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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.
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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

Sg[φ] =

∫ √−gd4x
[

F(φ)R − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− 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 gµν . The minimization of the above action w.r.t the metric gµν gives the
following field equation

F(φ)Gµν =
1

2
Tµν − gµν✷F(φ) +∇µ∇νF(φ), (II.2)

where Gµν = Rµν − 1
2gµνR is the Einstein tensor and Tµν is the stress-energy tensor of the scalar field given

by

Tµν = ∇µφ∇νφ− 1

2
gµν∇αφ∇αφ− gµνV (φ). (II.3)

On the other hand, the variation w.r.t the field φ provides the Klein-Gordon equation

✷φ+RFφ(φ)− Vφ(φ) = 0, (II.4)

where Fφ(φ) =
dF
dφ

and Vφ(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

g̃µν = e2ωgµν , (II.5)

under which the Lagrangian density of the action (II.1) becomes

√−g
[

F(φ)R − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]

=
√

−g̃e−2ω
[

F(φ)R̃ − 6F(φ)
∼
✷ω − 6F(φ)∇̃αω∇̃αω

− 1

2
g̃µν∇̃µφ∇̃νφ− e−2ωV (φ)

]

, (II.6)

where R̃ and ∇̃µ are the Ricci scalar and covariant derivatives, respectively defined w.r.t the metric g̃µν . In
order to define this theory in the Einstein frame w.r.t the metric g̃µν , we impose the following condition

e2ω = 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
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]

(II.8)

=
√

−g̃
[1

2
R̃− 3

∼
✷ω −

3F2
φ(φ) + F(φ)

4F2(φ)
∇̃αφ∇̃αφ− V (φ)

4F2

]

.

In terms of redefined field variables and the field potential satisfying the following relations

dφ̃ =

√

3F2
φ(φ) + F(φ)

4F2(φ)
dφ, Ṽ (φ̃) =

V (φ)

4F2(φ)
, (II.9)

the r.h.s of (II.8) can be expressed as

√−g
[

F(φ)R − 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− V (φ)

]

=
√

−g̃
[1

2
R̃ − 1

2
φ̃;αφ̃

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

G̃µν = φ̃;µφ̃;ν − 1

2
g̃µν φ̃;αφ̃

α
; + g̃µν 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.
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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

δǫφ(x) = ǫf(φ, ∂φ), (III.1)

where ǫ is an infinitesimal small parameter. Since the actionA[φ] is invariant under the global transformation,
we expect the variation of action under the local transformation to be of the following form

δǫA[φ] = −
∫

M

√−gd4x jµ(x)∂µǫ(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

δǫA[φ] =

∫

M

√−gd4x ǫ∇µj
µ. (III.3)

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

∇µj
µ =

1√−g
∂µ(

√−ggµνjν) = 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

√−gd3x jµ(x)n
µ(x), (III.5)

where nµ is the normal vector on the hypersurface N . Using the Stoke’s theorem and the relation (III.4),
it can be shown that Q[N0] = Q[N1] where N0,1 are the two co-dimension one hypersurfaces bounding a
region M′ ⊂ M. If N0,1 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 eiA[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 + δǫΦ. As a consequence, we obtain the following
relation

Z[J = 0] =

∫

DΦ eiA[Φ] =

∫

DΦ′ eiA[Φ′] (III.7)

=

∫

DΦ eiA[Φ]

[

1− i

∫

M

√−gd4x gµν(x)jµ(x)∂νǫ(x)

]

,
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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 + δǫΦ which is
not true always [35, 36]. The above relation implies

∫

M

√−gd4x ǫ(x)∇µ〈jµ(x)〉 = 0, (III.8)

which is nothing but the quantum version of conservation equation (III.4), where

〈jµ(x)〉 =
∫

DΦ eiA[Φ]jµ(x). (III.9)

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

〈Ô1(Φ(x1)) . . . Ôn(Φ(xn))〉 =
∫

DΦ O1(Φ(x1)) . . .On(Φ(xn)) e
iA[Φ]. (III.10)

The infinitesimal change in the functions Oi(Φ(xi)) under the infinitesimal symmetry transformation Φ →
Φ′ = Φ + δǫΦ is given by

Oi(Φ(xi)) 7→ Oi(Φ(xi) + δǫΦ(xi)) = Oi(Φ(xi)) + ǫ(xi)δOi(xi). (III.11)

Considering both the changes of action and the above set of operators, we obtain the following relation

∫

DΦ eiA[Φ]
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi)) =

∫

DΦ′ eiA[Φ′]
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ
′(xi))

=

∫

DΦ eiA[Φ]

[

1− i

∫

M

√−gd4x gµν(x)jµ(x)∂νǫ(x)

]

×
[

n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi)) +

n
∑

i=1

ǫ(xi)δOi(xi)
∏

j 6=i

Oj(Φ(xj))

]

.

(III.12)

Therefore, we obtain the following relation in the first order in ǫ

i

∫

M

√−gd4x ǫ(x)∇µ〈jµ(x)
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi))〉 = −
n
∑

i=1

ǫ(xi)〈δOi(xi)
∏

j 6=i

Oj(Φ(xj))〉, (III.13)

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

ǫ(xi)δOi(xi) =

∫

M
δ(4)(x− xi)ǫ(x)δOi(x)d

4x, (III.14)

equation (III.13) reduces to the following constraint between the correlation functions

i∇µ〈jµ(x)
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi))〉 = −
n
∑

i=1

δ(4)(x− xi)
√

−g(x)
〈δOi(xi)

∏

j 6=i

Oj(Φ(xj))〉, (III.15)

known as the Ward identities. If we consider a region M′ ⊂ M containing a collection of points {xj}j∈I

bounded by the hypersurfaces N1,2 where I ⊂ {1, 2, . . . , n} is an index set, then the Ward identities (III.15)
give rise to the following relations

〈Q[N2]
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi))〉 − 〈Q[N1]
n
∏

i=1

Oi(Φ(xi))〉 = i
∑

i∈I

〈δOi(xi)
∏

j 6=i

Oj(Φ(xj))〉. (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

〈δOi(xi)
∏

j 6=i

Oj(Φ(xj))〉 = 0. (III.17)

The above results also hold for a global symmetry.
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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

SJ [φ, φ
†; g] =

∫ √−gd4x
[

(

1

16πG
− ξφ†φ

)

R− gµν∇µφ
†∇νφ− 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
ρeiθ, φ† = 1√

2
ρe−iθ

SJ [ρ, θ; g] =

∫ √−gd4x
[

(

1

16πG
− 1

12
ρ2
)

R− 1

2
gµν∇µρ∇νρ−

1

2
gµνρ2∇µθ∇νθ − V (ρ)

]

.

As the action suggests, the conserved current is given by jµ = ρ2∇µθ. As we discussed earlier, doing the
following Weyl and field transformations

g̃µν = e2ωgµν , e2ω = 1− 4πG

3
ρ2

dρ̃ =
1

1− 4πG
3 ρ2

dρ =⇒ ρ =

√

3

4πG
tanh

(

√

4πG

3
ρ̃

)

Ṽ (ρ̃) = e−4ωV (ρ), (IV.2)

give rise to the following action in the Einstein frame

SE [ρ̃, θ̃; g̃] =

∫

√

−g̃d4x
[ 1

16πG
R− 1

2
g̃µν∇̃µρ̃∇̃ν ρ̃−

3

8πG
g̃µν sinh2

(

√

4πG

3
ρ̃

)

∇̃µθ∇̃νθ − 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 j̃µ = 3
4πG sinh2

(
√

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[Jρ, Jθ] =

∫

DρD̄ρθ eiSJ [ρ,θ;g]+i
∫ √−gd4x[Jρρ+Jθθ], D̄ρθ =

∏

x

[ρ(x)dθ(x)]. (IV.4)

Considering the set of observables {Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi))}, the Ward identities in the Jordan frame are
expressed as

i∇µ〈jµ(x)
n
∏

i=1

Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi))〉J

=−
n
∑

i=1

δ(4)(x− xi)
√

−g(x)
〈δOi(xi)

∏

j 6=i

Oj(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi))〉J , (IV.5)

where ǫδOi(xi) is the change in Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi)) under the infinitesimal transformation θ(x) → θ′(x) =
θ(x) + ǫ and

〈
n
∏

i=1

Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi))〉J =

∫

DρD̄ρθ

n
∏

i=1

Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi)) e
iSJ [ρ,θ;g]. (IV.6)
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Similarly, we also obtain ∇µ〈jµ(x)〉 = 0. Using only the naive Weyl and field transformations, the equations
in (IV.5) are expected to become

i∇̃µ〈j̃µ(x)
n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉E

=−
n
∑

i=1

[δ(4)(x − xi)
√

−g̃(x)
〈δÕi(xi)

∏

j 6=i

Õj(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉E
]

, (IV.7)

according to an observer in the Einstein frame where Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi)) = Oi(ρ(xi), θ(xi), g(xi)), and

〈
n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉E =

∫

Dρ̃D̄ρ̃θ

[

n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))

]

eiSE [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

eS1[ρ̃;g̃] ≡
∏

x

e−2ω[ρ̃(x)] = e−2Tr[ω[ρ̃(x̂)]] = e
2
∫

√
−g̃(x)d4x log cosh

(√
4πG
3 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[Jρ = 0, Jθ = 0] =

∫

DρD̄ρθ eiSJ [ρ,θ;g] =

∫

DρD̄ρθ eiSJ [ρ[ρ̃],θ;g[g̃]]

=

∫

Dρ̃D̄ρ̃θ
[

det[J [ρ̃]]eiSE [ρ̃,θ;g̃]+S1[ρ̃;g̃]
]

, D̄ρ̃θ =
∏

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
=

sech2
(
√

4πG
3 ρ̃

)

tanh
(
√

4πG
3 ρ̃

)

√

4πG
3 ρ̃

=⇒ det[J [ρ̃]] = e
∫

√
−g̃(x)d4x log(J [ρ̃(x)]) ≡ eSE [ρ̃;g̃].

(IV.11)

Hence, we obtain the following expression

Z[Jρ = 0, Jθ = 0] =

∫

Dρ̃D̄ρ̃θ eiSE [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 S2[ρ̃; g̃] = SE [ρ̃; g̃] +
S1[ρ̃; g̃]. As a result, the Ward identities in the Einstein frame become the following

i∇̃µ〈j̃µ(x)
n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉J−E

=−
n
∑

i=1

δ(4)(x − xi)
√

−g̃(x)
〈δÕi(xi)

∏

j 6=i

Õj(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉J−E , (IV.13)

according to the observer in the Jordan frame, where

〈
n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi))〉J−E ≡
∫

Dρ̃D̄ρ̃θ
[

n
∏

i=1

Õi(ρ̃(xi), θ(xi), g̃(xi)) e
iSE [ρ̃,θ;g̃]+S2[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〈j̃µ(x)〉J−E = 0, (IV.15)

which is different from the conservation equation ∇̃µ〈j̃µ(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.
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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

AJ [φ, g] =

∫ √−gd4x

[

(

1

16πG
− 1

12
φ2

)

R− 1

2
gµν∇µφ∇νφ− U(φ)

]

. (IV.16)

The corresponding stress-energy tensor is given by the following expression

Tµν = − 2√−g

δAJ

δgµν

=
[

∇µφ∇νφ− 1

2
gµν∇ρφ∇ρφ− gµνU(φ)

+
1

6
(gµν✷−∇µ∇ν)φ

2 +
1

6
φ2Gµν

]

,

(IV.17)

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

g̃µν = e2ωgµν , e2ω = 1− 4πG

3
φ2 (IV.18)

φ =

√

3

4πG
tanh

(

√

4πG

3
φ̃

)

, Ũ(φ̃) = e−4ωU(φ),

we obtain the following action in the Einstein frame

AE [φ̃; g̃] =

∫

√

−g̃d4x
[ 1

16πG
R− 1

2
g̃µν∇̃µφ̃∇̃ν φ̃− Ũ(φ̃)

]

. (IV.19)

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

T̃µν =
[

∇̃µφ̃∇̃ν φ̃− 1

2
g̃µν∇̃ρφ̃∇̃ρφ̃− g̃µν 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 AE [φ̃; g̃] w.r.t φ̃.

The above theory in both the references are invariant under the infinitesimal diffeomorphism xµ → x′µ =
xµ + ξµ(x). Under this transformation, metric changes by δξgµν(x) = ∇µξν(x) + ∇νξµ(x) and the field
changes by δξφ(x) = −ξµ(x)∇µφ(x). Since the following quantity defined in Jordan frame

ZJ = N
∫

Dφ eiAJ [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 {Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))} satisfy the following relation

〈
n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))〉J = N
∫

Dφ

n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi)) e
iAJ [φ,g]

= N
∫

Dφ′
n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ
′(xi), g

′(xi)) e
iAJ [φ

′,g′] (IV.22)

= N
∫

Dφ

n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ
′(xi), g

′(xi)) e
iAJ [φ,g]+iδξAJ [φ,g],

where

δξAJ [φ, g] =

∫ √−gd4x T µν(x)∇µξν −
∫

d4x
δAJ [φ, g]

δφ(x)
ξµ∇µφ, (IV.23)
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and

Oi(φ
′(xi), g

′(xi)) = Oi(φ(xi), g(xi)) + δφOi(φ(xi), g(xi)) + δgOi(φ(xi), g(xi))

δφOi(φ(xi), g(xi)) = −
∫

d4xξµ(x)∇µφ(x)
δOi(φ(xi), g(xi))

δφ(x)

δgOi(φ(xi), g(xi)) =

∫

d4x
δOi(φ(xi), g(xi))

δgµν(x)
∇µξν(x)

= −
∫

d4xξν(x)∇µ

(

δOi(φ(xi), g(xi))

δgµν(x)

)

.

(IV.24)

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

0 = i

∫

Dφ eiAJ [φ,g]

[

∫ √−gd4x T µν(x)∇µξν(x)

−
∫

d4xξµ(x)∇µφ(x)
δAJ [φ, g]

δφ(x)

](

n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))

)

+

n
∑

j=1

∫

Dφ δgOj(φ(xj), g(xj))

n
∏

i6=j

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))e
iAJ [φ,g]

+

n
∑

j=1

∫

Dφ δφOj(φ(xj), g(xj))

n
∏

i6=j

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))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

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))〉J = − i
√

−g(x)

〈

∇νφ(x)
δAJ [φ, g]

δφ(x)

n
∏

i=1

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))
〉

J

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g(x)

〈

∇µ

(

δOj(φ(xj), g(xj))

δgµν(x)

) n
∏

i6=j

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))
〉

J

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g(x)

〈

∇νφ(x)
δOj(φ(xj), g(xj))

δφ(x)

∏

i6=j

Oi(φ(xi), g(xi))
〉

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

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))〉E = − i
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃ν φ̃(x)
δAE [φ̃, g̃]

δφ̃(x)

n
∏

i=1

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

E

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃µ

(

δÕj(φ̃(xj), g̃(xj))

δg̃µν(x)

)

n
∏

i6=j

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

E

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃ν φ̃(x)
δÕj(φ̃(xj), g̃(xj))

δφ̃(x)

∏

i6=j

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

E
, (IV.27)

where Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi)) = Oi(φ(xi), g(xi)), and

〈Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))〉E =

∫

Dφ̃

n
∏

i=1

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))e
iAE [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

ZJ = N
∫

Dφ eiAJ [φ,g] = N
∫

Dφ̃ eiAE [φ̃,g̃]+Ã[φ̃,g̃]

Ã[φ̃, g̃] = −
∫

√

−g̃d4x log

[

cosh

(

√

4πG

3
φ̃

)]

, (IV.29)
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in the Einstein frame using the Jacobian of field transformation and taking into account the Weyl transfor-
mation of the measure defined in (A.5). Now we define the following quantity

T µν ≡ − 2i√−g̃

δÃ[φ̃, g̃]

δg̃µν
. (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

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))〉J−E

= − i
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃ν φ̃(x)
δA2[φ̃, g̃]

δφ̃(x)

n
∏

i=1

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

J−E

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃µ

(

δÕj(φ̃(xj), g̃(xj))

δg̃µν(x)

)

n
∏

i6=j

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

J−E

−
n
∑

j=1

1
√

−g̃(x)

〈

∇̃ν φ̃(x)
δÕj(φ̃(xj), g̃(xj))

δφ̃(x)

∏

i6=j

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))
〉

J−E
, (IV.31)

according to the observer in the Jordan frame, where A2[φ̃, g̃] = AE [φ̃, g̃]− iÃ[φ̃, g̃], and

〈
n
∏

i=1

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))〉J−E ≡
∫

Dφ̃

[

n
∏

i=1

Õi(φ̃(xi), g̃(xi))

× e
iAE [φ̃,g̃]−

∫

√
−g̃(x)d4x log cosh

(√
4πG
3 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 SJ in the Jordan frame which
is invariant under the Weyl transformations. The same theory is described by an action SE 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

g̃µν = e2ω(φ)gµν , φ = G(φ̃) (IV.33)

where ω and G depends on the theory. Let us now consider a set of observables {Oi(x)} in the Jordan

frame which become {Õi(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 gµν 7→ ĝµν = (1 + 2Ω)gµν and

g̃µν 7→ ˆ̃gµν = (1+ 2Ω)g̃µν. We may note here that the correlation functions between these observables in the
Jordan frame satisfy the following relations

〈O1(x1) . . .On(xn)〉J = N
∫

Dφ

n
∏

i=1

Oi(xi) e
iSJ [φ,g]

= N
∫

Dφ

n
∏

i=1

O′
i(xi) e

iSJ [φ,ĝ]

= N
∫

Dφ

n
∏

i=1

O′
i(xi) e

iSJ [φ,g]+iδΩSJ [φ,g],

(IV.34)

where

δΩSJ =

∫

√

−g(x)dDx T µ
µ(x)Ω(x)

O′
i(xi) = Oi(xi) + 2

∫

dDx
δOi(xi)

δgµν(x)
gµν(x)Ω(x).

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

〈T µ
µ(x)O1(x1) . . .On(xn)〉J = i

2gµν(x)
√

−g(x)

n
∑

j=1

〈δOj(xj)

δgµν(x)

∏

i6=j

Oi(xi)
〉

J
. (IV.36)

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

〈T̃ µ
µ(x)Õ1(x1) . . . Õn(xn)〉E = i

2g̃µν(x)
√

−g̃(x)

n
∑

j=1

〈δÕj(xj)

δg̃µν(x)

∏

i6=j

Õi(xi)
〉

E
, (IV.37)

where

〈Õ1(x1) . . . Õn(xn)〉E = N
∫

Dφ̃

n
∏

i=1

Õi(xi) e
iSE [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

ZJ = N
∫

Dφ eiSJ = N
∫

Dφ̃ eiSE+A, (IV.39)

where

A = − (D − 2)

2

∫

√

−g̃(x)dDx ω[φ(x)] +

∫

√

−g̃(x)dDx 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)Õ1(x1) . . . Õn(xn)〉J−E = i

2g̃µν(x)
√

−g̃(x)

n
∑

j=1

〈δÕj(xj)

δg̃µν(x)

∏

i6=j

Õi(xi)
〉

J−E
, (IV.41)

where

〈Õ1(x1) . . . Õn(xn)〉J−E = N
∫

Dφ̃

n
∏

i=1

Õi(xi) e
iSE [φ̃,g̃]+A[φ̃,g̃]

T̄ µ
µ(x) = − 2g̃µν(x)

√

−g̃(x)

δ

δg̃µν(x)
[SE − iA] = T̃ µ

µ(x) +
2ig̃µν(x)
√

−g̃(x)

δA
δg̃µν(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 ΓJ [φ] is given by

ΓJ [φ, g] = AJ [φ, g] +
i

2
log
[

det

(

δ2AJ

δφ(x)δφ(y)

)

]

, (V.1)

where the matrix element inside the determinant is given by

δ2AJ

δφ(x)δφ(y)
=
√

−g(x)δ(4)(x − y)

(

✷− R

6
− U ′′(φ)

)

. (V.2)
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This might suggest naively that for an observer in the Einstein frame, the effective action becomes

ΓE [φ̃, g̃] = AE [φ̃, g̃] +
i

2
log
[

det

(

δ2AE

δφ̃(x)δφ̃(y)

)

]

, (V.3)

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

δ2AE

δφ̃(x)δφ̃(y)
=
√

−g̃(x)δ(4)(x− y)
(

✷E − Ũ ′′(φ̃)
)

, (V.4)

where ✷E = g̃µν∇̃µ∇̃ν . The relation between Ũ(φ̃) and U(φ) is given by

Ũ(φ̃) = e−4ωU(φ), e2ω = 1− 4πG

3
φ2, (V.5)

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

Ũ ′′(φ̃) =

[

(

δφ

δφ̃

)2
δ2

δφ2
+

δ2φ

δφ̃2

δ

δφ

]

(e−4ωU(φ)),
δφ

δφ̃
= e2ω. (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

ΓE−J [φ̃, g̃] = AE [φ̃, g̃]− iÃ[φ̃, g̃]

+
i

2
log

[

det

(

δ2AE

δφ̃2
+

δ2φ̃

δφ2

δAE

δφ̃

(

δφ

δφ̃

)2
)]

.
(V.7)

The above result follows from the following relations

ZJ = N
∫

Dφ eiAJ [φ,g] = N
∫

Dφ̃

√

det

(

δφ

δφ̃

)

eiAJ [φ,g]

≈ N
∫

Dφ̃

√

det

(

δφ

δφ̃

)

φc

e
iAJ [φc,g]+

i
2η.

δ2AJ [φc,g]

δφ2 .η
,

(V.8)

where we expanded AJ around the solution of equation of motion by considering φ = φc + η, and

η.
δ2AJ [φc, g]

δφ2
.η ≡

∫

d4xd4y η(x)
δ2AJ [φc, 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 trans-

formation are taken into account. The corresponding φ̃ is given by φ̃ = φ̃c + η̃ where η = δφ

δφ̃
η̃, and using it,

we obtain the following relation

ZJ ≈ N
∫

Dη̃

√

det

(

δφ

δφ̃

)

φc

e
iAE [φ̃c,g̃]+

i
2 η̃

δφ

δφ̃
.
δ2AJ [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 = logZ. 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



12

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.
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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)d4x
[1

2
gµν(x)Dab(x)∂µφa(x)∂νφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

. (A.1)
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The corresponding canonical momentum conjugate to the field variable is given by

Πa(x) =
∂L

∂(∂0φa(x))
= −g0ν(x)

√

−g(x)Dab(x)∂νφb(x), (A.2)

and the above equation can be inverted to write the following relation

∂0φa(x) = − 1

g00(x)

[Dab(x)Π
b(x)

√

−g(x)
+ g0i(x)∂iφa(x)

]

, (A.3)

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

H(x) = Πa(x)∂0φa(x)− L

= − 1

g00(x)

[ Dab(x)
√

−g(x)
Πa(x)Πb(x) + g0i(x)Πa(x)∂iφa(x)

]

+
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gµν(x)Dab(x)∂µφa(x)∂νφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

= − 1

2g00(x)

[ Dab(x)
√

−g(x)
Πb(x) + 2g0i(x)∂iφa(x)

]

Πa(x)

+
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gij(x)Dab(x)∂iφa(x)∂jφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

−
√

−g(x)
1

2g00(x)
Dab(x)g0i(x)∂iφa(x)g

0j(x)∂jφb(x).

(A.4)

Hence, the generating functional or the partition functional is given by

Z =

∫

DΠaDφa ei
∫

d4x[Πa(x)∂0φa(x)−H[Πa(x),φa(x)]]

=

∫

∏

a

(

Dφa

[

∏

x

det[Dcd(x)]|g00(x)|
√

−g(x)
]

1
2

)

eiA[{φa}].
(A.5)

In order to see the appearance of the action in the exponent on the last line, we express the quantity
Πa(x)∂0φa(x)−H(x) as

Πa(x)∂0φa(x) −H(x) = − 1

2|g00(x)|
√

−g(x)

[

Dab(x)Π
a(x)Πb(x) + 2

√

−g(x)Πa(x)∂0φa(x)
]

−
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gij(x)Dab(x)∂iφa(x)∂jφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

+
√

−g(x)
1

2g00(x)
Dab(x)g0i(x)∂iφa(x)g

0j(x)∂jφb(x).

(A.6)

Now doing the functional integral over the conjugate momentum variables Πa(x), we obtain the four-
dimensional spacetime integral over the following quantity in the exponent

− 1

2g00(x)

√

−g(x)Dab(x)∂0φa(x)∂
0φb(x) (A.7)

−
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gij(x)Dab(x)∂iφa(x)∂jφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

+
√

−g(x)
1

2g00(x)
Dab(x)g0i(x)∂iφa(x)g

0j(x)∂jφb(x),

= −1

2

√

−g(x)Dab(x)
[

g00(x)∂0φb(x) + 2g0i(x)∂iφb(x)
]

∂0φa(x)

−
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gij(x)Dab(x)∂iφa(x)∂jφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

= −
√

−g(x)
[1

2
gµν(x)Dab(x)∂µφa(x)∂νφb(x) + U [{φa(x)}]

]

,

by lowering the indices of partial derivatives. According to our convention of the metric signature, g00 is
negative-definite which we used in showing the above result.

IfDcd(x) and the metric are independent of field variables, then the measure
[

∏

x det[D
cd(x)]g00(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 above-
mentioned measure must be taken into account.
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