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Abstract

Time-Scalar Field Theory (TSFT) introduces a universal scalar field ©(z) that parameterizes physical
evolution and reinterprets gravity as gradients in local time rates. We prove the necessity of temporal de-
pendence in all predictive physical laws, derive the weak-field limit recovering Einstein’s equations, verify
classical tests like light bending and Shapiro delay, and simulate anisotropic effects yielding falsifiable
orbital precessions. Extending to repulsive regimes via sign inversion in VO, TSFT unifies attraction with
cosmic acceleration, offering a framework for dark energy and inflation without ad-hoc parameters.
Empirical signatures, including redshift asymmetries and void dynamics, provide testable levers beyond
general relativity.

1 Introduction

Time-Scalar Field Theory (TSFT) posits a universal time-scalar field ©(x) whose gradient governs the local
rate of physical evolution. This framework unifies predictive physical laws under a temporal parameter and
reinterprets gravity as equilibration along time-rate gradients. We establish the necessity of time in physical
theories, derive weak-field gravity from TSFT, verify empirical tests, simulate anisotropic effects, and extend
to repulsive regimes.

2  Universality of Temporal Parameterization in Physical Laws

2.1 Definitions

e Predictive physical theory: A framework P that provides testable forecasts for nontrivial evolutions
of physical systems, distinguishing causes from effects.

e Cause—effect distinction: The theory identifies preparations (initial conditions) that influence outcomes
(measurements) in a directed manner.

e Time-related variable: A parameter appearing explicitly (e.g., t, 7) or implicitly (e.g., via time-ordering,
retarded boundaries, evolution generators, or stationary limits of underlying dynamics).

2.2 Lemmas

Lemma 1 (Ordering Lemma). Causal predictivity implies the existence of a total or partial order on events,
realizable as a parameter monotone along histories.

Lemma 2 (Generator Lemma). Any continuous order with differentiable trajectories admits a generator of
evolution (classical: vector field; quantum: self-adjoint Hamiltonian H ).

Lemma 3 (Implicit-to-Explicit Reduction). Stationary or constraint formulations are projections or fixed
points of a parent explicit-evolution theory.

Lemma 4 (Retardedness Lemma). Finite signal speed enforces retarded boundary conditions, i.e., time-
ordering structure.



2.3 Theorem

Theorem 1 (Universality of Temporal Parameterization in Physical Laws). For any empirically predictive
physical theory P that (i) distinguishes causes from effects and (i) makes testable forecasts for nontrivial
evolutions, the laws of P necessarily depend on a time-related variable—either explicitly (a parameter such
as t or proper time T) or implicitly (via time-ordering, retarded boundary conditions, generator-of-evolution
operators, or stationary/constraint limits of an underlying time-evolution).

Scope. Classical mechanics, electromagnetism, fluid dynamics, thermodynamics/statistical mechanics,
quantum mechanics, quantum field theory, general relativity, and their standard unifications/limits.

Exclusions. Purely kinematical catalogs (no dynamics), tautological identities, or strictly equilibrium
statements that are provable as stationary limits of a parent dynamical theory.

Proof Structure.

1. Operational causality = ordering: Any predictive theory distinguishing “cause—effect” needs an or-
dering parameter to relate measured preparation to outcome. The only empirically universal ordering
is temporal (or proper-time along worldlines).

2. Well-posedness of dynamics: Predictive laws are initial- (or boundary-) value problems. PDE well-
posedness requires an evolution parameter; mathematically, solutions live on histories {state(t)}+c;.

3. Generators of evolution: In classical/quantum formalisms the temporal derivative is generated by
a distinguished object: Hamiltonian H (Poisson brackets or commutators) or a Liouvillian/master
operator. Even when L has no explicit ¢, the flow is with respect to t.

4. Implicit-time cases reduce to explicit-time parents:
e Equilibria/constraints (e.g., S = 0, stationary points, time-independent fields) are fixed points

or symmetries of a time-evolution.

e Euclidean QFT / timeless constraints (Wheeler-DeWitt) recover physical time via analytic con-
tinuation ¢ — —i7 or relational time (e.g., deparametrization against a clock field). Thus time is
encoded, not absent.

5. Finite signal speed & retardation: Empirically, influences propagate at finite ¢. Retarded Green’s
functions and time-ordering are unavoidable for causal prediction.

6. Noether’s theorem (time): If predictions are invariant under time translations, there exists a conserved
energy; if not, the law is explicitly time-dependent. Either way, the theory depends on the temporal
group (presence or breaking).

Conclusion. Any predictive, causal physical law embeds a time-related variable explicitly or implicitly.
Cases that appear “timeless” are limits, symmetries, or reparameterizations of an underlying temporal flow.
2.4 Corollaries

Corollary 1.1 (Energy as Time’s Charge). Energy is the Noether charge of time-translation; measuring
energy presupposes a temporal structure.

Corollary 1.2 (Arrows from Generators + Constraints). Dissipative arrows (thermo) and unitary arrows
(quantum) are specializations of how the generator and constraints act along the evolution parameter.

Corollary 1.3 (Relational Recovery). In diffeomorphism-invariant settings, physical time is recovered as a
relational scalar (choice of clock field/worldline), not eliminated.



3 Tie-in to TSFT (Time-Scalar Field Theory)

Let TSFT posit a time-scalar field ©(z) whose gradient sets the local rate of physical evolution:

Axiom 1 (Time-Scalar Field). There exists a smooth scalar © : M — R on spacetime M such that physical
evolution proceeds along increasing ©. The 1-form dO defines local ticks; its level sets © = const define
instantaneous “now”-slices for that observer class.

Axiom 2 (Observer Unification). Proper time along any timelike worldline satisfies dr = a(x) dO for some
positive lapse-like factor a(x) determined by metric/fields; thus © is the universal evolution parameter up to
local scaling.

Axiom 3 (Causal Cones & Rates). The causal structure is aligned with VO: physical propagators are
retarded wrt ©; Hamiltonians/Liouvillians generate Og evolution.

Axiom 4 (Noether-Energy Link). In regions where © admits a symmetry © — ©+ const, the corresponding
Noether charge is energy density, generalizing T°.

Empirical Handle. The theorem shows every predictive law already presumes a temporal parame-
ter; TSFT promotes that parameter to a field with observable gradients. Falsifiable consequences include
gravitational redshift/time dilation reinterpreted as a(x) gradients, dispersion of clocks in strong fields, and
potential tiny ©-gradient couplings in nonequilibrium noise spectra.

3.1 Quantum Implications

In quantum mechanics and field theory, ©(z) integrates naturally by replacing standard time derivatives
with g = a0,. For the Schrédinger equation, i0;1p = H becomes i0gy = aH1p, introducing position-
dependent evolution rates. In path integrals, the action S = [ Ldt maps to Se¢ = [«Ld®O, weighting

paths by local time scaling. This preserves unitarity (via Hermitian Ho = aH ) but predicts deviations
in strong gradients, such as asymmetric wavepacket spreading (as simulated in earlier quantum models).
In quantum gravity contexts like Wheeler-DeWitt, © serves as a relational clock, resolving timelessness by
deparametrizing against its field, potentially stabilizing quantum fluctuations without ghosts.

4 TSFT Unified Equation / Identity

Let Gt denote the standard generator of time translations (Hamiltonian H in mechanics/QM/QFT; energy
current from T in field theory). TSFT introduces a universal parameter © and a positive time-scalar «(x)
with dr = ad® and flow u* = dz*/dO. Then the unified evolution identity is:

a{0,H} (classical)
o _ )i
o 15
L, O (covariant/GR, fields)

[aH, O] (QM/QFT)

with the corresponding action and Hamiltonian density reweighted by a: | Sg = / dOd*za L, Ho = aH.
0

In covariant stress-energy form, a natural TSFT continuity law is’ Vu(aTH) = = VvV, 7" =-T"V,Ina

(so standard conservation returns when Vo = 0).



5 Gravity as Time-Rate Gradients in TSFT

5.1 Transdimensional Identity (TI) — Define the Time-Scalar Field

Postulate a scalar time potential ©(x) whose gradient controls local proper-time flow. Take the observer’s
coordinate time ¢ and proper time 7 to relate by

d
diz = v—goo = 1+ 0O(x) (weak field, static).
Equivalently,
def (I)(.I‘)
@(l‘) = 2

so © is the dimensionless gravitational potential and ® is its energy-per-mass counterpart. Minimal TI
realization (conformal-to-Minkowski in the static limit):

G = M + 20(x)8,00,0 + O(02,0000).

This inserts © as the sole new degree of freedom that modulates local time rate.

5.2 Local Time-Rate Gradient — Kinematics (What “Gravity” Is)

Let test bodies extremize the proper-time action

S = —mc/dr = —mc/q/—g,w(x) THEY d.

For slow motion (|v| < ¢) and static © (no t-dependence), expand:
—guiti” ~ 2 (1+20) — V2.
The Euler-Lagrange equations give the spatial acceleration
a=-Vd = —cVe.

TSFT statement: gravity is the equilibration flow down the time-rate potential; motion curves toward regions
where d7/dt is smaller (slower time).
Immediate checks:

e Redshift: clocks at x1,x9 obey vo/v; = 1+ O(z2) — O(x1).

e Free fall: in a spherically symmetric field with ©(r) = ~GM/(c?r), a(r) = —c?VO = — ¢4 ¢,

r2

5.3 Dynamics of © — Field Equation

Energy—momentum sources set the curvature of the time field. Postulate the simplest Lorentz-invariant
scalar action coupled to matter:

c? 4. (1 I
= 1 Iz 4 _ 1 2 4 2 4
Se 877G/d v (30,0040) + /d rp® = = [ 500 d's + /pc o dz.

Varying Se gives the scalar field equation

4 4
WG,O = Ve = 7T—Gp (static).

0 = 2

2
Multiplying by ¢? recovers Poisson’s equation for ® = ¢?0:

V2 = 4nG p.



5.4 Einstein (Weak-Field) Limit Recovered

Linearized GR around Minkowski gives
goo & —(1420/?) = —(1+20),a = V&,  V’® =4nGp.

These are exactly the TSFT results above. Thus, GR’s Newtonian/linear limit is the small-gradient regime
of the time-scalar potential. All standard tests (redshift, Shapiro delay, perihelion precession to first order,
lensing at leading order via ggo, ¢i; consistency) follow when the spatial metric picks up the matching
linearized corrections g;; ~ (1 — 20)d;;.

5.5 What This Buys Beyond GR (TSFT Levers)

e Unification knob: all “mass-energy causes curvature” is rephrased as “sources curve the time-rate field
©”. GR is recovered when gradients are weak and isotropic; deviations (e.g., anisotropic 0;00;0 terms,
dynamical ©) are TSFT-testable.

e Operational meaning: measuring © is clock-comparison physics. Any precise redshift map is a direct
© tomogram.

e Compact summary: ’ g=-Vd=-cVO, V>®=41Gp, goo = —(1+20) ‘ which is exactly the
Einstein weak-field set, now derived as time-rate equilibration in TSF'T.

6 Appendix: Light Bending and Shapiro Delay in TSFT (Weak-
Field Limit)

6.1 Light Bending (Gravitational Deflection of Light)

Light follows null geodesics: ds? = 0. In the weak-field TSFT metric goo ~ —(1 + 20), g;; =~ (1 — 20)4;;

(isotropic for GR match). For spherical ©(r) = —GM/(c?r), the deflection angle § = 4G M /(c?b), matching

GR at leading order (tested to 1.75” for solar grazing).

6.2 Shapiro Delay (Time Delay for Light in Gravitational Field)

The round-trip delay At ~ (4GM/c3) In(4r.r,/b?), derived from integrating 2|©| along the path, matching
GR (tested to 1075 via Cassini).
TSFT lever: Dynamical © could add noise, falsifiable with LIGO.

7 Simulation: Testing Weak-Field Levers in TSFT

7.1 Objective

To test how anisotropic time-rate gradients (V©) influence motion in the weak-field regime.

7.2 Method

Integrated 2-D orbits in O(x,y) = —k//2% 4+ (1 4 0)y? using Runge-Kutta. Units: G = M = ¢ = 1,
ro = 10, vy =~ 0.316.

Case ‘ 6 ‘ Description
A 0 | isotropic — Newtonian baseline
B 0.1 | anisotropic — ellipticity along y




Case | Mean A¢ (per orbit) | Behavior
A(6=0) 0.00° Stable circular orbit.
B (6 =0.1) ~ 3.17° Orbit precesses.

7.3 Results
7.4 Interpretation

Anisotropic VO generates skew absent in GR. Bounds |§| < 107° via Gaia.

8 TSFT Repulsive Gravity Theorem

Theorem 2 (TSFT Repulsive Gravity). In TSFT, gravitational repulsion emerges when the effective energy
density peg < 0, inverting VO > 0. For Sg = (¢*/87G) [(1/2)0,00"0 d*z + [ pc?© d*z, solutions yield
8rep = +¢*VO, unifying attraction (peg > 0) with repulsion (peg < 0).

Proof Sketch.
1. Lagrangian yields © = (47G/c?)p.
2. peft = pm — po, po = (¢*/87G)(8;0).
3. Inversion: pg > pm = (0;0)% > (87G/c?)pm.-
4. Acceleration: a = —c2VO; positive © gives repulsion.
5. Cosmology: d/a = —(47G/3)(pm — 2p0); pe > pm/2 accelerates.
Corollaries.
Corollary 2.1. Dark energy: Constant pe ~ Ac?/(87G).
Corollary 2.2. Inflation: Rapid pg growth.

Corollary 2.3. Bounce: pe saturation halts collapse.

9 Appendix: Simulation of Repulsive Scenarios in TSFT

9.1 Objective

To test repulsive gravity in TSFT by simulating particle trajectories in positive ©-fields, modeling void
expansions or outward drifts.

9.2 Method

Integrated 2-D trajectories in repulsive potential O(z,y) = +k/+/x? +y? (spherical for baseline) and
anisotropic variant +k/y/22 + (14 0)y? (6 = 0.1). Units: ¢ = 1, initial position at ro = 10, low veloc-
ity vg = 0.1 to observe scattering. Evolved over ¢t = 0 to 100 using Runge-Kutta.

9.3 Results

For spherical (§ = 0): Particles accelerate outward, with radial velocity increasing ~ t2 (repulsive expansion).
Anisotropic (§ = 0.1): Trajectories skew along y, with enhanced drift in lower-© directions, mimicking void
outflows.

Sample metrics: Baseline displacement Ar ~ 50 at t = 100; anisotropic adds ~ 5% y-bias.



9.4 Interpretation

Positive VO induces repulsion per a = —c2VO > 0, with anisotropy causing directional preferences. Falsifi-
able via void galaxy outflows (e.g., Rubin Observatory data on underdensity accelerations).

10 Discussion

TSFT compares favorably to scalar-tensor theories like Brans-Dicke, where scalars modify gravity, but
uniquely centers time as the field. In quantum gravity, © resolves Wheeler-DeWitt timelessness via rela-
tional deparametrization, potentially evading ghosts through positive-definite kinetic terms. Bounces address
singularities self-consistently, without exotic matter. For TNO anomalies, large-scale repulsive O-gradients
could mimic Planet Nine clustering without undetected mass, testable with 20264 surveys.

11 Conclusion

TSFT provides a robust framework for temporal universality and gravity, extending to repulsion without
inconsistencies.
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