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Abstract

In our previous paper, we have presented a covariant BRST quantization of unimodular

gravity which may account for the smallness of the cosmological constant, and we have

shown that the physical degrees of freedom in the theory are the same as general relativity.

The formulation has been given by using rank-2 antisymmetric tensor fields for both

ghosts and antighosts. Here we give an alternative formulation using a vector field for

the antighost but keeping the same structure for the ghosts. This gives a significantly

simpler covariant quantization with less ghosts and no tripole modes in the ghost sector.

We show that this also gives only two physical transverse modes as in general relativity.
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1 Introduction

In our previous paper [1], hereafter referred to as I, we have presented a covariant local

BRST quantization of unimodular gravity (UG), and have shown that the physical degrees

of freedom (dofs) in the theory are two transverse modes as in general relativity (GR).

UG is an interesting theory that may explain why the cosmological constant is extremely

small [2–7].

UG can be formulated as GR with the constraint that the determinant of the metric

should be a fixed volume form in the general relativity:

SUG = ZN

∫

d4x
[√−gR + λ(

√−g − ω)
]

, (1.1)

where ZN = 1/(16πGN) with GN being the Newton constant, and λ is a Lagrange mul-

tiplier field to impose the constraint

√
−g = ω, (1.2)

with ω being a fixed volume form. Because of the unimodular constraint
√−g = ω,

we can derive only the traceless part of the Einstein equation even if there may be a

“cosmological constant” in the action. The real cosmological constant may be introduced

as an integration constant, and thus is determined by the boundary condition, not by a

constant term in the action even if we have such a term.

The question how many physical dofs there exist in UG in the covariant quantization is

a nontrivial problem and there has been a lot of debate [8–24]. The reason is the following.

In the covariant BRST quantization of GR, there exist full diffeomorphism, and we have

four sets of ghosts and antighosts. This leaves 10− 8 = 2 dofs in GR. However in UG, we

have only transverse (or volume-preserving) diffeomorphism TDiff:

δBg
µν = −∇µcνT −∇νcµT, (1.3)

δBλ = 0, (1.4)

expressed in terms of diffeomorphism Faddeev-Popov (FP) ghosts, cµT, which satisfies a

transversality condition:

∇µc
µ
T = 0. (1.5)

The condition (1.5) eliminates one dof from the FP ghosts. We would also have the same

number of antighosts. Consequently the BRST quantization of this system introduces

only three sets of ghosts and antighosts. We also have unimodular constraint, but it does

not appear to introduce additional set of ghost and antighost. Thus it seems that we are

left with 10− 6− 1 = 3 dofs, one more dof than GR.

In order to quantize UG in the covariant manner, we have to realize the symmetry (1.3)

off shell, i.e. without using field equations. This is a nontrivial task, and it may appear

to require nonlocal projection operator [14]. However this is not the case, and it has long
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been known in supergravity [25–27] that a vector subject to transverse constraint can be

expressed by an unconstrained antisymmetric tensor even in the curved spacetime. In our

previous paper I, based on this idea, we have expressed the reparametrization ghosts as

cµT = ∇νc
νµ, (1.6)

which automatically satisfy the transverse condition with rank-2 antisymmetric tensor

ghost cµν . It turns out that after the first gauge fixing, the ghost system needs the ghosts

for ghosts [28–30]. The reason is clear: The unconstrained rank-2 tensor has 6 dofs which

are more than required to express the transverse vector ghost modes with 3 dofs. We have

found that this redundancy manifests itself in the form of the gauge invariance in the ghost

system, and this further requires the gauge fixing and the introduction of ghosts, reducing

the number of dofs. Thus the ghost system becomes significantly more complicated than

usual. Since we must have the same number of the antighosts, it is natural to introduce

similar rank-2 tensor antighosts, and this further requires the ghosts for ghosts. We have

to continue the gauge fixing and the introduction of the ghosts until there remains no

more gauge invariance. The important discovery in I is that after all this gauge fixing

of TDiff, the multiplier field λ is actually identified with a BRST daughter. This means

that there exists a set of ghost and antighost corresponding to the unimodular constraint

after gauge fixing only TDiff, contrary to the above naive expectation. This is the key

observation to get the correct number of dofs.

This formulation is nice in the sense that it gives a formulation symmetric in ghosts

and antighosts, but use of the rank-2 antisymmetric tensors for both ghosts and antighosts

gives complicated structure because of the necessity of the ghosts for ghosts in both sec-

tors. Here we note that what is really required for the off-shell gauge fixing of TDiff is

to use the antisymmetric tensor fields only for the ghosts (not antighosts) to express the

transverse transformation parameter as in (1.6). We further notice that, in our other pa-

per [24] for the quantization of GR in unimodular gauge, we have actually presented a gen-

eral way of imposing such a transverse-vector gauge condition by using a (d-component)

vector antighost. It is realized at the price of adding an extra scalar field BRST doublet,

a set of BRST parent and daughter. The variation of the action by this BRST daughter

field impose the transverse condition on shell on the vector antighost, thus leaving the

necessary number of dofs for antighosts. Because the structure in the antighost sector in

this formulation does not need the ghosts for ghosts, we expect that this formulation gives

considerably simpler covariant quantization of UG with less ghosts. This is what we aim

in this paper, and indeed we show that this formulation successfully gives an alternative

and simpler covariant BRST quantization with correct number of dofs. It turns out that

this formulation also has the advantage that in the ghost and antighost sectors, there do

not exist tripole modes, which existed in I due to the use of the ghosts and antighosts

with derivatives (1.6). The formulation, however, gives the asymmetric one in the ghost

and antighost sectors.

This paper is organized as follows. In sect. 2, we start with the off-shell gauge fixing
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of TDiff using rank-2 antisymmetric tensor ghosts and vector antighosts. The structure

in the ghost sector is basically the same as in I, and we have the ghosts for ghosts

phenomena. We gauge fix TDiff until there remains no more invariance. The structure

for the antighost sector is similar to that in [24]. In sect. 3, to study the spectrum in the

theory, we concentrate on the theory at the linearized level. First, to check that we have

fully gauge fixed the gauge invariance, in subsect. 3.1, we show that there indeed exist

the propagators for the flat background for simplicity. Next, in subsect. 3.2, we derive the

equations of motion (EOMs) at the linearized order. We can see that there is simplification

in the antighost sector, and there is no tripole field in ghosts and antighosts in contrast to

our pervious formulation in I though there is tripole in the graviton excitation. In sect. 4,

we identify which fields represent independent modes. We use this result in sect. 5 to

examine how most of the fields fall into the BRST quartets and show that there remain

only 2 physical dofs in the theory. In sect. 6, we summarize our results and conclude the

paper with some discussions.

2 BRST quantization of unimodular gravity

The action (1.1) is invariant under the BRST transformation (1.3) and (1.4) expressed in

terms of diffeomorphism FP ghosts, cµT, which satisfies a transversality condition (1.5).

In our previous paper I, we have expressed this field in terms of an unconstrained

antisymmetric rank-2 tensor ghost cµν as (1.6). It was shown in detail that imposing

the nilpotency of the BRST transformation automatically clarifies the existence of addi-

tional gauge invariance and ghosts for ghosts [28–30]. Here we just summarize the result,

referring to I for the details. The BRST transformation laws are

δBc
νµ = cνTc

µ
T + i∇ρd

ρνµ,

δBd
ρνµ = icρTc

ν
Tc

µ
T −∇σt

σρνµ, (2.1)

δBt
σρνµ = icσTc

ρ
Tc

ν
Tc

µ
T.

The field dρνµ is a hermitian boson carrying double ghost number NFP = +2 and denotes

the ghost for the ghost corresponding to the gauge transformation of cµν under which the

“field strength” cµT = ∇νc
νµ is invariant. Another field tσρνµ is similarly introduced.

We now consider the BRST quantization of this UG system. Here the crucial difference

from our previous paper I is that we do not use the antisymmetric tensor field as the

multiplier BRST doublet field for fixing the (d−1)(=3)-component TDiff gauge invariance.

Instead we use the method developed in [24] to use a d (=4)-component (unconstrained)

vector multiplier doublet field (c̄µ, bµ):

δBc̄µ = ibµ , (2.2)

for fixing the (d− 1)-component TDiff gauge at the price of adding an extra scalar BRST

doublet field (S, CS), transforming as

δBS = CS . (2.3)
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The gauge-fixing and FP ghost (GF+FP) terms in the first step are given by [31, 32]

LGF+FP,1 = −iδB
[

c̄µ(∂λg̃
λµ − g̃µν∂νS)

]

= bµ(∂λg̃
λµ − g̃µν∂νS) + ic̄µ

[

∂νδB(g̃
µν)− δB(g̃

µν)∂νS −
√
−g ∂µCS

]

, (2.4)

where g̃µν ≡ √−g gµν , and

δBg̃
µν = −√−g (∇µcνT +∇νcµT) + g̃µν∇λc

λ
T

= −√−g (∇µ∇ρc
ρν +∇ν∇ρc

ρµ). (2.5)

Here in Eq. (2.4), we can see the double roles of the extra scalar S. First, the gauge-fixing

condition resulting from the variation of the multiplier field bµ is

∂λg̃
λµ − g̃µν∂νS = 0, (2.6)

which demands that the 4-component de Donder gauge condition ∂λg̃
λµ = 0 be satisfied

aside from the “longitudinal” component g̃µν∂νS ≡ √−g ∂µS which remains arbitrary

since S is nowhere else specified. So the presence of ∂µS term reduces the actual number

of gauge conditions on the metric field from 4 to 3. Second, the variation of the BRST

partner CS of S gives the transverse constraint on the partner multiplier c̄µ := gµν c̄ν of

bµ := gµνbν :

∂µ(
√−g gµν c̄ν) =

√−g∇µc̄
µ = 0. (2.7)

The variation of S field itself yields the BRST transform of this equation as the EOM:

δB[∂µ(
√
−g gµν c̄ν)] =

√
−g∇µδB

(

gµν c̄ν
)

=
√
−g

(

∇µb
µ +∇µδB(g

µν)c̄ν
)

= 0. (2.8)

Although δBc̄ν = bν , the contravariant multiplier bµ = gµνbν is required to be transverse

on shell up to FP ghost quadratic term ∇µ[δB(g̃
µν)c̄ν ].

This ghost Lagrangian (2.4) depends on cνµ only through cµT = ∇νc
νµ and has the gauge

invariance under the transformations with rank-3 totally antisymmetric parameters ερνµ:

δcνµ = ∇ρε
ρνµ. (2.9)

This is just the gauge invariance already lifted in our BRST transformation (2.1) with the

ghost for ghost field dρνµ. We take the the following gauge-fixing condition and introduce

a multiplier BRST doublet to impose it:

gauge fixing cond. : multiplier BRST doublet

∇[ρcνµ] = 0 : (d̄ρνµ, c̄ρνµ), δBd̄
ρνµ = c̄ρνµ.

(2.10)

Here and in what follows, the bracket [ ] attached to the indices means the weight 1

antisymmetrization; e.g., A[µBν] = (1/2)(AµBν −AνBµ). Similarly we will also use ( ) for

the symmetrization with weight 1.
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The GF+ FP terms in the second step are

LGF+FP,2 =
i

2

√
−g δB

(

d̄ρνµ∇ρcνµ
)

=
i

2

√
−g δB

(

d̄ρνµ∇ρcνµ
)

=
i

2

√−g
[

c̄ρνµ ∇ρcνµ −∇ρd̄
ρνµ · δB(gνσgµκ)cσκ −∇ρd̄ρσκ · (cσTcκT + i∇µd

µσκ)
]

,

(2.11)

where partial integrations have been performed in the second and third terms, and use

has been made of the commutativity δB
(

∇[µ1
Aµ2···µn]

)

= ∇[µ1
δB(Aµ2···µn]) following from

the equality ∇[µ1
Aµ2···µn] = ∂[µ1

Aµ2···µn] valid for any totally antisymmetric tensor Aµ2···µn
.

This action (2.11) still has the gauge invariance under the transformations [30]

δdρνµ = ∇σε
σρνµ, (2.12)

δd̄ρνµ = ∇σε̄
σρνµ, (2.13)

δc̄ρνµ = ∇σθ̄
σρνµ, (2.14)

since it depends on these tensor fields only through their covariant divergences like∇ρd
ρνµ,

if partial integration is performed when necessary. Here again, the first gauge invariance

(2.12) is the one already lifted in our BRST transformation (2.1) with the ghost for ghost

field −tσρνµ. The second gauge transformation (2.13) for the BRST parent field d̄ρνµ is

contained as a part of the multiplier BRST transformation in Eq. (2.10). We fix the

former two gauge invariances by the following gauge-fixing conditions and introduce the

corresponding multiplier BRST doublets to impose them:

gauge fixing cond. : multiplier BRS doublet

∇[σdρνµ] = 0 : (t̄σρνµ, d̄σρνµ), δBt̄
σρνµ = id̄σρνµ,

∇[σd̄ρνµ] = 0 : (cσρνµ, dσρνµ), δBc
σρνµ = idσρνµ.

(2.15)

The third gauge-invariance is automatically fixed by the gauge-fixing on d̄ρνµ of the second

gauge-invariance because of δBd̄
ρνµ = c̄ρνµ.

The GF + FP Lagrangian in the third step is

LGF+FP,3 = −iδB

[√−g
[

− 1

6
t̄σρνµ

(

∇σdρνµ +
α

4
dσρνµ

)

+
1

6
cσρνµ∇σd̄ρνµ

]

]

=
1

6

√−g
[

− d̄σρνµ∇σdρνµ −
α

4
d̄σρνµdσρνµ + i∇σ t̄σρνµ ·

(

−∇λt
λρνµ + icρTc

ν
Tc

µ
T

)

+ dσρνµ∇σd̄ρνµ + icσρνµ∇σ c̄ρνµ + i∇σ t̄
σρνµ · dκτλ · δB(gρκgντgµλ)

− i∇σc
σρνµ · d̄κτλδB(gρκgντgµλ)

]

. (2.16)

We have introduced a gauge parameter α for later convenience. The gauge condition for

the third gauge symmetry (2.14) follows from the terms containing cσρνµ in (2.16). We

see that our antighost system is drastically simplified compared with that in I.

Now there remains no further invariance and we expect that the system is now fully

gauge fixed. To avoid too many tensor suffices, however, we rewrite the antisymmetric
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tensor fields by their (Hodge) dual fields. Our sequence of ghost fields, cµν , dµνρ and tµνρσ

are expressed by their dual fields Cµν , Dµ, T (generally denoted by the corresponding

uppercase letters) as

√−g cµν =
1

2
εµνρσCρσ,

√
−g dµνρ = εµνρσDσ,√
−g tµνρσ = εµνρσT. (2.17)

Our convention for the ε is ε0123 = +1 and ε0123 = −1.

The 3 multiplier BRST doublets are expressed by their duals as

√
−g

(

d̄µνρ

c̄µνρ

)

= −εµνρσ
(

D̄σ

C̄σ

)

,
√
−g

(

t̄µνρσ

d̄µνρσ

)

= −εµνρσ
(

T̄

D̄

)

,

√
−g

(

cµνρσ

dµνρσ

)

= −εµνρσ
(

C

D

)

, (2.18)

Furthermore cµT should be understood to represent

cµT = ∇νc
νµ = − 1

2
√−g

εµνρσ∂νCρσ. (2.19)

In terms of these dual fields, the BRST transformations for the ghost fields are rewrit-

ten as follows:

δBCµν = −1

2

√−g εµνρσc
ρ
Tc

σ
T + i(∂µDν − ∂νDµ),

δBDµ =
i

3!

√
−g εµνρσc

ν
Tc

ρ
Tc

σ
T + ∂µT,

δBT = − i

4!

√
−g εµνρσc

µ
Tc

ν
Tc

ρ
Tc

σ
T. (2.20)

The BRST transformations of multiplier BRST doublets are trivial for covariant vectors

and scalars:

δBD̄µ = C̄µ, δBT̄ = iD̄, δBC = iD. (2.21)

By using these dual fields, the GF+FP ghost Lagrangians (2.4), (2.11) and (2.16) are

rewritten as

LGF+FP,1 = bµ(∂λg̃
λµ − g̃µν∂νS)

+ ic̄µ

[

∂ν∇(µ
(

εν)ρσλ∂ρCσλ

)

− δB(g̃
µν)∂νS − g̃µν∂νCS

]

, (2.22)

LGF+FP,2 = iδB

[√
−g D̄σ∇ρC

ρσ
]

=
√−g

[

iC̄σ∇ρCρσ +
3i

4
√−g

εκµνλ∇ρD̄σ · ∇[ρCκσ] · ∇µCνλ

+
(

∇µD̄ν −∇νD̄µ
)(

∇µDν − igρλCρνδBgµλ
)

]

, (2.23)
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LGF+FP,3 = −iδB

[√
−g

(

T̄∇σD
σ + αT̄D + C∇σD̄

σ
)

]

=
√−g

[

D̄∇µDµ + αD̄D +D∇µD̄
µ + iC∇µC̄

µ

− 1

4
∇σT̄ · ∇[σCνµ]

(

∇µCλρ · ∇νCλρ − 4∇λC
µ
ρ · ∇νCλρ

+ 2∇λC
µ
ρ · ∇λCνρ − 2∇λC

µρ · ∇ρC
νλ
)

− i∇µT̄ · ∇µT

+ (i∇µT̄ ·Dν + i∇µC · D̄ν)δBgµν

]

, (2.24)

where

δBgµν = −(
√−g )−1gλ(νε

λρστ∇µ)∇ρCστ . (2.25)

is to be substituted in the above equations.

3 Propagators and equations of motion at linear or-

der

3.1 Propagators

Now the total Lagrangian of our UG system is given by

LUG =
√−g R+λ(

√−g −ω)+LGF+FP,1(2.22)+LGF+FP,2(2.23)+LGF+FP,3(2.24) . (3.1)

Let us check in detail if we get nonsingular fully gauge fixed action on the flat background

with ω = 1. We introduce a fluctuation hµν around the flat metric ηµν defined by

g̃µν = ηµν + hµν , (3.2)

and then to the linear order we have

gµν = ηµν − hµν +
1

2
ηµνh+ · · · ,

√
−g = 1 +

1

2
h + · · · (3.3)

In what follows indices of the fields will be raised and lowered by using ηµν and ηµν ,

respectively. The quadratic terms in our total action are given by

LUG

∣

∣

∣

quadr
= LNFP=0 + L|NFP|=1 + L|NFP|=2 + L|NFP|=3,

LNFP=0 =
1

4
hµν�hµν +

1

2
(∂νh

µν)2 − 1

8
h�h +

1

2
λh+ bµ(∂λh

µλ − ∂µS),

L|NFP|=1 =
i

2
εµνρσ c̄µ�∂νCρσ − ic̄µ∂

µCS + iC∂µC̄
µ + iC̄µ∂νCνµ,

L|NFP|=2 = −D̄µ(�Dµ − ∂ν∂µDν) + D̄ ∂µDµ + αD̄D + ∂µD̄
µ ·D,

L|NFP|=3 = iT̄ �T. (3.4)
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We start with NFP = 0 sector. The 2-point vertex Γ
(2)
NFP=0 in momentum space is

Γ
(2)
NFP=0 =

















hρσ S bρ λ

hµν

−p2
[

1
2
P (2)µν,ρσ − 1

12
dµνdρσ

−1
4
(dµνeρσ + eµνdρσ)− 3

4
eµνeρσ

] 0 −ip(µην)ρ 1
2
ηµν

S 0 0 ipρ 0

bµ ip(ρησ)µ −ipµ 0 0

λ 1
2
ηρσ 0 0 0

















, (3.5)

by using the projection operators

dµν = ηµν −
pµpν
p2

, eµν =
pµpν
p2

, (3.6)

P (2)
µν,ρσ =

1

2

(

dµρdνσ + dµσdνρ −
2

3
dµνdρσ

)

, (3.7)

which satisfy

pµdµν = 0, dµνη
µν = 3, eµνη

µν = 1, (3.8)

dµαd
αν = dµ

ν , eµαe
αν = eµ

ν , dµαe
αν = 0, (3.9)

P
(2)
µν,αβd

αβ = 0, P
(2)
µν,αβe

αβ = 0, P
(2)
µν,αβP

(2)αβ,ρσ = P (2)
µν

ρσ. (3.10)

We can straightforwardly compute the inverse of the matrix, Γ(2)−1

NFP=0:

Γ(2)−1
NFP=0 =

1

−p2
×

















hρσ S bρ λ

hµν

[

2P
(2)
µν,ρσ − 1

3dµνdρσ

+(dµνeρσ + eµνdρσ)− 3eµνeρσ

] dµν − 3eµν 2ip(µdν)ρ −p2(dµν − eµν)

S dρσ − 3eρσ −3 −ipρ p2

bµ −2ip(ρdσ)µ ipµ 0 0

λ −p2(dρσ − eρσ) p2 0 0

















. (3.11)

The 2-point vertex Γ
(2)
|NFP|=1 in momentum space is

Γ
(2)
|NFP|=1 =

(

Cρσ C CS

c̄µ
1
2
εµνρσp2pν 0 pµ

C̄µ −p[ρησ]µ −pµ 0

)

, (3.12)

the inverse of which is given by

Γ(2)−1

|NFP|=1 =
1

−p2
×





c̄ρ C̄ρ

Cµν εµνρλp
λ/p2 2p[µην]ρ

C 0 pρ
CS −pρ 0



. (3.13)
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The 2-point vertex Γ
(2)
|NFP|=2 in momentum space is

Γ
(2)
|NFP|=2 =

(

Dρ D

D̄µ p2dµ
ρ −ipµ

D̄ ipρ α

)

, (3.14)

the inverse of which is given by

Γ(2)−1

|NFP|=2 =
1

−p2
×

(

D̄ρ D̄

Dµ [−δµ
ρ + (α + 1)pµp

ρ/p2] ipµ
D −ipρ 0

)

. (3.15)

Finally the 2-point vertex Γ
(2)
|NFP|=3 for T and T̄ in momentum space is given by

Γ
(2)
|NFP|=3 = −ip2, (3.16)

and the inverse of which is given by

Γ(2)−1

|NFP|=3 =
i

p2
. (3.17)

Thus we have confirmed that the propagator may be obtained and the system is fully

gauge fixed.

3.2 Equations of motion at linear order

Let us denote the total action as S. The EOMs to linear order are given as follows: for

α = −1,

NFP = 0 sector

δSUG

δλ
: h(≡ ηµνh

µν) = 0, (3.18)

δSUG

δhµν
:

1

2
�hµν − ∂(µ(hν) + bν)) +

1

2
ληµν = 0, (3.19)

δSUG

δbµ
: ∂νhµν − ∂µS = 0, (3.20)

δSUG

δS
: ∂µbµ = 0, (3.21)
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NFP = ±1 sector

δSUG

δc̄µ
:

1

2
εµνρσ�∂νCρσ − ∂µCS = 0, (3.22)

δSUG

δCµν

:
1

2
εµνρσ�∂ρc̄σ − ∂[µC̄ν] = 0, (3.23)

δSUG

δC̄µ
: ∂νCνµ + ∂µC = 0, (3.24)

δSUG

δC
: ∂µC̄µ = 0, (3.25)

δSUG

δCS

: ∂µc̄µ = 0, (3.26)

NFP = ±2 sector

δSUG

δD̄
,
δSUG

δD
: ∂µDµ = D, ∂µD̄

µ = D̄, (3.27)

δSUG

δD̄µ
,
δSUG

δDµ

: �Dµ = 0, �D̄µ = 0, (3.28)

NFP = ±3 sector

δSUG

δT̄
,
δSUG

δT
: �T = 0, �T̄ = 0. (3.29)

where hµ ≡ ∂νhµν . Note also that Eqs. (3.19), (3.23) and (3.28) are already simplified by

their preceding equations.

Taking the trace of (3.19) and using (3.18) and (3.21), we find

2λ = ∂µ∂νhµν . (3.30)

The divergence of the gravity equation (3.19), combined with (3.30) and (3.21), yields

�bµ = −∂µλ, (3.31)

which, together with (3.21), gives

�λ = 0. (3.32)

Equation (3.20) gives

−�S + 2λ = 0 . (3.33)

Equations (3.31) and (3.33)) imply that bµ and S fields satisfy dipole equations �2bµ = 0

and �
2S = 0, and their dipole parts are supplied by the simple pole λ field. Applying �

to the gravity field equation (3.19) and using Eqs. (3.31) and (3.33), we get

1

2
�

2hµν − ∂µ∂νλ = 0. (3.34)
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So, we see that h̃µν field is now a tripole field, and the tripole part is supplied by the

simple pole λ field and the dipole parts are supplied by simple pole parts of S and bµ.

For the NFP 6= 0 ghost sector, we find from (3.22)

�CS = 0. (3.35)

The dual of (3.22) gives

�
2Cµν = 0. (3.36)

Taking the ∂ν divergence of (3.23) and using (3.25) gives

�C̄µ = 0. (3.37)

The dual of (3.23) yields

�
2c̄µ = 0. (3.38)

Equations (3.24), (3.28) and (3.29) show that all the other ghost fields are of simple pole:

�C = �D = �D̄ = �Dµ = �D̄µ = �T = �T̄ = 0. (3.39)

There are no tripole ghost fields, in contrast to our paper I, though there are in the

graviton fluctuation. This is one of the simplifications that our new formulation brings

in.

4 Identifying the independent fields

We have not only the usual simple pole fields but also dipole and tripole fields in this

system. So the number of independent particle modes are different from that of indepen-

dent fields. To avoid the complication of decomposing the multipole fields into simple

pole modes, we also adopt here, as in the previous paper I, the 4-dimensional Fourier

expansion [33] of the fields

φ(x) =
1

√

(2π)3

∫

d4p θ(p0)
[

φ(p)eipx + φ†(p)e−ipx
]

(4.1)

to define annihilation and creation operators φ(p) and φ†(p) for such general multipole

fields. We analyze independent 4-dimensional Fourier modes for each ghost number NFP

sector successively, in the Lorentz frame in which the 3-momentum p is along x3 axis:

pµ =
(

p0, 0, 0, p3
)

, i.e., pi = 0 (i = 1, 2), p3 =: |p| > 0. (4.2)

Note that if the field φ is a massless simple pole field φ(p) ∝ δ(p2), this reads

pµ φ(p2) =
(

|p|, 0, 0, |p|
)

φ(p2), i.e., p0 = p3 = |p| . (4.3)

We will show in the following analysis that the independent fields in each ghost number

sector are given by the list in Table 1.
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Table 1: List of independent fields. i denotes transverse directions 1 and 2.

NFP = 0 hT1, hT2; χ0, χi ; b0, bi

|NFP| = 1 C0i, C12, C ; c̄0, c̄i, C̄0

|NFP| = 2 D0, Di, D ; D̄0, D̄i, D̄

|NFP| = 3 T ; T̄

4.1 NFP = 0 sector

We begin with the fields with ghost number NFP = 0. We have 10 component gravity hµν

field, 1 scalar field S, 1 unimodular multiplier field λ, plus a 4 component vector NL field

bµ; thus, 10+1+1+4 = 16 component fields in all. Let us count/identify the independent

fields among them, by using the EOMs (3.18) – (3.21).

These EOMs (3.18) – (3.21) in this NFP = 0 sector take exactly the same forms as

those in GR theory in unimodular gauge, if we identify the unimodular NL field b there

with the present unimodular multiplier λ. The same counting there also applies here.

The 10 component hµν is subject to the 1 traceless condition (3.18) and the 4-vector

de Donder gauge condition (3.20), so has 10− 1− 4 = 5 independent fields, as which we

can take the same fields as in GR case. First, we have two BRST invariant simple-pole

(hence physical) fields

hT1(p) := (1/2)
(

h11 − h22
)

(p), hT2(p) := h12(p). (4.4)

These transverse modes are BRST invariant since the BRST transformation of hµν(p) at

linearized level is given by

δBh
µν(p) = −ipµcνT(p)− ipνcµT(p), (4.5)

while the transverse momentum components pi (i = 1, 2) vanish by definition. Simple-

pole property �hTj(p) = 0 also follows from the EOM (3.19) and pi = 0. In addition to

these two, we have a transverse vector field (hence possessing 3 independent components):

χ0(p) :=
1

2p0

(

h00 − 1

2

(

h11 + h22
)

)

(p) =
1

2p0
1

2

(

h00 + h33
)

(p),

χi(p) :=
1

p0
h0i(p), (i = 1, 2),

χ3(p) :=
1

2p3

(

h33 − 1

2

(

h11 + h22
)

)

(p) =
1

2p3
1

2

(

h00 + h33
)

(p), (4.6)

satisfying transversality pµχ
µ(p) = p0χ

0(p)+p3χ
3(p) = 0. So we can forget the redundant

component χ3(p) henceforth. The second equality for the expression χ0(p) (or χ3(p))

follows from the tracelessness Eq. (3.18), h := ηµνh
µν = 0,

(

h11 + h22
)

(p) =
(

h00 − h33
)

(p). (4.7)
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This χµ(p) field has a very simple BRST transformation property

δBχ
µ(p) = −icµT(p). (4.8)

Next, the gauge fixing NL field bµ is subject to the transversality (3.21), p0b0(p) +

p3b3(p) = 0, so we can take 3 fields b0 and bi(p) (i = 1, 2) as its independent components.

These 5 components hTi, χ
0 and χi from hµν and 3 components b0 and bi give the all of

the independent fields listed in the NFP = 0 sector in Table 1.

The other fields λ and S as well as the other 5 dependent components in hµν

(

h11 + h22
)

(p),
(

h00 − h33
)

(p), h3i(p), h03(p). (4.9)

can be shown to be explicitly expressed by the above 5 + 3 independent fields by using

EOMs (3.18) – (3.21) as follows.

In Eq. (3.31) which we already derived from those EOMs, the unimodular multiplier

λ was identified with the dipole part of the gauge-fixing multiplier (NL) field b0:

λ(p) = −i
1

p0
�b0(p) . (4.10)

This is an important relation showing that the unimodular multiplier field λ becomes the

BRST daughter field, hence a member of a BRST quartet. As for the S field, we can

rewrite Eq. (3.19) into the following form by substituting hµ = ∂µS of Eq. (3.20):

∂µ∂νS =
1

2
�hµν − ∂(µbν) +

1

2
ληµν . (4.11)

Adding two equations with indices (µ, ν) = (0, 0) and (3, 3) and dividing by −(p20 + p23),

we obtain

S(p) = − 2p0

p20 + p23

(

�χ0 − ib0
)

(p). (4.12)

Now the 5 dependent components in hµν in Eq. (4.9). The first dependent field (h11+

h22)(p) is already given by the second field (h00 − h33)(p) in Eq. (4.7). The latter one is

shown in Eq. (4.43) in the previous paper I to be

(

h00 − h33
)

(p) =
4ip0

p20 + p23
b0(p) , (4.13)

which is actually the same equation as Eq. (4.12) if we substitute −(p20+p23)S(p) = i(p0h0+

p3h3)(p) = p20h
00(p) − p23h

33(p) following from ∂ν∂µS = ∂νhµ = ∂ν∂λh
µλ. The rest two

components h3i and h03 follow from the de Donder gauge condition (3.20), ∂νh
νµ = ∂µS;

the µ = i (i = 1, 2) component gives

h3i(p) =
p 2
0

p3
χi(p) , (4.14)

and the vanishing difference 0 = ∂[ν∂µ]S = ∂[ν∂λh
µ]λ with (µ, ν) = (0, 3) gives Eq. (4.41)

in I:

h03(p) =
4p20p

3

p20 + p23
χ0(p). (4.15)
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4.2 NFP 6= 0 sectors

In NFP = +1 ghost sector we have 6 component Cµν and 2 scalars, CS and C, so 8

components in all. In NFP = −1 antighost sector we have two 4-component vectors c̄µ
and C̄µ, so also 8 components in all.

Begin with the NFP = +1 ghost sector. The constraint equation (3.24), ∂νCνµ +

∂µC = 0, takes the same form as that in the previous paper I, which implied that only 3

components C0i and C12 are independent among 6 Cµν if the scalar C is chosen as another

independent field; the other 3 components are expressed by these and C as the Eq. (4.52)

in I with C̄µν and C̄ there replaced by Cµν and C:

C03 = −C(p), C3i = −p0

p3
C0i(p), (i = 1, 2). (4.16)

These 3 + 1 = 4 fields C0i, C12 and C are the all of the independent fields listed in the

NFP = 1 sector in Table 1. The other remaining field CS is indeed expressed by the dipole

part of the independent field C12; the µ = 0 component of EOM (3.22) gives

CS(p) =
1

2p0
ε03ij�p3Cij(p) = �C12(p), (4.17)

where in the second equality, p3 = p0 has been used since �C12(p) is a massless simple

pole field.

Next consider the NFP = −1 antighost sector, consisting of two vectors c̄µ and C̄µ.

Equations (3.26) and (3.25) show that these vectors are both transversal:

p0c̄0 + p3c̄3 = 0 → c̄3 = −p0

p3
c̄0, (4.18)

p0C̄
0 + p3C̄

3 = 0 → C̄3 =
p0

p3
C̄0 = C̄0 , (4.19)

where p0 = p3 has been used in front of the simple pole field C̄µ. Moreover, Eq. (3.23)

gives constraint relations between c̄µ and C̄ν : noting that �c̄µ is also a simple pole field,

(µ = 0, ν = 3) : p0C̄3 − p3C̄0 = 0 → C̄0 = C̄3, (4.20)

(µ = 0 or 3, ν = i) : εij�p3c̄j(p) + p0C̄ i = 0 → C̄ i(p) = −εij�c̄j(p)

(i, j = 1, 2, εij = −εji), (4.21)

(µ = 1, ν = 2) : �p0c̄3 −�p3c̄0 = 0 → �c̄3 = −�c̄0 . (4.22)

Equations (4.20) and (4.22) merely give identical relations with the transversality of vec-

tors c̄µ and C̄ν . Only the Eq. (4.21) implies new relations that C̄ i(p) are given by the

dipole part of εij c̄j(p). We thus have shown that 3 + 1 = 4 fields c̄0, c̄i and C̄0 are all of

the independent fields in NFP = −1 antighost sector as listed in Table 1.

Finally, the EOMs (3.27) – (3.29) in the |NFP| = 2, 3 sectors are trivial. So we can

immediately see that the independent fields in these sectors can be chosen as written in

the list of Table 1.
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5 Identifying BRST quartets

Now that all the independent fields are listed up in Table 1, we can show that all of

them other than the two physical transverse modes hT1 and hT2, fall into BRST quartets,

decoupling properly from the physical sector. In order to do so, we recall the BRST trans-

formation at linearized level (which is also the BRST transformation of the asymptotic

fields under the perturbative assumption):

δBλ = 0, (5.1)

δBh
µν = −2∂

(µ
c
ν)
T = ∂(µεν)τρσ∂τCρσ, (5.2)

δBCµν = i(∂µDν − ∂νDµ), (5.3)

δBS = CS, δBCS = 0, (5.4)

δBc̄µ = ibµ, δBbµ = 0, (5.5)

δBD̄
µ = C̄µ, δBC̄

µ = 0, (5.6)

δBDµ = ∂µT, δBT = 0, (5.7)

δBT̄ = iD̄, δBD̄ = 0, (5.8)

δBC = iD, δBD = 0. (5.9)

The BRST quartet is generally a pair of the BRST doublets which satisfy the properties

schematically drawn as [34]

A(p)
δB //

jj

**

C(p)
OO

inner-product
��

C̄(p)
δB

// iB(p).

(5.10)

We denote this BRST quartet described by this scheme by using the same notation as

used in I simply as
(

A(p) → C(p); C̄(p) → iB(p)
)

, (5.11)

This scheme means that a pair of BRST doublets satisfying (assuming A(p) a boson),

δBA(p) = [iQB, A(p)] = C(p),

δBC̄(p) = {iQB, C̄(p)} = iB(p), (5.12)

have nonvanishing inner-product with each other:

〈0|C̄(p)C†(q)|0〉 = 〈0|C̄(p)iQBA
†(q)|0〉 = i〈0|B(p)A†(q)|0〉 ∝ δ4(p− q) 6= 0, (5.13)

or, equivalently, in terms of commutation relation,

0 =
{

iQB, [C̄(p), A†(q)]
}

= [iB(p), A†(q)]− {C̄(p), C†(q)}
→ [iB(p), A†(q)] = {C̄(p), C†(q)} ∝ δ4(p− q) 6= 0. (5.14)
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We should note that the existence of nonvanishing inner-products/commutators can

also be judged from the nonvanishing propagators. As explained in I, generally, the

expressions of commutation relations (CR) and the propagators for the free fields φi have

the following exact correspondence:

propagator 〈φi φj〉 CR [φi(p), φ
†
j(q)]

1

i

[ 1

p2
,

1

p4
,

1

p6

]

↔
[

δ(p2), −δ′(p2), 1
2
δ′′(p2)

]

θ(p0)δ4(p− q),
, (5.15)

where three terms on both sides correspond to the terms of simple-pole, dipole and tripole

parts, respectively. This correspondence also holds for the fermion fields if the commu-

tators are understood to be anticommutators. We use an abbreviated notation for the

propagator in momentum space:

〈 φi φj 〉p =
∫

d4x e−ipx〈0|Tφi(x)φj(0)|0〉, (5.16)

which is identical with i times the inverse of the 2-point vertex, iΓ(2)−1

ij , so can be read

directly from the results given in sect. 3.

Now let us start the task to identify the BRST quartets. Among the fields in Table 1,

we can list all the boson fields which are not BRST invariant. Then they must be BRST

parents of certain BRST doublets, which can be read from the BRST transformation

Eqs. (5.1) – (5.9). Thus we find all the BRST doublets possessing boson parent as

δBχ
0(p) = −ic0T(p) = −p3C12(p), (5.17)

δBχ
i(p) = −iciT(p) = εij

(

p3C0j − p0C3j

)

(p) = −εij
1

p3
�C0j(p), (5.18)

δBD
0(p) = ip0T (p), (5.19)

δBD̄
0(p) = C̄0(p), (5.20)

δBD̄
i(p) = C̄ i(p) = −εij�c̄j(p), (5.21)

where in Eq. (5.18), use has been made of Eq. (4.16) to rewrite C3j(p) as −(p0/p3)C0j(p)

in the last equality. We have used Eq. (4.21) in the last line to rewrite C̄ i which does

not appear in Table 1 as independent fields. In the same way, all the BRST doublets

possessing fermion parent can be found as

δBC0i(p) = −p0Di(p), (5.22)

δBC(p) = iD(p), (5.23)

δBc̄0(p) = ib0(p), (5.24)

δBc̄i(p) = ibi(p), (5.25)

δBT̄
i(p) = iD̄(p). (5.26)

At this stage we notice that all the independent fields in Table 1 other than the

physical transverse graviton modes already appear in these BRST doublets, as the parent

17



or daughter fields. Since the BRST doublets are known to necessarily form BRST quartets

which essentially decouple from physical subspace, one is tempted to conclude that the

unitarity proof is completed. We must, however, be very careful about the dipole and

tripole fields appearing in the BRST parent position. For instance, if A is a dipole and B

is a simple pole for the BRST doublet δBA = iB, then this implies δB�A = 0. That is, the

simple pole field �A, representing the dipole part mode in the A field is BRST invariant.

So �A must appear somewhere at BRST daughter position in the full list of the BRST

doublets. Otherwise, the unphysical �A mode becomes a BRST singlet appearing in the

physical subspace and violates unitarity.

All the multipole fields which appear in the parent position in these BRST doublets

(5.17) – (5.26) are: χ0, χi, C0i, c̄0, c̄i. Let us examine the BRST doublets possessing

these parent fields in turn.

First is the doublet (5.17), δBχ
0(p) = −p3C12(p). The parent χ0(p) is tripole while

the daughter C12(p) is dipole, meaning that the tripole mode part �
2χ0(p) could be a

dangerous BRST singlet. But Eq. (3.34), (1/2)�2hµν = ∂µ∂νλ, tells us �
2χ0(p) ∝ λ(p)

and the unimodular multiplier field λ(p) was already noted in Eq. (4.10) to be a safe

BRST daughter field ∝ �b0(p) and it indeed appears in the daughter position of the

BRST doublet (5.24). Note that this BRST doublet is a safe doublet, in which both the

parent c̄0(p) and the daughter b0(p) are dipole fields, implying that it actually represents

two simple-pole BRST doublets:

δBˆ̄c0(p) = ib̂0(p) and δB�c̄0(p) = i�b0(p), (5.27)

where the hat symbol φ̂ means the simple-pole part in the multipole field. Here we

emphasize that the second equation of (5.27) means that the multiplier field λ imposing

the unimodular constraint becomes the BRST daughter �b0 = ip0λ and has associated

ghost and antighost. This is the key how we get the correct number of remaining physical

dofs.

Second is the doublet (5.18), δBχ
i(p) = −εij�C0j(p)/p

3. Since the parent χi(p) is a

dipole field while �C0j(p) is a simple-pole field, the dipole part �χi(p) is a potentially

dangerous BRST singlet. But EOMs (3.19) and (3.20) lead to �χi(p) = �h0i(p)/p0 =

ibi(p), which safely appears in the daughter position of the doublet (5.25).

Third is the doublet (5.22), in which the parent C0i(p) is dipole while the daughter

Di(p) is simple-pole. So �C0i(p) is a potentially dangerous BRST singlet but it actually

appears in the daughter position of the doublet (5.18).

Lastly are the doublets (5.24) and (5.25); the former doublet (5.24) was already noted

in advance to represent a safe and double BRST doublets in Eq. (5.27). In the latter

doublet (5.25), the parent c̄i(p) is dipole while bi(p) is simple-pole. But the potentially

dangerous BRST singlet �c̄i(p) just appears in the daughter position of the doublet (5.21).

We thus have finished to show that the list of the BRST doublets in Eqs. (5.17) –

(5.26) is complete; that is, it contains all the independent modes in our UG theory other
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than the physical transverse modes and they all fall into BRST doublets decoupling from

the physical sector.

For the unitarity proof, this is enough. For completeness, however, we identify how

those BRST doublets form BRST quartets. The task for doing so is only to find for each

BRST doublet with boson parent in (5.17) – (5.21) a partner BRST doublet with fermion

parent from (5.22) – (5.26) which has nonvanishing inner-product with each other. As

explained before, the existence of nonvanishing inner-products can be easily found by

examining the nonvanishing propagators given in sect. 3. In this way, we can identify the

following BRST quartets:
(

χ0(p) → −p3C12(p); c̄0(p) → ib0(p)
)

, (5.28)
(

χi(p) → −(1/p3)εij�C0j(p); c̄i(p) → ibi(p)
)

, (i = 1, 2), (5.29)
(

D0(p) → ip0T (p); T̄ (p) → iD̄(p)
)

, (5.30)
(

D̄0(p) → C̄0(p); C(p) → iD(p)
)

, (5.31)
(

D̄i(p) → −εij�c̄j(p); C0i(p) → −p0Di(p)
)

. (5.32)

The relevant propagators showing the existence of nonvanishing inner-products be-

tween the pair doublets in these BRST quartets are the following:

〈 ib0 χ0 〉p = p3〈 c̄0 C12 〉p = i
p23

(p2)2
, (5.33)

〈 ibi χi 〉p =
1

p3
〈 c̄i εij�C0j 〉p = i

1

p2
, (5.34)

〈 iD̄ D0 〉p = −p0〈 T̄ iT 〉p = −i
p0

p2
, (5.35)

〈 iD D̄0 〉p = 〈C C̄0 〉p = −i
p0

p2
, (5.36)

p0〈Di D̄
i 〉p = −〈C0i ε

ij
�c̄j 〉p = i

p0

p2
. (5.37)

Here we note that the propagators in the first line are of dipole. It implies that the first

BRST quartet (5.28) in fact represents two BRST quartets each consisting of simple-pole

fields:
(

�χ0(p) → −p3�C12(p); ˆ̄c0(p) → ib̂0(p)
)

, (5.38)
(

χ̂0(p) → −p3Ĉ12(p); �c̄0(p) → i�b0(p)
)

, (5.39)

where hat means the simple-pole part. This structure can be understood if we note the

following relevant propagators of simple-pole:

〈 ib0 �χ0 〉p = p3〈 c̄0 �C12 〉p = −i
p23
p2
, (5.40)

〈 i�b0 χ0 〉p = p3〈�c̄0 C12 〉p = −i
p23
p2
. (5.41)
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The nonvanishing inner-products exist between the simple-pole parts and the dipole parts.

Thus we have confirmed that all the fields including multipole fields except for the

transverse modes fall into the BRST quartets and decouple from the physical sector,

leaving the two transverse graviton modes as physical states.

6 Conclusions

In this paper, combining the new ideas in I and [24], we have given a new covariant BRST

quantization of UG. First, we have used rank-2 antisymmetric tensor fields for the ghosts

which satisfy the transverse condition. This gives further gauge invariance in the ghost

sector and we have successfully gauge fixed TDiff. For the antighosts, we need fields

with the same number of dofs. In I, we have used the same rank-2 antisymmetric tensor

fields, but this leads to a formulation with lots of ghosts and tripole modes in the ghost

sector. Here instead we have used vector antighost which satisfy transverse condition

on shell due to the additional scalar field S. We have shown that this leads to a fully

gauge-fixed theory, and all the modes except for the 2 transverse graviton modes fall into

the BRST quartets and completely decouple from the physical subspace. In this way we

have succeeded in giving a covariant BRST quantization of UG with the correct number

of dofs, the same as GR.

This formulation has two advantages compared with our previous formulation in I.

One is that the formulation contains less number of ghosts without those originating

from antighosts. The second is that we do not have tripole modes in the ghost sector.

These lead to considerable simplification in the resulting system. A difference is that this

formulation is asymmetric in ghost and antighost sectors, while that in I is symmetric.

Both formulations give the correct number of dofs. Which formulation is more useful for

covariant study of UG remains to be seen, but we hope that our formulations should be

useful for further study of UG.
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