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On the renormalization of Metric-Affine Gravity theories
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We discuss the renormalization group in the context of gravitational theories with
independent metric and affine connection. Considering a class of theories with both
propagating torsion and nonmetricity, we perform an explicit computation of one-
loop divergences, starting from a simple yet phenomenologically viable modification
of the Yang—Mills-like action. Similarly to what happens in Poincaré gauge theory,
in addition to the action, quadratic in curvature, torsion, and nonmetricity, many
more terms are generated. We correct a known result for the beta function of the
Yang—Mills term and show that considerations previously presented in the literature

are incomplete.

I. INTRODUCTION

Metric-Affine Gravity theories (MAGs) are a class of gravitational models where (cer-
tain components of) affine connection contain nontrivial dynamics in addition to the
metric [1-6]. In general, they may possess nonvanishing curvature, torsion, nonmetricity,
or any combination thereof. Many of them naturally recover General Relativity (GR) at
low energies due to a particular version of the Higgs phenomenon [7-10], while their high
energy spectrum may contain several additional particles [11-14].

If considered as a quantum theory, MAG faces the same issue of perturbative nonrenor-
malizability as metric gravity. Starting from a single term linear in curvature, known as
the Palatini action, the mass dimension of the perturbative coupling becomes negative,
which leads to an infinite series of new terms generated by loop corrections. Higher-
order curvature terms can generate ghosts [11, 15|. This statement obviously holds in the
first-order formalism.

On the other hand, MAG and its subclasses (such as Einstein—Cartan and Teleparallel
theories) possess a rich phenomenological potential that cannot be simply ignored [16—

25]. The large number of independent invariants that one can construct at a given order
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leads to a large arbitrariness in the choice of the action. When a specific form of classical
action is chosen, one can study the dynamics and deviations from GR. Certain versions
of MAG do appear to be interesting candidates for resolving multiple cosmological and
gravitational conundrums, such as black hole and Big Bang singularity problems [26, 27],
describing Dark Energy and/or Dark Matter [27], as a natural candidate for inflaton [28],
and a possible solution to the strong CP-problem [29].

It is of interest to study the quantum properties of such theories, starting from models
that are relatively simple to work with. The first question would be to see whether
a given theory is perturbatively renormalizable, which can be understood using simple
power counting arguments together with an explicit calculation of loop counterterms.
From the Effective Field Theory (EFT) point of view, nonrenormalizable theories are
just as useful as renormalizable ones if the energy of the process at consideration is
much lower than the energy of perturbative unitarity breakdown, i.e. the EFT cut-off
scale. Different scenarios can be realized in MAG, depending on the mass hierarchy
between this scale and the masses of the new particle states, produced by torsion and
nonmetricity. At energies below these masses, these states would already be “integrated
out”, and quantum divergences give information about the behavior of Newton’s coupling.
At energies comparable to the masses or above, loop divergences can modify the kinetic
terms of those states. If one has a theory with certain desirable properties, for example,
free of ghosts, it is desirable to have such a description that keeps unitarity explicit at
the quantum level, see [15, 30] for earlier consideration of possible issues.

The landscape of MAGs is vast and hard to study even at the classical level. The
earliest systematic classification of Lagrangian contributions was given in [31], but later
this research line was abandoned as too cumbersome. A study that also included non-
metricity in the consideration was performed in [12]. The terms are classified according
to their mass dimension, which is expected to correspond to their “relevance” (= the
importance of their contributions to low-energy observables). The mass dimension of the
affine connection is one, which means that the dynamics of mass dimension two con-
tributions is trivial, for neither torsion nor nonmetricity can propagate'. A systematic
study of the renormalization group (RG) behavior of MAG with non-dynamical torsion
and nonmetricity at the nonperturbative level was performed in [32]. The first nontrivial
level corresponding to independent dynamics of the affine connection appears at order
four in the mass dimension. Such terms can be constructed with the Cartan curvature
F' of the independent connection, the covariant derivative D associated with it, and the

tensorial difference between the independent connection and the Levi-Civita connection

! This can change if, for example, when curvature is forced to vanish, in a way such as in Teleparallel

theories. In this paper, we assume the absence of such kinematic restrictions.



called distortion ®. The contributions can be schematically represented as follows:
L=F F~+D® D® +F Dd +F oo 4+0 & DI +P & I, (1)

The dots represent Lorentz indices that can be contracted in any possible way, creating
hundreds of terms, each of them coming with, in principle, an arbitrary coefficient. Some
of them can be rewritten in terms of others, leaving, however, 922 independent contri-
butions [12], in addition to the 12 contributions of mass dimension two and a possible
cosmological constant.? The distortion is a linear function of the torsion and nonmetricity
tensors, and one can think of these as all possible terms containing either. Working with
the fully general Lagrangians of the type described above is certainly complicated. Due to
the non-diagonal structure of the kinetic term, the RG flow coefficients (beta functions)
appear as rational functions of the couplings in such a way that it is even hard to present
results in a readable form. It is of interest, however, to gain more intuition about quantum
corrections coming from the independent components of the connection. At this stage,
we therefore need to restrict ourselves to a relatively simpler choice of the Lagrangian.
First considerations taking into account background with a nontrivial nonmetricity were

presented in [33] with a simple Yang—Mills-like Lagrangian:

C
Svi =% [diayg R ©)

where a naive calculation of the beta function was performed. In this paper, we are going

to look at a theory that includes (2) as a subclass:*
1
S=-3 /d4az\/§ [—aoF + 1 Fp s F*™ " + an T, T + aiQuap @] (3)

Here T and () denote torsion and nonmetricity tensors, indices are raised and lowered
by means of the metric tensor, and g = |detg,,|. This Lagrangian is constructed in
the spirit of Poincaré gauge theories, generalized to also accommodate the propagating
nonmetricity [34-38]. Our motivation for the inclusion of the dimension terms is twofold.
First, they make torsion and nonmetricity massive and recover GR and low energies. The
second is a (very significant) technical convenience: in a special choice of variables and
gauge, Lagrangian (3) leads to a minimal second order Laplace type kinetic operator.”
This is a non-trivially pleasant feature, looking from the perspective of the full general

MAG landscape. For such operators the early proper time Seeley—DeWitt expansion is

2 This counting does not take into account the Schouten identity.

3 The reason for nonconsecutive numbering of the coefficients here and below is to keep an agreement
with [11] and [12].

4 We call an operator minimal if all the derivatives entering its principal part are contracted with each

other and nonminimal otherwise. 3



well studied, which allows for a relatively straightforward application of the heat kernel
technique. Hereafter we perform an explicit computation of the logarithmically divergent
counterterms generated by the action (3), explaining why the previous computation pre-
sented in [33] was incorrect. A similar computation for the Poincaré gauge theory with
vanishing nonmetricity has been performed in [39], and a computation of the running of
the Starobinsky term R? in a more general class of theories with propagating torsion was
performed in [40].

Already looking at the schematic representation (1) we can expect the appearance of
many if not all such structures as loop corrections, even if we start from relatively simple
Lagrangians containing few terms. The calculations performed in the previous work, as
well as during the preparation of this paper, confirm these expectations. In order not to
overwhelm ourselves with excessively long expressions, we will focus on terms that can
modify the two-point function around flat space. They correspond to the first three terms
in (1). Other contributions of the types schematically presented by the last three terms,
as well as all higher dimensional contributions, will be seen as less relevant and often
neglected.

We employ the background field method and the generalized Schwinger—-DeWitt tech-
nique [41-43] based on the proper time method [41, 44, 45] to compute the logarithmically
divergent part of the effective action at one loop. Although it is perfectly possible to per-
form the computation of loop divergences in the usual coordinate basis, in order to be
able to work with minimal kinetic operators exclusively, consideration of MAG as a gauge
theory is advantageous for a certain type of Lagrangians, which includes the model under
consideration. We, therefore, give a brief introduction to the geometric picture of MAG
in section [I. We proceed with a review of the theory at the level of Lagrangians in section
ITI. We perform a perturbative expansion, introduce gauge fixing, and study the ghost
sector in section V. We extract the results for the off-shell beta functions in section V.
We perform the on-shell reduction of the effective action in section VI, and finish with a

discussion section VII.

II. MAG AS GAUGE THEORY

All fundamental interactions, such as the strong interactions described by a Yang—
Mills field, are defined on vector bundles over a four-dimensional manifold M. A special
characteristic of the gravitational field that distinguishes it from other interactions is that
it belongs to a vector bundle with fibers in R* that is isomorphic to the tangent bundle
TM. This automatically implies that we can define a metric on E which is called fiber

metric g, a linear connection in E, A,%, and a linear isomorphism between the vector
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bundle and the tangent bundle, which is called a soldering form or frame field 6, all as
independent dynamical fields [46-53]. We adopt a distinction in the notation of indices so
that the Greek ones always enumerate coordinates on the tangent bundle and the Latin
ones — on the vector bundle. The gauge group in this formulation is R x GL(4), while
the metric belongs to the coset space GL(4)/O(1,3). The fiber connection can be seen as
a Yang—Mills field that however lies in an adjoint representation of a noncompact group

GL(4).

Alternatively, one can define the soldering using arbitrary bases {e,} in the tangent
spaces and {e”} in the cotangent spaces. Given a coordinate system z*, they are related

to the coordinate bases by
o = 0,'0,, e*=dz'o7",". (4)
Then, we can construct a metric and connection on the tangent bundle 7'M as:

Guv = eau ebu Gab » (5&)
A}\HV - ea“A)\abebu + ea“a)\eau . (5b)

Hereafter we abbreviate the inverse of the soldering (coframe field) as
Gb“ = Hilub = gabﬁa,,g”“ . (6)

The action of the covariant derivative associated with the independent connection on a

tensor of rank (n,m) is
DMT[%IBO: _ Ta1 Om +ZA @ Ta1...a...om ZAM 5JTgll...;.é?Bm (7)

An analogous formula holds for the vector bundle indices. Using (5a) we also observe that

the determinant of metric that enters the action functionals (2) and (3) is

V9 = y/|det g, | = det 6¢,/|det gap| - (8)

We define the Cartan curvature of the vector bundle as:
F,ul/ab = 8,ulquab - 8IJAA,uab + A,uac l/ AI/ cA,u b (9)

which represents the strength of the connection field. Then, the standard Yang—Mills
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action will have the form (2). In addition to that term, however, one can get 15 more
such contributions by contracting the indices in different ways. Furthermore, owing to

the existence of the soldering, the term linear in curvature is also allowed:

S = / d*z \/q Fu"10.0" 9™ . (10)

It is called the Palatini action. The existence of such a term is the distinctive feature of
gravity.
Alongside curvature, there are two other independent tensorial characteristics of the

manifold. Torsion is defined as the exterior covariant derivative of the soldering
T, = 0,0%, — 0,0%, + A% 0%, — A,% 0", (11)

and can be seen as the soldering field strength; while the nonmetricity is defined as the

(minus) covariant derivative of the fiber metric

Qrab = —DxGab = —O0rGab + A0 geb + A\ Gac (12)

and can be seen as the metric field strength. Given the soldering, any tensorial index can

be moved from the vector bundle to the tangent bundle and vice versa. For example,
Fuuaﬁ = Fuuabeaaebﬁ (13)

is the Cartan curvature of the tangent bundle.

Let us now come back to the discussion of the gauge group. An arbitrary non-
degenerate A% (x) describes a local change of frames €/ (z) = e(x)A%(x), which is in-

dependent of the diffeomorphisms z/(z). The action of these transformations on the fields

is given by
0 (2) 50 (a') = A7 () 0 () o
ul® wlZ) = v T anxlu7
9ab(7) =9 o (2) = A(2) A% (@) gea(2) (14)
!l a / 8 5 —1la (& —1la Cc
A () = A (2) = &f’“ [A71(2)A, a(0)A%(2) + A7 ()0, A o()] .

There are two common ways to partially fix this gauge:

e In metric gauge, we demand



After that one can just stop making any distinction between tangent and vector
bundle indices. The GL(4) invariance is broken completely, and one is left with just
diffeomorphisms. This is the way gravity is normally described, in the absence of

fermionic matter. Torsion then becomes a purely algebraic object:
T,upu = Aupzx - Aupua (16>

while the nonmetricity still involves a derivative of g.

e In vierbein gauge we demand instead

Gab = Tab - (17)

This breaks the gauge group to R x O(1,3). Then (5a) becomes the defining
relation for the tetrad (vierbein) and the connection in this case is called the “spin

connection” °. In this gauge, the nonmetricity is a purely algebraic object:

Qcab = Acab + Acba 5 (18>

whereas torsion still involves a derivative of 6.

In the following, we will also adopt more elaborate gauges. However, in the majority
of this paper, we will stick to the metric gauge, which will be implicitly assumed when
formulae are written with Greek indices only, unless otherwise stated.

All said so far applies equally to MAG and metric gravity theories. Whether one
chooses to work with soldering, tetrads or metric is a gauge choice and does not influence
the spectrum of the theory. In addition to that, one has the freedom to impose kinematic
constraints that reduce the configuration space. In GR one a priori assumes that torsion

and nonmetricity vanish everywhere:

Quvp =Ty =0. (19)

Such constraints are unnecessary from the conceptual point of view, and they can be
enforced automatically as a consequence of mass suppression of the additional degrees of
freedom. This happens everywhere except a measure zero subset of the theory space [10,
12, 30, 54]. This implies that the correct dynamics describing gravity at high energies may
differ from the standard spin-2 dynamics of GR and may involve independent connection

degrees of freedom.

5 We stick to the convention that the components of the same geometrical object in different bases should

not be given different names.



Given a vector bundle and frame field, there is a unique connection, called the Levi—

Civita (LC) connection, which is torsionless and metric-compatible. Its components are

1

1
1—‘abc - 5 (Eacb + Ecab - Ebac) - 5 (fabc + fcab - fbca) ) (20)

where
Ecab = 9(2)\ 8)\gab 5

(21)
Fre® = (04" 0,0 — 6.4 0,6,") 6% .

The covariant derivative associated with the LC connection will be denoted as V. One

might prefer working with one connection or another depending on the context.

The independent affine connection can be uniquely decomposed into
A,uab = F,uab + (I),uab (22>

where I',%, is the LC connection and ®,%, is a tensor called the distortion. In general, it

does not have any symmetry properties. From (11) and (12) one finds

Taﬁw = (I)aﬁ'y - (I)“/Ba ) Qaﬁw = q)aﬁv + (I)a“fﬁ . (23)

These relations can be inverted, to give the distortion as a function of the torsion and the

nonmetricity. In fact, we can write
Pagy = Kapgy + Lapy ; (24)

where K and L are the contortion and the disformation tensors respectively

1
Kaﬁ'y = 5 (Taﬁ'y + Tﬁa’y - Tavﬁ) ) (25)

1
Laﬁy - 5 (Qaﬁ'y + Q'yﬁoz - Qﬁa’y) . (26)

One can see from (5b) that the total covariant derivative of the soldering using the
same connection on both indices is zero, a statement often called the “tetrad postulate”.
In the following, we will use the “total covariant derivative” of the soldering defined using
the LC connection for the Greek index and the independent dynamical connection for the

Latin one, which is nothing but the distortion tensor:
Db, = 9,0%, —T,7,0% + A,%0° = %, . (27)

8



The curvature of the LC connection
Ruuab = 8uruab - 81/1—‘uab + Fuacrucb - 1—‘VULcFucb (28)

is the Riemann tensor and its components are related to the curvature tensor of the
independent connection as follows:

Fo =Rus +V, 0% -V, 0% +&% 0, — @Vayq)ﬂ”ﬁ , (29)
which is sometimes known as the post-Riemannian decomposition. Note that our nota-
tions regarding the position of indices are somewhat different from the one that is common
in gravitational literature, but the components of the Riemann curvature on the tangent
bundle R,,”) = 0,"R,,"0° agree with them due to its symmetry properties. The other
important property of the curvature tensors is that they satisfy the Bianchi identities (see

[55] for an extensive analysis):

Flag’s) = DaT5"s) — Ta“s/ 1715 = 0, (30a)
DpaFpy’c + Tia"g Fyp’c = 0, (30b)

Riog"s =0, (30c)

ViaRsy’c = 0. (30d)

Let us briefly discuss other tensorial structures that can be obtained from (9), (11),

(12). There are three possible ways of contracting indices of the Cartan curvature:

Fy3 = Fu's, (31a)
FGY = —F3) = F,°,, (31b)
FD o — gnBp o (31c)

while the scalar contraction with the metric is unique:

F=g¢"F,'s= R+V,0,"” -V, 0, + " &7 —d,, O, (32)

woysv
Here we expressed the Cartan scalar via the Ricci scalar using (29). The same expression

9



can also be written in terms of torsion and nonmetricity

1 1
F=R+ ZTQMT‘)‘M + 5TWTW — T, T

F1Qun @ — SQun @™ — 1QuQ 1 Qu” (33)

— QOCBWTO‘B“/ + QT — QaTo‘ + total derivative.

where

Ta = tI'(gg)Ta = —tr(12)Ta = Tapp7 (34&)
Q,u = tr(23)Q,u = Quaa s (34b>
Q,u = tr(12)Q,u = Qaa,u . (34C)

The following table summarizes our notation, which is Yang—Mills-like for the independent

connection, and GR-like for the LC connection:

coeflicients|cov. der.|curvature

Levi-Civita connection I'Wfo V. R’

Independent dynamical connection| A,”, D, F.fs

We stress that the same notation is used when the connection coefficients refer to a
coordinate basis (tangent bundle, Greek indices) or an orthonormal basis (vector bundle,
Latin indices). In the next section, we discuss construction of the action, which we assume

to be local Lorentz scalar and polynomial in tensorial fields and field strengths (F', R, T,
Q, D).

IITI. LAGRANGIANS

We follow notations of [12] and list independent invariants, starting with mass dimen-

sion two, at which we have 11 terms:

Mt =TT,
MlQQ = QMWQPW” MQQQ = QPMVQVHP’

M:?Q = tr(23) Q" tr(23) Qe MP? = tr12) Q" tra2 @y MSQQ = (a5 Q"tr(19)Qp
MlTQ =T Qupw MQTQ = trag T tr(es) Qp MgTQ = tragT"trugQ, -

MIT =TmrT

wor  MgT = trag T ey T,

(35)

10



Then, the lowest-order Lagrangian (apart from the cosmological constant) can be written

as

im 1

3 3 5
—mP'F + Z aiTTMiTT + Z a;TFQMiTQ + Z a?QMZ-QQ] ) (36)
i=1 i=1 i=1

The first term is the Palatini one. Performing its post-Riemannian expansion (33) we can

write the same Lagrangian as:

dim 1
£ 19.7.Q) = -

3 3 5
T Y ST LILIE o mgQM;?Q] e

i=1 =1 i=1

The correspondence between the parameters m; and a; is

R F TT e m’ TT rrm" TT T F
m
mlTQ:alTQ—l—mF, mQTQ:angLmF, mgQ:agQ—mF, leQzalQQ——4 ,
F F F
m m m
szQ = azQQ + D m?Q = a?Q + R me = an , m5QQ = a5QQ - —.

(38)
The two Lagrangians (36) and (37) describe the same physics, but they are different in
their forms. The former one is written using Cartan curvature and therefore is a functional
of the metric and the independent affine connection. Torsion and nonmetricity tensors are
then functions of the connection (23). The latter one, instead, contains the Ricci scalar
which is a function of metric only. In this form, torsion and nonmetricity are independent
variables, that can be seen as a complicated form of matter.

In what follows, we will say that expressions containing the Levi-Civita connection,
Riemann curvatures, and either distortion ® or a pair (7', () are in the Einstein form,
while expressions that treat the affine connection as an independent dynamical variable
will be said to be in the Cartan form.

For the sake of clarity, we use the following abbreviations for tensorial contractions.

Given any tensor ®,,., we define

trag®. = 12 = ®,%,  truy® = ¢ =, ete.,
diviy®°, = V, @7, divg®e = Vi@, etc.,
divien @, = V, V8., etc.  trdiv(y® = div(®“,,
divtrg)® = Vtra)®”, etc.

Note that with the LC connection divtrs® = trdivs®, etc. We will write “Div”

11



instead of “div” when we mean the same expression but with the independent connection,

although this difference will not affect any of the formulae presented in the paper.

In the Cartan form, we have 16 terms of the F'F-type:

Li" = FreF L' = F*F, L{" = FreF

Hvpo s pvop popV 5

LfF = F"P Ehpve » L5FF = F"P Euoup LgF = F" Euopw

L?F _ F(IB)WF;E}/?)) ’ Lé?F _ F(13)uuFIEi3) ’

LEF = F(M)WF;EII}) , LEF = F(M)WFV%) ’ (39)

LﬁF — F(13);L1/F/511/4) ’ L{;F _ F(IB)!LVFV(};Q ’
L{;F — F(34);LVF£123/4) ’ LﬂF _ F(34)ﬂVF!E,1/3) ’ L{‘;F — F(34)/JVF/511/4) ’

9 terms of the F'DT-type:

LiT = Fo DTy, Lig" = FO9" Dytray T, , L = FO9 Dty T,
L{TQT — F(34)MVDMU.(12)TV ’ LﬂT — F(IB)MV DiV(l)T LﬂT — F(13),uz/ DiV(l)T

s [ 7]
Lih = FU9 Divy T, , Lif = FO" Divey T, , LT = FtrDivy T ;

[T 2)

(40)

9 terms of the F'DQ-type:

LI = FOY D tr9Q, , Li? = FO9% Dotr15Q,, , Lix? = FOY D tro5Q,
LE2 = FOY D tr19Q, , L2 = FO9™ DiviyQ,, , LE? = FO9 DiviyQ,, , (41)
Lig? = FU9% DivigyQuy , Lig? = FU3" Divig,Q,, , Ly’ = FtrDivyQ ;

4 terms of the DT DT-type:

L{T _ DaTﬁ’yéDaTﬁ'yé , LgT = DO‘TBW/(SDOCT&W ,
- T (42)
Ly" = D%trag)T” Datrag Ty, Li" = DivayT*Divy Tha ;
5 terms of the (DQ)*-type:
LY? = D*Q7° DyQpns Liy’ = DiviyQ Datraz Qs
LY = DivQ* DatrsQs , LE? = DivQ™ DytraQa ,  LE? = (1DivyQ)? ;
(43)
and 4 terms of the DT DQ-type:
LT = DT D, Qs , Liy’ = Divey Q" DatranTs . (44)

Lle = DiV(Q)QO‘BDﬁtI'(m)Ta , L?QQ = tI‘DiV(l)T tI‘DiV(l)Q .

12



The non-consecutive numbering is due to the way we defined bases for general MAGs
n [12]. In fact, one can construct many more invariants of the same mass dimension.
However, all other invariants can be expressed via those that we have listed and, in some
cases, some other invariants that do not contribute to the two-point function around flat
space. For instance, some of the terms of F'DT and F'D(Q types can be reduced using
the Bianchi identities (30a), (30b); while other terms such as DT DT can be reexpressed
using the decomposition (29). Such relations have been thoroughly listed in [12]. Here
we work in the basis listed above and refrain from listing such additional invariants that

can be rewritten in terms of others.

Putting all together, the dimension-four contribution in Cartan form in the chosen

basis is then

im 1
ng 4) =3 [Z FFLFF Z FTLZFT i Z Cf’QLf’Q
— i=1,10—15,17,21 i=10—12,14,16—19,23 (45)
+ Z cf TLIT + Z L9+ Z Q9L 4 ] .
i=1,2,3,5 i=1,10,11,12 i=1,10,11,12,14

The dots represent terms such as FTT, TTDT, QQQQ, etc. that do not contribute to

the flat space two-point function.

The Cartan form offers a clear geometrical interpretation. On the other hand, it is
often desirable not to use any structures related to the connection that is not compatible
with metric, simply because the chances of making a mistake increase otherwise. For
this reason, the Einstein form is preferable in the intermediate steps of calculations. The
contractions we use are similar to the ones in Cartan form, but there is a smaller number

of invariants. In the kinetic torsion sector, we have nine (V7T)? terms

T = VTPV Tses Hy" = NVT"V  Tss
HTT = Vatr(12)TBv tr(12)T5 s
HIT = divo)T*?diviyTos ,  HIT = divyyT*divyTsa (46)

H6TT = divyT* Bdiv Q)Ta,ﬁ , HTT = div(y) T“Bdiv(g)Taﬁ ,
HIT = divg) TV otranTs . H{T = (trdivy)T)? ,

and two independent RVT-type terms
H:?T = Rﬁﬂ/diV(l)Tgw y H?T = Rtrdiv(l)T . (47)

13



In the kinetic nonmetricity sector, we have 16 (VQ)? terms

HQQ VeQP v a®sys HQQ = Ve VaQyss

Hy? = Vi1 Q” Vatrae) Qs , HY® = VtreyQ° Vatres Qs

HECO = Vr2) Q" Vatrs) Qs |

HE® = divyQ** divayQas . H7 = divyQ* divy)Qas

HIO = div(2) Q" div(2)Qga H$9 = div Q@ divz Qag (48)
Hi? = divie) Q™ VatragQs . Hi® = divi Q"' Vatres Qs .

HE3? = divy @V stranQa . H3? = divy Q@ Vtr(s Qa

HEC — (trdiv@Q)? HE? = (trdiv 2Q)°

HIO = trdiv( @ trdiv9) @ ,

and four independent RV () terms

H — RP div)Qas , = R div(2)Qas »

49
HEO = Rtrdiv)@ , H;%Q = Rtrdiv(yQ 49

In the case when both torsion and nonmetricity are present, we also have 13 kinetic mixing
VTVQ terms:

IQ = vaTﬁ’y(S VaQﬁfyg s HTQ Vetr (12) Tﬁ V tr (12 Qﬁ s
@ = Vetrug T’ Vatres Qs
H{? = divyT*? div(yQap ,  H; © = diveyT divie)Qugs
H® = div()T*? div(2)Qag HI® = div()T*? div(2)Qga (50)
HS e — = le(Q)T Bvatr(m)Qﬁ s Hg Qo — = le(Q)T Bvatr(gg)Qﬁ s
H;FOQ = diV(g)Qaﬁvatr(lg)Tg , H;FlQ = diV(g)Qa6V5tr(12)Ta ,
H1T2Q = trdiv(l)T trdiv(l)Q s HngQ = trdiv(l)T trdiv(g)Q

The numbering agrees with (40), (41), (42), (43), (44), while the covariant derivative
associated with the independent connection is replaced with the Levi-Civita one. In

addition, we have three invariants quadratic in curvature:
H{" = Ry, R, Hy" =R, R"™, Hi"=R". (51)

One can use the distortion tensor instead of torsion and nonmetricity to construct equiva-
lent bases. It is natural to also use the Levi-Civita connection in this case. This will give
6 independent terms of the type RV® (denoted H/**) and 38 of the type (V®)? (denoted
H2?®). In certain cases, they allows an even clearer representation of the results. We list

those invariants in the appendix B as well for completeness.
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All of them comprise the following dimension four Lagrangian contribution:

3 6 38
may 1
(dim4) _ RR r7RR R® [7R® PP 770D
L _5[;@ H; +;bi i +;bi HP 4] (52a)
3
1
= 5| Do bR Y BT H Y b (52b)
i=1 i=3,5 i=4,5,6,7

9 13 16
+ Y BTHIT 3 B OH Y+ P+
1=1 1=1 1=1

The number of independent invariants in Cartan and Einstein forms is, obviously, the
same. The relations between the two formulations have been also worked out in [12],
sections A.1 and A.6.

In a Riemannian manifold, there exists a combination that comprises a topological
invariant after integration over the whole space-time volume, called Euler invariant or

GauB-Bonnet term H® — 4HEE - HEE s Cartan space analog is

/d4ZL‘\/§ EGB
= / d*zy/g [LYT —ALTT + LY (53a)
— / d*z\/g [H{™ — AHJ® + H{" + AH™® + 8H™® — 8HJ™® + 2H[\® — 2H "

—4HS® —4HY® + H® + HY® — 2H3" + 8Hy" + Hy” + Hy® —2HZ"] . (53b)

The action we consider in this paper is (3). We can now present it in our contracted

notations in Cartan and Einstein forms as

S =— /d%@ [—aOF + L 4 MTT 4 Mf?@] (54a)

—_— / d*z\/g [er {H{® + 4H® + 2H?® — 2H?

+2(a1 4 as) MP® + 2a,M3® — 201 M3® + ag {Mg® — M3® — R} (54b)
3 1
= - /d4x\/§ {cl {H{L“‘2 + SHE — M + CH{T + BT — H{T 4 HIT — CHT
3 1
—2H7" — AH[C + 2H7C + 20 ¢ — 2H7 ¥ + DHPC — HPC — S HE? — HP + HSQQ}
a a 1
+ (a1 — ZO)mITT + (a4 — ZO)mIQQ + ag {—émgT +mit
TQ TQ Q@ 1 oo, 1 g0 1 qq
+miY +my Y —mgC + oms + s T gms T R . (54c)
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We will use the first form (54a) to perform perturbative calculation and the other two for

some considerations later.

IV. SETUP FOR ONE LOOP CALCULATION

The calculations have been performed in the Euclidean regime, where the action differs

from (3), (54a) by an overall sign.

A. Perturbative Expansion

Let us consider now perturbations in generic frames:

0%, =0, +X°,, (55a)
Gab = gab + Yab 5 (55b)
A = A,uab +2,%. (55¢)

Here and below the bars denote generic background values. Then from (5a), (5b) we have

for the pullback metric and connection on the tangent bundle:

59;“/ — Xuy + XV;,L + YMV + XaVXaM + Xayyua + XQMYVG + ceey (568,)
§A =2+ V, X% — X2, 5+ X2, — XV, X8+ ..., (56b)

where the bars over the covariant derivatives indicate that they are computed with the
background metric. For the perturbations of the inverse metric and metric determinant,

we have

g =g — XM — XV Y

+ XU XH £ XWX+ XXV 4 XUV R 4 XPOYY YUY (57a)
1
F=¢—_g(1+X%+5Y%
Ly salya yo. 1y yoa, lyays o 1ya ys
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In the following, we will need the commutator of the covariant derivatives. If the covariant

derivative is the general one, we have

[D.,D,]| X% = 65° Fm X5 =8, F0 5 X s — T2, DA X,
[D:, Dy Yap = —65°Fro Y5 — 60" Fro’ 5Yn5 — T o DyYog,
(D7, Dy] Zo" = 6,6, F 0 0 Z"s + 6,56, Fro , 25
— 0,50, F, 0%, Zs — T2 o Da 2",

(58)

Notice the appearance of terms linear in torsion and derivatives. For the LC covariant
derivatives, we get the corresponding formulas by replacing the general curvature tensor
F with the Riemann tensor R and putting the torsion to zero. In this case, the expression

for the commutator can be factorized:

(Ve Vo] X% = Q%% X5,
[V, Vo] Yag = Q% 10as™ Yo, (59)
[V Vo] ZoPy = 07 100” n62¢ 5
where
O 0%, = 65R-" — 0 R:6’ s,
QY L ap™ = —55Rﬂﬂa 61 R0, (60)
szaﬁwcns _ _5§5§Rm<a + 5§5§Rmﬁn _ 5<553m57

This can be expressed in condensed notations as

[?77 ?0] ’QZ) =0 wa (6]-)
where ¢ = (XY, Z)T and
eroalﬁr\ﬂél O O
N= 0 QY s, 2% 0 : (62)
0 0 QZTU%ﬁa%Cam%

Using (58), we obtain the following perturbative expansions for the curvature, torsion,

and nonmetricity tensors:

F,

Qv )\ - F,ul/p)\ + F/J,VPUXU)\ - F;WJAXPU + F/J,VT)\XJTXPU - F/J,VUTXTAXPU - XPUD/J,ZI/U)\
+ XJ)\D Zupo + D Zl/p)\ + XPUDVZ;LU)\ - XJ)\DVZ;Lpo - DVZ;LP)\_'_

+ 2,023 = 2,032 5 + T (255 — XPr Zy 3+ X0 ZsP0) + .., (63a)
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Q)\uu = Q}\MV - D}\YMV + Q}\O’VXU;,L + Q)\MO’XUV + Q}\O’TXO—;,LXTV+
+ gUVZ)\Ou + gauZ)\Ou + QTVXOMZ)\TJ + gTuXUVZ)\TJ

+ gTOXUVZATM + gTUXUMZ)\TV — —XOMD)\YUV - XUVDAYMU + ... (63b)
Tu)\u — _u)\u + Zu)\u _ ZV)\M _ X)\UZMUV + XAO'ZVO-;,L+
+D, X" - D,X*,+ X",D, X%, — X*,D, X, + ... (63c)

Performing the second variation of the action (3) using these relations one arrives at the
Hessian, which we write in coordinate bases, by converting all Latin indices to Greek ones

for convenience. The principal part is second order in derivatives:
alXW(—ig”" + VIV XH, + a4YW(—Eg”")Y“” + chHp”(—ig“” + WW)ZW , (64)

and it contains a minimal part (proportional to [ = ?“?M and identity operator in
the space of fields), and two nonminimal parts. The latter would greatly complicate the
calculation, but as we will see below, they can be avoided by choosing a suitable gauge.
This is only possible because we started in the formalism of generic frames. The Hessian
vanishes on fields that are local Lorentz or diffeomorphism transformations. Starting in
coordinate bases, one would have to fix only the diffeomorphism invariance (4 parameters)
and one can fix this gauge in such a way as to remove the nonminimal term in the X-
X sector. By choosing a suitable GL(4) gauge fixing (16 parameters) we can remove
also the nonminimal contribution in the Z-Z sector. Working with the full gauge group
R'® x GL(4) allows us to remove both of them. Such simplification comes with the cost
of a more complicated gauge fixing procedure, which the next subsection is devoted to.
It largely repeats the considerations of [39] (with a difference of a larger gauge group), we
keep it here for completeness. For similar discussions in MAGs and Yang—Mills theory we
refer to [56-61].

B. Gauge algebra

Consider infinitesimal transformations (14) with

't =t — ¢, (65a)
A% =1% 4w (65b)
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We have
5&9““ = —w“bﬁbﬂ,
5£gab = Wab T Wha » (66)
5LAH p = Dywy

for the infinitesimal GL(4) transformations and

550% = L), = fpapeau + (8u€p) 0y
5?.gab = Lﬁgab = Spapgab ) (67>
5?14# = LA = EP0,A4% + (0,87) A

for the infinitesimal diffeomorphisms, where L is the Lie derivative. Note that the Latin
indices are inert under this definition of diffeomorphism. The algebra of these transfor-
mations is

(02,02 =

[52’ 552] = _5[51,52] ) (68)
[62,62] ::5%Ew.

5[0.11 wg ?

This shows that the local GL(4) transformations are a normal subgroup of the full gauge

group, and the diffeomorphisms are the quotient of the full group by this subgroup.

Now we observe that whereas the general soldering fluctuation X, transforms properly
under the GL(4) transformations, the gauge fluctuation 6.6, does not. This would
become a serious obstacle in the following, because 6¢6¢, is used in the construction of

the ghost operator, and this definition would lead to a non-covariant ghost operator.
D D _ L

which additionally shifts the diffeomorphisms by a parameter €%, = —£#A,%, = —(£- A)%,
but the normal subgroup remains untouched. The action of these modified diffeomor-

phisms on the fields is
020, = 0,V &0 + 67D,
08 gab = —E Qpab (70)
0f Ay = EPFp,

where we used (27). Defining F'(&,&2)% = &'€5 F,,% we obtain for the gauge algebra

D D D
[‘5&75&] = —0fe ~ e

92,05] = 0. T
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In background field calculations, one has to split the action of the gauge transformations
of the full field into the transformations of the background and of the perturbations.
Following the standard nomenclature, we define the “quantum?” transformations 6% the
backgrounds are invariant, and the whole transformation of the field is attributed to the

fluctuation. For the general linear transformations, this means

630", =0,
58Lgab = 07
SVALY =0,
5QLXa — eb <72>
w 2 bY uo
58Lyab = Wap + Wha
58LZMab = Duw“b;
and for the diffeomorphisms we define
QD pa
070", =0,
08 Gar = 0,
504, = 0.
! (73)

QD _ _
55 X =0V, 0" + 0,1,
~oD _

5? Yau - _'UPQpab )
ggDZuab =V Fp".
The “background” transformations 6® are defined in such a way that the backgrounds

transform as the original field (in particular, A transforms as a connection). In detail, the

background GL(4) transformations are

BL pga a pnb
0, 0% = —w" 67,
BL -

0y " Gab = Wab + Wha

BL 4 a B a
5w Aﬂb:D“w by

BL ya a c (74)
0, X = —w' X,

S Y, =0,
5ELZ,uab = _wac Z,ucb + Z,uac wcb )

and the background diffeomorphisms are given by the Lie derivative on all fields. The
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background diffeomorphisms can be covariantized as above, in particular

E?Déau = é“pﬁuvp + vpép“,“

BD 4 a P a <75>
5§ AM b =V pp b
C. Gauge fixed Hessian
We fix the gauge by choosing the Lorentz-like gauge conditions
Xh = VX", (76a)
X% = V'Z,%. (76b)

In the latter expression, it is understood that the covariant derivative is defined in terms
of the background LC connection for both types of indices. Then, the gauge fixing action
is

1

— | A1 _ o c1_ _ a c
Sgp = ) /d437\/§ |:£gPUXpDXD + a_LgacgbdXL bXL d| - (77)

This breaks invariance under the “quantum” transformations while preserving invariance
under the “background” transformations. The total background covariant derivative of
the background soldering is zero, making it simple to transform all the Latin indices into
Greek ones. We set the parameters ap = ay, = 1 (Feynman gauge), integrating by parts

and commuting derivatives we get

1 _ _
ng - 5 / d4$\/§|: o a’lXMVVOVVXMO - ClZMpUVVvMZVPU (78)

+a1 X RO X"y — a1 X, R Xy + €1 Zpag R 2,7 — 2cle5RWMZWﬁ] :

The first line exactly cancels the unwanted nonminimal terms in (64). At this moment it

is convenient to rescale the kinetic variables

(6% 1 (6% 1 (0% 1 (0%
X [T /—2a1X B Yop — \/@Yaﬁv Zu B /—chzu B+ (79)

Performing some integrations by parts, one can write the gauge-fixed Hessian in the form

1
H=3(V,00). (80)
where U = (XY, Z)T and
O=-01+V'V,+W, (81)
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where the V and W are matrices in the space of the fields

Vix Vxy Vxz Wxx Wxy Wxz
VE=1Wx Wy Wyl W= | Wyx Wyy Wyz |, (82)
Vix Viy Viz Wyx Wzy Wgzz

with the appropriate free indices. With the rescaling (79) the quantum fields X, Y and
Z have canonical dimension 1, V has dimension 1 and W has dimension 2. At the high
energy scale ¥ matrices V and W can be treated as small perturbations compared to the

leading V2 =~ E? term under the following assumptions about the couplings

Mg, U p? (83)
C1 C1
and the background
T<E, VI<KE, Q<E, VQ<E?, F<<,/%E<<E2. (84)
1

These conditions are necessary for the applicability of the early-time asymptotic heat

kernel expansion.

Let us mention that it is owing to the particular choice of the action (3) and the gauge-
fixing conditions and parameters that we managed to arrive at the second-order kinetic
operator with a minimal principal part (81). Considerations of [30], section 8.1 show that
it does not seem to be possible to perform a similar trick in general. Indeed, let us look

at the following Lagrangian:
1
L=3 (1 By F*P2 + 0V, T, VPTP] (85)

For simplicity, let us assume that the nonmetricity vanishes. Then, the principal part of

the Hessian (written in a self-adjoint form) is

b XM X, — (b1 + 1) Z"*0 2, + b, 2P0 2,,, — b X" OV , Z,,,.°
+ 0 X*OV, 20 — b X0V, VX ,P + b ZMP0OV , X, — 0 2P0V, X, (86)
+ 1 ZMPN NAZ,

Consider a family of gauge-fixing conditions

XD:vX_'_Za
. =VZ+VVX +X.
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We write it here in a schematic way, suppressing indices that can be contracted in various

ways. These conditions can be enforced by the action contribution of the form

1 — r_ o _ = v v o
ng :% /d4$\/§ [gngpDXD + ClngXpDDXpD + CQXPDVPVUXD

+€1G0eT XL XL a + Eaxr XL + Eaxr XL’y + O(R)] .

(88)

Looking at various possible expressions of the form (87) one can convince oneself of the
impossibility of rendering the operator (86) minimal. In the following, we stick to the

Lagrangian (3) until a brief discussion of the general picture in section VII.

D. Ghost action

According to the Faddeev—Popov procedure, we need to define the ghost action. The
ghost operators are the infinitesimal “quantum” transformations applied to the gauge
fixing conditions, with the transformation parameters w?, and &* replaced by the ghost
fields X%, and 7. We define

5§LXL =0LLY 579DXL =0LpT , 5§LXD =0pr , 579DXD = dppT , (89)

and then the ghost action is then given by

S = [ /G SO+ 5P) + (080 + 5]

(90)
e () (3 o) ().

where ¥,° and 7, are the antighost fields. We suppressed the indices for clarity. Explicitly
evaluating the infinitesimal transformations in (89), we would obtain operators of the
form VV, i.e. containing both the background and the full connection. However, we
are ultimately interested only in the effective action at zero fluctuation fields, so we can
replace the full fields with their background. The ghost operators are then constructed
entirely with background fields. Due to the fact that the total covariant derivative of
the background soldering with the background LC connection is zero, we can write all

formulas using only coordinate (Greek) indices, without producing new terms. The ghost
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operators are then:

(621%)% = VX% + VY (9,275 — £°,®,75)
(0rpm)™s = V" (F,,%p7)

(dprX)* = —-V'%?,

(6ppm)* = V21® + V¥(d,%, 7).

(91)

We observe that, because the gauge fixing conditions we used here are similar to the
ones in the preceding paper [39], we obtained similar expressions for the ghost operator
despite having a different gauge group, compared to the Poincaré gauge theory. However,
owing to the fact that the volume of the gauge group is different, one will get a different

contribution to the path integral.

V. ONE LOOP DIVERGENCES AND BETA FUNCTIONS
A. One loop divergences

The one-loop effective action is given by a sum of the classical action and quantum

contributions

=S+, (92)

where 0I' can be seen as a perturbative series in A. Considering the UV behavior, we
disregard non-local terms and focus in particular on the logarithmically divergent part,

which in the presence of a momentum cutoff A can be written as

. A
oT§) = ~T'log (ﬁ) . (93)

Here p is a reference scale that has to be introduced for dimensional reasons and the
dot denotes derivative over log . The functional I' can be seen as the “beta functional”
and presented as a sum of local operators constructed with the fields and their covariant

derivatives:

I = Z / d*2\/g BiL; . (94)

The bases for the operators L; are the same as for the classical Lagrangian and were
presented in section [II, while the coefficients (; are now the beta functions defined by

this equation. For our theory, the term linear in & in (92) is
m_ 1
ort = éTr log Agga — Trlog Ay . (95)
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where both Aggs and Ay, are operators of the form

~V2 4 VY, + W, (96)
Then the “beta functional” is
. or'y
I'= _Aa—AOg = By (Aya) — 2By (Ayn) - (97)

Defining V' = V—i—%\/ and redefining W, the term with one derivative can be removed. Note
that the connection V' now has vectorial torsion and nonmetricity. However, one can still
apply the standard formulae for the Seeley-DeWitt coefficients, which give the following
logarithmically divergent part of Trlog A 4 (and analogously for the ghost operator):

_ 1 4 1 D DUV PO D DUV 5_2
B (Aggn) = 1&ﬂ/ﬁx¢?ﬂ{BOO%WR R R + SR )1
+5ﬁ EW?\W+1WVV“ 5ﬂwwiR?WM iRVVM
2 2 a 4 6 127 F 24 M
1 1 _ 1 1.
QO — ZQ VAV £ — QL [VE VY] 4 ZV, VRV VP (98)
+ 58 G“V +24“[, HSV“ v,
1 _ 1 1 _ _
—gwwww+§wwmw+ﬂwwfwmmww
1 - 1
VLV, VR V] 4 —— [V, V][V, W }.

This formula can also be obtained directly from the expansion of Tr log and the application
of the off-diagonal heat kernel techniques [43, 62, 63].

B. Oftf-shell Results

Summing Bgyga —2By, in (97) from (C1) and (C3), and removing the linearly dependent
operators, we arrive at the expression of the divergent terms in the Cartan form. We
present here the marginal (dimension four) contributions in the case of the vanishing

Palatini term, while the general expression can be found in the appendix A formula (A1).

. 1 37 a 3 a 1177
I=— d4 20 T4 ) pFF 2 _ M\ FF IFF
32W2L/“ 9 {( 6 3a1) ot (20 3a1) 2> T 350 8

527 1061 1297 33 3797 551
—LFF— LFF— LFF——LFF LFF —LFF

+ g0 60 O 120 6 57 T gg0 s 60 °
184 41 478 47 199 171

top b mghn g ke ke g b - gk (%9)
119 117 122 193 2 853

— 5 b LT — oo Lig + =L+ o L Ly — oLy
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147 93 181 207 17 331 97
L= LﬂT g9 Lf;T 1ot Lng Fe LFe re LFe

10 10 30 20 1 T T 60 2 T s
37 188 193 87 83 31 139
gl = g gy Dl - g’ gk’ gl - g e

109 122 28 13 73 28

T TR I T T L T

) Qe Qe Tpee —pee  —2pee
+(120*4%) 1T g0 T gt gt

The ellipses stand for higher powers of F', T, () that do not contribute to the 2-point
function around flat space. This is the main result of the paper.

Let us see now how we can obtain the expression for the beta functional generated by
the action (2). Looking at the R —® Einstein representation (54b) of the larger action (3)
we observe, that the role of all the a coefficients is merely to give masses to the distortion
(alternatively, in (54c) they give masses to the torsion and the nonmetricity fields). This
means that when we change these coefficients, up to the limit ag, a;,as — 0, the gauge
group remains the same. Considered around Minkowski space, several additional states
may be propagating, on top of the graviton. The introduction of the mass terms cannot
add new ones to the spectrum, and neither it can affect the ultraviolet properties of
the theory. Assuming there is no unexpected discontinuity in the massless limit, the
divergences generated by the action (2) can be recovered from (99) by taking the limit
ay; — 0. In the next section, we will further comment on extracting a universal result

from it.

VI. ON-SHELL REDUCTION OF THE EFFECTIVE ACTION

In the previous sections, we have worked out one-loop counterterms without considering
the equations of motion. We will see now, that the result (99) can be simplified on the
mass shell under certain conditions. As previously, we work in the perturbative regime,

which means, in particular, that

S>> hoTW (100)

Let us consider the following infinitesimal redefinitions of the set of dynamical fields
v=(46,9)"
Y =+ VY, (101)

where 1 > W[¢]. The corresponding change of the effective action is

NM%NM+%MM (102)
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This means that terms proportional to the equations of motion can be (infinitesimally)
eliminated from the effective action and, at the one-loop level, we can define the on-shell
effective action as:

0S

W ~ 6T 4 W\DM' (103)

Starting from the action (3) we observe that the presence of the mass terms for torsion
and nonmetricity suppresses them at low energies. This means that all terms involving
T, @) or ® are on-shell redundant. The analog of that in GR is the vanishing of the Ricci
tensor on shell and the redundancy of the R? and R,,R" terms. However, looking at
the formula (98) we notice that W contains quadratic powers of curvature, and the term
1/2 Tr W2, as well as some other terms, will produce forth powers of Riemann curvature,
and such terms are essential. This implies the nonrenormalizability of the theory at one

loop, similar to Poincaré gauge theory [39].

Consider now the theory presented by the action (2), which can be presented in the

Einstein form as
Syas = —er [[ateg [HEF a2 o] (101)

Here there is no mass term and no low-energy suppression of the dynamics of torsion
and nonmetricity happens. One can, however, still somewhat reduce the number of terms
generated at one loop. To this end, we consider the equations of motion in the Cartan
form. The variation of the action (2) over the metric is trivial, while variations of the

soldering and connection give

0.5
YMmo_ [LEF§S — AF°" Fy,] | (105a)
59“5
gjyg/j =4 [VpFapBPY + FOpp @7 — Fapﬂq)pw} : (105b)
a’y

The former equation does not yield any nontrivial relations between the dimension four
terms, while the latter does. Contracting it with the distortion tensor in 15 different ways
gives 15 independent relations that are presented in the appendix D. We can use these
relations to simplify the effective action on shell. This is equivalent to performing linear

perturbative field redefinitions of the type (101), namely,
Ay — AP+ R By %57 AL, (106)

where B contains merely Kronecker deltas and coupling constants and produces 15 possi-

ble permutations of Lorentz indices. Even more than for the off-shell action, there exists,
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of course, ambiguity when it comes to choosing a basis of on-shell independent terms. We
will favor the curvature-squared contributions (39) as they are the ones more commonly
used in literature. Looking at our expression for the on-shell divergence (99) we observe
that in the limit a4y — 0 there are 47 independent terms with numerical coefficients. The
aforementioned relations allow us to reduce the number of terms to 32, producing the

following one-loop on-shell divergence:

. 1 769 3377 69 395 67
Fon—shell - /d4 —LFF _ LFF —LFF —LFF o —LFF
Y M sz | CeVI g T gepts F gl Tl —gghe

184 73 493 119 343 261 54
tp b ~gghe T g ke~ gghe g b gl h
A1 563 17 91 673 87 107
Hophis ~ g b+ gl qpha’ g b = g’ = g L (107)
31 139 109 122 28 13 73
—LTT _ —LTT —LTT —LTT _ _LTQ _LTQ _ _LTQ
120 ¢ 20 2 15 73 15 °7° 15 1 +15 T
28 71 11 14 17 173
—gﬁ§+fﬁﬁm—6#ﬁ?—EL%ngﬁ§+E%¢%+“..

The on-shell results are known to be gauge-independent and now it makes sense to make
a comparison with the results presented in the literature. The result of [33] suggests that

the beta function of the Yang—Mills coupling is

g> 22

— —. 10
1672 3 (108)

Blg) =

Let us look at the first term of our result (107), which exactly corresponds to the running
of the Yang—Mills-like term present in the original Lagrangian (2). Comparing it with the

two expressions we read off the beta function as

1 769

= — 10
1672 30’ (109)

5(01)

and noticing that the standard prefactor is —1/4¢* instead of —c;/2 we obtain for the

beta function of ¢ as
3
g° 769
=— —. 110
Alg) 1672 30 (110)

We see, that it has a negative sign, which suggests that, qualitatively, conclusions of [33]

regarding the asymptotic freedom of this theory may be correct. Quantitatively, however,
we do not see an agreement, and more importantly, we see that many more terms are
generated, which are just as important as the first Yang—Mills-like term. Let us also
remind here that formulae (99), (A1), and (107) do not display the terms that contain

higher powers of F', T', ), which are of the same order in mass dimension as the ones
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that are displayed, but can only contribute to interactions and not to the 2-point function
around flat space. This means, that in order to have a perturbatively renormalizable
theory and identify the UV critical surface connected to free fixed points one has to

introduce other terms into the original Lagrangian.

VII. DISCUSSION

We presented a detailed computation of the logarithmically divergent part of the ef-
fective action at one loop, generated by the action (3). Following the standard Faddeev-
Popov procedure, we accounted for the gauge freedom by considering the ghost contribu-
tion. A naive calculation of the beta function by considering the analogy between MAG
and the standard Yang-Mills theory for the gauge group SU(N) had been previously
performed in [33]. That result was quoted in [64], and rederived in [65], with the same
considerations repeated. As mentioned in the introduction, it does not agree with those
we obtain even on shell. Let us understand why is that the case.

Firstly, as discussed in section II, in vierbein formulation used in [33], the gauge group
is not O(1, 3) but R® x O(1, 3), which means that the ghost contribution will differ from
the one appearing in the standard Yang—Mills theory. Secondly, the computation of [33]
only takes into account the 6A —JA (Z — Z) sector of the kinetic operator responsible for
the dynamics of the connection. In fact, there exists also the 660 — 60 (X — X)) sector, as
well as kinetic mixing and contributions from the determinant of the soldering (vierbein).
That is why it is incorrect to extract the results for MAG using the standard results
for the Yang-Mills theory by just replacing the Casimir operator in the way that it was
done in [33]. Ironically, by analogous consideration applied to the Poincaré gauge theory,
one could conclude that the beta function of the same coupling is zero ([65], section IV),
which certainly contradicts with what was previously computed directly in [39]. Lastly, as
has been reiterated throughout the paper, RG running does generate many other terms
allowed by symmetries. In some cases, different terms of the same dimension can be
absorbed into each other by linear or nonlinear field redefinitions. Therefore, it makes
little sense to compute the running of a single individual term such as the one present
in the original Lagrangian, unless an explanation of why its running has independent
physical significance is provided.

The calculations presented in this paper, as well as possible generalizations, face prob-
lems pervasive in quantum field theoretic description of gravity. Leaving aside the general
discussion of the validity of the background field split, after which the metric and its
perturbations are treated in different ways, we only comment on the two issues that do

appear in metric gravity but that become more apparent in the context of MAG. As dis-
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cussed in the previous section, the existence of the possibility to perform field redefinitions
tells us that the beta functions (as well as any terms in the effective action, infinite of
finite) depend on the way we define the RG flow. By choosing different W in (101), one
can alter the RG trajectory. It is similar to what happens in any quantum field theory,
and the context of (nonperturbative) quantization of metric gravity this is known as the
essential renormalization group [66-70]. Physical theory corresponds to an equivalence
class of RG trajectories rather than a single trajectory. In MAG we have many more terms
than in metric gravity, which translates to a greater freedom to choose renormalization

conditions.

The other problem that is exacerbated in MAG is the complexity of the kinetic op-
erators and mixing of degrees of freedom. In the relatively simple setup discussed in
this paper, we utilized the possibility of making the kinetic operator minimal by an ap-
propriate gauge choice. The general space of MAG theories consists of those yielding
nonminimal kinetic operators, apart from a measure zero subspace. The way of dealing
with nonminimal operators exists in principle [43], but its application often leads to in-
volved computations. If we try to apply the method used in section IV to a theory with
an action containing (DT)? term, we arrive at the operator with a nonminimal princi-
pal part. In some cases, operators with a degenerate principal part appear’. Such a
degeneracy can also be gauge-dependent, in the sense that the same theory in different
variables produce different kinetic operators, one of which has a degenerate principal part
and one does not. We conclude that if a general study of loop corrections in MAG is to be
conducted, efficient techniques and/or software able to deal with higher-rank nonminimal

Laplace-type operators must be developed.
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6 A kinetic operator is said to have a degenerate principal (= highest order in derivatives) part if it is

not invertible while the full operator is.
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Appendix A: Final Off-shell result

Here we present the final expression for the logarithmic divergence generated by the

action (3) in the Cartan form:
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Here we expressed it in the following basis of the Cartan form that is used throughout

the paper:

(Lt o Lif

(7, 37 gt )

(90, 150, IR0, L. 18

{119, Lip?, L1, L1y}

{L7", Ly, L', Ly Ly Ly, Ly, Ly, Ly
(L’ I L’ Li®, L’y Doy Lis® Lig?, Log’}

(A2)

We refer to [12], section 3 for a complete listing of all the other contributing to the flat
space 2-point function invariants. The same expression in the Einstein form is somewhat
longer:
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And for the Einstein form we use the basis
{H{", 1 HEY
{HS, HIT}
{9, 0y, H?, HI?}

(A4)
{#i™,..., H3"}
{H?,..., Hy"}
{29, HE} .

Appendix B: Alternative basis

Certain results can be expressed more compactly in either Einstein (H/*R, HRT HF,
HIT H'® H??) or Cartan (LFF, LFT LFC LTT LI? L¥%) forms. The third option

we use is the basis formulated with the distortion tensor. We have 38 terms of the (V®)2-
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type:

HP® = VOOV, By HP® = V0PV Dy, H$® = VOOV, Bs 5

HZI><I> —_ Vaq)ﬁwévaq)wé ’ Hgbcb _ Vaq)ﬁyévaq)&h :
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HE? = divy0%divPup ,  Hig? = divy) ®*Pdiv(yPsq |

HEY® = diV(Q)q)aﬁdiV(z)q)aﬁ , HE,)‘I’ = diV(Q)q)aﬁdiV(z)q)ﬁa ’

HE® = divy) @0divisy s ,  Hi? = divs) ®*Pdivs Psq ,
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(B1)
and 6 independent terms of the RV ®-type:
H%Rq) = RaﬁdiV(l)(I)aﬁ 5 Hé%q) = RaﬁdiV(g)(Daﬁ 5 HQR(I) = RaﬁdiV(g)(Daﬁ 5 (BQ)

H{{® = Rtrdivey® , HE®* = Rtrdivy® , Hf® = Rtrdivg)® .

Appendix C: Partial results
1. The contribution of g, /0 and 0A

Here we present separately the contribution of the first term in (97), which is somewhat
more compact in the Einstein basis.
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2. The contribution of the ghosts

The ghost operator can be written in the form

10 Ve vE wrt. Wt
() (B ) ()
01 VDL VDD WDL WDD

where the coefficients V' and W can be read off from (91). We observe the special property
VHVXB = Was,
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for A,B = L, D. Its contribution to the logarithmically divergent part of the effective

action can be written in the Einstein form as
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Appendix D: On-shell reduction equations

(C3)

Since in this note we are interested in the behavior of the propagator, we will focus on

reducing the number of independent contributions to it. In the following, we will write

down equations neglecting any contributions to the potential and terms of mass dimension

higher than 4. We will denote the corresponding “equality at the level of the flat space

propagator” as o~
LEF —opkF 4 opl't —opkF —opfF o B 4 o IT  op i — ol

F F
+orfl porfl —on il —orkT —orf@ —2rFR 4 orfQ 4 orf@ ~ 0,

LI ol F por Lt —oplt  op it oLt —opf —optT _opfl 4o

— oLl — oL 4 oL 2t 4 oL E 0 4 oL f R — 2189 —21FQ ~ 0,
2LiF ~0,

— LEF oL BF AL FF y opFF _opl'F — oL BN 4 opBF 4 opFT 4 o BT — oL
+2rBl —opil — oL Bl — oLt —oLf@ 1 opF@ 4 opfQ0 _2pT@ ~ o,
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L¥F 4 orfF park®t —orlt 4 oLfF v ordd — oL —orfT — oLt 4 2Lf

— oLl 4ot oL or il 4ot 4 ortR —optR o1 f@ ~ 0, (D1)
— 4L panfF —orfR — okl ~ o,

—2rf@ ~ 0,

— LEF g oL BF 4 ALlF 4 opF — opl'F — 4L fl 4 oL B —optF 4 opFT — oL BT
ordT — 2Ll — oLl + 2LiT 4 2LfT —2LE@ 4 20f @ 42159 21 ~ 0,
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— 2L i — 4Ll 4 aLfR ~o0,
ALET 4 ALl — aLlF + 4Ll 4 4l —arndl + 2052 —anf@ 42050 ~ 0,
ALYl — 4Lt 42012 ~ 0,

oLIF 4Lt ~o,

ALEF — 4Ll P 4 anlF —apfl —apt? 4 ardt — o0t —2pf@ ~ 0,

FT F
—apfl —2rfl ~ 0.
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