arXiv:1502.03758v4 [hep-th] 26 Apr 2015

Newton constant, contact terms and entropy

Sergey N. Solodukhin

Laboratoire de Mathématiques et Physique Théorique CNRS-UMR 7350 Université François-Rabelais Tours Fédération Denis Poisson - CNRS, Parc de Grandmont, 37200 Tours, France

NSF-KITP-12-167

Abstract

We discuss the renormalization of the Newton constant due to fields of various spin s. We first briefly review the cases of s = 0, 1/2, 1, 3/2 already discussed in the literature and notice the appearance of the well-known contact terms for the vector bosons. We then extend this discussion of the contact terms to massive vector fields, p-forms and to the case of spin s = 2 particles (gravitons). We observe that, in general, the contact terms originate from the fields which mediate the interactions (such as vector gauge bosons and gravitons). We then discuss entanglement entropy and the conical entropy and their relation to the renormalized Newton constant. We address the puzzle of the non-analytic terms due to fields of spin s = 2 and suggest that the resolution of this puzzle comes from the non-equivalence of the orbifold and n-fold cover constructions which are used in the entropy calculations. Finally, we propose a mechanism by which the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy is identified with entanglement entropy in any theory which includes both matter fields and the mediators of interactions (vector gauge bosons and gravitons).

Contents

1 Introduction 3

2 Newton constant in quantum action 4

3 Fields of spin s < 2 5 3.1 Non-minimally coupled scalar field, s = 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 3.2 Dirac fermion field, s = 1/2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 3.3 Gravitino, s = 3/2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 3.4 Gauge field, s = 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 3.5 Massive fields . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

4 Gauge p-forms 8

5 Graviton, s = 2 10 5.1 Linear perturbations and the Lichnerowicz operator . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10 5.2 Quadratic perturbations in Einstein-Hilbert action . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12 5.3 Newton constant due to graviton in d dimensions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

6 Some comments 15

7 Entropy 16 7.1 Entanglement entropy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18 7.2 Conical entropy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20 7.3 Puzzle of non-analytic terms: orbifolds vs n-fold covers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22

8 Can the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy be equal to entanglement entropy? 24

9 Conclusions 26

1 Introduction

The Newton constant not only defines the strength of gravitational interaction in a low energy regime but also determines the value of entropy associated with the black hole horizons [1]. Both aspects arise in a semi-classical approximation in which the graviton loops [2] do not play an important role and, as it seems, can be ignored. The statistical aspect of horizons, however, is believed to be a window through which one may try to see the fundamental degrees of freedom of Quantum Gravity otherwise unaccessible. In the recent years there has been proposed a number of approaches that explore this window in various directions [3], [4], [5]. On the other hand, it seems plausible that, in a quantum theory, the observable Newton constant and the entropy should arise simultaneously within the same mechanism which deals with the observable low energy particles, irrespectively to the details of the hypothetical more fundamental description.

The resolution of the problem in this formulation boils down to the analysis of the renormalization of the Newton constant and the appropriate calculation of the entropy [6]. The entropy most suitable to this purpose is the entanglement entropy [7] defined for a given surface as entropy of ignorance of the modes residing inside the surface, for the earlier works in this direction see [8] and more recently [9], [10], [11], [12]. This definition is very much suitable to describe the situation with the principle impossibility to gain information on that physical modes which propagate inside a black hole (for a review see [13], [14]). The departure point in this direction is the observation that the entanglement entropy, if combined with the classical Bekenstein-Hawking entropy, can be expressed in terms of the renormalized Newton constant [6], [15], [16], [17], [18]. If it worked for all fields this would allow us to relate directly the two aspects, the generation of the observable Newton constant and the statistically meaningful Bekenstein-Hawking entropy. It was observed, however, very soon that this does not work for all fields. Namely, it does not work for a scalar field non-minimally coupled to gravity [19] and for the gauge vector fields [21]. Kabat has observed that the difference is due to the presence of the so-called contact terms which do not appear to have a statistical meaning. The issue of these terms has been actively discussed in the literature [23]. These terms are often considered as obstruction to the successful realization of the program of identifying the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy as entanglement entropy.

In the present paper we extend the discussion of the contact terms to other fields: massive vector fields, p-forms and particles of spin s = 2 (gravitons). The result for the contact terms due to gravitons was already given (without details) in [13]. Here we give a detail analysis of the linear perturbations in the Einstein-Hilbert action in arbitrary dimension d ≥ 4. We decompose the gravitational perturbations of the Einstein-Hilbert action on the trace (conformal mode) and the traceless part and show that in generic dimension d > 4 the conformal mode becomes non-minimally coupled so that the coupling vanishes only if d = 4. Moreover, we show that the relevant operator which governs the traceless perturbations is a curvature-dependent modification of the Lichnerowich operator. The complete treatment of all perturbations allows us to determine the contact terms due to gravitons. In general, we notice that the presence of the contact terms is due to the fields which mediate the interactions and thus are due to the presence of the (exact or broken) gauge symmetry.

We then suggest that, considering all fields that appear in a low energy regime, there exists a particular choice of the otherwise arbitrary bare gravitational constant that the Bekenstein- Hawking entropy, defined in terms of the renormalized Newton constant, is identical to the entanglement entropy. The UV cut-off needed for the proper definition of the entanglement across the horizon then is automatically set by the Planckian scale. In this mechanism the two pieces in the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy which do not have a statistical meaning, the one which is defined by the bare Newton constant and the other due to the presence of the contact terms in the renormalized Newton constant, mutually cancel so that what is left is genuine entanglement entropy.

2 Newton constant in quantum action

We start with reminding a general set up for the calculation of the Newton constant which appears in the quantum effective action. The effective action of a field of spin s can be written as W_{(s)} =

(−)^{2s} 2 ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ τ Tre^{−τ Δ(s)} . (2.1)

The second order covariant operators acting on the spin-s field can be represented in the following general form Δ^{(s)} = −∇^2δ_{AB} + X^{(s)}_{AB} , (2.2) where the matrix X_{(s)} depends on the chosen representation of the quantum field and it is linear in the Riemann tensor. The UV divergences of the action (2.1) are analyzed using the small proper time τ for the heat kernel of this operator

Tre^{−sΔ(s)} (τ) = 1 (4πτ)^d2 ∑ n=0 a_nτ^n . (2.3)

The induced Newton constant is determined by the coefficient a_1 in this expansion. It has the general form

a^{(s)}_1 = ∫ d^dx √ g( D_s(d) 6 R − TrX^{(s)}) , (2.4)

where D_s(d) = δ_{AA} is the dimension of the representation of spin s. For s ≤ 2 spins we have D_{s=0}(d) = 1 , D_{s=1/2}(d) = 2^{[d/2]} , D_{s=1}(d) = d ,

D_{s=3/2}(d) = d 2^{[d/2]} , D_{s=2}(d) =

(d − 1)(d + 2) 2 . (2.5)

D_s(d) can be interpreted as the number of off-shell degrees of freedom, for s = 2 it counts number of degrees of freedom of a symmetric traceless matrix.

The effective actions is expanded in powers of the curvature. The first term in this expansion is W^{(1)}_{(s)} = − 1 16πG(ϵ) ∫ d^dx √ gR = − 1 (4π)^d2 (d − 2)

(−1)^{2s} ϵ^{d−2} a^{(s)}_1 (2.6)

where G(ϵ) is the induced Newton constant, ϵ is the UV cut-off in the theory.

In what follows we shall give the calculation of the induced Newton constant for fields of various spin s. The result can be represented in the following form 1 4G(ϵ) = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ( D_s(d) 6 − c_{(s)}(d) ) , (2.7)

where D_s(d) is the number of on-shell degrees of freedom, each fermionic degree of freedom is counted with the weight 1/2,

D_{s=0}(d) = 1 , D_{s=1/2}(d) =

2^{[d/2]} 2 , D_{s=1}(d) = d − 2

D_p(d) = C^p_{d−2} , D_{s=3/2}(d) = (d − 3)

2^{[d/2]} 2 , D_{s=2}(d) = d(d − 3) 2 . (2.8)

where p stands for p-forms. The quantity c_{(s)}(d) which appears in (2.7) is what we shall call the contact term for field of spin s. This quantity is non-zero only for the bosonic gauge fields: s = 1 vector bosons, s = 2 gravitons, p-forms,

c^{(s)}(d) = ξ , c^{(s=1)}(d) = 1 , c^{(p)}(d) = C^{p−1}_{d−4} , c^{(s=2)}(d) = d^2 − d + 4 2 , (2.9)

where ξ is non-minimal coupling of scalar field to gravity. The cases s = 0, 1/2, 1 were already considered in the literature. We shall give below the detailed analysis of the case of s = 2 spin and of the p−forms.

We start with some well-known examples (see [21], [25], [22], [39]).

3 Fields of spin s < 2

3.1 Non-minimally coupled scalar field, s = 0

A non-minimally coupled scalar field is described by the operator

Δ^{(s=0)} = −∇^2 + ξR , (3.1)

where ξ is a parameter, ξ = ξ(d) =^{(d−2)}_{4(d−1)} corresponds to the conformal case. The contact term in this case is

c_{(s=0)}(d) = ξ . (3.2)

3.2 Dirac fermion field, s = 1/2

The partition function of the Dirac fermion, Z_{1/2} = det^{1/2} Δ^{(s=1/2)} is expressed in terms of the squared Dirac operator. The latter takes the form (2.2) with matrix

X^{(s=1/2)} AB = 1 4 Rδ_{AB} , (3.3)

where R is the Ricci scalar and (A, B) are the spinor indexes. Thus we have that

(−1)^{2s}a^{(s=1/2)}

1 = −D_{s=1/2}(d)( 1 6 − 1 4 ) ∫ R = D_{s=1/2}(d) 6 ∫ R . (3.4)

The comparison with (2.7) shows that the contact term vanishes in this case

c_{(s=1/2)}(d) = 0 . (3.5)

3.3 Gravitino, s = 3/2

The partition function, including the Faddeev-Popov and the Kallosh-Nelson ghosts contributions, is Z_{3/2} = det^{1/2} Δ^{(3/2)} det^{−3/2} Δ^{(1/2)} , see for instance [20]. The operator Δ^{(3/2)} takes the form (2.2) with X^{(3/2)}_{AB,μν} = 1 4 Rδ_{AB}g_{μν} − 1 2 R_{μναβ} (γ^αγ^β)_{AB} , Tr X^{(3/2)} = 1 4 D_{3/2}(d) ∫ R . (3.6)

The heat kernel coefficient of this operator reads

a^{3/2}_1 = D_{3/2}(d)( 1 6 − 1 4 ) ∫ R = − 1 12 D_{3/2}(d) ∫ R (3.7)

so that, taking into account (3.4), we find that the appropriate heat kernel coefficient in the partition function is

− a_1 = −a^{3/2}_1 + 3a^{1/2}_1 = 1 6 D_{3/2}(d) ∫ R , (3.8)

where D_{s=3/2}(d) = (d − 3)^{2[d/2]}_2 is the number of on-shell degrees of freedom for spin s = 3/2. Notice that it vanishes in d = 3 as it should be by supersymmetry^1. The comparison with (2.7) shows that the contact term vanishes in this case too.

1We thank M. Duff for this remark.

3.4 Gauge field, s = 1

The case of gauge vector bosons has been actively considered in the literature. Here we briefly summarize the analysis for the Newton constant. The partition function of a gauge boson is

Z_{(1)} = det^{−1/2}Δ^{(1)}_+ det Δ^{(0)} , (3.9)

where Δ^{(1)} is the operator of the form (2.2) with

X^{(1)}_{μν} = +R_{μν} , TrX^{(1)} = R . (3.10)

The heat kernel coefficient of this operator is

a^{(1)}_1 = ( d 6 − 1) ∫ R . (3.11)

The ghost operator in (3.9) is the minimal scalar (s = 0) operator. Thus, taking into account the ghost contribution one has that

a_1 = a^{(1)}_1 − 2a^{(s=0)}_0 = ( d 6 − 1 − 2 6 ) ∫ R = ( 1 6 D_{s=1}(d) − 1) ∫ R . (3.12)

The contact term thus is

c_{(s=1)}(d) = 1 . (3.13)

This is the famous Kabat’s contact term [21] (see also [22]). We see that the induced Newton constant due to the spin s = 1 field is not a priori positive. Indeed, it is negative if d < 8, vanishing if d = 8 and positive if d > 8.

3.5 Massive fields

In the case of scalars or Dirac fermions it is rather straightforward to add mass into consideration. One simply adds a mass term to the second order operator Δ_{s,m} = Δ_s + m^2 , s = 0, 1/2. Respectively, one modifies the heat kernel,

Tr e^{−τ Δs,m} = Tre^{−τ Δs} e^{−τ m2} , (3.14)

where Tre^{−τ Δs} has the decomposition (2.3). The induced Newton constant then is given by the integral 1 4G(ϵ) = D_s 12 ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ (4πτ)^{d/2} e^{−m2 τ} , s = 0, 1/2 (3.15)

To leading order in ϵ this gives us the same behavior as before for the massless fields. On the other hand, there appear some sub-leading terms as function of m^2ϵ^2 .

The analysis is more subtle for a massive vector field. The reason is that the gauge invariance is broken by the presence of the mass term that effectively modifies the number of the physical degrees of freedom. The analysis made in [26] shows that the partition function of a massive vector field is

Z_{s=1,m} = det^{−1/2}(Δ^{(1)}_+ + m^2) det^{1/2}(Δ^{(0)} + m^2) . (3.16)

The respective contribution to the Newton constant is 1 4G(ϵ) = 1 2 ( D_{s=1,m} 6 − c^{(s=1,m)} ) ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ (4πτ)^{d/2} e^{−m2τ} , (3.17)

where

D_{s=1.m}(d) = d − 1 , c^{(s=1,m)}(d) = 1 . (3.18)

We see that the structure of the induced Newton constant remains the same as in the massless case. The physical degrees of freedom (their number is modified if compared to the massless case) contribute positively with the weight 1/6 while the contact term contributes negatively to the gravitational constant. Notice, that the contact term in (3.18) is the same as in the massless case.

Generalizing (3.17) to fields of various spin s and mass m_s we have 1 4G(ϵ) = ∑ s 1 2 ( D_{s,m} 6 − c^{(s,m)} ) ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ (4πτ)^{d/2} e^{−m2s τ} (3.19)

for the complete contribution to the Newton constant.

4 Gauge p-forms

The other example of lower spin fields with gauge symmetry are the gauge p-forms,

ω^{(p)} = 1 p! ω_{i1..ip} dx^{i1} ∧ .. ∧ dx^{ip} , (4.1) where ω_{i1..ip} is a totally antisymmetric tensor of rank p. The action

W^{(p)} = 1 2 ∫ ⋆dω^{(p)} ∧ dω^{(p)} (4.2)

is invariant under the gauge transformations,

ω^{(p)} → ω^{(p)} + dα^{(p−1)} , (4.3)

where α^{(p−1)} is a (p − 1)-differential form. The p-form is thus a generalization of the Maxwell gauge field considered in the previous section. The fixing of the gauge symmetry (4.3) requires introduction of a set of the Faddeev-Popov ghosts, the differential forms of rank p−k , k = 1, 2, .. some of them considered as bosonic fields and the others as fields of fermionic statistics. The resultant partition function then takes the form (see for instance [28])

Z^{(p)} = p∏ k=0 (det Δ_{p−k})^{(−1)k+1 (k+1)2} , (4.4)

where Δ_k = d^{k−1}δ^k + δ^{k+1}d^k is the Beltrami-Laplace operator, a generalization of the Laplacian for the k -forms, which is expressed in local coordinates by the Weitzenbock formula [29] (Δ_kω)_{i1..ik} = −∇^2ω_{i1..ik} + k∑ ν=1 (−1)^ν R^n_{iν} ω_{ni1..îν ..ik} + 2 ∑ μ<ν (−1)^{μ+ν} R^{n m}_{iν iμ} ω_{mni1..îμ..îν ..ik} . (4.5) It takes the form −∇^2 + X^{(k)} , where the exact form of X^{(k)} can be deduced from (4.5). The calculation shows that TrX^{(1)} = R, TrX^{(2)} = (d − 2)R, TrX^{(3)} =^{(d−2)(d−3)}_2 R. The natural extrapolation to arbitrary k is TrX^{(k)} =^{(d−2)..(d−k)}_{(k−1)!} R = C^{k−1}_{d−2} R. In dimension d = k the k - form is dual to 0-form and thus the operator Δ_k becomes the usual Laplace operator acting on scalar functions. Therefore Tr X^{(k)} = 0 if d = k for k > 1.

The heat kernel coefficient corresponding to the product of determinants in (4.4) is a sum of coefficients for operators (4.5) of various rank,

a^{(p)}_1 = p∑ k=0 (k + 1)(−1)^k a_1(Δ_{p−k}) . (4.6)

For the heat kernel coefficient of operator Δ_k we have the formula (2.4)

a_1(Δ_k) = ∫ d^dx √ g ( D_k(d) 6 − Tr X^{(k)} ) , D_k(d) = C^k_d , Tr X^{(k)} = C^{k−1}_{d−2} R , (4.7)

where we take into account that the number of independent components of an antisymmetric tensor of rank k in d spacetime dimensions is C^k_d .

Now using the identity p∑ k=0 C^{p−k}_d (−1)^k(k + 1) = C^p_{d−2} (4.8)

the sum in (4.6) can be evaluated and we find that^2

a^{(p)}_1 = ∫ d^dx √ g ( D_p(d) 6 − c^{(p)}(d) ) R , (4.9)

where D_p(d) = C^p_{d−2} is number of on-shell components of p-form and

c^{(p)}(d) = C^{p−1}_{d−4} (4.10)

2As we have learned this result was earlier obtained in [30].

is the corresponding contact term. This expression generalizes Kabat’s contact term (3.13) to arbitrary gauge p-form. Notice that D_p(d) as function of dimension d is a polynome of degree p while c^{(p)}(d) is polynome of degree (p − 1).

Using the relation p(d − 2 − p)C^p_{d−2} = (d − 2)(d − 3)C^{p−1}_{d−4} we can re-write (4.9) as

a^{(p)}_1 = C^{p−1}_{d−4} ∫ d^dx √ g( (d − 2)(d − 3) 6p(d − 2 − p) − 1)R . (4.11)

This shows that the corresponding contribution to the induced Newton constant is mostly negative for p ≤ d − 3. The only case (for p > 1) when it exactly vanishes is d = 8, p = 5.

5 Graviton, s = 2

Our next example is the graviton. This, obviously very important case, is less studied in the literature. Therefore, we shall give as much details as possible. The first important question here is what the appropriate differential operator which describes the quantum dynamics of the graviton? In the literature one typically uses the Lichnerowicz operator. However, the Lichnerowicz operator is not the one who governs the dynamics of the quadratic fluctuations in the Einstein action. In order to find the form of the appropriate operator we shall study the quadratic term in the Einstein action W_{EH} = − 1 16πG ∫ d^dx √ gR (5.1)

with respect to perturbation of the metric, g_{μν} = g^{(0)}μν + √ 16πGh_{μν} , where g^{(0)}μν is the background metric and h_{μν} is the perturbation. We stress that we want to see what Newton constant is induced by these fluctuations. Therefore, the background metric is not supposed to be constrained by any field equations. In what follows we shall skip the script (0) for the background metric.

5.1 Linear perturbations and the Lichnerowicz operator

To start with let us consider the linear perturbation of the Ricci tensor,

δ_1R_{μν} = 1 2 (∇^α∇_μh_{να} + ∇^α∇_ν h_{μα} − ∇^2h_{μν} − ∇_μ∇_ν h) = 1 2 ∇_μ∇_α(h^α_ν − 1 2 δ^α_ν h) + 1 2 ∇_ν ∇_α(h^α_μ − 1 2 δ^α_μ h) + 1 2 Δ_Lh_{μν} , (5.2)

where in the second line we commuted the covariant derivatives and Δ_L is the Lichnerowicz operator

Δ_Lh_{αβ} = −∇^2h_{αβ} + R^μ_α h_{μβ} + R^μ_β h_{μα} − 2R^{μ ν}_{α β}h_{μν} . (5.3)

Assume that the linear perturbation satisfies the gauge condition ∇^α(h_{αβ} − 1 2 g_{αβ} h) = 0 , h = g^{μν} h_{μν} . (5.4) one finds that the linear perturbation of the Ricci tensor

δ_1R_{μν} = 1 2 Δ_Lh_{μν} . (5.5) is governed by the Lichnerowicz operator. In fact, the Ricci tensor is the only tensor the small deformation of which is determined by the Lichnerowicz operator without any curvature dependent modifications.

Respectively, the linear perturbation of the Einstein tensor G_{μν} = R_{μν} −^1_2 Rg_{μν} reads

δ_1G_{μν} = 1 2 ∇_μ∇_α(h^α_ν − 1 2 δ^α_ν h) + 1 2 ∇_ν ∇_α(h^α_μ − 1 2 δ^α_μ h) − 1 2 ∇^α∇^β(h_{αβ} − 1 2 g_{αβ}h) + 1 2 Δ_Lh_{μν} + 1 4 g_{μν} ∇^2h − 1 2 h_{μν} R + 1 2 g_{μν} h_{σρ}R^{σρ} (5.6) In the gauge (5.4) the first line in (5.6) vanishes and we have

δ_1G_{μν} = 1 2 Δ_Lh_{μν} + 1 4 g_{μν} ∇^2h − 1 2 h_{μν} R + 1 2 g_{μν} h_{σρ}R^{σρ} . (5.7) It is useful to introduce a traceless part of the perturbation, ϕ_{μν} = h_{μν} −^1_d g_{μν} h. Decomposing the Einstein tensor on the trace and traceless parts,

δ_1G = g^{αβ}δ_1G_{αβ} , δ_1G^{T T}_{αβ} = δ_1G_{αβ} − 1 d g_{αβ}δ_1G (5.8) we find δ_1G =

(d + 2) 4 ∇^2h + d 2 ϕ_{μν} R^{μν} , δ_1G^{T T}_{αβ} = 1 2 Δ_Lϕ_{αβ} − 1 2 ϕ_{αβ}R . (5.9) If the background spacetime is Einstein, i.e. R_{μν} = Λg_{μν} , then ϕ_{μν} R^{μν} = 0 and the two modes (the trace and the traceless one) decouple. But even in this case the relevant operator, which governs the linear transverse traceless perturbations of the Einstein metric, in the Einstein equations is operator (Δ_L − R) which is a deformation of the Lichnerowicz operator by a curvature dependent term. We shall see in the next section that the deviation from Δ_L is even more important if we analyze the operator for the quadratic perturbations in the Einstein-Hilbert action. This consideration shows that the Lichnerowicz operator without any curvature dependent modifications appears only in the perturbation of the Ricci tensor. For other tensors, such as the Einstein tensor, the modifications due to some curvature dependent terms is necessary. Since the curvature dependent terms in X^{(s=2)} are essential for the structure of the induced Newton constant we conclude that it is not reasonable to consider the operator Δ_L alone as the appropriate operator for the spin s = 2 particles. The curvature dependent modifications of Δ_L should be considered that necessarily leads to modification in the induced Newton constant caused by the spin s = 2 particles.

5.2 Quadratic perturbations in Einstein-Hilbert action

Let us now analyze what operator governs the quadratic perturbations in the Einstein-Hilbert action. For this we first consider the term quadratic in perturbations in the gravitational action (5.1),

δ_2W_{EH} = − ∫ d^dx √ g∇_μ(h^{μν} − 1 2 g^{μν} h)∇_α(h^α_ν − 1 2 δ^α_ν h) − ∫ d^dx √ g[ 1 2 h^{αβ} Δ_Lh_{αβ} + 1 4 h∇^2h − 2h^ν_μ G^α_ν h^μ_α − 1 4 h^2R + hh_{αβ}R^{αβ} − 1 2 h_{αβ} h^{αβ} R] ,(5.10)

where G_{αβ} = R_{αβ} −^1_2 g_{αβ}R is the Einstein tensor and we raise indexes with the help of the background metric g^{αβ} . The term in the first line in (5.10) originates from the first line in (5.6). As ’t Hooft and Veltman [2] have instructed us long ago it is convenient to add the following gauge fixing term W = δ_2W_{EH} + W_{gauge} , W_{gauge} = ∫ d^dx √ g∇_μ(h^{μν} − 1 2 g^{μν} h)∇_α(h^α_ν − 1 2 δ^α_ν h) (5.11)

that cancels the term in the first line in (5.10). As in the previous section, it is useful to introduce the traceless perturbation ϕ_{αβ} = h_{αβ} −^1_d g_{αβ}h. Then the quadratic action (5.11) is expressed in terms of ϕ_{αβ} and h

W^′ = − ∫ d^dx √ g[ 1 2 ϕ_{αβ}Δ_Lϕ^{αβ} − 2ϕ^ν_μ (R^α_ν − 1 4 δ^α_ν R)ϕ^μ_α + (d − 4) d hϕ_{αβ} R^{αβ} + (2 − d) 4d (−h∇^2h + (d − 4) d Rh^2)] . (5.12)

In dimension d = 4 one reproduces the earlier results [31], [32].

Some remarks are in order.

1. First of all it is important to note that the conformal mode h becomes non-minimally coupled if d ≠ 4. The corresponding operator takes the form (2.2)

(−∇^2 + X^{(h)}) , X^{(h)} =

(d − 4) d R . (5.13)

This non-minimal coupling disappears if d = 4 but otherwise is generically present. To the best of our knowledge this fact is not known in the literature.

2. There generically presents an off-diagonal coupling between ϕ_{αβ} and h. This coupling disappears only if d = 4.

3. In the traceless transverse sector we see the appearance of an extra term ϕ^ν_μ (R^α_ν −^1_4 δ^α_ν R)ϕ^μ_α . This extra term disappears in d = 4 if the background metric is Einstein so that the differential operator acting on the transverse traceless mode ϕ_{αβ} is the Lichnerowicz operator. In dimensions d > 4 this terms does not disappear even if the metric is Einstein (provided the scalar curvature is non-vanishing). Thus, in higher dimensions an important curvature dependent modification of the Lichnerowicz operator appears.

The above observations show that d = 4 case is in many respects special. However, even in d = 4 for a generic (non-Einstein) background metric the operator in the transverse traceless sector is not the genuine Lichnerowicz operator.

5.3 Newton constant due to graviton in d dimensions

The quadratic action (5.11) should be supplemented with the ghost term which corresponds to our choice of the gauge fixing, W = W^′ + W_{ghost} , W_{ghost} = 1 2 ∫ d^dx √ g χ_μ(−g^{μν} ∇^2 − R^{μν} )χ_ν . (5.14)

The corresponding ghost contribution to a_1 is

a^{gh}_1 = d 6 R − TrX_{gh} , TrX_{gh} = −R . (5.15)

As it is seen from the structure of the action (5.12) the trace and traceless sectors should be considered together as a composite field (ϕ_{μν} , h). The corresponding kinetic terms^3 however diagonalize in each sub-sector of ϕ_{μν} and h. So that only the X -matrix has the off-diagonal (ϕ_{μν} h) components. These components however are not important when we compute the trace of the complete matrix X in the (ϕ, h) sector,

Tr X^{(ϕ,h)} = TrX^{T T} + TrX^{(h)} , (5.16)

where TrX^{(h)} is found in (5.13) and matrix X^{T T} is defined in the traceless sector. In this sector we have 1 2 ∫ d^dx √ g ϕ_{αβ} ( −δ^{αβ}_{μν} ∇^2 + X^{T T,αβ}_{μν} ) ϕ^{μν} , (5.17)

where δ^{αβ}_{μν} = 1 2 (δ^α_μ δ^β_ν + δ^β_ν δ^α_μ ) − 1 d g_{μν} g^{αβ} (5.18)

is the projector on the traceless part of a symmetric tensor, its trace δ^{αβ}_{αβ} =^{d2+d−2}_2 = D_{s=2}(d) is the number of components of a symmetric traceless tensor of rank 2. Tensor X^{T T}_{αβ,μν} is defined as X^{T T}_{αβ,μν} = X_{αβ,μν} − 1 d g_{αβ} X_{σρ,μν} g^{σρ} − 1 d g_{μν} X_{αβ,σρ}g^{σρ} + 1 d^2 g_{μν} g_{αβ} X_{σρ,ϵκ}g^{σρ}g^{ϵκ} , (5.19) 3The kinetic term for the trace mode has a wrong sign. We use the standard prescription h → ih.

where X_{αβ,μν} takes the form X_{αβ,μν} = −R_{μανβ} − R_{ναμβ} − 1 2 (R_{αν} g_{βμ} + R_{αμ}g_{βν} + R_{βν} g_{αμ} + R_{βμ}g_{αν} ) + R 2 (g_{μα}g_{νβ} + g_{μβ}g_{να})(5.20)

The trace of (5.19) is evaluated as X^{T T,αβ} αβ = X^{αβ}_{αβ} − 1 d X_{μν,αβ} g^{μν} g^{αβ} . (5.21) We find that X^{αβ}_{αβ} = R d(d − 1) 2 , X_{μν,αβ} g^{μν}g^{αβ} = R (d − 4) (5.22) and hence TrX^{T T} = X^{T T,αβ}_{αβ} = R ( d^2 − d − 2 2 + 4 d ) . (5.23)

The coefficient a_1 in the sector (ϕ, h) then

a^{(ϕ,h)}_1 =

D_{s=2}(d) + 1 6 R − Tr X^{(ϕ,h)} , Tr X^{(ϕ,h)} = d(d − 1) 2 . (5.24)

The above analysis in the traceless sector can be compared with the analysis for the Lichnerowicz operator (5.3). The matrix X in this case is X^{L,μν}_{αβ} = −R^{μ ν}_{α β} − R^{ν μ}_{α β} + 1 2 (R^μ_α δ^ν_β + (μ ↔ ν, α ↔ β)) . (5.25)

Note, that it is already traceless, X^{L,μν}_{αβ}g^{αβ} = 0 and X^{L,μν}_{αβ} g_{μν} = 0. Then we find that

TrX^L = (d + 2)R . (5.26)

Curiously, (5.26) and (5.23), being generically quite different functions of dimension d, coincide if d = 4. This is due to the fact the difference of the matrices (5.19) and (5.25) although non-vanishing has zero trace if d = 4.

Returning to our analysis of the renormalization of the Newton constant due to the graviton^4, we find that the complete coefficient a^{(s=2)}_1 is the sum of contributions of the (ϕ, h) sector and

4The earlier works, where a relevant analysis in dimensions d = 4 and higher was present, include [33], [34], [30]. In particular, in section 4.1 of [30] it is given a calculation similar to the one presented here. However, instead of separating the gravitational perturbations on the traceless and the trace parts as we do the authors of [30] deal with the operator acting on the complete gravitational tensor modes. The relevant operator is the one which appears in (5.10), (5.11) and it has the form (−P ∇^2 + X) where P and X are given in (4.5) of [30]. This operator factorizes on a product of P and (−∇^2 I + P^{−1}X) so that only the latter produces an essential contribution to the determinant. The heat kernel coefficient is a_1 = Tr (R/6I − P^{−1}X). One then finds that Tr I = d(d + 1)/2 and Tr P^{−1}X = Rd(d − 1)/2 that exactly corresponds to our equation (5.24). So that this way we again reproduce our results (5.24) and, taking into account the ghost contribution, (5.27). The result given in (4.6) of [30] is, however, different from (5.24) by (d − 4)/2 and, as we believe, is incorrect. We thank A. Tseytlin for bringing to us his earlier relevant work and for the discussion of the relation between our result and the one given in [30].

of the ghost (5.15),

a^{(s=2)}_1 = a^{(ϕ,h)}_1 − 2a^{gh}_1 = 1 6 (D_{s=2} + 1 − 2d)R − ( d^2 − d − 2 2 + 4 d + (d − 4) d + 2)R = D_{s=2}(d) 6 R − (d^2 − d + 4) 2 R , (5.27)

where D_{s=2}(d) =^{d(d−3)}_2 is number of on-shell degrees of freedom of graviton in dimension d. Notice, that in this expression the non-polynomial term 4/d of (5.23) cancels with −4/d coming from (5.13). The contribution to the induced Newton constant thus takes the form (2.7) with the contact term

c_{(s=2)}(d) = d^2 − d + 4 2 . (5.28)

This result (without details) is given in [13]. Notice that the complete contribution to the Newton constant due to graviton is negative in any dimension d ≥ 4.

6 Some comments

Let us make some comments.

1. Our first observation is that the induced Newton constant is not positive in general. Indeed, this is clear from eq. (2.7). In fact this was already noticed by Adler in his review [35]. This may look surprising that the theory does not automatically predict the correct sign for the the strength of the most important interaction. Curiously enough this sign is not fixed by the general consistency requirements such as unitarity. Thus, the positivity, if required, may be only achieved by an appropriate choice of the fields multiplet.

2. Even though 1/G(ϵ) is not positive it can be presented as a difference of two apparently positive quantities. The first one is the first term in (2.7). It represents the contribution of the physical degrees of freedom to the renormalization of the Newton cosntant. This contribution is obviously positive: each physical degree of freedom, no matter bosonic or fermionic, contributes positively to 1/G(ϵ). The second quantity is what we call the “contact term” c^{(s)} . It comes from the trace of X^{(s)} in the field operator. We do not have a general proof that c^{(s)} should be positive. However, the simple inspection of the examples considered shows that in these cases c^{(s)} is positive. The only possible exception is the scalar field for which the sign of the contact term depends on the sign of the non-minimal coupling ξ . In fact, it appears that the negative values of ξ for the Higgs boson are phenomenologically preferred [42].

3. In certain cases 1/G(ϵ) may vanish. This is so in the case of the conformal scalar in d = 4. However, the vanishing of 1/G(ϵ) is not a general consequence of the conformal symmetry. The only other conformal field theory we know with same property in four dimensions is the N = 4

SU(N) super-Yang-Mills theory. The respective matter multiplet contains 6 conformal scalars, 2 Dirac fermions and 1 vector field.

4. The observable division of all fields in the Universe on the matter fields and those that mediate their interactions (gauge bosons, gravitons) is particularly sharp when we discuss their respective contributions to the Newton constant. Only the fields-mediators have the non-vanishing contact terms and thus produce the negative contributions to the Newton constant. The Higgs boson might have some non-trivial non-minimal coupling to gravity and in this respect it might be similar to the mediators.

5. One might worry that the contact term (5.28) due to graviton is quadratic function of dimension d compared to the one due to a gauge vector field which does not depend on d. However, the dependence of the contact terms on d should be compared with such a dependence of the number of the off-shell degrees of freedom. If we do so we find that both s = 2 and s = 1 cases follow the same pattern:

D_s(d) − c^{(s)}(d) = d − s , s = 1, 2 , (6.1)

where D_{s=1}(d) = d and D_{s=2}(d) =^{d(d+1)}_2 is the number of components of symmetric tensor of rank 2.

6. In the Einstein-Maxwell theory the vector and gravitational perturbations do not decouple (this case was considered by Sen in [24], where the main focus was made to the logarithmic terms). The relevant second order operator is not diagonal and the result for the effective action does not simply factorize on the sum of the contributions due to spins s = 1 and s = 2. Nevertheless we expect that the factorization takes place for the Newton constant and the area law in the entropy. The details, however, would be interesting to work out. 7. An important question is whether the contact terms are gauge independent. The analysis given in 5th ref. in [23] shows that in the case of gauge vector fields (s = 1) the contact term does not depend on the choice of the gauge fixing term. However, for gravitons, s = 2, it is known that the R-term in the effective action may depend on the gauge, see for instance [36], [37] (see also [38]). Since the part due to the number of the on-shell degrees of freedom is gauge independent this means that the contact term due to spin s = 2 may depend on the gauge.

7 Entropy

Let us now discuss the entropy. It is defined for a co-dimension two surface Σ by applying the so-called replica method. The main case we are interested in is when the surface Σ is a black hole horizon. Therefore, for simplicity we shall assume that in the curved spacetime there exists a timelike Killing vector ∂_τ such that it is null at the horizon surface Σ. The various generalizations are of course possible: when the surface Σ is a generic surface (not a fixed point of any isometry) characterized by some extrinsic curvature, when the Killing symmetry is only approximative, valid in a small vicinity of Σ and many others. In the replica method one identifies the time coordinate τ with period 2πα and computes the path integral for a field in question on a manifold with this new periodicity. The respective quantum effective action is function of α, W (α). We are in particularly interested in the case when α = n is an integer. The partition function then can be identified with a trace of n-th power of the reduced density matrix,

e^{−W (α=n)} = Tr ρ^n . (7.1)

The entropy then is defined by analytically extending (7.1) to non-integer values of α and computing the derivative with respect to α,

S(α) = (α∂_α − 1)W (α)|_{α=1} . (7.2)

For integer α = n > 1 the Euclidean manifold in question is an n-fold cover of the original spacetime defined at n = 1. It has a conical singularity with angle deficit δ = 2π(1 − α) at the surface Σ. Only this singularity contributes to the entropy (7.2).

Technically it is more convenient to work with the case when α = 1/N < 1. The manifold in this case is an orbifold. Namely this space arises when we consider the gravitational field created by a cosmic string of positive tension. Geometrically and topologically these two manifolds, the orbifold and n-fold cover, are quite different. The conical singularities however in these two cases are analytically related and to some extent one may not worry about the differences between them. The attention however is required when the higher spins are considered. Then some non-analyticity in passing from α < 1 to α > 1 may arise. We shall discuss this issue later in the paper.

As we have seen the partition function for a field of spin s reduces to calculation of determinant of some Laplace type operators

− ∇^2δ_{AB} + X^{(s)}_{AB} , (7.3)

where the potential term X^{(s)}_{AB} is constructed from the Rieamann tensor, X^{(s)}_{AB} = R_{αβμν} U^{αβμν}_{AB} . (7.4) Thus, the calculation of the effective action (7.1) and the entropy (7.2) reduces to calculation of the heat kernel for the operator of the type (7.3) on a manifold with a conical singularity. The main question here is how to treat the potential term (7.4). On a conical manifold the Riemann curvature has a delta-like contribution due to the singularity [27]

R_{αβμν} = 2π(1 − α)((n_α, n_μ)(n_β, n_ν ) − (n_α, n_ν )(n_βn_μ))δ_Σ + R^{reg}_{αβμν} , (7.5) where (n_α, n_β) = n^a_αn^a_β , n^a_μ, a = 1, 2 is a pair of vectors normal to Σ, R^{reg}_{αβμν} is the regular part of the curvature which remains when α = 1.

The question now is whether we should take into account this singular term in the curvature (7.5) when compute the effective action and the entropy or this term should be ignored? There are two possible answers to this question and, respectively, two different entropies can be defined.

7.1 Entanglement entropy

One possibility is to treat the potential term (7.4) as any other potential term. This suggests the following prescription. First we consider operator (7.3) with some unspecified potential

D̂ = −∇^2δ_{AB} + V_{AB} , (7.6)

compute the partition function Z(α) for this operator on a conical space, deduce the entropy S = −(α∂_α − 1) ln Z(α)|_{α=1} and only at the end make the substitution: V_{AB} = X^{(s)}_{AB} . In this way we completely ignore the singular term in (7.4) due to the singularity in the Riemann tensor (7.5). This prescription is motivated by that simple observation that the construction of the reduced density matrix from a vacuum state in Minkowski space-time does not appear to be affected by the presence of the Riemann tensor in the potential term (7.4). Indeed in flat spacetime this potential terms is vanishing and the reduced density matrix appears to be exactly the same as for an operator with X^{(s)} = 0. The entropy defined by this prescription we shall call the “entanglement entropy”. It corresponds to a well-defined density matrix and, in particular, this entropy is positive definite as we show below.

The calculation of the partition function Z(α) and the entropy S(α) can be performed using the heat kernel technique. The coefficients in the expansion (2.3), being considered on a conical space, are modified by certain surface terms,

a_n(α) = αa_n(α = 1) + a^Σ_n (α) , (7.7)

where a_n(α = 1) are the coefficients in the heat kernel expansion on regular spacetime and a^Σ_n (α) are the surface terms given by integrals over the entangling surface Σ. In this paper, for the analysis of the leading divergences of the entropy, we shall need only the first n = 1 coefficient. For an operator of the type (7.6) we have that

a^Σ_1 (α) = π 3 (1 − α^2) α (−1)^F D(d) ∫ Σ 1 , (7.8)

where D(d) = δ_{AA} is the dimension of the representation. If the operator (7.6) is acting on fields of half-integer spin then the surface term (7.8) is negative compared to the case of fields of integer spin, this behavior is taken care by the factor (−1)^F in (7.8). Notice that the first coefficient (7.8) does not depend on the potential V . The case of the Dirac fermions was first considered in [25]. Here we closely follow the discussion in [39].

It should be noted that for spins s = 2 and s = 3/2 there have been found in [39] (see also [40]) some extra surface terms additional to (7.8) which do not disappear when α = 1. These non-analytic terms are not written in (7.8). They will be discussed later in section 7.3 where we argue why these terms should not be present in the n-fold cover construction, i.e. when α = n > 1.

In the examples considered above the complete partition function for a field of spin s contains a product of positive and negative powers of determinants of the Laplace type operators D̂_k (7.6),

Z^{(s)} = ∏ k det^{−ν(k)/2}D̂_k , (7.9)

where ν(k) are some numbers, positive or negative. For each operator D̂_k one has the heat kernel expansion (7.7), (7.8). The leading UV divergence of the surface part of the effective action then can be computed as

W^Σ(α) = 1 d − 2 1 (4π)^{d/2} 1 ϵ^{d−2} π 3 (1 − α^2) α ∑ k ν_k (−1)^F D_k(d) ∫ Σ 1 , (7.10)

where D_k(d) is the dimension of the representation in the operator D̂_k . If the operator D̂_k is acting on fields of half-integer spin its contribution in (7.10) is counted with negative sign. In all cases considered in this paper we have observed that the sum ∑ k ν_k(−1)^F D_k(d) = D_s(d) (7.11)

is the number of on-shell degrees of freedom of spin s. Using this property and the form (7.10) for the surface action we find the leading term in the entanglement entropy due to spin s, S^{(s)}_{ent} = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} D_s(d) 6 A(Σ) , (7.12)

A(Σ) is the area of surface Σ. We see that only physical degrees of freedom contribute to this entropy. Moreover, the entropy (7.12) is obviously positive as it should be provided the entropy is determined by a well-defined density matrix. The other observation is that the entanglement entropy (7.12) is gauge independent.

The generalization to the massive fields is straightforward and is carried by the multiplication of the heat kernel by a factor e^{−m2τ} . The complete result for the entanglement entropy due to a set of spin s and mass m_s is S_{ent} = 1 2 ∑ s D_{s,m}(d) 6 ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ (4πτ)^{d/2} e^{−m2s τ} A(Σ) . (7.13)

Comparing the area law (7.12), (7.13) and the renormalization of the Newton constant (2.7), (3.19) we see that if there are no fields in the multiplet for which the contact terms c^{(s)} are non-vanishing then the entropy (7.12) takes the Bekenstein-Hawking form S_{ent} = A(Σ) 4G(ϵ) (7.14)

expressed in terms of the induced Newton constant G(ϵ). This is in fact a part of the theorem proved in [17] about the simultaneous renormalization of entanglement entropy and the Newton constant. In the presence of the gauge fields (s = 1 and s = 2) the situation, however, is different: due to the contact terms one can not in general write entanglement entropy (7.12) in the form (7.14).

7.2 Conical entropy

The other possibility is to take into account the singularity in the curvature (7.5) even in flat spacetime. This reduces the problem to considering the quantum field theory coupled to a delta-like potential. The complete treatment of the problem might be quite complicated (see for instance [41]). We are however interested in the case when the angle deficit is very small so that the singular term in (7.5) can be treated as a perturbation. For a non-minimal scalar this approach was suggested in [19]. The perturbation theory for a delta-like potential is not well defined since the higher powers of the “perturbation” are singular non-integrable functions. This problem however is absent for the terms linear in the perturbation so that to linear order in (1 − α) the perturbation theory gives a meaningful result. The entropy which appears in this calculation we shall call the conical entropy since it is defined as a response to introduction of a small angle deficit in the effective action. The conical entropy is not related to a well-defined reduced density matrix and it does not have, in general, a clear statistical meaning. It has however other advantages which will be discussed below.

It should be noted that for the fermionic fields (s = 1/2, 3/2) the second order operator is obtained by squaring a first order Dirac type operator for which there is no a non-minimal coupling to gravity. Therefore, it appears reasonable that the singular terms in the curvature should not be taken into account in the corresponding second order operators. Thus, below in this section we shall consider only bosonic operators.

Considering the singular term in (7.5) as a perturbation to linear order we find a modification of the surface terms in the heat kernel coefficients of the operator (7.3), (7.4). This modification arises in exactly same way as in the case of the scalar field considered in [19]. Generalizing this consideration to a more general potential term (7.4) and taking into account (7.5) we find that to leading order in (1 − α)

a^Σ_1 = a^Σ_{1,(0)} − 4π(1 − α) ∫ Σ Tr U^{αβμν} (n_α, n_μ)(n_β, n_ν ) , (7.15) where a^Σ_{1,(0)} is the unperturbed coefficient (7.8), and the trace is taken with respect to indexes AB of matrix U . Now we notice that the trace of the potential term (7.4) reduces to a Ricci scalar,

Tr X^{(s)} = Tr U^{αβμν} R_{αβμν} = c R . (7.16)

For the Ricci scalar the formula (7.5) reduces to

R = 4π(1 − α)δ_Σ + R^{reg} . (7.17)

Applying (7.5), (7.17) to both sides of (7.16) we find that ∫ Σ Tr U^{αβμν} (n_α, n_μ)(n_β, n_ν ) = c ∫ Σ 1 (7.18)

and the surface term in the heat kernel coefficient for a bosonic operator (7.3) reads

a^Σ_1 = ( π 3 (1 − α^2) α D_s(d) − 4π(1 − α)c ) ∫ Σ 1 . (7.19)

Let us consider some examples.

1. Scalar operator −∇^2 + ξR. This case was already considered in [19]. In this case c = ξ and we have for the surface coefficient

a^Σ_1 = ( π 3 (1 − α^2) α − 4π(1 − α)ξ ) ∫ Σ 1 = 4π(1 − α)( 1 6 − ξ) ∫ Σ 1 + O(1 − α)^2 . (7.20)

2. Vector Laplace operator Δ_1 = −∇^2δ_{μν} + R_{μν} . In this case c = 1 and we have that

a^Σ_1 = ( π 3 (1 − α^2) α d − 4π(1 − α) ) ∫ Σ 1 . (7.21)

3. Laplace operator on p-forms Δ_p = (dδ + δd) (4.5). In this case c = C^{p−1}_{d−2} and hence

a^Σ_1 = ( π 3 (1 − α^2) α C^p_d − 4π(1 − α)C^{p−1}_{d−2} ) ∫ Σ 1 . (7.22)

4. Lichnerowicz operator (5.3) acting on symmetric tensors of rank 2: c = (d + 2) (as can be seen from (5.26)) and

a^Σ_1 = ( π 3 (1 − α^2) α d(d + 1) 2 − 4π(1 − α)(d + 2) ) ∫ Σ 1 . (7.23)

These results for the vector and Lichnerowicz operators should be compared with the earlier results obtained by Fursaev and Miele [39] (and re-derived recently using some other methods in [40]). The analysis used by these authors is based on exact spectrum of the operators and thus is supposed to be exact while our analysis above is based on a perturbative treatment of the singularity. The comparison shows that these results for the analytic terms (vanishing when α = 1) completely agree. This agreement for the Lichnerowicz operator however is not extended to the non-analytic term (independent of α and non-vanishing when α = 1) found in [39]. We discuss the non-analytic terms in the next section.

We can now compute the surface terms in the effective action of the fields of spin s considered earlier in the paper. The replica formula (7.2) applied to the surface effective action that corresponds to the surface heat kernel coefficients gives the following result for the leading area term due to a field of spin s (where we have to take into account all contributions due non-minimal coupling in the ghosts operators): S^{(s)}_{con} = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ( D_s(d) 6 − c^{(s)}(d) ) A(Σ) . (7.24)

Including the fields of various spin s and mass m_s we obtain S_{con} = 1 2 ∑ s ( D_{s,m}(d) 6 − c^{(s,m)}(d) ) ∫_∞ ϵ^2 dτ (4πτ)^{d/2} e^{−m2s τ} A(Σ) (7.25)

for the complete conical entropy. We see that this expression repeats exactly the renormalization of the Newton constant (3.19) so that we can write it in the form S_{con} = A(Σ) 4G(ϵ) . (7.26)

Namely this property of the conical entropy makes it so attractive. We, however, notice immediately that the conical entropy (7.24) is not positive definite and thus likely can not be obtained from a well-defined density matrix. The other observation is that the conical entropy (7.24), (7.25) is gauge dependent since the contact term for graviton may depend on the gauge.

7.3 Puzzle of non-analytic terms: orbifolds vs n-fold covers

As we have already mentioned, Fursaev and Miele in their 1996 paper have found some nonanalytic terms in the heat kernel of operator for spin 3/2 and of the Lichnerowicz operator [39]. The similar results were recently obtained in [40] using a somewhat simpler method that can be further extended to compute the entropy in string theory.

The non-analytic term in the heat kernel for fields of spin 3/2 is proportional to α and thus does not produce any contribution to the entropy. Therefore, we shall discuss only the case of the Lichnerowicz operator for a field of spin s = 2.

Let us briefly outline the way this term emerges in the analysis of [39]. They consider the two dimensional case as the basic one and use the heat kernel obtained in two dimensions to derive the coefficients in higher dimensions by considering the products of two-dimensional space and (d − 2)-dimensional surface Σ. This approach is sufficient if we are interested only in coefficient a_1 . Thus, they consider a singular two-dimensional sphere S^2_α which is obtained from the regular sphere with coordinates (θ, τ) by identifying angle τ with period 2πα. They specifically consider the case when α < 1 that corresponds to an orbifold. On such a singular sphere Fursaev and Miele construct two scalar functions

ϕ^±_α = sin^α θe^{±iατ} (7.27)

that are eigen-functions of the Laplace operator

− ∇^2ϕ^±_α =

(1 + α) α^2 ϕ^±_α . (7.28)

From these two functions one may construct 4 vectors (V^±_α )_μ = ϵ^ν_μ ∂_ν ϕ^±_α and (V̄^±_α )_μ = ϵ_{μν} (V^±_α )^ν . For regular sphere (α = 1) 2 vectors V^± are the Killing vectors and the other two vectors V̄^± are the conformal Killing vectors. Therefore, they can not be used to produce any physical gravitational perturbation. On the other hand, when α ≠ 1 these 4 vectors are no more the Killing vectors and thus can be used to construct 4 gravitational modes

(h^±_α )_{μν} = ∇_μ(V^±_α )_ν + ∇_ν (V^±_α )_μ , (h̄^±_α )_{μν} = ∇_μ(V̄^±_α )_ν + ∇_ν (V̄^±_α )_μ − g_{μν} ∇_α(V̄^±_α )^α . (7.29)

These modes are new compared to those gravitational modes which already existed for regular sphere (α = 1). Each mode contributes 2π to the heat kernel coefficient a_1 . For a higher dimensional space which is product of two dimensional space and a (d − 2)-dimensional surface Σ this results to modification

a^Σ_1 = a^Σ_{1,L} + 8π ∫ Σ 1 , (7.30)

where a^Σ_{1,L} is the surface coefficient (7.23). We see that this new term does not depend on α and does not disappear when α = 1.

It is an important question whether these new modes (7.29) are normalizable. One finds for these modes that h_{θθ} ∼ (sin θ)^2α^{−4} so that they are normalizable with measure sin θdθ only if α < 1. The latter condition is satisfied when S^2_α is orbifold. On the other hand, these modes are non-normalizable if α > 1 and in particular they should be excluded when α = n is an integer. Thus, for an n-fold cover of the two-dimensional sphere the gravitational modes are the same as for the regular sphere. The authors of [39] have speculated that for α > 1 there may exist a self-adjoint extension of the Lichnerowicz operator for which the heat kernel is analytically continued to all values of α. However, it is more reasonable to think that, once we are dealing with some non-analyticity (between α < 1 and α = 0 cases) anyway, the case of α > 1 is analytically related to the regular case α = 1. This is achieved by excluding the modes (7.29) from the spectrum that results in the same heat kernel (7.23) as we had before, i.e. without the non-analytic term 8π . This consideration demonstrates that the orbifold and an n-fold cover are not in general analytically related to each other. In the context of the entropy calculation that uses the replica trick we are dealing with an n-fold cover. We conclude that for the entropy calculation the non-analytic terms should not appear. The absence of these terms is actually important for the renormalization of the entropy, both entanglement and conical. If the non-analytical terms were present neither of these entropies would be renormalized in the same way as the Newton constant.

8 Can the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy be equal to entanglement entropy?

Let us first consider the case when the only fields present are the matter fields, scalars or fermions, that couple minimally to gravity. For simplicity we shall consider the massless fields. The generalization to the massive field is straightforward. Then, as we have already noted earlier, the entanglement entropy and the Newton constant are renormalized in exactly same way so that, provided there is no bare Newton constant, i.e. the entire gravitational coupling G_{ren} is induced, we have that 1 4G_{ren} = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ∑ s N_s D_s(d) 6 , (8.1)

where N_s is the number of fields of spin s. Here ϵ is the UV cut-off. By relation (8.1) it is fixed to be proportional to the Planck length. If there is a black hole with horizon Σ in the induced gravitational theory then it has the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy defined in terms of the gravitational coupling constant G_{ren} (8.1) S_{BH} = A(Σ) 4G_{ren} , (8.2)

where A(Σ) is the area of Σ. On the other hand, the entanglement entropy of Σ due to the same set of fields is exactly the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy S_{ent} = A(Σ) 4G_{ren} = S_{BH} . (8.3)

This is guaranteed by the fact the Newton constant and the entanglement entropy are renormalized in exactly same way. Thus, if there were only matters fields, scalars and fermions, in the Universe then the above mechanism would be the natural explanation for the statistical origin of the black hole entropy.

However, in the observable Universe there exist not only matter fields but also the fields which mediate the interactions, gauge vector bosons and gravitons. For these fields the renormalization of the Newton constant and the entanglement entropy is different due to the presence of the contact terms c^{(s)}(d) that contribute negatively to the Newton constant and do not appear at all in the entanglement entropy. The presence of these fields in our Universe makes impossible this simple identification of Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and the entanglement entropy that was just outlined. At this point it is tempting to suggest (as for instance in [11]) that instead of the entanglement entropy we should consider the conical entropy which, as we discussed this above, repeats identically the renormalization of the Newton constant. Therefore, extending the identification of the observable Newton constant (8.1) to other spins, s = 1 and s = 2, we would still have the equality between the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy and the conical entropy,

S_{BH} = S_{con} . (8.4)

The only problem with this idea, as we already mentioned this earlier, is that the conical entropy is not a priori positive definite (the positivity would impose extra constraint on the multiplet of fields) so that, most importantly, it is not determined by a well-defined density matrix and hence the desired statistical meaning of the entropy is lacking.

In general, when the bare Newton constant G is present, the renormalized gravitational coupling is defined by the relation 1 4G_{ren} = 1 4G + 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ∑ s N_s( D_s(d) 6 − c^{(s)}(d)) . (8.5)

Notice that in the contact terms we include also the contribution of scalar particles, c^{(s=0)} = ξ , due to the phenomenological possibility [42] that the Higgs boson may have a negative (and even large |ξ| ≫ 1) non-minimal coupling to gravity.

The question we want now to ask is whether it is possible to modify the above mechanism and have at the same time two things:

1.) Gravitational constant is defined according to (8.5) and, respectively, the Bekenstein- Hawking entropy is defined as S_{BH} = A(Σ)/4G_{ren} in terms of this constant. 2.) Entanglement entropy defined as S_{ent} = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ∑ s N_s D_s(d) 6 (8.6)

is identical to the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy,

S_{BH} = S_{ent} . (8.7)

The answer to this question is affirmative provided the following consistency condition 1 4G = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ∑ s N_sc^{(s)}(d) (8.8) is satisfied. Since the bare Newton constant G is a free parameter in the theory it always can be chosen to satisfy the condition (8.8). This condition simply means that the bare Newton constant G cancels completely the contribution due to the contact terms in (8.5) so that the renormalized Newton constant is defined only by the physical degrees of freedom 1 4G_{ren} = 1 (4π)^{d−2}2 (d − 2) 1 ϵ^{d−2} ∑ s N_s D_s(d) 6 (8.9)

in the same way as in (8.1). The ratio of the bare and the renormalized constants is determined only by the field multiplet G_{ren} G = 6 ∑ s N_sc^{(s)}(d) ∑ s N_sD_s(d) . (8.10)

We see that the presence of the bare Newton constant G is important for this mechanism to work. In the complete Bekenstein-Hawking entropy there are two pieces which do not have a statistical meaning: the one due to the bare constant G and the other due to the contact terms. With the condition (8.8) these two pieces mutually cancel and what is left has a perfect statistical meaning as entropy of entanglement. As we have already mentioned above, the generalization of this mechanism and, in particular, of relations (8.8)-(8.10) to the case of massive fields is straightforward and does not bring any new principle issues.

A nice bonus of the proposed mechanism is that both the entropy (8.6) and the observable Newton constant (8.9) are determined only by the physical degrees of freedom and, thus, do not depend on the gauge.

9 Conclusions

As we show in this paper the analysis of the Newton constant and the entanglement entropy can be done in terms of the fields which appear in the low energy description. The whole picture thus does not seem to depend on the details of the fundamental theory. In fact, this was anticipated by many authors who noticed the universality of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy which does not seem to depend on how the low energy gravitational physics is completed in the higher energy regime. In the present context, however, the fundamental theory should give us a concrete realization of the mechanism proposed in this paper. In particular, we expect that the low energy parameters such as the bare Newton constant G will arise unambiguously in the fundamental theory and hence the relation (8.8) should be reproduced in a concrete calculation.

The other lesson which we should learn from the above consideration is that the orbifold and the n-fold cover constructions are not always analytically related. Even though the orbifolds look easier to make calculations on a better understanding of the n-fold covers is probably needed to make a further progress.

Acknowledgements

The most of this work was done when the author was visiting the Theory Division at CERN in June 2010 and the KITP at UC Santa Barbara in May 2012. The author is grateful to T. Damour, G. Dvali, M. Duff, T. Jacobson, W. Donnelly, A. Tseytlin and A. Wall for useful discussions and remarks.

References

[1] J. D. Bekenstein, “Black holes and entropy,” Phys. Rev. D 7, 2333 (1973).

S. W. Hawking, “Particle Creation by Black Holes,” Commun. Math. Phys. 43, 199 (1975)

[2] G. ’t Hooft and M. J. G. Veltman, “One loop divergencies in the theory of gravitation,” Annales Poincare Phys. Theor. A 20, 69 (1974).

[3] A. Strominger and C. Vafa, “Microscopic origin of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy,” Phys.

Lett. B 379, 99 (1996) [hep-th/9601029].

[4] S. Carlip, “Black hole entropy from conformal field theory in any dimension,” Phys. Rev.

Lett. 82, 2828 (1999) [hep-th/9812013].

S. N. Solodukhin, “Conformal description of horizon’s states,” Phys. Lett. B 454, 213 (1999) [hep-th/9812056].

[5] G. Dvali and C. Gomez, “Black Hole’s Quantum N-Portrait,” Fortsch. Phys. 61, 742 (2013) [arXiv:1112.3359 [hep-th]].

[6] L. Susskind and J. Uglum, “Black hole entropy in canonical quantum gravity and superstring theory,” Phys. Rev. D 50, 2700 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9401070].

[7] L. Bombelli, R. K. Koul, J. H. Lee and R. D. Sorkin, “A Quantum Source Of Entropy For Black Holes,” Phys. Rev. D 34, 373 (1986).

M. Srednicki, “Entropy and area,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 71, 666 (1993) [hep-th/9303048]. V. P. Frolov and I. Novikov, “Dynamical origin of the entropy of a black hole,” Phys. Rev. D 48, 4545 (1993) [gr-qc/9309001].

C. G. Callan, Jr. and F. Wilczek, “On geometric entropy,” Phys. Lett. B 333, 55 (1994) [hep-th/9401072].

[8] V. P. Frolov, D. V. Fursaev and A. I. Zelnikov, “Statistical origin of black hole entropy in induced gravity,” Nucl. Phys. B 486, 339 (1997) [hep-th/9607104]. V. P. Frolov and D. V. Fursaev, “Mechanism of generation of black hole entropy in

Sakharov’s induced gravity,” Phys. Rev. D 56, 2212 (1997) [hep-th/9703178]. S. Hawking, J. M. Maldacena and A. Strominger, “de Sitter entropy, quantum entanglement and AdS / CFT,” JHEP 0105, 001 (2001) [hep-th/0002145]. D. Fursaev, “ Black Hole Thermodynamics, Induced Gravity and Gravity in Brane Worlds,” arXiv:hep-th/0009164.

R. Emparan, “Black hole entropy as entanglement entropy: A Holographic derivation,” JHEP 0606, 012 (2006) [hep-th/0603081].

R. Brustein, M. B. Einhorn and A. Yarom, “Entanglement interpretation of black hole entropy in string theory,” JHEP 0601, 098 (2006) [hep-th/0508217]. S. N. Solodukhin, “Entanglement entropy of black holes and AdS/CFT correspondence,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 201601 (2006) [hep-th/0606205].

[9] G. Dvali and S. N. Solodukhin, “Black Hole Entropy and Gravity Cutoff,” arXiv:0806.3976 [hep-th].

[10] E. Bianchi and R. C. Myers, “On the Architecture of Spacetime Geometry,” Class. Quant.

Grav. 31, no. 21, 214002 (2014) [arXiv:1212.5183 [hep-th]].

[11] J. H. Cooperman and M. A. Luty, “Renormalization of Entanglement Entropy and the Gravitational Effective Action,” JHEP 1412, 045 (2014) [arXiv:1302.1878 [hep-th]].

[12] T. Jacobson and A. Satz, “Black hole entanglement entropy and the renormalization group,” Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 8, 084047 (2013) [arXiv:1212.6824].

[13] S. N. Solodukhin, “Entanglement entropy of black holes,” Living Rev. Rel. 14, 8 (2011) [arXiv:1104.3712 [hep-th]].

[14] T. Jacobson, “Gravitation and vacuum entanglement entropy,” arXiv:1204.6349 [gr-qc].

[15] S. N. Solodukhin, “The conical singularity and quantum corrections to entropy of black hole,” Phys. Rev. D 51, 609 (1995) [hep-th/9407001].

[16] T. Jacobson, “Black hole entropy and induced gravity,” [arXiv:gr-qc/9404039].

[17] D. V. Fursaev and S. N. Solodukhin, “On one loop renormalization of black hole entropy,” Phys. Lett. B 365, 51 (1996) [hep-th/9412020].

[18] J. G. Demers, R. Lafrance and R. C. Myers, “Black hole entropy without brick walls,” Phys. Rev. D 52, 2245 (1995) [gr-qc/9503003].

[19] S. N. Solodukhin, “One loop renormalization of black hole entropy due to nonminimally coupled matter,” Phys. Rev. D 52, 7046 (1995) [hep-th/9504022].

[20] M. J. Duff, J. T. Liu and H. Sati, “Quantum discontinuity for massive spin 3/2 with a Lambda term,” Nucl. Phys. B 680, 117 (2004) [hep-th/0211183].

[21] D. N. Kabat, “Black hole entropy and entropy of entanglement,” Nucl. Phys. B 453, 281 (1995) [hep-th/9503016].

[22] F. Larsen and F. Wilczek, “Renormalization of black hole entropy and of the gravitational coupling constant,” Nucl. Phys. B 458, 249 (1996) [hep-th/9506066].

[23] A. O. Barvinsky and S. N. Solodukhin, “Nonminimal coupling, boundary terms and renormalization of the Einstein-Hilbert action and black hole entropy,” Nucl. Phys. B 479, 305 (1996) [gr-qc/9512047].

A. R. Zhitnitsky, “Entropy, Contact Interaction with Horizon and Dark Energy,” Phys. Rev. D 84, 124008 (2011) [arXiv:1105.6088 [hep-th]].

W. Donnelly and A. C. Wall, “Do gauge fields really contribute negatively to black hole entropy?,” arXiv:1206.5831 [hep-th].

D. Kabat and D. Sarkar, “Cosmic string interactions induced by gauge and scalar fields,” arXiv:1206.5642 [hep-th].

S. N. Solodukhin, “Remarks on effective action and entanglement entropy of Maxwell field in generic gauge,” JHEP 1212, 036 (2012) [arXiv:1209.2677 [hep-th]]. S. Ghosh, R. M. Soni and S. P. Trivedi, “On The Entanglement Entropy For Gauge Theories,” arXiv:1501.02593 [hep-th].

H. Casini, M. Huerta and J. A. Rosabal, “Remarks on entanglement entropy for gauge fields,” Phys. Rev. D 89, no. 8, 085012 (2014) [arXiv:1312.1183 [hep-th]]. W. Donnelly and A. C. Wall, “Entanglement entropy of electromagnetic edge modes,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, no. 11, 111603 (2015) [arXiv:1412.1895 [hep-th]].

[24] A. Sen, “Logarithmic Corrections to Schwarzschild and Other Non-extremal Black Hole Entropy in Different Dimensions,” arXiv:1205.0971 [hep-th];

S. Bhattacharyya, B. Panda and A. Sen, “Heat Kernel Expansion and Extremal Kerr- Newmann Black Hole Entropy in Einstein-Maxwell Theory,” JHEP 1208, 084 (2012) [arXiv:1204.4061 [hep-th]];

A. Sen, “Logarithmic Corrections to Rotating Extremal Black Hole Entropy in Four and Five Dimensions,” Gen. Rel. Grav. 44, 1947 (2012) [arXiv:1109.3706 [hep-th]]; A. Sen, “Logarithmic Corrections to N=2 Black Hole Entropy: An Infrared Window into the Microstates,” arXiv:1108.3842 [hep-th].

[25] F. Larsen and F. Wilczek, “Geometric entropy, wave functionals, and fermions,” Annals Phys. 243, 280 (1995) [hep-th/9408089].

[26] A. O. Barvinsky and G. A. Vilkovisky, “The Generalized Schwinger-Dewitt Technique in Gauge Theories and Quantum Gravity,” Phys. Rept. 119, 1 (1985).

[27] D. V. Fursaev and S. N. Solodukhin, “On the description of the Riemannian geometry in the presence of conical defects,” Phys. Rev. D 52, 2133 (1995) [hep-th/9501127].

[28] Y. N. Obukhov, “The Geometrical Approach To Antisymmetric Tensor Field Theory,” Phys. Lett. B 109, 195 (1982).

[29] http://www.encyclopediaofmath.org/index.php/Laplace operator [30] E. S. Fradkin and A. A. Tseytlin, “Quantum Properties of Higher Dimensional and Dimensionally Reduced Supersymmetric Theories,” Nucl. Phys. B 227, 252 (1983).

[31] G. W. Gibbons and M. J. Perry, “Quantizing Gravitational Instantons,” Nucl. Phys. B 146, 90 (1978).

[32] S. M. Christensen and M. J. Duff, “Quantizing Gravity with a Cosmological Constant,” Nucl. Phys. B 170, 480 (1980).

[33] E. S. Fradkin and G. A. Vilkovisky, “Conformal Invariance and Asymptotic Freedom in Quantum Gravity,” Phys. Lett. B 77, 262 (1978).

[34] E. S. Fradkin and A. A. Tseytlin, “Renormalizable asymptotically free quantum theory of gravity,” Nucl. Phys. B 201, 469 (1982).

[35] S. L. Adler, “Einstein Gravity as a Symmetry Breaking Effect in Quantum Field Theory,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 54, 729 (1982) [Erratum-ibid. 55, 837 (1983)].

[36] R. E. Kallosh, O. V. Tarasov and I. V. Tyutin, “One Loop Finiteness Of Quantum Gravity Off Mass Shell,” Nucl. Phys. B 137, 145 (1978).

[37] E. S. Fradkin and A. A. Tseytlin, “On the New Definition of Off-shell Effective Action,” Nucl. Phys. B 234, 509 (1984).

[38] K. Falls, “On the renormalisation of Newton’s constant,” arXiv:1501.05331 [hep-th]. [39] D. V. Fursaev and G. Miele, “Cones, spins and heat kernels,” Nucl. Phys. B 484, 697 (1997) [hep-th/9605153].

[40] S. He, T. Numasawa, T. Takayanagi and K. Watanabe, “Notes on Entanglement Entropy in String Theory,” arXiv:1412.5606 [hep-th].

[41] S. N. Solodukhin, “Exact solution for a quantum field with delta - like interaction,” Nucl.

Phys. B 541, 461 (1999) [hep-th/9801054].

[42] F. Bezrukov and M. Shaposhnikov, “Higgs inflation at the critical point,” Phys. Lett. B 734, 249 (2014) [arXiv:1403.6078 [hep-ph]].

A. O. Barvinsky, A. Y. Kamenshchik, C. Kiefer, A. A. Starobinsky and C. Steinwachs, “Asymptotic freedom in inflationary cosmology with a non-minimally coupled Higgs field,” JCAP 0912, 003 (2009) [arXiv:0904.1698 [hep-ph]].

M. Atkins and X. Calmet, “Bounds on the Nonminimal Coupling of the Higgs Boson to Gravity,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 110 (2013) 5, 051301 [arXiv:1211.0281 [hep-ph]]. Y. Hamada, H. Kawai, K. y. Oda and S. C. Park, “Higgs Inflation is Still Alive after the Results from BICEP2,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 112, no. 24, 241301 (2014) [arXiv:1403.5043 [hep-ph]].