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Abstract

Improvement of the classical gravity with the running gravitational coupling obtained

from asymptotically safe gravity, is a good way of considering the effects of quantum

gravity. This is usually done for metric theories of gravity. Here we investigate the effects

of such an improvement for pure affine theories of gravity. To motivate the approach, we

first consider the effects of quantum improvement on the connection using metric theory

and investigate the effects on the causal structure of black hole solution. Next in the

framework of Schrödinger–Eddington affine theory, the general way of affine improvement

is presented and a spherically symmetric solution is obtained and compared with other

ways of improvement.

I Introduction

It is known that, besides the Einstein theory of General Relativity, which considers metric as a

dynamical object to describe the gravity, there are other theories based on the assumption of

independence of the affine connection and metric, considering it as an independent dynamical

object [1–4]. Although the modern methods based on the gauge theory are a more proper way

for the unification of various interactions, it is undeniable that the affine gravity was one of the

primary efforts for an explanation of the electromagnetism in the covariant formalism suggested

by Einstein. Affine theory is followed by considering more symmetries in the recent years [5–8],

however none of them achieves a considerable status among the modern unification methods
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yet. After all, the main physical point about affine theories is the use of connection instead of

metric as the dynamical variable.

The affine formalism becomes notable when we encounter quantum gravity models relying

on the quantum field theory implement, because of the fundamental nature of the affine con-

nection. The main feature of these theories is the usage of a gauge field to describe gravity. For

gravitational interaction, what describes the gravity field is in fact the measure of rotation of

local inertial frame at each point with respect to the neighboring ones, i.e. the deviation from

Euclidean parallel transport. Clearly, this deviation is described by the affine connection (Γγµν)

in the curved space–times, and the affine connection is precisely the gravity gauge field. This

is a good reason to attend more to non–metric theories in some quantum gravity models.

In general, depending on the chosen fundamental dynamical variables there are three classes

of gravity theory. The pure metric formulation, based on the consideration of the metric as the

independent variable [9,10]. This choice with the simplest possible action, the Einstein–Hilbert

action, results in the equivalence of the affine connection and the Levi–Civita connection
{
γ
µν

}
.

Choosing the connection in addition to the metric as an independent dynamical variable,

leads to the second class which is known as metric–affine formulation [11–14]. And, at last, pure

affine theories are the ones for which the affine connection is the only fundamental dynamical

variable [1–8,15,16] (See references in [5] for detailed reviews).

Since the affine is the gauge field for gravity, the pure affine gravity may be ideally suited for

the quantization process. One way to examine this idea is to study the quantum improvement

of such theories in the context of the asymptotic safety conjecture.

According to the asymptotic safety conjecture, any quantum field theory which ends to a

non–Gaussican UV fixed point, lying in the finite dimensional tangent space, is safed from UV

divergences, and becomes predictable [17–20]. There are various evidences that the gravity flow

has a non–Gaussian fixed point and is asymptotically safe (See references in [21]). Using the

functional renormalization group methods to find this non–Gaussian fixed point, the behavior

of the gravitational running coupling could be derived [22].

Although it is expected that studying the effects of this quantization method needs the
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solution of the exact renormalization group equation, i.e. effective average action, but it seems

too complicated to derive it formally if not impossible. Thus, it is claimed that the improvement

of coupling constant g0 in the classical theory to the running one gk, can hopefully restore the

quantum effects at least to some extent [23,24].

The improvement can be done through different strategies as it is discussed in [23, 25].

There, it is shown, that the most physical way for quantum improvement of the field equations,

is the action improvement using the cutoff identification k = ξ0/χ as a scale parameter. ξ0

is a dimensionless constant and χ is a length dimensional quantity. In a curved space–time,

the equivalence principle and geodesic deviation concept gives a natural lenght scale, which is

given by the curvature tensor and describes the neighbourhood of a point in which the freely

falling frame (at the point) is inertial. As it is discussed in [25] a proper function of curvature

invariants (χ(χi), where χi’s are the curvature invariants) is the best choice for our purpose.

Unfortunately one can not fix a unique form for this function using this proposal, but various

assumptions such as energy conditions [26], singularities and etc. can be used to restrict the

possible forms.

The effects of various strategies of the improvement of the gravitational coupling constant

on the running one and the cutoff identification are studied for a wide range of problems like

cosmological solutions [21, 27–30], black holes [19, 31–35], energy conditions [26, 36], vacuum

fluctuations [37–39] and so on.

The functional renormalization group methods besides other assumptions [22, 40], leads to

the antiscreening running gravitational coupling as

G(χ) =
G0

1 + f(χ)
(1)

where f(χ) ≡ ξ/χ2. The small scaling constant ξ equals to G0ωqξ0 provided that the reference

constant G0 be the experimentally observed value of Newton’s constant GN and ωq = 4
π
(1− π2

144
)

[31].

The above mentioned improvements are done in metric theories. But what about affine
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theories? Since the affine connection is in fact the gravity force, it is more reasonable to

improve it in the classical theory by quantum effects.

Here we are looking for the effects of such an improvement. For this, we would consider the

affine connection as the main dynamical object of the theory, using the affine gravity theories.

First in section II, we present a simple way for introducing the quantum improvements of

asymptotically safe gravity method in the affine connection in the framework of metric gravity,

and investigate its effects on the causal structure of black hole solution. Then, in section

III, the general structure of the improved affine gravity is investigated in the framework of

Schrödinger–Eddington affine theory.

II Motivations from metric theory

Before looking for a complete model for quantum improved affine gravity, let us give some

motivations and illustrations that can be obtained from the metric theory.

A The method of affine improvement

Here we would formulate a way that through it one can obtain an improved connection. This

needs attention to the Newtonian limit of the gravitational theory. Consider the geodesic

equation

d2xγ

ds2
+

{
γ

µν

}
dxµ

ds

dxν

ds
= 0 . (2)

The connection contains two type of terms. Terms related to the use of curvilinear coordi-

nates and terms representing the gravitational force. Let us to forget the first terms for now

(e.g. by going to a coordinate system in which the connection is only the result of gravity). In

this way the term
{
γ
µν

}
dxµ

ds
dxν

ds
is proportional to the gravity field. As a result it is proportional

to G0, as it should have Newtonian limit1.

1It has to be noted that for purely gravitational solutions, like black holes or free gravitational waves, this
conclusion may breaks. But in general one can always go to the Newtonian limit and relate the parameters in
the solution to Newton’s constant.
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On the other hand, the theory of general relativity is a metric compatible and torsion–free

theory. Then, for this theory,
{
γ
µν

}
= Γγµν , and thus

Γγµν
dxµ

ds

dxν

ds
∝ G0 . (3)

Now, we can propose that the improved affine connection, Γ̂
γ

µν is given by

Γ̂
γ

µν(G) =
G(χ)

G0

{
γ

µν

}
gNI

. (4)

As a result of the antiscreening behavior (1), G(χ)/G0 < 1, and the quantum improvement

weakens the gravitation attraction. This would show itself as compactification of light cones,

and would be illustrated in the next subsection.

It has to be noted that this in general, describes a space–time with metric Gαβ (which should

be determined) with non–metricity and torsion (See references [41–43] for more on the gravity

with torsion. That is to say, quantum improvement of the connection can in general introduce

torsion and/or non–metricity to the non–improved space–time (i.e. the classical space–time

without any quantum correction). This means that one may observes the effects of quantum

corrections of a Riemann space–time within the geometrical elements of a general classical affine

manifold such as torsion and/or non-metricity. If such a proposal is going to be a good one, we

have to start from a classical theory with torsion and non-metricity and see how the quantum

effects alters them. This is what we shall do in the next section, but for now let us to go further

to get a taste of how this can happen.

For this, we should solve (4) for the metric Gαβ using the symmetries of the non–improved

metric gNIαβ . As it is stated earlier, there is a notable point in the practical process of the

affine improvement. Not all of the
{
γ
µν

}
’s are the result of the gravitational interaction, rather,

some of them are the signs of using a curvilinear coordinate system. It is clear that setting

the source of gravitational field zero, what remains in the connection is the effects of using

curvilinear coordinates.

Thus, one way to study the affine improvement, is just to consider only the gravitational
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parts, i.e. those ones which are resulted from the rotations of the local basis by gravity,{
γ
µν

}Grav.
gNI

. After improving these portions, we may add them to their curvilinear counterparts,{
γ
µν

}Coor.
gNI

, to obtain Γ̂
γ

µν(G). In other worlds,

Γ̂
γ

µν(G) =
G(χ)

G0

{
γ

µν

}Grav.
gNI

+

{
γ

µν

}Coor.
gNI

. (5)

One may argue that in general relativity it is not possible to separate gravity from coordi-

nate system curvature. But it should be noted that what is meant in the above statement is

simply that for solutions for which it is possible to remove the gravity effects (and get a flat

space–time) by setting some parameters to zero (like the Schwarzschild solution) what remains

in the connection is the results of using curvilinear coordinates for flat space–time.

In the next subsection we shall illustrate such a process by an example. As it is stated before

one should start from a classical theory with torsion and non-metricity, but in what follows in

this section we shall only present some simple calculations to get motivated that the quantum

effects can be reorganized in terms of torsion and non-metricity. Then in section III, we shall

start from a general space–time and present the full model.

B An example: Spherically symmetric vacuum solution

As an example, let’s improve a static spherically symmetric space–time, using the proposed

method. Such a space–time is described by

gtt = A(r), grr = −B(r), gθθ = −r2, gϕϕ = −r2 sin2 θ . (6)
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Then the non–zero components of the connection are

{
r

tt

}
(g) =

A′

2B

{
t

rt

}
(g) =

A′

2A

{
r

rr

}
(g) =

B′

2B{
θ

rθ

}
(g) =

1

r

{
r

θθ

}
(g) =

−r
B

{
θ

θϕ

}
(g) = cot θ{

ϕ

rϕ

}
(g) =

1

r

{
r

ϕϕ

}
(g) =

−r
B

sin2 θ

{
θ

ϕϕ

}
(g) = − cos θ sin θ (7)

where we have used the notations A(r) ≡ A and B(r) ≡ B, a prime over any quantity to denote

the derivative with respect to its argument, here r.

The portions related to the use of curvilinear coordinate, are derived by setting A = B = 1.

On using this and equations (1) and (5), the quantum improved connection has the following

non–vanishing components for our spherical static space–time

Γ̂
t

tr =
1

1 + f

A′

2A
, Γ̂

r

rr =
1

1 + f

B′

2B

Γ̂
r

tt =
1

1 + f

A′

2B
, Γ̂

r

θθ = −r +
r

1 + f
(1− 1

B
) , Γ̂

r

ϕϕ = (−r +
r

1 + f
(1− 1

B
)) sin2 θ (8)

On the other hand, assuming that the improvement does not change the spherical symmetry

of the space–time, we can set

Gtt = X(r), Grr = −Y (r), Gθθ = −r2, Gϕϕ = −r2 sin2 θ (9)

for the improved metric and

Γ̂
t

tr =
X ′

2X
+Kt

tr + Lttr , Γ̂
r

rr =
Y ′

2Y
+Kr

rr + Lrrr

Γ̂
r

tt =
X ′

2Y
+Kr

tt + Lrtt , Γ̂
r

θθ =
−r
Y

+Kr
θθ + Lrθθ , Γ̂

r

ϕϕ =
−r
Y

sin2 θ +Kr
ϕϕ + Lrϕϕ (10)

for the improved components of the connection, where Kγ
µν is the contorsion tensor and Lγµν is

the deformation caused by the non–metricity.

In order to go further for this simple example, let us adopt the naive cutoff identification

7



f = ξ/r2 for simplicity. Equations (8) and (10) are a set of 5 equations for 12 independent

unknown components of the metric Gµν , the contorsion tensor Kγ
µν and the deformation Lγµν .

To have a solution, we restrict ourselves to a subspace of possible solutions that have Kγ
µν = 0.

Indeed, for more convenience, we assume that the Lttr = Lrrr = 0, although the results can

be extended to more general solutions. These considerations leave us with two differential

equations for X(r) and Y (r), and three algebraic equations for Lrtt, L
r
θθ and Lrϕϕ.

Nothing that the non–improved solution is the Schwarzschild vacuum solution, for which

A(r) = −B(r)−1 = 1− rs/r, the improved metric and deformation components are given by

Gtt = e
(ζTan−1 u

ζ
+ln

(1−u)√
u2+ζ2

)/(1+ζ2)
(11)

Grr = −e−(ζTan
−1 u

ζ
+ln

(1−u)√
u2+ζ2

)/(1+ζ2)
(12)

Gθθ = −u2 (13)

Gϕϕ = −u2 sin2 θ (14)

L̃rtt =
(u2 + ζ2)−(2+ζ

2)/(1+ζ2)

2|−1 + u|u

e2ζ Tan−1 u
ζ

1+ζ2 |1− u|
2

1+ζ2 u2 − (u− 1)2(u2 + ζ2)
1

1+ζ2

 (15)

L̃rθθ = L̃rϕϕ/ sin2 θ = u− u2

u2 + ζ2
− ue(ζTan

−1 u
ζ
+ln

(1−u)√
u2+ζ2

)/(1+ζ2)
(16)

where u ≡ r/rs, ζ ≡ ξ/r2s and L̃γµν ≡ Lγµν/rs are dimensionless quantities.

The causal structure of such an space–time can be studied in two steps. First, we shall look

for its light cones, and then using Carter–Penrose diagrams the causal structure is studied.

B.1 Light cones

The light cone is the local structure, that restricts the possible causal interactions by defining

a tangent space at any point of the space–time. This causal structure is specified by the

constant of causal structure cST , where in general relativity equals to the c0 = 3 × 108 ms−1.

Although c0 is known as the speed of light, as categorized by Ellis and Uzan [44], there are

four different interpretations for c0: The electromagnetic wave velocity (cEM), the constant of

space–time structure (cST ), the gravitational wave velocity (cGW ) and the space–time–matter
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coupling (cE). Since the custom viewpoint about the equivalence of the four dimensionless

quantities cEM/c0, cST/c0, cGW/c0 and cE/c0, is based on the standard theories of the gravity

and electromagnetic with their classical limit, any modification of these theories, such as the

quantum improvement, may lead to defeat of these equivalences [45].

In order to find cST , we should expand the classical metric gNI , in the local basis of the

improved metric G. Thus, we should find

g̃ij = ẽai (G)ẽbj(G)gNIab (17)

where

ẽal (G) =

(
1√
Gtt
,
√
Gtt,

1

r
,

1

r sin θ

)
(18)

are the tetrad basis of the improved space–time. Then, for a non–improved space–time (6), the

line element of the g̃ij becomes

ds2 =
Gtt

1− rs/r

(
(
1− rs/r
Gtt

)2 dt2 − dr2 − r2 dθ2 − r2 sin θ2 dϕ2

)
. (19)

Now considering a radial null ray, we will find the constant of causal structure as

cST =

∣∣∣∣1− rs/rGtt

∣∣∣∣c0 . (20)

Since Gtt > 1− rs/r, then cST < c0. And, this would result in the compactification of the light

cone, as can be seen in figure (1). One can see that the improved light cones (meshed ones)

would be compactified by going forward towards the classical singularity. This compactification

is the sign of a decrease in the convergence behavior of the null geodesics, which is exactly what

we anticipate from the antiscreening gravitational running coupling, equation (1).

B.2 Penrose–Carter diagram

To study the causal structure of a black hole solution, it is better to take a look at its Penrose–

Carter diagram, as it represents the entire space–time, by making the infinities and singularities
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Figure 1: The meshed surfaces, denotes the improved light cones, while the grey ones, are
the classical non–improved causal light cones. Clearly, the polar symmetries are saved, but by
decreasing the radial distance, the cones are more compactified by the quantum effects.
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accessible. The first step to draw Penrose–Carter diagram for our solution is making the

coordinates to have a finite region [46]. Going to the plane (θ = const., ϕ = const.), one can

get the conformally flat metric

ds2 = X(u)
(
dt2 − dR(u)2

)
) (21)

where

R(u) =

∫ u

1

du

X(u)
. (22)

If we use the compactification

x = 1
2

[tanh(R(u) + t)− tanh(R(u)− t)] (23)

y = −1
2

[tanh(R(u) + t) + tanh(R(u)− t)] , (24)

then by determining the boundaries of these coordinates, the diagram would be determined.

For our improved curved space–time G, the R(u) should be driven from the X(u) = Gtt.

Since, the exact solution of X(u) does not give an analytical form for R(u), it is better to use

an approximated one, depending on the quantum parameter ζ = ωG0ξ0/r
2
s ' ωl2p/r

2
s . The

approximated solution can be obtained for two regions:

• If u � lp/rs, then u �
√
ζ, and thus, the quantum effects are negligible and we would

have X(u) ≡ X>(u) ' A(u). For this solution the coordinate R(u) becomes

R(u) ≡ R>(u) ' u+ ln |u− 1| . (25)

• If u� lp/rs, then u�
√
ζ, and thus

X ′(u)

X(u)
' u2

ζ

A′(u)

A(u)
, (26)
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so that for this region

X(u) ≡ X<(u) = X0 exp

(
1

ζ
(u+ ln |u− 1|)

)
(27)

where the constant X0 is determined by the matching the two solutions at u '
√
ζ.

As for this second region the solution depends on ζ, one can classify the results in three

cases:

a) More–Classical solution. If the quantum effects are small (ζ � 1), then for the

region u�
√
ζ, we can approximate X<(u) ' X

(MC)
< (u) as

X
(MC)
< (u) = X0(1−

u2

2ζ
) . (28)

The identification X
(MC)
< (

√
ζ) = X>(

√
ζ), leads to X0 = 2(

√
ζ − 1)/

√
ζ, and we

would have

R
(MC)
< (u) =

1

X0

(u+
u3

6ζ
) + C (29)

where C is a constant. After using the compactification relations (23)-(24), the

Penrose–Carter diagram of this space–time, can be obtained as figure (2).

The solution (28) is restricted to the region where the conditions ζ � 1 and u�
√
ζ

are satisfied. Therefore, the quantum effects are not present outside the horizon,

where u > 1. On the other hand, these conditions are well satisfied around the

singularity. It can be seen that the improved singularity is fared away from the

classical one, leading to the compactification of the T -constant surfaces.

b) More–Quantum solution. If the quantum effects are described by ζ ∼ 1 (i.e.

when the Schwarzschild radius is about the Planck length, rs ∼ lp), then we can

approximate X<(u) ' X
(MQ)
< (u) by

X
(MQ)
< (u) = X0e

−u2/2ζ . (30)
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Figure 2: The Penrose–Carter diagram for the More–Classical solution with ζ = 0.1. The
dashed lines describe T -constant surfaces while the thin ones are R-constant surfaces. The
wavy line is the classical singularity, and the thick dashed line is the improved singularity.

After determining X0 by the relation X
(MQ)
< (

√
ζ) = X>(

√
ζ), we can find the

R
(MQ)
< (u),

R
(MQ)
< (u) =

ζ√
e(
√
ζ − 1)

√
π

2
Erfi(

u√
2ζ

) + C (31)

where C is a constant. The Penrose–Carter diagram of this space–time, can be seen

in figure (3).

In this case, the quantum antiscreening effects can be observed more around the

horizon, since ζ ∼ 1. Towards the singularity, the clock of an observer lying on the

T -constant surfaces ticks faster because of the anti gravity effects of the antiscreening

coupling. Remember that the choice of f = ζ/u2 leads to strong quantum effects

inside the horizon (u < 1).

c) Pure–Quantum solution. Finally, if the quantum effects are large enough such

that ζ � 1 (where the Schwarzschild radius is much smaller than Planck length,

13



Figure 3: The Penrose–Carter diagram for the More–Quantum solution with ζ = 1.1. The
dashed lines describe T -constant surfaces while the thin ones are R-constant surfaces. The
wavy line is the singularity.

rs � lp), then we can approximate X<(u) ' X
(PQ)
< by

X
(PQ)
< (u) = X0e

−u2/2ζ+u3/3ζ ' (1− u2

2ζ
)(1 +

u3

3ζ
) (32)

where X0 = (1− 1/
√
ζ) exp

(
1/2−

√
ζ/3
)
. Then,

R
(PQ)
< (u) = −u

6/6 + u3ζ − u4ζ/2− 6uζ2

6ζ2
+ C (33)

where C is a constant.

Since,u� ζ and ζ � 1 for this solution, the main compactification occurs far from

the singularity and near the horizon, figure (4). Like for the More–Quantum case,

because of f = ζ/u2 the main effects are present inside horizon.
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Figure 4: The Penrose–Carter diagram for the Pure–Quantum solution with ζ = 1.5. The
dashed lines describe T -constant surfaces while the thin ones are R-constant surfaces. The
wavy line is the singularity.

III Connection as a dynamical object

The results of the previous section shows that quantum improvement of the affine connection

can leads to non–trivial results. In order to have a complete model for quantum improvement of

the affine, we have to do it within a pure affine theory of gravity. To construct a gravity theory

which considers the affine connection as a dynamical object, we need to define a covariant

action in terms of affine. But as the connection does not transform covariantly, it cannot be

used by itself to define a proper action. There are diverse combinations of the connection and

its canonical momentum for this purpose. To this end, the Riemann curvature Rλ
µνκ (as the

canonical momentum) is a good candidate. Besides its presence in the description of the tidal

forces as the gravitational force, it is quiet useful for our purpose. This is because we have to

improve the action using the curvature invariants χi. Schrödinger–Eddington action provides

such a model and thus in what follows we present an improved Schrödinger–Eddington action.

In order to bring quantum modifications into such an affine theory, one should use the

running gravitation coupling obtained from the effective average action of an affine theory. But
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it should be brought in mind that we have stuck to Einstein–Hilbert truncation (in the effective

action theory space), and this 2-dimensional subspace has no coupling to torsion and non-

metricity. Therefore, it seems that there is no serious deviations in the results of the effective

average action theory based on the metric theory and the one based on the affine theory. This

allows to use the running coupling constant obtained from an Einstein–Hilbert truncated metric

theory for our purpose.

A Improved Schrödinger–Eddington action

Historically, Schrödinger used the contracted Riemann tensor Rν
µνκ , i.e. Ricci tensor Rµκ, as

a covariant tensor of rank two to construct the measure of integration for the curved space–

time [1]. This choice was based on the Eddington, Einstein and Straus endeavor to unify the

gravitation and electromagnetism [2,4].

Keeping in mind that the metric is not a dynamical object in the pure affine gravity, the

generalized Schödinger–Eddington action is

ASE =

∫
d4xL[ΨA,ΨA

;κ]
√
− detRµν , (34)

where ΨA stands for a general matter field of any rank. The covariant derivative of this field

could be defined as

ΨA
;κ = ΨA

,κ + CA ν
B µ Γµνκ ΨB (35)

where the coefficient CA ν
B µ depends on the nature of the matter fields. The action is a functional

of Γαβγ as the dynamical variable, and Rαβ as the canonical momentum. The metric can be

constructed as gαβ ≡ gαβ/
√
− det gαβ with the metric density defined as

gαβ =
∂L
√
− detRµν

∂Rαβ

. (36)

We use the action (34) to construct the quantum improved affine theory. To improve

the coupling constant, the implicit dependence of the Lagrangian density L[ΨA,ΨA
;κ] on the
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coupling should be exprssed explicitly, i.e. the improved action would be

A(I)
SE =

∫
d4xL[ΨA,ΨA

;κ, G(χ)]
√
− detRµν . (37)

We have to note that there is a mathematical debate on the possibility of construction of

proper Lagrangian for various matter fields without definition of any fundamental metric field.

Although this is not important in what follows (since we will concentrate on vacuum solution),

but in fact inverse of Ricci tensor can be used for this purpose. The validity of this suggestion

can be tracked in the identity

δ
√
− detRµν =

1

2

√
− detRµν K

αβ δRαβ , (38)

which is used to define the Ricci inverse Kαβ ≡ (Rαβ)−1. A serious debate on this issue can be

found in Ref. [47].

The dependence of the running coupling G(χ) on the affine connection and its derivatives

is through the curvature invariants. As it is previousely discussed ( [26, 36]), although to have

an exact scaling interpretation, considering all the sixteen curvature invariants is expected, but

some conditions such as singularities and energy conditions restrict our choices [26, 36]. For

simplicity of calculations, we just use the essential invariants (χ1 ≡ R, χ2 ≡ RµνκλR
µνκλ, χ3 ≡

RµνR
µν) for the scaling process, but the method could simply extended to more general cases.

The field equations are derived from the least action principle as usual, and thus we need

to evaluate

δA(I)
ES =

∫
d4x δ

(
L[ΨA,ΨA

;κ, G(χ)]
√
− detRµν

)
. (39)

Straightforward calculations end to

δA(I)
SE = δA(I)

G + δA(I)
M (40)
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where each term is defined as

δA(I)
G =

∫
d4x

(√
− detRµν

∂L
∂Γγαβ

δΓγαβ +
√
− detRµν

∂L
∂Γγαβ;κ

δΓγαβ;κ +
∂L
√
− detRµν

∂Rαβ

δRαβ

)
,

(41)

δA(I)
M =

∫
d4x

(
∂
√
− detRµνL
∂ΨB

δΨB +
∂
√
− detRµνL
∂ΨB

,k

δΨB
,k

)
(42)

and they should vanish individually, and we have used the notation L ≡ L[ΨA,ΨA
;κ, G(χ)].

There is a clear concern on the dependence of the running coupling G(χ) on the Ricci

square invariant. To solve this concern, we rearrange the scaling parameter dependence as

χ ≡ χ(Γγαβ,Γ
γ
αβ;κ, Rαβ). Thus (42) leads to

δA(I)
G =

∫
d4x

√
− detRµν

(
M κ

A

∂ΨA
;κ

∂Γγαβ
δΓγαβ +

2∑
i=1

Lχ(i)(X αβ (i)
γ δΓγαβ +N αβκ (i)

γ δΓγαβ;κ)

)

+

∫
d4x

(
∂L
√
− detRµν

∂Rαβ

δΓγαβ;γ −
∂L
√
− detRµν

∂Rαβ

δΓγαγ;β − 2
∂L
√
− detRµν

∂Rακ

Sβγκ δΓ
γ
αβ

)
(43)

where

Lχ(i)
=

∂L
∂G(χ)

∂G(χ)

∂χ(i)
, (44)

X αβ (i)
γ =

∂χ(i)

∂Γγαβ (i)

, (45)

N αβκ (i)
γ =

∂χ(i)

∂Γγαβ;κ (i)

, (46)

M κ
A =

∂L
∂ΨA

;κ

(47)

and the Cartan torsion tensor Sκµν ≡ Γκ[µν] is the antisymmetric part of the connection.

The field equations lead to a differential equation between the constructed metric gαβ and
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the affine connection Γσαβ. Using the Gauss theorem, we get

gαβ;γ − gακ;κδ
β
γ − 2gαβSγ + 2gακSκδ

β
γ + 2gακSβγκ = Sαβ (M)

γ + Sαβ (Q)
γ (48)

as the quantum improved field equations, where Sµ ≡ Sνµν is the torsion vector and

Sαβ (M)
γ =

√
− detRµνM β

A CA α
B γ ΨB , (49)

Sαβ (Q)
γ =

√
− detRµν

2∑
i=1

Lχ(i)

(
X αβ (i)
γ − 2

3
N αβκ (i)
γ Sκ −∇κN αβκ (i)

γ

)
(50)

are matter and quantum improvement source terms. By contracting (α, γ) the generalized

equation of Schrödinger theory would be derived,

g[αβ]
,α = δγαSαβ (M)

γ + δγαSαβ (Q)
γ . (51)

The inhomogeneous source at the right hand side of the field equations (51) is constructed

from two terms: The matter source δγαS
αβ (M)
γ and the pure quantum part δγαS

αβ (Q)
γ . The

δγαS
αβ (M)
γ does not include dynamical effects of the quantum correction of the improvement

while the prescribed running coupling G(χ) attends in this term. On the other hand, the

pure quantum term δγαS
αβ (Q)
γ contains both dynamical and non–dynamical effects arising from

quantum improvement.

One can rewrite the field equations (51) as differential equations for the metric tensor gαβ.

From (43) and (36) we would have

gαβ;γ
√
− det gµν−gαβ(

√
− det gµν) ,γ−gαβΓκκγ−2gαβSγ+2gακ

(
Sβγκ +

1

3
Sκδ

β
γ

)
= Sαβ (C)

γ +Sαβ (Q)
γ

(52)

Multiplying this evolution equation by the inverse of the metric gαβ, leads to

(
√
− det gµν) ,γ −

√
− det gµνΓ

κ
κγ =

8

3

√
− det gµνSγ + gαβ

(
Sαβ (C)

γ + Sαβ (Q)
γ

)
. (53)
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And on substituting (53) in (52) the covariant form

gαβ;γ + 2Sβγκg
ακ +

2

3
Sγg

αβ +
2

3
Sκδ

β
γ g

ακ = −3
(
Sαβ (C)

γ + Sαβ (Q)
γ

)
(54)

is obtained.

Using the Schrödinger star–affine connection

∗Γγαβ = Γγαβ +
2

3
δγαSβ (55)

the covariant equation (54) would have the more familiar form

gαβ,γ − ∗Γκαγgκβ − ∗Γκγβgαγ = −3gαµgβν
(
Sµν (C)

γ + Sµν (Q)
γ

)
. (56)

Same as its classical counterpart [1], 64 ordinary linear equations for the star affine connection

are derived from equation (56). To continue, we need 16 components of the metric tensor gαβ

and 4 components of torsion vector Sα. Thus, we can use the definition of metric density (36)

and the star–affine (55) to obtain

∗Rαβ +
2

3
(Sα,β − Sβ,α) =

2

L

(
gαβ −

∂L
∂ ∗Rµν

δµαδ
ν
β

)
. (57)

To sum up, the set of coupled equations (51), (56) and (57) are 84 equations for 84 components

of the star–affine connection ∗Γγαβ, torsion vector Sα and the metric field gαβ.

B Spherically symmetric vacuum solution

Since the static spherically symmetric space–time is a notable solution in any gravitational

theory, we look for such a solution for our quantum improved affine model. Therefore, using

this symmetry, we find a solution of equations (51), (56) and (57) for a vacuum Lagrangian

L ≡ 2/ΛG(χ).

The general metric tensor for this space–time is the one that its functional form is not
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changed by the rotation about the center of the symmetry. Papapetrou suggested [48] the

general form as

gαβ =



γ −ω 0 0

ω −α 0 0

0 0 −β r2v sin θ

0 0 −r2v sin θ −β sin2 θ


(58)

which satisfies the same symmetry in the Einstein–Straus Theory. The functions α ≡ α(r),

β ≡ β(r), γ ≡ γ(r), ω ≡ ω(r) and v ≡ v(r) should be determined from the equations (51),

(56) and (57). Clearly, the choice β = r2 does not ruins any generality. Indeed, although the

both cases (ω 6= 0, v = 0) and (ω = 0, v 6= 0) were studied by Papapetrou as solutions to the

Einstein–Straus theory [48], we examine just the first one, since the improved metric gravity

of this solution has been studied widely [31, 35, 49] and make the comparison of the results

possible.

For the same reasons, we choose the scaling parameter χ = RαβR
αβ. While the quantum

effects at the right hand side of the equations (51) and (56) are removed by this cut off iden-

tification, these effects can be followed from (57). Since the quantities X αβ (i)
γ , N αβκ (i)

γ and

M κ
A vanish for our chosen cutoff identification χ = RαβR

αβ, the inhomogeneous terms Sµν (C)
γ

and Sµν (Q)
γ at the right hand side of the equations (51) and (56) disappear. Therefore, like the

classical case, from (51) we would have

ω2r4

αγ − ω2
= l4 (59)

where l is a constant of dimension of length.

The equation (56) with zero right hand side, is a linear algebraic equation for the connection
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components. The non–vanishing star affine components are then [5, 48]

∗Γttr = ∗Γtrt =
γ′

2γ
+

2ω2

rαγ
,

∗Γrtt =
γ′

2α
+

4ω2

rα2
, ∗Γrrr =

α′

α
, ∗Γrθθ = − r

α
, ∗Γrϕϕ = − r

α
sin2 θ ,

∗Γθrθ = ∗Γθθr =
1

r
, ∗Γθϕϕ = − sin θ cos θ ,

∗Γϕrϕ = ∗Γϕϕr =
1

r
, ∗Γϕθϕ = ∗Γϕϕθ = cot θ ,

∗Γrtr = − ∗Γrrt = −2ω

rα
, ∗Γθtθ = − ∗Γθθt = ∗Γϕtϕ = − ∗Γϕϕt =

ω

rα
(60)

where the prime denotes derivative with respect to r.

At last, we can use equation (57) to get the Ricci tensor and torsion vector components.

As the constant ξ contains the quantum effects which are small, we can consider the quantum

terms in equation (57) as a perturbation to the classical solution.

The Ricci tensor components would be

∗Rtt =

(
γ′

2α
+

4ω2

rα2

)′
−
(
γ′

2α
+

4ω2

rα2

)(
γ′

2γ
+

2ω2

rαγ
− α′

α
+

2

r

)
+

6ω2

r2α2
= − Λγ

1− f
, (61)

∗Rrr =
α′

rα
−
(
γ′

2γ
+

2ω2

rαγ

)′
+

(
γ′

2γ
+

2ω2

rαγ

)(
α′

2α
− γ′

2γ
− 2ω2

rαγ

)
=

Λα

1− f
, (62)

∗Rθθ =
1

sin2 θ
∗Rϕϕ = 1− 1

α
+
rα′

2α2
− r

α

(
γ′

2γ
+

2ω2

rαγ

)
Λr2

1− f
, (63)

∗Rtr = − ∗Rrt = −
(

2ω

rα

)′
− 4ω

r2α
=

Λω

1− f
− 2

3
S ′0 (64)

where for small Λ� 1, and up to the first order

f ≡ f(RαβR
αβ) =

2ξ

3
×√

3l4r4(24rrs − 18r2s − r3Λ(4r + 9rs)) + 3r8rs(3rs − r3Λ) + l8(162r2 − 288rrs + 153r2s − 6Λr3(22r − 14rs))

r14

(65)

Thus a set of solutions for γ, α, ω and S0 are derived from equations (61)-(64) and (59).
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The classical solutions for γ, α and ω (i.e. ignoring quantum terms) are

γClass. ≡ γ̄ = (1− rs
r
− Λr2

3
)(1 +

l̄4

r4
) , (66)

αClass. ≡ ᾱ = (1− rs
r
− Λr2

3
)−1 , (67)

ωClass. ≡ ω̄ = ± l̄
2

r2
(68)

where l̄4 = ω̄2r4/(ᾱγ̄−ω̄2) is a length dimensional constant of integration. Writing the quantum

solution as a perturbation added to the classical one

γ = γ̄ + φ1 , (69)

α = ᾱ + φ2 , (70)

ω = ω̄ + φ3 , (71)

and for small u, where the quantum effects are important, from (62)-(63) we get the coupled

differential equations

(u− 1)2

2u
φ̇2(u) +

(u− 1)

u
φ2(u) +

4u

l2s
φ3(u) = −

u2(−17 + 2
√

17
√

l8s
u14

(17 + 16u2)ζ)Λs

17(1− 2
√

17
√

l8s
u14
ζ)2

, (72)

φ̈2(u)− 8

2u
φ̇2(u) +

31

2u2
φ2(u) = −2(187 + 3u(17− 16u(3 + u)))√

17u5
l4sΛsζ (73)

for φ2 and φ3. Note that u ≡ r/rs, Λs ≡ Λr2s , ζ ≡ ξ/r2s and ls ≡ l/rs are dimensionless

quantities and rs is Schwarzschild radius.

For ls = 0 the Schwarzschild solution of the metric theory is rederived. It can be shown

that the

φ2(u) ' l4sΛs

u3

(
0.881 + 0.165u

)
ζ (74)

φ3(u) ' l6sΛ
2
s

u6

(
0.14 + 0.72u

)
ζ (75)
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satisfy the couple differential equations (72) and (73).

On the other hand, equation (59) leads to

− l4s + l̄4s

(
1 +

2φ3

ω
− l̄4s

αφ1 + γφ2 − 2ωφ3

ω2r4

)
= 0 , (76)

and thus

φ1(u) '
√

l8s
u14

l4sΛs

(
1.05

u2
− 1.24

u

)
ζ (77)

where the initial condition ls(ζ=0) = l̄s is considered.

Afterwards, the spherical static vacuum solution

γ(u� 1) = (1− 1

u
− Λsu

2

3
)(1 +

l4s
u4

) + φ1(u) (78)

α(u� 1) = (1− 1

u
− Λsu

2

3
)−1 + φ2(u) (79)

ω(u� 1) = ±
(
l2s
u2

+ φ3(u)

)
(80)

would satisfy the set of coupled equations (51), (56) and (57). Indeed, the only non–zero torsion

component for this space–time is

rsS0(u� 1) = ±
(
l2s(

1

u3
− 3

2u2
− Λs

2u
) + φs(u)

)
(81)

where

φs(u) =
l6sΛs

u10
(−5.28 + 13.73u) ζ . (82)

For ζ = 0 the classical S0 (φs = 0) is obtained.

Let us now, see how the quantum corrections affects the metric components gtt ≡ γ and

grr ≡ −α. As it can be seen in figure 5, the horizon is shifted. Also near the singularity the

metric behavior is dramatically changed.
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Figure 5: The radial and temporal components of the metric for improved affine gravity with
ζ = 0.1.

IV Conclusions

Here, we have investigated the effects of quantum improvement (in the context of renormaliza-

tion group improvement) on the affine theories of gravity. Affine connection as a gravitational

gauge field would encounter considerable changes after quantum improvement. The antiscreen-

ing feature of the running gravitational coupling manifests itself as some sort of anti gravity.

Although in general relativity the conditions of metricity and torsion–freedom are satisfied,

quantum improvement can changes the scene. We saw that simply improving the connection

leads to the compactification of light cones. The trace of this compactification can be searched

more in the context of the geodesic congruence behavior [26] and specially in the traversability

of wormholes [36].

On the other hand, the main feature of the connection improvement should be sought in

the pure affine gravity theory, where the connection is considered as a dynamical object. To

do so, we used the Schrödinger–Eddington action and improved it. The result is the classical

25



Schrödinger–Eddington equations modified by some quantum source terms.

The spherical symmetric vacuum solution of these equations is derived using perturbative

methods. At this end, it is fruitful to have a comparison between the results of various methods

of the quantum improvement for such a solution. In [35], we have shown that the action

improvement of metric theory leads to

grr ' −
u

u− 1
− 1

ln(u)
for small u . (83)

In figure 6, we have compared the radial component of the metric for quantum improved

metric gravity and affine theory (discussed here). For the sake of comparison, the classical

metric and the metric of connection improved in metric theory (section 2, equation (12)) are

also presented. As it is stated in the introduction, the most physical way of improvement seems

to be affine improvement, because the affine is what carries the gravitational force. We see that

affine improvement leads to significant changes near singularity.
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