arXiv:2206.12549v1 [hep-ph] 25 Jun 2022

The analogy of the Lorentz-violating fermion-gravity and fermion photon couplings

Cheng Ye and Zhi Xiao^∗ Department of Mathematics and Physics, North China Electric Power University, Beijing 102206, China

By adopting a methodology proposed by R.J. Adler et.al., we study the interesting analogy between the fermion-gravity and the fermion-electromagnetic interactions in the presence of the minimal Lorentz-violating (LV) fermion coefficients. The one-fermion matrix elements of gravitational interaction (OMEGI) are obtained with a prescribed Lense-Thirring (LT) metric assuming test particle assumption. Quite distinct from the extensively studied linear gravitational potential, the LT metric is an essentially curved metric, and thus reveals the anomalous LV matter-gravity couplings as a manifestation of the so-called gravito-magnetic effects, which go beyond the conventional equivalence principle predictions. By collecting all the spin-dependent operators from the OMEGI with some reasonable assumptions, we get a LV non-relativistic Hamiltonian, from which we derive the anomalous spin precession and gravitational acceleration due to LV. Combined these results with certain spin gravity experiments, we get some rough bounds on several LV parameters, such as |3 ⃗H̃ − 2⃗b| ≤ 1.46 × 10^{−5}eV, with some ad hoc assumptions.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

The classical electrodynamics and its quantum version, QED, are ideal paradigms for modern physics. As a quantum theory of matter-electromagnetic coupling, QED has reached an unprecedented precision for the match between theory and observations [1]. In fact, the success of QED nourishes many branches of physics, such as the Yang-Mills theory. Exactly parallel the historical precedent of QED, we expect to gain some insight by studying matter-gravity couplings in the semi-classical regime in weak gravity, given that gravity still resists successful quantization after decades of endeavor. As a supporting fact, the Einstein field equation and the geodesic equation resemble the Maxwell equation and the Lorentz force law [2] for a slow moving particle in weak field limit, though this analogy breaks down when gravity is sufficiently strong. The conceptual reason roots in the peculiar differences between gravity and electromagnetism: 1. gravity is extremely weak and universal; 2. gravity is highly nonlinear.

Another motivation for the study lies in the fact that Lorentz violation (LV) may be a testable signal of some unified theory at Planck scale [3]. Many different scenarios lead to LV have been proposed, such as noncommutative field theory [4], loop gravity [5], very special relativity [6], etc. In fact, to systematically study the possible LV effects, an effective field framework incorporating various standard model fields and tiny tensorial coefficients controlling LV has been developed, the Standard- Model Extension, or briefly SME [7][8]. This framework facilitates the test of the common foundation of gravity and electroweak theory, namely the Lorentz symme-

∗Electronic address: spacecraft@pku.edu.cn

try. In SME, the close resemblance between gravity and electromagnetics has been utilized to map a solution of Maxwell equation with a restricted class of (k_F )^{κλμν} term to the solution of the Einstein equation with s̄_{μν} term [9], though the nonlinear acceleration ⃗a_{NL} spoils the exact formal analogy of weak gravity to electrodynamics even restricted to terms with linear velocity and in the stationary limit. Combined with the precision measurements of Gravity Probe B [10][11], new bounds on s̄_{μν} have been extracted from the anomalous spin precession caused by the LV gravito-electromagnetic (GEM) fields [12]. With the observation of the structure similarity for the couplings between the gravito-magnetic field and the LV b̃-type coefficient to intrinsic spin [13], the bounds on s̄^{0k} −^α_m (ā^S_{eff} )^k have been obtained from various comagnetometer experiments [14][15] by reinterpreting b̃ as the gravito-magnetic field caused by the off-diagonal metric perturbation due to LV.

In comparison, in this paper we try to explore the resemblance of the LV fermion-gravity couplings with the Lense-Thirring metric to the LV fermion-photon couplings with Lorentz invariant (LI) electromagnetic field in the framework of SME. In other words, we concentrate on the quantum matter effects induced by LV in this analogy. For simplicity, we consider only the fermion LV coefficients in the minimal SME and keep the gravity sector intact. Partially because we are more interested in the LV fermion sector and partially because the LV coefficient s̄_{μν} in minimal gravity sector can be switched into c̄_{μν} by a proper field redefinition [16], we do not consider the LV fermion-gravity couplings arising from pure gravity. No doubt the back reaction of LV matter fields to spacetime geometry necessarily generates LV metric perturbation, and this fact has already been thoroughly explored for the (ā_{eff} )_μ, c̄_{μν} coefficients in [16][13]. However, we make the test particle assumption and ignore the back reaction in our simple setting, thus no need to worry about the extra modes from diffeomrphism breaking unless the pure gravity sector were also affected by LV. As for the extra modes due to spontaneous local Lorentz symmetry breaking, which may play the role of photon or graviton, such as in the bumblebee or cardinal models [8][17][18][19], or mediate new forces [20], they suffer severe experimental constraints [21] and lie out of the scope of our present discussion, we disregard them for simplicity.

It is interesting to note that a systematic and thorough treatment of all possible LV matter-gravity couplings, both in formalism and in conceptual issues, have been developed recently [22], where no room is left for spontaneous local LV with differomorphism invariance. However, this superficial conflict is because we omit the back reaction of LV matter field to spacetime geometry in the test particle assumption. Since spontaneous symmetry breaking is assumed, the no-go constraints [8] can also be avoided. In comparison, the signals beyond-Riemann geometry have been explored with an effective field theory incorporating all linear fermion-gravity operators up to dimension-5 [23], based on the assumption of local LI but explicit diffeomorphism breaking. In contrast to Ref. [23], where the typical gravitational acceleration is uniform as the exploration mainly focus on laboratory experiments on the Earth, our study assumes the Lense- Thirring metric [24], which is essentially curved and has non-zero source angular momentum. This setting is particularly suitable for a tentative study of LV gravitomagnetic effects.

As the fermion in the analogy is non-relativistic (NR) for practical purposes, it seems necessary to perform the Foldy-Wouthuysen (FW) transformation [25][13][26] first, however, a different method first proposed in Ref. [27] is adopted, where the one-fermion matrix elements for a NR fermion scattering off external fields are studied. The NR feature relies on the assumption that the field quantum carry negligible energy and fermion quantization is truncated on positive energy states only. The rest of the paper is arranged as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly review the basic background of gravitoelectromagnetism, an analogy of weak gravity in general relativity to electromagnetism. In Sec. III, we derive the energy momentum tensor (EMT) for a LV fermion in flat spacetime as a warm exercise for the discussion of LV matter-gravity couplings, since gravity couples exactly to the EMT of matter fields, just as photon couples to the electromagnetic current. In Sec. IV, we briefly review the formalism describing a LV fermion coupled with gravity in the weak field approximation. In Sec. V, we outline the main methodology in obtaining the one-fermion matrix elements for a LV fermion coupled with external fields. To make transparent the analogy, we demonstrate the fermion-photon couplings together with the fermiongravity couplings. Possible experimental constraints on LV spin-gravity couplings are discussed in Sec. VI, and we summarize our main results in Sec.VII.

II. THE GRAVITO-ELECTROMAGNETISM

The electromagnetic (EM) analogy for weak gravity can be found in many text books on general relativity [28] or review papers [2]. The inhomogeneious Maxwell equations and Lorentz force law for a charged particle moving in the EM fields are ∇ · ⃗E = ρ_e ϵ_0 , ∇ × ⃗B − 1 c^2 ∂ ⃗E ∂t = μ_0⃗j_e (1) d(γ⃗v) dt = e m [ ⃗E + ⃗v c × ⃗B ] . (2)

For sufficiently weak gravity and slow-moving source, we can expand the metric around Minkowski background

g_{μν} = η_{μν} + h_{μν} . (3)

when source is stationary Ṫ_{μν} = 0, and in the harmonic gauge Γ^ρ ≡ Γ^ρ_{μν} g^{μν} = 0, the Einstein field equation G_{μν} = κT_{μν} (κ ≡^{8πG}_{c4} ) can be cast into the form similar to (1), ∇ · ⃗E_g = − κc^4 2 ρ_m, ∇ × ⃗B_g − 1 c ∂_t ⃗E_g = −2κc^3⃗j_m, (4)

where ⃗E_g ≡ −∇ϕ_g −^1_c ∂_t ⃗A_g is the so-called gravitoelectric field, or just the local gravitational acceleration when ˙⃗A_g = 0, B^i_g ≡ c^2ϵ_{ijk} ∂_j h_{0k} is the gravito-magnetic field, and ρ_m, ⃗j_m = ρ_m⃗v are the matter mass density and mass current, respectively. It is easy to check that the homogeneous equations similar to ∂_μF̃^{μν} = 0 (F̃^{μν} ≡^1_2 ϵ^{ρσμν} F_{ρσ} ) in electrodynamics are also satisfied, see Appendix A. In fact, up to 1PN [O(c^{−2}) for h_{ij} ], these GEM equations can be further generalized to the case when matter source does have time dependence, as long as the gravitating system is moving slowly, see [29][30][2]. In that case, one can even derive a formal equation [ ∇^2 −^4_{c2} ∂^2_t ] ⃗ B_g = 0 for the fields outside the source current, which may indicate that gravitational waves propagate with the same speed of light in vacuo. The extra numerical factor 2^2, which can also be seen in 2κc^3 κc^4/2 = 4 c in parallel to the ratio of μ_0ϵ_0 in (1), is due to the fact that gravity is a spin-2 instead of spin-1 field. The minus sign −^{κc4}_2 ρ_m in (4) compared with^{ρe}_{ϵ0} in (1), the Gauss law, reflects the fact that the “charges” of the same sign in gravity attract rather than repel to each other. The geodesic equation^{duμ}_{dτ} + Γ^μ_{ρσ} u^ρu^σ = 0 can be also put into the form [2] d⃗v dt = m m [ ⃗E_g (1 + ⃗v^2 c^2 ) + ⃗v c × ⃗B_g ] (5) analogous to the Lorentz force law, Eq. (2). In this analogy, gravitational mass can be regarded as the charge responsible for gravito-electromagnetic (GEM) field, and weak equivalence principle ensures that the “charge-to-mass” ratio is unit. In fact, substituting h_{0j} = ϵ_{ijk} x^j ω^k/c for an observer sticked to a rotating non-inertial frame in Minkowski spacetime into (5), the corresponding force 2m ⃗ω × ⃗v is exactly the Coriolis force, confirming that the non-inertial force and gravity may have the common origin, which is partially encoded in the Mach principle. However, we have to keep caution that the formal analogy cannot be extended too far, though it proves quite fruitful, such as the prediction of gravito-magnetic precession of a spinning gyroscope in analogy with the magnetic dipole precession in magnetic fields, confirmed in Gravity Probe B project [10][11], and also in deriving solutions of the LV modified Einstein equation from the known ones in LV electrodynamics [9]. The reason is that gravity is quite different from EM field: 1. the Maxwell equation is linear and EM field is abelian, while the Einstein equation is notoriously difficult to solve for its nonlinearity; 2. the EM acceleration can be quite different for different particles with different charge-to-mass ratio, while gravity is universal for all kinds of matter (attractive except for the cosmological constant [31]) due to the equivalence principle. Thus gravity can be geometrized while EM force cannot. Technically, 1. Maxwell equation and Lorentz force law are gauge invariant and thus we can chose any gauge we like. This is not true in the case of gravito-electromagnetism, where only a restricted class of gauge transformations h_{μν} → h^′_{μν} = h_{μν} + 2∂_{(μ}ξ_{ν)} with ∂^2ξ^ν = 0 (satisfying the harmonic gauge) are allowed, otherwise the Maxwell-like equations (4) cannot hold. 2. The equations (4) and (5) are essentially not gauge invariant due to the two-layer structure of gravity: the metric g_{μν} can be viewed as the potential of the connection Γ^α_{βγ} , just as the definitions of ⃗E_g , ⃗B_g express (in this sense, equations (4), (5) are gauge invariant); while the connection Γ^α_{βγ} is again the potential of the Riemann tensor R^λ_{ρμν} , and the latter is the intrinsically “gauge invariant” field strength. In other words, by working in the observer’s local inertial frame or the Riemann normal coordinates, we can always gauge away the force m^{d⃗v}_{dt} (derived from m^{duμ}_{dτ} ). In this respect, a set of essentially gauge invariant Maxwell-like equations must be based on equations with covariant tensor forms, such as the Einstein equation and the geodesic deviation equation [32]. The bonus of this choice is that we can go beyond linear approximations, and the corresponding equations are more robust for further applications. A detailed discussion of the essentially gauge invariant gravitational analogy of Maxwell electrodynamics in the context of LV will be very interesting, however, this is beyond the scope of our present investigation.

III. THE FERMION ENERGY-MOMENTUM TENSOR IN FLAT SPACETIME

The EM analogy in weak gravity is very useful cause electrodynamics is more easy and intuitive to deal with, and we are more familiar with it, so we expect the similarity also arises between fermion-gravity (FG) and fermionelectromagnetic (FE) couplings. The usual minimal FE coupling is in the form of A_μj_e^μ, where j_e^μ = −eψ̄γ^μψ is the conserved current. The conservation is ensured by the gauge invariance of the FE coupling under gauge transformation A_μ → A_μ + ∂_μΛ. Similarly, in the weak field limit, we expect the minimal FG coupling takes a similar form −^1_2 h_{μν} Θ^{μν} , where Θ^{μν} is the symmetric energy momentum tensor (EMT). In fact, from the gravitational definition of EMT [33],

Θ^{μν} (x) ≡ 2δI_M √ −g(x)δg_{μν} (x) , (6)

for a gauge transformation δg_{μν} (x) = 2∇_{(μ}ξ_{ν)}, the matter action I_M in (6) transforms as

δI_M = 1 2 ∫ d^4x √ −g δg_{μν} Θ^{μν} = − ∫ d^4x ξ_ν √ −g { ∂_μ[ √ −gΘ^{μν} ] √ −g + Γ^ν_{μρ}Θ^{μρ} }

+ ∫ d^4x ∂_μ [√ −gξ_ν Θ^{μν} ] , (7)

where the terms in the large brace above is exactly ∇_μΘ^{μν} . Ignoring the surface term √ −gξ_ν Θ^{μν} , gauge invariance again ensures the covariant conservation of EMT, ∇_μΘ^{μν} = 0. Unlike the case of EM matter couplings, there is no simple conservation law of EMT ∂_μΘ^{μν} = 0 for the case of gravity, though the linear gauge transformation δh_{μν} = 2∂_{(μ}ξ_{ν)} may lead to the ordinary current conservation for the coupling −^1_2 h_{μν} Θ^{μν} . This is quite similar to the non-abelian Yang-Mills theory, where no simple conservation law exist for a current constructed purely from matter field, J^ν_a = −i^{∂LM}_{∂Dν ψ} t_aψ [34]. J^ν_a is only covariantly conserved, D_ν J^ν_a = 0. To construct an ordinary conserved EMT ∂_μτ^{μν} = 0, just like the ordinary conserved current J^μ_a ≡ J^μ_a − C^c_{ab}F^{μν}_c A^b_ν (∂_μJ^μ_a = 0) contains contribution from non-abelian gauge field itself, the ordinary conserved EMT τ^{μν} must also contain contribution from gravitational field itself, i.e., terms proportional to the summation of powers of metric tensors and their derivatives, such as the Landau- Lifschitz pseudotensor t^{μν}_{LL}, then τ^{μν} = (−g) [T^{μν} + t^{μν}_{LL}] [35]. In other words, the gravitational field itself carries energy and momentum, and thus contributes to the source of gravity. This has already been dramatically verified by the direct observation of gravitational waves [36]. In fact, the stress-energy tensor for the GEM field in stationary case can be shown to be exactly proportional to the pseudotensor t^{μν}_{LL} [2].

In flat spacetime, the canonical formalism gives another way to obtain EMT as the zero-gravity limit of the matter “source current” for gravity, provided the Belinfante symmetrization procedure (B-procedure) is performed. However, in the presence of LV, the usual Belinfante symmetrization may not be attainable [8]. As an example, consider the following SME Lagrangian [8],

L = L_0 + δL_{LV},

L_0 = i 2 ψγ^{μ ↔}D_μ ψ − m_ψψψ − 1 2 Tr[F^{μν} F_{μν} ],

δL_{LV} = i 2 ψδΓ^{μ ↔}D_μ ψ − ψδMψ, χ̄Γ^{μ ↔}D_μ ψ ≡ χ̄Γ^μD_μψ − χ̄D̄_μΓ^μψ, (8)

where χ̄D̄_μΓ^μψ ≡ [(∂_μ − ieA_μ)χ̄]Γ^μψ, δΓ^μ ≡ Γ^μ − γ^μ ≡ − [c^{νμ}γ_ν + d^{νμ}γ_5γ_ν ] and δM ≡ a^μγ_μ + b^μγ_5γ_μ + 1 2 H^{μν} σ_{μν} . Note for simplicity, the e^μ, f^μ, g^{λμν} coefficients are dropped. Except the c^{νμ} and a^μ, all the other LV coefficients are responsible for the LV spininteractions [37]. We include a^μ term as in the presence of gravity, the a^μ coefficient cannot be totally removed by field redefinition even for fermions with a single flavor, unlike the case of flat spacetime [38]. Also note there is a sign difference for the c, d coefficients in Γ^μ, as the signature for Minkowski metric is η_{μν} = diag(−1, +1, +1, +1), the one conventionally adopted in the gravity community, rather than the one in QFT [7]. Only in this section, we use Greek indices to denote variables in Minkowski spacetime, while in the next following sections, we use Latin indices a, b, c... from beginning for tagent space variables and the Latin indices i , j, k, ... in the middle for pure spatial indices, while the Greek indices μ, ν, ρ, ... are for manifold variables. Similarly, the convention for the totally antisymmetric tensor is fixed by ϵ_{0123} = 1.

From the Lagrangian (8), we get the canonical momenta from the definition Π_l ≡ ∂L /∂Ψ̇^l,

Π^μ_ψ ≡ i 2 ψ[γ^μ + δΓ^μ], Π^μ_ψ ≡ − i 2 [γ^μ + δΓ^μ]ψ, −Π^μ_Aa_ρ ≡ F^{aμρ} = ∂^μA^{aρ} − ∂^ρA^{aμ} + f^a_{bc}A^{bμ}A^{aρ}.(9) The canonical EMT denoted as T^{μν} is obtained as below

T^{μν} ≡ Π^μ_ψ ∂^ν ψ + ∂^ν ψ Π^μ_ψ + Π^μ_Aa_ρ ∂^ν A^a_ρ − η^{μν} L

= T_0^{μν} + δT^{μν} , T_0^{μν} ≡ i 2 [ ψγ^μ∂^ν ψ − (∂^ν ψ)γ^μψ ] − F^{aμρ}∂^ν A^a_ρ − η^{μν} L_0, δT^{μν} ≡ i 2 [ ψδΓ^μ∂^ν ψ − (∂^ν ψ)δΓ^μψ ] − η^{μν} δL_{LV}.(10)

In the absence of gravity, the violation of Lorentz invariance does not conflict with the spacetime translation invariance, which is assumed to be hold since we do not want to loss the energy-momentum conservation, ∂_μT^{μν} = 0, provided the fields and their derivatives vanishes sufficiently quickly at spatial infinity. However, the B-procedure does not work, as it crucially relies on the fact that the total angular momentum tensor density is conserved, ∂_μJ^μ_{αβ} = 0, where J^μ_{αβ} ≡ ∂L ∂[∂_μΨ(x)]

[S_{αβ} ] Ψ(x) + x_αT^μ_β − x_β T^μ_α includes the intrinsic spin contribution S^μ_{αβ} ≡ ∂L ∂[∂_μΨ(x)] [Sαβ] Ψ(x) due to the non-trivial field represen-

tation of the Poincaré group. Since Lorentz invariance is broken, the total angular momentum needs not to be conserved, ∂_μJ^μ_{αβ} ≠ 0. To see why LV blocks the construction of a symmetric EMT, first we note that the antisymmetric part of the canonical EMT is T^{[αβ]} ≡ 1 2 ( T^{αβ} − T^{βα} ) = 1 2 ∂_μ [ J^{μαβ} − S^{μαβ} ] , (11)

where we have used ∂_αT^{αβ} = 0. Now suppose adding T^{αβ} with a total derivative ∂_ρA^{ραβ} , provided that A^{ραβ} vanishes sufficiently fast at spatial infinity. Then the improved EMT is

Θ^{αβ} = T^{αβ} + ∂_ρA^{ραβ}

= T^{(αβ)} + ∂_ρ { 1 2 [ J^{ραβ} − S^{ραβ} ] + A^{ραβ} } , (12)

where the unaltered conservations law requires A^{ραβ} = −A^{αρβ} . Clearly, still adopting the Belinfante-Rosenfield formalism [39][40] and letting A^{ραβ} ≡ S^{ραβ} − S^{αρβ} − S^{βρα}, we can confirm that A^{ραβ} = −A^{αρβ} from its definition. The B-procedure indeed guarantees the current conservation ∂_αΘ^{αβ} = 0, only in general Θ^{αβ} ≠ Θ^{βα} due to the presence of Lorentz violation. This feature of EMT has been clarified with an explicit example in [7], and has been discussed in depth including gravity in the Rieman- Cartan geometry [8].

As Lorentz violation forbids a conserved angular momentum current, we do not expect a natural symmetric EMT. Moreover, the B-procedure cannot even necessarily give rise to a gauge invariant EMT. This has been observed in the LV modified electromagnetism with the k_{AF} term [7] already. As another example, we show after B-procedure, the EMT with only c-coefficient is

Θ^{μν} ≡ Θ^{μν}_ψ + Θ^{μν}_A = i 4 ψ [ (γ^{ν ↔}D^μ +γ^{μ ↔}D^ν) ] ψ − F^{μρ}F^ν_ρ − η^{μν} L_0 + i 4 ψ [ c^ν_ρ (γ^{ρ ↔}D^μ −γ^{μ ↔}D^ρ) − c^μ_ρ (γ^{ρ ↔}D^ν +γ^{ν ↔}D^ρ)

+(γ^μc^ν_ρ − γ^ν c^μ_ρ)^↔D^ρ ] ψ + eψ [ (c^μ_ρ A^ν + c^ν_ρ A^μ)γ^ρ

−(γ^ν c^μ_ρ + γ^μc^ν_ρ )A^ρ ] ψ − η^{μν} δL_{LV}, (13)

where we have ignored 2nd order LV corrections. Clearly, the terms proportional to c-coefficients block the symmetrization, Θ^{[μν]} ≠ 0, and the terms in the third square bracket even block the gauge invariance. Without LV, the terms in the second line is manifestly symmetric and gauge invariant, and coincide with the gauge invariant EMT, Eq. (4-5) for quark and gluon in [41], up to a signature difference. Interestingly, the B-procedure does give a gauge invariant EMT for pure LV gauge field with Lagrangian

L_A = − 1 4 [F^{aμν} F^a_{μν} + (k_F )^{μνρσ} F^a_{μν} F^a_{ρσ} ] , (14)

where F^a_{μν} ≡ ∂_μA^a_ν − ∂_ν A^a_μ + f^a_{bc}A^b_μA^c_ν is the field strength for the gauge field A^a. The B-procedure improved EMT is Θ^{μν}_A = −F^{aμ}_κF^{aνκ} − (kF )^{μ αβ}_κ F^a_{αβ} F^{aνκ} − η^{μν} LA, (15) which is apparently gauge invariant, but still not symmetric. In view of these examples, we see that to have a gauge invariant improvement of the canonical EMT, seems other improvement procedures are required rather than Belinfante symmetrization procedure, which is even not attainable. Not only because symmetrization is blocked by the presence of LV, which is equivalent to the presence of background tensor fields causing the asymmetry, but also because symmetrization is only indicated by the metric framework of gravitational theory. For a generic gravitational theory allowing other degrees of freedom (d.o.f.), such as torsion or non-metricity [42][8], the generalized Einstein equation does not require a symmetric EMT as the source of gravity, though an effective symmetric EMT is always attainable if we separate the Einstein tensor into the Riemannian part, and incorporate the non-Riemannian part into the effective EMT [42]. However, the cost is that it plagues a proper interpretation of the gravitation and matter d.o.f. We will postpone a further investigation of LV EMT in the future, and turn to discuss FG couplings in the next section.

IV. PRELIMINARY FOR FERMION-GRAVITY INTERACTIONS

To consider the fermion-gravity couplings, the flat space LV fermion Lagrangian (8) has to be replaced by the curved space version [8][16]

L_ψ = e [ i 2 e^μ_aψ̄Γ^{a↔}∇_μψ − ψ̄Mψ ] , (16) ψΓ^{a↔}∇_μψ ≡ ψΓ^a[ ⃗D_μ + i 4 ω^{bc}_μ σ_{bc}]ψ − ψ[ ←− D_μ − i 4 ω^{bc}_μ σ_{bc}]Γ^aψ, Γ^a ≡ γ^a − [ c_{ρν} γ^b + d_{ρν} γ_5γ^b ] e^{νa}e^ρ_b, (17)

M ≡ m + a_μe^μ_aγ^a + b_μe^μ_aγ_5γ^a + 1 2 H_{μν} e^μ_ae^ν_bσ^{ab}, (18) Note we use ⃗D_μψ = (∂_μ +igA_μ)ψ to represent pure gauge coupling and ⃗∇_μψ = [ ⃗D_μ +^i_4 ω^{bc}_μ σ_{bc}]ψ to represent the covariant derivatives including both the minimal gauge field (the gauge field means photon in this context) and the spin connection couplings. Also note that we use g instead of e to represent gauge coupling to avoid confusion with the determinant of vierbein, as it will be more easier to distinguish determinant of metric from the coupling constant g in this context. The gravity sector is assumed to be intact to largely simplify the original construction with torsion in Riemann-Carton spacetime [8]. We mention that torsion and non-metricity can also be tightly constrained in the context of SME [43][44][45], though they draw great attention to the gravity community even in the LI context [42][46][47]. Considering the weak gravity limit up to the lowest order of metric perturbation h_{μν} = g_{μν} − η_{μν} , the vierbein and spin connection can thus be written as

e^a_μ ≃ δ^a_μ + 1 2 h^a_μ + χ^a_μ , e^μ_a = δ^μ_a − 1 2 h^μ_a + χ^μ_a,

ω^{ab}_μ = 1 2 [ e^{νa}(∂_μe^b_ν − ∂_ν e^b_μ ) − e^c_μ ∂_αe_{βc}e^{αa}e^{βb} ] − (a ↔ b) ≃ 1 2 (h^{a b}_{μ ,} − h^{b a}_{μ ,} ) + χ^{ab}_{,μ} + χ^{a b}_{μ ,} − χ^{b a}_{μ ,} , (19)

The χ_{ab} = −χ_{ba} contain the 6 local Lorentz degrees of freedom in the vierbein, and can be totally removed by fermion field redefinition ψ(x) → exp[−^i_4 χ_{ab}(x)σ^{ab}]ψ(x) [16][18]. This redefinition may still leave imprints on the fluctuations of LV coefficients[16], however, due to stringent experimental constraints [21] and our solely interest in the effects caused by the vacuum expectation values (vev) of the LV coefficients, we can safely ignore χ in the following. For example,

e^μ_aΓ^a = γ^μ − 1 2 h^a_μ γ^a − [c^μ_b − c_{bν} h^{μν} − 1 2 c^μ_ρ h^ρ_b]γ^b − [d^μ_b − d_{bν} h^{μν} − 1 2 d^μ_ρ h^ρ_b]γ_5γ^b. (20)

Note different from the notation in [16], we use mixed Latin and Greek indices to keep track of their origin, though all the indices can be put into the Greek ones, since we take h_{μν} as the metric deviation from the vacuum Minkowski background. In other words, in the following discussions of linearized weak gravity, there is no need to distinguish Latin and Greek indices, as all the upper and lower indices, whether Latin or Greek, are raised or lowered by the corresponding Minkowski metric. As the LV coefficients are linear on the level of Lagrangian, we can treat them one by one. First note we can separate the Lagrangian (16) into LI and LV parts, L_ψ = (1 +^1_2 h) [L_{LI} + L_{LV}], where the determinant of the vierbein e = √ −g = 1 +^1_2 h. The LI Lagrangian can be written as

L_{LI} = i 2 e^μ_aψ̄γ^{a↔}∇_μψ − ψ̄mψ ≃ i 2 ψ [ γ^{a ↔}D_a − 1 2 h^μ_aγ^{a ↔}D_μ ] ψ − ψ̄mψ, (21)

where the “≃” means preserving only terms up to linear order of h_{μν} , and we have utilized the identity h_{ab,c}{γ^a, σ^{bc}} = 0. The LV counterpart is

L_{LV} = i 2 e^μ_aψ̄δΓ^{a↔}∇_μψ − ψ̄δMψ ≃ i 2 ψ̄ [ δΓ^a_∘ ( δ^μ_a − 1 2 h^μ_a )_↔ Dμ +δΓ^a_h^↔Da ] ψ − ψ̄ (δM_∘ + δM_h) ψ + 1 4 ϵ^{bcmn}h_{am,n}ψ[c^a_b γ_5γ_c + d^a_b γ_c]ψ, (22) where for simplicity, we have defined δΓ^a_h ≡ 1 2 [ h^{νa}(c_{bν} + d_{bν} γ5) + h^ρ_b(c^a_ρ + d^a_ρ γ5) ] γ^b, δΓ^a_∘ ≡ − [ c^a_b γ^b + d^a_b γ5γ^b ] , δM_h ≡ − 1 2 h^μ_a[(aμ + bμγ5)γ^a + 1 2 H_{μb}σ^{ab}] − 1 4 h^ν_bHaν σ^{ab}, δM∘ ≡ (aaγ^a + baγ5γ^a + 1 2 H_{ab}σ^{ab}). To the linear order of metric perturbation, the Euler- Lagrangian equation with respect to L_{LI} + L_{LV} is { i [ (Γ^a_∘ + δΓ^a_h) ⃗Da − h^μ_a 2 Γ^a_∘ ⃗Dμ ] − (M∘ + δM_h) } ψ + i 2 [ ∂aδΓ^a_h − 1 2 ∂ah^a_cΓ^c_∘ − i 2 ϵ^{bcd}_eh_{ab,c}(c^a_d γ5 + d^a_d )γ^e ] ψ = 0. (23)

where Γ^a_∘ = γ^a + δΓ^a_∘ and M_∘ = m + δM_∘. Note we haven’t considered the so-called geometric term

L_{geo} = (e − 1)L_ψ ≃ h 2 [ i 2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ − ψ̄M_∘ψ ] , (24)

since this term comes from the artifact of linearization, which amounts to nothing but multiplying Eq. (23) with a rescaling factor e = 1 +^h_2 . If pick up back these terms, the equation is exactly the one obtained from the linearization of the full Dirac equation with respect to the Lagrangian (16).

In comparison with the EM coupling −j^μA_μ, we can also collect all the terms proportional to h_{μν} in the Lagrangian, which is

L_{hI} = − 1 2 h^μ_a { i 2 ψΓ^a_∘^↔D_μ ψ − ψ [ (a_μ + b_μγ_5)γ^a + H_{μb}σ^{ab} ] ψ }

+ i 4 ψ̄ [h^{νa}(c_{bν} + d_{bν} γ_5) + h^ρ_b(c^a_ρ + d^a_ρ γ_5)] γ^{b ↔}D_a ψ + 1 4 ϵ^{mnb}_ch_{am,n}ψ[c^a_b γ_5 + d^a_b ]γ^cψ + h 2 [ i 2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ − ψ̄M_∘ψ ] ˙= − 1 2 h_{μν} T^{μν} , (25)

where all the Greek and Lain indices are raised or lowered by the corresponding Minkowski metric, and thus loss the distinctive features they have before the linearization. Also note “ ˙=” means equal up to a total derivatives, since we have dropped a total derivative term proportional to ϵ^{μbcd}, and the energy-momentum tensor T^{μν} is given explicitly,

T^{μν} = i 2 ψΓ^ν_∘^↔D^μ ψ − ψ [ (a^μ + b^μγ_5)γ^ν + H^μ_bσ^{νb} ] ψ − i 2 ψ [ (c^μ_b + d^μ_b γ_5)γ^{b ↔}D^ν +(c^μ_b + d^μ_bγ_5)γ^ν ↔ D^b ] ψ − η^{μν} L_{flat} + iϵ^{μbcd}∂_d [ ψ(c^ν_b γ_5 + d^ν_b )γ_cψ ] , (26)

where L_{flat} ≡^i_2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ − ψ̄M_∘ψ. Aside from the last term coming from spin-connection, the EMT obtained in this way is gauge invariant and symmetric, as the apparently asymmetric part T^{[μν]} does not contribute due to the coupling with h_{μν} = h_{νμ}. The LV coefficients in the above are just vevs and thus are spacetime independent.

Now the form L_{hI} ˙= −^1_2 h_{μν} T^{μν} is similar to the EM coupling −A_μj^μ, and can be regarded as a linear approximation of δI =^1_2 √ −gδg_{μν} T^{μν} up to the determinant √ −g. It is interesting to note that the geometric contribution in (24) cannot be ignored as stated in [27], otherwise the resultant EMT will differ by a term proportional to η^{μν} compared to the EMT obtained with the canonical formalism. However, this term doesn’t contribute if the matter fields are on the mass shell since we only consider metric couplings up to linear order.

As mentioned already, we can study the nonrelativistic fermion-gravity interaction from the wellknown FW transformation method [25][48][49], which requires a relativistic Hamiltonian with conventional time evolution as the starting point. As our main concern, the other way is to calculate the interaction energy between a pair of one-fermion states, ∫ d^3⃗x⟨p^′, β| − L_{int}|p, α⟩ = 1 2 ∫ d^3⃗x h_{μν} ⟨p^′, β|T^{μν} |p, α⟩, where ⟨p^′, β|T^{μν} |p, α⟩ is the gravitational form factor extensively studied in hadron spin structures [50]. However, even for the latter approach, to find out the proper eigen-spinors for proper Fourier expansion of ψ(x), we still face the same necessity of field redefinition. In fact, even for a covariant Dirac equation without unconventional time derivatives impeding the proper identification of the time evolution operator [16], field redefinition is still an essential step to get a hermitian Hamiltonian [49], and has been well developed in the context of SME [7][16][37] to study perturbative LV effects, such as the effects due to LV fermiongravity couplings. We will discuss the field redefinition in a proper place in the next section.

V. NON-RELATIVISTIC FERMION-GRAVITY COUPLING AND THE ANALOGY

The method to get NR interaction energies is adopted from Ref. [27], where the basic idea is from the lessons we learn in QED. In QED, the electrostatic force is mediated by the photon exchange between two charged particles, and the full relativistic interaction is described by the vector-current interaction −j^μA_μ with j^μ = ψΓ^μψ, where Γ^μ = γ^μ in LI QED. Likewise, the gravitational interaction is mediated by the graviton exchange between two energy carriers (without NR approximation, massless particles such as photon are also allowed), and the full relativistic interaction is described by the tensor-current interaction −^1_2 h_{μν} T^{μν} , where T^{μν} is given by Eq. (6) in general, and only the symmetrized part of T^{μν} really contributes. For the Lagrangian (16), T^{μν} is explicitly given by (26) in the linearized approximation. Follow the same logic, we try to get the leading order NR one-fermion interaction matrix elements from the fully relativistic interaction Lagrangian (25).

In standard QFT, the spinor ψ can be expanded as ψ(x) = ∑ σ=1, 2 ∫ d̃k [ b̂_σ (⃗k)u_σ (⃗k)e^{ik·x} + d̂^†_σ(⃗k)v_σ (⃗k)e^{−ik·x} ] ,(27)

where dk̃ ≡^{d3k}_{(2π)3}^m_{k0} , k·x ≡ ⃗k·⃗x−k^0x^0, and u_σ, v_σ are the eigen-spinors describing electron and positron, respectively. In the LI situation, the explicit forms of u_σ, v_σ can be found in any text books of QFT, say [51][52]. However, in the presence of generic LV couplings, the physical free-particle states cannot be directly described by ψ due to unconventional time evolution imposed by the LV derivative couplings, such as the c, d terms. To eliminate the extra time-derivatives, we have to invoke the spinor redefinition ψ = Ûχ to cast the kinematic term into the conventional structure^1_2 iχ̄γ^{0 ↔}∂_0 χ, which also preserves the usual scalar product ⟨Ψ|Φ⟩ = ∫ d^3x Ψ^†Φ [16] in flat space.

For the flat space Lagrangian (8), Û = (γ^0Γ^0_∘)^{− 12} is a non-singular spacetime-independent matrix [53]. For a generic fermion Lagrangian, the redefinition matrix is given by Eq.(30) in Ref. [16] up to leading order of perturbative parameters of h_{μν} and LV coefficients. Thus in general Û can be quite complicated and spacetimedependent. The explicit form of Û corresponding to Lagrangian (16) is given in Appendix C, and can be shown to satisfy Û^†γ^0Γ^0Û = Î [54]. As what we concerned is L_{hI} in Eq.(25), it suffices to use the flat space redefinition matrix Û_0 ≡ 1 +^1_2 (d_{b0}γ_5 − c_{b0})γ^0γ^b for a linear approximation. In fact, detailed calculations lead to additional h-couplings from the flat space Lagrangian L^{flat}_ψ =^i_2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ − ψ̄M_0ψ, as the spinor redefinition matrix Û ⊃ δÛ^h, however, these terms do not contribute to ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3xL^{flat}_ψ |p, α⟩, provided the external fermions are on mass-shell.

For non-derivative LV couplings such as a, b, H coefficients, the LI eigen-spinor may serve as first order approximation in Eq. (27). While for the c, d coefficients with extra time-derivatives, the quantization expansion in terms of b̂_σ, d̂_σ has to be done with redefined spinor χ directly. Of course, the eigen-spinor can always be written as S_α = S_{α0} + S_{α1} (S_α refers to either u_α or v_α), where S_{α0}, S_{α1} denote the LI and LV contributions, respectively. For the 1-fermion matrix elements ⟨p^′, β|Ô|p, α⟩ at leading order approximation, the key ingredient in the Fourier expansion can be written as

S̄_βÔS_α = S̄_{β0}(Ô_0 + Ô_1)S_{α0} + (S̄_{β1}Ô_0S_{α0} + S̄_{β0}Ô_0S_{α1}),

(28)

where S̄_α ≡ S_α^†γ^0 is the Dirac adjoint of the eigen-spinor S_α, Ô denotes any operator we are interested, such as e ⃗A · ⃗Γ, and Ô_0, Ô_1 denote the LI and LV separations of Ô. Since in the NR limit, the contribution from the spinor v_σ (⃗k) with negative energy can be totally ignored, and the scattered fermion is assumed to be always on the mass shell, Eq. (27) becomes (for c, d coefficients, ψ has to be replaced by χ = Û^{−1}ψ) ψ(x) = ∫ dk̃ ∑ σ=1, 2 b̂_σ (⃗k)u_σ(⃗k)e^{ik·x}, (29)

where k^0 = k^0[⃗k, m, X] is the LV modified dispersion relation, and X represents a set of generic LV coefficients with indices suppressed. The LI eigen-spinor is uσ0(⃗k) = √ ω0 + m 2m ( ξ^σ U0(k)ξ^σ )_{NR} ≃ ( ξ^σ ⃗σ·⃗k 2m ξ^σ ) , (30)

where U0(k) ≡^{⃗σ·⃗k}_{ω0 +m} and ω0 = √ ⃗k2 + m2. For a, b type coefficients, the eigen-spinor can be directly found in the appendix in [7]. For completeness, we collect them together with the eigen-spinors for c, d, H coefficients in Appendix D. The key idea is that since LV is supposed to be tiny by observational constraints [21], we only need to keep linear order LV corrections, and hence can treat various LV coefficients one by one as if the other LV coefficients are absent. Thus in calculating LV contributions of FG or FE interaction energies from matrix elements, we can classify them into 3 categories:

• Apparent LV vertices, such as OLV =^{hba}_2 ψ[(a^b + b^bγ5)γ^a + H^b_cσ^{ac}]ψ, where Eq. (27) with LI eigenspinors is sufficient;

• LV eigen-spinor induced LV to the superficially LI ver-

tices, such as OLI =^{ihba}_4 ψγ^a ↔ D^b ψ, where ψ and ψ receive LV corrections and thus induce LV corrections to interaction energy. In this case, the eigen-spinor correction appears through the LV corrected matrix connecting the upper and lower two Pauli 2-spinor ξ^α and UX (k)ξ^α, i.e., U0(k) → UX (k), where X again represents certain LV coefficient with Lorentz indices suppressed;

• LV correction to dispersion relations, which in the NR limit may also induce LV corrections, such as 1 E(p,X)+m ≃ 1 2m [1 −^X_{4m} ], where X represents some LV coefficient with dimension 1.

Equipping with these tools and following the spirit of [27], we calculate the interaction energy

Ê_{int} = − ∫ d^3⃗xLint in the following subsections. As the analog object, we calculate the fermion-photon interaction first with the interaction Lagrangian Lint = LAI = −gψΓ^aAaψ = −g Aa [ ψγ^aψ − ψ ( c^a_b γ^b + d^a_b γ5γ^b ) ψ ] , (31) while for fermion-gravity interaction, Lint is replaced by L_{hI} in Eq. (25).

A. Non-relativistic fermion-photon interaction

The interaction energy between two electron states |p^′, β⟩ and |p, α⟩ is EAI ≡ E^{LI}_{AI} + E^{LV}_{AI} = g⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3⃗x [ ψ⃗Γψ · ⃗A − ψΓ^0ψA^0 ] |p, α⟩ = g ∑ s1, s2 ∫ d^3⃗x ∫ d^3k1 (2π)^3 d^3k2 (2π)^3

⟨0|b_β (p^′)b^†_{s1} (k1)

[ūs_1 (k1) Γ · A us_2 (k2)] bs_2 (k2)b^†_α(p)|0⟩ = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} [ u^†_β (p^′) γ^0Γ · A uα(p) ] , (32)

where q ≡ p^′ − p and Γ · A ≡ ⃗Γ · ⃗A(x) − Γ^0A^0(x), and we have used {bα(p), b^†_σ(k)} = (2π)^3δασδ^3(⃗p − ⃗k). Note we assume that the field redefinition has already been done implicitly, so for the c, d coefficients, γ^0Γ · A has to be replaced by (ΓÛ)^†γ^0 · AÛ. In the following, we will always deal with a, b, H terms first, and treat c, d terms later, and we omit the subscript “0” for denoting LI spinor uσ0 unless necessary. The LI part of the interaction energy is

E^{LI}_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} ( ū_β (p^′)[ ⃗A(x) · ⃗γ − A^0(x)γ^0]uα(p) )

= g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β ([ ⃗l · ⃗A + i⃗q × ⃗A · ⃗σ E + m ] − A^0 [1+ ⃗p′ · ⃗p + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ (E + m)^2 ]) ξα(p)

= g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β [( ⃗A · ⃗p m − A^0(1 + ⃗p^2 4m^2 ) ) + ⃗σ · ⃗B 2m + ( ⃗E × ⃗p) · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] ξα, (33) which is exactly the same as the Eqs. (7.7) and (7.9) in [27], if the signature difference is concerned. Note we have defined l ≡ p^′ + p, and assumed the fermion is always on the mass shell such that the energy transfer is zero, q^0 = 0 (elastic scattering), just as in [27]. However, in the presence of a generic LV coefficient X, the dispersion relation is modified. Thus p^{′0} = p^0 implies not ⃗q · (2⃗p + ⃗q) = 0, but rather ⃗q · ⃗p 4m^2 ≃ − ⃗q^2 8m^2 + δω_p′ − δωp 4m , (34) where δωp = δω(p, m, X) ≡ p^0(p, m, X) − √ ⃗p^2 + m^2, and we divided ⃗q · ⃗p by 4m^2 to fit the factor appearing in the second equation of (33). The extra term in (34) means that there is an extra LV contribution due to the modified dispersion relation, even in the calculation of the superficially LI E^{LI}_{AI}. To facilitate the analogy, we also assume that the 4-potential of the photon field is static, Ȧ^μ = 0. For simplicity, we choose the Coulomb gauge ∇ · ⃗A = 0 , which is equivalent to the Lorenz gauge in static limit. The absence of ⃗q · ⃗A is simply due to this gauge choice. The third term in (33) is exactly the standard Dirac’s prediction, the magnetic moment interaction ⃗σ· ⃗B 2m , and the last term ( ⃗E×⃗p)·⃗σ is the spin-orbit coupling and is responsible for the fine structure corrections. The first term g ⃗A·⃗p/m is simply the cross term in the gauge invariant kinetic energy^{(⃗p+g ⃗A)2}_{2m} in the Coulomb gauge, and −gA^0 is the static Coulomb energy with the correction factor 1+^{⃗p2}_{4m2} for a charge particle in the co-moving frame. The vanishing of ⃗q^2A^0 term is because this term is proportional to ∇^2A^0(⃗x) = −ρeδ(⃗x − ⃗xs) by Coulomb’s law, where ⃗xs denotes the position of source particle for the external EM field and the fermion is assumed to be far away from the source particle.

For LV eigenspinor contribution to EM interaction energy, first we’d like to give an explicit formula for a generic LV coefficient X,

E^{X−spinor}

AI = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β ([ ⃗σ · ⃗A δUX (p) + δU^†_X (p^′) ⃗σ · ⃗A ]

−A^0 [ U^†_0 (p^′)δUX (p) + δU^†_X (p^′)U0(p) ]) ξα(p), (35) where U0(p) ≡^{⃗σ·⃗p}_{ω0 +m} and UX are the LI and LV matrices connecting the upper and lower Pauli spinors. For example, for a given Dirac spinor u(p) = ( ξ(p), η(p) )_T

, η = UX ξ and δUX (p) ≡ UX (p) − U0(p). For details, see Appendix D.

First, we can calculate the contribution of a, b, H coefficients to the fermion-photon interaction separately. As they do not superficially alter the conserved currents, there is no modification of fermion-photon vertex due to these coefficients. In other words, for a, b, H, it is sufficient to take into account of eigen-spinor contributions E^{X−spinor}_{AI} and corrections due to modified dispersion relations. For the a-coefficient, its effects can be simply shown by replacing ⃗p → ⃗p + ⃗a in (33) and omitting ⃗a^2 terms, which are of higher order. This manifestly shows that for EM interaction, a-term only shift the 4-momentum and cause no observable physical effects, and thus can be removed by proper field redefinitions [7][16]. However, it does have effects for gravitational interaction [16], and will be explicitly shown in the next subsection.

The LV correction for b-coefficient is

E^b_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β [ i(⃗q × ⃗A) · ⃗b − b^0A^0⃗l · ⃗σ/2 2m^2 + b^0⃗σ · ⃗A m + ⃗A · (⃗l⃗b − ⃗b⃗l) · ⃗σ 2m^2 ) ] ξα

= g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β [ b^0⃗σ · ⃗A m + ⃗B · ⃗b − b^0A^0⃗p · ⃗σ 2m^2

+ 2 [ ⃗A · ⃗p (⃗σ · ⃗b) − ⃗A · ⃗b (⃗σ · ⃗p) ] + i⃗σ · ⃗∇(⃗b · ⃗A) 2m^2 ) ξ_α.(36)

Note that −^{b0 A0⃗q·⃗σ}_{4m2} in (36) is canceled by the correction due to LV dispersion relation, see Eq. (34). Interestingly, the ⃗B · ⃗b/2m^2 term seems indicate that the ⃗b vector behaves like

a “cosmic magnetic dipole moment” δ⃗μ = −^{g⃗b}_{2m2} in comparison to the conventional magnetic dipole moment (MDM) ⃗μ = −^{g⃗σ}_{2m} . Contrary to the dynamical ⃗μ, which can be manipulated by spin polarization, δ⃗μ is supposed to be a constant background, whose projection on a specific direction, say ⃗B, varies due to the relative motion of the charged particle with respect to the cosmic backgrounds, and may cause a sidereal variation in terrestrial experiments. A similar ⃗Ω · ⃗b coupling also arises when a LV fermion is coupled to the gravitational field due to a large rotating mass. For a fermion coupled with some kind of cosmic anisotropic vector [55], or the axial vector part of a torsion tensor by the identification^{ϵμαβγ}_8 T_{αβγ} → b^μ_{eff} [16], we may expect similar forms of interaction. In fact, the non-minimal^1_2 b^{ijk}_F F_{jk}ψγ5γiψ term [56] may also produce a term looking like bF ⃗σ· ⃗B with similar structure if b^{ijk}_F = bF ϵ^{ijk} , and thus the terms within quite different scenarios may be constrained by similar phenomenological observations, such as the comagnetometer experiments [14][15].

The LV correction for H-coefficient is

E^H_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β [ ⃗A × ⃗H · ⃗σ m − (⃗σ · ⃗A) (⃗l · ⃗H̃) 2m^2 + iA^0⃗q · ⃗H 4m^2 − A^0⃗l × ⃗H · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] ξα

= g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β [ ⃗A × ⃗H · ⃗σ m − (⃗σ · ⃗A) (⃗p + ⃗q/2) · ⃗H̃ m^2 − ⃗E · ⃗H 4m^2 − A^0(⃗p + ⃗q) × ⃗H · ⃗σ 2m^2 ] ξα, (37)

where we have decomposed Hμν into an “electric” part ⃗H^i ≡ H0i and a “magnetic” part ⃗H̃^i ≡^1_2 ϵ_{ijk} H_{jk}. This decomposition is meaningful, as seen from various couplings such as − ⃗E · ⃗H/4m^2. Just like the “cosmic MDM” induced by the ⃗b vector, − ⃗E · ⃗H/4m^2 behaves like a “cosmic electric dipole moment”^{g ⃗H}_{4m2} for a charged fermion. Also like −b^0A^0⃗σ·⃗p/2m^2 in (36), A^0 ⃗H × ⃗p · ⃗σ/2m^2 = −A^0⃗σ × ⃗p · ⃗H/2m^2 induces a tiny LV spin-orbit (SO) correction to the LI counter term g^{( ⃗E×⃗p)·⃗σ}_{4m2} . However, the external ⃗E in the LI operator is controllable, while the “cosmic” ⃗H term is not, though it may receives a sidereal variation for any terrestrial experiment. Moreover, it depends on the local electric potential, which is like the term ϕg^{⃗p× ⃗H·⃗σ}_m in (51). These distinctive features means the LV SO couplings can be testable and distinguished from any LI background in the ultrahigh precision fine structure observations.

For the c, d-coefficients, as they not only lead to eigenspinor corrections, but also bring corrections to conserved current, and hence impose the need of spinor redefinition to cure the otherwise non-hermitian Hamiltonian if the spinor ψ is improperly used, we treat them separately.

After redefinition, the fermion-photon interaction is gAaψ[δ^a_b − c^a_b − d^a_b γ5]γ^bψ = gχ^† [ (⃗α · ⃗A − A^0) +A^j (d̃ij γ5α^i + 2d_{(0j)}γ5) − A^j (c̃ij α^i + 2c_{(0j)}) ] χ, (38)

where we defined c_{(0j)} ≡^1_2 (c0j + cj0 ), d_{(0j)} ≡^1_2 (d0j + dj0), c̃ij ≡ c00δij + cij , d̃ij ≡ d00δij + dij , and again we preserve terms only up to linear order of LV coefficients. The LV c, d corrections to the conserved current are the terms in the second line in (38), where the terms in the first line in the large bracket correspond to LI current. It is interesting to note that the consistency of the field redefinition for c, d terms lies in the fact that there is no LV A^0 coupling operator in the second line in (38), as the goal of the field redefinition is just to remove the unconventional kinematic couplings caused by the c, d terms, and the A^0 coupling will in no doubt be removed due to the minimal coupling schemes. Inserting the quantization expansion of χ in terms of annihilation and creation operators as Eq. (27), we get

E^{c1}_{AI} = −g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} u^†_β (p^′) [ α^ic̃ij A^j + 2c_{(0j)} A^j ] uα(p) = −g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} ξ^†_β [ 2⃗c · ⃗A[1 + ⃗p′ · ⃗p + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] + c00 2m [⃗l · ⃗A + ⃗B · ⃗σ] + cij A^j 2m (l^i + iϵ_{kil}q^k σ^l) ] ξα, (39) E^{d1}_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} u^†_β (p^′) { d̃_{ij} Σ^iA^j + 2⃗d · ⃗Aγ_5 } uα(p) = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x} ξ^†_β { ⃗d · ⃗A⃗σ · ⃗l m + d̃ij A^j · [ σ^i+ (2p^i + q^i) ⃗σ · ⃗p + p^i ⃗σ · ⃗q − ⃗p^′ · ⃗p σ^i + i(⃗p × ⃗q)^i 4m^2 ]} ξα,(40)

where we defined ⃗c^j ≡ c_{(0j)} and ⃗d^j ≡ d_{(0j)} for notational simplicity. Note both in (39) and (40), uσ (k) = uσ0(⃗k) in (30), as we only need to keep terms of linear order of LV coefficients. By the comparison of (39) with (33), we see c00 acts like a scale factor to the LI counter terms such as^{⃗σ· ⃗B}_m ,^{⃗p· ⃗A}_m , while cij plays the role of a shear factor, and ⃗c^i = c_{(0i)} mixes the coupling of ⃗A into those originally coupled with A^0 if LV is absent. In short, cμν acts like a metric tensor: it not only scale isotropically, but also shear slightly the original LI EM interactions, as if the original terms being viewed in a slightly sheared coordinates. However, we should avoid the confusion with the so-called “passive coordinate transformations”, which have no physical effects [7]. In comparison, the c-coefficient induced effects are in principle testable, such as constraints of the sidereal variation by measuring the transition frequency in atomic clocks [57]. For d-coefficient, due to the γ5 factor, it mediates the spin-orbit couplings with the EM field, except the d̃ij A^j σ^i and^{id̃ij Aj (⃗p×⃗q)i}_{4m2} terms. For example, the^{d̃ij Aj pi⃗σ·⃗p} 2m2 term looks much like an anomalous magnetic

moment (AMM) coupling term^{μ′ ( ⃗B·⃗p)(⃗σ·⃗p)}_{2m2} [58], where μ^′ is the AMM coupling constant put by hand.

Next we consider the LV eigen-spinor corrections to the superficially LI term, the term in the first line in the large square bracket in (38). The eigen-spinor for c, d-coefficients in the quantization of χ has to be obtained from the free LV modified Dirac equation, iχ̇ = −i [ (δij − c̃ij + d̃ij γ5)α^i − 2(c_{(0j)} − d_{(0j)}γ5) ] ∇j χ + m [ γ^0(1 − c00) − dj0γ5γ^j ] χ. (41)

Assuming the eigen-spinor takes the form χ = e^{ip·x} ( ξ η ) , where η = UX ξ, we obtain the UX with X = c, d, see (D4,D5) in the Appendix.

We still treat c, d terms separately in the spirit of keeping only linear order of LV coefficients. For the c-coefficient, the LV eigen-spinor contrition to EM interaction can be obtained by substituting δUc(k) ≡ Uc(k) − U0(k) in (35),

E^{c2}_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β {[ A^0(− c_{(0j)}q^j 2m + cij p^ip^j 2m^2 )

−cij p^j A^i m ] + [ A^0 2icij q^{[j} p^{k]}ϵ_{ikl}σ^l − cij q^iq^j 4m^2 −cij q^j A^i + iϵ_{ikl}q^j A^kσ^l 2m ]} ξα(p), (42) again we have added the correction A^0(δω^′_p − δωp)/4m into (42) by substituting (D15), see Eq.(34). The total LV fermion-photon interaction energy due to c-coefficient is E^{c1}_{AI} + E^{c2}_{AI}.

For the d-coefficients, the LV eigen-spinor correction is

E^{d2}_{AI} = g ∫ d^3⃗x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β ( A^0 [ dj0(q^{(i}p^{j)} +^{qj qi}_2 ) + d0j q^iq^j 4m^2 + d̃_{ij} q^j 4m − d0j p^ip^j 2m^2 ] σ^i − iϵ_{jkl}djiA^l(2q^{(k}p^{i)} + q^kq^i) 2m^2 +dji 2A^{[j} σ^{k]}[p^kp^i + q^{(k}p^{i)} + q^k q^i/2] m^2 + d0j l^j ⃗σ · ⃗A 2m ) ξα(p). (43)

Unlike (39) and (40), E^{c2}_{AI} and E^{d2}_{AI} do contain contributions from the LV interaction with scalar potential A^0. These terms would be absent if corrections from LV eigen-spinors were not taken into account, see the second lines in (38). The total LV fermion-photon interaction energy due to d-coefficient is E^{d1}_{AI} +E^{d2}_{AI} . We separately write them out in order to make the nature of where they originate (from LV corrected current or LV eigen-spinor) more clear. Also note, the vector potential ⃗A replaces the scalar potential A^0 in the SO coupling term cij^{Ej (⃗σ×⃗p)i−pj (⃗σ× ⃗E)i} 4m2 in (42), for the corresponding dij term −^{iϵjkl dji Alq(k pi)} m2 in (43). The reason can date back to the additional γ5 factor in LV kinematic d-term compared with the corresponding c-term in L ⊃^i_2 ψ δΓ^{μ ↔}∂_μ ψ.

B. Non-relativistic fermion-gravity interaction

Now we calculate the fermion-gravity interaction. Since we assume the scattered fermions are on the mass shell, which means the equation of motion is satisfied, the term proportional to h does not contribute. The interaction energy −^1_2 ∫ d^3x hμν T^{μν} in (25) is proportional to 1 2 h^b_a ( i 2 ψΓ^{a ↔}D_b ψ − ψ [(a_b + b_bγ5)γ^a + H_{bc}σ^{ac}] ψ )

− i 4 ψ̄ [h^{νa}(c_{bν} + d_{bν} γ_5) + h^ρ_b(c^a_ρ + d^a_ρ γ_5)] γ^{b ↔}D_a ψ − 1 4 ϵ^{bcmn}ham,nψ[c^a_b γ5 + d^a_b ]γcψ. (44) Note we ignore all photon couplings by replacing Dμ → ∂μ, not only for calculational simplicity, but also to facilitate the discussions of the test of equivalence principle (EP), where photon interaction not only complicates, but may even spoil the precision test of weak EP [59].

The LI fermion-gravity interaction is

E^{LI}_{GI} = 0⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x { i 4 h^b_aψγ^{a ↔}∂_b ψ } |p, α⟩0 = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { p^0 [ ϕg (1 + ⃗p^2 + ⃗q · ⃗p + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 ) − ⃗A_g · ⃗l + i⃗q × ⃗A_g · ⃗σ 4m ] + (⃗p + ⃗q 2 ) · [ ϕg 2m (⃗l − i⃗q × ⃗σ)

− ⃗A_g 2 (1 + ⃗p^2 + ⃗q · ⃗p + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 ) ]} ξα = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { mϕg (1 + 7⃗p^2 4m^2 ) + 3⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m − ⃗Ag · ⃗p − ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4 } ξα, (45) where |p, α⟩0 denotes the pure LI eigen-vector, and we utilized the conventional definition of the GEM vector potential, which differs slight from the definition of A^j_g in the Appendix A, i.e., h00 = −2ϕg , hij = −δij 2ϕg , h0j = hj0 = A^j_g , ⃗g ≡ ∇ϕg , ⃗Ω ≡ ∇ × ⃗Ag. (46) We also preserve only terms up to the first Post-Newtonian order, i.e., PNO(1). Specific in detail, we keep

h00 ∼ O(v^4), h0i ∼ O(v^3), hij ∼ O(v^2). (47)

Though the metric component h00 = −2ϕg only contains O(v^2) term ϕg , it is compensated by keeping the NR factors, such as ϕg^{⃗p2}_{m2} ∼ O(v^4). Also note only a quarter of the spin-orbit FG interaction^{3⃗g×⃗p·⃗σ}_{4m} comes from the pure temporal metric h00 contribution, and the other half comes from the spatial metric hij contribution. In comparison with the Eq. (20) in [60], the spin-orbit operator from h00 exactly coincides with the corresponding term due to a non-relativistic fermion coupled with the non-inertial force, thus confirms the weak EP [60], since the only nonzero metric perturbation for a linear acceleration is h00 = ⃗a · ⃗r.

It will be interesting to compare the result (45) with those obtained by the FW transformation, such as the Eq.(2.44) in [61] for a static spherically symmetric metric. For that purpose, we also keep ∂ih00| p^i m | ∼ mλc r̄ O(v^3), h0ip^k ∼ mO(v^4), ∂j h0i ∼ mλc r̄ O(v^3), (48)

where λc =^ℏ_{mc} is the Compton wavelength of the fermion we concerned, say, a neutron, and r̄ is the characteristic length scale of the gravitational source, such as the Earth radius. In general, λc/r̄ ≪^v_c (we temporarily restore c for clearness), for e.g., on the Earth, λc/r̄ ∼ 10^{−22} and v/c ∼ 10^{−6} for thermal neutron (v ∼ 10^3m/s), thus on numerical grounds, we can totally ignore terms involving ∂j h0i and ∂ih00 |^{⃗p}_m |. However, not only for parallel comparison, but also in preparation for exotic situations such as neutron stars, where both h00 ∼ 0.1, |⃗Ω| ∼ 10^{−23} GeV are much larger than the corresponding values on Earth, we keep these terms in the following. In deriving Eq.(45), we also assume ⃗Ω is constant such that ⃗Ag =^1_2 ⃗Ω×⃗r, and utilize the equations ∇^2ϕg = 4π GN ρm and ∇^2 ⃗Ag = 16π GN⃗jm to eliminate the ⃗p · ⃗q ϕg and ⃗p · ⃗q ⃗Ag terms, since the neutral fermion is assumed to be outside the matter source of gravity, where ρm and ⃗jm vanish. This also explains why there is no i⃗g · ⃗p term compared with the NR Hamiltonian obtained by the FW approach.

Now we also consider the a, b, H terms first as these terms do not involve derivative couplings. However, unlike the EM current ψΓ^aψ, the a, b, H terms do contribute to the LV energy-momentum tensor T^{μν} , which receives any kind of contribution from matter source. For simplicity, we discuss the LV eigen-spinor corrections first. As in Eq.(35), we write down a general formula for the LV eigen-spinor correction,

E^{X−spinor}

GI = 1 4 ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { [2l^0ϕg − ⃗l · ⃗Ag ] · [ δU^†_X (⃗p^′) U0(⃗p) + U^†_0 (⃗p^′) δUX (⃗p) ] + [2ϕg⃗l − ⃗Agl^0] · [ δU^†_X (⃗p^′) ⃗σ + ⃗σ δUX (⃗p) ]} ξα, (49) where the 2×2 matrices U0 and δUX (⃗p) = UX −U0 are defined in (35). Note the structure similarity between (35) and (49), where ϕg and Ag replace the role of ϕ and ⃗A, respectively, while the remain terms, ⃗Ag ·⃗l and ϕg⃗l, reflect the tensor nature of gravitational coupling. Both the similarity and difference between FG and FE couplings may stem from this peculiar structure.

Substituting δUX (⃗p) with X = a, b, H, c, d separarely into (49) with δUX given in Appendix D, the LV eigen-spinor corrections to FG interaction due to a, b, H coefficients are

E^{ab−1}_{GI} = 1 4 ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { [2l^0ϕg − ⃗l · ⃗Ag] [ (⃗a + b^0⃗σ) · ⃗l 4m^2 + i⃗q × ⃗a · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] + [2ϕg⃗l − ⃗Agl^0] · [ ⃗a + b^0⃗σ m − i⃗q × ⃗b 2m^2 − (⃗l × ⃗b) × ⃗σ 2m^2 ]} ξα ≃ ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ⃗g × ⃗a · ⃗σ 4m + ϕg [ 3⃗a · (⃗p + ⃗q/2) 2m + 3b^0⃗l · ⃗σ 4m + (⃗b · ⃗l)(⃗σ · ⃗l) 4m^2 − (⃗p^2 + ⃗p × ⃗q + ⃗q^2/4) m^2 (⃗b · ⃗σ) ]

− [ ⃗A_g · (⃗a + b^0⃗σ 2 ) + ⃗Ω · ⃗b 4m + ⃗A_g · (⃗l⃗b − ⃗b⃗l) · ⃗σ 4m ]} ξα,(50)

E^{H−1}_{GI} = 1 4 ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { [2l^0 ϕg − ⃗l · ⃗Ag ] [ ⃗l × ⃗H · ⃗σ 4m^2 − i⃗q · ⃗H 4m^2 ] + [2ϕg⃗l − ⃗Ag l^0] · [ ( ⃗H × ⃗σ) m − ⃗l · ⃗H̃ 2m^2 ⃗σ ]} ξα

≃ ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg [ 3⃗l × ⃗H · ⃗σ 4m − ⃗l · ⃗σ ⃗l · ⃗H̃ 4m^2 ] − ⃗g · ⃗H 4m − ⃗Ag · ( ⃗H × ⃗σ) 2 + ⃗Ag · ⃗σ ⃗l · ⃗H̃ 4m } ξα, (51)

where we have ignored terms of order^{⃗g}_{m2} and^{⃗Ag}_{m2} in the last two approximations. Note^{⃗Ω·⃗b}_{4m} appears in (50) just as^{g ⃗B·⃗b}_{2m2} appears in (36). The less suppression by the inverse power of m is due to the fact that in the gravitational case m plays the role of coupling constant g. As mentioned before, the parallel terms can be found from (36) and (37) by replacing ϕ, ⃗A with ϕg , ⃗Ag , though the associated numerical factors are different. Due to the tensor nature of gravity, there are addition terms such as −ϕg⃗l · ⃗σ^{⃗l· ⃗H̃}_{4m2} , ϕg^{(⃗b·⃗l)(⃗σ·⃗l)}_{4m2} and^{−⃗p2 ϕg⃗b·⃗σ}_{4m2} in comparison with the FE couplings for the corresponding LV coefficients.

For the apparent LV interaction vertices due to a, b, H, their contribution to the interaction energy is

E^{ab−2}_{GI} = − 1 2 ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x { h_{ba}ψ [ (a^b + b^bγ5)γ^a ] ψ } |p, α⟩ = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { (ϕg a^0 − ⃗a · ⃗Ag 2 )(1 + ⃗p^′ · ⃗p + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 )

+[ ϕg⃗a 2m − ⃗A_g a^0 4m ] · [⃗l − i⃗q × ⃗σ] + ( ⃗A_g · ⃗b 2 − ϕg b^0) ⃗σ · ⃗l 2m +( b^0 ⃗Ag 2 − ϕg⃗b) · [ (1 − ⃗p · ⃗p^′ 4m^2 )⃗σ + i⃗p × ⃗q + (⃗p⃗p^′ + ⃗p^′⃗p) · ⃗σ 4m^2 ]} ξα

≃ ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg [ a^0(1 + ⃗p^′ · ⃗p 4m^2 ) + (⃗a − b^0⃗σ) · ⃗l 2m ] − ⃗a · ⃗Ag 2 + ⃗g × ⃗a · ⃗σ 2m − a^0 [ ⃗A_g · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4m ] + ⃗A_g 2 · (b^0⃗σ + ⃗b ⃗σ · ⃗l 2m )

−ϕg⃗b · [ (1 − ⃗p · ⃗p^′ 4m^2 )⃗σ + (⃗p⃗p^′ + ⃗p^′⃗p) · ⃗σ 4m^2 ]} ξα. (52)

E^{H−2}_{GI} = − 1 2 ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x { h_{ba}ψ H^{bc}σ^a_cψ } |p, α⟩ = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ( ⃗A_g × ⃗H 2 + 2ϕg ⃗H̃) · [ (1 + ⃗p · ⃗p^′ 4m^2 )⃗σ− i⃗p × ⃗q + (⃗p⃗p^′ + ⃗p^′⃗p) · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] + ⃗H̃ 4m · ( ⃗l⃗σ − ⃗σ⃗l ) · ⃗Ag

− i⃗q × ⃗Ag · ⃗H̃ 4m } ξα

≃ ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ⃗A_g × ⃗H 2 · ⃗σ + ⃗H̃ 4m · [ (⃗l⃗σ − ⃗σ⃗l) · ⃗Ag ]

+2ϕg ⃗H̃ · [ (1 + ⃗p · ⃗p^′ 4m^2 )⃗σ + (⃗p⃗p^′ + ⃗p^′⃗p) · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] − ⃗Ω · ⃗H̃ 4m } ξα. (53)

By comparison with Eq. (37), there should not have any scalar potential coupling to the “magnetic” part of H-coefficient, however, due to the tensor nature, the non-zero spatial metric hij induce gravito-electric couplings to ⃗H̃, such as the terms proportional to ϕg ⃗H̃ · ⃗σ and (ϕg ⃗H̃ · ⃗l)(⃗l · ⃗σ). A striking difference from the fermion-photon interaction is the presence of a-coupling terms in (50) and (52). Comparing (52) with (45), we see the a^μ coefficient couples to ϕg and ⃗Ag in exactly the same way as the 4-momentum p^μ. This is not surprising as in the momentum space − 1 2 h_{ba}ψ a^bγ^aψ + i 4 h^b_aψγ^{a ↔}∂_b ψ ⇒ − 1 2 h_{ba}ū_β (p^′)[a^b + p^{′b} + p^b 2 ]γ^auα(p), and is also the same reason that a^μ can be shifted away by a phase redefinition of the fermion field, thus does not have any observable consequence for a single fermion coupled with photon field in flat space. However, the above reasoning does not apply for a fermion coupled with gravity [38]. This can be verified by inspecting Eq. (45), where the simple replacement p^μ → (p + a)^μ cannot lead to the a-coupling terms in (50).

Note that we also need to consider the implicit correction to fermion-gravity interaction energy induced by LV dispersion relation p^0 = ω0(⃗p, m) + δω(⃗p, m, X). These correction comes from the substitution of ⃗p·⃗q in the superficially LI term i 4 ∫ d^3x h^b_aψγ^{a ↔}∂_b ψ, just as what we did in Eq. (34). However, in the gravitational case, additional contribution comes from p^0 term in (45), and thus is proportional to δωp. Inspection of δωp − δω_p′ for various LV coefficients in the Appendix D, we see these terms are at least of O(v), so in making a substitution of ⃗q · ⃗p = −^{⃗q2}_2 + m[δωp − δω_p′ ] and p^0 = ω0 + δωp, the following correction ϕg [ (1 + ⃗p^2 + i⃗q × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 )δωp + 5 4 (δωp − δω_p′ ) ]

− [ ⃗A_g · ⃗l + i⃗q × ⃗A_g · ⃗σ 4m ] δωp (54) has to be added for each type of LV coefficient. For completeness, the dispersion relation for a-coefficient is k^0 = √ (⃗k + ⃗a)^2 + m^2 − a^0 for a positive energy fermion, and hence δωp ≃ ⃗k · ⃗a/ω0 − a^0. For a, b, H-coefficients, the corrections due to LV dispersion relations are listed below,

E^{ab−3}_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg ( (4⃗p − 5⃗q) · (⃗a + b^0⃗σ) 4m ) + (a^0 +⃗b · ⃗σ) ( ⃗A_g · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4m − [ ϕg + ⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 ]) + ϕg [ ⃗p^2 4m^2 ·

(⃗b · ⃗σ − a^0) + 5(⃗p^′ · ⃗b)(⃗p^′ · ⃗σ) − 9(⃗p · ⃗b)(⃗p · ⃗σ) 8m^2 ]} ξα, (55)

E^{H−3}_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg [ ⃗H × (4⃗p − 5⃗q) · ⃗σ 4m + ( 1 + ⃗p^2 4m^2 )

⃗H̃ · ⃗σ + 5 ⃗H̃ · ⃗p_′⃗σ · ⃗p_′ − 9 ⃗H̃ · ⃗p ⃗σ · ⃗p 8m^2 ] − [ ⃗A_g · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4m − ⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m^2 ] ⃗H̃ · ⃗σ } ξα. (56) The total NR fermion-gravity interaction energy from a , b, H contributions is the summation of Eqs. (50-53) and (55-56). Though it is easy to see that several terms in the above equations can be combined together or even canceled, such as the terms proportional to ϕg⃗b · ⃗σ and a^{0 ⃗Ag ·⃗l+⃗Ω·⃗σ}_{4m} in (52) and (55), or the terms proportional to ⃗g ×⃗a·⃗σ in (50) and (52), we keep them separately for the clarity of their origin.

Inspecting Eq. (50-53) and (55-56) reveals that there are abundant interaction structures for the LV spin-gravity coupling, especially for the b, H coefficients. For example, the

−^{( ⃗H̃+⃗b)·⃗Ω}_{4m} term is in analogy with the LV magnetic field coupling term^{g⃗b· ⃗B}_{2m2} in (36), but with gravito-magnetic field ⃗Ω

replacing the magnetic field ⃗B. Similarly, the^{(⃗b− ⃗H̃)·⃗σ(⃗Ω·⃗σ)}_{4m} and the spin-orbit coupling terms such as those proportional to^{⃗g×⃗p·⃗σ}_{4m2} alter the geodetic and frame-dragging precession frequencies of microscopic particles. Since there is no reason for the LV coefficients to be universal for particles with different flavor, the weak EP must be violated due to the non-universal LV gravitational couplings. These effects are in principle testable, such as in the high precision Gravity Probe B-like experiment [10][11].

Aside from the B-type LV couplings, the E-type LV couplings also show some similarity between the fermion-photon and fermion-gravity couplings, such as −^{⃗E· ⃗H}_{4m2} and −^{⃗g· ⃗H}_{4m} , or ig ⃗E× ⃗H 2m2 · ⃗σ and^{−2i⃗g× ⃗H}_m · ⃗σ. The similarities for the LV couplings between the b, H coefficients can be trace back to the operator level by the identity ψγ5⃗γψ = −ψγ0 ⃗Σψ, while γ^0 is effectively equal to ^1 for positive energy particles. For example, this fact can be validated by the similar form of couplings between ⃗b ·⃗σ and ⃗H̃ ·⃗σ with [⃗Ω −⃗g × ⃗p/m] ·⃗σ in (55) and (56).

Next, we discuss the fermion-gravity interaction energies due to the c, d coefficients. The contributions due to eigenspinor corrections for c, d coefficients are

E^{c−1}_{GI} = 1 4 ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { [A^k_g l^0 − 2ϕg l^k][cij δ_{ik}l^j + iϵ_{ikl}q^j σ^l 2m ] +[⃗l · ⃗Ag − 2l^0ϕg ][ c_{(ij)}p^{′i}p^j + icij q^{[j} p^{k]}ϵ_{ikl}σ^l 2m^2 ] } ξα, (57)

E^{d−1}_{GI} = 1 4 ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { [2l^0ϕg − ⃗l · ⃗Ag ] d0j p^{′(i}p^{j)}σ^i 2m^2

+[2ϕg l^m − A^m_g l^0] [ d0j l^j 2m σ^m + idjiϵ_{jkm}(p^kp^i − p^{′k}p^{′i}) 2m^2 + dmiσ^k(p^kp^i + p^{′k}p^{′i}) − djiσ^j (p^mp^i + p^{′m}p^{′i}) 2m^2 ]} ξα (58)

Compared the terms in (57) and (58) taking the form of (A^k_g X_k − 2ϕg Y )l^0, where X_k, Y are LV operators such as d0j lj 2m σ^k, −^{cij g[j pk]ϵikl σl} 2m , with the terms in (42) and (43), we see they also look quite similar, as mentioned in the general discussion of Eq. (49).

The apparently LV vertex contributions due to c, d coefficients are

E^{cd−V}

GI = − i 4 ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x { h^b_a [ ψ̄(c^a_e + d^a_e γ_5)γ^{e ↔}∂_b ψ ]

+ h^{νa} [ ψ̄(c_{bν} + d_{bν} γ_5)γ^{b ↔}∂_a ψ ]

+ h^ρ_b [ ψ̄(c^a_ρ + d^a_ρ γ_5)γ^{b ↔}∂_a ψ ]} |p, α⟩. (59) Note the terms in the first line are in fact equal to the terms in the second line of (59). The terms in the 3rd line of Eq. (44), −^1_4 ϵ^{bcmn}⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x ham,nψ[c^a_b γ5 +d^a_b ]γcψ|p, α⟩ comes from the spin-connection interaction, and thus only contains GEM field strength ∂ρhμν , and is naively expected to be much smaller than the terms coupled directly with the metric perturbation hμν .

While the contributions due to LV dispersion relation corrections for the c, d coefficients are

E^{c−2}_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { c00 [ ⃗A_g · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4 − ⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m ] + ϕg [ c_{(0j)} 5q^j − 4p^j 2 + c_{(ij)} 5p^{′i}p^{′j} − 9p^ip^j 4m − c00(m + 3⃗p^2 4m ) ]} ξα,(60)

E^{d−2}_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg [ 9(⃗p · ⃗d)(⃗p · ⃗σ) − 5(⃗p^′ · ⃗d)(⃗p^′ · ⃗σ) 2m + d̃_{ji}(4p^i − 5q^i)σ^j 4 + 5dj0p^{′j} ⃗σ · ⃗p^′ − 9dj0p^j ⃗σ · ⃗p 8m + dj0σ^j (m + ⃗p^2 4m ) ] + ⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 4m dj0σ^j − ⃗A_g · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4 dj0σ^j } ξα. (61)

In comparison with Eq. (39), there is also a parallel term c00 ( ⃗Ag · ⃗l + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ)/4, which rescales the gravito-magnetic moment just as the corresponding term rescales the magnetic moment. This and the other similar LV corrections spoil the theorem of null anomalous gravito-magnetic moment due to the equivalence principle [62], which is not unexpected in the LV theory.

For compactness, we combine these c, d couplings together and disregard the quadratic terms of q^i, as q^iq^j h0ν ∼ ∂i∂j h0ν and |∂i∂j h0ν | ≪ |p^i∂j h0ν | in general. We also keep only terms up to O(m^{−1}), and then the results are

E^c_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β {[ c00 ( ⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ 2m + 2mϕg ) + c_{(0i)}ϕg 7q^i 2 − l^iϕg c0i + 1 2 ϵ_{ijk} c0ig^kσ^j − cij ϵ_{ikl} ( 3g^{(j} p^{k)} 2 + p^j g^k 2 ) σ^l m −c_{(ij)}ϕg 2p^iq^j m − ϵ_{ijk} cij g^k ⃗σ · ⃗p 4m ] + [ mA^i_g ( c_{0i} 2 + c_{(0i)} ) − c00 ( ⃗A_g · ⃗p + ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4 ) + cij A^i_gl^j + iϵ_{ikl}q^j A^k_g σ^l 4 + l^icij 4 A^j_g + [ l^i − ϵ_{ikl}σ_l∂_k ] A^j_g cij 2 − ϵ_{ijk} c_{il} 4 ∂_kA^l_g σ^j ]} ξα, (62) E^d_{GI} = ∫ d^3x e^{−i⃗q·⃗x}ξ^†_β { ϕg [ dij ( 4p^j + q^j 4 ) σ^i − d00 ⃗σ · (8⃗p + 11⃗q) 4 − 7dj0q^{(i}p^{j)}σ^i 4m ] + 1 2 ϵ_{ijk} dij g^k + ( di0 + 2d_{(0i)} ) (⃗g × ⃗p)^i 2m + idj0 4m [⃗σ × (⃗g × ⃗p)]^j + md00 ⃗A_g · ⃗σ 2 + di0 4 ( σ^i ⃗Ag − A^i_g⃗σ ) · ⃗l − d0iA^i_g ⃗σ · ⃗l 2 − i dj0 4 (⃗Ω × ⃗σ)^j − mA^j_gdij σ^i } ξα. (63)

Inspection of (60-63) shows that several LV spin-orbit cou- pling terms, such as dj0σ^j⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ/4m, c00⃗g × ⃗p · ⃗σ/2m and cij (⃗g × ⃗σ)^ip^j /2m, are of the similar kind of structure as we found in FE interactions, like cij^{( ⃗E×⃗σ)ipj −(⃗p×⃗σ)iEj}_{4m2} . Other more complicated structures of spin-orbit couplings, such as c0i 2 (⃗g × ⃗σ)^i, −^{i dj0}_4 (⃗Ω × ⃗σ)^j , d_{(0i)}A^i_g⃗σ · ⃗l/2,^{idj0}_{4m} [⃗σ × (⃗g × ⃗p)]^j , etc. can also be found in Eq. (62) and (63). Also we notice that there are only two spin-independent fermion-gravity coupling for the d coefficient, (di0 + 2d_{(0i)})^{(⃗g×⃗p)i}_{2m} and^1_2 ϵ_{ijk} dij g^k. This is not surprising as in the Lagrangian level, d term is of the γ5γ^a structure and is an essentially spin-dependent term from the relativistic point of view.

In summary, due to similar Dirac structures in Lorentz violating fermion-gravity (FG) and fermion-electromagnetic (FE) couplings, there are analog operators for the LV fermion couplings with these two external fields. As a simple glance, we collect several sampling operators in FG and FE interactions in table I. Operators such as a^{0 ⃗Ag ·⃗l+⃗Ω·⃗σ}_{4m} ,^{( ⃗Ag × ⃗H)·⃗σ}_2 exactly cancel, and thus in fact do not appear. The mismatch between FG and FE interactions may partly due to the tensor structure of gravity, and partly due to the fact that the LV corrections from fermion dispersion relations p^0 = ω^0 + δωp can contribute directly in the case of gravity, in contrast to the case of photon coupling, where only δωp − δω_p′ enters in the q · p subsititution. Anyway, we think even the sample operators in table I can convince the readers that the LV spin coupling structures are very abundant, which means the very rich gravitational phenomenologies arising from the LV spin-gravity couplings [23] are waiting for us to explore.

FG −^{( ⃗H̃+⃗b)·⃗Ω}_{4m}^{( ⃗Ag ·⃗l)(⃗b·⃗σ)}_{2m} ϕg^{⃗p× ⃗H·⃗σ}_{2m}^{( ⃗Ag ·⃗σ)(⃗p· ⃗H̃)}_m FE^{g⃗b· ⃗B}_{2m2}^{g( ⃗A·⃗l)(⃗b·⃗σ)}_{2m2} −^{gA0 ⃗p× ⃗H·⃗σ}_{2m2} −^{g( ⃗A·⃗σ)(⃗p· ⃗H̃)}_{m2} FG −^{c00(2 ⃗Ag ·⃗l+⃗Ω·⃗σ)} 4 3cij g[j pk]ϵiklσl 2m −^{⃗g· ⃗H}_{4m} −^{( ⃗d· ⃗Ag )(⃗σ·⃗l)}_2 FE^{g c00 ( ⃗A·⃗l+ ⃗B·⃗σ)} 2m g cij E[j pk] ϵiklσl 2m2 −^{g ⃗E· ⃗H}_{4m2}^{g( ⃗d· ⃗A)(⃗σ·⃗l)}_m TABLE I: Examples of the analogous couplings between LV fermion-gravity and fermion-photon couplings.

VI. PHENOMENOLOGY IN TEST OF EP

The LV spin-gravity couplings have already been thoroughly explored in the uniform limit ϕg = ⃗g ·⃗z [23], which is a very good approximation for most experiments on the Earth. However, linear potential is an essentially flat metric, and is incapable to capture the warp effects of space, as only g00 really matters in this case. In comparison, the Lense-Thirring metric is an intrinsically curved one, and may be able to test LV spin-gravity couplings where the other metric components take effect, such as the frame-dragging (FD) effect of a single fermion due to the rotation of a massive object like neutron star. For the pure gravity sector, we also note that the spin precession effects in the post Newtonian approximation up to O(3) have already been systematically studied [63], and the anomalous precession rates due to LV have also been utilized to constrain the sμν coefficients [12]. However, these are for macroscopic spinning gyroscopes, not for the intrinsic spin of microscopic fermions.

The Lorentz invariant NR fermion-gravity Hamiltonian has been fully studied in the literature [61][60][49], and it is interesting to note that the LI operators in E^{LI}_{GI}, Eq. (45), coincide with those in the NR fermion Hamiltonian obtained in [61] except the higher order term ϕg ⃗p^2/2m, which differ by an O(1) numerical factor. The vanishing of terms ∇^2ϕg ,^{i⃗g·⃗p}_m is due to our on-shell and source free assumptions. This is not surprising, as the LI terms in the one-fermion matrix element −^1_2 ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3x hμν T^{μν} |p, α⟩ under the assumption of zero energy transfer q^0 = 0 is just the potential energy in tree level approximation. For the LV counter terms, we may also expect them to be the corresponding LV operators in the NR Hamiltonian obtained by Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation [25][13][26], except each pair of operators obtained from different approaches may differ by an O(1) numerical factor. As most LV coefficients in the minimal SME have been tightly constrained to be very vanishingly small [21], what we really cared about is essentially the order of magnitude, the O(1) numerical factors may be irrelevant for practical purposes. Thus we can collect all spin-dependent operators up to O(m^{−1}) (except the a^0 term) δĤgσ = [ 3⃗g × ⃗a 4m − a^0⃗g × ⃗p 4m^2 ] · ⃗σ + ϕg [ 3b^0⃗p 2m − 2⃗b ] · ⃗σ

+ ⃗σ · ⃗p m ⃗A_g · ⃗b + ϕ_g [ ⃗p × ⃗H 2m + 3 ⃗H̃ ] · ⃗σ + ⃗A_g · (⃗σ⃗p − ⃗p⃗σ) · ⃗H̃ m +c00 [ ⃗g × ⃗p 2m − ⃗Ω 4 ] · ⃗σ + d00 [ m ⃗Ag 2 − 2ϕg ⃗p ] · ⃗σ (64) together, and for simplicity we also ignore the terms coupled with cμν , dμν coefficient, except the c00 and d00. We boldly assume the NR Hamiltonian is

Ĥ_{NR} = ⃗p^2 m + mϕg + 3 2m [ ϕg ⃗p^2 − i⃗g · ⃗p + ⃗g × ⃗p · σ 2 ] − ⃗Ω · ⃗σ 4 + δĤgσ, (65) where the first line are LI contributions. Note we have ignored all the spin-independent LV operators, as they do not directly affect spin dynamics. The spin time evolution is governed by the Heisenberg equation d⃗S dt = 1 iℏ [⃗S, ĤNR] = (⃗ω_{LI} + δ⃗ω_{LV} ) × ⃗S, (66)

where ⃗ω_{LI} ≡ ⃗ω_{geo} + ⃗ω_{FD} , and ⃗ω_{geo} =^3_{2m} ⃗g × ⃗p and ⃗ω_{FD} = −^{⃗Ω}_2 describe the geodetic precession and FD precession angular vectors predicted in GR, respectively. It is interesting that we obtain ⃗ω_{LI} from fermion-gravity couplings [and maybe by accident the LI spin interaction terms do have the correct numerical factors, while this is not so for spin-independent terms. For e.g., the numerical factor in front of ϕg^{⃗p2}_m in Eq. (45) does not coincide with the one obtained by the FW transformation], which only relies on the minimal fermiongravity couplings within the tetrad formalism. This can be viewed as an evidence that the WEP is valid even in the quantum regime [48][49][64]. Given that WEP has been tested to high precision [64][65][66], we may reasonably believe that the GR predicted spin precession of microscopic particles can also be tested to the same precision in the future as that of the macroscopic gyroscope in the famous Gravity Prob B (GPB) project [10], in addition to technique difficulties caused by the extremely weak fermion-gravity couplings. The GPB gives a geodetic drift rate of RNS,o = 6601.8 ± 18.3 mas/yr and a frame-dragging drift rate of RWE,o = 37.2 ± 7.2 mas/yr, while the corresponding drift rates predicted by GR are of Rgeo = 6606.1 mas/yr and RFD = 39.2 mas/yr, respectively, so the measured drift rate deviations are |ΔRNS| < 22.6 mas/yr and |ΔRWE| < 9.2 mas/yr [12]. The LV induced anomalous precession is

δ⃗ω_{LV} = ⃗g 2m × [ 3⃗a − a^0⃗p m ] + ϕg [ 3b^0 ⃗p m + (6 ⃗H̃ − 4⃗b) ]

+ 2 ⃗Ag · ⃗b m ⃗p + ϕg ⃗p × ⃗H m + 2 m [ ( ⃗H̃ · ⃗p) ⃗Ag − ( ⃗Ag · ⃗p) ⃗H̃ ]

c00 [ ⃗g × ⃗p m − ⃗Ω 2 ] + d00 [ m ⃗Ag − 4ϕg ⃗p ] . (67)

If we attribute all the drift rate deviations to the LV caused anomalous precession and assume that the same precision can be achieved for fermion spin precession measurement, we may obtain some very rough bounds on |3 ⃗H̃ − 2⃗b| ≤ 3ΔRNS 4Rgeo v r ≃ 5.432 × 10^{−13} eV (68) |a^0| ≤ 3m ΔRNS Rgeo

≃ 9.65 × 10^6eV, (69) |c00 | ≤ Min{ 3 2 ΔRNS Rgeo , ΔRWE RFD } = 5.14 × 10^{−3}, (70)

where we set r = 7018.0km as the GPB polar orbit parameter (orbit altitude 642km) and assume each type of LV coefficient as the only non-zero one in our calculations. The bounds are weak as they are obtained from the deviation of the essentially weak GR effects. Also note we intentionally choose the above LV coefficients as our naive estimates, cause the other LV operators such as ⃗g × ⃗a, b^0⃗p, ⃗p × ⃗H may be even weaker as they may average out in an evolution, not mention the data acquisition period is almost 1 year, from August 2004 to August 2005. In other words, if we had transformed to the Sun-centered frame, our estimates could be even weaker. The LAGEOS, LAGEOS 2 and LARES laser-ranged satellites can test the LT nodal shift to the accuracy 0.2% [67], and this in principle may put at least 2 order of magnitude more tighter bounds to the LV coefficients, though it is more unlikely as the test is not even for a gyroscope on an orbit. Another point is that our estimates are based on the assumption that fermion precession can be tested to the same accuracy as the macroscopic gyroscope. This means our bounds above are best to be viewed as perspectives.

If we consider the acceleration ⃗a ≡ d⃗p m dt = 1 i m [⃗p, ĤNR] ≃ −∇ϕg (1 + 3⃗p^2 2m^2 ) −∇ϕg [ (3 ⃗H̃ − 2⃗b) m − 2d00 m ⃗p ] · ⃗σ, (71) where we have ignored all the LV corrections with higher order than m^{−1} and the LV corrections coupled with gravitomagnetic vector potential ⃗Ag or derivatives of ⃗g, since we expect these terms to be much tinier compared with the remained ones, and we note that the anomalous acceleration is purely due to the LV spin-gravity couplings. We can then get bounds

|3 ⃗H̃ − 2⃗b| ≤ 1.8 × 10^{−7} m87 ≃ 1.46 × 10^{−5} GeV, (72) |d00| ≤ 9 × 10^{−8} √ m87 3kB T ≃ 4.51 × 10^{−6}, (73)

from the test of weak EP with neutral atoms with the precision of η = (0.2 ± 1.6) × 10^{−7} [66][68]. We choose the temperature as T = 1.4μK [66], mass m87 as the 87 atomic mass unit, as the particle involved are^{87}Sr,^{88} Sr and^{87}Rb, roughly the same mass range, and |η| ≃ 1.8 × 10^{−7} , the most conserved one. Since the time scale for two experiments are much smaller than a day, there is no need to take into account of the sidereal variations for a rough estimate, and these weak bounds are more reliable.

VII. SUMMARY

In this paper, we calculate the one-fermion matrix elements of fermion-electromagnetic (FE) and fermion-gravity (FG) interactions for on shell fermions. Due to the partial structure similarities between FE and FG interactions, many LV fermion-gravity operators bare the resemblance to LV fermion-photon operators. We have show the resemblance with several sampling operators in Table I. This resemblance can be viewed as a natural manifestation of the well-known gravito-electromagnetism generalized to the LV fermion couplings.

By collecting the spin-dependent LV operators in the matrix elements as leading order LV perturbation and combined with the non-relativistic LI gravitational interaction in the Lense-Thirring (LT) metric, we obtain a hybrid Hamiltonian, from which we obtain a spin precession equation (66) and a linear acceleration equation (71). From the anomalous spin precession rate as the correction to the geodetic precession and LT frame-dragging precession predicted in general relativity, we can get some weak bounds on gravitationally coupled LV fermion coefficients, Eq. (68-70). Though these constraints relies on an unrealistic assumption of the measurement capability, which says the fermion-gravity coupling can be measured to the same precession as in Gravity Probe B project, these bounds are interacting since they reveal another aspect of WEP test [48][49], namely, the spin precession of a microscopic fermion may be different from the macroscopic gyroscope if the LV spin-gravity couplings are allowed. From the WEP test with atoms of nonzero spin, we can also get some relatively stronger and more reliable bounds (72-73) on the LV fermion-gravity couplings. These bounds do not require to take account of the sidereal effect induced by the Earth motion, as the relevant time scale is much shorter than a sidereal day, however, the analysis of sidereal effect may necessarily puts the bound more stringent. Moreover, the future high accuracy experiments with polarized neutral atoms may be able to give more tighter bounds on these LV spin-gravity couplings [69][70].

VIII. ACKOWLEDGEMENT

The author Z. Xiao appreciates the valuable discussions with Alan Kostelecký and Tianbo Liu. This work is partially supported by National Science Foundation of China under grant No. 11120101004, No. 11974108, and the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities under No. 2020MS042.

Appendix A: The Gravito-Electromagnetic Equations

The gravito-electromagnetism can be viewed as an analogy to electrodynamics when gravity is sufficiently weak for slow moving gravitational sources. For weak gravity, we can linearize the Einstein equation Gμν = κTμν by regarding the metric as a small deviation from Minkowski background gμν = ημν + hμν , |hμν | ≪ 1. (A1) The field equation can be further simplified in the harmonic gauge ∂μh̄^μ_ν = 0 with trace reversed rank-2 tensor h̄μν = hμν −^{ημν}_2 h (where h = η^{μν} hμν ), ∂α∂^αh̄μν = −2κTμν , κ ≡ 8πG c^4

. (A2)

The a class of retarded solutions can be found as (A2) is simply a wave equation. For T^{00} ∼ ρmc^2, T^{0i} ∼ ρmcu^i, T^{ij} ∼

ρmu^iu^j , we get up to O(c^{−4}), h̄00 ≡ −^{4ϕg}_{c2} , h̄0i =^{4Aig}_{sc3−n} and h̄_{ij} ∼ O(c^{−4}), where ϕg (x) = −G ∫ d^3y ρm(t −^{|⃗x−⃗y|}_c ; ⃗y) |⃗x − ⃗y| , (A3)

A^i_g (x) = − s G c^n ∫ d^3y ρm(t −^{|⃗x−⃗y|}_c ; ⃗y)u^i |⃗x − ⃗y| (A4) Then define ⃗Eg ≡ −∇ϕg −^r_c ∂t ⃗Ag and ⃗Bg ≡ ∇ × ⃗Ag . The n, s, r are a set of constants to be determined. It is easy to verify that the homogeneous equations ∇ · ⃗Bg = 0, ∇ × ⃗Eg = − r c ∂t ⃗Bg (A5) are satisfied automatically. Since the harmonic gauge ∂μh̄^μ_ν = 0 reads 0 = ∂jh̄j0 − ∂0h̄00 = 4 c^2 [ ∂j A^j_g s c^{1−n} + 1 c ∂tϕg ]

0 = ∂0h̄^0_i + ∂jh̄^j_i = −∂0h̄0i = − 4∂tA^i_g s c^{4−n} , (A6)

the vector potential must be time independent, Ȧ^i_g = 0, and substituting ∇ · ⃗Ag = −^s_{cn} ∂tϕg into the inhomogeneous equations gives ∇ · ⃗Eg = −∇^2ϕg − r c ∂t(∇ · ⃗Ag ) = −[∇^2 − r s c^{n+1} ∂^2_t ]ϕg r s=1 ===== n=1 −□ϕg = −4πGρm, (A7) ∇ × ⃗Bg = ∇(∇ · ⃗Ag) − ∇^2 ⃗Ag = − s c^n ∂t(∇ϕg ) − ∇^2 ⃗Ag r s=1 ===== n=1 s∂t ⃗Eg c − □ ⃗Ag = s [ ∂t ⃗Eg c − 4πG c ρm⃗u ] . (A8)

where □ ≡ [∇^2 −^1_{c2} ∂^2_t ] is the flat space d’ Alembert op-

erator, and in order to make use of □x ∫ d^3y^{f (t− |⃗x−⃗y|c ;⃗y)} |⃗x−⃗y| = −4πf(t, ⃗x), we have to set r s = n = 1.

The geodesic equation^{duα}_{dτ} + Γ^α_{βγ} u^β u^γ = 0 can be written as duα dt = −Γ^α_{βγ}^{dxβ}_{dt}^{dxγ}_{dt}^{dt}_{dτ} duα dt =^d_{dt} [^{dxα}_{dt}^{dt}_{dτ} ] =^{d2xα}_{dt2}^{dt}_{dτ} +^{dxα}_{dt}^{d2t}_{dτ 2}^{dτ}_{dt} } ⇒ d^2x^α dt^2 = [ 1 c dx^α dt Γ^0_{βγ} − Γ^α_{βγ} ] dx^β dt dx^γ dt (A9)

Note in the weak gravitational field limit,

Γ^0_0 ≃ − 1 2 h00,0 = ∂tϕg c^3

, Γ^0_j ≃ − 1 2 h00,j = ∂j ϕg c^2 , Γ^0_{jk} ≃ 1 2 (h_{jk,0} − h_{0j,k} − h_{0k,j} ) = −δ_{jk} ∂tϕg c^3 − 2 sc^2 (A^g_{j,k} + A^g_{k,j} ), Γ^i_{00} ≃ [hi0,0 − 1 2 h00,i] = 4 sc^3 ∂tAg^i + ∂iϕg c^2 , Γ^i_{0j} ≃ 1 2 [hi0,j + hij,0 − h0j,i] = 2 sc^2 [A^g i,j − A^g j,i] − δij ∂tϕg c^3 , Γ^i_{jk} ≃ 1 2 (h_{ij,k} + h_{ik,j} − h_{jk,i}) = 1 c^2 [δ_{jk}∂i − δ_{ik} ∂j − δij ∂_k]ϕg ,(A10)

where hij = −^{2ϕg}_{c2} δij , h0j =^{4Ajg}_{sc2} , h00 = −^{2ϕg}_{c2} . Substituting the above equations into the geodesic equation (A9), we get

a^i ≡ d^2x^i dt^2 = [ v^i c Γ^0_{00} − Γ^i_{00}]c^2 + 2[ v^i c Γ^0_{0j} − Γ^i_{0j} ]cv^j +[ v^i c Γ^0_{jk} − Γ^i_{jk}]v^j v^k = [ 3v^i c^2 ∂t + 4v^i c^2 (⃗v · ∇) ] ϕg − [ ( 4 sc ∂tAg^i + ∂iϕg ) + 4 sc v^j (A^g i,j − A^g j,i) ]

− ⃗v^2 c^2 ∂iϕg + O(c^{−3}), (A11) In comparison, if we want to have an analogy to the Lorentz force law, we have to set^4_s = r, which is in contradict to the condition r s = 1 in the Eq. (A7). To compromise, we have to resort to stationary assumption, where ϕg , ⃗Ag are timeindependent, and then □ → ∇^2. A convention is r = 1, s = 4, and then the

a^i ≡ (1 + ⃗v^2 c^2

)E^i_g + (⃗v × ⃗Bg )^i. (A12)

Appendix B: the linear LV Lagrangian density

The original Dirac equation obtained from (16) is [ ie^μ_a ( Γ^a ⃗∇μ + i 8 ω^{bc}_μ [σ_{bc}, Γ^a] ) − M ] ψ + i 2 e^μ_a { ∂μΓ^a + ω^a_{μ c}Γ^c } ψ = 0. (B1)

Now consider the linearized LV fermion-gravity Lagrangian in metric perturbation hμν . The LV fermion-gravity Lagrangian is LLV = i 2 e^μ_aψ̄δΓ^{a↔}∇_μψ − ψ̄δMψ = L_{c,d} + L_{a,b,H} , (B2) where δΓ^a ≡ Γ^a − γ^a and δM ≡ M − m. For the c, dcoefficients, the corresponding Lagrangian is L_{c,d} = − i 2 e^μ_aψ̄ (cρν + dρν γ5) γ^be^{νa}e^ρ_b^↔∇_μ ψ = − i 2 e^μ_aψ̄(cρν + dρν γ5)γ^b e^{νa}e^ρ_b^↔D_μ ψ + 1 8 e^μ_aω^{cd}_μ · ψ̄{(cρν + dρν γ5)γ^b, σ_{cd}}e^{νa}e^ρ_bψ ≃ − i 2 ψ̄[c^a_b + d^a_b γ_5]γ^b [_↔ Da − 1 2 h^μ_a^↔D_μ ] ψ + i 4 ψ̄ [ h^{νa}(c_{bν} + d_{bν} γ5)γ^b + h^ρ_b(c^a_ρ + d^a_ρ γ5)γ^b ]_↔ Da ψ + 1 4 ϵ^{bcmn} ham,nψ[c^a_b γ5 + d^a_b ]γcψ, (B3) while for the a, b, H-coefficients, the contributions to the Lagrangian are L_{a,b,H} = −ψδMψ ≃ −ψ [ (aa + baγ5)γ^a + 1 2 H_{bc}σ^{bc} ] ψ + h^μ_a 2 ψ [ (aμ + bμγ5)γ^a + 1 2 (H_{μb}σ^{ab} + H_{bμ}σ^{ba})] ] ψ.(B4)

Appendix C: Field Redefinition Procedure

The field redefinition matrix for the linearized Lagrangian L_ψ = (1+^1_2 h) [LLI + LLV] is Û ≡ 1−^1_2 γ^0C^0 ≡ 1+δÛ0 +δÛ^h, where δÛ0 ≡^1_2 (d_{b0}γ5 − c_{b0})γ^0γ^b is the redefinition matrix in flat space and δÛ^h = δÛ^h_I +δÛ^h_V is the additional contribution due to gravity. The LI and LV pieces of δÛ^h are

δÛ^h_I = − 1 4 (h + h0μγ^0γ^μ), (C1)

δÛ^h_V = − 1 4 [ h^{ν0}(c_{bν} − d_{bν} γ5) + h^ρ_b(dρ0γ5 − cρ0) ] γ^0γ^b − 1 4 (h γ^0δΓ^0_∘ − h^0_μγ^0δΓ^μ_∘ ), (C2)

respectively. The spinor redefinition is ψ = Ûχ and the associated fermion bilinear ψÔψ after spinor redefinition is χ̄γ^0Û^†γ^0ÔÛχ. However, up to linear order approximation in hμν , there is an effective distinction between

• any operator constructed from the Lagrangian L_ψ linear in hμν . There is no need to taking account of δÛ^h, as otherwise the resultant operator is of order O(h^2). In other words, we only need to take Û0 ≡ 1 + δÛ0 as the redefinition matrix.

• any “flat space” operator such as^i_2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ or ψ̄M0ψ.

The redefinition matrix can be taken either as 1 + δÛ^h_I or 1 + δÛ^h_I + δÛ^h_V , depending on whether the original operator contains LV coefficients or not.

The good news is that, we can prove that up to linear order of hμν and LV coefficients, there is no need to consider the redefinition induced “h-interaction” arising from the operator L^{flat}_ψ =^i_2 ψ̄Γ^a_∘^↔D_aψ − ψ̄M0ψ between a pair of one-fermion states ⟨p^′, β| ∫ d^3xL^{flat}_ψ |p, α⟩, once the Dirac equation is utilized, i.e., the external fermions are on mass-shell.

Appendix D: various eigen-spinors

The eigen-spinor in the presence of LV coefficients will be given separately by assuming only one-type LV coefficient is nonzero. For a more general treatment including nonminimal LV coefficients, the interesting reader can resort to Ref. [37][71]

Firstly, the eigen-spinor for a and b coefficients can be found in [7], and for completeness, we collect it here. As a-term acts like a shift in 4-momentum, we will give the corresponding eigen-spinor here together with the b-term:

uα(k) = ( ξ^α U_{ab}(k)ξ^α ) , (D1)

where U_{ab}(k) ≡^{[(k0+a0)+m−⃗b·⃗σ][(⃗k+⃗a)·⃗σ+b0 ]} [(k0+a0)+m]2−⃗b2 , and the two-

component spinors ξ^α satisfy the eigenvalue equation given by (A4-A5) in [7]. It is clear from the above consideration that a^μ serve as a pure shift in 4-momentum, and thus is usually ignored due to field redefinition. However, we keep a-term here as we will see gravity concerns the a-term. For calculational convenience, we also note

U_b(k) = (k^0 + m + ⃗b · ⃗σ)^{−1}(⃗k · ⃗σ + b^0) ≃ b^0 + ⃗k · ⃗σ ω0 + m − i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σ + ⃗b · ⃗k + δω ⃗k · ⃗σ (ω0 + m)^2

, (D2)

where ω0 = √ ⃗k2 + m2 and δω ≡ k^0 − ω_0. As for b, d, g, H type LV coefficients, the 4-fold degeneracy between all 4 eigenspinors is completely broken! and the explicit form of k^0 (and hence δω) is very complicated even at linear order of LV coefficients. Depends on the nature of LV coefficients, a simple form of δω maybe obtained. For example, if b^2 > 0, in an observer frame where b^0 = 0, δω = (−1)^α[m^2⃗b^2 + (⃗b · ⃗k)^2]^1_2 /ω_0, where α = 1, 2 and denotes the two spin d.o.f. of ξ^α.

Then we turn to H coefficients. The corresponding operator in the Lagrangian is −^1_2 H_{ab}σ^{ab}, which implies that H_{ab} = −H_{ba}. The antisymmetric property indicates that we can define two vectors, ⃗H^i ≡ H0i and ⃗H̃^i ≡^1_2 ϵ_{ijk} H_{jk}. Then the eigen-spinor u^α(k) can still be written in the form of (D1), only by replacing U_{ab}(k) with

UH (k) = (k^0 + m − ⃗σ · ⃗H̃) ⃗σ · (⃗k − i ⃗H) (k^0 + m)^2 − ⃗H̃^2 ≃ ⃗σ · (⃗k − i ⃗H) ω0 + m − ⃗k · ⃗H̃ + i ⃗H̃ × ⃗k · ⃗σ + δω ⃗σ · ⃗k (ω0 + m)^2

,(D3)

where we also only keep linear order corrections due to LV H-coefficients. Note ω0 and δω are also defined as the above, but now δω only receives LV corrections from H-coefficient.

Naively, we can also obtain

U_d(k) = [k^0 + m − ⃗ḑ · ⃗σ]^{−1}[ḑ_0 + ⃗k · ⃗σ]

where we defined ḑ_μ ≡ dμν k^ν for simplicity. However, as mentioned in the main text that a proper treatment of c, d terms involves field redefinition, which gives the correct Uc(k), U_d(k) by the procedure in getting U_b(k). The

Uc(k), U_d(k) up to linear order of c, d coefficients are shown below,

U_d(k) = [ k^0 + m(1 + dj0σ^j ) − d̃ij σ^ip^j ]_{−1} (⃗σ + 2⃗d) · ⃗p ≃ ⃗k · (⃗σ + 2⃗d) ω0 + m − (mdj0 − d̃jik^i)k^j (ω0 + m)^2 − iϵ_{jkl}(mdj0 − d̃jik^i)k^kσ^l + δω ⃗σ · ⃗k (ω0 + m)^2

, (D4) Uc(k) = ⃗σ · ⃗p − c̃ij σ^ip^j k^0 + m(1 − c00) + 2⃗c · ⃗p ≃ ⃗k · ⃗σ − c̃_{ij} σ^ik^j ω0 + m + mc00 − 2⃗c · ⃗k − δω (ω0 + m)^2 ⃗k · ⃗σ, (D5) where it is easy to separate the formally LV contributions from the LI one,^{⃗k·⃗σ}_{ω0+m} . To obtain the correction δω for b, H, c, d coefficients, we’d better find out their explicit dispersion relations, which can be found in [53][72]. They all share the similar form

[(k^0)^2 − ω^2_0 + Y^2]^2 = 4Z^2 , (D6)

where

Y^2 = b^2 ( ⃗H̃^2 − ⃗H^2) d_{ab}k^b d^a_ck^c , (D7)

Z^2 =

(k · b)^2 − k^2b^2 H^{∗μν} kμH^∗_{ζν} k^ζ − (^1_4 H^{∗μν} Hμν )^2 (k^ad_{ab}k^b)^2 − k^2 d_{ab}k^b d^a_ck^c

, (D8)

where H^{∗μν} ≡^1_2 ϵ^{μναβ} H_{αβ} , and the three rows of Y^2 and Z^2 correspond to b, H, d terms, respectively. While for c term, the dispersion relation is simply (cμν + ημν )k^ν (c^{μρ} + η^{μρ})kρ + m^2 = 0, which is spin-independent, and thus leads to much greater calculational simplicity for δω. From the exact dispersion relation (D6), we can readily obtain δω = ω0 [√ 1 ± 2Z ω^2_0 − Y^2 2ω^2_0 − 1 ] ≃ ± Z ω0 ≃ ± Z m , (D9)

where we ignore Y^2, as Y^2, Z^2 ∼ O(X^2) are at least of second order of a generic LV coefficient X. Note that the sign ambiguity associated to δω for b, d, H coefficients reflects the fact that the corresponding terms are spin-dependent. Thus the degeneracy for dispersion relations between relevant eigenspinors are completely removed. However, since in calculating matrix elements, δω in effect acts on the two-component spinor ξ^α, see Eq. (D1-D3), and thus the ambiguity can be removed by some kinds of “eigen-equations”. These “eigenequations” can be obtained by taking the “square root” of the exact quartic dispersion relation det [Γ · k + M] = 0.

Taking the b-term as an example. Left multiplying the kspace positive Dirac equation (γ · k + m + b · γ5γ)u(k) = 0 by (m − γ · k − b · γ5γ), we get −(γ · k − m + b · γ5γ)(γ · k − m + b · γ5γ)u(k) = (k^2 + m^2 − b^2 + 2ibμkν γ5σ^{μν} )u(k) = ( K^2 + 2k_{bσ} 2i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σ 2i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σ K^2 + 2k_{bσ} ) ( ξ^α U_d(k)ξ^α ) = 0, (D10) where K^2 ≡ k^2 + m^2 − b^2 and k_{bσ} ≡ (b^0⃗k − k^0⃗b) · ⃗σ. Reserving only b terms to linear order, the upper equation [ k^2 + m^2 + 2(b^0⃗k − k^0⃗b) · ⃗σ + 2i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σU0(k) ] ξ^α = 0 for Pauli spinor can be rearranged as

(k^0 + ω0)δωξ^α = [ 4b^{[0}k^{j]}σ^j + 2i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σU0(k) ] ξ^α, (D11)

which leads to the eigen-equation for LV correction δω δωξ^α = [ −⃗b · ⃗σ + b^0⃗k · ⃗σ ω0 + ⃗k^2⃗b · ⃗σ − (⃗k · ⃗b)(⃗k · ⃗σ) ω0(ω0 + m) ] ξ^α,(D12)

Similarly for H, d, c terms, we have δωξ^α = [ ⃗H̃ · ⃗σ + ⃗H × ⃗k · ⃗σ ω0 − ⃗H̃ · ⃗k ⃗σ · ⃗k ω0(ω0 + m) ] ξ^α,(D13)

δωξ^α = [ (mdj0 + d̃jik^i)σ^j + 2 ⃗d · ⃗k ⃗σ · ⃗k ω0 − (mdj0 + iϵ_{ikl}dij k^k σ^l)k^j ⃗σ · ⃗k ω0(ω0 + m) ] ξ^α, (D14)

δω = −2c_{(0j)}k^j − c_{(ij)} k^ik^j ω0 − c00ω0, (D15)

where due to the spin-independence, there is no need to act on Pauli spinors for c coefficient, compared with other LV coefficients, and we choose the positive sign corresponding to electron’s dispersion relation instead of positron’s. Substituting these δω back into (D2,D3,D4,D5), we can get

U_b(k) = ⃗k · ⃗σ + b^0 ω0 + m − 2i⃗b × ⃗k · ⃗σ (ω0 + m)^2

+ O(ω^{−3}_0 ) NR ≃ ⃗k · ⃗σ + b^0 2m + i⃗k × ⃗b · ⃗σ 2m^2

, (D16)

UH (k) = ⃗σ · (⃗k − i ⃗H) ω0 + m − 2⃗k · ⃗H̃ (ω0 + m)^2

+ O(ω^{−3}_0 ) NR ≃ ⃗σ · (⃗k − i ⃗H) 2m − ⃗k · ⃗H̃ 2m^2

, (D17)

U_d(k) = ⃗k · (⃗σ + 2⃗d) ω0 + m − 2 (mdj0 − iϵ_{ikl}d̃ij k^kσ^l)k^j (ω0 + m)^2

+ O(m^{−3}) NR ≃ ⃗k · ⃗σ + d_{0j} k^j 2m + iϵ_{jkl}djik^kk^iσ^l 2m^2

, (D18)

Uc(k) = ⃗σ · ⃗k − cij σ^ik^j ω0 + m + O(ω^{−3}_0 )^{NR}≃ ⃗σ · ⃗k − cij σ^ik^j 2m ,(D19)

where we have ignored the terms suppressed by higher orders than ω^2_0 (or m^{−2}). The NR at the last step means we adopt the non-relativistic approximation. Substituting these U(k) in (D16-D19) into

uα(k)X = ( ξ^α η^α ) X = ( ξ^α UX (k)ξ^α ) , (D20)

where X in the subscript refers to b, H, d, c, we obtain the LV corrected positive frequency eigen-spinors up to linear order of LV coefficients.

[1] T. Aoyama, T. Kinoshita, and M. Nio, Atoms 7, 28 (2019).

[2] B. Mashhoon, arXiv: gr-qc/0311030; A. Bakopoulos and P. Kanti, Gen. Rel. Grav. 46, 1742 (2014).

[3] A. Kostelecký and S. Samuel, Phys. Rev. D. 39, 683 (1989); S. Liberati, Class. Quantum Grav. 30, 133001 (2013); D. Mattingly, Living Rev. Relativ. 8, 5 (2005); G. Amelino-Camelia, Phys. Lett. B 510, 255 (2001).

[4] H.S. Snyder, Phys. Rev. 71, 38 (1947); S.M. Carroll, J.A.

Harvey, V. A. Kostelecký, C.D. Lane, and T. Okamoto, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 141601 (2001).

[5] R. Gambini and J. Pullin, Phys. Rev. D. 59, 124021 (1999).

[6] A.G. Cohen and S.L. Glashow, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 021601 (2006).

[7] D. Colladay and A. Kostelecký, Phys. Rev. D. 55, 6760 (1997); Phys. Rev. D. 58, 116002 (1998).

[8] A. Kostelecký, Phys. Rev. D. 69, 105009 (2004). [9] Q.G. Bailey, Phys. Rev. D. 82, 065012 (2010). [10] C. W. F. Everitt et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 106, 221101 (2011).

[11] C. W. F. Everitt et al., Class. Quantum Grav. 30, 224001 (2015).

[12] Q.G. Bailey, R.D. Everett, and J.M. Overduin, Phys.

Rev. D. 88, 102001 (2013).

[13] J. Tasson, Phys. Rev. D. 86, 124021 (2012). [14] J. M. Brown, S. J. Smullin, T. W. Kornack, and M. V.

Romalis, Phys. Rev. Lett. 105, 151604 (2010). [15] C. Gemmel, W. Heil, S. Karpuk, K. Lenz, Yu. Sobolev, K. Tullney, M. Burghoff, W. Kilian, S. Knappe- Grüneberg, W. Müller, A. Schnabel, F. Seifert, L. Trahms, and U. Schmidt, Phys. Rev. D. 82, 111901 (2010).

[16] A. Kostelecký and J. Tasson, Phys. Rev. D. 83, 016013 (2011).

[17] A. Kostelecký and S. Samuel, Phys. Rev. D. 40, 1886 (1989).

[18] R. Bluhm and A. Kostelecký, Phys. Rev. D. 71, 065008 (2005).

[19] A. Kostelecký and R. Potting, Phys. Rev. D. 79, 065018 (2009).

[20] N. Arkani-Hamed, H-C. Cheng, M. Luty, and J. Thaler, JHEP 09, 029 (2005).

[21] V.A Kostelecký and N Russell, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 11 (2011).

[22] A. Kostelecký and Zonghao Li, Phys. Rev. D. 103,

024059 (2021).

[23] A. Kostelecký and Zonghao Li, Phys. Rev. D. 104, 044054 (2021).

[24] H. Thirring, Phys. Z 19, 33 (1918); J. Lense and H. Thirring, Phys. Z 19, 156 (1918) [25] L.L. Foldy and S.A. Wouthuysen, Phys. Rev. 78, 29 (1950).

[26] Z. Xiao, Phys. Rev. D. 98, 035018 (2018). [27] R. J. Adler, Pisin Chen, and E. Varani, Phys. Rev. D.

85, 025016 (2012).

[28] T. Padmanabhan, Gravitation: Foundations and frontiers. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[29] E. Poisson and C.M. Will, Gravity: Newtonian, Post- Newtonian, Relativistic. Cambridge University Press, 2014.

[30] J.D. Kaplan, D.A. Nichols, and K.S. Thorne, Phys. Rev.

D. 80, 124014 (2009).

[31] T. Padmanabhan, Phys. Rep. 380, 235 (2003). [32] L.F.O. Costa and C.A.R. Herdeiro, Phys. Rev. D. 78, 024021 (2008).

[33] S. Weinberg, Gravitation and Cosmology. John Wiley & Sons, 1972.

[34] S. Weinberg, The quantum theory of fields. Vol. 2: Modern applications. Cambridge University Press, 2013.

[35] L.D. Landau and E.M. Lifshitz, The classical theory of fields.

[36] B. P. Abbott et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 061102 (2016). [37] A. Kostelecký and M. Mewes, Phys. Rev. D. 88, 096006 (2013).

[38] A. Kostelecký and J. Tasson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102, 010402 (2009).

[39] F.J. Belinfante, Physica 6, 887 (1939); Physica 7, 449 (1940).

[40] L. Rosenfeld, Mémoires Acad. Roy. de Belgique181(1940).

[41] X.d. Ji, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 610 (1997).

[42] F.W. Hehl, Heyde. P., Kerlick.G. D., and J.M. Nester, Rev. Mod. Phys. 48, 393 (1976).

[43] V.A. Kostelecký, N. Russell, and J.D. Tasson, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 100, 111102 (2008).

[44] L. C. G. Andradea, Eur. Phys. J. C. 77, 401 (2017). [45] R Lehnerta, W.M. Snow, Z. Xiao, and R. Xu, Phys. Lett.

B 772, 865 (2017).

[46] I.L. Shapiro, Phys. Rep. 357, 113 (2002). [47] J. Lai and X. Xue, arXiv: 2112:10590.

[48] A. J. Silenko and O. V. Teryaev, Phys. Rev. D. 71, 064016 (2005).

[49] Y.N. Obukhov, A. J. Silenko and O. V. Teryaev, Phys.

Rev. D. 80, 064044 (2009).

[50] X-d Ji, Phys. Rev. D. 52, 271 (1995).

[51] A. Zee, Quantum field theory in a nutshell. Princeton University Press, 2003.

[52] C. Itzykson and J. B. Zuber, Quantum Field Theory.

McGraw-Hill, New York, 1980.

[53] R. Lehnert, J. Math. Phys. 45, 3399 (2004). [54] A. Kostelecký and R. Lehnert, Phys. Rev. D. 63, 065008 (2001).

[55] Wei-Tou Ni, Rept. Prog. Phys. 73, 056901 (2010). [56] Y. Ding and A. Kostelecký, Phys. Rev. D. 94, 056008 (2016).

[57] Huntemann N. Lange R. Tamm C. Peik E.

Safronova M.S. Sanner, C. and S.G. Porsev, Nature 567, 204 (2019).

[58] A.J. Silenko, J. Math. Phys. 44, 2952 (2003). [59] I.T. Drummond and S.J. Hathrell, Phys. Rev. D. 22, 343 (1980).

[60] F. W. Hehl and W.-T. Ni, Phys. Rev. D. 42, 2045 (1990). [61] E. Fischbach, B.S. Freeman, and W.-K. Cheng, Phys.

Rev. D. 23, 2157 (1981).

[62] O.V. Teryaev, arXiv:hep-ph/9904376; L.B. Kobzarev and L.B. Okun, Sov. Phys. JETP 16, 1343 (1963).

[63] Q.G. Bailey and A. Kostelecký, Phys. Rev. D. 74, 045001 (2006).

[64] R. Colella, A.W. Overhauser, and S.A. Werner, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 34, 1472 (1975).

[65] P. Asenbaum, C. Overstreet, M. Kim, J. Curti, and M.A.

Kasevich, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 191101 (2020). [66] M.G. Tarallo, T. Mazzoni, N. Poli, D.V. Sutyrin, X. Zhang, and G.M. Tino, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 023005 (2014).

[67] I. Ciufolini and et.al, Eur. Phys. J. C. 76, 120 (2016). [68] X.-C, Duan et.al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, 023001 (2016). [69] S. Dimopoulos, P.W. Graham, J.M. Hogan, and M.A.

Kasevich, Phys. Rev. D. 78, 042003 (2008).

[70] B. Canuel et al, Class. Quantum Grav. 37, 225017 (2020). [71] J. A. A. S. Reis and M. Schreck, Phys. Rev. D. 95(7), 075016 (2017).

[72] Z. Xiao and Bo-Qiang Ma, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 24, 1359 (2009).