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Abstract

We derive a perturbative formula for the direct interaction between two four-dimensional

geometries. Based on the spectral action principle we give an explicit potential up to the third

order perturbation around the flat vacua. We present the leading terms of the interaction as

polynomials of the invariants of the two metrics and compare the expansion to the models of

bimetric gravity.

1 Introduction

One of the most significant achievements of modern physics is geometry’s spectacular success

in describing the large-scale structure and the evolution of the Universe thanks to general rela-

tivity. On the subatomic scale, the geometric picture of gauge theories establishes the natural

framework for fundamental particle interactions. Although the common unifying scheme for

both, apparently different, types of interactions is not yet known, there exist various approaches

that aim to bridge the gap. Noncommutative geometry, which changes the way of approach by

making the differential operators as fundamental objects can, at least on the classical level, treat

the gauge fields as well as the metric as different fields that parametrize the real physical object,

the Dirac operator [1, 2, 3].

The theory, when applied to the Standard Model of particle interactions can explain, in a

purely geometric way, the existence of the Higgs field and the appearance of symmetry-breaking

potential. However, the necessary element, that has to be added, includes a geometry of discrete-

type, which is described as a finite-dimensional matrix algebra C⊕ H⊕M3(C). In a simplified

model (which ignores the strong interactions and treats the weak interactions as electromagnetic)

one can reduce this algebra to C ⊕ C leading to a simple geometry of a product of the four-

dimensional spin manifold with two points [4, 5].

The model, which looks like a two-sheeted geometry and can be compared to the model with

two four-dimensional branes or the boundary of a thin domain wall of five dimensions in the

bulk (see [6] for vast literature on the latter topic). This extends the image of the universe as

a brane in the bulk with the possibility of the system of a pair of interacting branes. Since the

interactions with the bulk and between the branes influence the physics it is natural to ask what is

the origin of the interactions and whether it is possible to have it of purely geometric origin. The

answer comes again through the tools noncommutative geometry. We assume that the interaction

between the fields on the two sheets is mediated by the Higgs field, which itself is related to the

metric and the connection on the discrete component of the geometry. Following this idea, we

can, in principle, derive an explicit and unambiguous interaction between the geometries alone,

depending only on the metrics.
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In the constructions so far, one usually assumed the natural product-type geometry (product-

type Dirac operators), which, after applying the spectral action procedure [7, 8] led to the standard

Einstein-Hilbert action for the metric, identical on the two universes. Yet this is not the most gen-

eral form of the Dirac operator and different metrics on the two separate universes are admissible

[9]. Together with the Higgs-type field that mediates between the two geometries one can obtain

an interaction term between the two metrics, leading to an interesting class of models, which

appear to be viable from the point of view of cosmological models [10].

The general type of the interaction term for two arbitrary metrics is not explicitly computable

even in the simple setup. An exact answer was obtained only for the Friedmann-Lemaître-

Robertson-Walker (FRLW) type of Euclidean metrics [10] which allowed to study the stability of

solutions of cosmological evolution equations. Interestingly, the obtained models resemble the

so-called bimetric gravity [11], which is a good candidate to potentially solve the puzzle of dark

matter in accordance with the cosmological data [12, 13, 14] and does not suffer from Boulware-

Deser ghost problem [11, 15]. However, the bimetric gravity lacks a geometrical interpretation

and the second metric-like field is not well justified from the standpoint of Riemannian geometry.

As the noncommutative geometry motivated model of two-sheeted space with two metrics

yields a similar theory, with a full diffeomorphism invariance, it is natural to ask how do these

models differ. In particular, in contrast to bimetric theory, the two-sheeted geometry spectral

action principle fixes uniquely (up to multiplicative constant) the interaction term between the

metrics. Our previous analysis of the FLRW type geometries allowed us to give only a partial

answer about the similarities and differences of the two approaches.

In this note, we derive an explicit form of the spectral action for the infinitesimal perturbation

of the flat metric (in the Euclidean setup) on the two-sheeted geometry (up to the fourth-order)

and compare it with the general action proposed for bimetric gravity up to the first three orders.

This demonstrates that a simple model of noncommutative geometry allows direct and generic

interaction between universes (branes) and opens a possibility to study the general properties of

such models.

2 The interaction of geometries - a general construction

Noncommutative geometry allows us to generalize classical concepts from differential geometry

in a systematic way. The fundamental object is a spectral triple, which is a system (A,H,D) con-

sisting of a unital ∗-algebra represented (faithfully) on a Hilbert space H and the Dirac operator

D, which is essentially self-adjoint on H . Several compatibility conditions are assumed, such as

the compactness of the Dirac operator’s resolvent, the boundedness of certain commutators, and

so on. The spectral triple (C∞(M), L2(M, g), D) encoding the geometry of the (compact, spin)

Riemannian manifold (M, g) is the canonical example. Locally, D = iγµ(∂µ+ωµ), where ωµ is

the spin connection on the spinor bundle over (M, g). Another example is almost-commutative

geometry, which is defined as the product of the canonical spectral triple and some finite one,

(AF , HF , DF ), with AF and HF being finite dimensional, and DF being a (matrix) operator

acting on HF . The corresponding Dirac operator has the form D ⊗ 1 + γM ⊗ DF with γM
being the canonical grading on M (that is, at a given point, γM = γ5 in the associated Clifford

algebra). Spectral triples of this product type of geometry were successfully applied to the de-

scription of the Standard Model of particle physics [16] and provided a geometric understanding

of this model.

The natural generalization of the almost-commutative product-like geometry for the Rieman-

nian (four-dimensional) manifoldM and the finite space Z2 is the one with the Dirac operator not

being of the product type. This defines the so-called doubled geometry [9, 10]. More precisely,

for this spectral triple the Dirac operator is taken to be of the form

D =

(

D1 γΦ
γΦ∗ D2

)

, (1)
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where D1 and D2 are the two usual Dirac operators for the two copies of the (spin) Riemannian

manifold M, with metrics g1 and g2, respectively. Here γ is an operator that squares to κ =
±1 and is a generalization of the usual grading on the canonical spectral triple (see [10] for

detailed discussion of the role and origin of this operator). We assume that γ is Hermitian and

anticommutes with all the γa matrices which are taken to be anti-Hermitian and satisfy γaγb +
γbγa = −2δab.

For a given metric g on the manifold M, the Dirac operator can be written explicitely as

D = γadxµ(θa)
∂

∂xµ
+

1

4
γcωcabγ

aγb, (2)

where {θa} is the orthogonal coframe, ds2 = gµνdx
µdxν = θaθa, and the (coefficients of the)

spin connection can be computed by using the relation dθa = ωab ∧ θb.

3 The perturbative interaction of two metric geometries.

We assume that our manifold is a four-dimensional Euclidean torus 1 with the natural choice of

global coordinates and with the metric that is an infinitesimal perturbation of the flat one,

gij = δij + ǫhij , (3)

with some hij and the perturbation parameter ǫ. The inverse metric, gij , is, up to ǫ4:

gij = δij − ǫhij + ǫ2hikh
j
k − ǫ3hikhkmhmj + ǫ4hi

jh
jlhlmhmk. (4)

In what follows we will be interested in the form of the potential term, therefore we are allowed

to put hij = const as no derivatives of the metric enter. Therefore, the Dirac operator D, again

up to ǫ4, becomes:

D = γi

(

δ
j
i −

1

2
ǫh

j
i +

3

8
ǫ2h

j
kh

k
i −

5

16
ǫ3h

j
kh

k
lh

l
i +

35

128
ǫ4h

j
lh

l
kh

k
nh

n
i

)

∂j . (5)

Since we are working with the constant metric we take as the Hilbert space the two copies of

the square-summable sections of the usual spinor bundle over the four-torus with respect to the

flat metric, H = L2(S) ⊗ C2. This facilitates the computations and does not single out any of

the geometries as a preferred one.

For the two-sheeted metric geometry with the Higgs-type field, as described in Sec. 2, the

Dirac-type operator in noncommutative geometry has the form,

D = γj∂j + γF −
1

2
ǫγiH

j
i∂j +

3

8
ǫ2γiHjkHki∂j

−
5

16
ǫ3γiH

j
kH

k
lH

l
i∂j +

35

128
ǫ4γiH

j
kH

k
lH

l
nH

n
i∂j ,

(6)

where

Hjk =

(

h1jk

h2jk

)

, F =

(

Φ
Φ∗

)

, (7)

and we can also assume that the field Φ is constant (since we do not investigate the dynamical

terms). As a result,

D2 =− ∂2
j + κF 2 + ǫHjk∂j∂k −

ǫ

2
γγj[F,Hk

j ]∂k

− ǫ2H
j
lH

lk∂j∂k +
3

8
ǫ2γγj[F,HklHlj ]∂k

+ ǫ3Hj
nH

n
lH

lk∂j∂k −
5

16
ǫ3γγj[F,Hk

lH
l
nH

n
j ]∂k

− ǫ4Hj
mHm

l H
l
nH

nk∂j∂k +
35

128
ǫ4γγj[F,Hk

lH
l
mHm

nH
n
j ]∂k,

(8)

1As all of the obtained terms are local, this assumption is only technical and the results will hold for any compact

manifold.
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where κ = ±1 depending on the properties of the grading γ.

The computation of the interaction term follows the general principle of the spectral action.

Technically, to obtain the Einstein-Hilbert action and its generalization we compute the Wodzicki

residue of the inverse of D2 [17]. The procedure uses the explicit computation of the symbols of

the pseudodifferential operator D−2 and the integration over the cosphere.

The homogeneous parts of the symbol of the differential operator D2 are,

a2 =‖ξ‖2 − ǫHjkξjξk + ǫ2H
j
lH

lkξjξk − ǫ3Hj
nH

n
lH

lkξjξk + ǫ4Hj
mHm

l H
l
nH

nkξjξk,

a1 =−
i

2
ǫγγj[F,Hk

j ]ξk +
3i

8
ǫ2γγj[F,HklHlj ]ξk −

5i

16
ǫ3γγj[F,Hk

lH
l
nH

n
j ]ξk

+
35i

128
ǫ4γγj[F,Hk

lH
l
mHm

nH
n
j ]ξk,

a0 =κF 2.

(9)

The symbols of its inverse, σD−2 = b−2 + b−3 + b−4 + . . ., are much more complicated,

with the principal symbol,

b−2 =
1

‖ξ‖2

(

1 + ǫHjk ξjξk

‖ξ‖2
+ ǫ2

(

HjkHmn ξjξkξmξn

‖ξ‖4
−H

j
lH

lk ξjξk

‖ξ‖2

)

+ ǫ3
(

HjkHmnHrs ξjξkξmξnξrξs

‖ξ‖6
− 2HjkHm

l H
ln ξjξkξmξn

‖ξ‖4
+Hj

nH
n
lH

lk ξjξk

‖ξ‖2

)

+ǫ4
(

HjkHmnHrsHpq ξjξkξmξnξrξsξpξq

‖ξ‖8
− 3Hj

lH
lkHmnHrs ξjξkξmξnξrξs

‖ξ‖6

+
(

2Hj
nH

n
lH

lkHrs +H
j
lH

lkHr
nH

ns
) ξjξkξrξs

‖ξ‖4
−Hj

mHm
l H

l
nH

nk ξjξk

‖ξ‖2

))

.

(10)

For the b−4 we are, effectively, interested only in its component b′−4 that contains the inter-

action terms between the metrics (there will be terms that are proportional to the volume and the

separate Einstein-Hilbert terms for each metric) that arises (for the constant metrics) exclusively

from the product b−2a1b−2a1b−2 term. To obtain the final expression we already use the prop-

erties of the trace over the algebra of 2 × 2 matrices as well as over the Clifford algebra, which

significantly simplifies the number of terms.

For this part, we obtain,

TrClTr(b
′
−4) = −

κ

‖ξ‖6

{

ǫ2 Tr
(

[F,Hm
j ][F,H

nj ]
)

ξmξn

+ǫ3 Tr

(

3[F,Hk
j ][F,H

nj ]Hst ξkξnξsξt

‖ξ‖2
−

3

2
[F,Hk

j ][F,H
n
mHmj]ξnξk

)

+ǫ4 Tr

[

(

4[F,Hk
j ][F,H

pj ]HrsHmn + 2[F,Hk j]Hrs[F,Hpj ]Hmn
) ξkξpξrξsξmξn

‖ξ‖4

− 3[F,Hk j][F,Hpj ]Hr
nH

ns ξkξpξrξs

‖ξ‖2

−
9

4

(

[F,Hk
j ][F,H

nmH j
m]Hrs + [F,HnmH j

m][F,Hk
j ]H

rs
) ξkξnξrξs

‖ξ‖2

+
5

4
[F,Hk

j ][F,H
n
mHm

r H
rj]ξkξn +

9

16
[F,HklHlj ][F,H

npHpj ]ξkξn

]}

.

(11)

After integrating the result over the cosphere (the integrals we have used are in the appendix A)

and the manifold, and further using the symmetry of the perturbation terms, the interaction term
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reduces to,

S(h1, h2) ∼ǫ2Tr(h2 − h1)
2

+ǫ3
[

1

4
Tr(h2 − h1)

2Tr(h1 + h2)− Tr
[

(h2 − h1)
2(h1 + h2)

]

]

+ǫ4
{

1

24
Tr(h2 − h1)

2
[

(Tr h1)
2 + (Tr h2)

2 + (Trh1)(Tr h2)

−4Tr(h2
1 + h2

2) + 2Tr(h1h2)
]

−
1

6
Tr(h2 − h1)

4 +
5

4
Tr
[

(h2 − h1)(h
3
2 − h3

1)
]

−
3

16
Tr(h2

2 − h2
1)

2

+
1

12

[

(Tr h1)Tr[(h2 − h1)
2h1] + (Tr h2)Tr[(h2 − h1)

2h2]
]

−
7

24
Tr(h1 + h2)Tr[(h2 − h1)

2(h2 + h1)]

}

.

(12)

This expression has a much simpler form when replacing the h1, h2 perturbations by their linear

combinations. With

W− = h2 − h1, W+ = h2 + h1,

we have:

S(h1, h2) ∼ ǫ2 Tr(W−)
2

+ǫ3
1

4

(

Tr(W−)
2Tr(W+)− 4Tr(W+W

2
−)
)

+ǫ4
(

1

32
Tr(W 2

−) (TrW+)
2 +

1

96
Tr(W 2

−) (TrW−)
2 −

1

16
Tr(W 2

−)Tr(W
2
+)

−
5

48

(

TrW 2
−

)2
+

7

48
Tr(W 4

−) +
3

4
Tr(W 2

+W
2
−)

+
1

24
Tr(W−)Tr(W

3
−)−

1

4
Tr(W+)Tr(W

2
−W+)

)

.

(13)

4 Comparison with bimetric gravity models

The commonly assumed interaction part between the two metrics g1, g2 in the bimetric gravity

models [11, 12] is of the form

Sint ∼

∫

d4x
√

det g2

(

4
∑

n=0

βnen(X)

)

, (14)

where the matrix X =
√

g−1
2 g1, and the constants βn are free parameters of the model. The

invariant functions en are,

e0(X) = 1, e1(X) = Tr(X),

e2(X) =
1

2

(

(Tr(X))2 − Tr(X2)
)

, e4(X) = det(X),

e3(X) =
1

6

(

(Tr(X))
3
− 3Tr(X)Tr(X2) + 2Tr(X3)

)

.

Let us expand the above action in ǫ when g1ij = δij + ǫh1ij and g2ij = δij + ǫh2ij . First, we

compute,
√

det g2 = 1 +
1

2
ǫTr(h2) +

1

8
ǫ2
(

(Tr(h2))
2 − 2Tr(h2

2)
)

+
1

48
ǫ3
[

(Tr(h2))
3 − 6Tr(h2)Tr(h

2
2) + 8Tr(h3

2)
]

,

(16)

5



and

g
ij
2 g1jk = δik + ǫ (h1 − h2)

i

k + ǫ2
(

h2
2 − h2h1

)i

k
+ ǫ3

(

h2
2h1 − h3

2

)i

k
, (17)

so that

X
i
k =

(

√

g−1
2 g1

)i

k

= δik +
1

2
ǫ(h1 − h2)

i
k +

1

8
ǫ2
[

3h2
2 − h2

1 + h1h2 − 3h2h1

]i

k

+
1

16
ǫ3
[

h3
1 + h2h

2
1 − h2

1h2 − h2h1h2 + h1h2h1 + 5h2
2h1 − h1h

2
2 − 5h3

2

]i

k
.

(18)

Finally, we can expand all traces,

Tr(X) = 4 +
1

2
ǫTr(h1 − h2) +

1

8
ǫ2
[

3Tr(h2
2)− Tr(h2

1)− 2Tr(h1h2)
]

+
ǫ3

16

[

Tr(h3
1) + Tr(h2h

2
1) + 3Tr(h2

2h1)− 5Tr(h3
2)
]

= e1(X),

Tr(X2) = 4 + ǫTr(h1 − h2) + ǫ2
[

Tr(h2
2)− Tr(h1h2)

]

+ ǫ3
[

Tr(h2
2h1)− Tr(h3

2)
]

,

Tr(X3) = 4 +
3

2
ǫTr(h1 − h2) +

3

8
ǫ2
[

5Tr(h2
2) + Tr(h2

1)− 6Tr(h1h2)
]

+
1

16
ǫ3
[

−Tr(h3
1)− 35Tr(h3

2)− 9Tr(h2
1h2) + 45Tr(h1h

2
2)
]

,

(19)

and in the end we have the expansion of all invariants ek:

e2(X) = 6 +
3

2
ǫTr(h1 − h2) +

1

8
ǫ2
[

(Tr(h1))
2 + (Tr(h2))

2 − 2Tr(h1)Tr(h2)

+8Tr(h2
2)− 4Tr(h2

1)− 4Tr(h1h2)
]

+
1

16
ǫ3
[

4Tr(h3
1) + 4Tr(h2

2h1)− 12Tr(h3
2) + 4Tr(h2h

2
1)

−Tr(h1)Tr(h
2
1)− 2Tr(h1)Tr(h1h2) + 3Tr(h1)Tr(h

2
2)

+Tr(h2)Tr(h
2
1) + 2Tr(h2)Tr(h1h2)− 3Tr(h2)Tr(h

2
2)
]

,

(20)

e3(X) = 4 +
3

2
ǫTr(h1 − h2) +

1

8
ǫ2
[

−5Tr(h2
1)− 2Tr(h1h2) + 7Tr(h2

2)

+2(Tr(h1))
2 + 2(Tr(h2))

2 − 4Tr(h2)Tr(h1)
]

+
1

48
ǫ3
[

17Tr(h3
1)− 29Tr(h3

2) + 9Tr(h2
1h2) + 3Tr(h1h

2
2)

−9Tr(h1)Tr(h
2
1)− 6Tr(h1)Tr(h1h2) + 15Tr(h1)Tr(h

2
2) + (Tr(h1))

3

+9Tr(h2)Tr(h
2
1) + 6Tr(h2)Tr(h1h2)− 15Tr(h2)Tr(h

2
2)

−3Tr(h2)(Tr(h1))
2 + 3Tr(h1)(Tr(h2))

2 − (Tr(h2))
3
]

.

(21)

For the last ivariant, arising from the determinant, we have,

Det(1 + ǫA+ ǫ2B + ǫ3C) =1 + ǫTr(A) + ǫ2
(

Tr(B) +
1

2

(

(Tr(A))2 − Tr(A2)
)

)

+ ǫ3
(

Tr(C) + Tr(A)Tr(B)− Tr(AB)

+
1

6
(Tr(A))3 −

1

2
Tr(A2)Tr(A) +

1

3
Tr(A3)

)

,

(22)

leading to,

e4(X) = 1 +
1

2
ǫTr(h1 − h2) +

1

8
ǫ2
(

(Tr(h1 − h2))
2
+ 2Tr

(

h2
2 − h2

1

)

)

+
1

48
ǫ3
[

8Tr(h3
1 − h3

2) + Tr(h1 − h2)
(

6Tr(h2
2 − h2

1) + (Tr(h1 − h2))
2
)]

.

(23)
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As a result the ǫ2-part of the interaction in the above action is of the form (we omit higher

order corrections here, as the formula gets too complicated and not transparent):

S
(2)
int ∼ (β0 + 4β1 + 6β2 + 4β3 + β4)

+
1

2
ǫ(β1 + 3β2 + 3β3 + β4)Tr(h1)

+
1

2
ǫ(β0 + 3β1 + 3β2 + β3)Tr(h2)

−
1

8
ǫ2 (β3 + 4β2 + 5β1 + 2β0) Tr(h

2
2)

−
1

8
ǫ2 (β1 + 4β2 + 5β3 + 2β4) Tr(h

2
1)

−
1

8
ǫ2 (2β1 + 4β2 + 2β3)Tr(h1h2)

+
1

8
ǫ2 (β2 + 2β3 + β4) (Tr(h1))

2

+
1

8
ǫ2 (β0 + 2β1 + β2) (Tr(h1))

2

+
1

4
ǫ2 (β1 + 2β2 + β3) (Tr(h1)Tr(h1))

+ ǫ3 · · ·

(24)

Comparing the above expression with Sec. 12 we see that there are two quadratic terms in

Sec. 24 that have the same coefficient proportional to β1 +2β2 + β3 but one of them vanishes in

Sec. 12 and the other does not. As a conclusion, even the perturbative form of the spectral action

for the interacting geometries cannot be equivalent to the usually assumed model of action for

bimetric gravity.

Similarly, one can demonstrate that a second natural choice to identify h1 and h2 from the

bimetric perturbative expansion with W− and W+ fields also leads to contradiction already in the

second order of the expansion in ǫ.

5 The interaction in terms of invariants

Even though the usually assumed form of the action for the bimetric gravity is not compatible

with the spectral interactions between geometries one has to observe that the assumed form of the

action is very restrictive as it uses only the coefficients of the invariant polynomial of the matrix

X. This particular choice is quite elegant, yet it restricts a lot the possible interaction terms.

A natural question is, what is the invariant form of the interaction in the perturbative expan-

sion, which is expressed as polynomials in the invariants of the matrix X. As there are only four

independent invariants, we assume that the perturbative action is polynomial of order at most 4
in X:

Sint ∼

∫

d4x
√

det g2

(

α0 + α1Tr
′(X) + α2Tr

′(X2) + α3 (Tr
′(X))

2
+ α4Tr

′(X3)

+α5Tr
′(X)Tr′(X2) + α6 (Tr

′(X))
3
+ α7Tr

′(X4) + α8Tr
′(X)Tr′(X3)

+α9

(

Tr′(X2)
)2

+ α10Tr
′(X2) (Tr′(X))

2
+ α11 (Tr

′(X))
4
)

,

(25)

where for convenience we use Tr′ = Tr − 4. The only term, which we did not expand earlier is

the last one, Tr(X4), and its expansion up to third order in ǫ, is

Tr(X4) = 4 + 2ǫTr(h1 − h2) + ǫ2
(

Tr(h2
1) + 3Tr(h2

2)− 4Tr(h1h2)
)

+ ǫ3
(

−4Tr(h3
2) + 6Tr(h1h

2
2)− 2Tr(h2

1h2)
)

.
(26)
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We expand (25) in ǫ and compare it (up to order ǫ3) with (12). This leads to a linear system of

equations that has a four-parameter family of solutions, with

α1 = −16 + α4, α2 = 10−
3

2
α4,

α3 = −2− α5, α7 = −1−
1

4
α4,

α9 =
1

2
−

1

4
α5 −

3

4
α8, α10 = −

1

2
α6,

(27)

and α0 = 0.

It is, in particular, possible to find a unique solution in the form of a polynomial of the lowest

order in X, which is a polynomial of third order, an the resulting action reads,

Sint ∼

∫

d4x
√

det g2

(

−10Tr′(X) + 8Tr′(X2)− 2 (Tr′(X))
2
− 2Tr′(X3) + Tr′(X)Tr′(X2)

)

.

(28)

In other words, in the third order in ǫ we can eliminate all the terms of order higher than three in

X. Passing back to traces the formula is even simpler,

Sint ∼

∫

d4x
√

det g2

(

2Tr(X) + 4Tr(X2)− 2 (Tr(X))2 − 2Tr(X3) + Tr(X)Tr(X2)

)

. (29)

6 Conclusions and outlook

Having derived an explicit perturbative form of the interaction term between geometries using

the spectral methods for a simple two-sheeted non-product geometry we find that although it re-

sembles the bimetric gravity theory the coefficients of the interaction potential cannot be matched

to such a model.

There are, however, many interesting features of our result. First of all, it confirms (per-

turbatively up to the third-order) that the nonlinear interaction term between the geometries is

expressed through a function of the invariants of the matrix X =
√

g−1
2 g1. Although this is

almost obvious, due to the general covariance of the spectral action, no explicit formula for this

function is known. Here, we find its perturbative expansion around flat geometry, which can be

used to study the stability of interacting geometries and cosmology models. This formulation

opens also the possibility for further examination of the ghost problem in our model. At first,

comparing the perturbative form of the action to Fierz-Pauli theory [18] one guesses that there

will be ghosts as the action has only one quadratic term. Yet, the full analysis is more intricate

and we postpone the detailed studies for the future.

Furthermore, the explicit form of perturbative terms is quadratic in the difference of the small

perturbations, which indicates that the flat geometry is indeed stable. Moreover, only one of the

linearized fields will be massive and interact with the massless linear perturbations.

The main result of the paper is that there exists a natural, canonical and geometric interaction

between two adjacent geometries. Independently of the interpretation that relates it to brane

interactions in the bulk, interacting universes, bimetric gravity or noncommutative geometry, the

interaction is fixed in the same way the invariance fixes the usual action terms for gravity (the

cosmological constant and the Einstein-Hilbert scalar curvature term). It is an open intriguing

question of what are the physical consequences of such interactions between geometries and

what effects they have on cosmology.
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A Polynomial integrals over higher spheres

We review here technical tool of the computation, which are the integrals of polynomial functions

over the unit spheres. We are interested in the value of the following quantity,

Iα1β1...αmβm

n,m =

∫

‖x‖=1

dnxxα1xβ1 ...xαmxβm , (30)

i.e. the monomial integrals over a unit sphere. This can be done by the straightforward general-

ization into higher dimensional cases of the method presented in [19] for the 2-sphere (see also

[20],[21]). By denoting

γj =

{

αk, j = 2k − 1

βk, j = 2k
(31)

for k = 1, ...,m, we then have

Iα1β1...αmβm

n,m ≡ I
γ1...γ2m

Sn

=

∫

‖x‖=1

dnxxγ1 ...xγ2m . (32)

Let Sn = ∂Bn ≡ Sn−1 in Rn. The following generalization of [19, Prop. 1], which can be

proven by induction on m, holds:

Proposition A.1. Let I
γ1...γ2m

Bn

=
∫

‖x‖≤1
dnxxγ1 ...xγ2m . Then

I
γ1...γ2m

Bn

=
1

2m+ n
I
γ1...γ2m

Sn

. (33)

Similarly, [19, Prop. 2] can be easily generalized to arbitrary dimensions:

Proposition A.2.

I
γ1...γ2m+2

Sn

=
1

2m+ n

[

δγ1γ2I
γ3...γ2m+2

Sn

+ ...+ δγ1γ2m+2I
γ2...γ2m+1

Sn

]

. (34)

The proof is again based on the induction.

The explicit formulae used in this paper concern three values in the four-dimesional case,

which we present explicitly,

Iγ1...γ2m ≡ I
γ1...γ2m

S4
=

∫

‖x‖=1

d4xxγ1 ...xγ2m . (35)

For m = 0 we have I0 = area(S4) = 2π2. Now, using Prop. A.2, we immediately get

Iγ1γ2 =
1

4
δγ1γ2area(S4) =

π2

2
δγ1γ2 (36)

Iγ1γ2γ3γ4 =
π2

12
[δγ1γ2δγ3γ4 + δγ1γ3δγ2γ4 + δγ1γ4δγ2γ3 ] , (37)

and

Iγ1γ2γ3γ4γ5γ6 =
π2

96
[ δγ1γ2 (δγ3γ4δγ5γ6 + δγ3γ5δγ4γ6 + δγ3γ6δγ4γ5)+

+ δγ1γ3 (δγ2γ4δγ5γ6 + δγ2γ5δγ4γ6 + δγ2γ6δγ4γ5)+

+ δγ1γ4 (δγ2γ3δγ5γ6 + δγ2γ5δγ3γ6 + δγ2γ6δγ3γ5)+

+ δγ1γ5 (δγ2γ3δγ4γ6 + δγ2γ4δγ3γ6 + δγ2γ6δγ3γ4)+

+ δγ1γ6 (δγ2γ3δγ4γ5 + δγ2γ4δγ3γ5 + δγ2γ5δγ3γ4)] .

(38)
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