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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In the equation 2.1, there is some typo error; it can be 
rectified by the author.  

The general expression of the inhomogeneous 
Maxwell’s field equation of second order is 
derived from the Euler-Lagrange equation 
(obtained through variation of the action with 
respect to the field �� ) and given by  

   ��� +
�

�
�	� = �� + ��������� + � ⧠��.   (1) 

Generally obviously, one makes the choice: 

� = 0, � =
�

�
�, � +  = −

�

�
�,  and further one 

fixes  � = −1 using the interaction term; finally, 
one chooses � to vanish. As we can see, 
substituting these values into (1) above yields 
equation (2.1) in the manuscript. However, 
there, I have omitted one detail: Equation (2.1) 
agrees with the Lagrangian of (2.2) up to a 
four-divergence term   ��������� − �������.  
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