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Palatini frames in scalar-tensor theories of gravity
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A new systematic approach extending the notion of frames to the Palatini scalar-tensor
theories of gravity in various dimensions n > 2 is proposed. We impose frame trans-
formation induced by the group action which includes almost-geodesic and conformal
transformations. We characterize theories invariant with respect to these transformations
dividing them up into solution-equivalent subclasses (group orbits). To this end, invariant
characteristics have been introduced. Unlike in the metric case, it turns out that the di-
mension four admitting the largest transformation group is rather special for such theories.
The formalism provides new frames that incorporate non-metricity. The case of Palatini

F(R)-gravity is considered in more detail.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Despite many theoretical and experimental triumphs [l], including recent detection of gravita-
tional waves [2], general relativity is not considered a fundamental theory describing gravitational
interactions; see e.g. [3]-[7]. Based on our current understanding of the workings of Nature, a
few arguments for modifying it can be given. First of all, GR cannot be satisfactorily quantized,
as attempts to renormalize it have been futile. Secondly, it is not a low-energy limit of the-
ories regarded as fundamental, such as bosonic string theories [8], where dilaton fields couple
non-minimally to the spacetime curvature. Another problem concerns the ACDM model: the
value of A being responsible for the current acceleration of the expansion of the Universe is in-
comprehensibly small when compared to the value predicted by quantum field theory (120 order
of magnitude smaller). Also, it is unclear why the value of energy density associated with the
cosmological constant is comparable to matter-energy density (so-called coincidence problem) [9].

As far as the mathematical reasons for modifying the Einstein’s gravity are concerned, we can
take the so-called Palatini formalism into consideration. In the standard gravity, the underlying
assumption of geometric structures defined on spacetime is that the affine connection is the
Levi-Civita connection of the metric. In the Palatini approach, however, we consider these two
objects as unrelated, since there is no reason whatsoever we should impose a relation between
them a priori. In case of Einstein gravity, introducing Palatini formalism does not affect the
resulting field equations in any way; however, in case of more complicated theories, such as

scalar-tensor or F'(R) theories of gravity, both approaches usually give different results, describing



different physics. Palatini formalism has been investigated especially in the context of cosmological
applications [10] - [18].

Scalar-tensor (S-T) theories of gravity are a very promising modification of the Einstein gravity.
In these theories, a scalar field is non-minimally coupled to the curvature scalar [19]. Historically,
the prototype of all contemporary scalar-tensor theories was the Brans-Dicke theory [20]. An
interesting feature of the scalar-tensor theories of gravity is their equivalence to the F/(R) theo-
ries, which basically means that the latter can be analyzed using the "mathematical machinery"
developed for the former [21]. The reason why the scalar-tensor theories deserve some attention
is that they can be successfully used to build credible models for cosmic inflation (where a scalar
field called "inflaton" is driving the accelerated expansion of the Universe [22]; this field, however,
is introduced somehow ad hoc since a detailed particle physics mechanism remains unknown)
and dark energy [23].

Hitherto, the scalar-tensor theories of gravity have been considered mostly in a purely metric
approach [10], [19], [23-27] and the possible effects of adopting the Palatini approach have been
analyzed somewhat less commonly [28]-[36]. The idea that changing the formalism may lead to a
different theory and thence to different experimental predictions which can help with discrimi-
nating between competing theories seems plausible. The main goal of this paper is to introduce
the general theory of scalar-tensor gravity analyzed in the Palatini approach and to develop math-
ematical formalism enabling us to analyze any S-T theory in a (conformally) frame-independent
manner.

The outline of this paper ! goes as follows: in the first part, postulated action functional will
be presented, and equations of motion derived. Next, modified conformal transformations in the
Palatini approach will be introduced in order to allow the connection to transform independently
of the metric tensor. A solution of the equation resulting from varying with respect to the
independent connection will be inspected. Then, following the procedure carried out in [23] (see
also [24], [26]), invariant quantities defined for the Palatini S-T theory will be obtained. The results
will be applied to an analysis of F'(R) Palatini gravity. In the last part, general conditions on the
possible equivalence between a given S-T theory and some F(R) gravity will be discussed. For

reader’s convenience, some supplementary material is collected in four Appendices.

! This is an extension of the results obtained initially in [37].



II. ACTION FUNCTIONAL AND EQUATIONS OF MOTION

The main idea behind the Palatini approach is the following: we no longer consider metric ten-
sor and linear connection to be dependent on each other. This approach was originally analyzed
by Einstein [38], but then was attributed to an Italian mathematician Attilio Palatini [39, 40]. In this
approach, one decouples causal structure of spacetime from its affine structure (which determines
geodesics followed by particles).In practical terms, Palatini formalism amounts to varying the ac-
tion functional with respect to both the metric tensor and the torsionless (i.e. symmetric) affine
connection, resulting in two sets of field equations. One of these sets establishes a relation be-
tween the metric and the connection. There is no particular reason to apply the Palatini variation
to the standard Einstein-Hilbert action, as in that case the independent connection turns out to
be Levi-Civita with respect to the metric tensor, i.e. related to the metric by the standard formula:
I, = %gaﬂ (Ougpv + 098, — 039, ). However, in case of more complicated theories, such as
F(R) theories of gravity, where the curvature scalar in the Einstein-Hilbert action is replaced by
a function of it, both approaches give physically incompatible results, leading to different field
equations describing different physics in the presence of matter sources. Instead, in the vacuum
case, the Einstein equations enriched by adding cosmological constant are still valid [42, 143].

Consider a triple (M, T, g), where M is n-dimensional n > 2 manifold ? equipped with a
torsion-free (= symmetric) connection I' = FZ‘U = Fﬁ‘u and a metric tensor g = g,,,, possibly of

the Lorentzian signature. The affine connection is used to build the Riemann curvature tensor:

R, (T) = 051, — 0,1 + T3, 1, — 10T, )

The curvature scalar is a function of both the connection and the metric tensor:
R(g, T) = g“”RW(l—‘), (2)

where R, (I') = RS, ().

Utilizing the Palatini approach, we want now to write down the most general action functional
for scalar-tensor theories (S-T in short), which is consistent with some class of transformations (see
explanations below and Appendix B). The action should contain a scalar field ® - or a function

thereof - non-minimally coupled to the curvature defined above and possibly to the matter fields.

Furthermore, one must include also a kinetic term rendering the scalar field dynamic, and a

2 For two-dimensional case see e.g. [30, 42]



self-interaction potential of the field. Presence of additional terms resulting from the approach we
adopt, absent in the metric version of the theory, cannot be excluded.

Therefore, we postulate the following action functional:

pvs

1
Slguw, T, P = 52 /Qd"x\/—g [A(@)R(g,F) - B(®)g"'V, oV, 0 — Al (g9, T)C,(P)V,D

- Ag(g7 F)CQ<(I)>VH(I) - V((I))] + Smatter[€2a(q>)guw X]
3)

This action functional contains six arbitrary functions of one real variable: {A, B,C;,Cs, V, a},
which after composing with the scalar field ® become the scalar functions on the spacetime M.
They provide, together with the dynamical variables (I', g, ), the so-called frame for the action
(3. A change of frame is governed by a consistent action which will be introduced later on. Some
of these coefficients have exactly the same meaning as their metric counterparts (c.f. Appendix
A), i.e. A describes coupling between curvature and the field, B is the kinetic coupling, V is the
potential of self-interaction of the scalar field, while non-zero o means that the action functional
features an anomalous coupling between the scalar and matter fields y. One requires A be
non-negative, otherwise, gravity would be rendered a repulsive force. The coefficients C; and C,
do not have a clear interpretation yet. Their inclusion in the functional is a direct consequence
of the Palatini approach we adopted; they do not appear in the metric S-T theory.

Two vectors A} and A% are also a novelty. They are constructed purely from metric and linear
connection, and their presence is a direct result of lack of a priori established dependence of the

connection on the metric tensor. The two vectors are defined to be:

Al(g,T) = g"g*"V ,gap = 6" 9*" Quap, (4a)

A5(9,T) = =" 9" Vagus = =9 9" Qaup. (4b)

The V operator is defined with respect to the independent connection, hence covariant derivative
of the metric tensor does not have to vanish in general. The extent to which theory fails to be
metric is quantified by the so-called non-metricity tensor Qv = Vaguw-

The form of the action functional follows necessarily from our requirement that the action
remains form-invariant under conformal and almost-geodesic transformations, accompanied by
a re-parametrization of the scalar field. This condition states that if one changes the metric
tensor, the connection and the scalar field according to the transformation relations given below

(we shall call such transformation "changing the frame", and the choice of particular metric,



connection and scalar field - "(conformal) frame"), solutions to the field equations are mapped
into corresponding solutions obtained in the transformed frame.

Palatini approach is based on the assumption that the metric and the symmetric connection are
independent quantities and thus should transform independently of each other. In the standard
approach only the metric tensor is transformed, and the Levi-Civita connection, being a function
of the metric, changes accordingly. In our case, one must devise a way to transform these two
objects separately, as it should be possible, for instance, to conformally transform the metric while

keeping the connection intact. We introduce the following transformations (c.f. [29]):

guu - 6271(q>)guua (5a)
f‘gu = Fﬁz/ + 258;8@72((1)) - guugaﬂaﬂ73(q))v (Sb)
b — f(d). 50)

These transformations are invertible;

2%1(®) 5

Guv = € Guvs (6a)
T, =15, +200,0,)%2(®) — 35" 0573(P), (6b)
P = f(), (6¢c)

so that the transformations and their inverse are related in the following way:

Yi = —vio [, (7a)
f=f" (7b)

The transformations are governed by three smooth functions of the scalar field: {vi,72,7s},
depending on the space-time position indirectly, through the scalar field v;(®(z)). Eq. (d
provides the possibility of field re-definition by the diffeomorphism f € Diff(R) (see Appendix
B). Eq. (5a) clearly represents the conformal transformation of the metric tensor, eq. (Bb) is
called a generalized almost-geodesic transformation of type 3; the word "almost" suggests that
one needs to distinguish between the transformation (5b) and a transformation which genuinely
preserves geodesics on the space-time (see Appendix D). In fact, if the function 73 was equal
zero, one would have precisely the geodesic transformation of the affine connection. The new
connection preserves also the light cones, leaving the causal structure of spacetime unchanged.

If all functions ; were equal, one would recover standard conformal transformation formulae,



identical to the case when the connection is Levi-Civita with respect to the metric tensor. One
can also think of the transformation as Weyl transformation, i.e. without assuming that the
connection is metric; in particular setting v; # 72 = 3. We will see later on (c.f. Appendix B)
that the last situation is possible only in n = 4 dimension. In all other dimensions, one has to
assume that v = —~; instead.

One obtains field equations in the standard way, varying with respect to all independent
variables entering the action. Unlike in the metric approach, now it is also necessary to vary w.r.t.

the linear connection. Three sets of resulting equations are given below:
Metric:
1
— 55((1), 9,1+ A(®)R,, (') — B($)0,90,P

+ CQ(q))aagoﬁQuuﬂ + CQ((I))a(mgoﬁQmu)a - Cl(q))anUBQuuﬂ - Cl(q))a(u\gUﬁQﬁ\l/)a
+ Co(9)9,20, D — C;(9)g,1,97P 0, P ® + Co(®)V,V, & — Cy (D) g,, P

1., - o
-+ Qﬁ)\c [CQ(CI))&,(I) (5 (V(Sﬁ)gAC — (Vél’))gﬁc — 5fu5§)g )\)

®)

1 o " Y
- Cl(q))avq) <§g,ul/g ﬁgAC — 9wy ’\gﬁc - 5()\“(55)9 ﬁ) ] = KJQTH,,,

Connection:
v, [\/—_g (ga(c%\) _ 9/\%5)} - )
a0 ey (SO A0y (GO AD)]

Scalar field:

! / % ]' vV « 14
A (®)R(g,T) + B (9)g" 0,99, ® + 2B(®)0® + 2B(9)9,PQ, s (59“ g — gorgP ) 10)
1

+ \/——_g [Cl(q))vu (\/—_gA‘f(g, F)) + Co(P)V,, (\/—_gAé‘(g, F))] —V'(®) = 2d/(P)T,
2 I(V/=gLmatter)

where T}, = — T g L is simply the gravitational part of Lagrangian; furthermore, all
primes denote differentiation with respect to the scalar field ®.

An analysis of the equations written above will not be particularly illuminating unless one
inspects the equation resulting from varying with respect to the affine connection. As it turns

out, it is always possible to find a frame in which the independent connection is the Levi-Civita



connection of the metric tensor g,,. One transforms the connection using Eq. (Gh), with ¥,
and 3 specified by the field equations. Denoting the Levi-Civita connection of the metric tensor
g by {:‘V }g, we find out that it is related to the initial independent affine connection in the
following way:

(%

I, = {W }g + ]—“1(<I>)5(°;8V)<I> — fg(@)gwgaﬁ(%@, an

where the functions Fp, 75 of the scalar field ® take the form:

201(D) + (n — 3)Ca(®) + (n — 1) A/(D)
- A@)(n— 1)(n—2)

F1(®)

and
_2C1(®) — Co(P) + A(D)
B A(®)(n —2) ’

This result simply means that for n = 4 one can always choose a frame in which the theory

Fo(®)

is effectively metric, with vanishing vectors A%, A4. More generally, if C; = Co = C, then
one has /i = Fo = F = % and the metric providing the connection has the form

exp ( [F (@)d(I)) G- This gives a link to the so-called C-theories of gravity studied recently in
[44-46].

The relation (II) is defined by two functions, which in general (except the case mentioned above)
are not equal. One can identify them as the functions 5§, and 43 relating affine connections of
two different frames. Frame, in which the theory turns out to be fully metric, can be obtained
by plugging back the connection ([I) in the action functional (). Such a change of frame should
not affect the form of action functional (otherwise solutions of equations of motion in one frame
would not be mapped to solution in another frame, which would contradict one of our basic
assumptions), and the coefficients {A, B,C;,Cs,V, @} will change in a way that preserves the
functional form of the action. Exact transformation relations will be presented in the next section.

Because the transformation (Bb) depends on two independent parameters, one cannot in
general end up in a frame in which the initial independent connection is Levi-Civita with respect
to some metric tensor, as the transformation of the metric is governed by a single function .
However, if C; = C», then it is possible to transform the metric tensor in such a way that the

initial independent connection becomes a Levi-Civita connection of the transformed, new metric.

This may, however, violate consistency of group action on the coefficients {4, ..., a}.



III. TRANSFORMATION FORMULAE

Redefinition of the transformations leads to a modification of conformal mapping formulae
for all quantities built from the connection, i.e. Riemann tensor and its contractions. This is an
obvious consequence of decoupling metric tensor from the connection. In the metric approach,
transformation of the Riemann tensor is fully determined by the way the metric transforms; here,
one must take into account that the transformation is governed by the functions %, and 7s.
Additionally, covariant derivative of the metric does not vanish in general, and this fact plays
an important role in the process of deriving transformation relations. If the calculations are
performed in n dimensions, requiring the transformations be defined by Eq. Gal5d the formulae

relating Riemann tensors of two different conformal frames are the following:

v = Rgy +05VV,32(®) — 05V, V1 30(®) — 05V s92(R)V,32(P) + 05V, 52(P) V1 52(D)
+ 983" Vi Va35(®) = G g™V 5VaT5(®) + 055,67 VorTs(P) Vate(P)
— 059w3 Vo ¥3(2)VaT2(®) + 55 VaTs(®)V 5 ¥3(P) — 58 VaTs(P) V., 93(D)
+ V058V a73(®) — GV 30, Vata(®) + Gus Vg Vats(®) — G Vg™ Vavs(®).
(12)

The formula for the (symmetrized) Ricci curvature tensor reads as follows:

Ry = Ry — (0 — 1)V, V%2 (@) + V.V, 35(P) 4 (n — 1)V, %2(P) Vi 52(P)
— V. 33(2)V,u73(®) = G i VaVsis(®) — (2 = 1) g VaFs(®)Veia(®)  13)
+ GG Vo ¥3(P)Vai3(P) + [ngaﬁgdvagﬁa - ngagw} Vi3 (®).
Finally, contracting the previous formula with the metric tensor, we get an expression for the

Palatini-Ricci scalar:

R = 21(®) [R — (n— 17"V, V, (%2(®) + ¥5(®)) + " g (nvugua - ?Jguu> Vads(®)
(1= D7 (9,52()9,32(8) — 19, 32(B) 9, 32(®) + ¥,50(8) 9, 50(B) |
(14)

In the Weyl case 73 = 75 + const one gets

(15)

R=e"®|R—2(n—1)7"V Tl 457 (nVudo = Von ) Vaia(®)

— (n=1)(n = 2)g"V,5(2)V. 7
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When 75 + 3 = const the expression ({[4) reduces instead to

R= e R4 35 (0,800 = Vol ) Viia(®)

(16)
+ (0= )+ 2)5"V,52(B)V,5(P)|.

Since the functions 7, and %3 do not depend on the spacetime position explicitly, derivatives

of these quantities can be cast in the following form:

. d%(®) = - o -
Vi 7i(®) = ZZEI) >qu)5 iVu®,

where i = 2, 3.

Conformal transformation and almost-geodesic mapping, accompanied by re-definition of the
scalar field, applied to the three independent variables should map solutions of equations of
motion in one frame to corresponding solutions in another frame. For it to be true, the way
functions { A, ..., a} transform must be governed by equations analogous to (A.6), as the action
functional needs to preserve its form. The condition of form-invariance of the action leads to the

following transformation equations for the five independent scalar field functions:

A(®) = e @) A(f(2)), (17)
B®) = 2P [B(F(@)(f/(®))* + (n — 1) (nA(f(®))74(D)T4(P) — AF(®)) (14())’
- @) (5®)* - AU ) 1 sy
— (n = 2)A(F(®)F (@) (54(®) +74(D)))

(17b)
(&) = =@ [Fraje ) - Ade) (e - 1 @) ] o
(@) = O [FBIC(()) ~ A (@) ((n~ 154®) —4(®)) ], a74)
V(®) = e OV(f(®)), (17e)
a(®) = a(f(®)) + 7 (®). a7f)

These transformations are induced by the transformations (5a)-(b) of independent variables

which are invertible. This means that ([7a)-({17) allow us to transform solutions in one frame into



1

another, therefore we have split theories given by the action (3) into classes which are solution-
equivalent. Next task is to find a typical representative in each class. One choice mentioned
before is the so-called Einstein frame, another one is known as the Jordan frame.

As we can see, some of the transformation relations involve nothing but a simple multiplication
of the "old" coefficients by a factor related to the transformation of the metric tensor. These
relations do not depend on the approach we adopt - they retain the same form regardless
of whether we work within metric or Palatini formalism. However, coefficients C;,Cy and B
transform in a more complicated way depending on whether the theory is metric or not. The
transformation relations preserve the sign of the A coefficient. Similarly, if 53 is subject to a scalar
field re-parametrization only, then its sign does not change as well. By the same token, if the
potential V' vanishes in one frame, it cannot emerge in any other.

Due to our freedom of choice of three functions {vi,72,73} and re-parametrization of the
scalar field ® = f(®), it is always possible to fix four of the above six coefficients. We shall
call such fixing "choosing a frame", as it was mentioned before. If we specify the remaining two
functions, we choose a theory. For example, the four functions {+;,72,73, f} can be chosen
in such a way that four coefficients {,C;,Cs, @} vanish, simplifying the calculations. Results
obtained in a given frame can be always "translated" to another frame if the two frames can
be related by a conformal transformation accompanied by a re-parametrization of the scalar
field. It must be also noted that increased number of functions used to change the frame (from
two in scalar-tensor theory in the metric approach - see Appendix A - to four in case of the
Palatini formalism) result in additional coefficients appearing in the action functional. However,
analogously to the metric case, despite the fact we are able to fix four of them, we are always left
with two functions, defining the particular theory.

Conformal and generalized almost-geodesic transformation establish a mathematical equiva-
lence of two frames. On the physical ground, they may constitute two very different theories. The
multitude of equivalent theories poses a problem of identifying frames which can be related by
the transformations given by Eqs (Ga)-(5c). Such frames may bear no resemblance to one another
and yet, be two different manifestations of the same theory, but written using different variables.
This situation suggests that it would be desirable to formulate the general scalar-tensor theory in
a frame-independent way, fully analogous to the way GR circumvents the problem of deciding
upon the "right" coordinate system to describe physical phenomena by resorting to the language

of tensors, allowing one to write equations in a covariant manner. In case of scalar-tensor gravity
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in the Palatini approach, we decided to follow on [23] and find invariant quantities built from
coefficients { A, ..., a}, metric and connection, whose values are independent of the choice of
frame - just like, for instance, value of RQMBVRQNB” does not depend on our choice of coordinate
frame. This analogy, however, should not be taken too seriously, as general covariance in case
of GR is a consequence of the fact that our description of Nature should not depend on an
artificial construct of coordinate frame, whereas such invariance of physical laws is not present
when changing conformal frames. For example, geodesic curves, due to covariant formulation of
geodesic equations, are the same in every coordinate frame; on the other hand, if the mapping
(Bb) is applied, geodesics are not preserved (unless 3 = 0), thus leading to emergence of an
unobserved "fifth force", causing particles to deviate from their standard trajectories, see e.g. [47]

for application to explaining galaxy rotational curves.

IV. INVARIANT QUANTITIES AND THEIR APPLICATIONS

In order to check whether two frames can be conformally related, we may introduce the
notion of invariants [23]. The invariants are quantities which are built from the functions
{A, B,Cy,Cy,V,a} such that their functional dependence on them is the same in every frame.
Also, their value at a given spacetime point remains unchanged. If the invariants calculated for
one theory coincide with the invariant quantities computed for another one, we can always find a
conformal transformation relating these two theories (this transformation, however, may not obey
group composition law, and the solutions to equations in both frames may not be mathemati-
cally equivalent). The way the invariants are constructed comes from transformation properties
of the five arbitrary functions. Some of the functions get multiplied only by a factor, while the
coefficients 3, C; and C; transform in a more sophisticated manner. Taking this into account, we
can find the correct combinations of the functions giving us quantities expressed in terms of the

same coefficients irrespective of the frame we are in. Two exemplary invariants are given below?®:

1®) = ey w
v
B = Q= ")

3 In [23], this invariant is defined as Z; (®) = e;(z—f;)) (in four dimensions).
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The invariant Z; characterizes the non-minimal coupling [57]. Apart from the case when
A = €%, its constancy means that both A and ¢** are some numbers, implying that in such
theory scalar field is entirely decoupled from curvature and matter. The invariant Z, generalizes
the notion of self-interaction potential. It should be obvious that any function of the invariants
is invariant itself. Moreover, spacetime derivatives of the invariants are invariant, as well as
derivatives with respect to other invariants (if we treat an invariant as a function of another
invariant quantity) [23]. It is also possible to construct invariant metrics and connections. In the
case of the metric there is no unique way of doing so, but in this paper, only two possibilities

will be considered:

G = (A(P)) " gy (20)
or
guu = GQQ(CD)QW- 21)

As for the affine connection, it is possible to choose the following:

I, =T%, — 2Py (®)57,0,)P + gu g Pa(P) 050, (22)
where:
Pi®) = A(®)(n — 1)(n—2)
and
—2C1 (D) + Co(D
7)2((1)) _ 1( ) 2( ) .

A(®)(n—2)

From a purely algebraic point of view, invariance of the quantities given above means that when
changing the frame, the additional terms multiplying the metric or added to the connection trans-
form in a way balancing out multiplicative or additive terms containing transformation-defining
functions 41, 42 and 3. Their physical invariance is much more profound a can be a subject for
various phenomenological speculations (see e.g. [58, 159]). It is obvious that conformal transforma-
tion of the metric tensor does not preserve the line element on a (pseudo-)Riemannian manifold
due to the fact that conformal change is not equivalent to a simple coordinate transformation.
Thence, two observers using conformally-related metric tensors will agree only on the causal
structure of space-time but will measure distances differently; the same can be said about affine
connections used to determine geodesic curves. Observers of different frames will, in general, dis-
agree on whether a test particle moves along its geodesic, as the general almost-geodesic mapping

(or conformal transformation in case of the purely metric approach) changes geodesics (except for
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the null ones) on a given space-time. Introduction of invariant metric tensors and connections
aims at resolving - at least partially - this ambiguity. If two observers of different frames agree
on using the same invariant quantity to describe geometry, the measurements they make shall
give exactly the same outcome. In case of the invariant metric, all distances will be the same,
while the invariant connection guarantees invariance of geodesic curves. There is, however, more
than one invariant metric (and in fact, there are also multiple invariant connections, but in this
paper, we introduce only one), so that no unique way of choosing invariant objects to describe
the geometry of space-time exists.

Further invariants can be constructed, but their existence is, interestingly, dependent on
the number of dimensions of the spacetime. It is shown in Appendix B that the coefficients
{A,...,a} transform in a group-like manner only when certain conditions are satisfied. The
transformation relations single out the number of dimensions equal to four, where the group ac-
tion is preserved for arbitrary transformations (meaning, arbitrary functions 71, 7, and ~3). In any
other number of dimensions, one needs to either keep the metric unchanged, transforming only
the connection and re-defining the scalar field, or impose an extra constraint on the functions
governing the transformation of the linear connection. Therefore, it is necessary to discriminate
between these two cases: when the number of dimensions is arbitrary and when is equal exactly
four. We shall proceed by analyzing the invariants in the most general case and then discuss

conditions one needs to impose in order to preserve the invariance.

A. Integral invariants

Let us define the following quantity *:

L A@B®) + A@)C(P) — nCi ()
Ty(e) = | ( * A(D)? 8

N

dd.

| (0 = 5)Ca(®)? — 4C,(®)* + 2(4 +n — n?)C1(P)Ca(®))
(n—2)(n —1)A(®)?

In can be noticed that the function A(®) in the denominator of 23) can be replaced by e(n=2)a(®)

without changing its transformation properties. There is, however, an additional term which pops

4 This is integral invariant, which is determined up to arbitrary integration constant. The choice of the sign + in

23) has to ensure positivity of the expression inside the square root.
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up when changing the frame:
(n—4)(n — 1) [A(®) + (n — 2)A(P)71(P)] (F5(P) + 75(2)), 24

which spoils the invariance due to its dependence on the transformation-defining functions. As

it can be seen, the extra term vanishes if ( = —~):

1. n = 4: in four dimensions the functions 7, and 73 can be completely independent of each

other;

2. 75+ 5 = 0: the number of functions transforming the connection is reduced from two to
one. This might exclude the possibility of finding a frame in which the theory is metric,
as one needs two functions - transforming the connection only - to switch to a frame,
in which the transformed connection is Levi-Civita w.r.t the initial metric tensor. This

condition preserves the group structure of transformations in any number of dimensions;

3. 71(®) = -5 In(A(®)): this choice transforms the system to so-called Einstein frame with
A(®) = 1.

Let us notice that if » # 4 then only the condition 75 + 74 = 0 is consistent with the group

structure of the transformation relations (I7), as any two subsequent transformations changing

the metric tensor, other than being a composition of a mapping and its inverse (which amounts

to leaving the metric untouched) performed in such circumstances do not satisfy definition of a

group. Such quantity, albeit being the same in every frame, i.e. having the same value at each

space-time point, will not relate solution-equivalent metrics, connections, and scalar fields. In

four dimensions, the quantity Zz ° can be written as:

B A(®)B(®) — §61(¢)2 - %Cl(q))cz(@) + %Cz(q))Q —4C,(®)A'(P)
7o) = | <i A@)?
1 (25)
Co(D)A(®)

Such quantity is a genuine invariant for arbitrary transformation {f,v1, 72,73} € Diff®)(R). It

will be shown later on that in the Einstein-like frame it plays the role of the scalar field.

5 From now on, all invariants shall be written without the superscript denoting the number of dimensions if n = 4
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It is possible to construct a similar invariant. Its importance shall be revealed while investigat-

ing different frame parametrizations of the S-T theories.

o (n— 2)(n — 1)A@)B(®) + 2(n — 1)A(D)[Co(P) — nCy(®)] + (n® — 5)Cs(P)?
7@ = | <i (n—2)(n — DA@)

dd.

| —ACH(®) 4 2(4 1 — n?)C(P)Co(P)) — (n— 4)(nCy(®) — Co(P))a’(®)) :
(n—2)(n —1)A(®)?

(26a)
7%, without any further assumptions, is not an invariants, as the transformation relations (I7)

imposed on the functions {A,...,a} result in extra terms under the integral, destroying the

functional invariance. The additional terms is proportional to the following expression:
(n = 4)A(@)(/ (D) + 71(2)) (2(P) + Y5(2)). @7)
It vanishes if any of the conditions listed below is satisfied:

1. n = 4: this condition automatically guarantees consistency of the group action. In four

dimensions, the invariant Z; coincides with Zg;
2. 44(®) +24(D) = 0;

3. o/(®) —~1(P) = 0: by the virtue of the transformation relations, transformations rendering
7% invariant in any number of dimensions must eliminate anomalous coupling between
the scalar field and the matter part of the action functional. Lack of such coupling is a
determinant of the so-called "Jordan frame", which will be briefly discussed later on. After
switching the frame, the metric must be kept unchanged, so that out of four functions
relating two different frames, one is free to set arbitrarily the remaining three only. It must
be also noted that, just like in case of the invariant Z}, the condition o/ (®) — ~{(P) =0

itself does not preserve group structure of the transformations (unless n = 4 or v4(®) +
73(®) = 0)

This invariant was given the subscript "I" to indicate that it arises naturally in the Jordan frame.

V. EINSTEIN AND JORDAN FRAMES, AND THEIR INVARIANT GENERALIZATIONS

So far, we have been using terms "Jordan/Einstein frame" without defining it in an unambiguous

way. As it is widely known, the notion of a (conformal) frame has been applied to an analysis of
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the S-T theories primarily in the metric approach. It is straightforward to extend the concepts of

Einstein and Jordan frames to Palatini theory as well. We define the former in the following way:

Definition V.1. The Einstein frame in the Palatini theory is characterized by specific values of
four out of six arbitrary functions { A, ... ,a}: A =1, B = €pasini, C1 = Co2 = 0.

The action functional is given by:

S[gfw (FE),?;W (I)] = ﬁ fQ d'z \% _gE (R(gE7 FE) - EPalatini(gE)uyv,uq)vuq) - V((I))>
+Smatter [QQQ(CI))QEW X} ’

where €pyjaini = (£1,0) is a three valued function.

It follows from the very definition that there are three types of Einstein frames, depending on
the value of the parameter epy,in; ® , which cannot transform each other by a diffeomorphism.
In fact, Einstein frames can be labelled as a triple (€patini, V, ). They include the original
Einstein-Hilbert-Palatini action as a particular case: €pyaini = V = a = 0. One should notice
that the frames with ep,,u,; = O are singular in the following sense: scalar field re-definition by
an arbitrary diffeomorphism f € Diff(R) transforms one Einstein frame into another (within
the same orbit). This is not the case for epyain = +1: such frames are not preserved under
diffeomorphisms (see Table I below).

More generally, one can show (c.f. (32b)) that the theory written in the Einstein frame becomes
effectively metric. Because the theory has non-trivial transformational properties, establishing
a class o solution-equivalent frames amounts not only to stating that all frames related to the
Einstein frame via ([7) have the same mathematical properties, but it is also necessary to limit the
number of transformations allowed to the ones preserving group structure of (I7) - in particular,
satisfying the condition that a composition of two mappings, from a frame 2 to 8 and from ‘B
to &, can be represented as a single mapping from 2 to €. This - as it is shown in Appendix B -

happens only when at least one of the conditions given below is fulfilled:
L. n=4,
2. 1 = const,

3. 2 + 3 = const.

6 In the simplest case ;1 = 2 = 3 = 0 its values can be identified with the signature of B, i.e. eplaini = sign(B)
(c.f. Table D).
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subgroup 1 = 0 subgroup v2 + 3 = 0

A(@) =1 A(D) = =21 (®)

B(®) = (n — 1)(nih(®)74(®) B(®) = 2@ (— (n—1)(n +2) (%(®))”
— ((®)* = (34(®)° + cpaain (F(@)°) | + crutani (/@)

21(B) = —15155(®) — 25254(D) C1(®) = —e 21 (P)54()

22(®) = —(n — 1)5(®) + 3 (P) 22(®) = —nel 21 (®)5(@)

V(@) = V(f(®)) V(@) = 1BV (f(®))

a(®) = a(f()) a(®) = a(f(®)) + 1 (P)

In four dimensions, all transformations are allowed. It simply means that there always exist both
Jordan and Einstein frame on the Diff®) (R)-orbit of an arbitrary theory. If n # 4, then the orbit
of the Einstein frame depends on conditions we impose. It is possible to either keep the metric
unchanged or to transform the connection in such a way, that the sum of v, and 3 is constant.
In any case, we are left with three out of four arbitrary functions defining the transformation,
and hence one can set three parameters { A, ..., a} out of six. We need to discriminate between
these two cases established by the choice of two different subgroups in Diff®(IR) (see Appendix
B). Frames which are possible to obtain applying (I7) to the Einstein frames are given in Table 1.

For simplicity, we set v; = 0 and 5 + 3 = 0.

These transformations can be viewed as a prescription for choosing the right functions
{71, 72,73, f} relating coefficients of an arbitrary frame with these of the Einstein one. The
Einstein frame is, however, defined by specific values of four out of six coefficients, so that it will
not be always possible to arrive at this representation of an S-T theory. In order to check whether
a theory has its Einstein frame representation, one needs to compare quantities remaining invari-
ant on the orbit of the Einstein frame. If the invariants are the same, then the theories can be
linked in a way preserving the group structure.

For completeness, let us also write the invariants we have introduced so far for the Einstein
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frame:
I (D) = e~ (nm2ol®), (28a)
7 (®) = V(P), (28b)
I5(®) = & — @, (28¢)

The quantity Z} is invariant on the orbit of the Einstein frame, as it transforms in compliance
with the group structure of (I7).

In order to understand better how the invariants can be used to find out whether a given
theory is equivalent to some other theory written in the Einstein frame via transformations (5a)-
(Gc) without changing the orbit, let us consider the following example: an S-T theory is described

by the action functional:

S[g T @] = 2/d%¢—1ﬂ®< I) — B(3)g"'V, 87,8 — A4 (g,0)C,(8)V,®

(29)

Such theory possesses the Einstein frame representation if it is possible to cast the action func-
tional in the form defined in (V). In case the theory is considered in four dimensions, every frame
has its Einstein representation. In other words, to any frame one can associate the corresponding
Einstein frame; or each Diff®)(R)-orbit contains at least one Einstein frame .

If n # 4 one is allowed, for consistency reasons, to use the transformations given in Table 1
only. It can be easily seen that an arbitrary theory may possess Einstein frame representation if
either A = 1 or Co = nC,. If this is the case, the comparison of the quantities Z} and Z3 will

yield the exact form of the V and « functions in the transformed frame:

0(®) = 4(8()) ~ —— m A(B(®)).
V@)
(A(a(e)) =

where @ is the scalar field in the new frame; it becomes a function of the "old" scalar field ®.
It is not excluded that a given theory will not have an equivalent (possible to obtain without

changing the orbit) Einstein frame parametrization. If n # 4, then if one wants to write the

" For €pglatini = 0, all Einstein frames in the same orbit are labelled by diffeomorphisms.
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theory in the Einstein frame, it is necessary to use the following algorithm: first, starting from the
action one chooses ~; such that it transforms the A to unity (this transformation is contained
within the subgroup +, + 75 = 0). If in the "new" frame C; = C; = 0 (which may happen if
C, = nCy), then we have almost arrived at the Einstein frame. In the last step one needs to
re-parametrize the scalar field in order to obtain B = +1 (if B # 0). However, if in the new
frame the case C; = Cy = 0 does not occur, one needs to change the orbit and, while keeping the
metric unchanged, choose the functions 75 and 73 in such a way that C; Cy both vanish; then,
finally, complete the last step with B . Changing the orbit will result in the lack of mathematical
consistency in the transformation law. It must be noted that, even though the theories might not
be mathematically consistent, the quantity Z}. (as well as other invariants) remains invariant for
such a series of transformations. At the end of the present Section we will show how to construct
Einstein frame in terms of these invariants.

The Jordan frame is defined as follows:

Definition V.2. The Jordan frame in the Palatini theory is characterized by specific values of four
out of the six arbitrary functions {A,...,a}: A=V, C; =C,=a=0.

The action functional is given by:

Slgs (07, W] = 5tz Jo @ar/=g7 (WR(g",T7) = B(W)(g” )"V, 99,0 ~ U(WV))
+Smatter [g;{w X} .

Therefore, the Jordan frame can be described by two functions (B,U). Now, the scalar field
re-definition is frozen due to the specific form of the action. In the Jordan frame, there is no
coupling between the scalar field and matter; the field - or a function of it, but it can always
be re-defined appropriately - is coupled directly to the curvature. We impose no conditions on
the kinetic coupling B and the potential /. It can be shown, varying the action expressed in
the Jordan frame w.r.t. all dynamical variables, that the curvature scalar is in fact built from a
metric conformally related to the initial one. Thence, the Jordan frame in the Palatini approach is

in fact almost identical to its metric counterpart, except for a difference in the kinetic coupling.

This difference is simply a Brans-Dicke term ¢, where w is a constant and depends on the
number of dimensions. This term shall be given explicitly later on when considering the invariant
generalizations of the Jordan frame.

In order for a group to act on the functions {A, ..., «a} in a self-consistent way, only those

of all possible transformations which satisfy conditions identical to the ones imposed in case of
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subgroup 1 = 0 subgroup 2 + 73 =0
(1) = f(I) A(T) = el 21 (D)
B(Y) = B(f())(F/ (D)) B(D) = et=21 D (B(f(0))(F/(D))?
+(n— 1) (nf(0)H0)H(T) — F(I) (1H(D)*|~(n = D +2)F(P) (4()*)
() (3(0))” + F(0)(35(8) + 34(D)) )
1) = () (= 25295(0) - 25254(0))  G(D) = —f(@)elDnD55(D)
5(0) = F0) (= (0= D) +35()  |C(D) = —nf(D)el21D54(@)
U(D) = U(f(®)) U(W) = e DU ()
a() =0 a(W) = 51(9)

TABLE II: Frames equivalent to the Jordan frame: ¥(¥) = —v(f~}(¥))

the Einstein frame, can be taken into account. Otherwise, frames would not be equivalent both
physically and mathematically. Apart from the trivial case when n = 4, frames equivalent to the
Jordan frame can be linked by either a transformation where the metric does not change or where

75 + 74 = 0. Coefficients characterizing such frames are written out in Table 2.

The following invariants can be defined for the S-T theory in the Jordan frame:

(W) = U, (30a)

7wy = YW (30b)

2 \I]%v
TH) = / \/i$d\1ﬁ (30c)

The quantity Z}, analogously to Z} in case of the Einstein frame, is invariant on the orbit of the

Jordan frame.

An algorithm for transforing any theory to its Jordan frame parametrization analogous to the
one defined for the Einstein frame can be also found. If one is to start with the action (3), it is
necessary to set « to zero in the "new" frame, so an appriopriate choice of 7; must be made. Such
a transformation belongs to v + 75 = 0 subgroup. If in the "new" frame C; = C, = 0, one needs
to additionally re-parametrize the scalar field (see Table 2). If, however, the coefficients C; and Cs

do not vanish, one has to change the orbit and choose the functions v, and 73 transforming the
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coefficients to zero. The change of orbit violates mathematical consistency in the transformation
law.

The (Palatini) Einstein and Jordan frames, in any number of dimensions, lie on the same orbit,
i.e. it is possible to relate them by means of the transformation (5a)-(5b). To see this, one needs to
find out whether classes of field equations solutions can be related by either the transformation
with v, = 0, or with ~4 +~4 = 0. It is enough to demonstrate that Einstein frame can be brought
to the Jordan representation if the latter condition is satisfied. Indeed, both functions change the
C: and C; coefficients, and in any of the two frames, one has C; = C; = 0. The only possible
value of 7, and 73 is zero, as it can be easily discovered using the formulae given in Table 1
or Table 2. Therefore, on the orbit of the subgroup 75 + 7% = 0, the two frames are equivalent
(since they are linked by the transformation involving v; and the scalar field re-definition) and

8, They can be used to obtain exact form of

the quantities Z and Z} are in fact the same
the coefficients {A,...,a} in the Einstein (Jordan) frame given their Jordan (Einstein) frame
counterparts. One simply needs to equate all three invariants and express the "new" coefficients
in terms of the "old" ones.

We may now attempt to express the action @) for S-T theories fully in terms of invariant
quantities. Such an approach would be advantageous because any computations performed in an
invariant - or generalized - frame will become independent of the variables we use. Unfortunately,
there is no unique way of choosing an invariant frame, as one needs to choose between two
invariant metric tensors that have been introduced. The existence of (at least) two non-equivalent
invariant metric tensors forces us to analyze the theory in two distinct invariant frames. In
each frame, we shall be using the invariant connection I" given by @2. If we decide to use the
variables (§,T’,Z7) (assuming that the relation between the invariant 7} and the scalar field

® is invertible; see [23]), the action functional (3) will take on the following Einstein frame form: °

A Mo 1 m,.. /_~ AT N n n ny -2 A
S[guw Puw IZJ] - ﬁ /Q d"z -9 [R(g’ 1—‘)_Epalatinigu 8uzgjal/IE _IQ } +Smatter [(Il )n72 guua X] )
3D
where Z7' and Z} are functions of the invariant Z}.

As it can be seen, it is possible to find out a short cut passage from the complicated general

8 This remains true only if the connection and the metric tensor are independent. If the theory turns out to be

metric, Einstein and Jordan frames will no longer be equivalent by means of (I7); rather, one needs to use (A.6).
% The case €pylaini = 0 corresponds to Z = const.
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action functional given by (3) to a surprisingly simple and familiar form written above without
using the group transformation rules. One should remember, however, that doing this one may
lose some information. More exactly, constructing the invariants in a given frame (A, ..., «a) we
may lose the information (for n # 4) if both frames are in the same orbit. In the new frame,
the scalar field is coupled only to matter part of the Lagrangian, which means that the Principle
of Equivalence does not hold any more. The gravitational part is now free of terms C; and Cs,
which were difficult to handle due to their coupling to the non-metricity tensors. Also, the kinetic
coupling B is now equal to unity, leading to a further simplification of the field equations.

Variation with respect to all dynamical variables gives the following field equations:

. L 1 1
54 Gy = KTy + VuThV 4T0 (5;*55 -5 gaﬁgw,> ~ 59w s, (32a)
6T = Va(v/=3 ¢") =0, (32b)
. e ,2—n 1 dIr .
0T5 : 2€palatinil 1L — —= = K? — L7 32
3 St =EE T e = T T ATy (32c)

If we consider the second equation, we immediately recognize the well-known relation between
connection and metric tensor: if a connection is symmetric and the covariant derivative of the
metric multiplied by its determinant vanishes, then the connection is necessarily Levi-Civita with
respect to the metric. This shows an interesting result: after writing the action functional in terms
of invariants, the initially independent invariant connection becomes Levi-Civita with respect to
the invariant metric g,,. Consequently, the curvature scalar also depends on the metric. Apart
from the presence of scalar field in the matter part of the action functional, this suggests that the
Einstein frame is supposedly the simplest.

Alternatively, we can express the action functional in terms of the invariant metric g,, =

20(

e2(®) G, and the invariant linear connection f‘ﬁy Also, the invariant Z}' shall now play role of

the scalar field. This will give us an action functional cast in a Jordan frame:

~ Mo n 1 n ~np/~ 7 v dzmn 2 A Dl R
S[glwar,uwzl] = @/g;d TN/ —g |:Il R(g,F)—g‘u I? <dI‘T]L) v,uz-l VVIIZ_I; _'_Smatter[g,umX]'
1
(33)

For simplicity, we introduced another invariant, 7%, defined in the following way:
Iy = ()13,

denoting a modified potential.
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Let us now obtain equations of motion for the theory. Variation with respect to all three

dynamical variables yields the following formulae:

R A K2 - dZ7 1 1. I%
GGG D) =T, ( ) TV 4T (596° — ZGn ™) — =G => 4
0§ :Gu(g,T) i n + i Ve V;g (5M5V 599 ) 59n v (34a)
0T : Vo (TP —35") =0, (34b)

A A . . dZ™\ 2 dI" d*T7 dL¥
T - g T) — gt I yIn ( J) J J _ 3
R D) = VBN Gy ) g ape | 340

+ \/L__gm( —9@“”I?(Zzn) v I”) —0.

Making use of the field equations, we can eliminate the independent invariant connection from

(33) and arrive at the action functional dependent on the metric and the scalar field only:

. o dz? n—11 -
IR <I?<dI{l) n_ﬂn)vzlvz" Ig]

Sl T =55 [ "0v/=5

+ Smatter [guua X] .

35)

2
For simplicity, let us introduce another invariant Zy: 7} = I”(Zgn) — "—;i As it can be
seen, if the invariant 77 is equal to zero, then Z} reduces to _—21_"’ so that the resultant theory
in four dimensions is simply the standard Brans-Dicke theory with w = —2 and the modified

self-interaction potential 7§ added.

A. Scalar-tensor extension of F(RR) gravity

By means of a simple transformation, it can be shown that F(R) gravity is equivalent to
special cases of [12], both in the metric and Palatini approach °. This is achieved by a simple
trick, as presented in the Appendix C. In fact, the metric F'(R) is equivalent to the Brans-Dicke
(BD) theory with wgp = 0 (no kinetic term), while the Palatini F’ (R) is equivalent to the Brans-
Dicke theory with wpp = —2= (with potential added to the Lagrangian in both cases and in n
dimensions). However, we may invert the problem and ask whether a given scalar-tensor gravity
is equivalent to some F(RR) theory (in mathematical, not physical sense). Answering this question

might be much easier thanks to the introduction of invariant quantities, which are the same for

10 1n this section R denotes, for short cut, Palatini-Ricci scalar, ie. R = R(g,T") = g" R,,,(T).
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different theories related to each other via conformal transformation - unless they do not lie on
the same orbit; in such case, it is pointless to talk about invariant quantities. In order to find
out whether two arbitrary theories can be linked by a transformation, we need to calculate the
invariants and compare them. For example, it is reasonable to use the invariant Zz to compare
theories related by a transformation such that «, + 73 = 0. In this chapter, we will focus on
F (R) gravity and discuss conditions for equivalence with an S-T theory. First, let us introduce

the notion of Brans-Dicke theory in Palatini approach, which is a particular case of the Jordan

frame (c.f. Definition V.2.)

Definition V.3. Brans-Dicke theory in Palatini approach is given by the following action func-

tional expressed in the Jordan frame:

a 1 n Wralatini 1
gy T ] = 515 / @/ =5 (VR(g, T) — 4 7 U7~ UT)) + S ],
Q
wWith wWpgjaini = const.

Brans-Dicke theory in the Palatini approach is not to be confused with the (original) BD
theory in the metric approach, despite both of them having exactly the same functional form (see
Appendix C). These theories are not physically equivalent, albeit one can show their mathematical
equivalence. The proof goes as follows: using the fact that the BD theory in the Palatini approach
is effectively metric, as it was proven in the previous section, one can express it the form
analogous to (35). Here, invariants Z* and Z7' have exactly the same form, whereas the invariant

T" for a special choice of the function B is now: "

v
Z)(8) = VE Gl (- )
0

Therefore, the (metric) action written for BD theory given initially in the Palatini approach,

reads now as follows:

n—1
Whalatini — n—2

1
2 v

S[g;wa \I/] = 5 9 /anl‘v —g (\DR(Q) - ngvM\I/VV\I/ - U(\I/)> + Smatter [guy, X] :

(36)

2K

' The sign ” — ” corresponds to wpylagini < O.
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The action written in the Einstein frame will have the following form (assuming wpajain; 7 0):

Sl ¥ =55 | 'v/=3(Rl9) % 99, 09,0 - U(D))

L ( 2 U >_
matter | €X - vy .
‘ P n—2 V :l:wPalatini gu X

We may introduce the Brans-Dicke coefficient in the metric approach given in terms of

n—1
WBD = Wealatini — n_2o
Hence, the BD theory in the Palatini approach is equivalent to a BD in the metric formalism with
the coefficient w changed. Let us now ask a more general question: under what conditions is
an arbitrary S-T theory equivalent to the BD theory by means of the transformation (5a)-(5c)? In
order to resolve this issue, one needs to observe that for any theory to be equivalent to the BD, it
must necessarily be expressible in the Jordan frame representation. Therefore, it must be relatable
to the Jordan frame by the formulae given in Table 2. It means that one has two possibilities of
choosing the functions {71,..., f}: one either picks the subgroup v; = 0, or 74, + 74 = 0. In
the transformed frame, one arrives at an action functional given by (33). For this new action to

const

describe a BD theory, it must possess the kinetic coupling of the form 7%, where U is a function

of the "old" scalar field ¢. Therefore, one might write the following equivalency condition:

dIn ? Palatini
o () -5

There is, however, a caveat to this way of reasoning. The equality given above holds only if the

(38)

transformation used to change the frame agrees both with the group structure and with the 77
invariance conditions. This occurs in two cases: either when 7, +~5 = 0 or 73 = 0 with & = 0 in
the "old" frame (see (27). If one chooses 7; = 0 when a non-minimal coupling between the scalar
field and matter is present (i.e. « # 0), then the quantity 7" will lose its status of an invariant
and will not be helpful when comparing theories of different frames. In such case, in order to
determine the exact form of the B coefficient, one needs to use formulae given in Table 2.

From this point on, it will be very easy to give general conditions for mathematical equivalence

between F'(R)-Palatini gravity and S-T theories. As it is shown, F'(R) gravity can be thought of

as a (Palatini) Brans-Dicke theory with wp,ii = O (or, equivalently, wgp = —Z—:;, c.f. Appendix

12 This result has been also found in [28, [29].
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C). Therefore, in order to find out whether a given S-T theory in the Palatini approach arises from
some F' (R) gravity, one needs to examine the condition for wWpalaini = 0 - in case the quantity
7, remains invariant for the transformation parameters {~;, ..., f} taking the initial frame to its
Jordan representation. If it is not the case, then one uses Table 2 to see whether the coefficient
B in the new frame vanishes (assuming the coefficients defining the "old" frame - the one being
subject to our inquiry - are {A, B,C;,C,, V), a}, and the variables: {g, ", ¥'}).

When the equivalence is established, one may also wish to see what the exact form of the
F(R) is. It is obvious that information about the F'(R) theory in the scalar-tensor representation

is stored in the form of the potential defined as U(¥) = ¥ E(¥) — F(E(¥)) (and R(¥) =

E(0) = dlfigp)) (see Appendix C). We find out that:

UD) = (T3 (T(9))) 77 T3 (T(D)) — R(D), (39)

where

R(W) = " (T (0(0) T (B(0)) + (TU(V) 7 TN, 0

The resulting equation is a non-linear differential equation of the first order, as U can be now

identified with %. Solving this equation will result in an exact form of the function F(R).

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have combined two frequently used ways of altering general relativity, Palatini
variation and addition of a scalar field non-minimally coupled to the curvature, into a single theory
of gravity. Our motivation for considering such coalescence of modifications of classical gravity
was the lack of formalism of invariants defined for Palatini approach to S-T theories. Although
the prevalent approach to the analysis of S-T theories is the metric one, the Palatini formalism
has many interesting features to offer.

In the course of the paper, we placed special emphasis on the notion of conformal and
almost-geodesic transformations, as it allows us to establish mathematical equivalence between
two different conformal frames. We did not aim to take a stand on the issue of which frame is the
physical one; the main purpose of this paper was to obtain solution-equivalent classes of frames
and introduce proper language enabling one to analyze the theory in a frame-independent man-

ner. The first step to creating such language was to recognize that in case of the Palatini approach,



28

one must transform the metric and the connection independently. Decoupling of metric from
affine structure of spacetime influenced the action functional defined for a general S-T theory,
devised to preserve its form under conformal change, enforcing us to add special terms linear in
scalar field derivatives. These terms do not have any clear interpretation yet. Interestingly, the
coefficients defining a particular theory transform in a group-like manner only when the number
of dimensions is four or, alternatively, the functions transforming the independent connection
satisfy either 7} + 75 = 0 or 7; = const.

One must be, however, careful when using the invariants, as some of them retain their prop-
erties only for frames located on the same orbit, i.e. being relatable by the transformations (I7)
satisfying group axioms. We singled out two frames most commonly used in the literature -
Jordan and Einstein - and presented classes of frames equivalent to them. Quantities behaving
as invariants on the orbits of the two frames were also introduced and the role they play when
comparing equivalent theories was discussed.

It was also shown that for an arbitrary S-T theory in the Palatini approach there always exists
a unique transformation defined for the connection such that it renders the theory effectively
metric. This useful property allows us to analyze a specific theory within the metric formalism.

Finally, F (}%) theories were analyzed using the language of invariants. We made use of
the well-established equivalence of these theories to S-T gravity - to the Brans-Dicke theory, to
be precise. Invariants made it possible for us to address an issue of the relation between S-T
and F(R), namely, we identified cases in which those two theories could be related by the
transformation (5a)-(5c), meaning that they are mathematically equivalent. It was discovered that
the coefficients {.A, B,C;,Cs,V, a}, which characterize a specific S-T theory, must fulfil certain
relations (given by (38)) in order for the theory to be equivalent to F (R) gravity in the Palatini
approach.

Topics to be covered in our future works include cosmological applications (cf. [17, 18]), F(R)
theories with non-minimal curvature coupling (see e.g. [14, 16]), the appearance of ghosts and

tachions.
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Appendices

A. METRIC SCALAR-TENSOR GRAVITY

For the sake of completeness we recall the formalism introduced in [23, 24], slightly generalized

to arbitrary dimension n > 2 [26]. The action functional is:

S[gus ¥] = — /Q d"/=g (A((I))R(g) — B(®)g"'V, 0V, — V(cp))

27 AD)

+ Smatter |:e2a(q))g,ul/7 X:| .

Varying the action functional with respect to the metric tensor yields:

1
A@)G + (5B+ A") gug™VadV® = (B+ A')V, 0V, + A (g0 — V,9,) 0

1
+ =gV — KT, =0,

2
(A.2)
with the standard definition of the energy-momentum tensor, 7}, = %%, L, being
Lagrangian for matter. Variation with respect to the scalar field gives:
RA + B'¢g"V,0V,® + 2800 — V' + 2:%/T = 0. (A.3)

The scalar field is sourced by the trace of energy-momentum tensor. The continuity equation
takes the following form:
do(P)

VVTMV - WT VMCIJ (A4)

Two of the four arbitrary functions can be fixed by means of a conformal change accompanied
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by a redefinition of the scalar field:

guu - 627@))9#1/7 (A.5a)
o= f(®). (A.5b)

It is generally assumed that the first and second derivatives of 7 exist. Moreover, the Jacobian of
the transformation is allowed to be singular at some isolated point [23].

If we plug the redefined scalar field and metric tensor back in the action functional, make
use of the transformation relations and neglect boundary terms arising while integrating by parts,
we end up with the action written in a different conformal frame, with the barred dynamical
variables. In order for the Lagrangian to retain its form, the coefficients must transform in the

following way (for the notational convention see next Section):

A(®) = "D A(f()), (A.62)
B(®) = o211 ((%)QBG@)) (= —2 (D) AG(@) 200 - 1)3—;%‘% ,

(A.6b)
V(@) = T DV(f(D)), (A.6¢)
6(F) = o f(2)) +5(F). A6d

The transformation relations suggest that the conditions imposed on .4 and V are satisfied in any
conformal frame. In particular, if the potential vanishes in one conformal frame, then it is equal
to zero in all related conformal frames. Let us also make a comment regarding the nomenclature:
choosing the functions defining the conformal transformation will be called "fixing the frame",
while setting the remaining two coefficients will be equivalent to choosing a particular theory.

It is possible to define the following invariants:
L 7(®) =

_ V@)
2 To(®) = oy

dIa <1>> \/i(” 2)A @)B(i 2+((r; 1)(A (9))2
' n [ *

B This implies that the Levi-Civita connection undergoes the Weyl transformation 'y, = I'%, + 268,0,)72(®) —
Iur g™ 972 (®).
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Alongside the invariants defined above, we may introduce invariant metrics, remaining un-

changed under a conformal transformation:

G = (A(®)) 72 gy, (A7a)

g,uu = eza(q))g,ul/ (A?b)

20(®) and the metric

(invariance of this metric follows from transformation properties of A, e
tensor g,,). Invariance of the metric tensor simply means that if observers of different conformal
frames being related to each other by means of (A.5a) and (A.5h) agree on using one of the above

metrics, then the distances measured by them will be the same.

B. TRANSFORMATION GROUPS AND THEIR CONSISTENT ACTIONS

Consider diffeomorphism group of real line Diff(R) * with multiplcation given by the com-
position law. It can be extended (as a semi-direct product) by an arbitrary number of functions

v; € CY(R) acting as generalized translations. The resulting group with the multiplication law

(faﬁ/l)"'vﬁ/r)o(fafyl)"'777“) = (fof771+710f_17"'7’77"+’Y7"Of_1) = (fv’?lv"'ai/?") (BD
is denoted as Diff(")(R). The inverse element has the form
(f)fyla"'v’%“)_l - (f_lv_’ylofa"'v_’%"of) = (.]Ev’s/la"'vﬁ/?“)' (BZ)

Such group admits several subgroups, e.g. Diff™(R) C Diff(*)(R) for r < s or by imposing
some linear relations between the generators v;, e.g. 71 = —7o.
Here we are interested in Diff(")(R)-spaces representing some differential-geometric struc-

tures on a manifold. In the case of Riemannian metric and a scalar field (g, ®) this action of

Diff()(R) has the form (c.f. (A5a)-(A.5b))
(f;7) & (G @) = (exp (27(®)) gy, f © @) = (G, D).

One can notice that v = const8 acts trivially by rescaling the metric by a numerical constant.

This action obeys consistency condition: the result of consecutive actions

(fi f_Y) > [(fufy) > (gum (I))] = <f7 f_Y) > (guw (I)> (B?))

4 Since f’ # 0 one can also consider a subgroup f’ > 0.
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must be the same as an action by their composition

[(F:7) © (£ )] & (s @) = (F7) B (9pars ©) = (G D). (B4)

Similarly, the group Diff®) (R) acts, in the consistent way by (5a)-(5c), onto the collection of
dynamical variables (g,I", ®) of the S-T Palatini theory, which represent independent variables.
The kernel of this action consists of constant functions (y; = const;). In particular, one can
reduce this group to a subgroup isomorphic to Diff(®(R) containing, e.g. projective or Weyl
transformation of the connection, i.e. y3 = 0, resp. 72 = ~y3. Strict Weyl transformations can be
defined by the condition v; = 5 = 3. The subgroup of Weyl transformations is isomorphic to
Diff(M(RR). In this sense the action Gal5d) of Diff(®)(R) generalizes (A.5a)-(A.5b) of Diff ) (R).

One can directly check that the action (A.5a)-(A.5b) induces a consistent action on the space of
metric frames represented by the the collection of functions of one-real variable {A, B, V, o}
composed with the scalar field ® (see egs. [A.6). However the induced action (5aH5c) of
Diff®)(R) on the collection of functions representing Palatini frames (dependent variable)

{A,B,C1,Cs,V, a} is not necessary consistent. More exactly one has the following: °

Theorem B.1. The action is consistent if and only if at least one of the following conditions is satisfied:
i) spacetime dimension n = 4
it) Vo + 75 = 0 <> y2 + 73 = const

iii) ¥ = 0 «> 41 = const

Proof: firstly we check that the parameters A, Cy,Cs, v transform consistently. Inspecting the

difference B — (f,71,72,73) > B one finds the expression (c.f. @24)):
PO (0 — 1) (n — 2)(n — 4)A() 7 (D) (15(P) +75(®)), (B.5)

which should vanish in the case of consistent action. This gives the proof.

It implies that consistent action of full Diff®(R) group is only possible in the physical
dimension n = 4.

In other dimensions we are forced to reduce Diff® (R) to two different subgroups isomorphic
to Diff®(R):

a) either 7, = 0 with arbitrary ~9, 3. This subgroup contains Weyl transformations (v = 3)

as well as the projective transformations (3 = 0) of the connection;

5 More general action with the gradient field 9,,® replaced by an arbitrary one form will be considered elsewhere.
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b) or 5 + 3 = const with arbitrary conformal transformation of the metric tensor.
We will see in the next Section that Brans-Dicke and Einstein frames belong to the orbits of

different subgroups.

C. FROM F(R) TO SCALAR-TENSOR GRAVITY

In this subsection we present the traditional approach to both metric as well as Palatini F'(R)-
gravity. As it is well-known, in both cases, F/(R)- gravity is dynamically equivalent to so-called
Brans-Dicke (BD) theories. Original BD is a metric S-T theory determined by the gravitational
action:

Spo(Guv) = / A /= ((I)R— YED 5, DD — U(<I>)) ()

IR2
where BD parameter wgp € R and U(®) denotes self-interaction potential. As we have already
pointed out, mathematically equivalent theories are not physically equivalent.

Consider the action of minimally coupled F'(R)-gravity

SF(gW, -) = 252

/ d”x\/—_gF(R) + Smatter(f]uw X)7 (CZ)
0

where F'(R) is a function either a Ricci or a Palatini scalar. The matter part of the action Spaer
is assumed metric-dependent (independent of the connection). In both cases the action is

dynamically equivalent to the constraint system with linear gravitational Lagrangian '

(G E) = s / er/ g (FE R -Z) + FE) + Soae(Gunx). €3

2K?

Introducing further a scalar field ® = F’(Z) and taking into account the constraint equation

= = R, one arrives to the dynamically equivalent S-T action with non-dynamical scalar field

1

S(guvs - ®) = 5

2 / dnx \ ((I)R UF( )) + Smatter(guyy X) (C4)

either in metric or Palatini case. The self-interaction potential U (®) is induced from the function

F(R) by the following formula

Up(®) = Z(®)D — F(Z(P)), (C5)

16 One should stress that Palatini F'(R)-gravity is not dynamically equivalent to metric one with the same function
F(R).
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where ® = £ d: and R== = dUdF—qgcm 7. Thus, in the metric case, the action (C4) represents

Brans-Dicke theory with the Brans-Dicke scalar wgp = 0 minimally coupled to the matter field.

Palatini variation of this action provides ™

1 1
® (Rmu) ) - §guug°‘5 Raﬁ(F)) + 59w Up(®) = KT, =0, (C.6a)
Vi(V=g®g") =0, (C.6b)
9" Rap(T) = Up(®) = 0. (C.6¢)

The last equation due to the constraint g®’R,5(T") = = = U (®) is automatically satisfied. The
middle equation (C.6b) implies that the connection I' is a metric connection for the new metric
G = P72,

Now, we can switch from the original connection Fﬁy to Levi-Civita connection of the original
metric g, by performing Weyl transformation of the connection (without changing the metric),
i.e. with the parameters 7, = 0,7, = 73 = an) As a result one gets the minimally coupled

metric theory with the following action %

SBD(g;u/) = 2 / dnx\/ ((I)R + 8 (138 o — UF( )) + Smatter(ngX)a (C7)

(n — )

where R is the Ricci scalar constructed from the metric g,,. In this case, a kinematical part

of the scalar field does not vanish from the Lagrangian (C4). Consequently, we have obtained

Brans-Dicke action (c.f. [25]) with the coupling parameter wpp = —2= in the Jordan frame.

ln cb and

In order to obtain the so-called Einstein frame it is enough now to choose v = v; =
to apply it to the action (C4). In the metric case we obtain non-minimally-coupled theory with

the action

~ 1 n—1 _ _ 2
S(g,w) = ﬁ[)dnx\/ —g <R - mauq)auq) - UF((I))> + Smaltter((I> "729;W7X)7 (C8)

where the potential Uy is now replaced by Ur := q)U—iQ. Performing field re-definition by

introducing new scalar field ® = ,/Z—:é In ® one can arrive at the action with the parameter

17 One can observe that the trivial, i.e. constant, potential U (®) corresponds to the linear Lagrangian F'(R) = R—2A.
More generally, for a given F' the potential Ur is a (singular) solution of the Clairaut’s differential equation:

U (@) = b — F(ike)

18 It also corresponds to the Palatini Brans-Dicke theory, in a sense of Definition V.3, with wpaaini = O.
1 n this frame the coefficients C; = C2 = 1 do not vanish but the non-metricity tensor has vanishing components.
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B=1:

1 = _ [n=25 _ /i 5
Selguw) = 5 5 / d"zv=g <R — 0,200 — Ur(e "1¢>) + Smatter(e”V T2 g, ).
K= Ja
(C.9)
Palatini case leads to non-minimally coupled metric theory without kinetic term for the scalar

field
1 _ 2
SEP<gPW) = 2—52 /g;dn'r\/ —g (R - UF(q))) + Smatter(q)_mg,ul/u X) ) (CIO)

which agrees with the Einstein frame Definition V.1.

We see that in both cases the matter part bears the same non-minimal coupling between the
metric and the matter, and that the potential U is modified in the same way.

Remark 1: If one analyzes the F'(R) theory adopting the Palatini approach, BD (Jordan) frame
and Einstein frame - which turn out to be metric by virtue of the field equations -
belong to two different orbits of two different subgroups. Only for n = 4 these two orbits are
part of the bigger Diff® (IR)-orbit, i.e. can be obtained from by change of frame.

Remark 2: Assuming non-minimal coupling in F'(R) theory (as e.g. in [14]) one would be able

to reach minimal coupling in the Einstein frame.

D. ALMOST-GEODESIC MAPPINGS

The content of this Appendix was written based on [60], [62], [61]. In order to introduce the

notion of an almost geodesic mapping, one must define the following concept:

Definition D.1. A curve 7y in a space endowed with an affine connection A,, is called almost geodesic
if there exists a two-dimensional parallel distribution along ~, to which the tangent vector of this

curve belongs at every point
An almost geodesic mapping is defined as follows:

Definition D.2. A diffeomorphism f : A, — A, is called an almost geodesic mapping if every

geodesic curve of A, is transformed by f into an almost geodesic curve of A,,.
In order for f to be almost geodesic, the condition given below must be satisfied:

Theorem D.l. A mapping f : A, — A, is almost geodesic iff in a common coordinate system

aln : : a . o o ; P
{z“}4_, the connection deformation tensor Py, := 1", — I't,, satisfies the relation:

o AN = a(, \) P2 NN+ b(a, M)A, (D.D)

uvf3
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where AWB VEPSV + Py, s 1"“ is an affine connection on A, (and, analogously, fij is a

connection on A,), \* is any vector, a and b are some functions of x* and \“. The covariant

derivative V" is defined with respect to the connection I'},,

There are three types of almost geodesic mappings, as distinguished by N. S. Sinyukov [63],
164]:

1. type my:
V + P( Pg)o — (5&(@5) —|— b(upﬁay), (D.Z)

where a,, and b, are tensors;

2. type ma:

P2, = 884 + Flt, (D.3a)

VL ES + FEFS 6, = 8w + Fioy), (D.3b)
where F}¥ is a tensor of type (1,1) and v, ¢, w,, 0, are covectors;
3. type 73:

Pi =9 wu + (baw;wa (D4a)
V0" = pdi + ¢ay, (D.4b)

where «y, a, are covectors, @* is a vector, Wy, 18 a symmetric tensor and pisa function.
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