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We describe the first numerical Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff solutions of compact objects in entangled
relativity, which is an alternative to the framework of general relativity that does not have any additional
free parameter. Assuming a simple polytropic equation of state and the conservation of the rest-mass
density, we notably show that, for any given density, compact objects are always heavier (up to ~8%) in
entangled relativity than in general relativity—for any given central density within the usual range of
neutron stars’ central densities, or for a given radius of the resulting compact object.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, a new theory of relativity has been proposed in
which matter and geometry cannot be treated separately
[1,2]. The reason being that in the Lagrangian that depicts
the theory, matter and geometry are unequivocally related
through a pure multiplicative coupling. In some sense,
matter and geometry are entangled in this theory [2], since
it is not possible to turn one off in order to study the other:
the very definition of the theory of relativity becomes
intertwined to the definition of matter fields. Hence we
shall name this theory entangled relativity.

One consequence of the pure multiplicative coupling is
that one would expect that the theory predicts phenomena
that are violently in contradiction with several aspects of
general relativity, which are however thought to be in good
adequation with observations and experiments. But it turns
out that the theory’s phenomenology often boils down to the
one of general relativity due to an intrinsic decoupling that
arises at the level of the classical field equations—which
had initially been found in the framework of scalar-tensor
theories with a specific nonminimal scalar-matter coupling
[2-5]. In particular, deviations from general relativity in the
solar system may only happen at the post-post-Newtonian
order [3]—which is beyond current testing capabilities.

Nevertheless, the theory is not without its own open
issues. Notably, it is still not clear whether or not the theory
can explain the acceleration of the expansion of the universe
[2,4]—although a recent proposal goes in the right direction
[6]—nor is it clear to which quantitative level the universality
of free fall may be violated in this theory [2,5]—despite the
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intrinsic decoupling at the level of the classical field
equations previously mentioned. Not to mention that the
situation with respect to a quantum field theoretic treatment
of such a pure multiplicative Lagrangian is entirely open and
probably not without its own problems—whether or not the
standard model paradigm for matter fields is still the most
appropriate description of matter in this novel context.

One of the unusual aspects of the theory—with respect to
general relativity and its usual modifications—is that there
cannot exist such a thing as a vacuum solution of the field
equations. For instance, a Minkowski space-time is not a
solution of the field equations. What it implies at a practical
level, more broadly, is that most of the simplifications
that are usually used in order to study extreme spacetime
solutions—such as black holes—cannot be used in
entangled relativity. Nevertheless, it has recently been
argued that vacuum solutions of general relativity can be
accurate enough approximation of nonvacuum solutions in
entangled relativity in a near vacuum situation outside the
event horizon [7]—such that astrophysical black holes may
be described by their usual mathematical idealization like
the Schwarzschild and Kerr solutions.

On the other hand, it seems that the standard tools and
methods are still useful for less extreme objects—such as
neutron stars. In this manuscript, we therefore propose
an exploratory study of static and non-rotating compact
objects with the spherical symmetry through the use of the
Tolman-Oppenheimer-Volkoff (TOV) framework, in order
to get the first glimpse of what compact objects may look
like in entangled relativity.

© 2021 American Physical Society


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7494-2135
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3151-7593
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024034&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-01-15
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024034
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024034
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024034
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024034

ARRUGA, ROUSSELLE, and MINAZZOLI

PHYS. REV. D 103, 024034 (2021)

II. FIELD EQUATIONS
The action of entangled relativity is defined by [2]

5 L5,

where djx = d*x,/=g is the space-time volume element,
the coupling constant & has the dimension of x=
87G/c*—where G is the Newtonian constant and ¢ the
speed of light—but not its value. In fact, £ does not appear
in the classical field equations and therefore is purely
related to the quantum field sector of the theory. It is yet to
be discovered what value of £ would likely be consistent
with our universe, if any. It is important to note that apart
from ¢, the theory does not have any coupling constant
related to the link between matter and geometry. Hence, at
the classical level, entangled relativity has one parameter
less than general relativity in order to describe the link
between matter and geometry, in the sense that no param-
eter replaces the parameter x of general relativity at the
classical level in entangled relativity [2]: the effective
coupling that appears at the level of the field equation is
dynamical.

For spacetimes that are such that R # 0, there is a one
to one correspondence at the classical level between the
action of entangled relativity and a dilaton theory with the
following action [1,2]

1 R
S = Zg dyx [q;_r( + \/Eﬁm] : (2)

where & is an effective coupling constant between matter
and geometry, with the dimension of «. The corresponding
field equations read

Ty 1
Ga/} = Ki;) + E [vavﬁ gaﬁD]¢’ (3)
S0p="(r-1c,) @)
¢ Ve "
and the conservation equation reads
Vo(\/9T*) = £,,V*\/§, (5)
with
_ 2 8(y=5Lw) ©
SRV

The intrinsic decoupling discussed in the introduction
comes from the fact that the right hand side of Eq. (4) is
minute for matter fields that are such that £,, ~ T, hence

leaving the scalar field mostly unsourced, and therefore
constant [2-5].

III. TOV EQUATIONS

In order to derive the TOV equations, we assume that the
system is static and has a spherical symmetry, such that we
assume a metric with the following form

ds? = —a(r)de* + b(r)dr* + r*dQ?, (7)

in unit ¢ = 1, where dQ? stands for the S>-sphere metric.
We further assume a perfect fluid matter content, whose
energy-momentum tensor in a general frame reads

T4 = (p + P)u“uy + P35y, (8)

where p and P are the total energy density and the pressure
of the fluid respectively, related to the equation of state
defined in (30).

A. Metric’s components and a definition of the mass

First of all, we note as

DY = l

s ¢
the dilaton energy-momentum tensor part in Eq. (3). The
time-time component of the Einstein equations, leads to the
following first order differential equation for g,, = b metric
component

(VoVy = 6500) . 9)

l;il—b Kp

where
1 pa &
Dl=—""4 —
0 2b¢a+3\/$

One can formally integrate equation (10) for b, which
leads to

(‘Cm _T>‘ (11)

1

== mifanr (12)
where
= [T (P LOa_ K 2
() r«AdQ/E" Wga 3g T)> |
(13)

From (12), the ADM mass reads
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Mapm = rlggm(r) (14)

and does not necessarily coincide with the star mass m,
defined by

m, =m(R,), with p(R,)=0. (15)

Indeed, outside the star, matter energy density and pressure
are negligible, so that they are set to zero and the relation
between the ADM mass and the star mass reads

2r o rda
Mppm = m. —— lim | dr—=— 16
aow = m, == lim | dros (16)

On the other side, the r-r component of the Einstein
equation yield a first order differential equation for g,;, = a

a b (Pr% 1 2r¢ ré\”!
= (g (e5g) o

B. Equation for pressure

Following Wald [8], we compute the pressure using the
conservation equation from the diffeomorphism invariance

VT4 = (83L,, — T, log /¢ = F (18)

where the covariant derivative of a perfect fluid stress-
energy tensor reads

VaT;} = (5; + u”’uﬂ)aaP + (P —I—p)uavauﬂ
+ up[u®Oup + (P + p)V u]. (19)

Projecting the last equation on 0, and using (9,) u, =0
brings up a derivative of the pressure with respect to the
radius and we end up with

a

pP= 2a(P+p)+£(Em—P). (20)

2

C. Equation for the scalar field

The scalar-field equation reduces to

b= 4 F—éﬁ—l] +’~<\3/($b(T—£m). (21)

"2la b

At this point, the system can be fully inverted from
(a,b,p) to (m, P,¢). Indeed, b has been expressed as a
function of m and differential equation for a and b are
function of (b, P, ¢). Then, we end up with the following
system of first order differential equation

P=-TlPap) b g La-P) (2
" (%—%) (23)
$=" (24)
T:—%[FI—F2+A—:]+'~<\3/%(T—LM) (25)
with
)
le_b+rb(5—%—ﬂ> (27)
ﬂ:;zﬂ+£%wa) (28)
b:T:%ﬁ; (29)

IV. NUMERICAL IMPLEMENTATION
AND RESULTS

The code, as well as a script that generates all the figures
that are presented in this manuscript, are freely available on
GitHub [9].

A. Equation of state

We assume a simple polytropic equation of state in this
exploratory study, as the goal of this study is to see the
broad behavior of compact object solutions in entangled
relativity, compared to general relativity. Besides, the
equations for matter fields are modified in entangled
relativity due to the nonminimal coupling between geom-
etry and matter—see Eq. (5). As a consequence, nuclear
physics may be impacted at high density, which leads to
many new open questions that are beyond the scope of this
manuscript.

The equation of state that we shall consider reads

P =Ky, (30)

with y = 5/3 and K = 1.475 x 1073 (fm*/MeV)?3 [10].
We shall limit our investigations to solutions that have a

subluminal speed of sound vg everywhere in the compact

object. The condition implemented in our code reads
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P\ 1/2 P\ 1/2
c iy P

where R, is the radius of the compact object.

B. On-shell matter Lagrangian

Now, one ought to know what is the value of the on-shell
matter Lagrangian.1 Eventually, one may be able to derive it
from first principles. However, the task is somewhat
complex, given the additional complication that the
matter field equations are modified with respect to general
relativity, due to the nonminimal coupling between matter
and geometry in entangled relativity—for instance, the
modified Maxwell equation reads V, (y/@F*) = 0, where
F* is the usual electromagnetic tensor.

In what follows we will assume an effective perfect fluid
description of matter fields, whose matter field density is
conserved V,(pou®) = O—where p, is the rest-mass
energy density—such that one can show that the matter
Lagrangian reduces to £,, = —p, where p is the total energy
density of the fluid [11,12]—see the Appendix A. In that
case, one can see in Eq. (4) that the scalar-field would only
be sourced by pressure, such that this type of scalar-fields
has been dubbed pressuron in [4].

However, it has recently been argued that for generic
solitons, the on-shell Lagrangian ought to reduce to the
trace of the stress-energy tensor L, = T [13]. If that
argument held for compact objects such as neutron stars,
one can see from Eq. (4) that the decoupling of the scalar-
field would be total, such that one could expect to recover
the results of general relativity. We checked that if we
assume L,, = T instead of £,, = —p, we indeed recover the
TOV solutions of general relativity.2

Another interesting thing to keep in mind is that, since
the on-shell Lagrangian £,, depends on the field solutions,
one cannot a priori exclude the possibility that it could
transition from, say, £,, = —-p to L, =T, or L, =T to
L, = P, etc., after a phase transition of matter fields at
some density inside the compact object. Studying this is
beyond the scope of the present paper, as it would require to
derive the behavior of matter fields from first principles;
whereas we assume here an effective perfect fluid descrip-
tion. What is clear however, is that in the dust limit, one
has £,, = —p = T. Hence, L,, = P seems to be excluded,

lBy on-shell, here we mean the effective value that takes the
Lagrangian when the matter field solutions are injected into its
formal definition.

Note that entangled relativity would nevertheless be different
from general relativity for any matter field that do not satisfy
L,, = T, such as, for instance a pure magnetic field—which leads
to £,, « B> # T [14]—or an homogeneous scalar field—which
leads to £,, = P # T [15]. In particular, one can expect the Higgs
field to lead to a different behavior of the cosmic solution of
entangled relativity close to the big bang, compared to general
relativity.

unless the aforementioned transition of phase can occur at
high enough energy or pressure. But again, this is beyond
the scope of the present manuscript.

C. Scalar field normalization

We normalize the scalar field such that &/\/¢p, =
87G/c*, where G is the measured value of the constant
of Newton in the solar system, and ¢; the asymptotic value
of the scalar field at a distance r = L where the derivative
of the gravitational potential becomes negligible, such that
it matches the zeroth order of the post-Newtonian expan-
sion of the theory in the weak-field regime of the solar
system [3]. Note however that in practice, the effective
value of ¢; can in principle take different values at different
locations of the universe, which corresponds in effect to a
constant of Newton that actually depends on the location.
However, given the fact that the scalar field is not sourced
by pressureless matter fields in the weak field regime [3],
one does not expect the two values to differ significantly in
a dust® dominated environment such as our own galaxy.

Numerically, the choice & = k has been made, so that
the normalization of the scalar field reads ¢, = ¢, = 1.
The goal is then to find the central value ¢, that leads to
that normalization. In order to do so, one could run the
simulation several times with different central values of the
scalar field, until the one that corresponds to the desired
normalization is reached. However, for the sake of com-
putational speed, one could take the advantage of the
following property: if (¢,y,m,P)(r) are solution of
(22)~(25), then (ag,y,a /*m,aP)(a"'/*r) are another
solution V a. If a simulation starts with a random initial
value ¢, and lead to a star radius R,, and an asymptotic
scalar field value ¢, then, the radius with the appropriate

units is R, = ¢¥4SR*, where the property has been used
with a = ¢

D. Mass and radius comparison

Because the dilaton field is sourced by pressure when
L, = —p, and because the pressure increases with the
density, one expects to have an increasing deviation from
general relativity with the growth of the density. In Figs. 1
and 2, one can see that this is broadly the case, although one
should have a look at the metric in different cases in order
to have a full picture of this. In particular, the denser the
object, the more the metric deviates from the Schwarzschild
metric outside the compact object—see Sec. IV F. Also,
one can see that, for central densities between 100 and
8200 Mev/ fm?, both the mass and the radius of the
compact object are always higher in entangled relativity.
The limit at 8200 Mev/fm? is set by the condition that the
speed of sound in the compact object never exceeds the
causality speed limit c.

Baryonic and cold dark matter.
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FIG. 1. Diagram of the mass m, of the compact object with

respect to its central density, for central densities between 100
and 8200 Mev/fm’.
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FIG. 2. Diagram of the radius of the compact object with
respect to its central density, for central densities between 100
and 8200 Mev/fm?>.

One can see that, for a given central density, the mass
m,—defined in Eq. (15)—is always bigger in entangled
relativity with respect to general relativity. The same is true
for the ADM mass M ypy—defined in Eq. (14)—although
the ADM mass is always smaller than the mass m,, as one
can see in Fig. 4. The difference between m, and I spm
simply comes from the infinite range contribution of the
scalar-field to the mass—defined in Eq. (13).

At this stage, it would be tempting to argue that, as a
consequence, entangled relativity may be a good candidate
to explain the relatively high masses of neutron stars
observed over the last decade [16], and which seem to
lead to a tension between astrophysical observations and
the union of general relativity and nuclear physics [17].
However, this is way too premature given that one has to

Mass M/My

0.9 1 Entangled Relativity, Lm = —p
M_Max = 1.42,R = 12.1 km
General Relativity

084 M_Max=1.32R=12.0km

7.5 10.0 12.5 15.0 17.5 20.0 22.5
Radius (km)

FIG. 3. Diagram of the mass m, of the compact object with
respect to its radius in both theories, for central densities between
100 and 8200 Mev/fm?.
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FIG. 4. Diagram of the masses m, and 9 py of the compact
object with respect to its radius in entangled relativity, for central
densities between 100 and 8200 Mev/fm?.

check first how the observables that are used to infer those
masses from observations are actually affected in entangled
relativity. For instance, one has to see how the Shapiro
delay is modified in entangled relativity with respect to
general relativity, and see how the inferred mass depends
on the adjustment of the data in the new framework of
entangled relativity. One has to note in particular that,
unlike in general relativity, the mass of a compact object—
defined in Eq. (13)—continues to change outside the
compact object due to the contribution of the scalar-field.
It continuously goes from m,—defined in Eq. (15)—to
M spy—defined in Eq. (14). This will affect observables
that are sensitive to the metric outside the compact object—
see Sec. IVG.
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FIG. 5. Scalar field and its derivative profiles for the two

solutions in entangled relativity with M = 1.25 M, with den-
sities 400 MeV/fm® or 4150 MeV/fm® (R, =17.0 or R, =
8.3 km respectively). The vertical lines mark the radius of the
solutions.

Another interesting thing to point out is that, for a given
central density, there is not a big difference in terms of
radius between the predictions of general relativity and
entangled relativity, as one can see in Fig. 2. On the other
hand, for a given mass, the radius of high density (small
radius) objects in entangled relativity are always smaller
than in general relativity; whereas it is the opposite for low
density (large radius) objects.4

E. Scalar field behavior

One can see in Fig. 5 that the scalar field grows
monotonically from the center to infinity—where it reaches
its normalized value ¢, = 1. In both the cases that
lead to, e.g., M = 1.25 My—that is, the solutions with
400 MeV /fm? and 4150 MeV/fm? central densities—the
scalar field derivative reaches a maximum toward roughly

*resp. lhs and rhs of Fig. 3.

half the radius before monotonically decreasing to zero.
Since matter physics depends on this derivative—see for
instance Eq. (5)—it means that most of the effect of
the scalar field happens inside the compact object.
Nevertheless, the scalar field derivative is not null outside
the compact object, such that one can expect entangled
relativity to have a richer phenomenology with respect to
general relativity—because of the scalar field’s behavior
outside the compact object.

F. Metrics comparison

Most of the time, the mass of the compact object is
degenerate with respect to the value of its central density, as
one can see in Fig. 1. In general relativity, the specific value
of the central density for two solutions with the same mass
only plays a role with respect to the radius of the compact
object, as Birkhoff’s theorem implies that the external
metric ought to be the same for different solutions of an
object of a given mass. However, Birkhoff’s theorem no
longer holds in entangled relativity. Notably, unlike the
case of general relativity, the scalar product between the
time-time and space-space components of the metric out-
side a body is not a constant in entangled relativity. In
Fig. 6, we show the product of the metric’s components
Joogrr Of the two solutions of an object of mass M =
1.25 M, for each theory. In general relativity, the central
density for this mass M can either be around 550 MeV /fm?
or 2800 MeV/fm?, corresponding to a radius of 15.4 km or
9.3 km respectively; whereas in entangled relativity, it can
either be around 400 MeV /fm? or 4150 MeV /fm?, corre-
sponding to a radius of 17.0 km or 8.3 km respectively.

As one can see, one has gyg,, = cst outside the compact
object in general relativity in each case, whereas it is no

9rr* goo
1.2 r
1
]
i
]
bbby btk bt TP P PR
1
i
1
]
i
1
]
i
]
i
1
]
i
1
1
1
1
]
! — GR(550)
0.4 : —— GR (2800)
: -=-=- ER(400),Lm=—p
H _
H ER (4150), Lm= —p
0.2 T T 1 T T T T
5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

FIG. 6. Product of the metric’s components gyyg,, of the two
solutions of an object of mass M = 1.25 M, in general relativity
and entangled relativity. The vertical lines mark the radius of the
solutions. In the parenthesis are displayed the central density for
each solution, in MeV/fm?3.
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FIG. 7. Shapiro potential with respect to the radius for each
solution of mass M = 1.25 M in both theories. The vertical
lines mark the radius of the solutions. In the parenthesis are
displayed the central density for each solution, in MeV /fm?>.

longer the case in entangled relativity. In particular,
the denser the object, the more different is the metric’s
components with respect to general relativity. It is the
expected behavior, given that the scalar field is more
sourced for denser objects.

Since the metric’s components deviate from the one of
general relativity, one should expect the Shapiro delay to
be modified accordingly. In particular, we shall expect
that (what we shall call) the Shapiro potential—defined

here as equal to +/g,./gopo—should be modified with
respect to general relativity. However, we see in Fig. 7
that the Shapiro potential remains qualitatively the same in
entangled relativity.

G. Discussion on how to test the theory

The prediction of the mass and radius of neutron stars
is not enough in order to test the theory for two reasons.
First, those quantities depend significantly on the unknown
equation of state of neutron stars. As a consequence, it may
always be possible to tune the equation of state to recover
the observed radius and mass. Second, the mass is not an
observable, but is inferred from observables—such as the
differential Shapiro time delay. Hence, one has to readjust
the model parameters (such as the mass and the radius)
from observations within the new framework before being
able to say whether or not the theory explains the actual
data well. For instance, regarding the Shapiro delay,
because the metric outside the neutron star is not the
Schwarzschild metric, the differential Shapiro delay does
not follow the equation of general relativity that links the
effect to the mass of the spherical compact object.
Therefore, the mass of various neutron stars that have
been inferred by measuring the differential Shapiro delay

and assuming general relativity [18-20] are likely no
longer the best fit for entangled relativity. Unfortunately,
because the Birkhoft’s theorem is not valid in entangled
relativity, the differential Shapiro delay is not uniquely
defined with the mass of the source and the differential
distance of the light-ray to the source. For instance, one can
see in Fig. 6 that the outside metrics for two more or less
dense compact objects with the same mass are not the same
in entangled relativity—unlike what happens in general
relativity. This may complicate the inversion from the
observables to the model parameters in entangled relativity.

A potential way to test the theory would be to use
x-ray pulse profiles from NASA’s Neutron star Interior
Composition Explorer (NICER) [21], as it was recently
proposed in order to probe strong-field effects in scalar-
tensor theory [22-24]. In order to do so, one would have to
extend the present work to the rotating case, as well as to
consider more realistic equations of state. However, let us
stress again that the matter field equations are modified in
entangled relativity with respect to general relativity. This
may induce yet another complication in such a study.
Finally, let us note that unlike in the cases considered in
[22-24], the electromagnetic intensity is not conserved in
entangled relativity due to the nonminimal coupling
between the scalar degree of freedom and the electromag-
netic field in the action [4]. This additional effect will have
to be taken into account in order to correctly predict the
variety of x-ray pulse profiles in entangled relativity.

Obviously, another way to test the theory would be
through the observation of gravitational waves that have
been emitted during the fusion of neutron stars [25]—
although, again, the potential degeneracy with the unknown
neutron star equation of state might limit the constraining
power of such tests. This has yet to be explored.

V. CONCLUSION

We provided the first study of compact objects within
the framework of entangled relativity. Assuming a simple
polytropic equation of state and the conservation of the
rest-mass density, we showed that compact objects are
always heavier in entangled relativity than in general
relativity—for any given central density within the usual
range of neutron stars central densities, or for a given radius
of the resulting compact object. Because entangled rela-
tivity is parameter free at the classical level, the results
presented in the manuscript do not depend on any param-
eter. Nevertheless, they are still dependent on a perfect fluid
description of matter fluid, and on the assumption that the
rest-mass density is conserved—which is not a straightfor-
ward property in theories with a nonminimal coupling
between a scalar degree of freedom and matter fields, see
the Appendix. This would eventually have to be obtained
from first principles with an accurate description of the
microphysical properties of nuclear matter in neutron stars.
But this may turn out to be very demanding, notably
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because of the modifications of the usual matter field
equations due to the nonminimal scalar-matter coupling in
the action Eq. (2).

APPENDIX: PERFECT FLUID LAGRANGIAN
AND CONSERVATION OF THE
REST-MASS DENSITY

In this section, we slightly modify a demonstration that
can already be found in [12]. Let us assume that the rest-
mass energy density is not conserved, such that

VU(POM”) =D, (Al)
where D is a scalar to be determined. Furthermore, one uses

the usual definition of the total energy density, given in
terms of the rest-mass energy density and pressure

P dprP
pzp0<l——+/—>. (A2)
Po Po
Injecting this definition into Eq. (A1), one gets
P
V,(pu®) = (p + )D — PV, u°. (A3)
Po
Now, let us write the effective on-shell matter
Lagrangian as
L, = —ap+ pP, (A4)

where a and f are merely constants that are used in order to
parametrize the three potential cases considered £,, = —p,
P or T—respectively (a=1,=0),(a=0,=1) or

(a =1, = 3). Taking the divergence of the perfect fluid
stress-energy tensor (8), one gets

V, 1" = (p + P)u°V,u* + (¢"° + u*u®)V,P

P
+u”<p+ >D.
Po

(AS)

On the other side, the conservation equation (5), together
with Eq. (A4) and the perfect fluid stress-energy tensor (8)
leads to

VT = —(p + P)[g"" + u'u]0, In /b

+[(1 = a)p + pP|g"d,In \/¢p. (A6)

Multiplying by u, the previous two equations and equating
them gives

D= _p‘j—OP (1= a)p + pPu"d,In /.

(A7)
Hence, one has D(a =1, =0) =0 in Eq. (A1), which
corresponds to L, = —p in Eq. (A4). Therefore, the
conservation of the rest-mass energy density corresponds
to a fluid that is such that its on-shell Lagrangian is
L,, = —p—which is the main assumption in this work.

However, note that D =0 when J,¢ = 0. Therefore,
due to the intrinsic decoupling in Eq. (4) when £,, =T,
entangled relativity also leads to the usual conservation of
energy (i.e., D =0) for £, =T. This is specific to
entangled relativity compared to other f(R,L,,) theo-
ries [26].
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