arXiv:2406.10482v1 [gr-qc] 15 Jun 2024

Ward identities under the frame transformations in curved spacetime

Susobhan Mandal^∗ Department of Physics, Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, Mumbai 400076, India

Abstract

Scalar-tensor theories of gravity are considered to be competitors to Einstein’s theory of general relativity for the description of classical gravity, as they are used to build feasible models for cosmic inflation. These theories can be formulated both in the Jordan and Einstein frame, which are related by a Weyl transformation with a field transformation, known together as a frame transformation. These theories formulated in the above two frames are often considered to be equivalent from the point of view of classical theory. However, this is no longer true from the quantum field theoretical perspective. In the present article, we show that the Ward identities derived in the above two frames are not connected through the frame transformation. This shows that the quantum field theories formulated in these two frames are not equivalent to each other. Moreover, this inequivalence is also shown by comparing the effective actions derived in these two frames.

I. INTRODUCTION

Einstein’s theory of general relativity becomes successful in describing the classical theory of gravity. However, there are other alternate classes of theories of gravity that are not completely eliminated through experimental observations. One such class of theories is the scalar-tensor theories of gravity [1–3]. The scalar-tensor theories of gravity are often used as a credible model for our expanding Universe, and it also becomes successful in predicting cosmic inflation through the Higgs mechanism [4–6]. Further, cosmic inflation with different kinds of non-minimal couplings between Ricci scalar and scalar field has also been studied in [7]. Moreover, these theories have also been tested with the cosmological observations in [8, 9] and the couplings within these theories are tightly constrained. In order to understand the nature of a particle physics model that underlies the inflationary scenario of the early Universe, these models with non-minimal coupling between gravity and scalar field have also been studied within the standard model of particle physics in [6, 10, 11].

The non-minimal couplings between gravity and scalar fields in the scalar-tensor theories of gravity make the computation of different physical observables difficult. This is described as a theory in the Jordan frame. However, there exists a set of transformations [12] that leads to a theory with new metric and redefined scalar fields without any non-minimal couplings. This is described as the same theory in the Einstein frame, as it mimics the structure of the Einstein-Hilbert action in the general theory of relativity. In many models [13–17], it has been shown that the physical descriptions are frame independent, hence, the Jordan and Einstein frame are equivalent based on some observations in these models. Moreover, this claim is often made at the level of quantum theories. On the other hand, in several works [18–23], it has also been pointed out that the above two frames are inequivalent both at the quantum and classical level [24, 25] in many field theories. In particular, the inequivalence between these two frames is shown in [24, 25] at the classical level by comparing different observables and by looking at the crossing of singularities in cosmology. Further, it is also shown in many models that the null energy condition is violated in one of the frames despite they are related through the Weyl transformation. Therefore, whether these two frames are equivalent or not is still a debatable issue.

Symmetries in field theories play a significant role in understanding the dynamics of the corresponding system. Most importantly, corresponding to each continuous symmetry, there exists a conserved Noether current and its corresponding Noether charge. Moreover, the symmetries of a quantum field theory impose certain constraints among the correlation functions, known as the Ward identities [26, 27]. These identities play a crucial role in gauge theories for renormalizing these theories [28–30] and they are also useful in determining the scattering amplitudes [31]. In order to address the question of equivalence between the Jordan and Einstein frame, we derive the Ward identities in a quantum field theory from their respective frames and compare them. We show explicitly that the Ward identities from an observer in the Einstein frame are not the same as the Ward identities from a different observer in the Jordan frame, related by the frame transformations. The charge conservation equations in both the frames are the same at the classical level, however, this is not true at the quantum level, which is shown using the functional integral approach. This leads to the conclusion that the above two frames are not equivalent.

∗ sm12ms085@gmail.com

II. FRAME TRANSFORMATIONS IN CLASSICAL FIELD THEORY IN CURVED SPACETIME

In this section, the frame transformation between the Jordan and Einstein frame is briefly reviewed [32, 33] for a class of scalar-tensor theories of gravity as a preliminary material for our later studies. We consider a class of scalar field theories in curved spacetime described by the following action

S_g [ϕ] = ∫ √ −gd^4x [ F(ϕ)R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] , (II.1)

where R is the Ricci scalar, V (ϕ) is the potential for field ϕ, and F(ϕ) describes a non-minimal coupling between Ricci scalar and the field ϕ. The index g in the action is used as the above action in the Jordan frame is defined w.r.t the metric g_{μν} . The minimization of the above action w.r.t the metric g_{μν} gives the following field equation F(ϕ)G_{μν} = 1 2 T_{μν} − g_{μν} □F(ϕ) + ∇_μ∇_ν F(ϕ), (II.2) where G_{μν} = R_{μν} −^1_2 g_{μν} R is the Einstein tensor and T_{μν} is the stress-energy tensor of the scalar field given by T_{μν} = ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − 1 2 g_{μν} ∇_αϕ∇^αϕ − g_{μν} V (ϕ). (II.3) On the other hand, the variation w.r.t the field ϕ provides the Klein-Gordon equation

□ϕ + RF_ϕ(ϕ) − V_ϕ(ϕ) = 0, (II.4)

where F_ϕ(ϕ) =^{dF}_{dϕ} and V_ϕ(ϕ) =^{dV}_{dϕ} . In order to write the action (II.1) in the Einstein frame, we make the following Weyl transformation from the Jordan frame

g̃_{μν} = e^{2ω}g_{μν} , (II.5)

under which the Lagrangian density of the action (II.1) becomes √ −g [ F(ϕ)R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] = √ −g̃e^{−2ω} [ F(ϕ)R̃ − 6F(ϕ)^∼□ω − 6F(ϕ) ~∇_αω ~∇^αω − 1 2 g̃^{μν} ~∇_μϕ ~∇_ν ϕ − e^{−2ω}V (ϕ) ] , (II.6)

where R̃ and ~∇_μ are the Ricci scalar and covariant derivatives, respectively defined w.r.t the metric g̃_{μν} . In order to define this theory in the Einstein frame w.r.t the metric g̃_{μν} , we impose the following condition

e^{2ω} = 2F. (II.7)

This is consistent since F must be positive definite. Using the above condition in the equation (II.6), we obtain the following relation √ −g [ F(ϕ)R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] (II.8) = √ −g̃ [ 1 2 R̃ − 3^∼□ω − 3F^{2ϕ}(ϕ) + F(ϕ) 4F^2(ϕ) ~∇_αϕ ~∇^αϕ − V (ϕ) 4F^2 ] . In terms of redefined field variables and the field potential satisfying the following relations dϕ̃ = √ 3F^2_ϕ(ϕ) + F(ϕ)

4F^2(ϕ) dϕ, Ṽ (ϕ̃) = V (ϕ) 4F^2(ϕ)

, (II.9)

the r.h.s of (II.8) can be expressed as √ −g [ F(ϕ)R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − V (ϕ) ] = √ −g̃ [ 1 2 R̃ − 1 2 ϕ̃_{;α}ϕ̃^α_; − Ṽ (ϕ̃) ] + boundary term, (II.10)

where the boundary term is √ −g̃^∼□ω which can be avoided by choosing suitable boundary conditions on the field ϕ. Further, the field equation (II.2) in the Jordan frame reduces to the following equation

G̃_{μν} = ϕ̃_{;μ}ϕ̃_{;ν} − 1 2 g̃_{μν}ϕ̃_{;α}ϕ̃^α_; + g̃_{μν}Ṽ (ϕ̃), (II.11)

using the Weyl transformation and the field redefinition (II.9). This is nothing but the Einstein’s field equations in general relativity.

III. SYMMETRIES IN QUANTUM FIELD THEORIES

In this section, we briefly discuss the construction of Noether’s current and its corresponding conserved charge in classical field theory. Further, the Ward identities in quantum field theory are also briefly reviewed [34] as a preliminary material for our main discussion in the next section.

A. Noether’s theorem and conserved charge

According to Noether’s theorem, every local continuous symmetry of a classical field theory corresponds to a conserved charge. Let us consider a classical field theory with action A[ϕ] which is invariant under the following infinitesimal transformation δ_ϵϕ(x) = ϵf(ϕ, ∂ϕ), (III.1) where ϵ is an infinitesimal small parameter. Since the action A[ϕ] is invariant under the global transformation, we expect the variation of action under the local transformation to be of the following form δ_ϵA[ϕ] = − ∫ M √ −gd^4x j^μ(x)∂_μϵ(x), (III.2)

where (M, g) is the underlying spacetime manifold. In the case of both local or global invariance, the above equation is equivalent to the following expression δ_ϵA[ϕ] = ∫ M √ −gd^4x ϵ∇_μj^μ. (III.3)

However, on the support of the equation of motion, δ_ϵA[ϕ] = 0 even under the local transformation (III.1) where ϵ is spacetime coordinate dependent function. As a consequence, we obtain covariant conservation of the 4-current j^μ

∇_μj^μ = 1 √ −g ∂_μ( √ −gg^{μν} j_ν ) = 0, (III.4)

whenever the equations of motion hold. The corresponding charge over a co-dimension one hypersurface N is defined as Q[N ] ≡ ∫ N √ −gd^3x j_μ(x)n^μ(x), (III.5)

where n^μ is the normal vector on the hypersurface N . Using the Stoke’s theorem and the relation (III.4), it can be shown that Q[N_0] = Q[N_1] where N_{0,1} are the two co-dimension one hypersurfaces bounding a region M^′ ⊂ M. If N_{0,1} are chosen to be t = constant hypersurfaces, then this shows that the charge Q is conserved under time evolution. This is the classical version of Noether’s theorem.

B. Ward identities

The quantum version of Noether’s theorem or in other words, consequences of symmetries at the quantum level can be derived in terms of the Ward identities. The functional integral approach is one of the ways in which a classical field theory can be quantized. The generating functional is given by Z[J] = ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]+i ∫ √−gd4x J(x)Φ(x)}, (III.6) which generates correlation functions in terms of functional derivatives w.r.t source field J(x). Φ denotes a collection of scalar fields and J denotes a collection of corresponding conjugate sources. The action A[Φ] is invariant under the field transformation Φ → Φ^′ = Φ + δ_ϵΦ. As a consequence, we obtain the following relation

Z[J = 0] = ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]} = ∫ DΦ^′ e^{iA[Φ′ ]} (III.7) = ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]} [ 1 − i ∫ M √ −gd^4x g^{μν} (x)j_μ(x)∂_ν ϵ(x) ] , in lowest order where we have used parametrization invariance of Z[J = 0] and the equation (III.2). We also assume that the functional measure is invariant under the transformation Φ → Φ^′ = Φ + δ_ϵΦ which is not true always [35, 36]. The above relation implies ∫ M √ −gd^4x ϵ(x)∇_μ⟨j^μ(x)⟩ = 0, (III.8)

which is nothing but the quantum version of conservation equation (III.4), where ⟨j^μ(x)⟩ = ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]}j^μ(x). (III.9)

Given a set of operators {Ô_i(Φ(x_i))}, their correlation functions are defined as

⟨Ô_1(Φ(x_1)) . . . Ô_n(Φ(x_n))⟩ = ∫ DΦ O_1(Φ(x_1)) . . . O_n(Φ(x_n)) e^{iA[Φ]}. (III.10)

The infinitesimal change in the functions O_i(Φ(x_i)) under the infinitesimal symmetry transformation Φ → Φ^′ = Φ + δ_ϵΦ is given by

O_i(Φ(x_i)) → O_i(Φ(x_i) + δ_ϵΦ(x_i)) = O_i(Φ(x_i)) + ϵ(x_i)δO_i(x_i). (III.11)

Considering both the changes of action and the above set of operators, we obtain the following relation ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]} n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i)) = ∫ DΦ^′ e^{iA[Φ′ ]} n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ^′(x_i))

= ∫ DΦ e^{iA[Φ]} [ 1 − i ∫ M √ −gd^4x g^{μν} (x)j_μ(x)∂_ν ϵ(x) ]

× [_n ∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i)) + n∑ i=1 ϵ(x_i)δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (Φ(x_j )) ] .

(III.12)

Therefore, we obtain the following relation in the first order in ϵ i ∫ M √ −gd^4x ϵ(x)∇_μ⟨j^μ(x) n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i))⟩ = − n∑ i=1 ϵ(x_i)⟨δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (Φ(x_j ))⟩, (III.13)

where an integration by parts is done. Using the following identity

ϵ(x_i)δO_i(x_i) = ∫ M δ^{(4)}(x − x_i)ϵ(x)δO_i(x)d^4x, (III.14)

equation (III.13) reduces to the following constraint between the correlation functions i∇_μ⟨j^μ(x) n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i))⟩ = − n∑ i=1 δ^{(4)}(x − x_i) √ −g(x) ⟨δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (Φ(x_j ))⟩, (III.15)

known as the Ward identities. If we consider a region M^′ ⊂ M containing a collection of points {x_j }_{j∈I} bounded by the hypersurfaces N_{1,2} where I ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , n} is an index set, then the Ward identities (III.15) give rise to the following relations

⟨Q[N_2] n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i))⟩ − ⟨Q[N_1] n∏ i=1 O_i(Φ(x_i))⟩ = i ∑ i∈I ⟨δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (Φ(x_j ))⟩. (III.16)

On the other hand, if M^′ = M is a closed manifold (compact without boundary), then the above relation reduces to n∑ i=1 ⟨δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (Φ(x_j ))⟩ = 0. (III.17)

The above results also hold for a global symmetry.

IV. FRAME TRANSFORMATIONS AT THE QUANTUM LEVEL

A. Ward identities due to an internal symmetry

In order to show that the Jordan frame and Einstein frame of a field theory are inequivalent at the quantum level, we consider a specific example of a complex scalar field theory invariant under the global U(1) transformation. Within this model, we show that the Ward identities in these two frames are not equivalent to each other. In order to show this, we find the Ward identities from the Einstein frame and compare them with the similar identities from the Jordan frame but in terms of field variables used in the Einstein frame. Now onward, we use ∼ to denote the quantities in the Einstein frame.

We consider the following action

S_J [ϕ, ϕ^†; g] = ∫ √ −gd^4x [ ( 1 16πG − ξϕ^†ϕ ) R − g^{μν} ∇_μϕ^†∇_ν ϕ − V (ϕ^†ϕ) ] , (IV.1)

where the Newton’s gravitational constant G is written explicitly and the index J is used to indicate that the above action is defined in the Jordan frame. For mathematical simplicity, we write the above action with conformal coupling ξ =^1_6 in the polar parametrization ϕ =^{1√}_2 ρe^{iθ}, ϕ^† =^{1√}_2 ρe^{−iθ} S_J [ρ, θ; g] = ∫ √ −gd^4x [ ( 1 16πG − 1 12 ρ^2 ) R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μρ∇_ν ρ − 1 2 g^{μν} ρ^2∇_μθ∇_ν θ − V (ρ) ] . As the action suggests, the conserved current is given by j^μ = ρ^2∇^μθ. As we discussed earlier, doing the following Weyl and field transformations

g̃_{μν} = e^{2ω}g_{μν} , e^{2ω} = 1 − 4πG 3 ρ^2 dρ̃ = 1 1 −^{4πG}_3 ρ^2 dρ =⇒ ρ = √ 3 4πG tanh (√ 4πG 3 ρ̃ )

Ṽ (ρ̃) = e^{−4ω}V (ρ), (IV.2)

give rise to the following action in the Einstein frame

S_E [ρ̃, θ̃; g̃] = ∫ √ −g̃d^4x [ 1 16πG R − 1 2 g̃^{μν} ~∇_μρ̃ ~∇_νρ̃ − 3 8πG g̃^{μν} sinh^2 (√ 4πG 3 ρ̃ ) ~∇_μθ ~∇_ν θ − Ṽ (ρ̃) ] , (IV.3)

up to the boundary terms which are not important here. We also assumed that | | | √_{4πG} 3 ρ | | | ≤ 1. The conserved

current due to the U(1) symmetry in the Einstein frame is given by j̃^μ =^3_{4πG} sinh^2 (√_{4πG} 3 ρ̃ ) ~∇μθ which follows from the equations of motion in the Einstein frame. This can also be obtained from the frame transformation (IV.2) of the covariant conservation equation of the conserved current in the Jordan frame. Hence, at the classical level, these theories in the Jordan and Einstein frames are equivalent.

Now we write the Ward identities in both the frame through the same set of correlation functions in order to compare them. First, we consider the Jordan frame in which the generating functional is given by

Z[J_ρ, J_θ] = ∫ DρD̄_ρθ e^{iSJ [ρ,θ;g]+i ∫ √−gd4x[Jρρ+Jθ θ]}, D̄_ρθ = ∏ x [ρ(x)dθ(x)]. (IV.4)

Considering the set of observables {O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i))}, the Ward identities in the Jordan frame are expressed as i∇_μ⟨j^μ(x) n∏ i=1 O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i))⟩_J

= − n∑ i=1 δ^{(4)}(x − x_i) √ −g(x) ⟨δO_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i O_j (ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i))⟩_J , (IV.5)

where ϵδO_i(x_i) is the change in O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i)) under the infinitesimal transformation θ(x) → θ^′(x) = θ(x) + ϵ and ⟨ n∏ i=1 O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i))⟩_J = ∫ DρD̄_ρθ n∏ i=1 O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i)) e^{iSJ [ρ,θ;g]}. (IV.6)

Similarly, we also obtain ∇_μ⟨j^μ(x)⟩ = 0. Using only the naive Weyl and field transformations, the equations in (IV.5) are expected to become i ~∇_μ⟨j̃^μ(x) n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_E

= − n∑ i=1 [ δ(4)(x − x_i) √ −g̃(x) ⟨δÕ_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i Õ_j (ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_E ] , (IV.7)

according to an observer in the Einstein frame where Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i)) = O_i(ρ(x_i), θ(x_i), g(x_i)), and ⟨ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_E = ∫ Dρ̃D̄_{ρ̃}θ [_n ∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ] e^{iSE [ρ̃,θ;g̃]}. (IV.8) However, the above relations in (IV.7) are not the Ward identities in Einstein frame from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame, which is shown below.

In order to define the Ward identities in the Einstein frame from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame, the Weyl transformation of weight in the measure of functional integral must be taken into account following the appendix. Here, we use a regularization, in which the functional integral measure defined in (A.5) changes by the following factor from the Jordan to Einstein frame

e^{S1[ρ̃;g̃]} ≡ ∏ x e^{−2ω[ρ̃(x)]} = e^{−2Tr[ω[ρ̃(x̂)]]} = e^2 ∫ √_{−g̃(x)d4x log cosh}(√_{4πG3 ρ̃(x)}) . (IV.9)

As a result, from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame, the expression of generating functional in (IV.4) without the sources in the Einstein frame becomes

Z[J_ρ = 0, J_θ = 0] = ∫ DρD̄_ρθ e^{iSJ [ρ,θ;g]} = ∫ DρD̄_ρθ e^{iSJ [ρ[ρ̃],θ;g[g̃]]} = ∫ Dρ̃D̄_{ρ̃}θ [ det[J [ρ̃]]e^{iSE [ρ̃,θ;g̃]+S1[ρ̃;g̃]} ] , D̄_{ρ̃}θ = ∏ x [ρ̃(x)dθ(x)], (IV.10)

where det[J [ρ̃]] is the determinant of the Jacobian of the field transformations. The expression of det[J [ρ̃]] in the Einstein frame is given by

J [ρ̃] = δρ δρ̃ ρ ρ̃ = sech^2 (√_{4πG} 3 ρ̃ ) tanh (√_{4πG} 3 ρ̃ ) √_{4πG} 3 ρ̃ =⇒ det[J [ρ̃]] = e^∫ √_{−g̃(x)d4x log(J [ρ̃(x)])} ≡ e^{SE [ρ̃;g̃]}. (IV.11)

Hence, we obtain the following expression

Z[J_ρ = 0, J_θ = 0] = ∫ Dρ̃D̄_{ρ̃}θ e^{iSE [ρ̃,θ;g̃]+S2[ρ̃;g̃]}, (IV.12) in the Einstein frame from the point of view of the observer in the Jordan frame, where S_2[ρ̃; g̃] = S_E [ρ̃; g̃] + S_1[ρ̃; g̃]. As a result, the Ward identities in the Einstein frame become the following i ~∇_μ⟨j̃^μ(x) n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_{J−E}

= − n∑ i=1 δ^{(4)}(x − x_i) √ −g̃(x) ⟨δÕ_i(x_i) ∏ j≠i Õ_j (ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_{J−E} , (IV.13)

according to the observer in the Jordan frame, where ⟨ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_{J−E} ≡ ∫ Dρ̃D̄_{ρ̃}θ [^n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ρ̃(x_i), θ(x_i), g̃(x_i)) e^{iS}E^{[ρ̃,θ;g̃]+S}2^{[ρ̃;g̃]} ] . (IV.14)

The above clearly shows a non-trivial change in the Ward identities due to the frame transformation from the Jordan frame to Einstein frame. Moreover, we also obtain the following relation ~∇_μ⟨j̃^μ(x)⟩_{J−E} = 0, (IV.15)

which is different from the conservation equation ~∇_μ⟨j̃^μ(x)⟩_E = 0 in the Einstein frame, where the frame transformations are used naively. Therefore, the physical descriptions of a quantum field theory in the Jordan and Einstein frame are not equivalent. A similar conclusion can also be drawn for a local U(1) invariant field theory using the gauge fields.

B. Ward identities due to the diffeomorphism invariance

For the sake of simplicity in showing the Ward identities due to the diffeomorphism invariance, we consider the following action of a real scalar field theory in the Jordan frame

A_J [ϕ, g] = ∫ √ −gd^4x [ ( 1 16πG − 1 12 ϕ^2 ) R − 1 2 g^{μν} ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − U(ϕ) ] . (IV.16)

The corresponding stress-energy tensor is given by the following expression T_{μν} = − 2 √ −g δA_J δg^{μν} = [ ∇_μϕ∇_ν ϕ − 1 2 g_{μν} ∇_ρϕ∇^ρϕ − g_{μν} U(ϕ) + 1 6 (g_{μν} □ − ∇_μ∇_ν )ϕ^2 + 1 6 ϕ^2G_{μν} ] , (IV.17)

which is covariantly conserved supported by the equation of motion for the field ϕ. After doing the following set of transformations

g̃_{μν} = e^{2ω}g_{μν} , e^{2ω} = 1 − 4πG 3 ϕ^2 (IV.18) ϕ = √ 3 4πG tanh (√ 4πG 3 ϕ̃ ) , Ũ(ϕ̃) = e^{−4ω}U(ϕ),

we obtain the following action in the Einstein frame

A_E [ϕ̃; g̃] = ∫ √ −g̃d^4x [ 1 16πG R − 1 2 g̃^{μν} ~∇_μϕ̃ ~∇_νϕ̃ − Ũ(ϕ̃) ] . (IV.19)

In the Einstein frame, the corresponding stress-energy tensor is given by the following expression

T̃_{μν} = [ ~∇_μϕ̃ ~∇_νϕ̃ − 1 2 g̃_{μν} ~∇_ρϕ̃ ~∇^ρϕ̃ − g̃_{μν}Ũ(ϕ̃) ] , (IV.20)

which is also covariantly conserved supported by the equation of motion for the field ϕ̃ coming from variation of the action A_E [ϕ̃; g̃] w.r.t ϕ̃.

The above theory in both the references are invariant under the infinitesimal diffeomorphism x^μ → x^{′μ} = x^μ + ξ^μ(x). Under this transformation, metric changes by δ_ξg_{μν} (x) = ∇_μξ_ν (x) + ∇_ν ξ_μ(x) and the field changes by δ_ξϕ(x) = −ξ^μ(x)∇_μϕ(x). Since the following quantity defined in Jordan frame

Z_J = N ∫ Dϕ e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]}, (IV.21) is invariant under the infinitesimal diffeomorphism, it can be shown easily that ∇_μ⟨T^{μν} (x)⟩ = 0. N is a normalization constant which is used in order to absorb irrelevant Jacobian of field transformation. Moreover, the correlation functions between the observables {O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i))} satisfy the following relation

⟨ n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i))⟩_J = N ∫ Dϕ n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]}

= N ∫ Dϕ^′ n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ^′(x_i), g^′(x_i)) e^{iAJ [ϕ′ ,g′]} (IV.22)

= N ∫ Dϕ n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ^′(x_i), g^′(x_i)) e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]+iδξ AJ [ϕ,g]},

where δ_ξA_J [ϕ, g] = ∫ √ −gd^4x T^{μν} (x)∇_μξ_ν − ∫ d^4x δA_J [ϕ, g] δϕ(x) ξ^μ∇_μϕ, (IV.23) and O_i(ϕ^′(x_i), g^′(x_i)) = O_i(ϕ(x_i ), g(x_i)) + δ_ϕO_i(ϕ(x_i ), g(x_i)) + δ_gO_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i))

δ_ϕO_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) = − ∫ d^4xξ^μ(x)∇_μϕ(x) δO_i (ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) δϕ(x) δ_g O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) = ∫ d^4x δO_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) δg_{μν} (x) ∇_μξ_ν (x) = − ∫ d^4xξ_ν (x)∇_μ ( δO_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) δg_{μν} (x) ) .

(IV.24)

Therefore, inserting the relations (IV.23, IV.24) in the equation (IV.22), we obtain the following relation

0 = i ∫ Dϕ e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]} [ ∫ √ −gd^4x T^{μν} (x)∇_μξ_ν (x)

− ∫ d^4xξ^μ(x)∇_μϕ(x) δA_J [ϕ, g] δϕ(x) ] (_n ∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) )

+ n∑ j=1 ∫ Dϕ δ_g O_j (ϕ(x_j ), g(x_j )) n∏ i≠j O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i))e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]}

+ n∑ j=1 ∫ Dϕ δ_ϕO_j (ϕ(x_j ), g(x_j )) n∏ i≠j O_i(ϕ(x_i ), g(x_i))e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]}. (IV.25)

Hence, from the above relation, we obtain the following Ward identities i∇_μ⟨T^{μν} (x) n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i))⟩_J = − i √ −g(x) ⟨ ∇^ν ϕ(x) δA_J [ϕ, g] δϕ(x) n∏ i=1 O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) ⟩ J − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g(x) ⟨ ∇_μ ( δO_j (ϕ(x_j ), g(x_j )) δg_{μν} (x) )_n∏ i≠j O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) ⟩ J − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g(x) ⟨ ∇^ν ϕ(x) δO_j (ϕ(x_j ), g(x_j )) δϕ(x) ∏ i≠j O_i(ϕ(x_i), g(x_i)) ⟩ J . (IV.26)

This seems to suggest naively that for an observer in the Einstein frame, the Ward identities due to the diffeomorphism invariance become i ~∇_μ⟨T̃^{μν} (x) n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_E = − i√ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇^νϕ̃(x) δA^E [ ϕ̃, g̃] δϕ̃(x) n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ E − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇_μ ( δÕ_j (ϕ̃(x_j ), g̃(x_j )) δg̃_{μν} (x) )_n ∏ i≠j Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ E − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇^νϕ̃(x) δ Õ_j (ϕ̃(x_j ), g̃(x_j )) δϕ̃(x) ∏ i≠j Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ E , (IV.27)

where Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) = O_i(ϕ(x_i ), g(x_i)), and

⟨Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_E = ∫ Dϕ̃ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))e^{iA}E^{[ϕ̃,g̃]}. (IV.28)

However, that is not the case from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame which we show now. Like earlier, it can be shown that the generating functional from the point of an observer in the Jordan frame without the sources can be expressed as

Z_J = N ∫ Dϕ e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]} = N ∫ Dϕ̃ e^{iAE [ϕ̃,g̃]+Ã[ϕ̃,g̃]} Ã[ϕ̃, g̃] = − ∫ √ −g̃d^4x log [ cosh (√ 4πG 3 ϕ̃ ) ] , (IV.29) in the Einstein frame using the Jacobian of field transformation and taking into account the Weyl transformation of the measure defined in (A.5). Now we define the following quantity T^{μν} ≡ − 2i √ −g̃ δÃ[ϕ̃, g̃] δg̃_{μν} . (IV.30)

In terms of the functional Ã[ϕ̃, g̃] and T^{μν} , the Ward identities in the Einstein frame become

i ~∇_μ⟨[T̃^{μν} (x) + T^{μν} (x)] n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_{J−E}

= − i √ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇^νϕ̃(x) δA^2[ ϕ̃, g̃] δϕ̃(x) n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ J−E − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇_μ ( δÕ_j (ϕ̃(x_j ), g̃(x_j )) δg̃_{μν} (x) )_n ∏ i≠j Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ J−E − n∑ j=1 1 √ −g̃(x) ⟨ ~∇^νϕ̃(x) δ Õ_j (ϕ̃(x_j ), g̃(x_j )) δϕ̃(x) ∏ i≠j Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i)) ⟩ J−E , (IV.31)

according to the observer in the Jordan frame, where A_2[ϕ̃, g̃] = A_E [ϕ̃, g̃] − iÃ[ϕ̃, g̃], and ⟨ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))⟩_{J−E} ≡ ∫ Dϕ̃ [_n ∏ i=1 Õ_i(ϕ̃(x_i), g̃(x_i))

× e^{iAE [ϕ̃,g̃]−} ∫ √_{−g̃(x)d4x log cosh}(√_{4πG3 ϕ̃(x)})] . (IV.32)

The above expressions also clearly suggest that the descriptions of a quantum field theory in the Jordan and Einstein frames are inequivalent under the frame transformations. The inequivalence between the descriptions of a quantum field theory in the Jordan and Einstein frames originates from the non-trivial Jacobian of the measure of the functional integral due to the frame transformation.

C. Ward identities due to the Weyl invariance

In this section, we consider a D-dimensional theory described by an action S_J in the Jordan frame which is invariant under the Weyl transformations. The same theory is described by an action S_E in the Einstein frame. For the mathematical simplicity, we assume this theory contains a single scalar field ϕ. These two frames are related by the following field transformations

g̃_{μν} = e^{2ω(ϕ)}g_{μν} , ϕ = G(ϕ̃) (IV.33)

where ω and G depends on the theory. Let us now consider a set of observables {O_i(x)} in the Jordan frame which become {Õ_i(x)} in the Einstein frame. These observables depend on the scalar field and the metric fields in general. Since these theories in the Jordan and Einstein frames are Weyl invariant, their action remains invariant under an infinitesimal small Weyl transformation g_{μν} → ĝ_{μν} = (1 + 2Ω)g_{μν} and g̃_{μν} → ^̃g_{μν} = (1 + 2Ω)g̃_{μν}. We may note here that the correlation functions between these observables in the Jordan frame satisfy the following relations

⟨O_1(x_1) . . . O_n(x_n)⟩_J = N ∫ Dϕ n∏ i=1 O_i(x_i) e^{iSJ [ϕ,g]}

= N ∫ Dϕ n∏ i=1 O^′_i(x_i) e^{iSJ [ϕ,ĝ]}

= N ∫ Dϕ n∏ i=1 O^′_i(x_i) e^{iSJ [ϕ,g]+iδΩSJ [ϕ,g]},

(IV.34)

where

δ_ΩS_J = ∫ √ −g(x)d^Dx T^μ_μ(x)Ω(x) O^′_i(x_i) = O_i(x_i) + 2 ∫ d^Dx δO_i(x_i) δg_{μν} (x) g_{μν} (x)Ω(x). (IV.35)

Plugging the expressions (IV.35) in the equation (IV.34), we obtain the following Ward identities in the Jordan frame

⟨T^μ_μ(x)O_1(x_1) . . . O_n(x_n)⟩_J = i 2g_{μν} (x) √ −g(x) n∑ j=1 ⟨ δO_j (x_j ) δg_{μν} (x) ∏ i≠j O_i(x_i) ⟩ J . (IV.36)

Naively we might expect that the above Ward identities become the following in the Einstein frame

⟨T̃^μ_μ(x)Õ_1(x_1) . . . Õ_n(x_n)⟩_E = i

2g̃_{μν} (x) √ −g̃(x) n∑ j=1 ⟨ δÕ_j (x_j ) δg̃_{μν} (x) ∏ i≠j Õ_i(x_i) ⟩ E , (IV.37)

where

⟨Õ_1(x_1) . . . Õ_n(x_n)⟩_E = N ∫ Dϕ̃ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(x_i) e^{iS}E^{[ϕ̃,g̃]}. (IV.38)

However, that is not the case from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame since according to this observer, we find the following relation

Z_J = N ∫ Dϕ e^{iSJ} = N ∫ Dϕ̃ e^{iSE +A}, (IV.39) where A = − (D − 2) 2 ∫ √ −g̃(x)d^D x ω[ϕ(x)] + ∫ √ −g̃(x)d^D x log ( δϕ(x) δϕ̃(x) ) . (IV.40)

The above expression of A follows from the Jacobian of field transformation and the equation (A.5) in Appendix. As a result, the Ward identities in the Einstein frame w.r.t an observer in the Jordan frame is given by

⟨T̄^μ_μ(x)Õ_1(x_1) . . . Õ_n(x_n)⟩_{J−E} = i

2g̃_{μν} (x) √ −g̃(x) n∑ j=1 ⟨ δÕ_j (x_j ) δg̃_{μν} (x) ∏ i≠j Õ_i(x_i) ⟩ J−E , (IV.41)

where

⟨Õ_1(x_1) . . . Õ_n(x_n)⟩_{J−E} = N ∫ Dϕ̃ n∏ i=1 Õ_i(x_i) e^{iS}E^{[ϕ̃,g̃]+A[ϕ̃,g̃]} T̄^μ_μ(x) = − 2g̃^{μν} (x) √ −g̃(x) δ δg̃^{μν} (x) [S_E − iA] = T̃^μ_μ(x) + 2ig̃^{μν} (x) √ −g̃(x) δA δg̃^{μν} (x) . (IV.42)

We may note here that the first term in (IV.40) vanishes for D = 2. It is clear from the above expression that the descriptions of a Weyl invariant field theory in the Jordan and Einstein frames are inequivalent under the frame transformations.

V. EFFECTIVE ACTION

In this section, we compare the effective actions involving one-loop quantum corrections corresponding to a field theory described in two frames, namely the Jordan and Einstein frames related by the frame transformation. In order to compute these one-loop corrections, one needs to expand the action in the exponent of the generating functional around a classical solution of the equation of motion up to second order term and do the Gaussian functional integral. For simplicity, we consider the action (IV.16) defined in the Jordan frame. The corresponding effective action Γ_J [ϕ] is given by

Γ_J [ϕ, g] = A_J [ϕ, g] + i 2 log [ det ( δ^2A_J δϕ(x)δϕ(y) ) ] , (V.1)

where the matrix element inside the determinant is given by

δ^2A_J δϕ(x)δϕ(y) = √ −g(x)δ^{(4)}(x − y) ( □ − R 6 − U^{′′}(ϕ) ) . (V.2)

This might suggest naively that for an observer in the Einstein frame, the effective action becomes

Γ_E [ϕ̃, g̃] = A_E [ϕ̃, g̃] + i 2 log [ det ( δ^2A_E δϕ̃(x)δϕ̃(y) ) ] , (V.3)

in a similar manner where the matrix element inside the determinant is given by

δ^2A_E δϕ̃(x)δϕ̃(y) = √ −g̃(x)δ^{(4)}(x − y) ( □_E − Ũ^{′′}(ϕ̃) ) , (V.4)

where □_E = g̃^{μν} ~∇_μ ~∇_ν . The relation between Ũ(ϕ̃) and U(ϕ) is given by

Ũ(ϕ̃) = e^{−4ω}U(ϕ), e^{2ω} = 1 − 4πG 3 ϕ^2, (V.5)

whereas the relation between Ũ^{′′}(ϕ̃) and U^{′′}(ϕ) is

Ũ^{′′}(ϕ̃) = [ ( δϕ δϕ̃ )_2

δ^2 δϕ^2 + δ^2ϕ δϕ̃^2 δ δϕ ] (e^{−4ω}U(ϕ)), δϕ δϕ̃ = e^{2ω}. (V.6)

However, for an observer in the Jordan frame, (V.3) is not the effective action in the Einstein frame. In this case, we find the following effective action in the Einstein frame from the point of view of an observer in the Jordan frame Γ_{E−J} [ϕ̃, g̃] = A_E [ϕ̃, g̃] − iÃ[ϕ̃, g̃] + i 2 log [ det ( δ^2A_E δϕ̃^2 + δ^2ϕ̃ δϕ^2 δA_E δϕ̃ ( δϕ δϕ̃ )_2) ] . (V.7)

The above result follows from the following relations

Z_J = N ∫ Dϕ e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]} = N ∫ Dϕ̃ √ det ( δϕ δϕ̃ ) e^{iAJ [ϕ,g]}

≈ N ∫ Dϕ̃ √ det ( δϕ δϕ̃ ) ϕ_c e^{iAJ [ϕc,g]+ i2 η. δ} 2 A J [ϕc,g] δϕ2 .η, (V.8)

where we expanded A_J around the solution of equation of motion by considering ϕ = ϕ_c + η, and η. δ^2A_J [ϕ_c, g] δϕ^2 .η ≡ ∫ d^4xd^4y η(x) δ^2A_J [ϕ_c, g] δϕ(x)δϕ(y) η(y). (V.9)

In (V.8), both the Jacobian of field transformation and the change in measure under the conformal transformation are taken into account. The corresponding ϕ̃ is given by ϕ̃ = ϕ̃_c + η̃ where η =^{δϕ}_{δϕ̃} η̃, and using it, we obtain the following relation Z_J ≈ N ∫ Dη̃ √ det ( δϕ δϕ̃ ) ϕ_c e^{iAE [ϕ̃c,g̃]+ i2 η̃ δϕδϕ̃ . δ} 2 A J [ϕc,g] δϕ2 .^{δϕ}_{δϕ̃} η̃ , √ det ( δϕ δϕ̃ ) = e^∫ √_{−g(x)ω(x)d4x} . (V.10)

After doing the above Gaussian integral and taking the logarithm of both sides, we obtain the result (V.7) using the definition iΓ = log Z. Thus, from the above-mentioned expressions of effective actions, we are also able to establish that these two frames are inequivalent at the quantum level. The differences in these expressions of effective actions come from the Jacobian of the frame transformation. In [22], the second term in the equation (V.7) is not considered while deriving the expressions for effective action. The terms containing the logarithm of determinants can be computed in principle using the functional trace in the heat-kernel method [37–39].

VI. DISCUSSION

The frame transformation from the Jordan frame to the Einstein frame is done often in order to reduce the computational complexity. Further, in order to test the scalar-tensor theories of gravity, observables computed in the Einstein frame are often used for comparison with experimental observations in the Jordan frame [40–44]. Therefore, unless these frames are equivalent to each other exactly, such comparisons with astrophysical and cosmological observations are always questionable. In this article, it is shown that in a generic scalar-tensor theory of gravity, the physical descriptions in the Jordan and Einstein frames are not equivalent despite being related through Weyl transformation. This is shown explicitly by comparing the Ward identities in quantum field theory according to an observer in the Jordan frame and another observer in the Einstein frame, connected via frame transformation. Further, the equivalence between these two frames is broken at the quantum level due to the presence of additional non-vanishing terms in the Ward identities which is shown explicitly. We conclude the same by comparing the expressions of effective actions in a quantum field theory for the above-mentioned observers connected via frame transformation. The above inequivalence originates from the change in the quantum state under the frame transformation. In the present article, it is shown that the vacuum state in one frame does not coincide with the vacuum state in the other frame under a frame transformation, which follows from the difference in the functional integrals computed in the above two frames. In [45], the inequivalence between the Jordan and Einstein frames is also discussed. The approach considered in [45] is different from ours, although the main idea is almost the same. Though our approach is restricted within quantum field theories in a classical spacetime in which the metric components are not treated as dynamical degrees of freedom, it is simpler in showing the inequivalence between the observers connected via a frame transformation.

Although our approach outlined in the present article is semi-classical, our result is robust. It will also be valid for a full quantum theory of gravity, and the reason is as follows. Firstly, in any functional integral formulation of quantum gravity, one must also consider the functional integral over metric field variables. Therefore, under the frame transformation, we expect that there will be a non-trivial Jacobian of the frame transformation. Further, the approach that we considered semi-classically in the present article will also be present there. As a result, this effect cannot be avoided under any circumstances. As a result, Einstein and Jordan frames remain inequivalent at the full quantum theory of gravity under frame transformations. This has particular relevance in quantum cosmology, where observables for non-minimally coupled field theories are often computed in the Einstein frame through suitable frame transformations for mathematical convenience.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The author thanks SERB grant (Project RD/0122-SERB000-044) for funding this research.

[1] Robert V Wagoner. Scalar-tensor theory and gravitational waves. Physical Review D, 1(12):3209, 1970. [2] BM Barker. General scalar-tensor theory of gravity with constant g. The Astrophysical Journal, 219:5–11, 1978. [3] DK Ross. Scalar-tensor theory of gravitation. Physical Review D, 5(2):284, 1972. [4] Redouane Fakir and William G Unruh. Induced-gravity inflation. Physical Review D, 41(6):1792, 1990. [5] Redouane Fakir and William G Unruh. Improvement on cosmological chaotic inflation through nonminimal coupling. Physical Review D, 41(6):1783, 1990.

[6] Fedor L Bezrukov, Amaury Magnin, and Mikhail Shaposhnikov. Standard model higgs boson mass from inflation.

Physics Letters B, 675(1):88–92, 2009.

[7] Mark P Hertzberg. On inflation with non-minimal coupling. Journal of High Energy Physics, 2010(11):1–14, 2010.

[8] Marcela Campista, Micol Benetti, and Jailson Alcaniz. Testing non-minimally coupled inflation with cmb data:

a bayesian analysis. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2017(09):010, 2017. [9] Satsuki Oda, Nobuchika Okada, Digesh Raut, and Dai-suke Takahashi. Nonminimal quartic inflation in classically conformal u (1) x extended standard model. Physical Review D, 97(5):055001, 2018.

[10] AO Barvinsky, A Yu Kamenshchik, and AA Starobinsky. Inflation scenario via the standard model higgs boson and lhc. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2008(11):021, 2008.

[11] Nilay Bostan and Vedat Nefer Şenoğuz. Quartic inflation and radiative corrections with non-minimal coupling.

Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2019(10):028, 2019.

[12] Eanna E Flanagan. The conformal frame freedom in theories of gravitation. Classical and Quantum Gravity, 21(15):3817, 2004.

[13] Takeshi Chiba and Masahide Yamaguchi. Conformal-frame (in) dependence of cosmological observations in scalar-tensor theory. Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics, 2013(10):040, 2013.

[14] Riccardo Catena, Massimo Pietroni, and Luca Scarabello. Einstein and jordan frames reconciled: a frameinvariant approach to scalar-tensor cosmology. Physical Review D, 76(8):084039, 2007.

[15] Nobuyoshi Ohta. Quantum equivalence of f (r) gravity and scalar–tensor theories in the jordan and einstein frames. Progress of Theoretical and Experimental Physics, 2018(3):033B02, 2018.

[16] Saikat Chakraborty, Sanchari Pal, and Alberto Saa. Dynamical equivalence of f (r) gravity in jordan and einstein frames. Physical Review D, 99(2):024020, 2019.

[17] Sachin Pandey and Narayan Banerjee. Equivalence of jordan and einstein frames at the quantum level. The European Physical Journal Plus, 132(3):1–5, 2017.

[18] Alexander Yu Kamenshchik and Christian F Steinwachs. Question of quantum equivalence between jordan frame and einstein frame. Physical Review D, 91(8):084033, 2015.

[19] Valerio Faraoni and Edgard Gunzig. Einstein frame or jordan frame? International journal of theoretical physics, 38(1):217–225, 1999.

[20] Laur Järv, Piret Kuusk, and Margus Saal. Scalar-tensor cosmology at the general relativity limit: Jordan versus einstein frame. Physical Review D, 76(10):103506, 2007.

[21] Alfredo Macías and Alberto García. Jordan frame or einstein frame? General Relativity and Gravitation, 33(5):889–899, 2001.

[22] Mario Herrero-Valea. Anomalies, equivalence and renormalization of cosmological frames. Physical Review D, 93(10):105038, 2016.

[23] Alexandros Karam, Thomas Pappas, and Kyriakos Tamvakis. Frame-dependence of higher-order inflationary observables in scalar-tensor theories. Physical Review D, 96(6):064036, 2017.

[24] Salvatore Capozziello, Prado Martin-Moruno, and C Rubano. Physical non-equivalence of the jordan and einstein frames. Physics Letters B, 689(4-5):117–121, 2010.

[25] Alexander Yu Kamenshchik, Ekaterina O Pozdeeva, Sergey Yu Vernov, Alessandro Tronconi, and Giovanni Venturi. Transformations between jordan and einstein frames: Bounces, antigravity, and crossing singularities. Physical Review D, 94(6):063510, 2016.

[26] John Clive Ward. An identity in quantum electrodynamics. Physical Review, 78(2):182, 1950. [27] Yasushi Takahashi. On the generalized ward identity. Il Nuovo Cimento (1955-1965), 6(2):371–375, 1957. [28] JC Taylor. Ward identities and charge renormalization of the yang-mills field. Nuclear Physics B, 33(2):436–444, 1971.

[29] Andrei Alekseevich Slavnov. Ward identities in gauge theories. Theoretical and Mathematical Physics, 10(2):99– 104, 1972.

[30] H Kluberg-Stern and JB Zuber. Ward identities and some clues to the renormalization of gauge-invariant operators. Physical Review D, 12(2):467, 1975.

[31] Ian Low and Zhewei Yin. Ward identity and scattering amplitudes for nonlinear sigma models. Physical review letters, 120(6):061601, 2018.

[32] Kourosh Nozari and S Davood Sadatian. Comparison of frames: Jordan versus einstein frame for a non-minimal dark energy model. Modern Physics Letters A, 24(38):3143–3155, 2009.

[33] JR Morris. Consistency of equations of motion in conformal frames. Physical Review D, 90(10):107501, 2014. [34] Michael E. Peskin and Daniel V. Schroeder. An Introduction to quantum field theory. [35] Kazuo Fujikawa and Peter van Nieuwenhuizen. Topological anomalies from the path integral measure in superspace. Annals of Physics, 308(1):78–114, 2003.

[36] Kazuo Fujikawa. Path integral for gauge theories with fermions. Physical Review D, 21(10):2848, 1980. [37] Dmitri V Vassilevich. Heat kernel expansion: user’s manual. Physics reports, 388(5-6):279–360, 2003. [38] IG Avramidi. The nonlocal structure of the one-loop effective action via partial summation of the asymptotic expansion. Physics Letters B, 236(4):443–449, 1990.

[39] Ivan G Avramidi. A covariant technique for the calculation of the one-loop effective action. Nuclear Physics B, 355(3):712–754, 1991.

[40] Thomas Faulkner, Max Tegmark, Emory F Bunn, and Yi Mao. Constraining f (r) gravity as a scalar-tensor theory. Physical Review D, 76(6):063505, 2007.

[41] Hajime Sotani and Kostas D Kokkotas. Maximum mass limit of neutron stars in scalar-tensor gravity. Physical Review D, 95(4):044032, 2017.

[42] Junpei Ooba, Kiyotomo Ichiki, Takeshi Chiba, and Naoshi Sugiyama. Planck constraints on scalar-tensor cosmology and the variation of the gravitational constant. Physical Review D, 93(12):122002, 2016.

[43] Andreas Schärer, Raymond Angélil, Ruxandra Bondarescu, Philippe Jetzer, and Andrew Lundgren. Testing scalar-tensor theories and parametrized post-newtonian parameters in earth orbit. Physical Review D, 90(12):123005, 2014.

[44] Enrico Barausse, Carlos Palenzuela, Marcelo Ponce, and Luis Lehner. Neutron-star mergers in scalar-tensor theories of gravity. Physical Review D, 87(8):081506, 2013.

[45] Kevin Falls and Mario Herrero-Valea. Frame (in) equivalence in quantum field theory and cosmology. The European Physical Journal C, 79(7):1–18, 2019.

[46] Sidney Coleman. Aspects of symmetry: selected Erice lectures. Cambridge University Press, 1988. [47] V De Alfaro, S Fubini, and G Furlan. On the functional formulation of quantum field theory. Il Nuovo Cimento A (1971-1996), 74(4):365, 1983.

[48] David J Toms. Functional measure for quantum field theory in curved spacetime. Physical Review D, 35(12):3796, 1987.

Appendix A: Functional integral formulation

In this appendix, we derive the measure used in the functional integral formulation of quantum field theory in curved spacetime. Let us consider a generic scalar field theory, described by the action of the following form A = − ∫ √ −g(x)d^4x [ 1 2 g^{μν} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_μϕ_a(x)∂_ν ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ] . (A.1)

The corresponding canonical momentum conjugate to the field variable is given by

Π^a(x) = ∂L ∂(∂_0ϕ_a(x))

= −g^{0ν} (x) √ −g(x)D^{ab}(x)∂_ν ϕ_b(x), (A.2) and the above equation can be inverted to write the following relation

∂_0ϕ_a(x) = − 1 g^{00}(x) [ D_{ab}(x)Πb(x) √ −g(x) + g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x) ] , (A.3)

where D_{ab}(x) ≡ (D^{−1}(x))^{ab}. As a result, the corresponding Hamiltonian density is given by

H(x) = Π^a(x)∂_0ϕ_a(x) − L = − 1 g^{00}(x) [ D_{ab}(x) √ −g(x) Π^a(x)Π^b(x) + g^{0i}(x)Π^a(x)∂_iϕ_a(x) ]

+ √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{μν} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_μϕ_a(x)∂_ν ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ]

= − 1 2g^{00}(x) [ D_{ab}(x) √ −g(x) Π^b(x) + 2g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x) ] Π^a(x) + √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{ij} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)∂_j ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ]

− √ −g(x) 1 2g^{00}(x) D^{ab}(x)g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)g^{0j} (x)∂_j ϕ_b(x).

(A.4)

Hence, the generating functional or the partition functional is given by Z = ∫ DΠ^aDϕ_a e^{i ∫ d4x[Πa(x)∂0ϕa (x)−H[Πa(x),ϕa(x)]]} = ∫ ∏ a ( Dϕ_a [ ∏ x det[D^{cd}(x)]|g^{00}(x)| √ −g(x) ] 1_2 ) e^{iA[{ϕa }]}. (A.5)

In order to see the appearance of the action in the exponent on the last line, we express the quantity Π^a(x)∂_0ϕ_a(x) − H(x) as

Π^a(x)∂_0ϕ_a(x) − H(x) = − 1 2|g^{00}(x)| √ −g(x) [ D_{ab}(x)Π^a(x)Π^b(x) + 2 √ −g(x)Π^a(x)∂^0ϕ_a(x) ]

− √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{ij} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)∂_j ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ]

+ √ −g(x) 1 2g^{00}(x) D^{ab}(x)g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)g^{0j} (x)∂_j ϕ_b(x). (A.6)

Now doing the functional integral over the conjugate momentum variables Π^a(x), we obtain the fourdimensional spacetime integral over the following quantity in the exponent − 1 2g^{00}(x) √ −g(x)D^{ab}(x)∂^0ϕ_a(x)∂^0ϕ_b(x) (A.7) − √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{ij} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)∂_j ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ]

+ √ −g(x) 1 2g^{00}(x) D^{ab}(x)g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)g^{0j} (x)∂_j ϕ_b(x), = − 1 2 √ −g(x)D^{ab}(x) [ g^{00}(x)∂_0ϕ_b(x) + 2g^{0i}(x)∂_iϕ_b(x) ] ∂_0ϕ_a(x) − √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{ij} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_iϕ_a(x)∂_j ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ]

= − √ −g(x) [ 1 2 g^{μν} (x)D^{ab}(x)∂_μϕ_a(x)∂_ν ϕ_b(x) + U[{ϕ_a(x)}] ] , by lowering the indices of partial derivatives. According to our convention of the metric signature, g^{00} is negative-definite which we used in showing the above result.

If D^{cd}(x) and the metric are independent of field variables, then the measure [ ∏ x det[D^{cd}(x)]g^{00}(x) √ −g(x) ] 1_2

can be dropped from the functional integral as it is dynamically irrelevant. For more details, see [46–48]. However, for a field-dependent Weyl transformation in the frame transformations, the change in the abovementioned measure must be taken into account.