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In this work, we focus on the dynamics of a massive one-form field, B, often referred to simply
as a vector field, that is minimally coupled to standard Einstein gravity. In the framework of four-
dimensional spacetimes, the theory of a massive one-form propagates three massive vector degrees
of freedom. The inclusion of a self-interacting potential in this theory results in the breaking of
gauge invariance. The breaking of such a fundamental symmetry in Classical Electromagnetism
may introduce a ghost mode in massive vector theories, which generally leads to their instability.
However, in the context of wormhole physics, the existence of at least one ghost degree of freedom
turns out to be a necessary condition to support these exotic geometries within effective field theo-
ries. This requirement serves as a strong motivation for our work, wherein we explore the role and
phenomenology of massive one-forms, minimally coupled to Einstein gravity, in providing the nec-
essary conditions to sustain wormhole spacetimes. We further analyze the coupling of matter fields
to such a vector field through conformal couplings and explore their impact on energy conditions
and the physical viability of wormhole solutions.

I. INTRODUCTION

A wormhole is a topological structure that connects
either two distinct spacetime manifolds or two different
regions within the same spacetime manifold. These ob-
jects have been extensively studied in the context of Gen-
eral Relativity (GR) [1–7], where they exhibit a crucial
limitation: the requirement for a wormhole spacetime to
be traversable implies the so-called flaring-out condition
[1], which, through the Einstein field equations, leads to
the violation of the null energy condition (NEC) and, by
extension, all the other energy conditions [3, 8]. In fact,
classical forms of matter are generally understood to sat-
isfy these standard energy conditions [8], whereas matter
distribution that violates the NEC is termed as exotic
matter. However, certain quantum fields, such as in the
Casimir effect and Hawking radiation, amongst others,
are known to violate these conditions [3]. In the context
of quantum systems within classical gravitational back-
grounds, violations of the null or weak energy conditions
are typically constrained to small magnitudes [9, 10].

The transient nature of negative energy states, which
are balanced by subsequent positive energy states, en-
sures an overall balance with conservation laws [11, 12].
This behavior motivated the formulation of constraints
on negative energy densities for free, quantized, massless
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scalar fields within quantum field theory, culminating in
the development of the Quantum Inequality (QI) [11].
The QI imposes strict bounds on both the magnitude and
duration of negative energy violations, providing critical
insights into their spatial and temporal distribution. In
wormhole physics, the QI plays an important role by re-
stricting the extent to which negative energy, required
to sustain traversable wormholes, can exist [11]. These
limits suggest significant challenges for constructing and
maintaining wormholes under realistic quantum field con-
ditions, as the necessary exotic matter must comply with
these stringent constraints.

To overcome the limitations of GR regarding the
requirement of exotic matter to sustain traversable
wormholes, extended theories of gravity beyond the
Einsteinian paradigm provide a compelling alternative
framework [13–22]. These theories introduce either ad-
ditional terms or interactions in the gravitational sec-
tor capable of generating the necessary conditions for
maintaining a traversable wormhole throat, while ensur-
ing that the matter sources involved do not violate the
energy conditions and remain non-exotic [23]. Several
classes of modified gravity theories have been extensively
studied for their potential to support wormhole geome-
tries. Amongst them, f(R) gravity and its generaliza-
tions stand out as prominent candidates. By modifying
the functional form of the Ricci scalar R in the Einstein-
Hilbert action, these theories provide the flexibility to
achieve the desired curvature effects without resorting to
exotic matter [24–30]. Extensions of f(R) gravity often
include additional degrees of freedom or higher-order cur-
vature invariants, further expanding their applicability to
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wormhole physics.

Theories incorporating curvature-matter couplings
represent another significant avenue of research. Therein,
matter and curvature are coupled in a nonminimal man-
ner, leading to effective energy-momentum tensors that
can mimic exotic matter-like effects without requiring un-
physical matter distributions [31–34]. Similarly, theories
introducing additional fundamental fields, such as scalar,
vector, or tensor fields, provide mechanisms for modi-
fying gravitational interactions, enabling the construc-
tion of wormhole solutions consistent with non-exotic
matter [23, 35]. Einstein-Cartan gravity, which extends
GR by incorporating torsion as an additional geomet-
ric property of spacetime, has also been shown to allow
for traversable wormhole solutions. As a matter of fact,
the inclusion of torsion creates modifications in the field
equations that can generate effective energy conditions
favorable for wormhole stability [36].

In the realm of higher-dimensional and string-inspired
theories, Gauss-Bonnet gravity and its extensions play
a crucial role. Indeed, by adding the Gauss-Bonnet
term, i.e. a higher-order curvature invariant, to the
action, these theories provide corrections to GR that
are particularly relevant in higher-dimensional space-
times. These corrections have been demonstrated to
support traversable wormholes with matter distributions
that satisfy standard energy conditions [37–39]. Fi-
nally, braneworld scenarios, which arise from higher-
dimensional theories like those inspired by string the-
ory, offer another promising framework for wormhole
physics. In these models, our observable universe is
a four-dimensional hypersurface (brane) embedded in a
higher-dimensional bulk. Thus, the modified gravita-
tional dynamics on the brane, induced by the bulk ge-
ometry, can support wormhole solutions without invok-
ing exotic matter [40, 41]. All these approaches highlight
the versatility of modified gravity theories in addressing
the challenges posed by GR in wormhole physics. By
providing mechanisms to circumvent the exotic matter
requirement, they open up new possibilities for the the-
oretical study of traversable wormholes.

One way to overcome the use of exotic matter, is to
consider wormhole solutions supported by a massive vec-
tor fields. In this context, we explore the possibility that
wormholes can be supported by n-forms. In fact, forms
are a common feature of string theories and naturally ap-
pear in low-energy effective actions. Antisymmetric grav-
ity is one example, stemming from Einstein’s attempt to
unify GR and Electromagnetism resorting to an asym-
metric metric. While this approach introduced Maxwell-
like terms, it failed to accurately describe the Lorentz
force. Nonetheless, nonsymmetric extensions of GR re-
main significant, particularly for their theoretical and
phenomenological roles, such as in dark matter alterna-
tives involving antisymmetric tensor fields [42, 43]. These
fields also provide a mechanism for generating propagat-
ing torsion. However, breaking gauge invariance in ac-
tions endowed with forms may trigger ghost or tachyon

instabilities. Despite these challenges, nonlinear dynam-
ics can sometimes suppress these instabilities, and sta-
ble formulations have been developed for certain cases
[44, 45].

The study of phenomenology of vector fields and their
generalizations to forms [46], and applications to cosmol-
ogy [47–52] and astrophysics [53–59] has been explored
extensively in the literature. In particular, the cosmology
of self-interacting three-forms was investigated in [60],
where it was shown that the minimally coupled canonical
theory can naturally produce a diverse range of isotropic
background dynamics, including scaling solutions, tran-
sient acceleration, and phantom crossing. Moreover, it
has been shown that three-form fields can lead to viable
cosmological scenarios for both inflation and dark en-
ergy, potentially yielding observable signatures that dis-
tinguish them from standard single scalar field models.
[61, 62].

In this work, we extend previous studies in wormholes
physics [53, 57, 58], by investigating the role of a mas-
sive one-form field, minimally coupled to Einstein grav-
ity, in sustaining wormholes. In four-dimensional space-
time, these fields propagate three massive vector degrees
of freedom, and the presence of a self-interacting poten-
tial breaks gauge invariance, possibly introducing a ghost
mode that typically causes an instability. However, such
ghost modes are essential to support wormhole geome-
tries, motivating this study. Additionally, in this context
we examine matter-field couplings through conformal in-
teractions to assess their influence on the energy condi-
tions and the viability of wormhole solutions.

This manuscript is organized as follows: In Sec. II,
we present the action and the field equations for a mas-
sive one-form field, minimally coupled to Einstein gravity,
when embedded in a wormhole geometry. Next, in Sec.
III, we explore specific wormhole solutions and analyze
the energy conditions. In Sec. IV, we study matter-
field couplings through conformal interactions to assess
their impact on the energy conditions and the viability
of wormhole solutions. Finally, in Sec. V, we summarize
our results and conclusions. Unless otherwise stated, in
the following we work in c = 8πG = 1 units.

II. THEORY AND FRAMEWORK

A. Action

Let (M,g) be a smooth Riemannian space, with M
here representing the spacetime manifold and g a metric
tensor. A one-form, B : T ∗M → R, inhabits smooth
sections of the cotangent bundle of M. In this work, we
focus on a massive one-form, B, sometimes referred to
simply as a vector, minimally coupled to standard Ein-
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stein gravity, described by the following action [63]

S =

∫
d4x

√−g
[
R

2
− 1

4
FµνF

µν − V (BµB
µ)

]
+Sm (ψ, gµν) , (1)

where g denotes the determinant of the metric g, R is
the curvature scalar R = gµνRµν , with Rµν the corre-
sponding Ricci tensor, V is the self-interacting potential,
Sm denotes the action for the ordinary matter fields, ψ.
F = dB is the strength tensor of the one-form, and pos-
sesses the components,

Fµν = 2∇[µBν] ≡ ∂µBν − ∂νBµ , (2)

which by definition is a closed form, i.e., dF = 0.
Maxwell’s theory is trivially reproduced with V = 0.

While the standard Proca action has V ∝ m2BµB
µ [64],

the action (1) can be framed with the work in Ref. [65],
where the full general action for a massive vector field
was considered (see also Ref. [66]). The massive one-
form theory in 4-dimensions as per (1) propagates three
massive vector degrees of freedom [67]. The presence of a
self interacting potential in the total action breaks gauge
invariance, present in classical Electromagnetism, under
Bµ → Bµ + ∂µλ. It is known [47] that the breaking of
this symmetry may introduce a ghost mode in massive
vector theories, rendering them unstable. However, for
wormhole physics, it is known that to support the throat
of a wormhole at least one ghost degree of freedom is
required [68]. For simplicity let us introduce the notation
where to square a tensor denotes contraction of all the
indices, i.e.,

F 2 ≡ FµνF
µν and B2 ≡ BµB

µ . (3)

As usual, the energy-momentum tensor of the i-th

species, T
(i)
µν , is defined through the variation of the La-

grangian Li with respect to the metric gµν as

T (i)
µν = − 2√−g

δ (
√−gLi)

δgµν
. (4)

Thus, identifying in Eq. (1), the vector field Lagrangian
as,

LB = −1

4
FµνF

µν − V (BµB
µ) , (5)

the energy-momentum tensor of the field becomes

T (B)
µν = Fµ

αFνα + 2
∂V

∂B2
BµBν − gµν

[
F 2

4
+ V

(
B2

)]
.

(6)
From Eq. (1) we obtain the equations of motion for B

∇αF
αµ = 2

∂V

∂B2
Bµ , (7)

where, due to antisymmetry of the strength tensor Fµν

we have the additional constraint

∇ ·
(
∂V

∂B2
B

)
= 0 . (8)

B. Wormhole metric and matter distribution

In this work we consider static and spherically symmet-
ric traversable wormhole solutions, given by the follow-
ing metric written in the usual Schwarzschild coordinates
(t, r, θ, ϕ) [1]

ds2 = −exp (2Φ(r)) dt2 +
dr2

1− b(r)/r
+ r2dΩ2 , (9)

with Φ (r) being the redshift function, b (r) the shape
function, and dΩ2 = dθ2 + sin2 θ dϕ2 the solid angle sur-
face element. For the wormhole to be traversable, the
functions Φ(r) and b(r) must satisfy certain require-
ments. First, the redshift function must remain finite
throughout the spacetime, i.e., |Φ(r)| <∞, to avoid
event horizons in the spacetime, thus allowing an ob-
server to traverse through the wormhole’s interior in
both directions. Additionally, at the wormhole’s throat
r = r0, a geometrical requirement known as the flaring-
out condition, expressed as (b− b′r)/b2 > 0 [1], must be
imposed. Such a condition is described by the following
boundary conditions on the shape function

b(r0) = r0, b′(r0) < 1 , (10)

with a prime denoting a derivative with respect to r.
Endowing the spacetime with a local system of coor-

dinates, here represented by xµ, allows us to express the
form field in such a system, i.e.,

B = Bµ(x
µ)dxµ . (11)

We can thus choose a specific parametrization for our
vector compatible with the symmetries of the metric (9).
One possible way to achieve this is through the ansatz

Bµ =
√−gtt ζ(r)δtµ , (12)

where the scalar function ζ(r) fully describes the compo-
nents of the field. This particular parametrization yields,
for the nonzero components of the strength tensor Eq.
(2)

Frt = −Ftr =
√−gtt (ζ ′ + ζΦ′) = eΦ (ζ ′ + ζΦ′) . (13)

We can now express all the quantities in terms of
ζ = ζ(r). The contractions in Eq. (3) now become

F 2 = −2

(
1− b

r

)
(ζ ′ + ζΦ′)

2
, B2 = −ζ2 , (14)

respectively, where we have omitted the dependencies on
the functions b ≡ b(r) and Φ ≡ Φ(r). It is to be noted
that the constraint Eq. (8) is trivially satisfied at the
background level.
The energy-momentum components in Eq. (6) define

the energy density ρζ , radial tension τζ , and pressure pζ ,
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of the vector field, given by

ρζ = −T (B) t
t = −F

2

4
+ V − ζV,ζ , (15)

τζ = −T (B) r
r = −F

2

4
+ V , (16)

pζ = T (B) θ
θ = T (B)ϕ

ϕ = −F
2

4
− V , (17)

respectively, where V,ζ = ∂V/∂ζ.
As we later present in Sec. III A, the condition for the

vector field to support the wormhole geometry, violating
the energy conditions, is that ρζ − τζ < 0. It is easy to
see that this condition is intimately related with the pres-
ence of ghosts in the theory. In Sec. II B of Ref. [47] the
authors derive the conditions for a general massive vector
field theory to be free from instabilities. This model falls
within such case. Through an Hamiltonian stability anal-
ysis, the condition for the Hamiltonian for this present
theory to be bounded from below, rendering the theory
ghost-free, is dV/dB2 > 0. Through Eqs. (15) and (16),
we have that

ρζ − τζ = −ζ dV
dζ

= ζ2
dV

dB2
, (18)

which, in order for the wormhole to be supported by
the vector field, must be negative. This implies that
V ′(B2) < 0, which is inconsistent with the condition re-
quired for the theory to remain free of ghost instabilities.
Thus, we conclude that in order for the wormhole to be
supported by the vector field, there will be at least one
ghost mode in the theory.

The dynamics of ζ can be found evaluating the µ = t
component of Eq. (7) on our background (9),

(ζ ′′ + ζ ′Φ′ + ζΦ′′)

(
1− b

r

)
+

1

r
(ζ ′ + ζΦ′)

(
2− 3

2

b

r
− b′

2

)
+ V,ζ = 0 . (19)

On the other hand, the non-vanishing components
of the geometrical counterpart of the field equations,
Gµν ≡ Rµν − 1

2Rgµν , yield

Gt
t = − b′

r2
, (20)

Gr
r = − b

r3
+ 2

(
1− b

r

)
Φ′

r
, (21)

Gθ
θ = Gϕ

ϕ =
b− b′r

2r3
+
(
Φ′′ +Φ′2)(1− b

r

)
+

Φ′

2r

(
2− b

r
− b′

)
. (22)

Regarding the ordinary matter sector, we assume
that the distribution of matter is described by an
anisotropic perfect fluid, for which the corresponding

energy-momentum tensor T
(m)
µν takes the following form

T (m)
µν = (ρm+pm)uµuν +pmgµν − (τm+pm)χµχν , (23)

with uµ being the four-velocity vector and

χµ = δµr
√

1− b/r the radial component of a spacelike
unit vector. Thus the diagonal of the energy-momentum
tensor gives the energy density ρm ≡ ρm (r), the radial
tension τm ≡ τm (r), and the pressure pm ≡ pm (r),
respectively, i.e.,

T (m)µ
ν = diag(−ρm, −τm, pm, pm) . (24)

In order to preserve the spherical symmetry of the static
wormhole, we assume that these quantities depend solely
on the radial coordinate r. Finally, the ordinary matter
components can be computed through the field equations

Gµν = Tµν , where Tµν = T
(B)
µν + T

(m)
µν , resulting in

ρm = −Gt
t − ρζ , (25)

τm = −Gr
r − τζ , (26)

pm = Gθ
θ − pζ , (27)

respectively.

III. WORMHOLE SOLUTIONS

The Einstein equations, Eqs. (25)–(27), with the
field components given in Eqs. (15)–(17), together with
the equation of motion for ζ, Eq. (19), add up to
four independent equations for seven variables, i.e.,
{ζ, V, Φ, b, ρm, τm, pm}. Therefore, three assumptions
need to be made. Since the equation of motion, Eq. (19),
is second order in the field ζ, and only first in the po-
tential V , our approach is to choose a specific form for
ζ and solve it for V , which simplifies the computation.
Accordingly, let us make the following general ansätze:

Φ = Φ0

(r0
r

)α

, b = r0

(r0
r

)β

, ζ = ζ0

(r0
r

)γ

, (28)

where both γ and α are non-negative constants and
β > −1 in agreement with the flare-out conditions,
Eq. (10). Here Φ0 = Φ(r0) and ζ0 = ζ(r0) are the values
of the redshift function and the scalar function for the
field, respectively, at the throat, r0. Implementing these
choices into Eq. (19), we obtain a first-order differential
equation for the potential

dV

dr
=

γζ20
2r3

(r0
r

)2γ
{
2

[
γ2 + γ

(
αΦ0

(r0
r

)α

− 1
)

+(α− 1)αΦ0

(r0
r

)α
]

−
(r0
r

)β+1
[
2γ2 + γ

(
β + 2αΦ0

(r0
r

)α

− 1
)

+αΦ0(2α+ β − 1)
(r0
r

)α
]}

. (29)
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Case α β γ Φ0 ζ0

I 0.01 1 1 1 1

II 2 1 1 1 1

III 5 1 1 1 1

IV 5 1 1 1 0.5

V 0 1 1 1 2

VI 0 0.02 0.01 0 15

TABLE I: Parameter values for α, β, γ, Φ0, and ζ0
regarding a set of six different wormhole solutions for
the self-interacting potential, according to Eq. (30).

The above equation can be directly integrated to give the
following analytical solution

V =
γζ20
2r2

(r0
r

)2γ
{
γ(1− γ)

γ + 1
+ 2αΦ0

(r0
r

)α

× 1− α− γ

2 + α+ 2γ
+
(r0
r

)β+1
[
γ(2γ + β − 1)

2γ + β + 3

+αΦ0

(r0
r

)α 2γ + 2α+ β − 1

2γ + α+ β + 3

]}
, (30)

which is regular in the entire domain r ⩾ r0 and presents
the symmetry ζ0 → −ζ0. The integration constant is set
to zero to ensure that ρζ vanishes as r → ∞. This also
guarantees that the potential will always vanish at infin-
ity, i.e. η = r0/r → 0.

In order to study the behavior of the vector potential,
we plot specific cases of Eq. (30) in Fig. 1, by selecting five
sets of specific values for the parameters α, β, γ, Φ0, and
ζ0 as presented in Table I. Without loss of generality, we
set r0 = 1 in the figures of this manuscript. Furthermore,
to compactify the domain, we define η = r0/r. Case VI
is not included in Fig. 1 since its potential V is negligible
when compared to the other solutions, as we show in the
next subsection.

Let us first examine Cases I and V. These exhibit
monotonic potentials, meaning that their first derivatives
with respect to the radius r are non-zero at any given ra-
dius, i.e., dV

dr ̸= 0, and smoothly decay towards zero at
infinity, i.e. η → 0. We note that this behavior arises
due to the fact that the parameter α is chosen to be small
(α ≈ 0) for such solutions, in contrast with other scenar-
ios where α ⩾ 2. The main distinction between Cases
I and V lies though in the parameter ζ0. We find that
larger values of ζ0 lead to a higher value of the potential
at the throat, V (r0).
Now, focusing on Cases II, III and IV, a notable differ-

ence emerges. For larger values of α, the first derivative
of the potential becomes zero at a specific radius. As
α increases from 2 to 5, the radius at which the first
derivative vanishes shifts to smaller values. Comparing
Cases III and IV, we observe that a higher ζ0 results in

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

η = r0/r

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

V

Case I

Case II

Case III

Case IV

Case V

FIG. 1: Self-interacting potential V , given by Eq. (30),
for the specific choices of the parameters α, β, γ, Φ0

and ζ0 as presented in Table. I. Case VI is not depicted
since its potential is negligible compared to the others.

a steeper curve at the point where the first derivative
becomes zero.
These observations are particularly relevant for ana-

lyzing the energy conditions in these scenarios, as they
provide insights into how the shape of the potential in-
fluences the physical viability of the wormhole solutions.
This discussion is presented in the following subsection.

A. Energy conditions

Substituting the potential (30), back into the field
equations (25)–(27), it is straightforward to find the
physical quantities of matter, ρm, τm and pm, of the
wormhole solutions.
However, among the obtained solutions of the system,

our focus lies mainly on those that are astrophysically
relevant. That is, only on those in which ordinary mat-
ter satisfies the standard energy conditions [8]. These are
the null energy condition (NEC), the weak energy con-
dition (WEC), the strong energy condition (SEC), and
the dominant energy condition (DEC). For an energy-
momentum tensor given by Eq. (24), these are expressed
as follows [8]:

NEC: ρm − τm ⩾ 0, ρm + pm ⩾ 0,

WEC: NEC and ρm ⩾ 0,

SEC: NEC and ρm − τm + 2pm ⩾ 0,

DEC: ρm ⩾ |τm|, ρm ⩾ |pm|.
The NEC ensures that the average energy density ob-
served by any null observer is positive, while the WEC
guarantees this for any timelike observer. The SEC main-
tains the attractive behavior of gravity, while the DEC
guarantees that the speed of sound is smaller than the
speed of light c.
By definition, the necessary condition for the existence

of a wormhole geometrical solution is the violation of
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0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

η = r0/r

−4

−2

0

2
ρ
−
τ

NEC

ρζ − τζ (IV)

ρm − τm (IV)

ρζ − τζ (V)

ρm − τm (V)

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

η = r0/r

−4

−2

0

2

4

ρ
+
p

NEC

ρζ + pζ (IV)

ρm + pm (IV)

ρζ + pζ (V)

ρm + pm (V)

FIG. 2: Radial (left panel) and tangential (right panel) components of the NEC for the field (dashed lines) and
matter (solid lines), for the Cases IV and V from Table I.

the NEC, i.e. Tµνk
µkν ⩾ 0 where kµ is any null vec-

tor and Tµν is the total energy-momentum tensor. This
guarantees that the flaring-out condition (10) is satisfied.
Thus, since we seek solutions where the matter compo-
nent ρm, τm and pm do satisfy the energy conditions, it
follows that the field components ρζ , τζ and pζ must vio-
late these conditions. This ensures that the massive vec-
tor field is responsible to sustain the wormhole geometry,
while the ordinary matter is able to thread the wormhole
without violating the classical energy conditions. There-
fore, we give a special emphasis on the solutions for which
only the vector is exotic.

At the throat, the NEC for the field components be-
comes

ρζ(r0)− τζ(r0) = ρζ(r0) + pζ(r0)

= − ζ20
2r20

(1 + β) (γ + αΦ0) , (31)

which tells us that for the field to violate the en-
ergy conditions at the throat, ρζ(r0)− τζ(r0) < 0, then
γ + αΦ0 > 0 is required. Through the field equations
(25)–(27), the above relation implies that the matter
terms contributing to the NEC at the throat satisfy

ρm(r0)− τm(r0) =
1 + β

2r20

[
ζ20 (γ + αΦ0)− 2

]
, (32)

ρm(r0) + pm(r0) = ρm(r0)− τm(r0)

+
2 + (1 + β) (1− αΦ0)

2r20
. (33)

This time, there is no straightforward relationship be-
tween the parameters which guarantees that both expres-
sions above are non-negative. However, provided that the
previously established condition γ+αΦ0 > 0 is satisfied,
we use the same cases as in Fig. 1 to identify those yield-
ing a positive matter NEC at the throat. We observe that

while multiple cases satisfy this condition at the throat,
all of them eventually violate the NEC at some larger
radius.

In Fig. 2, we compare Cases IV and V to highlight
their contrasting behaviors. Case V satisfies the NEC at
the throat, whereas Case IV does not. This happens due
to the interplay between the values of α and ζ0. Among
the solutions that satisfy the NEC at the throat (Cases
II, III, and V), Case V is chosen here as it maintains the
NEC positivity over a larger radial range. From this, we
conclude that solutions with lower α values and higher ζ0
are more likely to result in wormhole solutions satisfying
the NEC across all radii. Referring back to the results
in Fig. 1, this suggests that we should look for decreas-
ing monotonic potentials with higher V (r0) values at the
throat in order to minimize the violation of the energy
conditions by the matter source.

However, we find that this alone is insufficient to en-
sure the non-negativity of the NEC conditions by matter
in the entire domain. Therefore we are driven into an ap-
propriate adjustment of the other parameters. By doing
so, we are able to pinpoint specific parameter combina-
tions that render ordinary matter completely non-exotic
throughout the entire wormhole domain. Such is the case
as the configuration presented in Case VI, illustrated in
the left panel of Fig. 3. In this specific case, ordinary
matter satisfies all the classical energy conditions, from
the null to the dominant, with the vector field being solely
responsible for maintaining the wormhole structure. This
occurs when the kinetic and potential terms, F 2 and V ,
are negligible compared to ζV,ζ , as depicted in the right
panel of Fig. 3. In this scenario, were the ζ function domi-
nates, we find that ρζ ≈ ρζ − τζ ≈ ρζ + pζ ≈ −ζV,ζ . This
is suitable with the previous conclusion that ζ should
have a large value at the throat, through the choice of ζ0.
Therefore, for scenarios where ζ dominates over both the
kinetic and potential terms, the vector field can sustain
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FIG. 3: Left panel: Energy density and NECs for the field and matter components (see legend) corresponding to

the parameters choice of Case VI according to Table I; Right panel: Comparison of the terms V , −F 2/4, and
−ζV,ζ (see legend) for the solution presented in Case VI of Table I.

the wormhole geometry, ensuring that the matter com-
ponents remain non-exotic throughout the entire radial
domain. Recalling the previous conclusion regarding the
potential, we deduce that, to obtain physically relevant
wormhole solutions, the potential must not only exhibit a
smooth behavior with a large value at the throat but also
remain negligible in comparison with the vector field.

Finally, it is possible to find a more general analyti-
cal solution for the potential using the following shape
function

b(r) = r0

(r0
r

)β

exp

[
λ

(
1− r

r0

)]
, (34)

for which we obtain qualitatively similar results as those
above, provided that the λ parameter is fixed to any pos-
itive value. Thus, in order to lighten the content of the
communication, and since there are no unfamiliar con-
clusions, we omit detailed results for this solution.

IV. COUPLING THE VECTOR FIELD TO
MATTER

A. Action

In this section we consider a coupling of matter to the
vector field. One natural way for this process to be real-
ized is through the so-called conformal couplings [59, 69].
Therefore, by assuming that matter follows geodesics
drawn by a different metric, say g̃µν , the action is then

S =

∫
d4x

√−g
[
R

2κ2
− 1

4
F 2 − V

(
B2

)]
+ Sm (ψ, g̃µν) .

(35)
where in the following we shall assume that this metric
is related to the gravitational one through a Weyl scaling

[70, 71], i.e.,

g̃µν = Ω2(B2)gµν , (36)

with Ω being the conformal factor, here dependent on the
Lorentz invariant B2. The squared factor in Ω preserves
the signature of the metric in both frames. The above
relation naturally generates an energy flow between the
vector field and matter, which becomes evident writing
the conservation equations,

∇µT
(B)µ

ν = −Q , (37)

∇µT
(m)µ

ν = Q , (38)

where the coupling term satisfies

Q = −T (m)∇ν (lnΩ) . (39)

Note that while the divergence of the individual energy-
momentum tensors are not conserved, the total energy-
momentum tensor is. Here T (m) represents the trace of
the energy momentum tensor of matter, which through
Eq. (24), becomes

T (m) = −ρm − τm + 2pm . (40)

The equations of motion (7) are now generalized to
include the interaction term

∇µF
µν = 2

(
∂V

∂B2
+
T (m)

Ω

∂Ω

∂B2

)
Bν . (41)

Choosing a standard conformal coupling profile [59, 69],

Ω
(
B2

)
= exp

(
−σB2

)
, (42)

with σ a constant, we have,

Q = σT (m)∇νB
2 = 2σT (m)Bα∇νBα . (43)
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FIG. 4: Left panel: Radial matter NEC profile for the coupled case, exposed in Sec. IV, with ζ0 = 1 and different
values of the coupling parameter σ̃. Right panel: Value of the radial component of the NEC for matter, at the
throat, for different values of σ̃ and ζ0.

Note that σ accounts for the strength of the conformal
interaction. In the coupled case, the equations of motion
Eq. (41) get rather complicated to find an exact solution.
Thus, in order to solve the system of Eqs. (25)–(27) and
Eq. (41), we start by considering the case of a constant
redshift function, i.e., α = 0, in Eq. (28). This transfer
of energy naturally impacts the equations of motion for
ζ, in the following manner

ζ ′′
(
1− b

r

)
+
ζ ′

r

(
2− 3

2

b

r
− b′

2

)
+ V,ζ = −2σT (m)ζ .

(44)
The right-hand side term in the above equation stems
from the coupling and has a significant impact on the
overall geometrical solutions, as we show in the next sub-
section.

B. Wormhole solutions

We can now use the Einstein equations (25)–(27) to
substitute the matter quantities in Eq. (44). Solving the
equation for the simplified case β = γ = 1, one obtains

dV

dr
= −r20ζ20

r20 − 4σ
(
r20 + 2r4V

)
r5(r2 − 2σr20ζ

2
0 )

, (45)

which possesses the following analytical solution

V (η) =
2σ̃ − ζ20
4σ̃3r20

[
σ̃η2

(
2− 3σ̃η2

)
−2

(
1− σ̃η2

)2
ln
(
1− σ̃η2

) ]
, (46)

where we redefine the coupling strength as σ̃ = 2ζ20σ, for
nonzero values of σ̃ and r0. We impose η2 < σ̃−1 which
gives an upper bound σ̃ < 1. Note that the above so-
lution is again symmetric under ζ0 → −ζ0, since it only
depends on the square of this parameter. This solution

describes a wormhole with a constant redshift function,
and an inverse radial function for the field and shape
function, i.e., b ∝ ζ ∝ 1/r. Consistently, the limit where
the coupling vanishes, i.e., σ → 0, one recovers Eq. (30)
with {α, β, γ} = {0, 1, 1},

lim
σ→0

V (η) =
ζ20η

6

6r20
. (47)

The radial NEC profile for matter generated by solu-
tion (46) is thus shown in the left panel of Fig. 4, where
we set ζ0 = 1 and consider different values of the coupling
parameter σ̃. We only plot the radial component since
the tangential component exhibits the same behavior and

ρm − τm < ρm + pm . (48)

Upon careful examination, it becomes clear that when
the parameter σ̃ is close to zero (noninteracting case),
the matter distribution violates the NEC, specifically
through its radial component. However, stronger cou-
plings, through negative values of σ̃, can modify this be-
havior, rendering the matter non-exotic near the throat.
This effect can be achieved similarly with higher values
of ζ0. In such scenarios, the matter distribution can be
adjusted to satisfy the NEC close to the throat, thereby
avoiding its violation. The right panel of Fig. 4 illustrates
this feature, where one can observe that larger values
of either |σ̃| or ζ20 can indeed ensure non-exotic matter
at the throat. Nevertheless, note that this compliance
is limited to the vicinity of the throat. This becomes
apparent when observing that, although the NEC pro-
files decay toward zero as r → ∞ (or η → 0), they do so
through negative values. To demonstrate this, one can
compute the dominant term in the limit r → ∞, i.e.,

(ρm − τm) |η=0 ≈ −2η4

r20
+O

(
η6
)
, (49)
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which is negative. This signals that the matter compo-
nents inevitably violate the NEC at some radial distance
r far from the throat.
Finally, we have also explored solutions with α = 2,

which introduce Φ0 as a free parameter into the solution
for the potential, in contrast to the previous case de-
scribed in Eq. (46). We find qualitatively similar results
to those discussed earlier, provided that the parameter
Φ0 is fixed to any non-positive value. As no additional
insights are gained from these solutions, we omit showing
the detailed results.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This study has focused on the dynamics of a massive
vector field, B, either minimally or non-minimally cou-
pled to Einstein gravity, with the aim of investigating its
potential role in supporting wormhole spacetimes.

Our results indicate that massive one-forms, when min-
imally coupled to matter and despite the challenges as-
sociated with their stability, present a promising mech-
anism for satisfying the energy conditions essential for
wormhole geometries. Additionally, we examined the in-
teractions between the massive vector field and matter
fields through conformal couplings. This second analy-
sis allowed us to explore the effects of these couplings
on the energy conditions, shedding light on the physi-
cal plausibility of wormhole solutions. Specifically, we
have concluded that it is possible for matter to thread
the wormhole without violating any energy condition in
the case of a non-interacting vector field supporting the
wormhole. On the other hand, when the massive vector is
coupled to ordinary matter, although a strong interaction
is able to make matter non-exotic close to the throat, it
will always, albeit minimally, violate the null energy con-

dition at some distance to the throat. Nonetheless, this
specific radius can be put close to infinity. These results
not only enhance our understanding of wormhole physics
but also provide valuable insights into the broader role of
vector fields in the context of modified theories of gravity
and other exotic geometries.
Ultimately, this work represents a contribution to the

expanding field of wormhole physics, particularly by
highlighting the potential of massive one-forms as a vi-
able framework for theoretically constructing wormhole
solutions. While significant challenges remain, especially
concerning the stability and alignment of these theories
with fundamental physical principles, our results empha-
size the need for continued exploration into the dynamics
of massive vector fields. Such efforts are crucial for ad-
vancing both theoretical understanding and phenomeno-
logical applications in modern gravitational theories.
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