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Abstract

We examine the question of scale vs. conformal invariance for the linearized Einstein-Hilbert
action, which describes the IR fixed point of quantum gravity. In D = 4, although the action is
not conformally invariant in the usual sense, we explicitly show that the theory is a conformal
field theory at the level of correlation functions. In higher dimensions, we show that the theory
is scale but not conformally invariant, but can be embedded into a larger non-unitary conformal
field theory, analogous to what has been found for Maxwell theory in D > 4. We give evidence
that similar statements are true for all free higher spin theories.
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1 Introduction

In the infrared (IR) limit, we expect any quantum field theory to approach a fixed point of the
renormalization group (RG) flow. The fixed point is by definition scale invariant, however we often
find that this symmetry is enhanced to full conformal invariance. This symmetry enhancement has
been proven for unitary theories with a stress-energy tensor in spacetime dimension D = 2 [1] and
there is strong evidence it is also true in D = 4 [2-4], with the exception of very particular free

theories. (For a review of the topic of scale vs. conformal invariance see [5].)

Quantum gravity is not expected to conform to the standard framework of quantum field theory;
for example it is not expected to contain any true gauge-invariant local operators. Nevertheless,
other observables, such as the S-matrix on flat space, are expected to be well-defined at all scales,
and one can still ask about an RG flow relating these observables at different energy scales. The
mysteries of quantum gravity are typically associated with the ultraviolet (UV) of this flow, but we
do know something about the IR limit. In a low energy expansion, the S-matrix organizes as an
expansion in positive powers of the external energies F, over the Planck mass Mp and possibly other
masses m associated with massive particles that have been integrated out. The lowest powers of F
come from tree level diagrams with vertices drawn from the Einstein-Hilbert action, the next lowest
powers from 1-loop diagrams with vertices drawn from Einstein-Hilbert and trees with one vertex
from 4-derivative terms, and so on (see the power counting rules in [6]). Thus ~ E/Mp, E/m are
the effective couplings, and as we take F to zero to approach the infrared fixed point, the couplings
go to zero. Thus the IR fixed point theory is the free linearized Einstein-Hilbert action.

The linearized Einstein-Hilbert action is scale invariant in any D, as required for a fixed point
theory, but it does not manifest full conformal symmetry (except in D < 2 where the action is
trivial). For D > 4, this theory possesses non-trivial gauge-invariant local operators with which
we can investigate this symmetry: the linearized Weyl tensor and its derivatives. In this paper
we study the conformal invariance of the linearized Einstein-Hilbert action by explicitly computing
correlation functions of the Weyl tensor operator.

In D = 4, there is evidence to suggest the theory possesses a hidden conformal invariance. For
example, the massless wave equation for higher spin fields is conformally invariant in D = 4 [5, 7—
14], and so correlation functions formulated from a generalized free field prescription in this case
are consistent with those of a conformal primary operator. However we are unaware of an explicit
derivation of the conformal correlation functions of these operators directly from the action. We
will present such a derivation, showing that the correlation functions are conformally invariant,
and thus demonstrating that the IR fixed point of quantum gravity in D = 4 is a conformal field
theory (CFT). This CFT does not possess a stress tensor, or any relevant or marginal local scalar
operators.

For D > 4, we show from the correlation functions that the theory is scale but not conformally

invariant. Furthermore, we find that we can embed it into a larger non-unitary conformal theory
by fixing a ‘conformal gauge’ in the action.



These statements about the linearized Einstein-Hilbert action, which describes a massless spin-2
particle, are analogous to what happens in Maxwell theory [15], which describes a massless spin-1
particle. The difference is that the conformal symmetry of the Maxwell theory in D = 4 is visible
in standard form directly in the action. We argue in Section 4 that similar statements are true
for all the free higher spin fields s > 2: they are conformal in D = 4 (though the action does not
have standard conformal symmetry), and in D > 4 they are scale invariant but not conformally
invariant but should be embeddable into larger non-unitary CFTs.

Conventions: D is the spacetime dimension, and we use the mostly plus metric signature.

Indices are (anti)symmetrized with weight one.

2 The IR fixed point of quantum gravity

Quantum gravity, coupled to any other massive states, is described at energies much below those
of the massive states by the Einstein-Hilbert effective field theory
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In the deep IR, the Planck mass Mp, and any other mass scales, flow to infinity and we reach an
IR fixed point, described by the free Fierz-Pauli action [16],
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Here hy, is the canonically normalized fluctuation of the graviton around flat space, h,, =
1p_
%Mﬁ(D Y (v — Muw)- The action (2.2) has the gauge symmetry

Shy = Ouby + 00&,, (2.3)

with a vector gauge parameter £,, which is the linearization of the diffeomorphism invariance of
(2.1). In D > 4 this action describes a single propagating massless spin-2 particle. In D = 3 it is
purely constraint and has no propagating degrees of freedom and in D < 2 it is a total derivative.

The action (2.2) is manifestly invariant under a standard scale transformation,
Oy = = (2203 + A) by, (2.4)
with scaling weight
A=1(D-2), (2.5)

inherited from the dimension of Mp. Scale invariance such as this is necessary at a fixed point of
an RG flow.

Scale invariance at a fixed point is often enhanced to conformal invariance, which adds the special
conformal transformations to the symmetry algebra. The standard form of a special conformal



transformation on a spin-2 primary field is
hy = (—Q:U(’x’\ﬁ,\ + 2207 — 23)‘7A> hyw — QxA(jJ)‘)MVaﬁhaﬁ, (2.6)

where (\7")‘)“1,0‘5 = (2(5}?77)‘}0‘)65 +5ﬁ(2(51[,0nAw) is the Lorentz generator in the tensor representation.
The action (2.2) fails to be invariant under (2.6) (except in D < 2 where the action is a trivial total
derivative), so it would seem that the IR fixed point of quantum gravity is an example of a scale
but not conformally invariant theory!.

3 Scale vs. conformal invariance of correlation functions

The full theory of quantum gravity is not generally expected to have any true gauge-invariant local
operators. Nevertheless, the linearized fixed-point theory (2.2) does possess gauge-invariant local
operators, namely the linearized Weyl tensor,

_ V1V2V3Va
Wi popspa = —4 P a0 Ovshugu, - (3.1)

The tensor P1}2154% is the projection tensor onto the space of tensors with the algebraic symmetries
of the Weyl tensor (anti-symmetric in pjug and in pgpug, vanishes when anti-symmetrized among
pipopi3, and fully traceless).” The Weyl operator (3.1) has dimension %(D + 2) (the linearization

1(D-2)

of the usual fully non-linear dimension 2 Weyl tensor is given by M, W popuapua)-

The linear Weyl operator (3.1) is invariant under the gauge transformations (2.3), as well as
under linearized Weyl transformations

Ohuw = Ay, (3.2)

with scalar gauge parameter A. Note that the linearized Ricci tensor vanishes on the equations of
motion, so its correlators will not have any support at separated points, making the linearized Weyl
tensor the only basic gauge-invariant local operator. All other gauge-invariant local operators are
constructed from derivatives and products of Wy, i,u3u4, modulo equations of motion.

In D = 3, the Ricci tensor is the only gauge-invariant possibility (the Weyl tensor vanishes identi-
cally, and the Cotton tensor is written in terms of the Ricci tensor). Since the Ricci tensor vanishes
on-shell, there are no gauge-invariant local operators in D = 3, and the theory is topological. Since
the theory is a trivial total derivative in D < 2, we will thus restrict to D > 4.

Note that this is generally not considered a real counterexample to the claim that scale invariance implies con-
formal invariance, since, as we will see below, the theory does not admit a stress-energy tensor [17]. Nevertheless, we
can still ask about the global conformal invariance of correlation functions of other local operators, the approach we
will take here.

2The projector can be constructed by writing an ansatz consisting of a linear combination of terms with four 7’s,
with all possible index placements, demanding the p’s and v’s satisfy the symmetries of the Weyl tensor, demanding
symmetry under exchanging the p’s with the v’s, and demanding that the operator squares to itself. This uniquely
fixes the ansatz and gives the projector.



To compute correlation functions we must first gauge-fix the action. Following the Faddeev-
Popov procedure and ignoring the decoupled ghosts, we add a general gauge-fixing term which
depends on two gauge-fixing parameters, £ and &,

= / dPx [ — L0y O + Ouhy a0 BN — Ouh D, + SONhOMh — & (0 hy — $€20,0)°
(3.3)

The choice & = & = 1 is the usual Lorentz/de Donder gauge. The only value which is not allowed
is & = 2, which fails to fix the gauge: for this value there is a residual gauge transformation
Ohu, = 0,0,x with a scalar gauge parameter x, which is enough to render the propagator non-
invertible.

3.1 D>4
When D > 4, a useful choice for the gauge-fixing parameters is

D+2 D+4

Q=55 2=—p (3.4)
After making this choice, we decompose h,, into a traceless and trace part,
huv = hyw + G, B, =0, (3.5)
and the action (3.3) becomes
Syf. = / dPx { — LR PR 4 A5 8,h )0 RN+ PEUD2) (g2 (3.6)

This action is now conformally invariant [18], with both BW and ¢ transforming as primary

fields of weight A = %(D —2). The two-point functions take the standard form fixed by conformal

symietry:
(9(z)9(0)) = w% (Ryiy oy (2) 2172 (0)) = ;;’2151227 My s () (0)) = 0, (3.7)
h
where r(§-1) R N y
T TyD-)(D -2 T 4D - 4)rD/ =3(D-2), (3.8)
and
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is the standard spin-2 tensor structure required by conformal invariance. The choice (3.4) is the
only choice for which the gauge-fixed action is conformally invariant in the standard way.



From this we can compute the desired gauge-invariant correlator of Weyl operators,

<Wu1u2u3u4 (x)Wszugm (0)) = 16 Po 20 P01020304ap18p3801803 <szp4 (7) oy, (0))- (3.10)
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Though we computed this using the gauge choice (3.4), the answer is the same in any gauge because
the Weyl operators are gauge invariant. Note that the trace field ¢ does not contribute due to the

invariance (3.2) of the Weyl tensor.

The correlator (3.10) satisfies two conservation conditions: it is both conserved and dual con-

served,

M W piapispia (T)Wo sy (0)) = 0, (3.11)
8[#5<Wu1#2}u3u4($)WV1V2V3V4(0)> = 0 (3‘12)

In fact, starting with a general scale invariant ansatz for a two-point function with the correct index
symmetries and scaling dimension of the Weyl operator, the first conservation condition (3.11) fixes
the structure to be that of (3.10), after which the second condition (3.12) is automatically satisfied.

The correlator (3.10) is not of the conformally invariant form for a conformal primary with the
Lorentz properties of the Weyl tensor, and instead has the form of a descendent of a primary
spin-2 tensor (3.7), as manifest by (3.10). However, W cannot be a true descendent in the gauge-
invariant theory, since it is the lowest dimension operator in the theory (anything lower is not
gauge-invariant). Therefore the gauge-invariant sector of the theory is not conformally invariant,

only scale invariant.

The equation of motion of h,,, fails to be conformally invariant, however the choice of conformal
gauge makes the equation of motion for iLW, conformally invariant. This in turn allows us to embed
the theory in a larger conformal theory, simply by adding in the gauge-fixed iLW as a conformal
primary, making W a true descendent operator. However this larger theory is not unitary, because
the dimension of h,,, is (D — 2), which violates the unitarity bound A > D for a spin-2 primary
[19]. Note that the conservation conditions (3.11), (3.12) are level-3 shortening conditions for the
conformal Verma module descended from the primary fLW.

The gauge-invariant, scale invariant theory on its own is unitary. Since it is free, all the correlators
of all gauge-invariant local operators can be computed by Wick contraction from the basic correlator
(3.10). Note that this theory does not have a stress tensor: the stress tensor would have to be a
gauge-invariant rank-2 tensor operator of dimension D. Such an operator cannot be formed from
derivatives of W: because of the conservation condition (3.11) and tracelessness of W, there is no
rank-2 tensor that can be formed (the only representation that can be formed with d derivatives is
a traceless Young tableaux with one row of length d + 2 and another of length 2, as manifested in
the unfolded formulation of the field equations [20]). Thus the stress tensor would have to involve
at least 2 powers of W, but this would have dimension at least D + 2, which is too large to be a
stress tensor. The absence of a stress tensor in this theory also follows from the Weinberg-Witten
theorem [21], which forbids a theory containing both a massless spin-2 particle and a stress tensor.



Quantum gravity, which has a massless spin-2 particle in the IR, cannot be a standard field theory
with a local stress tensor.

We also see that there is no scalar primary operator with dimension A < D in the gauge-invariant
theory, meaning there is no relevant operator that can be used to define an RG flow away from this
theory. Therefore this theory cannot be the UV fixed point of a standard quantum field theory,
with an RG flow initiated by deforming the theory with relevant local operators.

3.2 D=4

In D = 4 the conformal gauge choice (3.4) cannot be made because & = 2 is not allowed, as
discussed below (3.3). Furthermore, the conformal descendent expression

1
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suggested by (3.10), (3.7), (3.9) vanishes identically in D = 4.

Another sign is that the unitarity bound for a primary with the symmetries of the Weyl operator
is A > D —1 [22, 23]. The dimension of W is (D + 2), which saturates this unitarity bound
when D = 4. At the unitarity bound, a conformal primary field with the symmetries of W satisfies
conservation conditions which are exactly of the form (3.11), (3.12). These conditions are thus
conformally invariant in D = 4, and so the linearized gravitational equations of motion, when
expressed in terms of the gauge-invariant curvatures, are conformally invariant, as has been known
in various formulations (including twistor formulations) [5, 7-14]. Furthermore, insertion of the
conservation equation into the correlation function commutes with the conformal Ward identities,
which fix the conformal structure of two point correlators. (The same observation can be made in

the analogous situation of a spin one field, i.e. Maxwell theory.)

This leads us to suspect that W is a conformal primary in D = 4, and the theory is conformally
invariant. Computing the correlator explicitly in D = 4 using any gauge choice other than (3.4),
we find?

VivaU3 L. 96 vivaU3v.
(Wi s (D725 O) = 00 107, 17 1% Pz, (319
where I}, is as defined in (3.9). This is precisely the conformally invariant form for a primary
of weight A = 3 with the symmetries of the Weyl operator [23, 24]. It satisfies the conservation

conditions (3.11), (3.12) expected of an operator saturating the unitarity bound A > D — 1.
Since all other correlators are computed by Wick contraction from (3.14), they will also auto-

matically be conformally invariant. We thus conclude that linearized gravity, and hence the IR

fixed point of quantum gravity, is in fact a CFT in D = 4. It is a generalized free conformal field

3Putting the correlator in this form requires more than just tensor manipulations, it requires the use of dimen-
sionally dependent identities for D = 4. We accounted for this by evaluating everything explicitly in terms of
components.



theory built from the Weyl primary. Like the D > 4 case discussed above, it has no stress tensor,
and no relevant or marginal scalar operators.

4 Higher spin

The conformal invariance we have discussed for the linearized Einstein-Hilbert action (which de-
scribes a free propagating massless spin-2 particle) mirrors what was found for Maxwell theory
(which describes a free propagating spin-1 particle) in [15]. While scale invariant in any D, Maxwell
theory is conformal only in D = 4. The difference is that Maxwell theory displays this conformal
symmetry in the standard manner at the level of the action in D = 4, whereas the linearized
Einstein-Hilbert theory does not. For D > 4, it was shown in [15] that Maxwell theory can be
embedded into a larger conformally invariant theory by fixing a ‘conformal gauge,” in which the
gauge field A, itself can be taken as a primary operator. Unitarity is lost because the conformal
dimension of A,,, which is 1/2(D —2), lies below the unitary bound A > D —1 for a vector primary,
analogous to the gravitational case. In that work, the gauge-fixing ghosts were kept, which gives
an even larger theory with a BRST symmetry whose singlet sector is the scale invariant Maxwell
theory. We could presumably do the same for the linearized Einstein theory, though we can do
without the ghosts or a BRST symmetry because a symmetry with a singlet sector, while useful,

is not necessary for a consistent truncation to the scale and gauge-invariant theory [25].

These statements should also generalize to the free theory of an arbitrary spin s > 2 field.
A massless spin-s particle can be described by a symmetric double-traceless gauge field hy, ...,
satisfying a gauge symmetry 6k, ..., = 0, py...us) With a traceless symmetric rank s — 1 gauge
parameter &,,...,,_, [26]. The lowest dimension gauge-invariant operator is the generalized Weyl
tensor field strength which involves s derivatives of the gauge field [27],

Wmm,---,usvs X am T aushul---us e (4-1)

This operator has the symmetries of a traceless Young tableaux with two rows of length s and
satisfies conservation conditions analogous to (3.11) and (3.12).

The generalized Weyl operator W has dimension A = D/2 + s — 1 and the unitarity bound
on a conformal primary with its index symmetries is A > D + s — 3 [22, 23]. This inequality is
saturated for W only when D = 4, and when D = 4 the spin-s equations of motion in their field
strength formulation are conformally invariant. Thus in D = 4 the Weyl operator correlators of
the free spin-s theory should also be conformally invariant, and the theory should be a conformal
field theory. In D > 4 the free spin-s action is scale but not conformally invariant, but we expect
there should be a conformal choice of gauge-fixing which allows it to be embedded in a non-unitary
conformal theory with a spin-s primary of dimension 1/2(D — 2) (violating the unitarity bound
A > D + s — 2 of a spin-s operator). This conformal gauge-fixing should be unreachable when
D=4



5 Conclusions

We have seen that the linearized Einstein-Hilbert action (2.2) is an example of a unitary scale but
not conformally invariant theory in D > 4. We have also shown explicitly that the correlation
functions of the Weyl tensor operator derived from the action are those of a conformal primary in
D = 4, even though the action is not invariant under conformal transformations in the standard
manner (though it may be visible in non-local formulations [28]). To our knowledge, the fact
that this action is consistent with a generalized free CFT in D = 4 was known implicitly in the
literature but not demonstrated with an explicit derivation. We also showed that this theory can

be embedded into a non-unitary conformal theory for D > 4 by judiciously gauge-fixing the action.

A central remaining question is whether conformal symmetry at the infrared fixed point can be at
all useful when moving away from the fixed point, where Mp turns on and breaks scale invariance.
There are some indications that conformal symmetry, perhaps in a non-standard form, plays a
role in fully non-linear gravity, for example in scattering amplitudes at tree level [29] and in soft
theorems for gravity [30] in any D, but there are still many open questions about the full role of

conformal symmetry in gravity.
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