arXiv:2502.00905v1 [gr-qc] 2 Feb 2025

Generalized Eddington–Finkelstein Coordinates and Exact Vaidya-Type Solutions in Weyl Conformal Gravity

Petr Jizba^{1, ∗} and Tereza Lehečková^{1, †} 1FNSPE, Czech Technical University in Prague, Břehová 7, 115 19, Prague, Czech Republic (Dated: February 4, 2025)

We study Vaidya-type solutions in Weyl conformal gravity (WCG) using Eddington–Finkelsteinlike coordinates. Our considerations focus on spherical as well as hyperbolic and planar symmetries. In particular, we find all vacuum dynamical solutions for the aforementioned symmetries. These are, in contrast to general relativity, structurally quite non-trivial. We provide a thorough analysis of their basic properties, such as, relation to other known WCG solutions, algebraic types, singularities, horizons, and symmetries. In the same vein, we also derive, classify, and discuss non-vacuum solutions with the Coulombic electric field and null dust. Other salient issues, such as the gauge equivalence of WCG solutions to Einstein spaces and the role of the Birkhoff–Riegert theorem, are also addressed.

I. INTRODUCTION

Einstein’s General Theory of Relativity (GR) is currently the most widely accepted classical theory of gravity, demonstrating remarkable precision in predicting and explaining gravitational phenomena at scales of the solar system and smaller. However, at larger scales — those of galaxies, galaxy clusters, superclusters, or the filamentary cosmic web — the effectiveness of GR becomes less certain. There is strong evidence that there is a mismatch between the observed properties of the Universe and the predictions of general relativity when combined with the known forms of matter [1–3].

One way to deal with the discrepancies within GR is to introduce an additional form of matter characterized as a nearly pressureless, perfect fluid — dark matter. Similarly, to explain cosmological observations such as Type Ia supernovae [4], the CMB [5], and the large scale structure correlations [6, 7], which all indicate that the Universe is currently in an accelerated phase, one introduces a negative pressure energy density — dark energy. However, it remains unclear whether dark matter and dark energy represent truly exotic matter and energy, or whether they merely reveal limitations within Einstein’s theory itself. An alternative approach is to go beyond GR, e.g. to higher-derivative gravity theories, which are promising for several reasons: they circumvent Lovelock’s no-go theorem (which only restricts second-order theories) and are often quantizable or at least perturbatively renormalizable [8–10].

A prominent example of such a higher-derivative theory is Weyl conformal gravity (WCG), which is a gravity theory with gauged scale invariance that has intriguing classical behavior and provides an elegant solution to the dark matter and dark energy problems [11, 12]. Although its origins date back to 1918 — shortly after the introduc-

∗petr.jizba@fjfi.cvut.cz †lehecter@fjfi.cvut.cz

tion of GR, with the initial goal of unifying gravity and electromagnetism [13] — it only began to attract significant attention in the 1990s. During this period, papers began to appear (with a substantial impetus from P.D. Mannheim and his collaborators [11, 12, 14–21]) presenting various novel solutions within WCG, which gradually demonstrated that WCG has the potential not only to address the previously mentioned challenges of GR, but also to create new phenomenological predictions [20–27].

In this paper we aim to study WCG solutions in the framework of Eddington–Finkelstein (E-F) type coordinates. In GR, the E-F coordinates were originally used to reformulate the Schwarzschild solution. They are adapted to the paths of light rays where the ingoing E-F coordinates are aligned with radially infalling light rays, while the outgoing E-F coordinates are aligned with outgoing ones. This makes the E-F coordinates particularly useful for analyzing causal structures, and thus particularly suitable for conformal gravity, where there is no mass scale present. Since the E-F coordinates are regular across the event horizon of the black hole, they are ideal for studying local processes near the event horizon. In addition, E-F coordinates are much better suited for describing dynamical spacetimes, such as the Vaidya spacetime (VS), which can model, for example, a radiating black hole. This adaptability makes E-F coordinates a powerful tool for exploring time-dependent scenarios, such as black hole evaporation, accretion, or gravitational collapse [29, 30]. Our goal is to explore Vaidya-type nonstatic solutions in WCG and investigate possible generalizations. While E-F coordinates have been used to study general properties of spherically symmetric solutions [31] and the dynamics of black hole formation and evaporation in conformal gravity [32], to our knowledge they have not yet been used to derive exact solutions in WCG.

The paper is organized as follows. Sec. II introduces the E-F coordinates and the related general metric that will be used in the bulk of this paper. In this framework, we will also revisit the VS including some generalizations and its key features. In Sec. III, we discuss some of the fundamentals of WCG. We proceed to Sec. IV where we find all vacuum solutions in the general E-F metric and discuss their basic properties, such as singularity and horizons, algebraic type, conformal Einstein spacetimes, conformal symmetries, and useful coordinate transformations. We also discuss the role of the Birkhoff– Riegert theorem in WCG and its relation to the solutions obtained. Non-vacuum solutions for Coulomb field and null dust radiation are presented in Sec. V. A brief summary of the results and related discussions is provided in Sect. VI. For the reader’s convenience, we relegate some more technical issues concerning the Weyl equivalence of Einstein spaces, as well as a graphical summary of the obtained WCG solutions and their main properties to two appendices.

II. EDDINGTON–FINKELSTEIN-LIKE COORDINATES AND VAIDYA SOLUTION

Eddington–Finkelstein coordinates were originally introduced to provide a more effective representation of Schwarzschild spacetime by eliminating coordinate singularities at the event horizon, allowing the study of incoming and outgoing geodesics, and providing a framework better suited for the analysis of dynamical processes such as gravitational collapse [33]. Standardly, the E-F coordinates are realized by replacing the Schwarzschild coordinate t with the retarded or advanced time, usually labeled as v or u, respectively. The (θ, φ) sector, representing the unit 2-sphere, remains the same as in the Schwarzschild case.

In our following reasonings, we allow for more general E-F-like coordinates, namely coordinates with a line element of the form H(r, w)dw^2 + 2cdwdr + r^2 dx^2 + dy^2 ( 1 +^{K(x2+y2)}_4

)_2 , (1)

where c = −1 for retarded time and c = 1, for advanced time (analogous notation is used e.g. in Ref. [34]). We replaced the (θ, φ) sector by (x, y) to represent all 2-spaces with constant Gaussian curvature K ∈ {1, 0, −1}, corresponding to spherical, Euclidean, and hyperbolic geometry, respectively. The corresponding Killing equation for the metric (1) gives 3 Killing vector fields (KVF). The general KVF has the form

X = {[K(x^2 − y^2) + 4]c_1 + 2Kxyc_2 + yc_3}∂_x

+ {[K(y^2 − x^2) + 4]c_2 + 2Kxyc_1 − xc_3}∂_y , (2)

where c_i are constants.

E-F coordinates are often useful for describing dynamical spacetimes, which can otherwise be quite complicated to represent in Schwarzschild coordinates [29]. Here we will focus in particular on VS. In GR, the latter represents a dynamical version of the Schwarzschild spacetime, characterized by a dynamical mass and a pure (incoming or outgoing) radiation energy-momentum tensor. It is used to model radiating stars, semiclassical black hole evaporation, radiating white holes, spherically symmetric gravitational collapse, etc. [29, 30, 35, 36]. There is also a charged version [37] (sometimes referred to as Vaidya– Bonnor spacetime) and a version with the cosmological constant Λ, which can both be written together in a compact form by using the metric (1) with

K = 1 , H(r, w) = − ( 1 − 2m(w) r + q^2(w) r^2 − Λ 3 r^2 ) . (3)

For the sake of brevity, we will call this VS in the following text, although it is actually an extension of it by charge and a cosmological constant. This spacetime contains a Coulomb field and pure radiation of the nulldust type. In particular, the latter generally represents a field (or particles with zero rest mass) propagating at the speed of light and with an energy-momentum tensor with a non-zero component

T^M_{ww} = c[m^′(w)r − q(w)q^′(w)]/r^3 , (4)

see e.g. [29]. The functions m(w) and q(w) can be interpreted as mass and electric charge, respectively. The case with even more general m = m(r, w) is sometimes called the generalized Vaidya solution [38].

The Vaidya spacetime is of Petrov D type, has a singularity at r = 0 and a trapping or apparent (for the asymptotically flat case) horizon at H(r, w) = 0. To meet the energy conditions, the radiation must fulfill the inequality T^M_{ww} ≥ 0. This does not seem to be satisfied in some cases, but this fact is caused by neglecting the Lorenz force rather than being a real problem [37]. We will encounter a similar situation in Sec. V, since our choice of the stress-energy tensor there will be inspired by VS in conventional GR. The analysis of event horizons is generally quite complicated in dynamical spacetimes [32, 39], and so is the ensuing thermodynamics, though it may be simplified in some cases.

If we specifically assume the linear mass function m(w) = a(A_1w + A_2), the linear charge function q(w) = b(A_1w + A_2) and Λ = 0, the resulting VS (3) admits a conformal Killing vector field (CKVF)

X^c = (A_1w + A_2)∂_w + A_1r∂_r . (5)

Here we recall that CKVFs are a generalization of KVFs which preserve the metric tensor up to a scalar factor — CKVF are thus generators of conformal isometry. The linear mass function is also one of the cases where transformation to double-null coordinates is possible [40] and is used as a toy model for collapse and evaporation [32]. By Weyl rescaling, it is possible to get a static spacetime which has CKVF (5) as KVF. The latter allows one to study thermodynamic and causal properties in this new spacetime and then convert the results obtained to the original VS [35, 39]. For instance, the event horizon in static spacetime is collocated with one of the Killing horizons of (5). Since the causal properties are conformally invariant, this location can be transformed back to the original spacetime. We will see this in more detail in Sec. IV.

Some authors have briefly considered the possibility of different K, see e.g. Ref. [34], which could potentially represent a dynamical counterpart of so-called topological black holes, i.e. black holes whose event horizons are surfaces of non-trivial topology [29, 41]. To our knowledge, there has been no deeper mathematical or physical analysis of these solutions.

III. WEYL CONFORMAL GRAVITY

For the sake of logical consistency, we will give here a brief overview of the most important aspects of WCG that are relevant to our subsequent analysis. Further details can be found, e.g., in Refs. [42, 43].

WCG is a pure metric theory invariant under diffeomorphisms as well as Weyl rescaling of the metric tensor by smooth, non-singular real functions Ω(x) without zero points: g_{μν} (x) → Ω^2(x)g_{μν} (x). The simplest WCG action in four-dimensional spacetime can be written in the form [43]

S_w[g] = − 1 4G^2_w ∫ d^4x √ |g|C_{μνρσ} C^{μνρσ} . (6) Here C_{μνρσ} is the Weyl tensor which can be rewritten as C_{μνρσ} = R_{μνρσ} − ( g_{μ[ρ}R_{σ]ν} − g_{ν[ρ}R_{σ]μ} ) + 1 3 R g_{μ[ρ}g_{σ]ν} , (7) with R_{μνρσ} being the Riemann curvature tensor, R_{μρ} = R_{μνρ}^ν the Ricci tensor, and R = R_μ^μ the scalar curvature. The Weyl tensor has all the algebraic properties of the Riemann curvature tensor, i.e. C_{αβγδ} = C_{[αβ][γδ]} = C_{γδαβ} , C_{α[βγδ]} = 0 , (8)

and in addition is trace-free, i.e. C^α_{αβγ} = 0. Weyl tensor is identically zero in three dimensions. The action (6) is Weyl invariant in four dimensions and mimics a Yang– Mills structure with the dimensionless coupling constant G_w. This makes it power-counting renormalizable.

Throughout this work, we adopt the spacelike metric signature (−, +, +, +). The sign convention for the Riemann curvature tensor is chosen so that R^α_{βμν} = ∂_μΓ^α_{βν} − ∂_ν Γ^α_{βμ} + Γ^α_{κμ}Γ^κ_{βν} − Γ^α_{κν} Γ^κ_{βμ} . (9)

For notational simplicity, we use the following conventions: R^2_{μνρσ} represents the square of the Riemann tensor, R^2_{μν} denotes the square of the Ricci tensor, and R^2 is the square of the scalar curvature. The square of the Weyl tensor, denoted by C^2, expands in four dimensions as C^2 = R^2_{μνρσ} − 2R^2_{μν} + 1 3 R^2 . (10)

An important related invariant is the Gauss–Bonnet (GB) term E_4, given as

E_4 = R^2_{μνρσ} − 4R^2_{μν} + R^2 , (11)

which serves as the integrand for the topological Euler– Poincaré invariant. Using the Chern–Gauss–Bonnet theorem, we can recast the Weyl action equivalently (up to a topological term) as

S^w[g] = − 1 2G^2_w ∫ d^4x √ |g| ( R^2_{μν} − 1 3 R^2 ) . (12)

The variation of S^w with respect to the metric yields the dynamical equation, the so-called Bach vacuum equation B_{μν} ≡ ∇^κ∇^λC_{μκνλ} − 1 2 R^{κλ}C_{μκνλ} = 0 , (13) where B_{μν} , the Bach tensor, is symmetric and trace-free. In addition, since B^{μν} ∝ 1 √ −g δS^w δg_{μν} , (14)

we see that under the Weyl transformations of the metric

B^{μν} → Ω^{−6}B^{μν} , (15)

which often allows to dramatically simplify the solution of the Bach equation. Solutions to Eq. (13) are known as Bach-flat backgrounds. Notably, every Einstein space (i.e. spacetime where R_{αβ} = Λg_{αβ}) satisfies Bach’s equation, see e.g., [27], although the converse is not true. We will have more to say on this issue in Sec. IV B.

In the presence of other fields (non-vacuum case), the Bach equation generalizes to B_{μν} = G^2_w 2 T_{μν} . (16)

The latter implies that the stress-energy tensor in WCG must be traceless, which in turn requires the matter-field action to be Weyl invariant, so the tracelessness condition immediately excludes kinematical or mechanical masses. Strictly unbroken Weyl symmetry therefore does not allow for mass scales. However, if the scale symmetry is spontaneously broken (when quantized), then it is possible to generate mass scales, and this can be done while maintaining the tracelessness condition on the matter energy-momentum tensor [44].

As already mentioned, all Einstein spaces are also solutions of the Bach vacuum equation, while the opposite is not true. In fact, there may be additional terms or even major changes in the Bach vacuum solutions [11, 14]. A paradigmatic example is the M-K solution [14], which is the WCG analog of the exterior Schwarzschild solution in GR, i.e. the most general spherically symmetric static Bach vacuum solution. In the general E-F-like coordinates (1) it reads

K = 1 , H(r) = − [ 1 − 3βγ − β(2 − 3βγ) r + γr − κr^2 ] , (17)

where β, γ, κ are constants. Here β represents the mass of the source, γ is related to the dark matter, and κ has an effect of the cosmological constant. Versions with K = −1 and K = 0, i.e. the WCG analogues of topological black holes, have also been found, see e.g. Ref. [45].

One might naturally ask whether these additional (non-Einstein space) solutions might not be at least Weyl related to some Einstein spaces. And if so, how does the situation generalize to non-vacuum Einstein spacetimes? While there are topologically non-trivial Bach vacuum solutions that cannot be mapped to Einstein spaces by a Weyl transformation [27], many solutions allow such a mapping. In particular, for the M-K solution, the linear term in (17) can be eliminated by an appropriate Weyl rescaling [46], yielding a spacetime equivalent to Schwarzschild–(anti)-de Sitter spacetime. However, the required conformal factor is singular at certain points. As a result, the equivalence between these spacetimes is only local, and some global spacetime properties, such as the Noether–Wald charge or the homotopy groups, are often different [47]. Similarly, a Birkhoff–Riegert theorem for WCG, states that all spherically symmetric electrovacuum solutions in WCG can be Weyl transformed into the (charged) M-K solution [48]. Again, such transformations often involve singularities, so the equivalence is only local. We will say more about this in Sec. IV C.

As an aside, we note that there is an interesting difference between the charged version of (17) and its GR counterpart (Reissner–Nördstrom solution). If we add the Coulomb field F_{wr} = q/r^2 to the Schwarzschild solution, the extra term that appears in the metric is of order 1/r^2. If we do the same in WCG, the extra term is of order 1/r, resulting in a different structure of spacetime [14, 27].

IV. VACUUM CASE

Now we will solve and analyze the WCG field equations for the ansatz metric (1). We will start with the vacuum case, i.e. the Bach equation (13). In GR there are no dynamical vacuum solutions for (1). As can be seen from the Einstein tensor components (A1) in the Appendix A, the most general GR vacuum solution is Schwarzschild– (anti)-de Sitter, which is static. In this section, we will see that the situation in WCG is quite different.

Here and throughout, we will use the following notational convention: if a function F (r, w) depends on both w and r, we denote the derivative with respect to r by F^′ and the derivative with respect to w by Ḟ . If the function F (r, w) depends on only one variable, i.e., F (r, w) ≡ F (r) or F (r, w) ≡ F (w), we denote its derivative by F^′, regardless of which variable it is related to.

A. General solution

Although the Bach tensor in the metric (1) is quite complicated, it can be simplified considerably by solving (13) for the rr-component first. In this case, we get the Bach equation B_{rr} = − 1 6r [ r ∂^4H(r, w) ∂r^4 + 4 ∂^3H(r, w) ∂r^3 ] = 0 , (18)

which has a generic solution

H(r, w) = F_1(w) +

F_2(w) r + F_3(w)r + F_4(w)r^2 . (19)

Substituting this back into the remaining components of the Bach tensor, we find that the only non-zero components are

−6cr^4B_{wr} = K^2 + 3F_2F_3 − F^2_1 + 6cF^′_2 , B_{xx} = B_{yy} = − 16cr^2B_{rw} [K(x^2 + y^2) + 4]^2

, (20)

−6r^5B_{ww} = F_2[K^2 + 3F_2F_3 − F^2_1 + 6cF^′_2] + rF_1[K^2 + 3F_2F_3 − F^2_1 + 6cF^′_2]

+ r^2[K^2F_3 − F_3F^2_1 + 3F_2F^2_3 − 2cF^′_1F_1 + 3cF^′_3F_2 + 9cF_3F^′_2 + 6F^{′′}_2 ]

+ r^3[K^2F_4 − F_4F^2_1 + 3F_2F_3F_4 + 3cF_2F^′_4 − cF_3F^′_1 + 12cF_4F^′_2 + 2F^{′′}_1 ] . (21)

We have omitted explicitly writing multiplication by c^2 terms, since c = ±1. This convention, along with the fact that 1/c = c, will be used in the following formulas. As (21) is a 3rd order polynomial in r, it leads to four equations. A fifth equation follows from (20).

Let us now solve these equations. There will be two branches of solutions. The first branch corresponds to F_2(w) = 0. In this case, B_{rw} = 0 implies that F_1(w) = ±K. After inserting this into B_{ww}, the latter will be identically zero, so the first solution branch is

F_1(w) = ±K, F_2(w) = 0 , (22) and F_3(w) and F_4(w) are arbitrary. The second branch corresponds to F_2(w) ≠ 0. In this case, we can express F_3(w) from B_{rw} = 0. This will automatically set the 0th, 1st and 2nd order in r in (21) to zero. So we are left with the last equation (from the 3rd order in r). This can be understood as a first-order linear differential equation for F_4(w). We can solve it, yielding the second-branch solution

F_3(w) =

−K^2 + F^2_1 (w) − 6cF^′_2(w) 3F_2(w)

, F_4(w) =

−^{K2F1(w)}_9 +^{F 31 (w)}_{27} −^{2cF ′1(w)F2(w)}_3 + C_1 F^2_2 (w)

, (23)

where F_1(w) and F_2(w) ≠ 0 are arbitrary and C_1 is an integration constant. It is quite remarkable that the function F_4 is completely explained by only two functions and one constant without any integration involved. Equations (22)-(23) are the main new results of this section. The case where F_2(w) = 0 only at some discrete points w formally behaves like (23), but diverges at those points.

B. Basic properties of the general solution

Now, we will analyze some basic properties of the previous solutions to get some basic understanding of their structure and meaning. We start with the relationship between (23) and the M-K solution (17). It can be seen that if we fix our F_i(w) functions in (23) to be constants and set K = 1, we get the M-K solution (17) in E- F-like coordinates. In our notation we have κ = F_4, γ = −F_3 and β = −(1 + F_1)/3F_3. As a consistency check one can easily verify that with this identification, F_2(w) = β(2−3βγ) (that is needed for the M-K solution) automatically satisfies (23). Thus, we see that the M-K solution belongs to an infinite family of solutions found here, parametrized by two functions F_1(w) and F_2(w) and a constant C_1. Analogous reasoning also holds for topological black holes [45], which have a similar structure of H(r) as the M-K solution, just with renamed constants. Thus, for any given functions F_1 and F_2, the solution (23) could generally describe a (possibly topological) M-K type dynamical black or white hole, or a naked singularity (or even something more exotic for the negative mass term).

As for the solution (22), this is parameterized by two functions, F_3(w) and F_4(w). In the case where F_3(w) = 0 and F_4(w) is a non-zero constant, we have a de Sitter solution, which in conventional GR requires the presence of a cosmological constant. If, in addition, F_3(w) is also a non-zero constant, such a constant has the dimension of the acceleration, and thus the solution of the Bach vacuum equation dynamically generates a characteristic constant acceleration without having introduced one in the Lagrangian. For non-constant F_3(w) and F_4(w), the solution (22) can be interpreted as a dynamical Machtype background, since there is no “mass” term corresponding to F_2(w). By the “mass” term we mean the local gravitational source term in the sense of the M-K or topological black hole solution.

To get a deeper grip on the solution, we choose the null tetrad {n^μ, l^μ, m^μ, m̄^μ}, where the first two members are real and the last two are complex and conjugate to each other. All tetrads are perpendicular to each other except l^μn_μ = −1 and m^μm̄_μ = 1. These null tetrads are also used as the basis of the Newman–Penrose formalism, and in WCG they were recently employed in Ref. [27]. For the line element (1) it is convenient to choose m = K(x^2 + y^2) + 4 4 √ 2r ∂_x + i[K(x^2 + y^2) + 4] 4 √ 2r ∂_y ,

l = ∂_w − cH(r, w) 2 ∂_r , n = −c∂_r . (24)

The curvature is encoded in the Newman–Penrose formalism in five complex Weyl scalars [28]

Ψ_0 = l^μm^ν l^αm^β C_{μναβ} , Ψ_1 = l^μn^ν l^αm^β C_{μναβ} ,

Ψ_2 = l^μm^νm̄^αn^βC_{μναβ} , Ψ_3 = l^μn^νm̄^αn^β C_{μναβ} ,

Ψ_4 = n^μm̄^ν n^αm̄^β C_{μναβ} . (25)

It can be checked that by using (24) and the metric (1) with (19), the only non-zero Weyl scalar is

Ψ_2 = −

[K + F_1(w)]r + 3F_2(w) 6r^3

. (26)

The latter implies that all the ensuing solutions are of Petrov type D, if Ψ_2 ≠ 0, or Petrov type O (i.e. conformally flat), if Ψ_2 = 0, see e.g. Ref. [28] for details of the

Petrov classification. The above Weyl scalars transform trivially as Ψ_i → Ω^{−2}Ψ_i. This shows that the Petrov types (which are formulated in terms of Weyl scalars) are preserved by Weyl transformations, and that the restrictions of the Bach equations on individual Petrov types are also Weyl invariant.

From (26), we also see that r = 0 is indeed the genuine singularity since, for example, one of the complex scalar polynomial invariants [29]

I = Ψ_0Ψ_4 − 4Ψ_1Ψ_3 + 3Ψ^2 = 3Ψ^2 , (27)

diverges for F_2(w) ≠ 0, F_1(w) ≠ −K. So, the singularity is preserved under diffeomorphisms. In addition, we can use the fact that the Weyl squared term is not only a scalar density, but in four dimensions it is also invariant under Weyl transformations. In particular, if C^2 is singular in one spacetime, then there is no non-singular conformal factor Ω, which would remove the singularity in another Weyl-equivalent spacetime. In our case, we have

C^2 =

[2r(K + F_1(w)) + 6F_2(w)]^2 3r^6

, (28)

which is singular only at the point where r = 0 (provided F_1(w) ≠ −K, F_2(w) ≠ 0 and functions F_1(w) and F_2(w) are nonsingular). Note that in the above invariants there is a singularity at r = 0 even for the case F_2(w) = 0, providing F_1(w) ≠ −K, which is a case where there is no coordinate singularity in (1). In contrast, the divergent points in the solution (23) for the case where F_2(w) = 0 in discrete points seem to be only coordinate singularities, since these points are not problematic in the invariants.

Although event horizon localization can be pretty complicated in dynamical spacetimes [35, 38, 49], we can find trapping horizons quite easily. In particular, one can employ ingoing and outgoing null geodesic expansions to find and classify various horizon surfaces [49]. By the latter we mean expansions of n^μ and l^μ from (24), computed as Θ_n = h^{μν} n_{ν;μ}, Θ_l = h^{μν} l_{ν;μ}, where h^{μν} = g^{μν} + n^μl^ν + l^μn^ν . For (1) these are

Θ_n = − 2c r , Θ_l = − cH(r, w) r . (29)

Using the notation of Ref. [50], the trapping horizon(s) are defined by three conditions, namely

Θ_l|_{T H} = 0 , Θ_n|_{T H} ≠ 0 , L_nΘ_l|_{T H} ≠ 0 , (30)

where L_n is the Lie derivative along a vector n. Note that the first two conditions in (30) are satisfied for H(r, w) = 0, which is also consistent with the placement of the horizons in the standard VS in GR (3). The last condition can be explicitly written as

n^μ∂_μΘ_l |_{T H} = (rH^′ − H)/r^2|_{T H} ≠ 0 , (31)

which means that H(r, w) = 0 is a trapping horizon as long as H^′(r, w) ≠ 0 at the same time. One can further distinguish between a past trapped horizon, for which Θ_n|_{T H} > 0, and a future trapped horizon for which Θ_n|_{T H} < 0. Similarly one can differentiate between and outer horizon if L_nΘ_l|_{T H} < 0, and inner horizon if L_nΘ_l|_{T H} > 0. In the context of black holes, the most pertinent case is that of the future outer trapping horizon. In this case, the preceding classification encapsulates the idea that the ingoing light rays should be converging, Θ_n|_{T H} < 0, and the outgoing light rays should be instantaneously parallel on the horizon, Θ_l|_{T H} = 0, and diverging just outside the horizon and converging just inside, L_nΘ_l|_{T H} ≠ 0. In the context of white holes, past outer horizons also appear. In addition, future and past inner horizons appear in contracting and expanding cosmologies, respectively.

In our case (19), the equation H(r, w) = 0 can have (maximally) three r-roots, which are generically wdependent (though not necessarily all physical, similarly as in the M-K case [51]), corresponding to black/white hole and cosmological horizons. Thus, our rather general analysis reveals that in WCG, at least some of the Bach vacuum spacetimes change horizon position in time, and do so without radiating any matter field, which is impossible in GR. In particular, note that the Weyl scalar Ψ_4 = 0, which is tantamount to the zero radiation field. This may seem to contradict the Birkhoff–Riegert theorem, which states that all spherically symmetric electrovacuum solutions in WCG are Weyl equivalent to the (charged) M-K solution [48]. However, the theorem has an important caveat, namely that it is not easily applicable to singular Weyl transformations, so that in many cases the equivalence is at best local. In fact, singular Weyl transformations typically lead to spacetimes that are globally Weyl inequivalent, i.e., they differ in various global characteristics, such as the Noether–Wald charge, homotopy groups, Betti numbers, etc. [27, 47]. The point is that such transformations in general change the identification in the covering space. We shall comment on this point more in the following subsection.

C. Birkhoff–Riegert theorem and Weyl transformations

The Weyl inequivalence between spacetimes is crucial for the classification of solutions in WCG. In fact, since in WCG the scale transformation is gauged, WCG is a theory of equivalence classes, where each class consists of the Weyl equivalent spacetimes. While the causal properties of all spacetimes in a given class are the same, different classes have different causal structures.

In this subsection we will study spacetimes that are Weyl equivalent to our solutions encapsulated by Eqs. (22)-(23). To this end, we begin by commenting on how these spacetimes relate to Riegert’s result concerning the uniqueness of the M-K solution. In [48], Riegert first considered the most general spherically symmetric metric

ds^2 = g_{ij} (x^0, x^1)dx^idx^j

+ l(x^0, x^1)[dθ^2 + sin(θ)dφ^2] , (32)

with i, j = 0, 1. Using the Weyl transformation with Ω^2(x^0, x^1)^2 = l^{−1}(x^0, x^1), he then showed that it is possible to obtain a metric with additional non-null KVF, which can then be used to coordinate transform the obtained metric into an explicitly static one. We now consider the metric (1), which in a compact form describes both spherically, planarly and hyperbolically symmetric spaces in the E-F-like coordinates. When using (19) together with (23), the metric (1) has a general CKVF of the form

X̃^c = 6F_2(w)∂_w + 2r[rF^′_1(w) + 3F^′_2(w)]∂_r . (33)

Note that CKVF also exists for (22), but it is trivial. Dividing (1) by r^2, the above CKVF becomes KVF for the transformed metric H(r, w) r^2 dw^2 + 2cdwdr r^2 + dx^2 + dy^2 ( 1 +^{K(x2+y2)}_4

)_2 , (34)

which now consists of two independent 2-spaces. It can be checked that (33) is exactly the KVF from Riegert’s proof, which can be written in the form

X̃^c_i = ϵ^j_i ∂_jR̃ , (35)

where i, j = 0, 1, x^0, x^1 ≡ w, r, ϵ_{ij} is an antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor and R̃ is the Ricci scalar of (w, r) 2- space. In fact, for (34) with the general solution (19) we have that

R̃ = 2[rF_1(w) + 3F_2(w)]/r , (36)

so (33) matches the form (35), independently on K. From this we can see that R̃ is constant for (22), which is also consistent with Riegert’s procedure — that is, for (22), the (w, r) 2-space is a maximally symmetric space of constant curvature. Such a space admits three KVFs, at least one of which is non-null. So for both branches (22) and (23) we have at least one non-null KVF. In such a case, a coordinate transformation can be made so that the metric (34) becomes explicitly static (non-null KVF explicitly indicates time-independence) [48]. Since the most general static solution is M-K (17) or WCG topological black hole (depending on K), solutions are conformally equivalent to it. However, it should be emphasized again that the proven equivalence is true only locally, as the Weyl transformation Ω^2 = 1/r^2 is singular.

In passing, we can mention that the conformal transformation from Riegert’s procedure is not necessarily the only possible one. For example, for (33) any Weyl transformation of the form Ω(w, r) = 1 r G ( rF_1(w) + 3F_2(w) r ) , (37) will make it KVF. This transformation may be regular for some F_i(w) cases and suitable choices of function G, but there is a large class of solutions for which it is not.

To give an example of the outlined procedure, but also to see an interesting relation between WCG and GR solutions, let us discuss the “linear mass case” (LMC). By analogy with the situation in GR, we can ask whether there are circumstances under which (5) can represent CKVF for solutions (22) and (23). Although (5) can clearly be a special case of (33), the circumstances under which it is a CKVF are broader. To see this, we take (5) as an ansatz, and for the general metric (1) we obtain

X^c_{μ;ν} + X^c_{ν;μ} = [(A_1w + A_2)Ḣ + A_1rH^′]δ^w_μ δ^w_ν

+ 2A_1g_{μν} . (38)

For X^c to be a full-fledged CKVF, the right-hand side must be proportional to the metric tensor (or, by taking trace of the left-hand side of (38), equal to^1_2 g_{μν} ∇^ν X^c_ν ), in which case the condition

(A_1w + A_2)Ḣ + A_1rH^′ = 0 , (39)

must hold. Now we can consider H(w, r) as given by (19). Eq. (39) then leads (after multiplying by r) to the thirdorder equation in r of the form

0 = r^3[F^′_4f(w) + 2A_1F_4] + r^2[F^′_3f(w) + A_1F_3]

+ rF^′_1f(w) + F^′_2f(w) − A_1F_2 , (40)

where f(w) = A_1w + A_2. Since both r and w coordinates are independent, the coefficient in front of each r-monomial must be zero. This gives

F_1(w) = a_1 , F_2(w) = a_2(A_1w + A_2) ,

F_3(w) = a_3 A_1w + A_2

, F_4(w) = a_4 (A_1w + A_2)^2

, (41)

where a_i are real constants. The first branch solution (22) automatically has F_1 and F_2 in the form compatible with (41), so X^c generates conformal isometry provided F_3 and F_4 satisfy (41). On the other hand, the solution (23) must satisfy (41) for F_1 and F_2, and if it does, F_3 and F_4 are automatically of the correct form.

In GR, there are several types of Weyl (plus coordinate) transformations that can bring the line element of LMC into a conformally static form. Here we present an explicit example known from GR [35] that works just as well in WCG. To this end, we observe that the coordinate transformation R^2 = r/(A_1w + A_2), T = ln(A_1w + A_2) allows us to cast the line element (1) in the form

ds^2 = e^{2T} {[ H(T, R) A^2_1 + 2cR^2 A_1 ] dT^2 + 4cR A_1 dT dR + R^4dΣ^2 } , (42)

where H(T, R) ≡ H(r(T, R), w(T )) and dΣ^2 stands for the (x, y) sector in (1). For LMC, we have

H(R, T ) = a_1 + a_2 R^2

+ a_3R^2 + a_4R^4 ≡ H(R) , (43) where a_i are defined in (41). Consequently, the Weyl transformed metric

ds^2 = [ H(R) A^2_1 + 2cR^2 A_1 ] dT^2 + 4cR A_1 dT dR + R^4dΣ^2, (44)

is clearly static with KVF (5) of the form X^c = ∂_T . The corresponding Killing horizon(s) are therefore located at g_{T T} = 0 in these coordinates. These locations, generally different from trapping horizons, are important, for example, for thermal radiation or for event horizon localization [52]. In particular, in the original dynamical spacetime it is typically complicated to locate the event horizon, in static spacetime it is comparatively easier. Note that by another coordinate transformation, namely T = w̃A_1, R^2 = r̃, we can bring (44) back into the form that is formally identical to (1), with the proviso that H depends only on r̃. The latter clearly coincides with M-K spacetime or its topological black hole analogues.

Since the solutions (22) and (23) are locally Weyl equivalent to M-K (or WCG topological black hole) solutions, which are locally equivalent to Einstein spaces (see Sec. III), we expect our solutions to be at least locally equivalent to Einstein spaces as well. This means that there should exist a Weyl scaling function Ω such that g̃_{μν} = Ω^2(r, w)g_{μν} , where g_{μν} is given by (1) with (19) satisfying the GR equation G̃_{μν} + Λg̃_{μν} = 0. In this context, we first note that the rr-component of the Einstein tensor of such a metric is easy to compute, and it reads

G̃_{rr} = [4(Ω^′)^2 − 2ΩΩ^{′′}] Ω^2

= 2Ω ( Ω^′ Ω^2 )_′ . (45)

By using the fact that g_{rr} = 0, the GR equation implies a Riccati equation

Ω^′ = −f_1(w) Ω^2, (46)

which has the general solution Ω(r, w) = 1 f_1(w)r + f_2(w)

. (47)

To find the functions f_1(w) and f_2(w), we would have to analyze other components of the GR equation. This is quite a technically challenging task, but since the evaluation requires only ordinary differentiation, we can entrust the entire calculation to a symbolic computational method. We performed the actual calculations using Maple 2024. The resulting explicit forms of the components of the Einstein tensor employing (47) along with the solutions for f_1(w) and f_2(w) are relegated to the Appendix A. The main results of Appendix A are

• For any F_1(w), F_2(w), and C_1 from the branch (23), there always exist functions f_1(w) and f_2(w) [given by relations (A3) or (A4)].

• The existence and number of problematic points depends on the form of F_i. In general, they occur at points where [K + F_1(w)]r + 3F_2(w) = 0.

• For the branch (22), f_1(w) and f_2(w) can also be found. They can be formulated either in explicit forms [given by the relations (A5) or (A7)] or in the form of differential equations, cf. Eq. (A6) [which may generally contain problematic points for Ω(r, w)].

• All Ω(r, w) used for transformation to Einstein spaces are either of Riegert type or of (37) type, i.e. all these spaces admit (at least) one non-null KVF.

• There is a large class of VS-type metrics in WCG that have no non-singular Weyl transformations to Einstein spaces, i.e. they are only locally Weyl equivalent to Einstein spaces.

Problematic points are of course of interest, because they precisely refer to situations where the Weyl equivalence between vacuum WCG and Einstein spaces is broken and both theories develop different global causal structures. Weyl inequivalence also often indicates that the two spacetimes have different topologies [27]. This is because topological invariants, such as homotopy groups or Betti numbers, do not change under non-singular Weyl rescaling, while they might change under singular Weyl transformation. The same reasoning applies to local Weyl equivalence to static solutions. It should be noted, however, that despite these problems, there are still some properties that can be sensibly transferred between locally equivalent spaces [see, e.g., the previously mentioned horizons and their thermodynamics [53]].

Before we close this section, there is one more conformal transformation worth mentioning. In particular, by introducing a new coordinate r̃ = 1/r, we obtain from (1) and (19) a line element of the form

ds^2 = r̃^2{[F_1(w)r̃^2 + F_2(w)r̃^3 + F_3(w)r̃ + F_4(w)]du^2

+ 2cdudr̃ + dΣ^2} . (48)

This shows that our metric is locally Weyl equivalent to a Kundt spacetime [29], with conformal factor Ω = r̃. This does not really seem to be too surprising, since conformal Kundt coordinates are used to find and study black hole solutions in the GR as well as in modified gravity theories [54]. In conventional GR a Kundt geometry is often used as model for gravitational waves and can represent scenarios where energy is radiated away from a source, contributing thus to the study of gravitational radiation [29].

V. NON-VACUUM SOLUTIONS

In this section we extend the Bach vacuum case, studied in Sec. IV by considering some special T^{μν} , the choice of which will be inspired by the standard VS form (3). In particular, we will focus here on T^{μν} , which describes the Coulomb field and null dust. Other possibilities such as, e.g., the scalar field [56] will be relegated to our future work.

The general action, including WCG, electromagnetic field, and potentially some other conformal matter field, can be written in the form

S = S^w − 1 4e^2 ∫ d^4x √ −g F_{μν} F^{μν} + S^M , (49)

where e^2 is the electromagnetic coupling constant, S^w corresponds to (12), and S^M is a conformal matter action.

First, let us add the Coulomb field, i.e. F_{wr} = q(w)/r^2, which gives us for the metric (1) and the electromagnetic energy-momentum tensor T^{EM}_{μν} = 1 e^2 [ F_{μλ}F^λ_ν − 1 4 g_{μν} F^{αβ} F_{αβ} ] , (50)

the components (only non-zero components are listed) T^{EM}_{xx} = T^{EM}_{yy} = 8q^2(w) e^2r^2(4 + K(x^2 + y^2))^2 ,

T^{EM}_{rw} = − q^2(w)c 2e^2r^4 , T^{EM}_{ww} = −q^2(w)H(r, w) 2e^2r^4

. (51)

Note in particular that the rr-component is zero, so Eq. (18) [and thus also form of (19)] holds unchanged.

When adding pure radiation/null dust, we might assume that the T^M tensor has only the non-zero wwcomponent. The latter automatically guarantees that the ensuing T^M_{μν} is traceless, in fact

(T^M )^μ_μ = g^{ww} T^M_{ww} = 0 . (52)

We can also assume that T^M_{ww} has the form T^M_{ww} = A(w)/r^2 + B(w)/r^3, because after multiplying by r^5 — as in B_{ww} in (21) — this is of the 2nd and 3rd order in r. Since Eq. (20) must still hold, we do not want a new function to be of 0th and 1st order in r. The corresponding independent equations for Bach’s non-vacuum case (16) with Coulomb field and null dust thus are

K^2 + 3F_2F_3 − F^2_1 + 6cF^′_2 = αq^2 ,

K^2F_3 − F_3F^2_1 + 3F_2F^2_3 − 2cF^′_1F_1 + 3cF^′_3F_2 + 9cF_3F^′_2 + 6F^{′′}_2 = αq^2F_3 + B ,

K^2F_4 − F_4F^2_1 + 3F_2F_3F_4 + 3cF_2F^′_4 − cF_3F^′_1 + 12cF_4F^′_2 + 2F^{′′}_1 = αq^2F_4 + A . (53)

Here we have set^3_2 G^2_w/e^2 = α.

We start solving (53) for the F_2(w) = 0 branch of the solutions. To do so, we express F_1(w) from the first equation, and insert the solution F_1(w) = ± √ K^2 − αq^2(w) into the remaining equations. Since we are going to divide by q^′(w)q(w) in the next step, let us first consider the possibility that this term is zero, i.e., that q(w) is constant. In this case, the 2nd equation forces B(w) = 0 and the 3rd A(w) = 0, while the remaining functions are not touched. So, the first class of solutions is

q(w) = q , A(w) = B(w) = F_2(w) = 0 ,

F_1(w) = ± √ K^2 − αq^2 , (54)

and F_3(w) and F_4(w) are arbitrary. This is the most general electrovacuum “background” solution that is the non-vacuum analog of (22). Note that this imposes a condition on the value of q, since the expression under the square root must be positive.

If q(w) is not constant, we can express F_3(w) from the 3rd equation of (53) with a complete solution as

F_1(w) = ± √ K^2 − αq^2(w) , B(w) = 2cαq(w)q^′(w) , F_2(w) = 0 ,

F_3(w) =

−4α^2q(w)q^{′′}(w) + 2K^2cB^′(w) F^2_1 (w)B(w) ± 2A(w)F^3_1 (w) F^2_1 (w)B(w)

, (55)

where F_4(w), A(w) are arbitrary, q(w) is arbitrary apart from the conditions q(w) ≠ const. and K^2/α ≥ q^2(w) (notice, however that for discrete points w, where K^2/α = q^2(w) solution diverges). This solution has no analog in vacuum solutions.

Finally, we focus on the F_2(w) ≠ 0 branch of solutions. From the 1st equation of (53) we express F_3(w) and insert into the 2nd equation, from which it is easy to express

B(w). The 3rd equation represents a first-order linear differential equation for F_4(w), which in general can only be integrated by quadratures. The solution is

F_3(w) =

−K^2 + F^2_1 (w) − 6cF^′_2(w) + αq^2(w) 3F_2(w) , B(w) = 2αcq(w)q^′(w) ,

F_4(w) = ∫ [αq^2(w)F^′_1(w) + 3cA(w)F_2(w)]dw + C_2 +^{F 31 (w)}_3 − 6cF^′_1F_2 − K^2F_1 9F^2_2 (w)

, (56)

where F_1(w), F_2(w) ≠ 0, q(w) and A(w) are arbitrary and C_2 is an integration constant. (Again, the case in which F_2(w) = 0 at some discrete points belongs to this branch, but diverges at those points.) This solution represents a non-vacuum counterpart of the solution (23). It can be integrated directly in the case of electrovacuum, i.e. when A(w) = B(w) = 0 (and thus q(w) = const.), yielding

F_3(w) =

−K^2 + F_1(w) − 6cF^′_2(w) + αq^2 3F_2(w) , A(w) = B(w) = 0 , q(w) = q ,

F_4(w) =

−^{K2F1(w)}_9 +^{F 31 (w)}_{27} +^{αq2 F1 (w)}_9 −^{2cF2(w)F ′1(w)}_3 + C_2 F^2_2 (w)

, (57)

where again F_1(w) and F_2(w) ≠ 0 are arbitrary and C_2 is an integration constant. It is easy to check that Eq. (57) reduces directly to (23) for q = 0.

When discussing some of the basic properties of nonvacuum solutions, we can take advantage of the fact that the results in Sec. IV are mostly computed for the general metric (1) with H(r, w) given by (19). Since non-vacuum solutions have the same metric structure as the vacuum ones (only the explicit form of the functions F_i(w) is affected by the presence of T^{μν} ), they are also (at most) of algebraic type D. In fact, the only possibility where solutions are conformally flat (i.e. Petrov type O) is already included in the vacuum case (22), so all nontrivial non-vacuum solutions are type D. In all these nontrivial cases, there is a singularity at r = 0 in the invariants (27) and (28). Possible singularities in w caused by discrete points where the denominators in (55) or (56) are zero seem to be only coordinate singularities. The trapping horizon(s) remain at H(r, w) = 0, the r-roots of which are still at most 3, but their time dependence is now different. This is in accord with the charged version of M-K solution (17), where the charge only changes the 1/r component of the metric and does not add the 1/r^2 component as in GR. For constant F_i functions, solutions (54) and (57) reduce to the charged version of the M-K (or WCG topological) black hole.

Based on the Weyl transformations discussed in

Sec. IV C, we can consider conformal staticity. Birkhoff– Riegert’s theorem [48] has been stated and proved for the electrovacuum situation, so we expect solutions (54) and (57) to be locally Weyl equivalent to static spacetime [charged version of the M-K (or WCG topological) black hole]. In fact, for (57) there is the same CKVF (33) as for the vacuum case, which becomes KVF when the metric is divided by r^2. In the case of (54) the metric divided by r^2 has (w, r) 2-space of constant scalar curvature R̃ = 2F_1, so it is a maximally symmetric 2-space, allowing 3 KVF (at least one non-null). In contrast, solutions (55) and in general (56) do not admit CKVF (nor KVF for the metric divided by r^2), so in general they are not even locally conformally static.

As for LMC discussed in Sec. II, the vector field (5) is again CKVF for the solution (54) in the special case F_3(w) = a_3/(A_1w + A_2), F_4(w) = a_4/(A_1w + A_2)^2, see Eq. (41). On the other hand, for the solution (55), where q(w) is not constant, (5) cannot be CKVF. The solution (56) has the conformal flow generated by (5) provided that F_1(w) and q(w) are constant, F_2 = a_2(A_1w + A_2) and A(w) = 0, i.e. in the special case of electrovacuum (57). This situation should be contrasted with the situation in GR, where this symmetry (or even the solution) does not exist without radiation.

Similarly as in Sec. IV C, we can again ask whether there are solutions of Einstein equations that are Weyl equivalent to our Bach (non-vacuum) solutions. To answer this question, we should find under what conditions exists a Weyl scaling function Ω(w, r) such that g̃_{μν} = Ω^2(r, w)g_{μν} , where g_{μν} is given by (1) with (54)- (56) satisfying the GR equation β^2(G̃_{μν} + Λg̃_{μν} ) = T̃_{μν} , where T̃_{μν} = Ω^{−2}T_{μν} and β^2 is the GR coupling constant. Since T_{μν} has the rr−component equal to zero, the form of Ω given by (47) must still hold. Using this, we can see that T^{EM}_{μν} (51) is automatically excluded by the form of the Einstein tensor (see Appendix A), as can be easily seen by comparing the r-orders on both sides of Einstein’s equation. So, without loss of generality, we can only consider the case where q(w) = 0. However, zero q(w) automatically implies that B(w) = 0 in all cases (54)-(57). Thus, only pure radiation A(w) could potentially provide a Weyl equivalent solution. This is difficult to check analytically, since the equations with general A(w) are very complicated, but seem to be solvable with mathematical software [best strategy is to compute with general (19), (47) and A(w), solving for all F_i(w), f_i(w) and A(w), and then compare the results with (56)]. The results obtained by Maple 2024 symbolic tensor computations show that there are no solutions for non-trivial A(w). Thus, while all Bach vacuum solutions for general E-F spacetimes (1) in WCG are at least locally Weyl equivalent to some Einstein space (i.e., vacuum solution of GR equations with cosmological constant), this is not the case for non-vacuum Bach equations. Consequently, non-vacuum WCG is causally different from ordinary GR with the same T_{μν} . This opens new vistas for novel types of cosmological solutions, which might be particularly relevant for the early Universe cosmology, where WCG is expected to be most pertinent.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this paper, we employed the general E-F-like coordinates known from Einstein’s general relativity to explicitly derive and analyze Vaidya-type solutions for dynamical spherical, planar and hyperbolic sources in Weyl conformal gravity. This was done both with and without the presence of the Coulomb field and null dust. While static solutions in WCG have already been studied in the literature, a systematic investigation of non-static solutions has been lacking. Here we aimed to address this gap. In this respect, the E-F coordinates provided a powerful technical framework for conducting such a systematic analysis.

First, we have demonstrated the efficiency of these E- F-like coordinates by focusing on vacuum solutions. In particular, we were able to find and classify all solutions of the Bach vacuum equation of the Vaidya type, which, unlike in GR, have a non-trivial (and generally nonstatic) structure. They are characterized by (at most) two differentiable real functions and one real constant. In the special case where these functions are chosen to be constant, we obtain the celebrated M-K solution or its topological black hole analog. We found that all considered solutions correspond to spacetimes of Petrov type-D character (or type-O if conformally flat). They can have both a singularity and trapping horizons, the existence of which depends on the choice of the two defining functions and the constant. In analogy to other solutions known from both GR and WCG, the solutions obtained here can represent vacuum dynamical spacetimes. Some of these solutions are purely cosmological (lacking a “mass” term), while others correspond to black (or white hole) types that change their horizon positions in time without radiating anything. The same kind of behavior has been observed in [55]. This could have interesting cosmological implications and provide valuable insights into black hole thermodynamics.

A natural question that follows from the results presented here is how elements of our complete set of solutions (both vacuum and non-vacuum) can be mutually related via Weyl transformations, or in other words, what kind of inequivalent WCG configurations we have obtained. In this context, we discussed the Birkhoff–Riegert theorem, which we extended to both hyperbolic and planar cases, and found Weyl transformations that can give solutions to static M-K or WCG topological black hole forms. However, in most cases these transformations contain singular points, i.e. the Weyl equivalence to static solutions is only local. This typically means that various global properties, such as Noether–Wald charge, homotopy or cohomology groups, are different in such solutions. (However, even in cases where the equivalence is global, these results can still be of interest because they provide a new framework in which it is possible to see and interpret M-K and WCG topological black hole solutions.) As an example of this procedure we used LMC, i.e. a simple analogue of special GR-VS, which is conformally static. It has been shown that a similar conclusion holds for the Weyl equivalence between WCG and Einstein spaces, although in most cases it is only local. The existence of problematic points in the Weyl transformation is of interest, of course, because they refer precisely to situations where the Weyl equivalence between vacuum WCG and Einstein spaces is often broken and both theories develop different global causal structures.

Second, we also extended our analysis to special Bach non-vacuum cases by considering the energy-momentum tensor of the Coulomb field and null dust. We found and classified the corresponding non-vacuum solutions and briefly discussed their basic properties in close analogy to the vacuum case (most of them apply in the same way). The difference lies in the Weyl transformations used. Only the electrovacuum solutions are (locally) conformally static (in accordance with the Birkhoff–Riegert theorem), the solutions which allow for null dust are not. Also, there is no Weyl transformation that would transform non-vacuum solutions into GR spacetimes. As a consequence, non-vacuum WCGs are causally different from standard GR.

Let us briefly mention other research directions that could advance the present results. Since we have obtained a whole class of solutions, it is rather difficult to say much about their generic applicability. The class includes spacetimes with or without singularity, with or without various types of horizons, physical and nonphysical cases, etc. However, there is the possibility of a deeper analysis of some subclasses or special cases, such as LMC, which, similarly to GR, provides a promising toy model system, allowing to discuss collapse and evaporation, number and types of horizons, details of spacetime structure, thermodynamics, etc. Another interesting possibility would be to use the Newman–Janis formalism [57, 58] or its appropriate generalization to rotate the solutions obtained and find associated axisymmetric solutions. This would provide a rather unusual but very instructive way of generating in WCG analogues of the Kerr–Vaidya and Kerr–Newman–Vaidya solutions [59]. Also, it is possible to extend (1) by promoting constants to coordinate functions. Although this seems to be (especially in the case of functions of r) complicated, we already obtained results in wormhole-like metrics for some very simple cases which we aim to study further. For more advanced solutions and their classification, the Newman–Penrose formalism [27] could ameliorate technical difficulties. Last but not least, another choice of conformally compatible energy-momentum tensors might be interesting, as they would provide yet another WCG analogy to generalized VS. In this respect, the conformally coupled scalar field might serve as an one of important testbed examples.

Acknowledgments

We thank Philip Mannheim for enlightening discussions. P.J. was supported by the Czech Science Foundation Grant (GAČR), Grant No. 25-18105S. T.L acknowledges the support from the Grant Agency of the Czech Technical University in Prague, grant No. SGS22/178/OHK4/3T/14.

Appendix A: Einstein spacetimes

Non-zero components of the Einstein tensor for the general metric (1) are

r^2G_{ww} = −KH − HH^′r + cḢr − H^2 , cr^2G_{rw} = −K − H^′r − H , [4 + K(x^2 + y^2)]^2G_{xx/yy} = −8r(H^{′′}r + 2H^′) . (A1)

Using Maple 2024 and the ensuing symbolic tensor computation, we find that the components of the Einstein tensor for general (19) and (47) are

G̃_{xx} = G̃_{yy} = 16r [4 + K(x^2 + y^2)](f_1r + f_2)^2 [ r ( −f^2_1 F_1 + 2f_1f_2F_3 − 3f^2_2 F_4 − 6cf_2f^′_1 + 4cf^′_2f_1 )

+ f_1f_2F_1 − 3f^2_1 F_2 − f^2_2 F_3 − 2cf_2f^′_2 ] , G̃_{rw} = c (f_1r + f_2)^2r^2 [ 2r^2 ( 2cf_1f^′_2 − 6cf_2f^′_1 − 3F_4f^2_2 + F_3f_1f_2 − Kf^2_1 )

+ 2r ( −2cf_2f^′_2 − F_3f^2_2 − Kf_1f_2 + f_1f_2F_1 ) − Kf^2_2 − F_1f^2_2 + 3F_2f_1f_2 ] , G̃_{ww} = − 1

(f_1r + f_2)^2r^3 [ 120r^5 ( KF_4f^2_1 − F_3F_4f_1f_2 + cF_3f_1f^′_1 − 4cF_4f_1f^′_2 + 6cF_4f_2f^′_1 − cF^′_4f_1f_2 + 3F^2_4 f^2_2

− 2f_1f^{′′}_1 ) + 24r^4 (− 2F_1F_4f_1f_2 + 2cF_1f_1f^′_1 − 3cF_3f_1f^′_2 + 7cF_3f_2f^′_1 + 2cF_4f_2f^′_2 − cF^′_3f_1f_2

+ KF_3f^2_1 + 2KF_4f_1f_2 − 2f^{′′}_1 f_2 − 2f^{′′}_2 f_1 − F^2_3 f_1f_2 + 5F_3F_4f^2_2 − f^2_2 − cF^′_4f^2_2 ) + 6r^3 (−3F_1F_3f_1f_2 − 2cF_1f_1f^′_2 + 8cF_1f_2f^′_1 − 3F_2F_4f_1f_2 + 3cF_2f_1f^′_1 + 3cF_3f_2f^′_2 − cF^′_1f_1f_2

+ KF_1f^2_1 + KF_4f^2_2 + 2F^2_3 f^2_2 + 2KF_3f_1f_2 − 2f^{′′}_2 f_2 + 4F_1F_4f^2_2 − cF^′_3f^2_2 ) + 2r^2 ( KF_2f^2_1 + KF_3f^2_2 + 4cF_1f_2f^′_2 − 4F_2F_3f_1f_2 − cF_2f_1f^′_2 + 9cF_2f_2f^′_1 − cF^′_2f_1f_2 + 2KF_1f_1f_2

− 2F^2_1 f_1f_2 + 3F_1F_3f^2_2 + 3F_2F_4f^2_2 − cF^′_1f^2_2 ) + r ( KF_1f^2_2 − 5F_1F_2f_2f_1 + 5cF_2f_2f^′_2 + F^2_1 f^2_2

+ 2KF_2f_1f_2 + 2F_3F_2f^2_2 − cF^′_2f^2_2 ) + F_1F_2f^2_2 − 3F^2_2 f_1f_2 + KF_2f^2_2 ] . (A2)

After inserting (23) into equation G̃_{μν} + Λg̃_{μν} , we find that

f_1(w) =

(K + F_1(w)) √ Λ(2K^3 + 27C_1) 2K^3 + 27C_1 ,

f_2(w) =

3F_2(w) √ Λ(2K^3 + 27C_1) 2K^3 + 27C_1

, (A3)

for the case and 2K^3 +27C_1 ≠ 0, while for 2K^3 +27C_1 = 0, we have

f_1(w) = λ_1(K + F_1(w)) ,

f_2(w) = 3λ_1F_2(w) ,

Λ = 0 , (A4) where λ_1 is a constant. In passing, we note that since f_1(w) and f_2(w) must be real functions, the signature of Λ (which is actually part of the solution) must match the signature of the term it multiplies inside the square root. The same comment applies also in Eq. (A5).

For the branch (22), we find that

f_1(w) = ± √ ΛK/K , f_2(w) = 0 . (A5)

for F_1(w) = K, K ≠ 0. The case F_1(w) = −K, K ≠ 0 is more complicated, here it is only possible to find differential relations for f_1(w), and f_2(w), which can be solved after F_3(w), F_4(w) and K are chosen. These relations read

F_3(w) =

−2Kf_1(w) − 2cf^′_2(w) f_2(w)

, F_4(w) =

−3Kf^2_1 (w) − 6cf^′_1(w)f_2(w) + Λ 3f^2_2 (w)

. (A6)

Although the equations look quite complicated, one can solve them explicitly for the special case Λ = 0 by changing to new functions z(w) = f_1(w)/f_2(w) and y(w) = log(f_2(w)). In such a case, the system (A6) is simplified so that the solution for z(w) and y(w) can be easily written in terms of integrals over F_3(w) and F_4(w).

Finally for case F_1(w) = K = 0 we get

f_1(w) = λ_2 , f_2(w) = 0 , Λ = 0 , (A7)

where λ_2 is a constant.

Appendix B: Graphical summary

For the reader’s convenience, this appendix summarizes solutions obtained in generalized E-F coordinates and their key properties in Tab. I. When the Weyl equivalence with Einstein and/or static spacetimes is described as “local” or “local”, it applies to the general case. There may be special cases where the equivalence is global (see section IV C). Singularities are listed under the assumption that all functions F_i(w) defining certain solutions are bounded and non-singular. Several important relations between solutions obtained in this paper and known WCG solutions — MK solution and its topological black hole analogies are represented by the web chart in Fig. 1.

vacuum solutions non-vacuum solutions

(22), F1 = −K (22), F1 = +K (23) (54) (55) (56) (57)

Petrov type O D D D D D D Singularities in r (in invariants) no yes yes yes yes yes yes

Singularities in w (coordinate) no no possible no no possible possible

Einstein equivalence local local local none none none none Conformally static locally locally locally locally no no locally

TABLE I: Solutions of WCG obtained in generalized E-F metric (1).

Eq. (54)

Eq. (55)

Eq. (56)

NO VACUUM LIMIT Eq. (57)

Eq. (22)Eq. (23) charged MK/WCG topological BH without 1/r term

MK/WCG topological BH without 1/r term

MK/WCG topological BH with 1/r term charged MK/WCG topological BH with 1/r term

Fi = const.

q = 0 q^′ = 0 A = 0 q = 0

Fi = const.

Fi = const.

q = 0 Fi = const.

q = 0

(electrovacuum) (Coloumb + null dust)

(Coloumb + null dust)

(vacuum)(vacuum)

(electrovacuum)

(electrovacuum) (vacuum)(electrovacuum)

(vacuum)

FIG. 1: Relations between solutions obtained and known WCG solutions listed in Refs. [14] and [45].

[1] E. Di Valentino et al., Class. Quantum Grav. 38 (2021) 153001.

[2] E. Abdalla et al., Journal of High Energy Astrophysics 34 (2022) 49.

[3] L. Perivolaropoulos and F. Skara, New Astronomy Reviews 95 (2022) 101659.

[4] A.G. Riess, et al., Astron. J. 116 (1998) 1009; S. Perlmutter, et al., Astrophys. J. 517 (1999) 565.

[5] D.N. Spergel, et al., ApJS. 148 (2003) 175; ApJS. 170 (2007) 377.

[6] M. Tegmark, et al., Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 103501. [7] D.J. Eisenstein, et al., Astrophys. J. 633 (2005) 560. [8] D. Lovelock, J. Math. Phys. 12 (1971) 498. [9] D. Lovelock, J. Math. Phys. 13 (1972) 874. [10] E.S. Fradkin and A.A. Tseytlin, Phys. Rept. 119 (1985) 233.

[11] P.D. Mannheim and D. Kazanas, ApJ 342 (1989) 635. [12] P.D. Mannheim and J.G. O’Brien, J. Phys.: Conf. Ser.

437 (2013) 012002.

[13] H. Weyl, Math. Zeitschr. 2 (1918) 384.

[14] P.D. Mannheim and D. Kazanas, Phys. Rev D. 44 (1991)

417.

[15] P.D. Mannheim, Found. Phys. 42 (2012) 388. [16] J.G. O’Brien and P.D. Mannheim, Mon. Not. Roy. Astron. Soc. 421 (2012) 1273.

[17] J.G. O’Brien, T.L. Chiarelli and P.D. Mannheim, Phys.

Lett. B 782 (2018) 433.

[18] P.D. Mannheim and D. Kazanas, Astrophys. J. 342 (1989) 635.

[19] J. Sultana, D. Kazanas and J.L. Said, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 084008.

[20] P.D. Mannheim and J.G. O’Brien, Phys. Rev. Lett. 106 (2011) 121101.

[21] P.D. Mannheim and J.G. O’Brien, Phys. Rev. D 85 (2012) 124020.

[22] P. Jizba, H. Kleinert and F. Scardigli, Eur. Phys. J. C 75 (2015) 245.

[23] A. Edery and M.B. Paranjape, Gen. Rel. Grav. 31 (1999), 1031-1047 [24] A. Edery and M.B. Paranjape, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 024011 [25] A. Edery, A.A. Methot and M.B. Paranjape, Gen. Rel.

Grav. 33 (2001) 2075 [26] P. Jizba, G. Lambiase, G.G Luciano and L. Petruzziello, Phys. Rev. D 108 (2023) 064024.

[27] P. Jizba and K. Mudruňka. Phys. Rev. D. 110 (2024) 124006.

[28] S. Chandrasekhar, The mathematical theory of black holes, International series of monographs on physics, (Clarendon Press, New York, 1998).

[29] J. Podolský and J.B. Griffiths. Exact space-times in Einstein General relativity, (Cambridge University Press, 2012) [30] J. Piesnack and K. Kassner, Am. J. Phys. 90 (2022) 37. [31] V.A. Berezin, V.I. Dokuchaeva and Y.N. Eroshenkoa, JCAP 01 (2016) 019.

[32] C. Bambi, et al., JCAP 09 (2017) 033. [33] R. Penrose, Phys. Rev. Lett. 14 (1965) 57. [34] M. Hassaine, U. Hernandez-Vera and F. Lara-Munoz, Phys. Rev. D 108 (2023) 104067.

[35] A.B. Nielsen, Galaxies 2 (2014) 62.

[36] A. Coudray and J.-P. Nicolas,Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 53 (2021) 73.

[37] S. Chatterjee, S. Ganguli and A. Virmani, Gen. Relativ.

Gravit. 48 (2016) 91.

[38] V. Vertogradov and D. Kudryavcev, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 38 (2023) 2350119.

[39] A.B. Nielsen and A.A. Shoom, Class. Quantum Grav. 35 (2018) 105008.

[40] B. Waugh and K. Lake, Phys. Rev. D 34 (1986) 2978. [41] R.B. Mann, Annals Israel Phys. Soc. 13 (1997) 311. [42] P. Jizba, L. Rachwał and J. Kňap, Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020) 044050.

[43] R. Bach, Math. Z. 9 (1921) 110.

[44] P.D. Mannheim and D. Kazanas, General Relativity and Gravitation, 6 (1994) 337.

[45] D. Klemm, Class. Quant. Grav. 15 (1998) 3195. [46] H.-J. Schmidt, Ann. Phys. (Berlin) 9SI (2000) 158. [47] D. Flores-Alfonso, eprint arXiv:2412.08734 [48] R.J. Riegert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 53 (1984) 315. [49] S.L. Adler, IJMPD 30 (2021) 2142023. [50] S.A. Hayward, Phys. Rev. D 49 (1994) 6467. [51] M.A. Dariescu and C. Dariescu, Astrophys. Space Sci.

366 (2021) 44.

[52] D.L. Danielson, G. Satishchandran and R.M. Waldhy, Phys. Rev. D 108 (2023) 025007.

[53] P.K. Dahal and S. Maharana, EPJ C 84 (2024) 783. [54] V. Pravda, A. Pravdová and G. Turner, Phys. Rev. D 110 (2024) 044069.

[55] V.A. Berezin et al., JCAP 01 (2016) 019. [56] P.D. Mannheim, Gen. Relativ. Gravit. 54 (2022) 99. [57] M. Azreg-Ainou, Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) 064041. [58] M. Fathi, M. Olivares and J.R. Villanueva, Galaxies 9 (2021) 43.

[59] P.K. Dahal and D.R. Terno, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 124032.