arXiv:1003.4603v3 [hep-th] 6 Aug 2010

Newton’s Equation on the kappa space-time and the Kepler problem

E. Harikumar^∗ and A. K. Kapoor^†

School of Physics, University of Hyderabad, Central University P O, Hyderabad 500046, India

We study the modification of Newton’s second law, upto first order in the deformation parameter a, in the κ-space-time. We derive the deformed Hamiltonian, expressed in terms of the commutative phase space variables, describing the particle moving in a central potential in the κ-space-time. Using this, we find the modified equations of motion and show that there is an additional force along the radial direction. Using Pioneer anomaly data, we set a bond for a. We also analyse the violation of equivalence principle predicted by the modified Newton’s equation, valid up to first order in a and use this also to set an upper bound on a.

PACS numbers: 11.10.Nx, 11.30.Cp Keywords: kappa-Minkowski space-time, Noncommutative geometry, Newton’s equations, Pioneer anomaly.

I. INTRODUCTION

Noncommutative geometry provides a possible way to capture the space-time structure at the Planck scale[1, 2]. Particularly, the quantum gravity effects are expected to drastically affect the symmetries of the space-time itself at the Planck scale[2, 3]. It was also argued that the formation of microscopic black holes would naturally introduce physical cut-off and thus breaks the Lorentz symmetry[4]. Noncommutative geometry, treated as a deformation of commutative space-time provides a way of incorporating this cut-off in a natural way. Also, in the limit where the noncommutativity parameter is taken to zero, Lorentz symmetry is recovered as we would like to have at large length scales. The introduction of fundamental length scale to take into account of the quantum gravity effects breaks the Lorentz symmetry in the usual sense, but can be retained using the Hopf algebra approach[5–8].

The Moyal space-time whose coordinates obey [X̂^μ, X̂^ν ] = iθ^{μν} , where θ^{μν} is a constant and physical models on this space-time have been subject of intense investigations in the last couple of years[9–16]. Noncommutative spacetime with coordinates satisfying a Lie algebra type commutation relation is another class of space-time that is being investigated vigorously. Fuzzy sphere[17] which is being studied with various motivations[18–21] is an example for this class. The κ-deformed space-time whose coordinates obey

[x̂^i, x̂^j ] = 0, [x̂^0, x̂^i] = ax^i, (a = 1 κ ) (1)

is another example for Lie algebraic type noncommutative space-time[22–25]. κ-Minkowski space-time naturally appears as the space-time associated with the low energy limit of certain quantum gravity models and the corresponding symmetry transformations known to be related to doubly special relativity (DSR) [26] (a modified relativity principle having a fundamental parameter of length dimension in addition to the velocity of light). This led to the study of κ-space-time and physics on κ-space-time in recent times[27–47], bringing out its many interesting aspects.

Different field theory models have been constructed on κ-space-time recently and various aspects of these models have been analysed[22–25, 27–42]. It is known that there are many different proposals for Klein-Gordon equation in κ-space-time [22–25, 27–30, 37–42], all satisfying the criterion of invariance under κ-Poincare algebra.

In last couple of years, the implications of noncommutativity, and in particular that of the Hopf algebra structure of symmetries of such space-time are being studied[48–53]. Similar studies to unravel the low energy effects of κdeformation have been taken up in[54–57]. The effect of noncommutativity on the classical phase space structure and the resulting changes in classical mechanical systems have been studied in[58–62].

∗ harisp@uohyd.ernet.in † akksp@uohyd.ernet.in

The noncommutativity of the coordinates deform the symplectic structure of the phase space. This have consequences on the dynamics on such noncommutative space-time. Various examples illuminating this effect have been analysed and bounds on noncommutative parameter have been obtained [58–62].

In [58, 59], starting with the symplectic structure which is consistent with the Moyal space-time defined by

{x̂^i, x̂^j } = θ^{ij} , {x̂^i, p̂_j } = δ^i_j , {p̂_i, p̂_j } = 0, (2)

Hamilton’s equations were set up. Note in the above we have used ‘hat’ to emphasise that the coordinates of phase space are those corresponding to the noncommutative space-time. Further, it was assumed in [58, 59] that the Hamiltonian is of the form H = p̂ · p̂ 2m + v(x̂). (3)

Using Eqns. (2)and (3), the Hamilton’s equation of motion was obtained as

m^̈x^i = − x̂^i r̂ ∂V ∂r̂ + mϵ^{ijk} ^̇x_j Ω_k + mϵ^{ijk}x̂_jΩ̇_k (4)

where Ω_i =^1_{r̂}^{∂V}_{∂r̂} θ_i and θ^{ij} = ϵ^{ijk} θ_k.

The last two terms in the above equation are the noncommutative corrections to the Newton’s equation. These terms are analogue to the inertial force and Coriolis force terms produced by non-uniform rotations[58, 59]. It is clear that these terms break the rotational invariance which can be seen explicitly from the fact that {L^i, H} ≠ 0 where the angular momentum L^i = mϵ^{ijk}x̂_j ^̇x_k. But a modified angular momentum L_θ was shown to be conserved and also generates the rotations in the Moyal space. But in the limit θ → 0, L_θ → 0. It was shown that there exist another conserved quantity which in the commutative limit reduces to the familiar angular momentum.

The effect of the non-inertial terms appearing in Eqn.(4) for the orbital motion of planets around the sun have been analysed and it was shown that the noncommutativity leads to the shift of perihelion. Using the observational data of perihelion of Mercury, a bound on the noncommutative parameter was obtained.

In [60], starting with assumption of the Hamiltonian in the Moyal space as that in Eqn.(3), equation of motion was obtained after mapping the coordinates, momenta and Hamiltonian to corresponding ones in the commutative space. Here again, rotational invariance was lost and in the approximation where this violation is negligible, shift in the perihelion of Mercury was calculated and used to set a bound on the noncommutative parameter.

In [61], classical dynamics in noncommutative space were analysed by incorporating the effects of noncommutativity in the deformation of the symplectic structure as in [58, 59], but for various types of noncommutative space-times.

In this paper, we study the modification to Newton’s second law due to the kappa-deformation, valid upto first order in the deformation parameter, a and its consequences on planetary motion. Here, we start with the deformed energy-momentum relation, invariant under the κ-Poincare transformations and derive the Hamiltonian describing the dynamical evolution in the non-relativistic limit. Here, we keep terms up to first order in the deformation parameter. Using this, we derive the Hamilton’s equation of motion and analyse problem of a particle moving in the central potential. Unlike the Moyal space-time, here we find that there is no shift in the perihelion of planets in κ-space-time. But there is a strikingly new effect in the κ-space-time, an additional force along the radial direction. This along with the data of Pioneer anomaly set a bound on the deformation parameter and also fix the sign of the deformation parameter uniquely. We also show the violation of equivalence principle in the non-relativistic limit of the κ-space-time and using this also, sets a bound on the deformation parameter.

In the next section, we briefly summarise the κ-space-time, its symmetry algebra and the deformed energymomentum relation in this space-time. In section III, we present our main results, viz: derivation of the nonrelativistic, kappa-deformed Hamiltonian, deformed Hamilton’s equation for a particle moving under the influence of 1 r potential and effect of κ-deformation on orbital parameters. We also discuss the violation of equivalence principle here. Our concluding remarks are given in section IV.

II. κ-SPACE-TIME, SYMMETRIES AND DISPERSION RELATION

In this section we briefly summarise the results of [37–42] relevant for the present study. In these papers, a class of realisations of the coordinates of the κ-space-time in terms of the commutative coordinates and their derivatives were obtained. Similar results have been obtained in [22–25, 27–36] also where Lie algebraic type space-times and field theories on such space-times have been analysed.

We seek for the realisation of the coordinates of the κ-space-time obeying Eqn.(1)in terms of the commutative coordinates and their derivatives, i.e., x̂_μ = x^αΦ_{αμ}(∂). (5) Here [x^α, x^β ] = 0, [∂^α, x^β ] = η^{αβ} (6) where η_{αβ} = diag(−1, 1, 1, 1). This realisation defines a unique mapping between the functions of noncommutative space-time to the functions on commutative space-time. That is, defining the constant function annihilated by ∂ as the vacuum, we get F (x̂_φ)|0 >= F (x). (7) where x̂_φ is a specific realisation of x̂_μ, parameterised by φ(see discussion after eqn.(13)).

Subject to the conditions [∂_i, x̂_j ] = δ_{ij} φ(A), (8) [∂_i, x̂_0] = ia∂_iγ(A), (9) [∂_0, x̂_i] = 0, [∂_0, x_0] = η_{00}, (10) where A = −ia∂_0, we find, x̂_i = x_iφ(A), (11) x̂_0 = x_0ψ(A) + iax_i∂_iγ(A). (12) Using Eqns.(11, 12) in Eqn.(1), we get φ^′ φ ψ = γ(A) − 1 (13)

where φ^′ =^{dφ}_{dA} satisfying the boundary conditions φ(0) = 1, ψ(0) = 1, γ(0) = φ^′(0) + 1 and is finite and φ, ψ, γ are positive functions. The relaisation of x̂_μ for a specific choice of ψ will be characterised by φ and we denote this as x̂_φ, as used in Eqn.(7) above.

Imposing further conditions that the commutators of the Lorentz generators with the coordinates x̂_μ of κ-deformed space-time are linear in x̂_μ and the generators themselves, and these commutators have smooth commutative limit, lead to just two class of realisations. These are parametrised by ψ = 1 and ψ = 1 + 2A. We consider only the former realisation in the present work (it is this relaisation with φ = e^{−A}, related to the κ-Poincare algebra in bi-crossproduct sapce and thus to DSR).

For ψ = 1, we find, M_{ij} = x_i∂_j − x_j ∂_i, (14) M_{i0} = x_i∂_0φ^{e2A −1}_{2A} − x_0∂_iφ^{−1} +^{ia}_2 x_i∇^2φ^{−2} − iax_k∂_k∂_iγφ^{−1}. (15) It is easy to verify that the M_{μν} defined above satisfy Lorentz algebra but ∂_0, ∂_i do not transform as the components of a 4-vector. It is known that the modified derivative operators (defined using the commutative coordinates and their derivatives) D_i = ∂_ie^{−A}φ^{−1}, D_0 = ∂_0A^{−1} sinh A + ia 2 ∇^2e^{−A}φ^{−2}, (16)

transform like the components of a four-vector (i.e., [M_{μν} , D_λ] = η_{μλ}D_ν − η_{νλ}D_μ) and satisfy [D_μ, D_ν ] = 0, [M_{μν} , □] = 0, (17) [M_{μν} , M_{λρ}] = η_{μρ}M_{νλ} + η_{νλ}M_{μρ} − η_{νρ}M_{μλ} − η_{μλ}M_{νρ}, (18) where □ = ∇^2e^{−A}φ^{−2} + 2∂^2_0 (1 − cosh A)A^{−2}. (19)

Note that in the above,

M_{μν} = (x̂_μD_ν − x̂_ν D_μ)Z, (20)

where Z = iaD_0 + √ 1 + a^2D_αD^α. Using Eqns.(11,12, 16), M_{μν} can be expressed in terms of the commutative coordinates and their derivatives.

The D_μ and M_{μν} thus define undeformed κ-Poincare algebra and the corresponding mass Casimir, D_μD^μ = m^2 in the momentum space is 4 a^2 sinh^2( aE 2c ) − p_ip_i e^{−a Ec} φ^2(a^E_c )

− m^2c^2 + a^2 4 [ 4 a^2 sinh^2( aE 2c ) − p_ip_i e^{−a Ec} φ^2(a^E_c )

]_2 = 0, (21)

where p_i are the momentum components corresponding to the commutative coordinates.

III. CLASSICAL MECHANICS ON κ-DEFORMED SPACE

In this section, we first derive the Hamiltonian describing the time development of a system in the κ-space-time. This is obtained by taking the non-relativistic limit of the energy-momentum relation given in Eqn.(21) and we keep terms of only up to order a. Thus the Hamiltonian and hence the equation of motion we get are valid only up to the first order in the deformation parameter a. We also make a specific choice for the function φ(A), i.e., we take φ(A) = e^{−A}. With this choice, the dispersion relation in Eqn.(21) becomes that of the κ-Poincare algebra in the bi-crossproduct basis[63, 64], which is known to be related to DSR^1.

From the κ-deformed dispersion relation in Eqn.(21), we derive, by a straight forward calculation, the Hamiltonian in the non-relativistic limit to be H = (1 − acm) 2m ⃗p · ⃗p, (22) where we have kept terms up to first order in the deformation parameter a. We emphasise here that the momenta p (as well as the coordinates) we use now onwards are the ones in the commutative space-time.

Using Eqns.(11, 12) and Eqn.(7), with φ(A) = e^{−A}, we get

x̂_0 → x_0, x̂_i → x_iφ(A), (23) r̂^2 = x̂_ix̂_i → x_iφ(A)x_iφ(A)|0 >= r^2 + a c rṙ, (24) where r = r(t) = √ x_ix_i and ṙ =^{dr}_{dt} . Using this, we find 1 √ x̂_ix̂_i → 1 r − aṙ 2cr^2 (25)

and thus the potential relevant for the central force problem in the κ-space-time, valid up to first order in the deformation parameter a is

V_{eff}(r) = − K r − Ka 2c d dt ( 1 r ) . (26)

We note that the a dependent modification to the potential is a total time derivative.

1 Note that, for ψ = 1 realisation we are interested in here, we have φ^′(0) = 1 − γ(A) which is always a number. Now, for an arbitrary choice of φ (satisfying all the consistency conditions), using Taylor series, we have, up to first order in a, φ(A) = 1 + iaφ^′(0)∂_0 . This differs from the choice φ = e^{−A} = 1 + ia∂_0 only by a numerical factor and hence the general conclusions we arrive at here will be valid, independent of our choice for φ(A).

A. Kepler problem

From Eqn.(22) and Eqn.(26), we find the Hamiltonian describing the particle of mass m moving under the influence of the central potential to be (valid up to order a) H = (1 − acm) 2m ⃗p · ⃗p + V_{eff}(r) = (1 − acm) 2m ⃗p · ⃗p − K r + Ka 2mcr^3 (x · p), (27)

where K = GMm and we have used p = mẋ + O(a). Note here that we have retained only terms up to the order a in the above Hamiltonian. Here we note that the modification to the kinetic term can be captured by a redefinition of the mass as m_{ef f} =^m_{1−amc} . This should be contrasted with the situation in Moyal case[58–60] where the kinetic term is not modified at all.

The above Hamiltonian is invariant rotations generated by L_i = mϵ_{ijk}x^jẋ^k. This is again in contrast to the result in Moyal space-time, where the angular momentum is not a conserved quantity. Here, we also note that replacement of m with m_{ef f} in L_i does not affect the rotational invariance of the system described by above Hamiltonian.

The Hamilton’s equations of motions are

m_{ef f} ẋ_i = p_i + Ka 2c x_i r^3

, (28)

ṗ_i = − Kx_i r^3 − ka 2mcr^3 x_i + 3Ka 2m_{ef f} (x · p)x_i r^5

, (29)

which leads to m_{ef f} ẍ_i = −K x_i r^3 = − ∂V ∂x_i (30)

where V = −^K_r . Thus we see here that the Newton’s equation gets modified only through the redefinition of the mass. Unlike in the case of Moyal space, there are no additional terms which are analogue to inertial and Coriolis forces.

We re-express the above equation in spherical polar coordinates (rotational invariance allows us to chose θ =^π_2 ) as

r̈ − rϕ̇^2 = − K m_{ef f} 1 r^2

, (31) d dt (m_{ef f} r^2ϕ̇) = 0. (32)

Thus we see that the conserved angular momentum is l_{ef f} = (1 + amc)l = m_{ef f} r^2ϕ̇. This now shows why rotations generated by L_i leaves the system invariant (unlike in the Moyal case) as the κ-dependent modification to angular momentum is just a scaling of the mass. We also note that, in contrast to the Moyal case, these equations shows that there is no shift in the perihelion of the planets due to the κ-deformation.

Integrating the Eqn.(31) give m_{ef f} ṙ^2 2 + l^2_{ef f} 2m_{ef f} r^2 + V = E. (33)

Note that the conserved energy gets a a-dependent modification, which can be related to the commutative expression by redefinitions of m and l to m_{ef f} and l_{ef f} respectively. Up to first order in a, we get

E = E_0(1 + amc(1 − V E_0

)). (34)

As expected, this will modify the turning points of the orbit and the modified expressions are

r_± = − K E ± √ k^2 E^2 + 2l^2_{ef f} m_{ef f} E . (35)

Using this, we get the semi-major axis of the orbit to be A = − K E = A_0(1 − amc 2 ). (36)

In obtaining the last equality, we have used the approximation^V_E ≈^V_{E0} = 0.5. Thus the modified period and angular frequency are given, up to first order in the deformation parameter a as

τ = τ_0(1 − amc 4 ), ω = ω_0(1 + amc 4 ). (37)

Thus the κ-deformation do affect the orbital parameters, but there is no shift in the perihelion of planets.

Let us now turn our attention to radial equation. Re-writing Eqn.(31) by explicitly writing the expression of m_{ef f} , we find

r̈ − rϕ̇^2 = − K m (1 − acm) 1 r^2

(38)

This shows a change in the magnitude of the radial force. This modification depends on the mass of the particle and its distance from sun in addition to Kac.

This shows the particle moving in the central potential will experience an acceleration different from that given by the Newton’s law of gravitation and its magnitude and direction will depend on the deformation parameter a as well as on r. The Pioneer anomaly clearly shows a constant acceleration of 8.5 × 10^{−10}m/s^2 directed towards the sun[65, 66], unaccounted by the Newton’s law. For |a| = 10^{−55}m(see discussion after Eqn.(42)), we find that the force experinaced by the test body of mass 10^3kg, when it is near Uranus is 1.21GMc × 10^{−70}N and when it is near Saturn is 5GMc × 10^{−69}N. Since this change in force is very small, we approximate the additional force due to κ-deformation to be a constant. Noting that we were working in the units where ℏ = 1, we see that this additional acceleration experienced by the satellite of mass 10^3kg when it is near Uranus will set the bound on |a| ≤ 10^{−49}m while when it is near Mercury, this bound will be |a| ≤ 10^{−53}m. This shows a change in the anomalus acceleration by a factor of 10^{−4} as one goes from Uranus to Mercury. We note that to have the acceleration pointed towards sun, a should be a negative quantity. This shows that the right hand side of the second commutation relation given in Eqn.(1), should be negative, i.e., [x̂^0, x̂^i] = −ax^i(since one would prefer the length parameter a to be positive. Note that this change does not alter any analysis done here). Certainly, this bound is much higher than the Planck length where the κ-deformation is expected to play a role. Analysing the perihelion shift of Mercury in the Moyal case has set the bound for the corresponding noncommutative parameter as θ ≤ 10^{−58}m^2[58–60].

B. Violation of Equivalence Principle

It is known that the deformed dispersion relations will lead to the violation of equivalence principle[67]. We have seen that the modification to the Newton’s equation we have obtained in the previous section can be thought of as the corresponding equation in the commutative space with a modified mass. This modification in inertial mass will lead to violation of equivalence principle. From Eqn.(30) and Newton’s law of gravitation, we obtain μ_{ef f} ẍ = −G m_gM_g r^2

, (39)

where μ_{ef f} = mM(m + M)^{−1}(1 + acmM(m + M)^{−1}) ≈ m(1 + amc). Thus we find ẍ = −G M_g r^2 m_g m (1 − amc) (40)

showing that the deviation in the ratio of gravitational to inertial mass is given by δ( m_g m ) = − amc ℏ (41)

where in the last step we introduced ℏ to account for the fact that the calculations were done in the unit where ℏ = 1.

The experimental limits on violation of equivalence principle[68, 69] is one part in 10^{13} and this sets − amc ℏ ≤ 10^{−13} (42)

implying a is negative and |a| ≤ 10^{−55}m for a body mass 1Kg. This bound is 10^{−6} times of that obtained from Pioneer anomaly(where we have taken |a| ≤ 10^{−49}m, obtained when the test body is near Uranus). Note that in both cases, a has to be negative.

IV. CONCLUSION

We have studied the modification to Newton law of motion due to κ-deformation of the underlying space-time. Starting from the dispersion relation invariant under κ-Poincare transformation, we derived the (non-relativistic) Hamiltonian, valid up to first order in the deformation parameter. We have also showed that the modification to^1_r potential due to κ deformation is can be written as a total time derivative. The Hamiltonian describing a particle in a central potential do have rotational invariance (which is lost in the case of Moyal noncommutative space-time). This rotational invariance is not unexpected since the space coordinates commute among themselves in κ-space-time. We also note the κ-deformation modify the boost sector while leave the rotation sector unchanged[63, 64]. We also notice that the rotation generators defined in Eqn.(20), with φ = e^{−A} is exactly same as that in the commutative space-time. Thus the algebra of these generators are also not modified. This explains why the Hamiltonian in Eqn.(27) has rotational invariance. Using these results, we have obtained the equation of motion for a particle moving in the central potential. We have shown that the orbital parameters do get a dependent changes while there is no shift in the perihelion. This is in contrast to the results obtained in the Moyal case[58–60]. There are no inertial and/or Coriolis terms in the equation of motion unlike in the case of Moyal space.

We see that the κ-deformation modified both kinetic and potential terms of the Hamiltonian in Eqn.(27). While the change in kinetic energy term is just a scaling of the coefficient, potential term is modified by the addition of a new term. But, up to first order in a, this additional term is a total time derivative^2.

The modified kinetic term in the Hamiltonian lead to the change in the equations of motion whereas that in the potential (up to first order in a), do not contribute to any new terms in the equation of motion.

The Eqn.(31) shows an additional force along the radial direction. Pioneer anomaly indicates existence of such a force in the solar system. Using the Pioneer data, we find that the sign of the right hand side of the non-vanishing commutator in Eqn.(1) is negative and the deformation parameter is bounded by an upper value of 10^{−49}m. We have also analysed the violation of equivalence of principle by evaluating the deviation of the ratio between inertial and gravitational masses. This also sets the sign of the commuatator in Eqn.(1) to be negative and impose a bound, |a| ≤ 10^{−52}m for a body of mass 1gm.

[1] A. Connes, Noncommutative Geometry, Accademic Press, San Diego (1994). [2] S. Doplicher, K. Fredenhagen and J. E. Roberts, Phys. Lett. B331 (1994) 39.

[3] S. Doplicher, K. Fredenhagen and J. E. Roberts, Commun. Math. Phys. 172 (1995) 187,arXiv:hep-th/0303037. [4] G. ’t Hooft, Dimensional Reduction in Quantum Gravity, arXiv:gr-qc/9310026.

[5] M. Chaichian, P. Kulish, K. Nishijima and A. Tureanu, Phys. Lett. B604 (2004) 98,arXiv:hep-th/0408069. [6] P. Aschieri, C. Blohmann, M. Dimitrijevic, F. Meyer, P. Schupp and J. Wess, Class. Quant. Grav. 22 (2005) 3511,arXiv:hep-th/0504183.

[7] P. Aschieri, M. Dimitrijevic, F. Meyer and J. Wess, Class. Quant. Grav. 23 (2006) 1883, arXiv:hep-th/0510059. [8] S. Majid, Class. Quant. Garv. 5 (1988) 1587.

[9] M. R. Douglas and N. A. Nekrasov, Rev. Mod. Phys. 73 (2001)977, arXiv:hep-th/0106048. [10] N. Seiberg and E. Witten, JHEP 9909, 032,1999,arXiv:hep-th/9908142. [11] R. J. Szabo, Phys. Rept. 378 (2003) 207, arXiv:hep-th/0109162.

[12] P. Aschieri, B. Jurco, P. Schupp and J. Wess, Nucl. Phys. B651 (2003) 45, arXiv:hep-th/0205214. [13] R. J. Szabo, Class. Quant. Grav. 23 (2006) R199, arXiv:hep-th/0606233. [14] V. O. Rivelles, Phys. Lett. B558 (2003) 191, arXiv:hep-th/0212262.

[15] E. Harikumar and V. O. Rivelles, Class. Quant. Grav. 23 (2006) 7551, arXiv:hep-th/0607115. [16] A. P. Balachandran, T. R. Govindarajan, K. S. Gupta and S. Kurkcuoglu, Class. Quant. Grav. 23 (2006) 5799, arXiv:hep-th/0602265.

[17] J. Madore, Class. Quant. Grav.9 (1992)69.

[18] A. P. Balachandran, S. Kurkcuoglu and S. Vaidya, World Scientific Publishing Co. Pvt. Ltd, Singapore, 2007; [19] E. Harikumar, P. Teotonio-Sobrinho and A. R. Quiroz, JHEP 0609 037, (2006), arXiv:hep-th/0603193. [20] E. Harikumar, P. Teotonio-Sobrinho and A. R. Quiroz, J. Phys. A40 (2007) 3671-3682,arXiv:hep-th/0609016. [21] E. Harikumar, ‘Schwinger Model’ on the Fuzzy Sphere, to appear in Mod. Phys. Lett. A, arXiv:0907.3020. [22] J. Lukierski, A. Nowicki, H. Ruegg and V. N. Tolstoy, Phys. Lett. B264, (1991) 331. [23] J. Lukierski, A. Nowicki and H. Ruegg, Phys. Lett. B293, (1992) 344. [24] J. Lukierski and H. Ruegg, Phys. Lett. B329, (1994) 189,arXiv:hep-th/9310117.

2 The second order correction to potential is not a total derivative.

[25] J. Lukierski, H. Ruegg and W. J. Zakrzewski, Ann. Phys. 243 (1995) 90.

[26] J. Kowalski-Glikman, Lect. Notes. Phys. 669 (2005) 131, arXiv:hep-th/0405273, and reference therin. [27] M. Dimitrijevic, L. Jonke, L. Moller, E. Tsouchnika, J. Wess and M. Wohlgenannt, Eur. Phys. J. C31, (2003) 129,arXiv:hep-th/0307149;

[28] L. Freidel, J. Kowalski-Glikman and S. Nowak, Phys. Lett. B648, (2007) 70, arXiv:hep-th/0612170. [29] M. Dimitrijevic, L. Moller and E. Tsouchnika, J. Phys. A37 (2004) 9749, arXiv:hep-th/0404224. [30] K. Kosinski, J. Lukierski and P. Maslanka, Phys. Rev. D62, (2000) 025004, arXiv:hep-th/9902037. [31] J. Kowalski-Glikman and S. Nowak, Phys. Lett. B539 (2002) 126, arXiv:hep-th/0203040;

[32] M. Daszkiewicz, K. Imilkowska, J. Kowalski-Glikman and S. Nowak, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A20 (2005) 4925, arXiv:hep-th/0410058;

[33] K. Kosinski, J. Lukierski and P. Maslanka, Czech. J. Phys. 50 (2000) 1283, arXiv:hep-th/0009120, [34] G. Amelino-Camelia and M. Arzano, Phys. Rev. D65 (2002) 084044, arXiv:hep-th/0105120. [35] M. Dimitrijevic, L. Jonke, L. Moller and J. Wess, Eur. J. Phys. C36 (2004),arXiv:hep-th/0310116; [36] M. Dimitrijevic, L. Jonke and L. Moller, JHEP 0509 (2005) 068, arXiv:hep-th/0504129. [37] S. Meljanac and M. Stojic, Eur. Phys. J. C47, (2006) 531,arXiv:hep-th/0605133. [38] S. Kresic-Juric, S. Meljanac and M. Stojic, Eur. Phys. J. C51, (2007) 229,arXiv:hep-th/0702215. [39] S. Meljanac and S. Kresic-Juric, J. Phys. A41, (2008) 235203, arXiv:0804.3072. [40] M. Daszkiewicz, J. Lukierski and M. Woronowicz, Phys. Rev. D77 (2008) 105007, arXiv:0708.1561. [41] S. Meljanac, A. Samsarov, M. Stojic and K. S. Gupta, Eur. Phys. J. C53, (2008) 295,arXiv:0705.2471. [42] S. Meljanac and S. Kresic-Juric, J. Phys. A42, (2009), 365204,arXiv:0812.4571.

[43] T. R. Govindarajan, K. S. Gupta, E. Harikumar, S. Meljanac and D. Meljanac, Phys. Rev. D77, (2008) 105010,arXiv:0802.1576.

[44] T. R. Govindarajan, K. S. Gupta, E. Harikumar, S. Meljanac and D. Meljanac, Phys.Rev.D80, (2009) 025014, arXiv:0903.2355.

[45] C. A. S. Young and R. Zegers, Nucl. Phys. B797 (2008) 537,arXiv:0711.2206. [46] C. A. S. Young and R. Zegers, Nucl. Phys. B 809 (2009) 439 arXiv:0807.2745. [47] S. Ghosh and P. Pal, Phys. Lett. B618 (2005)243,arXiv:hep-th/0502192.

[48] M. Chaichian, M. M. Sheikh-Jabbari and A. Tureanu, Phys. Rev. Lett. 86 (2001)2716,arXiv:hep-th/0010175. [49] H. Falomir, J. Gamboa, M. Loewe, F. Mendez and J. C. Rojas, Phys. Rev. D66 (2002) 045018, arXiv:hep-th/0203260. [50] V. P. Nair and A. P. Polychronakos, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87 (2001) 030403, arXiv:hep-th/0102181. [51] A. P. Balachandran, G. Mangano, A. Pinzul and S. Vaidya, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A21 (2006) 3111, arXiv:hep-th/0508002. [52] A. P. Balachandran and S. G. Jo, Int. J .Mod. Phys. A22 (2007) 6133,.arXiv:0704.0921. [53] A. P. Balachandran, A. Pinzul and A. R. Queiroz, Phys. Lett. B668 (2008) 241,arXiv:0804.3588. [54] P. A. Bolokhov and M. Pospelov, Phys. Lett. B677 (2009) 160, arXiv:0807.1522.

[55] E. Harikumar and M. Sivakumar,‘Testable signatures of the κ-Minkowski Spacetime from the Hydrogen atom spectrum’, arXiv:0910.5778.

[56] E. Harikumar, Maxwell’s equations on the κ-Minkowski space-time and Electric-Magnetic duality, Europhysics Lett. 90 (2010) 21001, arXiv:1002.3202.

[57] A. Borowiec, K. S. Gupta, S. Meljanac and A. Pachol, ‘Constraints on the quantum gravity scale from kappa-Minkowski space-time’, arXiv:0912.3299.

[58] J. M. Romero, J. A. Santiago and J. D. Vergara, Phys. Lett. A310 (2003) 9,arXiv:hep-th/0211165. [59] J. M. Romero and J. D. Vergara, Mod. Phys. Lett. A18 (2003) 1673, arXiv:hep-th/0303064. [60] B. Mirza and M. Dehghani, Commun. Theor. Phys. 42 (2004) 183, arXiv:hep-th/0211190. [61] M. Daszkiewicz and C. J. Walczyk, Phys. Rev. D77 (2008) 105008, arXiv:0802.3575. [62] J. F. Carinena and H. Figueroa, J. Phys. A39 (2006) 3763,arXiv:hep-th/060600. [63] S. Majid and H. Ruegg, Phys. Letts. B334 (1994) 348. [64] J. Lukierski, H. Ruegg and W. J. Zakrewski, Ann. Phys. 243 (1995) 90.

[65] J. D. Anderson, P. A. Laing, E. L. Lau, A. S. Liu, M. M. Nieto and S. G. Turyshev, Phys. Rev. Lett. 81 (1998) 2858;,arXiv:gr-qc/9808081.

[66] J. D. Anderson, P. A. Laing, E. L. Lau, A. S. Liu, M. M. Nieto and S. G. Turyshev, Phys. Rev. D65 (2002) 082004. [67] D. Mattingly, Living Rev.Rel. 8 (2005) 5,arXiv:gr-qc/050209. [68] C. M. Will, Living Rev. Rel. 4, (2001)4.

[69] C. M. Will, Theory and experiment in gravitational physics, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge (1993).