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Does the Cosmological Expansion Change Local Dynamics?

Marcelo Schiffer
Physics Department, Ariel University, Ariel 40700, Israel; schiffer@ariel.ac.il
Abstract: It is a well-known fact that the Newtonian description of dynamics within Galaxies for
its known matter content is in disagreement with the observations as the acceleration approaches
ag ~ 1.2 x 10719 m/s? (slighter larger for clusters). Both the Dark Matter scenario and Modified
Gravity Theories (MGT) fail to explain the existence of such an acceleration scale. Motivated by
the closeness of the acceleration scale and the Hubble constant cHy =~ 10~ h m/s2, we are led to
analyze whether this coincidence might have a Cosmological origin for scalar-tensor and spinor-
tensor theories by performing detailed calculations for perturbations that represent the local matter
distribution on the top of the cosmological background. Then, we solve the field equations for these
perturbations in a power series in the present value of the Hubble constant. As we shall see, for both
theories, the power expansion contains only even powers in the Hubble constant, a fact that renders
the cosmological expansion irrelevant for the local dynamics.
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servations that reveal that, in every spiral galaxy, the velocity distribution reaches a plateau
as the accelerations approach the value ap ~ 1.2 x 1071° m/s?. The authors in [1] led to
two diametrically distinct approaches to the conundrum: (i) the Dark Matter Scenario [2]
where putative non-barionic dark matter with a spherical distribution involving the disk
galaxy provides the needed mass deficit to conform to the observed flat rotation curves
and still adhere to the Newtonian paradigm—in this case, the Newtonian potential has a
logarithmic dependence on r exactly what is needed to provide the flat rotation curves;
(ii) the Mond Scenario [3,4] in which the relation between the acceleration and Newtonian
gravitational potential is given by
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prblished maps and SHona @ where u(x) is a function such that y(x) — 1 as x >> 1 to recover the Newtonian limit and

1(x) — xas x << 1 to reproduce the flat rotation curves of galaxies. One of the immediate
consequences of this approach is the automatic reproduction of the Tully-Fisher Law that
states the galaxy luminosity of the galaxy scales as L ~ v* , where v is the orbital velocity

- away from the mass distribution, provided that Luminosity tracks the Mass. The defenders
of Mond claim that in order for the dark matter paradigm to conform to the Tully-Fisher
law, a very precise (and quite unreasonable) fine-tuning between the halo distribution and
the observed mass distribution in the galactic disk is required [5].

The MOND paradigm evolved into a relativistic equation TeVeS [6], involving the
metric, a scalar and a vector field phrased in terms of a Lagrangian principle. The theory
is very successful in reproducing the rotation curves in spiral Galaxies but is at odds
with observed background radiation anisotropies [7]. Furthermore, TeVeS is in blatant
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disagreement with weak lensing observations. The latter is made particularly transparent
by the Bullet Cluster lensing observations [8,9].

While the dark matter paradigm cannot explain the existence of the transition accel-
eration scale ag, in TeVeS, it enters as a God-Given parameter in the Lagrangian. Neither
one of these possibilities is theoretically acceptable. Intriguingly, ap comes very close
to cHy ~ h10~° m/s? and raises the question of whether the change on the dynamical
behavior has a cosmological origin. This avenue was exploited to some degree in the
past [10,11].

According to Birkhoff’s theorem, in Einstein’s theory, the gravitational field of a
spherical symmetric mass, so the cosmological expansion cannot play any role in the local
dynamics. A gauge vector field is likewise of no avail; by Gauss’ theorem, it also depends
upon the internal configuration. Thus, if the Cosmological expansion is to “leak” into the
Galactic dynamics, scalar, spinors or non-gauge vector fields must be called for.

In this paper, we deal with a Brans-Dicke theory and carefully write down the field
equations for linearized perturbations on the top of the cosmological background. Cassini
data limit w > 4 x 10* , which is not very generous for the Brans-Dicke theory but could
well be enough to explain the dynamical changes at galactic scales or larger.

In the next section, we shall write down the field equations for the background metric
and the perturbations that arise from the cosmological expansion as a series in powers
of the Hubble constant. We decompose these perturbations as scalar, vector and tensor
fields, as it is usually done for linear gravitational perturbations. These equations represent
corrections of the dynamical equations and contain correction terms in powers of Hy. The
field equations are then solved perturbatively in powers of Hy. The gravitational potential
turns out to contain only even powers of Hy, and we expand it up to Hg. It turns out that all
corrections are way too small to play any role in the local dynamics. Then, in the following
section, we study a massless spinor field and show that, in this case, there are also no
linear corrections in Hy. In the concluding remarks, we discuss that there is no a priori
reason for the absence of odd powers in the Hubble constant and explore the prospects of
a linear term in Hy and in the expansion. We discuss that such terms do not resolve the
conundrum. Then, we consider the possibility of an expansion of the Newtonian potential
in half integer powers of the Hubble constant. Such an expansion predicts flat rotation
curves and Tully-Fisher’s Law.

2. Brans-Dicke Theory

Brans-Dicke theory is defined by the equations of motion

_ 8T
=T @
and
T | o
Gap = 87 3 + Ty | 3)
where
1
Th = g (Va0 — 580 VeV Y) @
1
+ %(Vaqu') —gap) 5)

and the matter and vacuum energy distributions are represented by

TH = (p+p)VaVs+PSa ©)
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where pyy = 0 and pp = —pa for the present state of the Universe. Consequently,
TM = —(ppm +4pn ). For future reference, we recall that
. a.,
Op = —§—32¢9 . %)

We wish to construct the field perturbations on the top of a cosmological background
for the Brans—Dicke theory; they represent the local matter distribution. First things first, we
start by solving the equations for the background fields. In the absence of any dimensional
parameter, we assume that for a short time interval (the observation time),

LT
o= H— p =nH (8)
for some dimensionless 77 ~ O(1). Then, with this parametrization
H2
and 5
H* (w
“ﬁ—ﬂ&r ( 17+H2+2+17)a2(5a,3 . (10)
We identify the energy density and the pressure exerted by the field as
_ nH
_ nH(wy  H
Po = g1\ +H2+2+17 : (12)
Defining, as usual, p. = 3H2¢ /87 and Qx = px/p. from Friedman’s equations
2
QM+QA+°‘)T’7—;7:0 (13)
and

H 3(Qp—1)—wy?/2

= — 14
H?2 247 T 14)
The field equation for the Brans—Dicke field yields
H O 40
it 5 (15)

H2 7 (2w +3)y

Aiming to solve the perturbed equations, we display Einstein’s equations in a more
convenient form

SM
R,y =87 (;}b + Sfb) , (16)
where
S = (p+p)VaVy + - > pgab (17)
and . .
St = g (Ve# Vi) + g (VaVog + 80 09) (18)

There are two relevant coordinate systems: the r-frame (r* coordinates), which locally
attached to the local mass distribution, and the x-frame (x? coordinates), which is the
cosmological co-moving frame, with r* = a(t)x*. The r-frame is the physically meaningful
frame for local dynamics, but the x-frame turns out to be much more convenient for



Symmetry 2021, 13, 1417

40f13

hab(

performing calculations. Accordingly, we construct static local disturbances in the r-frame
(we are not interested in galactic evolution), make a coordinate transformation to the
x-frame and perform calculations, obtaining the perturbed fields. Then, we transform them
back to the r-frame. Let h,; (¥) represent the static metric perturbations in the r-frame, then
the line element is

ds? = (g + ha () ) dr'dr” (19)
where dr¥ = dt, ggg) is the cosmological smooth background. Under a 7" to "x” coordinate
transformation, the line element perturbation looks

P)dr'dr? = |hoo + 2Hhour™ + H2hygr®rP |dt? + 2a | hoy + Hhygr? | dx®dt + a®hygdx®dxP (20)
B B B

where H = i/a, and we recall that h,;, (¥) = h,(aX).
Inspecting this form, we express the perturbed metric in the x-frame /1, in the form:

hioo p(ax)
how = aWy(aX);
fltxﬁ = llzfa/; (llf) ’ (21)

where ¢, W, and f,5 are to be regarded as scalar, vector and tensor fields of a flat three-
dimensional space. It is reasonable to assume that the global space curvature is unimportant
on a local scale; thus, locally, we take gi%) = azéaﬁ. Similarly, the perturbation of the scalar
field is static in the physical frame, ¢ + dp = ¢[1 + ¢(ax")].

We represent the local mass distribution as a disturbance of the global smooth distri-
bution. In this case, ép stands for the pressure and Jp the mass density of the local matter
distribution. Locally, dp = 0 and ép = pg , which is the local Galactic mass distribution.
There is still one missing field u,, the difference between the velocity of locally static
observer in the r-frame with respect to a cosmological co-moving observer. For a static
observer in the local frame , x* = a~1r* with constant r*. Thus, the corresponding velocity

in the x-frame is:
(1, —HX)

V1 — H?%q2x2

Recalling that V? is the velocity of the cosmological co-moving observer. Clearly,

Ve = ~ (1, —H%) . (22)

g = gap (V& = V) + V! 23)

or
ug = (0, —aHF) + igg = (9, a(—Hr* + W,)) . (24)

Preparing the ground for calculating the perturbations of the field equations, we
first evaluate

5(VaVipp) = EVaVipp + ¢Va Vil + ValVyp + ViiVap — vopde (25)

where
(Vphs + Vahi, — Vhy) (26)

NI~

Yap = Loy =
and, consequently,
8(0¢) = ¢0¢ + ¢OE + 2V EV P — IV Vg — 7 ¢ (27)

with ¢ = g% v5,- We adopt the Lorentz gauge condition,

~ 1 ~
Vel = 5Vah =0, (28)
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in which case
ab,c

1 =8"7p =0, (29)

and simply drop the last term in Equation (27). We can express this gauge condition in
terms of the effective 3D-fields:

1 1,. .

EWa,zx = E(f+¢)+H(f+31’b)

1 . 1

Sfapp = Wat4HW, + %(f —P)a - (30)

The field equations governing the local scalar field is

a __ fab _ 87

GO+ ¢LZ +2V7Vap — WV Vi = 5 =0T . (31)

However,
WV g = h0¢ — h*FTsp = —yOp — 3Hpy — HPf (32)

where f =Y, fax. Then,
s ; 87
(f +9)B¢ +¢LI5 —2¢¢ + H(f +3¢)¢ = 5 oT . (33)
w+3

Clearly , 6T = 6(8p —p) = —pg is the local energy already discussed. From

Equation (2),

8

¢').
(f+¢)(2w+3)¢(_n0+3p)+D§—2$§
¢ 871
+ H(f+3¢)$—_(2w+3)¢PG . (34)

We translate back our equations in terms of r-frame variables. In contrast to the
co-moving derivative ¢ o = d¢/0x*, we define the local derivative d,¢ = d¢/0r*. Then,

[6(ax®)].a = adu[S(r")] (35)
and as the rule of the thumb we automatically replace everywhere 0/9x* — ad/dr".
Furthermore 37 (a3

86D _ .3 (36)
ot
Then
0Z(axX) = (6up — H*rarg)0udpl — 4H?7-VE . (37)
With the replacement
¢/¢p —yH ; ¢ ' =G and 8mp./¢ — 3H> , (38)

the scalar field equation (Equation (34)) looks like the following in its final form

8G

H | 2 (Qu +4Q0) €+ ) — (f +39) 4+ 207 +2)F - 3| — (005 — H2*r)0,95¢ = 503370

(2w +3) (39)

The field equations for the gravitational field are given by the linear perturbations of
Einstein’s equations:
5Rab = 87‘[5Sab ’ (40)
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) R()()

5R0a

SRqp

where v
oS S
8Sp = “*’4)5‘“’ +osf . (41)
Let us start with the lhs. We borrow from MTW [12]:
1 ~ ~ ~ ~
SR,y = 3 (=VaVph — VeV chay + VoV ahy + VEV ), (42)

and rewrite the divergence of the gauge condition (Equation (28)) in the form:
V. Vphe = %vbvaﬁ + [ VeV =V VRS . (43)

With the rule for the commutation of derivates for (1,1) tensors

[ VeV — ViVl = Raphl + Rpgph® (44)
it follows that
VeVl + VeVah§ = Vi Vah + Rgph™ + Ry ™ + 2RS4, (45)
and then .
ORap = 5 (Rdbﬁg + Rygh? + 2R i — vcvcﬁab) . (46)

This expression is quite general. For a homogenous and isotropic background, the
Weyl tensor vanishes, and the Riemann tensor is entirely described by the Ricci curvature:

Ruger = %(gacRdb — 8avRed — acRoa + §vaRea) (47)
+ %R(gabgcd — ac8db)- (48)
In that case
SRap = Reyls + Real — 5 (8asReai + Ry ) 9)
- %(Eab — gah)R — %chcﬁab : (50)

Our next step is to express R, in terms of the fields f,5, Wy and ¢ according to their
definitions (Equation (21)). Furthermore, we use the field equations of the unperturbed
fields (Equations (16)—(18)), obtaining

_ Swp+(w+3)p , ¢ ¢ A+w/3)p+wp w¢® ], locoz
= —{8NW+ @—3H¢}¢ [87t 2wt 3¢ +§P_H$ f =5V Vehoo (51)
_ 2+w/3)p+3wp | 5w ¢ ¢ 1 o 7
_ 2lg B De—wp b 87 ¢ w¢?
i ”[8”<zw+3>4> T 6¢2}faﬁ {M“‘“”*”P*”P”‘waz ’

2 8 (P c

Furthermore,

VeVehoy = a2V*p—§ —3H{ + 6H*p — 4Ha ‘W, , +2H?f (54)
VeVl = a|a 2V2Wo —Wa — 3HW + 6H? Wy — 2Ha ' — 2Ha ™" fup ] (55)

ViVl = a [a*ZVZ fap — fup — 3Hfap +2H fup — 2Ha (W, g + W) + 2H2¢5,,¢5} . (56)
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The linear variation of Equations (17) and (18) provide the source terms of the gravita-
tional field equations:

207 +Pm 3 1
55 = oam(Vatty + Viyita) + whab +oc(VaVo + 58a) (57)
together with
+1 1 1 - 1 ¢
680 =92 — S iap — 4 ELIPV R
Sop 87¢ (VagVipdp + ViiVad) + Snvavbé 2902w 13) (8avoG + (ap — 8avG) (40 + pM)) 87r7“b4> (58)
Working out the components
R ¢y 8T w2 (2w +1)pp — (Bw +5)pm 2w+ 1)pa — (w+2)pm
8mdSyy = 2¢¢+§+2(w+1)¢§+ ¢ |:2w+3pc 2013 P+ 2013 ¢ (59)
(8T Qw+1)pa — (W +2pm ¢ 87 ¢ : ¢
87m6Su = a{(P 23 H(P W“Jra(PpMHr,er (a)+1)¢ H_g,a+c§,,x+2¢lp,,x (60)
_ 28 utloat(w+om ¢ ¢
o2t prwtl 8wt Vpm+ QoA Doas s pyf ]
a 2¢faﬁ+ﬂ { s 2013 s 2013 ¢—H¢ H(Pll)_ Sup+Cap - (62)
We shall put all the pieces together, Equations (51)—(53) with Equations (54)—(56) and (59).
We use the gauge conditions (Equation (30)) and the replacements (36), (38). The "scalar equation’
that arises from the 00 component is
1 . = I R
H?(Ay + Bf +C¢) + H*(3 - STF -0y + H?7-0f — H*(2(w + 1)y + 1)7 - 0 — H?rarp0adp (63)
1 > w+2
— E((S”‘ﬁ —H Tarﬁ)aaa/;l,b = 20+ 387TGPG , (64)
while the vector equation that arises from the Oa component is
H2DW, — % (% - Hzrﬁm)aﬁaqw,x + 3H%F - 3W, + %Ha,,(f + 1_T’7Haalp — H(w +1)50af — HF - 30, = 3QH3r, . (65)
Last, the tensor equation from the a8 component can be simplified with the aid of
Friedman’s equation (Equation (13)):
~ 2+ H2 (P + Q473 )b + H(%) (0 Wp + W) + (£ +2) H27 - 3fup — 2,28 - %(o‘,w — H211,)3,90 fup = %8%@)@@; . (66)

where we define the numerical coefficients coefficients:

((U + 1)QM - ZQA

— _ 2 .

A =6 2w+ 3 wn®+3(n+1); (67)
_ (w+3) 0+ (B-2w0)0x  wi? ‘

B = 2033 3 TntL (68)

2w+3

200+ 2w —9)Qp  _wh? _

D = i3 5+ 3y~ 1; (70)
_ (w+3)Op — (2w —3)Qp w o,

P = 2w 3 217—1—317 +1 (71)

(w+1)Op + 2w +1)Qp
2w+3

Q =3 / (72)
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3. Solving the Equations by Perturbation

At this stage, a remark of caution is in order. Albeit the perturbation fields ¢, W,
and f,p stand for h,s and are functions of the local coordinate 7, they are still metric
perturbations in the x-frame (see Equations (20) and (21)):

ds? = g0 dxdx® 4 pdt® + 2aW,dx®dt + af,pdxdxP . (73)
Transforming back to the r-frame:
ds? = g0 artar’ — (p + 2HWor® — H2 foprrP)de2 + 2(Wy — Hfupr®)drdt + fopdr®drf . (74)
Clearly,
hoo = — —2HWur® + H*fogr*rP
how = Wa— HfyprP
hag = fap - (75)

We shall consider spherically symmetric configurations alone. In this case,
Wo =W(r)ta ;  fap = A(r)oap + B(r)iafp (76)

where A, B and W are “scalar fields’. Then,

PW, = <32w — 22’)@ (77)
2B 6B\, .
E)sz = <82A + 12)50(‘5 + (823 — 1’2)1’“1"5 ’ (78)
and also
aaWa - W/ + ¥
2B
Ipfap = (A’ +B'+ r) Pa (79)

Next, we introduce these expressions into the their corresponding Equations (64)—-(66)
and solve them pertubatively in powers of H. The zeroth order satisfying the gauge
conditions is

1 2MG
0 _— __ = =¥
¢ 2w+3 1 (80)
4 2w+3 1 (81)
2GM w+12MG, |
f”Eg) = oy ¥3 ¢ P (82)
wo — o . (83)

The easiest way of getting W is by substituting the previous results into the gauge
condition in Equation (30). From now on, we drop numerical coefficients, then

MG

aaWAEU ~ »

(84)
and by virtue of Equation (79), it follows that W ~ MG and no r-dependence, and then

W ~ MG (85)
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To the second order, we have

Py = 2<Azp<0) +BfO 4 cg<°>) +2(3 - %;7)?. Ip© +27-3FO —2(2(w + 1)1 +1)7 - 3O + ryrgdadp(p'© — 220))

Py =27 +2(Pp® + Q2@ + 7320 )oys + 2= 1) (WS + 0 W) + (1 + )7 3 — 20,0520 + rund,0 1Ly (86)

and
3

P — T (Qum +402) (EQ + @) — 5 (FO +3pO) 420y +2)7- 3¢© + 10,05, (87)

whose solution is

1p(2) ~ MGr;
&@ ~ MGr
fié) ~ MGV(‘Socﬁ JF?MA’/S) ’ (88)

at higher orders

PWO = 2WO 110, 0sW D 67 WY + 0, @ + (1 - )9y
— 2w+ )0 E® — 27 30,@ — 6Quira (89)
Accordingly,
W ~ (MG —13)7, . (90)

The fourth order equations for @ and & (4) are identical to Equations (86) and (87).
Therefore,
p® ~ MG W~ MG (91)

Thus, by virtue of Equation (75),

w+2 4GM 2
— +H
2w+3 1 + HMGr

H** + H*MGr® + ... (92)

goo ~ -1+ I‘IZT2 +

The term H?r? arrives from the coordinate transformation from the x frame to the
r-frame (see Equation (75)). A comparison with the Newtonian potential term GM/r
reveals that it becomes relevant as r* ~ MGH 2 or r ~ 400 kpc for a typical galaxy. On the
same grounds, the correction H2MGr becomes relevant only at the Hubble distance r ~ H.
Notice that there are no linear terms on H that could bring about relevant corrections to
the local dynamics.

4. Spinor Field

In the Brans—Dicke theory, the lowest order in H corrections of the field equations are
quadratic in the Hubble constant. We wonder if a spinor field, whose energy momentum
tensor contains first derivatives of the spinor field, could remedy the problem and yield
larger contributions. Since we agreed not to settle the scale of 4y through external given
parameters, we concentrate on a massless particle. All non-zero momentum modes can be
swept into the energy momentum tensor of the matter distribution, and the discussion is
similar to that of the previous section. Nevertheless, the zero mode has no particle content
and must be dealt with separately. We consider this mode as being a cosmological substrate
that is deformed in the presence of a mass distribution and calculate its contribution to the
energy-momentum tensor.

In a curved space-time, the Dirac equation reads

. 0 1
[z’y”e’(ﬁ) <axm + 4Cmbc'yh'yc> — m} Y=0 , (93)
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(a)

where e, a = 1,...,4 are the four tetrads (the index in bracket is a Lorentz index, and the
other one is the space-time component),

8mn = 31(1?)35}))77&[7; (94)

Bracketed indexes of the tetrads are raised /lowered with 7,;, and unbracketed indexes
with the space-time metric g;;, and ” are the Dirac matrices:

{,ylll ,Yb} — 217“17 (95)
and the spin connection is defined as

Cona)(b) = €(a) C(c)nm - (96)

Furthermore, one defines the derivative operator

d 1 b
Dy, = oxm + Zcmbc’Y 7C~ 97)
The energy momentum tensor is
T = (ie(ﬂ)m‘?'y“Dn‘I’ + c.c.) +mssn (98)

where the swapping m <> n of indexes is carried out for symmetrisation. The tetrads of the
Robertson-Walker metric are diagonal:

e(()o) =1 ; el(;‘) = 11(5% , (99)

where Greek indexes run over the spatial components, and a = a(t) is the cosmological
radius scale. In this case, the only non-vanishing components of spin-connection are

Cuop = —0up (100)

after some algebra, the Dirac Equation reads
(9 1.0~ g 34 0| g
[l<at a vy v+211) ym|¥=0 , (101)

where @,X = d/ox". B

The generic solution is of the form ¥ = ®(t)e~**. For a massless and zero momen-
tum configuration, ¥ (t) = ¥oa~3/2 with ¥y a constant spinor. The energy-momentum
components are

.3H

Too = 1T‘I’+‘I’+c.c:0 (102)
.a
Top = —z;‘I’*‘{’éaﬁ—i—c.c:O , (103)

since ¥1¥ is real. Thus, the zero mode (substrate) does not modify the cosmological dy-
namics.

Consider now the perturbations generated by the local gravitational field. The de-
parture of the spinor from the cosmological background is here defined as ¥ + 0¥ =

a=3/2(¥y + ©) and the tetrad variation 56,(:11 ) — e%) such that

ljlmn = S%)e(g)n + Si(’la)e(a)n . (104)
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Last, we define 0,,,, = 6C,,;4p- One shows that

1 1 1 - -
Omab = EE(C)H (e(ﬂ)ncmub - e(b)ncmac) + 5 (e?a)e(b)n;m - e?b)s(u)n;m) + Eel(h)efa) (hmp;l - hml:p) . (105)
Then, the perturbed Dirac equation reads
9_ a 107V + 3a +i9%m|a32@ = =0 |y €™ Oy + 1(8”‘ 9mCobe — €7\ Ty )'yb'yC N4 (106)
ot 2a (@)= T g \"(a)7m=mbe = (a) T mbe '

To proceed further, we specify the perturbation of the tetrad:

2e00 = ¥
ey t € = Wi
€(B)a + Em)p = afoc/S . (107)

Since the tetrad ¢ ), is time-like, through a Lorentz transformation, we can eliminate
all the spatial components q),. Thus, in this particular Lorentz frame, ¢ ), = 0 and

1 a
Lo =75% i fwo=Wa i E@p= Efzxﬁ : (108)
Inserting these tetrads into Equation (105), yields
o _ 1 — HW,
00a — Elp,tx o
1
g = 5 (Wap = Wpa)
a/ _ )
Oa0p = 3 (a 1 (Wa,,B + Wﬁ,a) — Hfa’g — ftxﬁ — qu‘saﬁ)
a/ _
gy = 5 (07 fapr = fanp) + H(OugWo =00y Wp) ) - (109)

Inserting Equations (108) and (109) into (106) while recalling the substitution
a—19/9x% = 9/9r* leads, after some algebra, to

0 I 1. 1 H 1 i
{at S a]@) = [<4f - 2aawm) + (zw,x + 48/sfaﬁ>’r°v"‘ - 4aﬁWN“ﬁ]‘1’0 ' (110)

where 0*f = i[y*,vP]/2 and m = 0.

The time-dependent solution © = 6(7)e is not consistent with the rhs unless E = 0.
This is in agreement with the fact that we regard © as a distortion of the minimum energy
configuration ¥ (the substrate) due to the local gravitational field. Recalling that 9/0t is a
derivative with ¥-constant of a function that depends on 7, we can replace d/dt — H7 - 0

—iEt

-

R - H, sz, 1 H 1 i
H7 -9 — %% - a}® = K4r 9f — 2a,,(w,k) + (2Wa + 4aﬁfaﬁ>y%a - Eaﬁwaa“ﬁ Yo . (111)
In the spirit of the previous discussions, we solve the equation perturbatively:
0 =00+ + 2o +... . (112)

As in the previous section, W, starts at the order ~ O(H) (it is related to Ty, equation,
and it vanishes for a static configuration). Then to the lowest order in H

. 1
7300 = —57"0 NATEE (113)

Applying 7 - d on both sides

1
P00 = —29,7Pa, F9¥0 (114)
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whose solution is

0O = —y*PEg¥, (115)
where ,
1 a‘/"a;f(())#ﬁ 3./

and primed functions means they are expressed in terms of 7’. Expanding the spinor
Equation (111) to the first order in H reads

2 2 1, = 1 1 i
~ 1) _ |z 2. 3¢(0 (1) (1) (1) Oy
The energy momentum tensor corresponding to disturbance of the cosmological

substrate is

i - 1 - i -
O0Tmn = { [4€(u)m (T'Yaan? + 4CnabT7a7b7cT> + Ee(a)ma'nbc?r}/a')’b'ycqf
+ a_3/zie(a)m(@’y”Dn‘Y + ‘T”y”Dn®)] + c.c}+ men . (118)
We are mainly interested in the dToy component. Recalling that Cy,, = 0, ¥(t) =
(ag/a)%/?¥y, we get
3/2[ 3H _ j _ j _ 1 3H
0Ty = <Lj70> |:—1T8(a)0‘1j0’}/mf0 — éaoﬂ,y‘ljo’yo’yﬁ’y’h{jo + iUOOalPOI)’MPO + % (—7®+T0 + ‘I’0+80®)} +cc . (119)

Now, ¥9?Y¥ is real and the current ¥oy*¥; = 0 since there is no preferred cosmo-
logical direction. Furthermore, for a spherical symmetrical configuration, op, = 0 (see
Equation (109)), thus

_H ap 3/2 3 + L = ¥
5T00_15(;) <—2® Yo+ 7 V¥10) +ec . (120)

To the first order in H, we need only @) (Equation (115)),
6Too ~ iHF,g ¥ yP¥o +cc . (121)
Clearly, in a spherical symmetrical configuration, F,g is symmetric, thus
0Too ~ iHF¥{¥o+cc=0 , (122)

where F =}, Fyy. Accordingly, a spinor cannot induce a first order in H correction to the
Newtonian potential.

Unforseeably, none of the field theories studied in this paper can produce odd correc-
tions in H to the local gravitational fields and, therefore, cannot bring about substantial
corrections to the local dynamics.

5. Concluding Remarks

In the lack of a general principle forbidding odd powers in H, it is conceivable that
some field theory could bring about odd powers in the H-expansion. Should such a theory
exist, the lowest order corrections are linear in H and on dimensional grounds

l/JN—MTG+Hr+HMGln(r)+... (123)
Accordingly, the velocity profile away from the mass distribution would be

vz~$+Hr+MGH+--- (124)
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The last term yields flat rotation curves, but compared to the Newtonian term, it
only becomes relevant at scales g ~ H ~1. thus, it is meaningless. The second term
gives a linearly growing velocity curve at a very much small slope such that could be
mistakenly taken for a flat rotation curve at 5kpc, but for larger scales, the velocity curve
would behave as /7, which is not observed. Therefore, a theory that yields linear terms of
the cosmological constant does not solve the flat rotation curves conundrum. However, a
theory that contains half integer powers of Hy should contain a term of the form v MGHInr
in the Newtonian potential. Clearly, such a term yields flat rotation curves with v* ~ HMG,
which is precisely Tully-Fisher’s law. It remains to be shown whether such a theory can be
constructed. For the time being, the only satisfying theoretical paradigm for explaining flat
rotation remains dark matter.
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