arXiv:2106.13811v2 [hep-th] 21 Sep 2021

LMU–ASC 18/21 FTPI–MINN–21–10 UMN–TH–4017/21

Matter matters in Einstein-Cartan gravity

Georgios K. Karananas,^⋆ Mikhail Shaposhnikov,^† Andrey Shkerin,^‡ Sebastian Zell^†

⋆Arnold Sommerfeld Center Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München Theresienstraße 37, 80333 München, Germany

†Institute of Physics Laboratory of Particle Physics and Cosmology École Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne (EPFL) CH-1015, Lausanne, Switzerland

‡William I. Fine Theoretical Physics Institute School of Physics and Astronomy University of Minnesota Minneapolis, MN 55455, USA

georgios.karananas@physik.uni-muenchen.de mikhail.shaposhnikov@epfl.ch ashkerin@umn.edu sebastian.zell@epfl.ch

Abstract

We study scalar, fermionic and gauge fields coupled nonminimally to gravity in the Einstein-Cartan formulation. We construct a wide class of models with nondynamical torsion whose gravitational spectra comprise only the massless graviton. Eliminating non-propagating degrees of freedom, we derive an equivalent theory in the metric formulation of gravity. It features contact interactions of a certain form between and among the matter and gauge currents. We also discuss briefly the inclusion of curvaturesquared terms.

1 Introduction

There is overwhelming evidence in favor of General Relativity (GR) as the theory of classical gravity. Nevertheless, this leaves open a far-reaching question about the choice of fundamental fields. Different options lead to different formulations of gravity. One possibility, which is most commonly used, is the metric approach. In this formulation, the metric is selected as the only fundamental field whereas the Christoffel symbols are defined a priori as functions of the metric and are fixed to correspond to the Levi-Civita connection. This implies that the gravitational dynamics is fully captured by curvature.

Another formulation of GR is provided by the Einstein–Cartan (EC) theory [1, 2]. In this case, the vielbein and spin connection assume the role of fundamental fields, from which the metric and Christoffel symbols can be subsequently derived. Since the connection is independent of the metric, the theory features torsion in addition to curvature. While the metric and EC formulations of gravity look very different, they are exactly equivalent in the pure GR case. The way to see this is as follows. In EC gravity, it is possible to solve for the connection. If no matter is included, the result is the Levi-Civita connection. Hence, torsion still vanishes, but this time dynamically as a consequence of its equations of motion.

The different formulations represent an inherent theoretical ambiguity contained within GR. A theory of pure gravity cannot distinguish between them, and this puts on equal footing the various choices of fundamental fields, including the most commonly used metric approach. It is important to stress the difference between the formulations of GR and its modifications, such as massive (for a review see [3]) or DGP [4] gravity. The latter can already be distinguished from GR in pure gravity.

The list of formulations of GR which are equivalent in pure gravity is rather long. Let us indicatively mention the ones based on the Palatini [5, 6],^1 affine [8–12], or teleparallel [13–16] (see [17] for a review) gravity. Given this zoo of options, the question arises if one can select a preferred one. The answer is twofold. First, some choices may lead to conceptual advantages. For example, EC gravity follows from gauging the Poincaré group [18, 19], which brings gravity closer to the rest of the interactions in Nature; see [20–25] for reviews. Furthermore, the first-order formalism (where the metric and connection are independent) allows for boundary terms that are well-defined without any need for an infinite counterterm [26]. Of course, such arguments are not irrefutable. Second, and more importantly, once matter fields are involved, the “degeneracy” may very well be lifted, so that different frameworks lead to different predictions. This can open a way, at least in principle, to distinguish between them via observations and experiment. In order for this to be possible, however, it is necessary to systematically quantify their differences. The goal of the present paper is to contribute to this program.

1See [7] for an English translation of [2] and [6].

In what follows we focus on EC gravity, which encompasses the metric and Palatini^2 versions as special cases. First, we shall discuss EC theory in more detail. In general, gauging of the Poincaré group leads to the introduction of 40 degrees of freedom (in 4 spacetime dimensions). They are distributed among the 24-component spin connection and 16-component tetrad/vierbein. Owing to the local nature of the Poincaré transformations, not all 40 degrees of freedom can be physical. In fact, using the gauge freedom, half of them can be eliminated. This leaves at most 20 propagating degrees of freedom. It is an easy exercise to decompose the latter into states with definite spin and parity; this reveals that 12 degrees of freedom are in the spin-2 sector (the massless graviton + 2 massive tensors), 6 in the spin-1 sector (2 massive vectors), and 2 in the spin-0 sector (2 massive scalars) [27, 28]. In EC gravity, however, only the massless graviton is endowed with a kinetic term. This implies that the rest of the gravitational states are not propagating and that the connection is nondynamical.

Once coupled to matter, the inequivalence of EC and metric gravity manifests itself in two ways. First, since there is no a priori assumption about the symmetry of the Christoffel symbols, matter can source torsion even when it is only coupled minimally to gravity. This is e.g., the case for fermions. Generically, the resulting effects are suppressed by powers of the Planck mass M_P [19, 29]. Secondly, one can add additional terms to the action. An example consists in the Holst term [30–33], which is the full contraction of the curvature tensor with the totally antisymmetric symbol. In metric gravity this vanishes identically—it actually comes down to the algebraic Bianchi identity of the Riemann tensor—but it gives a nontrivial contribution once torsion is present. The additional terms in the action come with a priori undetermined dimensionless coupling constants. If they are bigger than 1, they lead to effects that are already visible well below the Planck scale.

A consequence of the equivalence between the metric and EC formulations of GR in the absence of matter is that their particle spectrum is identical and comprises the two polarizations of the massless graviton. Interestingly, this continues to be the case also when the theory is coupled to matter sectors. The connection now picks up extra pieces involving the matter fields, but it remains nondynamical. Correspondingly, it is possible to solve for torsion. By plugging the result back into the action, one can derive an equivalent torsion-free theory, in which the matter sector is supplemented with a set of specific higher-dimensional operators. In other words, the EC framework acts as a set of selection rules in that it singles out a particular subset of all possible higher-dimensional operators consistent with the gauge redundancies of the system.

Over the years there has been a lot of progress in constructing the most general EC theory with (nonminimally) coupled scalar and fermionic fields [34–43]. So far, the most complete

2The Palatini formulation treats the metric and affine connection as independent fields, yet the connection is assumed to be symmetric.

model, which encompasses the previously mentioned works as special cases, was investigated in [44]. However, even in the study [44] numerous terms were (implicitly) excluded from the Lagrangian without justification. Our goal here is to generalize the previous investigations by first proposing systematic criteria for construction an action of matter coupled to EC gravity and then including all terms that fulfill these criteria. In doing so, we take into account fermions, a real scalar, as well as an Abelian Higgs model. Of particular interest is the latter case, for it is a stripped to its bare essentials version of the Standard Model (SM) that nonetheless captures all the salient features of its symbiosis with EC gravity. Among the various terms that appear in the action, there are also couplings of the U(1) scalar current to torsion. For the fully-fledged SM this corresponds to the hypercharge. In the effective metric description this translates into novel higher-dimensional terms describing contact interactions of this current with itself and with the other fields.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce some basic concepts of EC theory and then lay out criteria for methodically constructing an action of matter fields coupled to gravity. Based on these principles, we discuss in details all terms that we include in the action. In Sec. 3, we derive the effective metric description of the theory. As a sanity check, we compare various limiting cases of our findings with existing results in the literature. In Sec. 4, we discuss how our considerations are altered in the presence of curvature-squared terms. In particular, we introduce and study a model in which the inclusion of such a term does not lead to new propagating degrees of freedom. In Sec. 5, we conclude.

Conventions. Throughout this paper we work in 4 spacetime dimensions. Greek letters are reserved for spacetime indices and capital Latin letters for Lorentz indices. Both the spacetime g_{μν} and Minkowski η_{AB} metrics have mostly plus signature. Our convention for the gamma matrices is

{γ_A, γ_B} = −2η_{AB} , γ_5 = −iγ^0γ^1γ^2γ^3 = iγ_0γ_1γ_2γ_3 , (1)

meaning that { γ^A, Σ^{BC} } = −2ϵ^{ABCD}γ^5γ_D , [ γ^A, Σ^{BC} ] = −4iη^{A[B}γ^{C]} , Σ_{AB} ≡ i 2 [γ_A, γ_B] . (2)

The totally antisymmetric tensor is taken such that ϵ_{0123} = 1. We work in natural units c = ℏ = 1.

2 Constructing the action

2.1 Geometrical preliminaries

The mathematical toolbox of EC gravity is that of the Poincaré gauge theory. The gravitational interaction emerges from gauging the Poincaré group [18, 19]. In order to make this possible, one needs to introduce more degrees of freedom as compared to GR. Specifically, it is necessary to introduce two gauge fields in order to localize Lorentz transformations and translations. These are the (spin) connection ω^{AB}_μ , which is antisymmetric in its upper indices, and the tetrad/vierbein e^A_μ , respectively. They live in the (co)tangent space of the spacetime manifold. The space is endowed with two bases. The one is induced by the spacetime metric g_{μν} ; to refer to it, we use Greek indices, covariant under diffeomorphisms. The other is an orthonormal noncoordinate basis referred to with Latin indices and enjoying covariance under local Lorentz transformations. These two bases are connected via the tetrad e.g., V^A = e^A_μ V^μ, for a vector V^μ. In particular, the two metrics are related via

g_{αβ} = e^A_α e^B_β η_{AB} , η_{AB} = e^α_Ae^β_B g_{αβ} . (3)

The covariant derivatives in the two bases read

D_μV^α = ∂_μV^α + Γ^α_{σμ}V^σ , D_μV^A = ∂_μV^A + ω^{AB}_μ V_B , (4)

with Γ^κ_{μν} the affine connection. They transform homogeneously under diffeomorphism and local Lorentz transformations, respectively. The fact that the coefficients Γ^α_{σμ} and ω^{AB}_μ correspond to the same connection expressed in different bases leads to D_μe^A_ν = 0.^3 This condition ensures the compatibility of the two expressions in Eq. (4) and moreover implies

Γ^κ_{νμ} = e^κ_A ( ∂_μe^A_ν + ω^A_{μB}e^B_ν ) . (5)

Thus, the Γ^κ_{νμ} can be defined as functions of the tetrad and the spin connection. The antisymmetry of the spin connection, ω^{AB}_μ = −ω^{BA}_μ , implies metric compatibility

∇_μg_{αβ} = 0 ⇔ ∇_μη_{AB} = 0 . (6)

Finally, the field strengths corresponding to the spin connection and tetrad can be obtained by acting with the commutator of covariant derivatives on a vector. This yields the explicit form of the curvature F^{AB}_{μν} and torsion T^A_{μν} : F^{AB}_{μν} = ∂_μω^{AB}_ν − ∂_ν ω^{AB}_μ + ω^A_{μC} ω^{CB}_ν − ω^A_{νC} ω^{CB}_μ , (7) 3We remark that it is also possible to consider the case in which Γ^α_{σμ} and ω^{AB}_μ represent two different connections, and correspondingly D_μe^A_ν does not vanish [45].

T^A_{μν} = ∂_μe^A_ν − ∂_ν e^A_μ + ω^A_{μB} e^B_ν − ω^A_{νB} e^B_μ . (8)

Using appropriate Poincaré- and diffeomorphism-invariant combinations of F and T , one can write down an effective theory by expanding in powers of the field strengths, or, equivalently, in the derivatives of the fields. We will discuss this in details in the following.

2.2 Selection rules for the terms in the action

In the following, we shall construct an action for matter coupled to gravity in the EC formulation. Thereby our goal is to solely focus on those effects that arise from the ambiguities in the coupling of matter to gravity. Correspondingly, we shall demand equivalence to the metric theory in pure gravity, and also leave the matter sector on its own invariant. This leads us to impose the following three criteria:

i) The purely gravitational part of the action should solely contain operators of mass dimension not greater than 2.

ii) In the flat spacetime limit, i.e., for e^A_μ = δ^A_μ , ω^{AB}_μ = 0, the matter Lagrangian should be renormalizable.

iii) The coupling of matter to gravity should only happen through operators of mass dimension not greater than 4.

Let us elaborate on the significance of the above. The purpose of criterion i) is to ensure that the gravitational sector is equivalent to GR in the metric formulation. A necessary condition to achieve this is to have the same particle content. Hence, we demand that out of the plethora of possible states of gravitational origin, the massless graviton is the only one that propagates. Why this requirement motivates us to only consider terms of mass dimension not greater than 2 can be understood by counting the derivatives [41]. Torsion contains a derivative of the tetrad, see Eq. (8), i.e., each occurrence of T in the action counts as one derivative. Curvature F consists of derivatives of torsion and torsion-squared terms (see Eqs. (7) and also (21) below), hence it counts as two derivatives. Now torsion and curvature have mass dimensions 1 and 2, respectively. Consequently, the number of derivatives is equivalent to the mass dimension, and criterion i) is tantamount to restricting ourselves to terms with at most 2 derivatives. As is well-known, operators with more derivatives would generically lead to the appearance of new propagating degrees of freedom. Moreover, some of them would also have kinetic terms with wrong signs.

We have to mention, however, that there are exceptions to this dictum. First, certain combinations of curvature-squared terms result in healthy particle spectra [46, 27, 47, 28, 48– 61]. Second, one can devise particular higher-curvature theories which do not propagate any particles apart from the massless graviton. Thus, condition i) is sufficient but not necessary for the absence of new propagating degrees of freedom. We further discuss this point in Sec. 4.

Next, criterion ii) implies that before coupling to gravity, the matter sector only contains terms of mass dimension not bigger than 4. This postulate is crucial for the predictiveness of our setup. As we will show, the model built according to i) and ii) can be equivalently expressed as a torsion-free theory that contains a specific set of higher-dimensional operators of the matter fields. If we were to drop condition ii), i.e., added from the beginning all possible higher-dimensional operators to the action, the inclusion of torsion would not bring any new information. Equivalently, one can say that we use torsion as a criterion to select specific higher-dimensional operators of the matter theory. Needless to say, the soundness of such an approach remains to be checked. One way to do so is to explore its consequences. Insofar it leads to predictions that are consistent and in agreement with observations, this can be regarded as an a posteriori justification for imposing criteria i) and ii). In the present paper, we shall lay the groundwork for exploring the consequences of the theory defined by these conditions.

Finally, criterion iii) states that also after coupling matter to gravity, the theory only contains terms of mass dimension not bigger than 4. Imposing such a requirement appears to be natural in view of the analogous condition ii) in the matter sector. Like condition i), it ensures that the operators coupling gravity and matter do not introduce any additional propagating degrees of freedom. However, unlike i) and ii), criterion iii) can be easily relaxed in explicit computations without spoiling the predictiveness of our setup and without the danger of invoking extra propagating particles. For this reason, our analysis below is, in fact, more general, and our results remain valid even if condition iii) is relaxed.

To summarize, we have proposed certain criteria to construct a generic class of models for coupling matter to gravity in the EC formulation. Postulates i) and ii) are restrictive enough to ensure that the pure matter sector does not contain any higher-dimensional operators and that the pure gravity sector is equivalent to GR in its metric formulation. Thus, any new effects that we discover originate solely from the interaction of matter with gravity. In other words, we explore the consequences of the fact that there is not a unique way of coupling matter to gravity.

2.3 Decomposition of torsion and contorsion

Due to the antisymmetry of torsion (defined in Eq. (8)) in the spacetime indices, it has 24 independent components in 4 dimensions. These can be conveniently grouped into three irreducible pieces: a vector v_μ, a pseudovector a_μ and the 16-component reduced torsion tensor τ_{μνρ}. Explicitly, v_μ = T^ν_{μν} , a_μ = ϵ_{μνρσ} T^{νρσ} , τ_{μνρ} = 2 3 ( T_{μνρ} − v_{[ν} g_{ρ]μ} − T_{[νρ]μ} ) , (9)

with T_{μνρ} = e_{μA}T^A_{νρ}, and summation over repeated indices is tacitly assumed. As customary, square (round) brackets stand for antisymmetrization (symmetrization) of the corresponding indices. The reduced torsion tensor is subject to the following conditions

τ^ν_{μν} = 0 , ϵ_{μνρσ}τ^{νρσ} = 0 . (10)

In terms of its irreducible components, the torsion tensor reads T_{μνρ} = 2 3 v_{[ν} g_{ρ]μ} − 1 6 a^σϵ_{μνρσ} + τ_{μνρ} . (11) Moreover, we introduce the torsionless spin connection ω̊^{AB}_μ which is a function of the tetrad. To find its expression, we demand that the rhs of Eq. (8) vanish. The resulting algebraic equation can be solved for the connection and yields

ω̊^{AB}_μ = 1 2 [ e^{νA} ( ∂_μe^B_ν − ∂_ν e^B_μ ) − e^{νB} ( ∂_μe^A_ν − ∂_ν e^A_μ ) − e_{μC} e^{νA}e^{λB} ( ∂_ν e^C_λ − ∂_λe^C_ν )] . (12)

It follows from Eq. (5) that this is equivalent to

Γ̊^κ_{μν} = 1 2 g^{κλ} (∂_μg_{λν} + ∂_ν g_{μλ} − ∂_λg_{μν} ) , (13)

where Γ̊^κ_{μν} are the Christoffel symbols of the torsion-free Levi-Civita connection.

The full spin connection can be split as

ω^{AB}_μ = ω̊^{AB}_μ + C^{AB}_μ , (14)

implying the following decomposition of the affine connection

Γ^κ_{μν} = Γ̊^κ_{μν} + e^κ_Ae^B_ν C^A_{μB} , (15)

where we introduced the contorsion tensor C^{AB}_μ . The latter is related to torsion as C^{AB}_μ = 1 2 e^{αA}e^{βB} (T_{αβμ} − T_{βαμ} − T_{μαβ} ) . (16) Plugging into the above the decomposition (11) of torsion in terms of the vector, pseudovector and reduced tensor, we can express contorsion as C^{AB}_μ = e^{αA}e^{βB} ( 2 3 v_{[β}g_{α]μ} + 1 12 ϵ_{αβμν} a^ν + 2τ_{[αβ]μ} ) . (17)

It is evident from Eq. (8) that

T^A_{μν} = C^A_{μB} e^B_ν − C^A_{νB}e^B_μ . (18)

From Eqs. (16) and (18) it follows that torsion and contorsion contain the same information about the spacetime geometry and are completely equivalent from a dynamical point of view.

Having introduced the necessary ingredients and notation, in the following we shall systematically construct the most general action of gravity coupled to matter that fulfills the conditions i) and ii) spelled out in Sec. 2.2. It will become apparent that working in terms of the torsion components v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ} greatly facilitates the analysis.

2.4 Pure gravity

Let us first discuss a purely gravitational theory. We already mentioned that the restriction to at most two derivatives of the fields implies that the action can only contain terms quadratic in torsion and linear in curvature. Regarding torsion, this leads to the following seven terms [41] 1 √ g ∂_μ ( √ gv^μ) , 1 √ g ∂_μ ( √ ga^μ) , v_μv^μ , a_μa^μ , v_μa^μ , τ_{μνρ}τ^{μνρ} , ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{μνλ}τ^λ_{ρσ} , (19) where we denoted g = − det(g_{μν} ). As for curvature, only two invariants are admissible. These are the parity preserving Einstein-Hilbert and parity violating Holst terms given by F ≡ 1 8 √ g ϵ_{ABCD}ϵ^{μνρσ} F^{AB}_{μν} e^C_ρ e^D_σ , and F̃ ≡ 1 √ g ϵ^{μνρσ} e_{ρC} e_{σD}F^{CD}_{μν} , (20) respectively. Using Eqs. (14)-(17), we can decompose the above into torsion-free and torsionful contributions. This gives F = R̊ 2 + 1 √ g ∂_μ ( √ gv^μ) − 1 3 v_μv^μ + 1 48 a_μa^μ + 1 4 τ_{μνρ}τ^{μνρ} , (21) F̃ = − 1√ g ∂_μ ( √ ga^μ) + 2 3 a_μv^μ − 1 2 ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} , (22) where the torsion-free Riemannian curvatures are defined as

R̊ = R̊^μ , R̊_{μν} = R̊_{νμ} = δ^λ_σR̊^λ_{μσν} , R̊^λ_{μσν} = ∂_σΓ̊^λ_{νμ} − ∂_νΓ̊^λ_{σμ} + Γ̊^λ_{σρ}Γ̊^ρ_{νμ} − Γ̊^λ_{νρ}Γ̊^ρ_{σμ} . (23)

In expanding F̃ , we dropped the term ∝ ϵ^{μνρσ}R̊_{μνρσ} , since it vanishes identically by virtue of the symmetries of R̊_{μνρσ} . Note also that the decompositions (21) & (22) contain all seven torsion invariants from Eq. (19), albeit with fixed coefficients.

Overall, the action of pure gravity reads

S_{gr} = M^2_P ∫ d^4x √ g [ F + 1 4γ̄ F̃ + c̃^{vv} 2 v_μv^μ + c̃_{va}v_μa^μ + c̃_{aa} 2 a_μa^μ

+ c̃_{τ τ} τ_{αβγ} τ^{αβγ} + c̃^′_{τ τ} ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} + 2Λ ] , (24)

where the γ̄ and c̃’s are arbitrary dimensionless constants; γ̄ is called the Barbero-Immirzi parameter [62, 63]. For completeness, we also included a cosmological constant term Λ, although its presence does not play any role in the subsequent analysis.

To get a better handle on the dynamics of the theory (24), it is useful to express it in its equivalent metric-only form by integrating out the nondynamical connection ω^{AB}_μ . Although straightforward, this approach quickly becomes algebraically tedious, especially in the presence of matter. Therefore, we will simplify the computation using the following procedure. First, we split the connection as in (14) in a torsion-less part ω̊^{AB}_μ and contorsion C^{AB}_μ . Secondly, we use Eq. (16) to replace contorsion by torsion T_{αβμ}. Thirdly, we split torsion in its irreducible components v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ} (see Eq. (11)). All these operations are bijective, i.e., ω^{AB}_μ uniquely determines the triplet v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ} and vice versa. Therefore, varying the action with respect to ω^{AB}_μ is equivalent to varying with respect to v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ}. Opting for the second option, we will derive the equations of motions for the irreducible components of torsion, solve them and plug the result back into the action.

Practically, what we just described means that we use (21) and (22) and rewrite the action (24) as

S_{gr} = M^2_P ∫ d^4x √ g [ R̊ 2 + c_{vv} 2 v_μv^μ + c_{va}v_μa^μ + c_{aa} 2 a_μa^μ

+ c_{τ τ} τ_{αβγ} τ^{αβγ} + c^′_{τ τ} ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} + 2Λ ] , (25)

where we dropped the total derivatives of v_μ and a_μ, and introduced the shifted constants c_{vv} = c̃_{vv} − 2 3 , c_{va} = c̃_{va} + 1 6γ̄ , c_{aa} = c̃_{aa} + 1 24 , c_{τ τ} = c̃_{τ τ} + 1 4 , c^′_{τ τ} = c̃^′_{τ τ} − 1 8γ̄ . (26)

Note that the contorsion contribution is completely factored out and contained in the torsionsquare terms.

Varying (25) w.r.t. v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ}, we readily see that torsion (and contorsion) is not sourced and therefore all three quantities vanish. This means that in vacuum the theory is indistinguishable from GR in the metric formulation:

S_{gr} = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P 2 R̊ + 2Λ ] . (27)

This will change once matter is introduced.

Note finally that from Eq. (26) it follows that the actions (24) and (25) are completely equivalent. However, the second form is preferable from the point of view of computational convenience as well as the fact that all of the constants are independent.

2.5 Fermions

We are now in a position to generalize our considerations by coupling matter fields to EC gravity. Let us start with fermions. For the sake of illustration, we focus on a single massless four-component spinor Ψ, with the generalization to more generations being straightforward. The action comprising the kinetic term for Ψ and its possible interactions with torsion reads [41]

S_f = ∫ d^4x √ g [ i 2 ( Ψγ^μD̊_μΨ − D̊_μΨγ^μΨ )

+ (ζ^v_V V_μ + ζ^v_AA_μ) v^μ + (ζ^a_V V_μ + ζ^a_AA_μ) a^μ ] . (28)

Here γ^μ = e^μ_Aγ^A, and the torsion-free fermionic covariant derivative reads

D̊_μ = ∂_μ + 1 8 ω̊^{AB}_μ [γ_A, γ_B] . (29)

Further, ζ^v_V , ζ^a_V , ζ^v_A and ζ^a_A are arbitrary coefficients. Finally,

V_μ = Ψ̄γ_μΨ , A_μ = Ψ̄γ_5γ_μΨ (30)

are the vector and axial fermionic currents, respectively.

A few comments are in order here. First, we could have started from a non-canonical kinetic term for the fermion S_f ⊃ ∫ d^4x i 2 ( Ψ (1 + δγ_5) γ^μD̊_μΨ − D̊_μΨ ( 1 + δγ^5 ) γ^μΨ ) , (31)

with δ a real constant. But now we can canonically normalize the field, i.e., perform a field redefinition such that the kinetic term of the fermion again assumes the form as displayed in the first line of Eq. (28). In fermionic interaction terms, this transformation can be reabsorbed by a rescaling of the coupling constants. This stays true also if interactions of fermionic currents with v_μ and a_μ are included, provided that all possible contributions are taken into account in the action. Thus, we can omit the term (31) without loss of generality.

Second, one may wonder why we have not included a coupling between Ψ and the reduced torsion tensor, viz Ψ̄γ^μγ^ν γ^ρΨτ_{μνρ}. Using the properties of the γ-matrices, it is not difficult to show that Ψ̄γ^μγ^ν γ^ρΨτ_{μνρ} ∝ V_μτ^ν_{μν} + iA_μϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{νρσ} . (32) Both terms in the rhs of this expression vanish identically by virtue of the constraints (10).

Finally, it is worth mentioning that like in the pure gravity case, we could have equally well started with nonminimally coupled fermions [35, 36, 42]

S_f = ∫ d^4x √ g [ i 2 Ψ(1 − iα − iβγ^5)γ^μD_μΨ − i 2 D_μΨ(1 + iα + iβγ^5)γ^μΨ

+ (z^v_V V_μ + z^v_AA_μ) v^μ + (z^a_V V_μ + z^a_AA_μ) a^μ ] , (33)

where the covariant derivative D_μ now includes the full connection. The real constants α, β are nonminimal couplings, and z^{v/a}_{V /A} are analogous to the couplings in Eq. (28). After decomposing the connection as in Eq. (14), one finds that α and β feed into the torsioncurrent interactions, and one ends up with Eq. (28) upon identifying

ζ^v_V = z^v_V − α 2 , ζ^v_A = z^v_A − β 2 , ζ^a_V = z^a_V , ζ^a_A = z^a_A − 1 8 . (34)

Thus, the nonminimal couplings are not independent parameters once torsion is coupled to the fermionic currents.

2.6 Real scalar field

Let us move to the scalar-gravity sector of the EC theory. We first consider a real scalar ϕ; the case of a complex field is discussed in Sec. 2.7. We find that the most general gravi-scalar action, at most quadratic in the derivatives of all fields, reads

S_{gr+ϕ} = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P 2 Ω^2R̊ −

(∂_μϕ)^2 2 − U + v^μ∂_μZ^v + a^μ∂_μZ^a

+ M^2_P 2 ( G_{vv}v_μv^μ + 2G_{va}v_μa^μ + G_{aa}a_μa^μ + G_{τ τ} τ_{αβγ} τ^{αβγ} + G̃_{τ τ} ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} )] . (35)

Here Ω^2, U, Z^{v/a} and G_{ij} are, in general, arbitrary functions of ϕ (“coefficient functions”). The function Ω^2 represents the nonminimal coupling of the field to the Ricci scalar, and U the potential. We can reduce the (infinite) freedom contained in these functions to a limited number of parameters by imposing condition iii) from Sec. 2.2. The latter only permits nonminimal interaction terms which are at most quadratic in the field. Requiring invariance under ϕ → −ϕ, we find

Ω^2 = 1 + ξϕ^2 M^2_P , Z^{v/a} = ζ^{v/a}_ϕ ϕ^2 , G_{ij} = c_{ij} ( 1 + ξ_{ij} ϕ^2 M^2_P ) , (36)

where no summation over the repeated i, j indices is implied, ξ is the standard nonminimal coupling constant and ζ^{v/a}_ϕ , c_{ij} and ξ_{ij} are also constants. The analysis of this section is carried out for the general coefficient functions; their form (36) will be used in Sec. 3.2 to compare with the previously studied models. Note also that, although allowed in principle, the terms τ^{μν}_μ∂_ν Z^τ (ϕ) and ϵ^{κλμν} τ_{κλμ}∂_νZ̃^τ (ϕ) coupling the derivative of ϕ to the reduced torsion tensor are identically zero due to (10).

For completeness, let us mention that, as before, it is possible to start with the field ϕ nonminimally coupled to the curvatures F and F̃ instead of R̊:

S_{gr+ϕ} = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P Ω^2F + M^2_P Ω̃^2F̃ −

(∂_μϕ)^2 2 − U + v^μ∂_μz^v + a^μ∂_μz^a

+ M^2_P 2 ( g_{vv}v_μv^μ + 2g_{va}v_μa^μ + g_{aa}a_μa^μ + g_{τ τ} τ_{αβγ} τ^{αβγ} + g̃_{τ τ} ϵ^{μνρσ} τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} )] , (37)

with Ω̃^2, z^{v/a} and g_{ij} arbitrary coefficient functions. Using Eqs. (21) and (22), we end up with the action (35), upon identifying

z^v = Z^v + M^2_P Ω^2 , z^a = Z^a − M^2_P Ω̃^2 , g_{vv} = G_{vv} +

2Ω^2 3 , (38) g_{va} = G_{va} − 2Ω̃^2 3 , g_{aa} = G_{aa} − Ω^2 24 , g_{τ τ} = G_{τ τ} − Ω^2 2 , g̃_{τ τ} = G̃_{τ τ} + Ω̃^2 . (39)

2.7 Complex scalar field and gauge bosons

The results of the previous section can be readily generalized to the case of a complex scalar field Φ. For simplicity, we focus on a local U(1) theory and denote by F_μ the corresponding Abelian gauge field. This is enough to capture the differences from the case of the real scalar.

The action of the theory reads as follows

S_{gr+Φ} = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P 2 Ω^2R̊ − (D_μΦ)^∗D^μΦ − U − 1 4 F^2_{μν} + v^μ∂_μZ^v_Φ + a^μ∂_μZ^a_Φ + Z^v_S S_μv^μ + Z^a_S S_μa^μ + M^2_P 2 ( G_{vv} v_μv^μ + 2G_{va}v_μa^μ + G_{aa}a_μa^μ + G_{τ τ} τ_{αβγ} τ^{αβγ} + G̃_{τ τ} ϵ^{μνρσ}τ_{λμν} τ^λ_{ρσ} ) ] . (40)

Here Ω^2, U, Z^{v/a}_Φ , Z^{v/a}_S and G_{ij} are arbitrary coefficient functions depending on Φ^∗Φ. Next, D_μ = ∂_μ − ieF_μ corresponds to the U(1)-covariant derivative with e the gauge coupling, and S_μ is the scalar Noether current associated with the global part of the U(1) symmetry

S_μ = − i 2 (Φ^∗(D_μΦ) − (D_μΦ)^∗Φ) . (41)

Further, the field strength is given by

F_{μν} = ∂_μF_ν − ∂_ν F_μ , (42)

where it is important to note that partial derivatives are used. In a torsion-free theory, one could have equivalently employed covariant derivatives since the contributions with Christoffel symbols would cancel out. Once torsion is present, however, this is no longer true. In this case, using covariant derivatives in F_{μν} would break the U(1) gauge invariance [20].

Employing condition iii) from Sec. 2.2, we obtain constraints on the coefficient functions analogous to Eq. (36),

Ω^2 = 1 +

2ξΦ^∗Φ M^2_P , Z^{v/a}_Φ = 2Φ^∗Φζ^{v/a}_Φ , Z^{v/a}_S = ζ^{v/a}_S , G_{ij} = c_{ij} ( 1 + 2ξ_{ij}Φ^∗Φ M^2_P ) , (43)

where ξ, ζ^{v/a}_Φ , ζ^{v/a}_S , c_{ij} and ξ_{ij} are constants and there is no summation in the i, j indices.

Comparing with the case of the real scalar considered in Sec. 2.6, there are two additional terms in the action, namely the couplings between the U(1) scalar current and the torsion vectors. As we show below, once torsion is eliminated, these give rise to dimension-six contact interactions between Φ, S_μ, V_μ and A_μ.

Before moving on, let us point out that non-Abelian groups can be treated in a completely analogous manner. However, it is not possible to form gauge-invariant objects using non- Abelian currents (at least to this order in derivatives), hence the latter cannot be coupled to torsion.

3 Equivalent metric theory

3.1 Full action

In the previous section we constructed the most general actions for EC gravity without and with matter fields, which at the same time satisfy the requirements listed in Sec. 2.2. The full action of the theory we will consider in what follows reads

S = S_{gr+Φ} + S_f , (44)

where S_{gr+Φ} and S_f are given in Eqs. (40) and (28), respectively. To keep the discussion as general as possible, we choose the complex scalar field action S_{gr+Φ}, since it allows for additional interaction terms involving the current S_μ which are absent in the case of the real scalar.

Let us carry out the program outlined in Sec. 2.4. To integrate out the connection we derive the equations of motion for v_μ, a_μ, τ_{μνρ} from the action (44) and solve them. Due to the presence of matter, the torsion components are expressed in terms of the derivative of Φ and the scalar and fermionic currents. Indeed, from δS δv_μ = 0 , δS δa_μ = 0 , δS δτ_{μνλ} = 0 , (45)

it is a straightforward computation to show that

M^2_P v_μ = −G_{aa}J^v_μ + G_{va}J^a_μ G_{vv} G_{aa} − G^2_{va} , M^2_P a_μ = G_{va}J^v_μ − G_{vv} J^a_μ G_{vv} G_{aa} − G^2_{va} , τ_{μνρ} = 0 , (46)

where we introduced the generalized “currents”

J^{v/a}_μ = ∂_μZ^{v/a}_Φ + Z^{v/a}_S S_μ + ζ^{v/a}_V V_μ + ζ^{v/a}_A A_μ . (47)

Notice that the reduced torsion tensor τ_{μνλ} is zero on the equations of motion, an aftermath of the fact that, unlike v_μ and a_μ, it is not sourced at this order in derivatives. Plugging Eq. (46) into the action (44), we obtain^4 S = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P 2 Ω^2R̊ − (D_μΦ)^∗D^μΦ − U(Φ^∗Φ) − 1 4 F^2_{μν}

+ i 2 ( Ψγ^μD̊_μΨ − D̊_μΨγ^μΨ ) − G_{aa}J^{v 2}_μ + G_{vv}J^{a 2}_μ − 2G_{va}J^v_μ J^{a μ} 2M^2_P (G_{vv}G_{aa} − G^2_{va}) ] . (48)

At this point we use Eq. (47) to express everything in terms of (the derivatives of) Φ and the currents S, V, A. Before we present the explicit result, it is convenient to move to the Einstein frame where the gravitational part of the action becomes canonical. We perform a Weyl rescaling of the metric g_{μν} → Ω^{−2}g̃_{μν} , (49)

followed by a redefinition of the fermionic field

Ψ → Ω^{3/2}Ψ̃ , (50)

4We omit the cosmological constant in what follows.

where we will omit the tilde in what follows. Then we find S = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P 2 R̊ − 1 Ω^2

(D_μΦ)^∗D^μΦ − f(Φ^∗Φ) −

U(Φ^∗Φ)

Ω^4 − 1 4 F^2_{μν} + i 2 ( Ψγ^μD̊_μΨ − D̊_μΨγ^μΨ ) + 1 M^2_P ( L_{ΦS} + L_{ΦV} + L_{ΦA} + L_{SS}

+ L_{V V} + L_{AA} + L_{SV} + L_{SA} + L_{V A} )] . (51)

Let us explain what are the different terms entering this expression. First, we recognize the standard Einstein-Hilbert term, the covariant kinetic and potential terms for Φ (rescaled by appropriate powers of the conformal factor), and the usual kinetic terms for the gauge and fermionic fields. Next, we have the function f(Φ^∗Φ) given by

f(Φ^∗Φ) = ( G_{aa}(Z^v_Φ^′)^2 + G_{vv} (Z^a_Φ^′)^2 − 2G_{va}Z^v_Φ^′Z^a_Φ^′ 2M^2_P Ω^2(G_{vv} G_{aa} − G^2_{va}) + 3M^2_P Ω^{′2}

Ω^2 ) ∂_μ(Φ^∗Φ)∂^μ(Φ^∗Φ) , (52)

where prime stands for derivative with respect to Φ^∗Φ. Being quadratic in the derivatives of the scalar, it contributes to its kinetic term; note, however, that it does not involve the covariant derivative. The rest of the terms describe various torsion-induced contact interactions between ∂_μ(Φ^∗Φ) and the scalar S_μ and fermionic currents V_μ, A_μ. They read

L_{ΦS} = 1 Ω^2

G_{aa}Z^v_S Z^v_Φ^′ + G_{vv} Z^a_SZ^a_Φ^′ − G_{va}(Z^a_SZ^v_Φ^′ + Z^v_SZ^a_Φ^′) G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa} ∂_μ(Φ^∗Φ)S^μ , (53)

L_{ΦV} =

G_{aa}Z^v_Φ^′ζ^v_V + G_{vv} Z^a_Φ^′ζ^a_V − G_{va}(ζ^v_V Z^a_Φ^′ + Z^v_Φ^′ζ^a_V ) G^2_{va} − G_{vv}G_{aa} ∂_μ(Φ^∗Φ)V^μ , (54)

L_{ΦA} =

G_{aa}Z^v_Φ^′ζ^v_A + G_{vv} Z^a_Φ^′ζ^a_A − G_{va}(ζ^a_AZ^v_Φ^′ + Z^a_Φ^′ζ^v_A) G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa} ∂_μ(Φ^∗Φ)A^μ , (55) L_{SS} = 1 Ω^2

G_{aa}(Z^v_S )^2 + G_{vv} (Z^a_S)^2 − 2G_{va}Z^v_S Z^a_S

2 (G^2_{va} − G_{vv}G_{aa})

S_μS^μ , (56)

L_{V V} = Ω^2

G_{aa}(ζ^v_V )^2 + G_{vv} (ζ^a_V )^2 − 2G_{va}ζ^v_V ζ^a_V

2 (G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa})

V_μV^μ , (57)

L_{AA} = Ω^2

G_{aa}(ζ^v_A)^2 + G_{vv}(ζ^a_A)^2 − 2G_{va}ζ^v_Aζ^a_A

2 (G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa})

A_μA^μ , (58) L_{SV} = G_{aa}Z^v_Sζ^v_V + G_{vv} Z^a_Sζ^a_V − G_{va}(Z^a_Sζ^v_V + Z^v_S ζ^a_V ) G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa} S_μV^μ , (59) L_{SA} = G_{aa}Z^v_Sζ^v_A + G_{vv} Z^a_Sζ^a_A − G_{va}(Z^a_S ζ^v_A + Z^v_S ζ^a_A) G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa} S_μA^μ , (60)

L_{V A} = Ω^2

G_{aa}ζ^v_V ζ^v_A + G_{vv}ζ^a_V ζ^a_A − G_{va}(ζ^a_V ζ^v_A + ζ^v_V ζ^a_A) G^2_{va} − G_{vv} G_{aa} V_μA^μ . (61)

Eqs. (51)–(61) are the main results of the paper. Bearing in mind phenomenological applications, let us comment on how these considerations are applied to the SM. This is readily done by identifying the scalar field Φ with the Higgs doublet H, i.e., replacing (Φ, Φ^∗) → (H, H^†), and requiring invariance under the electroweak group SU(2)_L × U(1)_Y instead of U(1). Correspondingly, the scalar current becomes related to the hypercharge U(1)_Y and is given by S_μ = − i 2 ( H^†(D_μH) − (D_μH)^†H ) , (62)

where the covariant derivative is now D_μ = ∂_μ − igA^a_μT^a − i^{g′}_2 B_μ with a = 1, 2, 3 the SU(2)_L indices, while g, g^′ and A^a_μ, B_μ are the couplings and gauge fields of the SU(2)_L and U(1)_Y groups, respectively. We notice that torsion induces interactions of the SM hypercharge current. Exploring their phenomenological consequences would be interesting and is left for future work. Note also that the SU(2)_L part of the electroweak group is not sensitive to torsion.

3.2 Limiting cases

If we do not impose criterion iii) from Sec. 2.2, the action (51) contains a functional freedom due to the various coefficient functions. In contrast, only a finite number of parameters are left once condition iii) is implemented and the functions are constrained according to Eq. (36) or (43). Not counting the Planck mass, these are 3 in the gravity sector, 6 per real scalar field, 8 per complex scalar field and 4 per fermion. In the following, we shall impose condition iii) and explore various relations between the action (51) and the models that have appeared previously in the literature. This will provide a useful check of our results. To the best of our knowledge, the existing studies are limited to a real scalar field, so we replace Φ by ϕ/ √ 2 and omit the gauge field and the current S_μ in Eqs. (51)–(61).

Nonminimally coupled scalar field in Palatini gravity. As explained in the introduction, the Palatini formulation of GR is the limiting case of the EC theory in the absence of fermions. Models of Palatini gravity and a real scalar have been studied extensively e.g., in the context of Higgs inflation [64]. We recover this theory by setting c_{vv} = − 2 3 , c_{aa} = 1 24 , ξ_{vv} = ξ_{aa} = −ζ^v_ϕ = ξ , (63)

and equating the rest of the parameters to zero. For this choice, the terms in Eq. (52) cancel each other out, therefore f(ϕ) = 0 . (64)

Nonminimally coupled scalar field in metric gravity. The metric formulation of the theory is restored for zero torsion. In this case the only nonvanishing term in Eq. (52) is the one coming from the Weyl transformation of the scalar curvature and is given by f(ϕ) = 3ξ^2ϕ^2 M^2_P Ω^4

(∂ϕ)^2 . (65)

The is exactly the modification of the field’s kinetic term in the original Higgs inflation model [65].

EC gravity with the Holst and Nieh-Yan terms. In Ref. [44], a generalization of the metric and Palatini scalar-gravity theories was suggested. It amounts to extending the EC action by coupling nonminimally a scalar field to the Einstein-Hilbert as well as the Holst and Nieh-Yan [66] invariants. The resulting theory was extensively studied in the context of inflation [43, 67] and dark matter production [68]. The action (51) is an important step towards further generalizations of this model, which is reproduced by the following choice of parameters: c_{vv} = − 2 3 , c_{va} = 1 6γ̄ , c_{aa} = 1 24 , ξ_{vv} = ξ_{aa} = −ζ^v_ϕ = ξ_h , ξ_{va} = ξ_γ , ζ^a_ϕ = ξ_γ 4γ̄ + ξ_η 4 , ζ^v_V = − α 2 , ζ^v_A = − β 2 , ζ^a_V = 0 , ζ^a_A = − 1 8 . (66)

The torsion-induced dimension-six operators are in this case given by

f(ϕ) = 3ϕ^2 Ω^4M^2_P (_{ξγ −ξh} γ̄ + ξ_ηΩ^2

)_2

Ω^4 (γ^2(ϕ) + 1) ∂_μϕ∂^μϕ , (67) L_{hV} = 3α 4Ω^2 ( ξ_h + γ(ϕ) Ω^2(γ^2(ϕ) + 1) ( ξ_γ − ξ_h γ̄ + ξ_ηΩ^2 )) ∂_μϕ^2V^μ (68) L_{hA} = 3 4Ω^2 ( βξ_h + 1 + βγ(ϕ) Ω^2(γ^2(ϕ) + 1) ( ξ_γ − ξ_h γ̄ + ξ_ηΩ^2 )) ∂_μϕ^2A^μ (69)

L_{V V} =

3α^2 16(γ^2(h) + 1)

V_μV^μ , (70) L_{AA} = 3 (β^2 − 2βγ(ϕ) − 1) 16(γ^2(ϕ) + 1)

A_μA^μ , (71)

L_{V A} = 3α (β − γ(h)) 8(γ^2(ϕ) + 1)

V_μA^μ , (72)

with γ(ϕ) = 1 γ̄Ω^2 ( 1 + ξ_γ ϕ^2 M^2_P ) . (73)

4 A glimpse on curvature-squared terms

The action (51) contains all terms compatible with the two criteria from Sec. 2.2. Recall that the rationale behind i) was to ensure that the particle spectrum is the same as in GR in the metric formulation. In particular, condition i) excludes all higher-curvature invariants. Although such terms usually bring new degrees of freedom, this is not always the case. In order to illustrate this, let us construct a specific example of a model with a curvature-squared term that propagates only the massless graviton. The starting point is

S^′ = ∫ d^4x √ g [ M^2_P F + cF^2 + j^v_μv^μ + j^a_μa^μ ] + S_m , (74)

where c is a constant, and the curvature F is defined in Eq. (20). We allowed for arbitrary couplings of the torsion vector and pseudovector to the currents j^{v/a}μ that depend on matter fields, thus without loss of generality we take the matter action S_m not to contain torsion.

The reason we did not include torsion-squared terms in S^′, apart from those already contained in F , is twofold. First, introducing a^2_μ or τ^2_{κλμ} does not affect our conclusions, so we omit them for simplicity. Second, introducing v^2_μ and/or v_μa^μ would actually modify the dynamics of the theory so that it propagates a new scalar degree of freedom in addition to the graviton. We will comment on this in what follows.

To proceed, we rewrite Eq. (74) in a more convenient form by introducing a Lagrange multiplier λ = λ(x), so that S^′ → S = ∫ d^4x √ g [ (M^2_P + 4cλ)F − 4cλ^2 + j^v_μv^μ + j^a_μa^μ ] + S_m . (75)

It is clear that S = S^′ on λ’s equation of motion. Decomposing F as in Eq. (21), solving for torsion and performing a Weyl rescaling of the metric with conformal factor^5

Ω^2 = 1 + 4cλ M^2_P

, (76)

we arrive at ~S = ∫ d^4x √ g̃ [ M^2_P 2 ~R̊ − M^4P 4c ( 1 − Ω^{−2}

)_2 + 3 (~ j^v_μ )_2

4M^2_P Ω^4 − 12 (~ j^a_μ )_2

M^2_P Ω^4 + 3 2 ∂_μΩ^{−2}j̃^{v μ} ] + ~S_m , (77)

where the tilde denotes the Weyl-transformed quantity. In general, the matter currents j̃^{v/a}μ as well as the action ~S_m can have an explicit dependence on Ω and, hence, on λ. Nevertheless, irrespective of how the Lagrange multiplier enters the action, no kinetic term for it can be

5The order of operations is not essential.

generated provided that we start from S^′ or S.^6 This would not have been the case had we included v_μv^μ and/or v_μa^μ in the action, since the equation of motion for torsion would have acquired pieces ∝ ∂_μΩ, rendering the field dynamical.

If we momentarily neglect ~S_m, we can integrate out λ or, equivalently, Ω, via its equation of motion. This gives

Ω^2 =

M^6_P + 3c ( 16(j̃^a_μ)^2 − (j̃^v_μ)^2 ) M^6_P − 3cM^2_P ~∇_μj̃^{v μ}

. (78)

First, we observe that in the absence of external currents, j̃^v_μ = j̃^a_μ = 0, the result is Ω^2 = 1 and the action (77) reduces to metric gravity. On the other hand, if the currents are nonvanishing, then plugging Ω^2 in Eq. (77) leads to a series of nontrivial higher-order operators. In general, they are different from the ones in Eq. (51) that are obtained from the linear-in-curvature terms only. This is already clear from the presence of covariant divergence of j̃^v_μ in Eq. (78). Of course, if we expand this equation in powers of M^{−2}_P , the form of the leading, dimension-six, operators will be the same as in Eq. (51).

To summarize, it is possible to come up with “fine-tuned” models with curvature-squared terms that do not propagate new gravitational degrees of freedom and lead to nontrivial contact interactions in their metrical form. However, such theories are by no means generic. Nevertheless, it would be interesting to study them systematically.

What if one allows for extra degrees of freedom of gravitational origin? For concreteness, let us focus again on the curvature-squared operators. As discussed above, such operators would in general bring about ghosts and/or tachyons. This is partially due to higherderivatives, but also in the absence of those the Poincaré group, being noncompact, can in general not ensure positive-definiteness of all kinetic and mass terms. Again, there are exceptions to this expectation—higher-derivative theories are not necessarily plagued by inconsistencies, see [46, 27, 47, 28, 48–61] for a non-exhaustive list of references, as well as [58] and [57] for the most recent and complete analyses of the quadratic parity-preserving and parity-violating Poincaré gauge theory, respectively. Perhaps, the most well-known and studied example of a healthy theory is given by the following action (see e.g., [46, 69]) ∫ d^4x √ g ( M^2_P 2 R̊ + cR̊^2 ) , (79)

that propagates a massive spin-0 particle in addition to the graviton.^7 Speaking more generally, it is possible to eliminate higher derivatives by having the curvature-squared terms combine in very specific ways. To give an idea, two such examples are the following C_1 = F_{ABCD}F^{ABCD} − 2F_{ABCD}F^{CDAB} + 2F_{ABCD}F^{ACBD} , (80) 6This is ultimately due to the fact that F transforms covariantly under Weyl rescalings. 7One can introduce an additional nonminimally coupled scalar playing the role of the Higgs field. The resulting model was proposed in [70] in the context of Higgs inflation.

C_2 = F_{ABCD}F^{ABCD} + F_{ABCD}F^{CDAB} − 4F_{ABCD}F^{ACBD} , (81) with F_{ABCD} = e^μ_Ae^ν_B η_{CI} η_{DJ} F^{IJ}_{μν} . It can be readily checked that, upon decomposing the connection as in Eq. (14), both expressions read, schematically,

C_1, C_2 ⊃ Riemann^2 + Riemann × ∂(Torsion) + . . . , (82)

where the ellipses stand for terms with at most two derivatives. Working at the level of the action, after some integrations by parts and using the algebraic and differential Bianchi identities obeyed by R̊_{κλμν} , both the Riemann^2- and the Riemann×∂(Torsion)-contributions are found to vanish in (80) and (81).

5 Discussions and Outlook

The Einstein-Cartan formulation of General Relativity naturally arises in the gauge approach to gravity. This motivates a close study of this theory from both theoretical and phenomenological perspectives. In particular, it is important to understand how it deviates from the metric formulation of GR, which is most commonly used. The important new ingredient in this incarnation of gravity is spacetime torsion. In the absence of matter, torsion is not sourced, resulting into the EC and metric formulations being (at least classically) completely equivalent.^8 This changes once matter is introduced, and in this paper we painted a quantitative picture of the differences.

To this end, we first devised criteria for coupling the SM to gravity in a generic way. We required that the admissible terms are at most quadratic in the derivatives and of mass dimension not bigger than four, so that we were restricted to terms at most linear in curvature and quadratic in torsion.^9 This was sufficient to exclude additional propagating degrees of freedom beyond the massless graviton and those already present in the matter sector. Subsequently, we constructed an action for EC gravity coupled to matter, where we took into account fermions, real or complex scalars and gauge bosons, and included all terms that fulfill the criteria devised before.

In our setup, the connection and consequently torsion are manifestly nondynamical. Nevertheless, its presence affects nontrivially the dynamics of the rest of the fields. To explicitly illustrate this, we constructed an equivalent torsion-free theory by eliminating the connection via its equation of motion. Various higher-dimensional terms describing interactions between matter currents and field derivatives appear this way, see Eqs. (52)-(61). They comprise fourfermi interactions, mixing between scalar and fermionic currents and a modified kinetic term

8Palatini gravity, which represents a special case of EC theory, has been proven to be equivalent to the metric formulation also on the quantum level [71].

9Already at mass dimension five, many more terms appear. Some of them, as well as their implications for low-energy phenomenology, were e.g., discussed in [72, 73].

for the scalar(s). In general, the interactions come with arbitrary field-dependent coefficient functions. We can reduce the functional freedom contained in them to a finite number of parameters by restricting ourselves to nonminimal couplings of the form displayed in Eqs. (36) and (43). However, our analysis is valid beyond such a restriction. In any case, the torsioninduced operators form a subset of the plethora of possible higher-dimensional terms that we would have added in an effective field theory approach that starts directly from the metric theory.

An interesting novel result of our analysis concerns gauge theories. Given a scalar current associated with an Abelian (sub)group, it can and actually should be coupled to torsion in all possible manners. Consequently, the effective metric theory contains interactions of this current with itself and the rest of the fields. We demonstrated how this happens in an Abelian toy model. If the matter sector is identified with the Standard Model, it is the radial mode of the Higgs field that we envisage being nonminimally coupled to the various geometrical objects. The aforementioned scalar current then corresponds to the hypercharge and may give rise to interesting physics.

It is important to note that the theory we constructed has many free parameters and coefficient functions. This means that the mass scales suppressing the higher-dimensional operators are, in principle, field-dependent and arbitrary. A judicial choice of parameters can make the suppression scale lower than the Planck mass and lead to a rich phenomenology. For example, it provides a mechanism for producing singlet fermions, which can assume the role of dark matter, in the early Universe [68].

As discussed above, confining ourselves to terms linear in curvature is a sufficient but not a necessary condition for the absence of extra gravitational degrees of freedom. Thus, in principle, this requirement can be relaxed by including curvature-squared terms in the action. At the same time, this is something that has to be done with extra care, since quite generically, higher-curvature invariants are intrinsically linked to pathologies. In other words, only particular combinations of curvature-squared invariants should be allowed in the action for the theory to be healthy. We presented a corresponding example in Sec. 4. It would be interesting to systematically study the implications of such modifications for the higher-dimensional interactions between the matter fields.

Let us conclude by discussing two distinct but interrelated points. The first is how to reduce the arbitrariness of the theory that we constructed here. An appealing way to achieve that is by Weyl-gauging the action, i.e., requiring it to be invariant under gauged dilatations. We will elaborate on this in [74], but we shall give a brief outlook already here. Although invoking the gauge principle to constrain a theory without altering its spectrum may sound counterintuitive at first sight, in the sense that it normally necessitates the introduction of extra dynamical degrees of freedom, this is not the case for spacetime symmetries. The reason is that certain geometrical quantities present in the theory we constructed, more specifically the Ricci scalar and torsion vector, transform inhomogeneously under Weyl rescalings. Both can therefore assume the role of effective gauge fields and compensate for the inhomogeneous pieces coming from their own transformations as well as the ones from the kinetic term of the scalar. This means that in order for the action to exhibit Weyl invariance, the coefficient functions of these terms are not free anymore, but are rather related to each other. Actually, this is a direct generalization of what happens with the conformally coupled scalar field in conventional GR; there, the nonminimal coupling of the field is fixed by conformal symmetry to be equal to the well known value −1/6 (in our conventions). The similarities do not end here: the Weyl redundancy of the action is actually too much, since it translates into ϕ being spurious also in the EC case. Thus, to maintain a propagating spin-0 degree of freedom in the spectrum, it is unavoidable to introduce yet another scalar field and have the gauge freedom eliminate this instead.

What was implicitly assumed in the above discussion is that the starting point for Weylgauging is a biscalar theory invariant under global dilatations. This brings us to the second point. The metric counterpart of exactly this, globally scale-invariant, theory is the “Higgs-dilaton model” introduced in [75]. It is an economic and, at the same time, phenomenologically viable scale-invariant extension of the Standard Model plus GR that has been extensively studied and generalized, see [76–96] for a far-from-complete list of references. In the cosmological context, the model predicts a rather interesting phenomenology for the early and late Universe, in complete agreement with observations. Moreover, it connects these eras via a set of consistency conditions between inflationary and dark energy observables [80, 97], which will hopefully be testable in the near future. It would be interesting to understand which of the attractive features of the metrical Higgs dilaton model survive when generalized this way. As far as particle physics is concerned, scale (and conformal) symmetry may be relevant for addressing the fine-tuning issues of the Standard Model [98– 106]. Given the prominent role that gravity plays in both the hierarchy and cosmological constant puzzles, it is certainly worth studying if and what changes when the gravitational dynamics is described in terms of the Einstein-Cartan theory.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the ERC-AdG-2015 grant 694896 and by the Swiss National Science Foundation Excellence grant 200020B_182864. The work of A. S. was in part supported by the Department of Energy Grant DE-SC0011842.

References

[1] É. Cartan, “Sur une généralisation de la notion de courbure de riemann et les espaces à torsion,” Comptes Rendus, Ac. Sc. Paris 174 (1922) 593–595.

É. Cartan, “Sur les variétés à connexion affine et la théorie de la relativité généralisée (première partie),” in Annales scientifiques de l’École normale supérieure, vol. 40, pp. 325–412. 1923.

É. Cartan, “Sur les variétés à connexion affine, et la théorie de la relativité généralisée (première partie)(suite),” in Annales scientifiques de l’École Normale Supérieure, vol. 41, pp. 1–25. 1924.

É. Cartan, “Sur les variétés à connexion affine, et la théorie de la relativité généralisée (deuxième partie),” in Annales scientifiques de l’École normale supérieure, vol. 42, pp. 17–88. 1925.

[2] A. Einstein, “Riemanngeometrie mit aufrechterhaltung des begriffes des fern-parallelismus,” Sitzungsber. Preuss. Akad. Wiss (1928) 217.

A. Einstein, “Neue möglichkeit für eine einheitliche feldtheorie von gravitation und elektrizität,” Sitzungsber. Preuss. Akad. Wiss (1928) 224.

[3] C. de Rham, “Massive Gravity,” Living Rev. Rel. 17 (2014) 7, arXiv:1401.4173 [hep-th]. [4] G. R. Dvali, G. Gabadadze, and M. Porrati, “4-D gravity on a brane in 5-D Minkowski space,” Phys. Lett. B 485 (2000) 208–214, arXiv:hep-th/0005016.

[5] A. Palatini, “Deduzione invariantiva delle equazioni gravitazionali dal principio di hamilton,” Rendiconti del Circolo Matematico di Palermo 43 no. 1, (Dec, 1919) 203–212. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03014670.

[6] A. Einstein, “Einheitliche Feldtheorie von Gravitation und Elektrizität,” Sitzungsber. Preuss.

Akad. Wiss (1925) 414.

[7] A. Unzicker and T. Case, “Translation of Einstein’s attempt of a unified field theory with teleparallelism,” arXiv:physics/0503046.

[8] A. S. Eddington, The Mathematical Theory of Relativity. 2nd edition. Cam. Univ. Press., 1925.

[9] A. Einstein, “The Theory of the Affine Field,” Nature 112 (1923) 448–449. [10] E. Schrödinger, “The general unitary theory of the physical fields,” Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy. Section A: Mathematical and Physical Sciences 49 (1943) 43–58. http://www.jstor.org/stable/20488450.

[11] E. Schrödinger, “The affine connexion in physical field theories,” Nature 153 (1944) 572–575. [12] J. Kijowski, “On a new variational principle in general relativity and the energy of the gravitational field,” General Relativity and Gravitation 9 no. 10, (1978) 857–877.

[13] K. Hayashi and T. Nakano, “Extended translation invariance and associated gauge fields,” Prog. Theor. Phys. 38 (1967) 491–507.

[14] K. Hayashi and T. Shirafuji, “New General Relativity,” Phys. Rev. D 19 (1979) 3524–3553.

[Addendum: Phys.Rev.D 24, 3312–3314 (1982)].

[15] W. Kopczynski, “Problems with metric-teleparallel theories of gravitation,” Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and General 15 no. 2, (Feb, 1982) 493–506. https://doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/15/2/020.

[16] F. Müller-Hoissen and J. Nitsch, “On the tetrad theory of gravity,”

General relativity and gravitation 17 no. 8, (1985) 747–760.

[17] V. C. De Andrade, L. C. T. Guillen, and J. G. Pereira, “Teleparallel gravity: An Overview,” in 9th Marcel Grossmann Meeting on Recent Developments in Theoretical and Experimental General Relativity, Gravitation and Relativistic Field Theories (MG 9). 11, 2000. arXiv:gr-qc/0011087.

[18] R. Utiyama, “Invariant Theoretical Interpretation of Interaction,”

Phys. Rev. 101 (1956) 1597–1607.

[19] T. Kibble, “Lorentz Invariance and the Gravitational Field,”

J. Math. Phys. 2 (1961) 212–221.

[20] F. Hehl, P. Von Der Heyde, G. Kerlick, and J. Nester, “General Relativity with Spin and Torsion: Foundations and Prospects,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 48 (1976) 393–416.

[21] M. Blagojević, “Three lectures on Poincare gauge theory,” SFIN A 1 (2003) 147–172, arXiv:gr-qc/0302040.

[22] Y. N. Obukhov, “Poincare gauge gravity: Selected topics,”

Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys. 3 (2006) 95–138, arXiv:gr-qc/0601090. [23] M. Blagojević and F. W. Hehl, “Gauge Theories of Gravitation,”

arXiv:1210.3775 [gr-qc].

[24] M. Blagojević and F. W. Hehl, eds.,

Gauge Theories of Gravitation: A Reader with Commentaries. World Scientific, Singapore, 2013.

[25] Y. N. Obukhov, “Poincaré gauge gravity: An overview,”

Int. J. Geom. Meth. Mod. Phys. 15 no. supp01, (2018) 1840005, arXiv:1805.07385 [gr-qc].

[26] A. Ashtekar, J. Engle, and D. Sloan, “Asymptotics and Hamiltonians in a First order formalism,” Class. Quant. Grav. 25 (2008) 095020, arXiv:0802.2527 [gr-qc].

[27] D. E. Neville, “A Gravity Lagrangian With Ghost Free Curvature**2 Terms,” Phys. Rev. D 18 (1978) 3535.

[28] E. Sezgin and P. van Nieuwenhuizen, “New Ghost Free Gravity Lagrangians with Propagating Torsion,” Phys. Rev. D 21 (1980) 3269.

[29] V. I. Rodichev, “Twisted space and nonlinear field equations,” Zhur. Eksptl’. i Teoret. Fiz.

40 (5, 1961) .

[30] R. Hojman, C. Mukku, and W. A. Sayed, “Parity violation in metric torsion theories of gravitation,” Phys. Rev. D22 (1980) 1915–1921.

[31] P. C. Nelson, “Gravity With Propagating Pseudoscalar Torsion,”

Phys. Lett. A79 (1980) 285.

[32] L. Castellani, R. D’Auria, and P. Fre, Supergravity and superstrings: A Geometric perspective. Vol. 1: Mathematical foundations. , 1991.

[33] S. Holst, “Barbero’s Hamiltonian derived from a generalized Hilbert-Palatini action,”

Phys. Rev. D53 (1996) 5966–5969, arXiv:gr-qc/9511026 [gr-qc]. [34] A. Perez and C. Rovelli, “Physical effects of the Immirzi parameter,”

Phys. Rev. D73 (2006) 044013, arXiv:gr-qc/0505081 [gr-qc].

[35] L. Freidel, D. Minic, and T. Takeuchi, “Quantum gravity, torsion, parity violation and all that,” Phys. Rev. D72 (2005) 104002, arXiv:hep-th/0507253 [hep-th].

[36] S. Alexandrov, “Immirzi parameter and fermions with non-minimal coupling,” Class. Quant. Grav. 25 (2008) 145012, arXiv:0802.1221 [gr-qc].

[37] V. Taveras and N. Yunes, “The Barbero-Immirzi Parameter as a Scalar Field: K-Inflation from Loop Quantum Gravity?,” Phys. Rev. D78 (2008) 064070, arXiv:0807.2652 [gr-qc].

[38] A. Torres-Gomez and K. Krasnov, “Remarks on Barbero-Immirzi parameter as a field,” Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 104014, arXiv:0811.1998 [gr-qc].

[39] G. Calcagni and S. Mercuri, “The Barbero-Immirzi field in canonical formalism of pure gravity,” Phys. Rev. D79 (2009) 084004, arXiv:0902.0957 [gr-qc].

[40] S. Mercuri, “Peccei-Quinn mechanism in gravity and the nature of the Barbero-Immirzi parameter,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 103 (2009) 081302, arXiv:0902.2764 [gr-qc].

[41] D. Diakonov, A. G. Tumanov, and A. A. Vladimirov, “Low-energy General Relativity with torsion: A Systematic derivative expansion,” Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 124042, arXiv:1104.2432 [hep-th].

[42] J. Magueijo, T. G. Zlosnik, and T. W. B. Kibble, “Cosmology with a spin,” Phys. Rev. D87 no. 6, (2013) 063504, arXiv:1212.0585 [astro-ph.CO].

[43] M. Långvik, J.-M. Ojanperä, S. Raatikainen, and S. Räsänen, “Higgs inflation with the Holst and the Nieh–Yan term,” Phys. Rev. D 103 no. 8, (2021) 083514, arXiv:2007.12595 [astro-ph.CO].

[44] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, I. Timiryasov, and S. Zell, “Einstein-Cartan gravity, matter, and scale-invariant generalization,” JHEP 10 (2020) 177, arXiv:2007.16158 [hep-th].

[45] S. Raatikainen and S. Rasanen, “Higgs inflation and teleparallel gravity,” JCAP 12 (2019) 021, arXiv:1910.03488 [gr-qc].

[46] K. S. Stelle, “Classical Gravity with Higher Derivatives,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 9 (1978) 353–371. [47] K. Hayashi and T. Shirafuji, “Gravity from Poincare Gauge Theory of the Fundamental Particles. 1. Linear and Quadratic Lagrangians,” Prog. Theor. Phys. 64 (1980) 866. [Erratum: Prog.Theor.Phys. 65, 2079 (1981)].

K. Hayashi and T. Shirafuji, “Gravity From Poincare Gauge Theory of the Fundamental Particles. 4. Mass and Energy of Particle Spectrum,” Prog. Theor. Phys. 64 (1980) 2222.

[48] E. Sezgin, “Class of Ghost Free Gravity Lagrangians With Massive or Massless Propagating Torsion,” Phys. Rev. D 24 (1981) 1677–1680.

[49] R. Kuhfuss and J. Nitsch, “Propagating Modes in Gauge Field Theories of Gravity,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 18 (1986) 1207.

[50] H.-j. Yo and J. M. Nester, “Hamiltonian analysis of Poincare gauge theory scalar modes,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 8 (1999) 459–479, arXiv:gr-qc/9902032.

[51] H.-J. Yo and J. M. Nester, “Hamiltonian analysis of Poincare gauge theory: Higher spin modes,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. D 11 (2002) 747–780, arXiv:gr-qc/0112030.

[52] V. P. Nair, S. Randjbar-Daemi, and V. Rubakov, “Massive Spin-2 fields of Geometric Origin in Curved Spacetimes,” Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 104031, arXiv:0811.3781 [hep-th].

[53] V. Nikiforova, S. Randjbar-Daemi, and V. Rubakov, “Infrared Modified Gravity with Dynamical Torsion,” Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 124050, arXiv:0905.3732 [hep-th].

[54] G. K. Karananas, “The particle spectrum of parity-violating Poincaré gravitational theory,” Class. Quant. Grav. 32 no. 5, (2015) 055012, arXiv:1411.5613 [gr-qc]. G. K. Karananas, Poincaré, Scale and Conformal Symmetries Gauge Perspective and Cosmological Ramifications. PhD thesis, Ecole Polytechnique, Lausanne, 2016. arXiv:1608.08451 [hep-th].

[55] Y. N. Obukhov, “Gravitational waves in Poincaré gauge gravity theory,”

Phys. Rev. D 95 no. 8, (2017) 084028, arXiv:1702.05185 [gr-qc].

[56] M. Blagojević, B. Cvetković, and Y. N. Obukhov, “Generalized plane waves in Poincaré gauge theory of gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 96 no. 6, (2017) 064031, arXiv:1708.08766 [gr-qc].

[57] M. Blagojević and B. Cvetković, “General Poincaré gauge theory: Hamiltonian structure and particle spectrum,” Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 024014, arXiv:1804.05556 [gr-qc].

[58] Y.-C. Lin, M. P. Hobson, and A. N. Lasenby, “Ghost and tachyon free Poincaré gauge theories: A systematic approach,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 6, (2019) 064001, arXiv:1812.02675 [gr-qc].

[59] J. B. Jiménez and F. J. Maldonado Torralba, “Revisiting the stability of quadratic Poincaré gauge gravity,” Eur. Phys. J. C 80 no. 7, (2020) 611, arXiv:1910.07506 [gr-qc].

[60] Y.-C. Lin, M. P. Hobson, and A. N. Lasenby, “Power-counting renormalizable, ghost-and-tachyon-free Poincaré gauge theories,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 6, (2020) 064038, arXiv:1910.14197 [gr-qc].

[61] R. Percacci and E. Sezgin, “New class of ghost- and tachyon-free metric affine gravities,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 8, (2020) 084040, arXiv:1912.01023 [hep-th].

[62] G. Immirzi, “Quantum gravity and Regge calculus,”

Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl. 57 (1997) 65–72, arXiv:gr-qc/9701052. [63] G. Immirzi, “Real and complex connections for canonical gravity,”

Class. Quant. Grav. 14 (1997) L177–L181, arXiv:gr-qc/9612030.

[64] F. Bauer and D. A. Demir, “Inflation with Non-Minimal Coupling: Metric Versus Palatini Formulations,” Phys. Lett. B 665 (2008) 222–226, arXiv:0803.2664 [hep-ph].

[65] F. L. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, “The Standard Model Higgs Boson as the Inflaton,” Phys. Lett. B659 (2008) 703–706, arXiv:0710.3755 [hep-th].

[66] H. T. Nieh and M. L. Yan, “An Identity in Riemann-cartan Geometry,”

J. Math. Phys. 23 (1982) 373.

[67] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, I. Timiryasov, and S. Zell, “Higgs inflation in Einstein-Cartan gravity,” JCAP 02 (2021) 008, arXiv:2007.14978 [hep-ph].

[68] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, I. Timiryasov, and S. Zell, “Einstein-Cartan Portal to Dark Matter,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 126 no. 16, (2021) 161301, arXiv:2008.11686 [hep-ph].

[69] A. A. Starobinsky, “A New Type of Isotropic Cosmological Models Without Singularity,” Phys. Lett. B 91 (1980) 99–102.

[70] D. Gorbunov and A. Tokareva, “Scalaron the healer: removing the strong-coupling in the Higgs- and Higgs-dilaton inflations,” Phys. Lett. B 788 (2019) 37–41, arXiv:1807.02392 [hep-ph].

[71] R. Aros, M. Contreras, and J. Zanelli, “Path integral measure for first order and metric gravities,” Class. Quant. Grav. 20 (2003) 2937–2944, arXiv:gr-qc/0303113.

[72] V. A. Kostelecky, N. Russell, and J. Tasson, “New Constraints on Torsion from Lorentz Violation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 (2008) 111102, arXiv:0712.4393 [gr-qc].

[73] Y. N. Obukhov, A. J. Silenko, and O. V. Teryaev, “Spin-torsion coupling and gravitational moments of Dirac fermions: theory and experimental bounds,” Phys. Rev. D 90 no. 12, (2014) 124068, arXiv:1410.6197 [hep-th].

[74] G. K. Karananas, M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, and S. Zell, “Scale and weyl invariance in einstein-cartan gravity,” In preparation .

[75] M. Shaposhnikov and D. Zenhausern, “Scale invariance, unimodular gravity and dark energy,” Phys. Lett. B 671 (2009) 187–192, arXiv:0809.3395 [hep-th].

[76] M. Shaposhnikov and D. Zenhausern, “Quantum scale invariance, cosmological constant and hierarchy problem,” Phys. Lett. B 671 (2009) 162–166, arXiv:0809.3406 [hep-th].

[77] M. E. Shaposhnikov and I. I. Tkachev, “Quantum scale invariance on the lattice,” Phys. Lett. B 675 (2009) 403–406, arXiv:0811.1967 [hep-th].

[78] M. E. Shaposhnikov and F. V. Tkachov, “Quantum scale-invariant models as effective field theories,” arXiv:0905.4857 [hep-th].

[79] D. Blas, M. Shaposhnikov, and D. Zenhausern, “Scale-invariant alternatives to general relativity,” Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 044001, arXiv:1104.1392 [hep-th].

[80] J. Garcia-Bellido, J. Rubio, M. Shaposhnikov, and D. Zenhausern, “Higgs-Dilaton Cosmology: From the Early to the Late Universe,” Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 123504, arXiv:1107.2163 [hep-ph].

[81] J. Garcia-Bellido, J. Rubio, and M. Shaposhnikov, “Higgs-Dilaton cosmology: Are there extra relativistic species?,” Phys. Lett. B 718 (2012) 507–511, arXiv:1209.2119 [hep-ph].

[82] F. Bezrukov, G. K. Karananas, J. Rubio, and M. Shaposhnikov, “Higgs-Dilaton Cosmology:

an effective field theory approach,” Phys. Rev. D 87 no. 9, (2013) 096001, arXiv:1212.4148 [hep-ph].

[83] R. Armillis, A. Monin, and M. Shaposhnikov, “Spontaneously Broken Conformal Symmetry:

Dealing with the Trace Anomaly,” JHEP 10 (2013) 030, arXiv:1302.5619 [hep-th]. [84] F. Gretsch and A. Monin, “Perturbative conformal symmetry and dilaton,” Phys. Rev. D 92 no. 4, (2015) 045036, arXiv:1308.3863 [hep-th].

[85] J. Rubio and M. Shaposhnikov, “Higgs-Dilaton cosmology: Universality versus criticality,” Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) 027307, arXiv:1406.5182 [hep-ph].

[86] D. M. Ghilencea, “Manifestly scale-invariant regularization and quantum effective operators,” Phys. Rev. D 93 no. 10, (2016) 105006, arXiv:1508.00595 [hep-ph].

[87] P. G. Ferreira, C. T. Hill, and G. G. Ross, “Scale-Independent Inflation and Hierarchy Generation,” Phys. Lett. B 763 (2016) 174–178, arXiv:1603.05983 [hep-th].

[88] G. K. Karananas and J. Rubio, “On the geometrical interpretation of scale-invariant models of inflation,” Phys. Lett. B 761 (2016) 223–228, arXiv:1606.08848 [hep-ph].

[89] P. G. Ferreira, C. T. Hill, and G. G. Ross, “Weyl Current, Scale-Invariant Inflation and Planck Scale Generation,” Phys. Rev. D 95 no. 4, (2017) 043507, arXiv:1610.09243 [hep-th].

[90] P. G. Ferreira, C. T. Hill, and G. G. Ross, “No fifth force in a scale invariant universe,” Phys. Rev. D 95 no. 6, (2017) 064038, arXiv:1612.03157 [gr-qc].

[91] D. M. Ghilencea, Z. Lalak, and P. Olszewski, “Standard Model with spontaneously broken quantum scale invariance,” Phys. Rev. D 96 no. 5, (2017) 055034, arXiv:1612.09120 [hep-ph].

[92] M. Shaposhnikov and A. Shkerin, “Gravity, Scale Invariance and the Hierarchy Problem,” JHEP 10 (2018) 024, arXiv:1804.06376 [hep-th].

[93] S. Casas, G. K. Karananas, M. Pauly, and J. Rubio, “Scale-invariant alternatives to general relativity. III. The inflation-dark energy connection,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 6, (2019) 063512, arXiv:1811.05984 [astro-ph.CO].

[94] A. Shkerin, “Dilaton-assisted generation of the Fermi scale from the Planck scale,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 11, (2019) 115018, arXiv:1903.11317 [hep-th].

[95] M. Herrero-Valea, I. Timiryasov, and A. Tokareva, “To Positivity and Beyond, where Higgs-Dilaton Inflation has never gone before,” JCAP 11 (2019) 042, arXiv:1905.08816 [hep-ph].

[96] J. Rubio, “Scale symmetry, the Higgs and the Cosmos,” PoS CORFU2019 (2020) 074, arXiv:2004.00039 [gr-qc].

[97] S. Casas, M. Pauly, and J. Rubio, “Higgs-dilaton cosmology: An inflation–dark-energy connection and forecasts for future galaxy surveys,” Phys. Rev. D 97 no. 4, (2018) 043520, arXiv:1712.04956 [astro-ph.CO].

[98] C. Wetterich, “Fine Tuning Problem and the Renormalization Group,”

Phys. Lett. B 140 (1984) 215–222.

[99] W. A. Bardeen, “On naturalness in the standard model,” in Ontake Summer Institute on Particle Physics Ontake Mountain, Japan, August 27-September 2, 1995. 1995. http://lss.fnal.gov/cgi-bin/find_paper.pl?conf-95-391.

[100] M. Shaposhnikov, “Is there a new physics between electroweak and Planck scales?,” in Astroparticle Physics: Current Issues, 2007 (APCI07). 8, 2007. arXiv:0708.3550 [hep-th].

[101] M. Shaposhnikov and A. Shkerin, “Conformal symmetry: towards the link between the Fermi and the Planck scales,” Phys. Lett. B 783 (2018) 253–262, arXiv:1803.08907 [hep-th].

[102] S. Mooij, M. Shaposhnikov, and T. Voumard, “Hidden and explicit quantum scale invariance,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 8, (2019) 085013, arXiv:1812.07946 [hep-th].

[103] M. Shaposhnikov and K. Shimada, “Asymptotic Scale Invariance and its Consequences,” Phys. Rev. D 99 no. 10, (2019) 103528, arXiv:1812.08706 [hep-ph].

[104] C. Wetterich, “Quantum scale symmetry,” arXiv:1901.04741 [hep-th]. [105] M. Shaposhnikov, A. Shkerin, and S. Zell, “Standard Model Meets Gravity: Electroweak Symmetry Breaking and Inflation,” Phys. Rev. D 103 no. 3, (2021) 033006, arXiv:2001.09088 [hep-th].

[106] G. K. Karananas, M. Michel, and J. Rubio, “One residue to rule them all: Electroweak symmetry breaking, inflation and field-space geometry,” Phys. Lett. B 811 (2020) 135876, arXiv:2006.11290 [hep-th].