: i) w, is ‘pure gauge’ or ii) w, became massive and decoupled,

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



then =T and then Weyl geometry becomes Riemannian! This is an interesting transition,
relevant later. In i) invariance under (IJ) reduces to local scale invariance (no wy,).

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

Our approach here to model building is truly minimal, in the sense that no new fields
are added to the SM spectrum - we simply embed the SM in Weyl geometry! Note that
the Weyl gauge field present here is part of the underlying geometry and of Weyl gravityﬁ.
The gravity part of the action is fixed by the Weyl geometry [2H4], is actually quadratic
and is automatically invariant under (1)) a) (since I is invariant). This minimal approach
builds on our recent results in [27] (also [28-30]) that showed that the original Weyl quadratic
gravity action in the absence of matter is broken spontaneously to the Einstein-Proca action.
Therefore, this breaking is geometric in nature.

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

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

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

b) The theory has a symmetry D(1) x U(1)y x SU(2)r x SU(3), so a gauge kinetic mixing
of w,, with the hypercharge field B,, of U(1)y is possible, with implications that we address.
c) The Higgs field has couplings to w,. The SM gauge bosons and fermions do not usually
couple to w, [8]; but we show the gauge kinetic mixing induces fermions couplings to w,,.
d) The SM Higgs potential is recovered for small Higgs field values (relative to Planck scale);
the EW symmetry breaking is then induced by gravitational effects, with the Higgs mass
and electroweak scale obtained for perturbative couplings of the Weyl quadratic gravity.

e) Intriguingly, part of the Z boson mass is not due to the Higgs mechanism, but to the
geometric Stueckelberg mechanism giving mass to w,. Experimental constraints on myz
provide constraints on the Weyl gauge coupling a and on the mass of w that we discuss.

f) The Higgs potential at large field values drives inflation. Interestingly, the origin of the
Higgs field in the early Universe is geometrical, from the Weyl boson fusion, see c¢). The
prediction for the tensor-to-scalar ratio (r) (for given spectral index ng) is bounded from
above by that in the Starobinsky model with similar dependence r(ny), due to the R? term.

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

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



2 SM in Weyl conformal geometry

2.1 Einstein action from spontaneous breaking of Weyl quadratic gravity

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

_ 2 2 2
ﬁO_\/_|:$£_2R _ZF'LW_’I’] C,ul/po] (4)
with couplings &, n < 1. Here > Fl = Vﬂw,, — pru is the field strength of w,, with Vﬂw,, =
Opwy — Fﬁywp Since Fa = Fa is symmetric, F,, = 0w, — Opw,. C'Wpa and R are the
Weyl tensor and scalar curvature in Weyl geometry, derived from eq.(2]). Their relations to
Riemannian Weyl-tensor Cy,,, and scalar curvature R are shown in egs.(A-11]), (A-14):

3
~2 _ 2 2 2
C,ul/po - C,uupa 2 F,uw
~ 3
R = R—3avuw“—§a2wﬂw“. (5)

The rhs of these equations is in a Riemannian notation, so Vuw’\ = auwA +T f;p wP.

Each term in Ly is invariant under D(1) of (E[]) Indeed, R transforms as R — (1/%) R
(see Appendlx) S0 /g R? is invariant. Also NOK® w/pa and Fﬁy g are invariant; similar for
\/_ “wpo- The term CW oo ensures that Lo is a general Weyl action and is largely spectator
under the transformations below, so its impact could be analysed separately. But it is needed
at a quantum level, so we included it here anyway (it brings a massive spin-2 ghost [31]).

In £y we replace R? — —2@5%]:2 — qﬁé with ¢q a~scalar field. Doing so gives a classically
equivalent Lg, since by using the solution (b% = —R of the equation of motion of ¢y in the
modified Lo, one recovers action (). With eq.(B), £y becomes in a Riemannian notation

_ -1 3 5 ¢é 1 a’ 2 2
LO_\/§{12£2 o [R—?)avﬂw“—ga wﬂw“} _W_Z[1+6F] Fuu_n_cuupo} (6)

or, making the symmetry manifest

—1 4 o2 1 5
b0 ol 3] - + - o
4’Y Fiu — 77— CZVW} with l/fy2 =1 —|—6a2/772 > 1. (7)

Every term of coefficient oc 1/¢2 and the entire Lo are invariant under (I); we must then “fix
the gauge” of this symmetry. This follows dynamically from the equations of motion of ¢y,
wy (see later), while at the level of the Lagrangian this is done by applying to Ly a specific
form of transformation (I)) that is scale-dependent > = ¢3/(¢2) which is fixing ¢ to its vev
(we shall see shortly how ¢y acquires a vev); naively, one simply sets ¢g — (¢o) in ([0). In
terms of the transformed fields (with a “hat”), £y becomes
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In (B) a total divergence in the action, §S = «/(4€?)(¢3) [ d*z /g V & was ignored - it may
be replaced by a local constraint V,w# = 0. This constraint will be obtained shortly from
the equations of motion and a current conservation, from the symmetric phase, eqgs.(6l), (T).

In (8) we identify M, with the Planck scale. Eq.(8)) is the Einstein gauge (frame) and
also the unitary gauge of action (7). By Stueckelberg mechanism [32H34], w, has become a
massive Proca field, after “eating” the derivative 0, In ¢ of the Stueckelberg field (In ¢g) in
@) [27]. The number of degrees of freedom is conserved: in addition to the graviton, the
massless ¢y and massless w,, were replaced by massive w, with a mass m?2 = (3/ 2)04272M5.
We expect m,, be near Planck scale M,,, but in principle, it can also be light if a<1.

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

In the other case, when w,, is very light (v < 1), it does not decouple in the flat space-time
limit and may exist at low energies provided that non-metricity bounds (usually TeV-like
[35L136]) do not forbid this. It could also act as a dark matter candidate, see e.g. [50].

Note that the Stueckelberg term in ([7)

(a®/4) ¢§ [wy — (1/@) 9, In ¢3]2 = (Du#0)®,  Dyudo = [0, — /2 wy] o, (9)

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

This leaves the question of how ¢y acquired a vev and how the “gauge fixing” for massive
w, emerges. This is seen from the equations of motion shown in Appendix [Bl First, from
(@) one immediately writes the equation of motion of g and takes its trace. From this
“traced” equation, one subtracts the equation of motion of ¢y itself, also obtained from ({]).
As shown Appendix [Bl one immediately finds

OK =0, where O0=V,V' K =¢ (10)

so there is a conserved (onshell) current V#K, = 0, with K, = ng% in our Weyl gauge in-
variant model, similar to the global scale invariant case [37H41]. For a Friedmann-Robertson-
Walker (FRW) Universe, with g,, = (1, —a(t)?, —a(t)?, —a(t)?), eq.([0) gives K +3HK =0
which has a solution ¢3(t) = ¢; fti) dr/a(T)? 4 co, with constants ¢; 2 and H = a/a. At large
t, ¢o(t) evolves to a constant and this is how ¢ acquires a vev (¢g), similar to [39-41].

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

Jy =& (0p — /2 wp) oo, vV, JH=0. (11)



Using (I0), the last equation simply gives V,(w" ¢%) = 0. With ¢y replaced by its vev (¢y),
then V,w* = 0; this is the “gauge fixing” condition specific to a massive Proca field (as
already inferred earlier from eq.(8])). This brings complementary information to the broken
phase action of eq.(®). This concludes our discussion on the “gauge fixing”.

Finally, one may ask what Weyl geometry tells us about the cosmological constant (A).
From Lagrangians (7]) and (8) we find

Ll A3
A=l gp=3¢ (12)

Both the cosmological constant and the Planck scale are generated by ¢ and are thus related;
hence, in Weyl geometry A > 0. In the formal limit (¢9) — 0 then A, M,, — 0 and the Weyl
gauge symmetry is restored’.

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

2.2 Weyl quadratic gravity and “photon” - photon mixing

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

1 D2 1 2 : v 2 1 ~2
51:@{@3 — 1 | B +2sinx B F) +FW} —FCWW}. (13)

where F), is the field strength of B,,. The source of B, is the SM fermionic Lagrangian (not
shown in eq.(I3)) which is invariant under (Il) and is independent of the Weyl gauge field
[8] (see next section). We repeat the steps in Section 2.1l and after transformation (1) under

which B, is invariant, B, = B,,, we find £ in terms of the new fields (with a hat):

f 1oos 30 o, 38 111 o, I 7 f2 I o
L= \/g{—§Mp R—l—ZMp @ wuw“—7 M, ~1 ﬁFw/—i—Q sin x Fl, F;"'—{—wa] —ﬁCﬂym}.
(14)
The kinetic mixing is removed by a transformation [42] to new (’primed’) fields
Wy = wa sec X, Bu = BL - w; tan , with siny = ~ysiny, (15)
where, for a simpler notation, we introduced sin y (note that v < 1)@. The result is
“This limit is formal, since the linearisation of @) with ¢o = —R implicitly assumes that ¢o is non-zero.

®In the limit v = 1 there is no C?

iwpo term in the initial action (formally n — co).
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with Fy’W =V.B, - V,B, =0,B, - 0,B,, and F},, = 0w, — O,w,,.

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

(A,) is a mixing of the hypercharge (B;,) with SU(2)., neutral gauge field (A3)
Ay = By, cos Oy —i—A sin 0, = [ .+ @y sin x| cos By, + sin 6, A3 (17)

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

Due to the gauge kinetic mixing the photon field includes a small component of the initial
Weyl gauge field, suppressed by siny and by the mass (~ M),) of w,, but still presentﬁ,
however, it exists only in the presence of matter e.g. fermionic fields that act as the source
of B,. Such mixing in models with Abelian gauge fields beyond the hypercharge exists in
string models, with similar massive and anomaly-free gauge fields (as wy,, see later) and
similar mass mechanism [43]. However, here w,, is a gauge field of a space-time (dilatation)
symmetry. The mixing is not forbidden by the Coleman-Mandula theorem - the overall
symmetry is always a direct product U(1)y x D(1) and both symmetries are subsequently
broken spontaneously

2.3 Fermions

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

1 - - 3 .1,
Lf= 5\/§¢27 el Vb + he., Vup = <6H—Zawﬂ—|—§sﬂbaab)¢. (18)

Here slf‘ is the Weyl geometry spin connection. In (I8]), the Weyl charge of the fermions is

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

1
§Hab = S:b + 50 (en et — eZe"“) @y,
S,uab - (_1) e)\b (8M e)\a - eua Z,A)? (19)

5In a sense this says that Weyl’s unfortunate attempt to identify w,, to the photon was not entirely wrong.
While w,, is C-even [8] and the photon is C-odd, note that discrete or global symmetries that could forbid
some couplings and mixings are broken by black-hole physics/gravity. The CPT invariance theorem applies
if the theory is local, unltary and in flat space-time, so it cannot be used here: the Weyl-geometry actions
are neither unitary (C term in Weyl action has a ghost) nor in flat space-time. This deserves further study.
"The theorem implies that D(1) cannot be part of an internal non-Abelian symmetry so d cannot be fixed.



where o, = i['ya, +p) while Iy is the Levi-Civita connection, g, = e e,’nay and efge,® = 6L,

It can be checked that, similar to the Weyl connection (f’), the Weyl spin connection s ;b is
invariant under (IJ). This is seen by using that s ;fb transforms under () as

s ab b b b 1/2

8, =s,"+ (e, e —e,e")0,In% 2, (20)

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

T — L,
ﬁfzi\/gqﬁzw el Vb + he., Vb = <3ﬂ+§sub0ab> Y. (21)

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

1 — o R 1
Ly = 5\/51#1'7“6’; au—igTAﬂ—iYg'Bﬂ+§sﬂ“baab]Q,Z)—i—h.c., (22)

—

with the usual quantum numbers of the fermions under the SM group (not shown), T = &/2,
and with g and ¢’ the gauge couplings of SU(2);, and U(1)y. But this is not the final result.
Since the fermions are U(1)y charged and the initial field B, in (22) is shifted by the

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

., 18 still present in Ly:

1 _ o2 1
Ly = 5\/51/12'7“6‘2 [(%—igTAH—iYg/ (BL—than)Z) —i—§sﬂab0ab} ¥+ h.c. (23)

We thus find a new coupling of the SM fermions to wj,, of strength Y'¢’tany. This
coupling comes with the usual fermions hypercharge assignment (which is anomaly-free).
After the electroweak symmetry breaking BL is replaced in terms of the mass eigenstates
Ay, Zy, Z) and wL is a combination of Z,, Z}7 (see later, eq.(dT)).

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

Ly =VG Y [BLYoHvr + D Y VG| +he (24)
Y=l.q

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

8but only for the Weyl charge in (I8) can we write a Weyl invariant £; without ascalar compensator in [8].



2.4 Gauge bosons

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

g o
‘CQ == Z \/T—gﬂpgl/ Fuquoa (25)

groups

F,,,, involves the difference @MAV — @,,AM, where A is a generic notation for a SM gauge

boson and since @MAV = 8MAV — f’ﬁ,,Ap, then for a symmetric fﬁ,, = f’,’j“ one sees that T
and its w,-dependence cancel out in the field strength F},,. Hence, £, does not depend on
w, and has the same form in Weyl and in (pseudo)Riemannian geometries.

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

R2 éﬁupa gh

. 1 . ,
EH:\/E{ 1e 2 6 |H|2R+|D“H|2_)‘|H|4_Z(FM2V+2SIHXFWF5 +Fy2w)}'
(26)

The SU(2)r, x U(1)y x D(1) derivative acting on H is
D,H = [0, —iA,—(1/2)aw,| H, (27)

where A, = (g9/2) &'.EM +(¢'/2) By; [fu is the SU(2)1, gauge boson, B,, is the U(1)y boson.
We consider the electroweak unitary gauge where H = (1/v/2) h¢, ¢T = (0,1), therefore

D H|? = |0, —a/2w,)H|* + H' A, A"H, (28)
with

HIANH = (W?/8)Z,  Z=[g°(A2+ A2%) + (9AD — ¢'B,)?]. (29)

As done earlier, in L replace R — —ng%f%— qﬁé to find a classically equivalent action; using
the equation of motion of ¢ and its solution ¢3 = — R back in the action, one recovers (28]).
After this replacement, the non-minimal coupling term in (26]) is modified

1 S 11 3
—< & |HPR— — (5_2¢3 + 6 h?) R. (30)

It is interesting to notice that the initial term in the action, (1/£2) R2, (where £ <1) in (20)



was replaced by a term above with a large non-minimal coupling 1/£2>1 (plus an additional
gbf)l). The full Lagrangian Ly after step ([30) is presented in the Appendix, see eq.(C-I).

Next, to fix the gauge, apply transformation (Il) to Ly with a special scale-dependent ¥
which fixes the fields combination (¢3/€2 + £,h?) to a constant:

_ R+ Gh?

¢2
LA Y=
($3)E2 + &n?

1 - N
i, wuzwu—aaulnﬁ, BN:BIU AN:Al“

g;u/:Egum ¢g =

y (31)
In terms of the transformed fields and metric (with a ‘hat’), Ly becomes

1 . 3 1 1 N 1.0 2
Ly =3 { - 52 [R — 30,0k — iamuwﬂ] - ?Cgm + 5100 — a2 b + 572 2
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were we used (), the notation Z = Z(B, — Bu, A, — A,), with v <1 defined in () and

M= % {%2 (68) +&n (h) }. (33)

and finally
N 1 ~ ~
V= [6 A4 (6M2 — g, h2)2] . (34)

We found again a massive w, in (32)) by Stueckelberg mechanism after ‘eating’ the radial
direction field (1/&2 ¢Z + £,h?), with constraint V,w* = 0. We identify M, with the Planck
scale; M, and thus also m,, receive contributions from both the Higgs and ¢ (due to R2).
The term proportional to €2 in V is ultimately due to the (1/¢2) R? term in the action
and is ultimately responsible for the EW symmetry breaking and for inflation, see later.
Eq.(32) contains a mixing term d)“@,ﬁ from the Weyl-covariant derivative of h. We
choose the unitary gauge for the D(1) symmetry i.e. eliminate this term by replacing

g

h = M,V/6sinh ,
p Mp\/é

1
Wp =, + Ea“ In cosh? —~—. (35)

M,\/6

Then Lz becomes

- 1. 42 1 3.9 9.1 2_ O 1 2_ vy
Ly = ﬁ{_iMpR_ﬁC“”po+1Mpa @, &' cosh Mp\/é—i-g(aua) -V
§M2’Z n? 7 1 iﬁ@ 2siny F. FHY 4 2 36
+ 1 My sin. M\/6 1 72 ;w+ sin x £, Iy + yuv ) (- ( )
p

with the potential V expressed now in terms of the field o, using (34)), (35).

e Kinetic mixing: Finally, remove the gauge kinetic mixing in Lz by replacing (,:J:“ E’M by
(IJL = Ww; sec X, B, = BL - wL tan y, (sin Yy = ~ysin x); (37)
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and Lz becomes:

1 . 1 3 1 N
Ly = \/§{—§M5R—FCiypa%—ZM;aQyz(seCQ)Z) %w’“jui(a“af—v
§M2 z! 2 2 250y o W™l sinh? —2 1 F'2 4 pr2? 38
-+ 1My + a”y* (sec X)w“w sin YA 4( ) ¢ (38)
P

where I (F}) is the field strength of w’ (B’) and
a2 ~ ~
Z = [gl( B!, — u, tan ¥) — gAf;] +g?(AL2 4 A22) (39)

Note the presence in L of the coupling ALy = (1/8) o2 wyw' (g% tan? ¥ + o y%sec? X);
this is ultimately due to the gauge kinetic mixing and to the Higgs coupling to w,,, eq.(2D).
This coupling can be large, depending on the amount of mixing y and on v and «. This is
relevant for phenomenology and can help constrain these parameters.

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

- (—1 A~ 1 1 _ 1
£H = \/‘5 {7 M;R— ?Cﬁupo — Z (F/;% +FZ;2HV) +£h+m%/[/(0-)Wﬂ W+N+ §XTM2(U)X}
(40)

with the o-dependent mass myy (o) of SU(2)z, bosons WMi =1/V2 (A}, F iA2) given by

2 39 212 9 9 2 4 /752
miy (o) = TMP sinh YAG =7 + O(o" /My). (41)
P

The o-dependent matrix M(c) written in eq.([@0) in the basis X =(Bj,, A%, w/,) is presented
in the Appendix, eq.(C=3)). Finally we have

A

Ly = 5(@p0)* ~ V(o) (42)

and

>
N W

M2 {6)\ sinh? _7 + &2 (1 — &, sinh?
p Mp\/é § Sh

— i(A—%5h§2+é5i2152> 04_%5/152]\4502+252M§+O(06/M3)' (44)

M: \/6)2} (43)

This is the Higgs potential in our SMW model in the unitary gauge for the EW and
D(1) symmetries. The second line is valid for small field values o < M, when we recover a
Higgs potential similar to that in the SM; the quadratic term has a negative coefficient (with
&, > 0, as needed for inflation, see later). This follows when the Higgs field contributes
positively to the Planck scale, eq.([33]) and “to compensate” for its contribution to My, a
negative sign emerges in (B84) and in V(J). The EW symmetry is thus broken at tree level.
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2.6 EW scale and Higgs mass

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

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

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

The SMW model with the Higgs action as in eqs.(26]), (@0) has similarities to Agravity
[441145] which is a global scale invariant model. Unlike in Agravity, we only have the Higgs
scalar, while the role of the second scalar field (s) in [44], that generated the Planck scale and
Higgs mass in Agravity is played in our model by the “geometric” Stueckelberg field (¢y).
This field was not added “ad-hoc” and cannot couple to the Higgs field, being extracted from
the R? term itself (see eq.(26)). Hence, there is no classical coupling between the Higgs field
and the field generating M, in SMW, while in [44] a coupling Aggh?s? is present.

However, the SMW contains the field w,, (part of Weyl geometry), not present in [44].
Our preference here for a local, gauged scale symmetry, that brought in the Weyl gauge
field, is motivated by three aspects: firstly, we already have a “geometric” mass generation
mechanism which does not need adding ad-hoc an extra scalar; secondly, global symmetries
do not survive black-hole physics [5] and finally, the Weyl gauge symmetry of the action is
also a symmetry of the underlying geometry (connection f), as we think it should be the
case.

Although the quantum corrections to m, deserve a separate study, note that large correc-
tions to m, could arise from quantum corrections due to w,. But this field may in principle
be light, possibly near the TeV scale [36], rather than near M,; this is possible if the Weyl
gauge symmetry breaking scale is low. The mass of w), is then the only physical scale for the
low-energy observer above which the full gauged scale invariant action is restored together
with its ultraviolet (UV) protection role. Hence, if the mass of w), is not far above TeV-scale,
its loop corrections to m, may be under control. In this way the Weyl gauge symmetry may
protect the Higgs sector.

From (45)), using the Planck scale expression eq.(33]) then

(o) ~ S gh) (16)

With €€, ~ 3 x 10717 fixed earlier, one still has a freedom of either a hierarchy or
comparable values of these two vev’s, depending on the exact values of &, < 1. Eq.(d0)
relates the EW scale physics to the underlying Weyl geometry represented by the R? term
in the action (from which ¢¢ is “extracted”).
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2.7 Constraints from 7 mass

Let us now compute the eigenvalues of the Higgs-dependent matrix M2 (o), eqs.(@0), (C=3),

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

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

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

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

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

BL cos @y, —sinfy, cos( —sinby, sinC A,
Ai = | sinf, cosby,cos(  cosby,sin( Zy (47)
Wy, 0 —sin( cos Vint

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

~2¢' (6" + 9*)"? . O e G ()
tan2¢ = th 0 = th . (48
an 26 g% (1 —262)csc 2y + (g% + 29'?) cot 2x W g2 0 M,\/6 (48)
The masses of Z boson (myz) and Weyl gauge field (m,,) are then found
3 . (o)? 1 . (o)
2 2 2 2 2 2 2.2 2
- M h—{ - [2 2 th?2 72 1 \/ ” 50
My ., 1My sin 6 g +QSec X129 +2a*y" co M, P (50)

2
where P =4¢"(g* + ¢*) sin® 2% + [gQ (1—26%) + (¢* + 29") cos 2)2} : (51)
Since (o) < M, (see conditions after eq.(dH))

my = (6" + 9% (00 {1 + L [1= 20 i x| + 0o M) ). (52)

4

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

€= ?nTZOZ = _gl’; 5\2; sizzx + O(%) = —%(%)2 (¢’ tan ¥)% + O(%) (53)

9Tf there is no mixing x = 0, then ¢ = 0, and with M, of @3) and h of (B3] then

(¢0)?
62

2 3062 2 2 . 2 <O'> _ 062 2 2 3
me, = T’y M, [1+smh ] = Ify [(1+§h)<h> + 5(

2 2 2 .12 <U>
+ M sinh 49
M,\/6 g7 )My (49)

My/6

2_
) mz=
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In the second step we replaced the mass of w and the definition of x in eq.(37]).

The effect in (B3)) is significant if sin x/a > 1. From the mass of Z boson and with Am
at 1 o deviation, one has |¢| < 2.3 x 1075, then eq.(53]) gives a lower bound on the Weyl
gauge coupling «, for a given non-zero gauge kinetic mixing:

a>217 x 10" ¥ siny. (54)

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

Tex = 635 % tan X. (55)

This gives a lower bound on the mass of the Weyl field in terms of the mixing angle y and
~v. A larger m,, allows a larger amount of mixing. For a mixing angle of e.g. x = /4 then
my > 6.35 TeV. Note that if there is no term (1/7) Cﬁupo in the original gravity action, then
v =1 and then xy = x. Alternatively, using the current lower bound on the non-metricity
scale (represented by my,) which is of the order of the TeV scale [36], then

tan xy < 0.16 (56)

This is consistent with the non-metricity constraint.

These bounds are significant and affect other phenomenological studies. To give an
example, consider the impact of w, on the g — 2 muon magnetic moment, due to the new
coupling of wy, in Ly, eq.(23)). Using [46L47] an estimate of the correction of w, to Aa,, is

L li / ~\2 —13
~ 193 (¢ tan x)” = 2.56 x 10”7, (57)
w2 m,

Aay,

2

w

where we used constraints (53)), (B3]). These do not allow Aa,, to account for the SM discrep-
ancy with the experiment [48]; however, this discrepancy may be only apparent, according
to lattice-based results [49]. One can also use these constraints when studying the role of w,
for phenomenology in other examples, such as the dark matter problem [50], in which case
it may even provide a solution (of geometric origin!) to this problem; other implications can
be for example in the birefringence of the vacuum induced by w,,. This can impact on the
propagation of the observed polarization of the gamma-ray bursts [51] or of the CMB [52].

2.8 Inflation

The SMW model can have successful inflaton. The Higgs potential in ([A3]) can drive inflation
as discussed in [28,29/53]. But who “ordered” the Higgs in the early Universe? the Higgs
could initially be produced by the Weyl gauge boson fusion, by the coupling w,w*HH f
dictated by the symmetry, eq.(26]). This means, rather interestingly, that the Higgs can be
regarded as having a geometric origin like w,, which is part of the Weyl connectio Ly,

As seen from (B8) this coupling becomes w,w” f(o) with o the neutral Higgs. But in
a Friedmann-Robertson-Walker universe considered below, g,,, = (1, —a(t)?, —a(t)?, —a(t)?),

197 thank Tiberiu Harko (Babes-Bolyai University) for bringing this paper to my attention.
"1Tn a sense this is also true for fermions, by subsequent Higgs decay ([24)), or for B,, by Higgs-w,, — B,,-Higgs.
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the vector field background compatible with the metric is w,(t) = 0 [29]. The fluctuations

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

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

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

r=3(1-n)? - 5 &+ O@E). (55)

Here r is the tensor-to-scalar ratio and n; is the scalar spectral index. Up to small corrections
from &, that can be neglected for &, < 1073, the above dependence r = r(ns) is similar to
that in the Starobinsky model [54] of inflation where r = 3(1 — ny)?. For mildly larger
& ~ 1073 — 1072, eq.(BR) departs from the Starobinsky model prediction and r is mildly
reduced relative to its value in the Starobinsky case, for given ng. These results require a
hierarchy A <« 5,21 €2 which may be respected by a sufficiently small A an &, ~1073-1072

A relatively very small A\ means that it is actually the squared term in (A3]) that is
multiplied by &2 (see also (B4])) that is mostly responsible for inflation, and that is ultimately
due to the initial term ¢§ “extracted” from the initial quadratic curvature (1/£2) R? term
in (Z26)); this then explains the close similarities to the Starobinsky RZ-inflation. Thus, we
actually have a Starobinsky-Higgs inflation. The initial Higgs field h (which has &, #0) still
plays a role as it brings a minimum i3 V(o) of @3). In conclusion, a negligible A is required
for successful inflation (as the numerical values of r below also show it). This is consistent
with SM prediction for A at the high scales, while a value of A at the EW scale as in the SM
can then be induced by the SM quantum corrections.

The numerical results give that for N = 60 efolds and with ny = 0.9670 £+ 0.0037 at 68%
CL (TT, TE, EE+low E + lensing + BK14 + BAO) [55] then [28,29,53]

0.00257 < r < 0.00303, (59)

while for n, at 95% CL:
0.00227 < r < 0.00303. (60)

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

The small value of r found above may be reached by the next generation of CMB exper-
iments CMB-S4 [56,57], LiteBIRD [58,[59], PICO [60], PIXIE [61] that have sensitivity to
r values as low as 0.0005. Such sensitivity will be able to test this inflation model and to
distinguish it from other models. For example, similarly small but distinct values of r are
found in other models with Weyl gauge symmetry [29,30] based on the Palatini approach
to gravity action (4) used in this paper; however these models do not respect relation (G8])
and the slope of the curve r(ng) is different, due to their different vectorial non-metricity.
The above experiments also have the sensitivity to distinguish inflation in this model from
the Starobinsky model for &, ~ 1072 when the curve r(n) is shifted by &, below that of the
Starobinsky model, towards smaller 7 (for fixed ny).

2From the normalization of the CMB anisotropy one also finds that £ < 1.45 x 107 [28].

13The Higgs and Starobinsky/R? inflation usually mix, especially at the quantum level [62].

“Our results quoted above from [2829] were obtained from potential V (o) of eq.(@3) and they agree both
analytically and numerically to those in [53] obtained by a different method using a two-field analysis.
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3 SMW and its properties

In this section we discuss some features of our model and the differences from other SM-like
models with local scale invariance. The main aspect of our model is that scale symmetry
is gauged, eq.([I). The Weyl gauge symmetry is not only a symmetry of the action but also
of the underlying Weyl geometry; indeed, the Weyl connection is invariant under (IJ). This
adds consistency to SMW and distinguishes it from models with an action that is Weyl or
conformal invariant (with no w,) and built in a (pseudo-)Riemannian space - their connection
and thus their underlying geometry do not share this symmetry of the action.

An important feature of the SMW is the spontaneous breaking of Weyl gauge symmetry
even in the absence of matter, as seen in section [2.J1 Hence, this breaking is ultimately of ge-
ometric origin. This is different from previous models with this symmetry [7H26] where some
scalar fields were introduced “ad-hoc” to induce spontaneous breaking of their symmetry
and to generate M), and Einstein action from a »’R term. In the SMW the necessary scalar
field (¢g) is “extracted” from the (geometric) R2-term, plays the role of the Stueckelberg
field and is eaten by w, which becomes massive. This was possible since the model was
quadratic in curvature - this is another difference from models [7H26] which were linear-only
in R. Therefore, the Einstein-Proca action and the Planck scale emerge in the broken phase
of the SMW.

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

The SMW avoids some situations present in interesting models with local scale invariance
(without w,,), like a negative kinetic term of the scalar field [68] (also [69-71]), or an imaginary
vev [12l[73] of the scalar that generate M,,. Such situations may not be a cause of concern,
see however the discussion in [I5,[17]. Gauging the scale symmetry avoids such situations -
in SMW this scalar field plays the role of a would-be Goldstone of the Weyl gauge symmetry
(eaten by w,). See also eq.(7)) where the (negative) kinetic term in the first square bracket is
cancelled by that in the second square bracket corresponding to a Stueckelberg mechanism@.

In some local scale invariant models (without w,) the associated current can be trivial,
leading to so-called “fake conformal symmetry” [74l[75]; in the SMW the current is non-trivial
even in the absence of matter [27] due to dynamical w,,. If w, were not dynamical (F},, = 0)

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

6An aspect of models with Weyl gauge symmetry relates to their geodesic completeness, see [I5}[17].
In conformal/Weyl invariant models (without w,) this aspect seems possible in the (metric) Riemannian
spacetime where geodesic completeness or incompleteness is related to a gauge choice (and singularities
due to an unphysical conformal frame) [63H65]. In models in Weyl geometry, the geodesics are determined
by the affine structure. Differential geometry demands the existence of the Weyl gauge field [66] for the
construction of the affine connection, because this ensures that geodesics are invariant (as necessary on
physical grounds, the parallel transport of a vector should not depend on the gauge choice). Hence the Weyl
gauge field /symmetry may actually be required! After the breaking of this symmetry, w, decouples, we return
to (pseudo)Riemannian geometry and geodesics are then given by extremal proper time condition. Since a
dynamical w, also brings in non-metricity, geodesic completeness seems related to non-metricity.

"It seems to us this means a negative ¥ and therefore a metric signature change in transformation ().

'8 This Stueckelberg mechanism may apply to more general metric affine theories studied in detail in [67].
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it could be integrated out algebraically to leave a local scale-invariant action [27]; in this case
Weyl geometry would be integrable and metric, see e.g. [I6,17]. But since w), is dynamical,
the theory is also non-metric. This non-metricity would indeed be a physical problem if w,
were massless (assuming this, non-metricity of a theory was used as an argument against
such theory by Einstein@ [2]). However, non-metricity became here an advantage, since Weyl
geometry with dynamical w, enabled the Stueckelberg breaking mechanism, w, acquired a
mass (above current non-metricity bounds [36] ), and the Einstein-Proca action was naturally
obtained in the broken phase.

The SMW differs from the SM with conformal symmetry of [77] or [72,[73] and from
conformal gravity models [78-80] formulated in the (pseudo)Riemannian space and based
on CZVW term; these models are metric and do not have a gauged scale symmetry; in our
case the C2 _ term is largely spectator and may even be absent in a first instance; it was

vVpo
included blécguse its Weyl geometry counterpart contributed a threshold correction to «
and it is needed at the quantum level. And unlike the conformal gravity action [81] which
is metric, the SMW has a gauge kinetic term for the Weyl field, which breaks the special
conformal symmetry; this symmetry and non-metricity do not seem compatible.

Concerning the quantum calculations in the SMW, one has two options: one can use the
“traditional” dimensional regularization (DR) that breaks explicitly the Weyl gauge symme-
try by the presence of the subtraction scale (u); alternatively, one can use a regularisation
similar to [82] that preserves Weyl gauge symmetry at the quantum level. This is possible by
using our Stueckelberg field ¢g as a field-dependent regulator, to replace the subtraction scale
w generated later by u ~ (¢g) (after symmetry breaking). This would allow the computation
of the quantum corrections without explicitly breaking the Weyl gauge symmetry™]. Such
study would indicate if a quantum Weyl gauge symmetry can provide a protective role on
the hierarchy m, versus M, in a technically natural way.

It is interesting to study the renormalizability of the Weyl quadratic gravity and of the
SMW. The usual (metric) quadratic gravity theory in the (pseudo-)Riemannian case is known
to be renormalizable but not unitary due to the massive spin-2 ghost [87]. Considering
now the Weyl quadratic gravity alone, note that for computing the quantum corrections
eq.(®]) is not appropriate since this is the (non-renormalizable) unitary gauge of Weyl gauge
symmetry. Therefore, one should consider computing the necessary quantum corrections in
the symmetric phase, for example in £y of eq.(@). Note that no higher order operators are
allowed in (), (6) by the symmetry since there is no initial mass scale to suppress them,
and this is an argument in favour of its renormalizability. Finally, regarding the SMW
itself, in a Riemannian notation it simply has an additional (anomaly-free) Weyl gauge field
which becomes massive by the Stueckelberg mechanism which cannot affect renormalizability;
naively, one then expects the SMW be renormalizable.

4 Conclusions

Since the SM with a vanishing Higgs mass parameter is scale invariant, it is natural to study
the effect of this symmetry. This is relevant for physics at high scales or in the early Universe,
where this symmetry seems natural. Since a global scale symmetry does not survive black-hole

19 Actually, a similar situation exists [29,30] in quadratic gravity in Palatini approach due to Einstein [76].
20 A similar approach exists in the global case [S3H86].
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physics, we explored the possibility that the SM has a gauged scale symmetry. The natural
framework is the Weyl geometry where this symmetry is built in. Hence, we considered the
SM in Weyl geometry. This embedding is minimal i.e. no new degrees of freedom were added
beyond those of the SM and of Weyl geometry.

The model has the special feature that both the action and its underlying geometry
(connection I' and spin connection ﬁ/zb) are Weyl gauge invariant. This adds consistency
to the model and distinguishes it from previous SM-like models with local scale symmetry,
built in a (pseudo-)Riemannian geometry whose connection is not local scale invariant.

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

The SMW gauge group is a direct product of the SM gauge group and D(1) of the
Weyl gauge symmetry, both broken spontaneously. Usually, only the Higgs field of the SM
spectrum couples directly to w,. With this coupling present, the Weyl gauge symmetry may
then have a protective role for the Higgs mass at a quantum level, especially if broken at low
scales (<< 1). This would mean a light w,,, possibly few TeV. The (ultra)weak couplings &, o
of Weyl quadratic gravity would play a crucial role in providing a solution to the hierarchy
problem. A very small £ is also necessary for successful inflation, which is interesting.

The fermions can acquire a direct coupling (Y¢'tany) to w, only due to a very small
kinetic mixing (x) of the gauge fields of U(1)y x D(1), allowed by this symmetry (and
present at classical level or due to quantum corrections). As a result of this mixing and
Higgs coupling to w,, part of Z boson mass is not due to the Higgs mechanism, but to the
mixing of Z with the massive Weyl field which has a Stueckelberg mass; hence, part of Z
mass has a geometric origin, due to a departure from the (pseudo-)Riemannian geometry and
Einstein gravity. Since the Z boson mass is accurately measured, one finds strong bounds on
the Weyl gauge coupling and the mass of w,,, for a given amount of kinetic mixing. We showed
how these bounds can be used in other phenomenological studies. If w, is light (few TeV)
its effects may be amenable to experimental tests, with consequences for phenomenology e.g.
for the dark matter, vacuum birefringence, etc, that can test the model.

The SMW has successful inflation. Intriguingly, in the early Universe the Higgs may
be produced via Weyl vector fusion, thus having a geometric origin. With M, a simple
phase transition scale in Weyl gravity, Higgs field values larger than M), are natural. Note
that while the inflationary potential is that of the Higgs, due to the scalar fields mixing it
is ultimately a contribution to this potential from the initial scalar mode (¢g) in the R?
term that is actually responsible for inflation. This explains the close similarities to the
Starobinsky RZ-inflation. With the scalar spectral index n; fixed to its measured value, the
tensor-to-scalar ratio 0.00227 < r < 0.00303. Compared to the Starobinsky model, the curve
r(ns) is similar but shifted to smaller r (for same ng) by the Higgs non-minimal coupling
(&1,) to Weyl geometry. These results deserve further investigation.
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Appendix

A Brief guide to Weyl conformal geometry

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

1
=2 g, Vi=%"/g9, Gu=w,— - OuIn%, ef=xZer et =x"2el (A1)

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

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

be more motivated since from the relation ds? = g dxtdx” with dz# and dz” fixed under

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

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

6)\gm/ = —da WaGuv (A_2)

where @u is defined by f’ﬁy

ﬁAg;w = a)\g;w - Fﬁ)\gpu - Flp,)\ Gop- (A‘?’)

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

Oy — O\ + weight X a X wy, (A-4)

where 'weight’ is the corresponding Weyl charge (of the field, etc). We shall use this later.
The solution to (A-2) is found using cyclic permutations of the indices and combining
the equations so obtained, then

~ d
I‘f;u = Ffw +a§ 5ﬁwy+53wu —guyw’\]. (A-5)
where I’ﬁy is the usual Levi-Civita connection

1
P;);V =3 gAp(augpv + Ovgpu — Opguv)- (A-6)

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

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

[ FA A FA z A
W,_a e — 0517 +FVprM—FUpFZV, R, =R

After some algebra one finds

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

Ry, — Ry, =2daF,

j227] (A—lO)

R = R-3daV,w" —(3/2)(da)?w,w", (A-11)

where the rhs is in a Riemannian notation, so V,, is given by the Levi-Civita connection (I").
An important property is that R transforms covariantly under (A=]])

sy (A-12)

which follows from the transformation of g"? that enters its definition above and from the
fact that ]N%W is invariant (since I is s0). Then the term V9 R? is Weyl gauge invariant.

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

ad ad
Cuupa = C;u/pa - T (gupFua + guaFup - guaFup - gupFua) + 7Fuugp0 (A‘l?’)

which gives [19]

c?,  =C? (a d)?F

uvpo ;u/pa (A_14)

uw

used in the text, eq.(@). \/gC?2,,, and its above separation are invariant under (A-I).
To introduce the Weyl spin connection, consider first the spin connection in the Rieman-
nian geometry

1
= L [0t — 0,68) — e (Bt — et

u) el et C(8 Coc — 8(,epc)]. (A-15)

One verifies that an equivalent form is

S;b = —eM(0,e5 — IRANCHE (A-16)

Under a transformation of the metric (A-TJ)

éib = suab + (e}, et — e e’) 0, In /2, (A-17)
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For the Weyl geometry spin connection, one simply replaces the partial derivative in
eq.[A-I5]) by a Weyl-covariant derivative that takes into account the charge of the field on
which it acts (A=4). For the spin connection d,e5 — [0, + (d/2)aw,] €}, since according to
(A=) €2 has Weyl weight d/2. Using this replacement in (A=I5]) we find the spin connection
§Hab in Weyl geometry

gib = s“ab +(d/2) a (e et — ez e’?) wy. (A-18)

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

Let us now consider matter fields and find their charges in Weyl geometry by demanding
that: a) their Weyl-covariant derivatives transform under (A=) like the fields themselves
and b) that their kinetic terms be invariant. More explicitly, take the kinetic term for a
scalar of charge dy: \/g([)m)? where Du is the Weyl-covariant derivative which we demand
it transform under (A1) just like the scalar field itself, i.e. it has same charge dy. From the
invariance of this action under (A-I)) one has that dg = —d/2. The Weyl covariant derivative
is then found according to (A-4]) and the kinetic term is

Ly=+/99""D,¢D,¢,  D,p= (0, —d/2aw,)s. (A-19)
with Ly invariant, while ¢ transforms as
p=%"Y2¢ (A-20)

For a fermion 1 the Weyl charge is found in a similar way, by using (A=4]) to write their
Weyl covariant derivative, hence the action has the form

T - - 1_,
Ly =5 Va0 bV the, V= 8M+d¢awu+§3ﬂbgab]¢ (A-21)

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

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

=734y, (A-22)

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

~ 1
Vel Vi =" el {8;1 + 3 s““b aab} . (A-23)
Hence, the fermionic kinetic term has the same form as in the Riemannian geometry

i 1
Ly =5V eV +he, V= [@ +5 5,00 oab]w, (A-24)

used in Section 2.3l Eqs.(A-1l), (A-20), (A-22]) define the Weyl gauge transformation in the

presence of matter, as introduced in the text, eq.( ). For more information see also [8[19].
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B Weyl quadratic gravity: equations of motion and gauge fixing

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

1 6L 1 ¢} 1 1 o2
i = _—_ 4 _Z _ o— 0
Vg ogH 12 &2 <R“” 2 I R) T <9“” V“v”) €2
2 2
95 a ¢
T 16 52 (g;ww wp — 2wy, wy> 3 53 <Vuwy +Vowy — g prp)
1 1 of  aB
+ 50wV g <Z G Fog 7 = 6% FyaFyg ). (B-1)

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

1 ¢2 11 2¢0 o ¢F

— = ——0O¢f — — =& P — = P+2V =0. B-2
12§2R+4§2 o 8§2 oW 4§2pr+V 0 (B-2)
The equation of motion of ¢
1 2 a? ¢0 P p 1 OV
_= %0 B-
12£2R 3 52 oW 4£2Vw + — qbo gb ( 3)

On the ground state this gives (¢3) = —R = —[R — (3/2)a’w,w”], which we already know
from the equation ¢3 — — R introduced to linearise (@) into (@).
The equation of motion of w,

o?
gbO P
TeY Tied
Subtracting (B-=2) from (B-3]) then
O¢g =0, = 0"(/g9.08) = 0. (B-5)

where O = V#V,,. In a FRW universe with g,, = (1, —a?(t), —a®(t), —a?(t)), eq.([BH) gives
—3H = (d/dt)[In(d¢j/dt)] with H = a/a, so (d/dt)¢g ~ 1/a’(t); therefore, ¢o(t) evolves to
a constant (vev) at large ¢, and this is used in the text after eq.(I0).

Vot + Vo FP =0, (B-4)

Further, by applying V, to (B=4]) we find a conserved current

V,Jh=0, Jl=-— "8y, — awy)dp. (B-6)

1¢2Y

where we used the antisymmetry of F},,. This was used in eq.(I)). Since ng% = 0 then

2
VI = f? VIV (w0 62), (B-7)

which vanishes. When ¢y acquires a vev (as discussed above), then V,(¢2w") =0 becomes
V,wt=0. This is the gauge fixing condition for a massive gauge field w,, for action (&)).
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Finally, after the decoupling of massive w), from the Einstein-Proca Ly of eq.(8)) (together
with (I2])), the equation of motion for g"” gives, after taking the trace

R = —4A. (B-8)

This equation is also seen from (B=2) in the absence of wy,, by replacing ¢o/(6£2) — Mg .
Eq.([B=8) is consistent with the equation ¢ = —R introduced to linearise (@) into (@). To
see this, apply (@) to ¢ = —R, which becomes (p3) = —R as already found above; after
decoupling of massive w,, this gives (¢3) = —R. With notation A= (¢3)/4), then 4A = —R,
in agreement with (B=8).

C Higgs sector: Ly and the matrix M?(0)

For convenience, we write here in the Riemannian notation and in the symmetric phase the
form of Ly shown in the text in the Weyl geometry notation eq.(26]) after step (B0])

S el LY 2 g p2om] Loz L oepef, 1 2]? _
cH_\/g{ > [60 R+ (0,0)* = 5 V(0% )] 1 Crpe + 500 [wu avulnﬁ] v
1 1 111 . )
+ 5‘(8ﬂ— af2w,) b+ §h2,4ﬂ,,4“— Z{ﬁ F5V+2smeWF§‘ —{—F;W}}, (C-1)

where 62 = (1/£2) ¢2 + &, h? denotes the radial direction in the fields space with
1
V=g [GA 4+ €2(0% — g,h%)?) (C-2)

and (0)% = GMS. The first line in Ly is similar to that of a single field case, see eq.(T) for
02 <> (1/€2) ¢2. Note that Ly is invariant under the Weyl gauge transformation eq.(T]) (one
checks that the first square bracket is invariant, while for the remaining terms this is easily
verified). From this action eq.(32)) then follows, via a Stueckelberg mechanism.

In the formal limit when the radial direction in field space (#) — 0 (M, — 0) which
restores the Weyl gauge symmetry, then from the definition of 8 we see that ¢g — 0 and
h — 0 (EW symmetry is also restored) and therefore the potential vanishes V' — 0, as
expected due to the Weyl gauge symmetry.

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

o
2 g? —99 —g? tan ¥
2 3Mp . 2 g / 2 / ~
MAo)= sinh —99 g g9 tan x (C-3)
2 MpV6\ _ 2 tan + Ntan ¥ o2 tan? v+ a2~? soc? 2 o
g“tany gg'tanx g tan®X+a”ysec® X coth” 7
P
This mass matrix is diagonalised by two successive rotations of the fields; first:
A, cosf, sinf, O BL
Zip| = | —sinby, cosf, 0] [ A} (C-4)
Zoy, 0 0 1 Wi,
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After this, Z1 — Z5 mass mixing usually exists, diagonalized by a final rotation of suitable ¢

Ay 1 0 0 Ay
Zy | =10 cos¢ —sin¢| | Zip (C-5)
Z) 0 sin{ cos( Zay

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