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Minimal massive gravity in three dimensions propagates a single massive spin-2 mode around an
AdS vacuum. It is distinguished by allowing for vacua with positive central charges of the asymptotic
conformal algebra and a bulk graviton of positive energy. We present a new action for the model
(and its higher order extensions) in terms of a dreibein and an independent spin connection. From
this, we construct its supersymmetric extension. Surprisingly, all vacua complying with bulk and
boundary unitarity appear to break supersymmetry spontaneously. In contrast, all supersymmetric
vacua have a negative central charge whenever the bulk graviton has positive energy.

Three-dimensional (3D) gravity has long been established as a distinguished testing ground in order to
develop, examine, and challenge fundamental issues of
quantum gravity, black hole physics, and holography,
building on the seminal works [1–5]. In what is now understood as a precursor of the Anti-de Sitter/Conformal
Field Theory (AdS/CFT) correspondence, Brown and
Henneaux discovered that Einstein gravity on a 3D AdS
space has an infinite-dimensional asymptotic symmetry
algebra forming two copies of the Virasoro algebra with
non-vanishing central charges [3]. This observation has
been at the origin of fundamental precision computations
[6, 7] of the entropy of the Bañados-Teitelboim-Zanelli
black hole [8], obtained as a discrete quotient of 3D AdS.
Over the years, various 3D gravitational models have
been constructed featuring massive spin-2 excitations
around Minkowski and AdS spaces, including in particular topologically massive gravity (TMG) [9], new massive
gravity [10], minimal massive gravity (MMG) [11], and
higher order extensions thereof, such as the exotic massive gravity [12].
In this letter, we will focus on the MMG model (and its
higher order extensions). This model propagates a single
massive spin-2 mode around an AdS background, and is
distinguished by the fact that its parameter space allows
for a region in which the massive spin-2 mode is neither ghost nor tachyonic, while maintaining both BrownHenneaux central charges positive. In this sense, MMG
evades the bulk/boundary unitarity clash from which
most other 3D massive gravity models suffer, elevating
the model to a viable holographic dual of a putative unitary 2D CFT.
To date, none of the 3D bosonic models complying with
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bulk and boundary unitarity [11, 13] have been embedded
into a supersymmetric theory, despite the fact that supersymmetry typically provides an invaluable set of tools
to establish and corroborate consistent holographic scenarios. The construction of a supersymmetric extension
of MMG is one of the main results of this letter and gives
rise to some surprising observations regarding its vacuum
structure, notably an apparent clash between supersymmetry and unitarity for any of its AdS vacua.
MMG is defined as a deformation of TMG by terms
quadratic in the Riemann tensor according to
1
γ
Cµν + σ̄ Gµν + Λ̄0 gµν =
µκλ νστ S κσ S λτ . (1)
µ
2µ2
Here, Gµν is the Einstein tensor associated with the metric gµν , Sµν is the associated Schouten tensor, and Cµν
is its Cotton tensor
Gµν = Rµν − 12 gµν ,
Cµν = µρσ ∇ρ S σ ν .

Sµν = Rµν −

1
4

gµν ,
(2)

In the limit γ → 0, equations (1) reduce to those of TMG.
The MMG equations (1) cannot be derived from a standard action principle of the metric alone. In particular,
the fact that the r.h.s. has zero divergence (as required
for consistency) is not automatic, but follows on-shell
from iterating equation (1) itself — a mechanism dubbed
“third way consistency” in [11]. On the other hand, in
[11] equations (1) could be derived by variation of a first
order Lagrangian with auxiliary fields, in the region of
parameter space where 1
µ2 (1 + γ σ̄)2 > γ 3 Λ̄0 .

1

(3)

This inequality immediately follows from expressing the parameters of the MMG equations (1) in terms of the parameters
{σ, α, µ} of the first-order Lagrangian of [11]: µ2 (1 + γ σ̄)2 −
γ 3 Λ̄0 = µ2 (1 + σ α)−2 > 0 (recall that σ 2 = 1 in [11]).

2
Absence of a standard action functional has among other
things hampered the construction of the supersymmetric extension of (1). As a main result of this letter, we
will employ a new action for MMG (and higher order
extensions thereof), in order to construct the supersymmetric extension of (1). As it turns out, the extension
is not unique, and for a given set of coupling constants
{γ, µ, σ̄, Λ̄0 } we find (up to four) different supersymmetric extensions of the model. The underlying supersymmetric structures provide additional tools for the vacuum
analysis of the model.
As a starting point, we consider the following class of
actions, depending on a dreibein eµ a and an independent
(torsionful) spin connection $µ a as
L[e, $] = L0 [e] + τ εµνρ eµ a D[$]ν eρa
µνρ

+ κε

a

$µ ∂ν $ρa +

1
3 εabc

(4)
a

b

$µ $ν $ρ

c



,

with local Lorentz indices a, b, · · · (for our conventions
see 2 ). The constants τ and κ denote the coupling constants of the torsion and the Chern-Simons term for $,
respectively. Variation of the Lagrangian (4) w.r.t. the
connection $ yields an equation for its curvature
R[$]µν,a = − κτ εabc eµ b eν c .

(5)

Variation of (4) w.r.t. the dreibein eµ a on the other hand
determines the torsion T [$]µν,a of the connection $ by
0 = 2 Gµ a + τ µνρ T [$]νρ,a ,
µ

where G

a

(6)

is defined as
δL0 =

√

−g Gµ a δeµ a .

(7)

where G ≡ Gµ a ea µ . Finally, using the general relation
between curvature and contorsion
R[$]µν a = R[ω]µν a + 2 D[ω][µ K[$]ν] a
+ εabc K[$]µb K[$]νc ,

and combining this with (5) and (10), yields the equation
2

µστ ∇σ Sτ ν −τ Gµν + τκ gµν =

∇µ Gµν = 0 .

(8)

The contorsion of the connection $ is defined as
K[$]µ a = $µ a − ωµ a
=

1 ρστ
2 


eµ b eρ a − 12 eµ a eρ b T [$]στ,b ,

K[$]µ a = −


1
1
Gµ a − 12 eµ a G ≡ − Sµ a ,
τ
τ

(10)

=⇒

The conventions used in this letter are as follows. We use the
(− + +) signature convention. The Levi-Civita tensor density
and tensor are denoted by εµνρ and µνρ respectively. All spinors
are Majorana. The covariant derivatives with respect to ω and $
are denoted by D[ω]µ and D[$]µ . On a Lorentz vector X a and
spinor Ψ, one has D[ω]µ X a = ∂µ X a +εabc ωµb Xc and D[ω]µ Ψ =
∂µ Ψ + 12 ωµ a γa Ψ and analogously for D[$]µ X a and D[$]µ Ψ.
The torsion and curvature for ω (and mutatis mutandis for $)
are defined as T [ω]µν a = 2D[ω][µ eν] a and R[ω]µν a = 2∂[µ ων] a +
εabc ωµb ωνc . We have γµν = µνρ γ ρ and spinor bilinears obey
ψ̄χ = χ̄ψ and ψ̄γµ χ = −χ̄γµ ψ.

L0 [e] −→ L0 [e] + Lmatter [e, . . . ] ,
Gµν −→ Gµν + Tµν ,

(14)

with the standard (covariantly conserved) energymomentum tensor Tµν , reproducing the (on-shell) results
of [12, 15].
In the following, we specialize to MMG, by setting
L0 [e] =

1 µνρ a
ε eµ Rνρ,a + λεµνρ εabc eµ a eν b eρ c ,
G

(15)

where for simplicity we will set the gravitational constant
G = 1. The resulting equations (12) then reproduce (1),
with the (bijective up to rescaling) translation of parameters according to
µ
=τ ,
γ

2

µστ νκλ Sσκ Sτ λ , (12)

as a sum of a cosmological constant, Einstein-Hilbert,
and gravitational Chern-Simons term, the resulting field
equations (12) produce the field equations of Einstein
gravity, MMG, and generalizations, depending on the
choice of constants αi . Adding arbitrary higher order
curvature invariants to (13) straightforwardly yields actions (4) for yet higher order third-way consistent field
equations (12), alluded to in [12]. Let us also point out
that consistent matter couplings to (12) are straightforwardly implemented in the Lagrangian (4) by

(9)

in terms of the torsionless Levi-Civita connection ωµ a .
The field equations (6) can then be rewritten as

1
2τ

exclusively formulated in terms of the dreibein, with Sµν
defined via (10), (7). Just as in (1), these equations are
“third-way consistent” in that the vanishing of the divergence of the r.h.s. follows from iterating equation (12)
itself (together with the relations (8)). A key feature of
this construction is that the final equations (12) do not
arise directly among the Euler-Lagrange equations, but
only after combination with the integrability conditions
(11) 3 .
For example, choosing
√
L0 [e] = α0 −g + α1 LEH + α2 LCS ,
(13)

Diffeomorphism and Lorentz symmetry imply that the
tensor Gµν ≡ Gµ a eaν is symmetric and divergence-free
Gµν = Gνµ ,

(11)

µΛ̄0 =

9λ2
τ2
+
,
4τ
κ

µσ̄ = −τ −

3λ
.
2τ

(16)

Equivalently, (15) can be replaced by the first order Palatini Lagrangian in terms of an independent connection ω,


L0 [e, ω] = εµνρ eµ a R[ω]νρ,a + λεabc eµ a eν b eρ c , (17)

3

A similar mechanism has been employed in [14] for a description
of the so-called third way consistent deformation of Yang-Mills
theory in terms of a gauged scalar sigma model.

3
such that the final Lagrangian (4) is given by the sum of
the so-called “standard” and the “exotic” action of 2+1
gravity [5], however with both actions carrying different
spin connections ω, and $, respectively 4 . In this first
order formulation, and after redefinition
√
−κτ a
a
a
a
a
a
eµ , (18)
ωµ = Ωµ + α hµ , $µ = Ωµ +
κ
the Lagrangian (4) reproduces the first-order Lagrangian
of [11]. The condition κτ < 0 precisely defines the region
in parameter space (3) in which the Lagrangian of [11]
exists.
We will now use the Lagrangian (4), (15) in its second order form as a starting point for the construction
of supersymmetric extensions of the model. Separate supersymmetrization of the two parts of (4) is known in
terms of super Chern-Simons theories, with in particular (15) admitting a general N = (p, q) supersymmetric extension [4]. Again, the non-trivial structure here
arises since both parts of (4) share the same dreibein eµ a
while carrying independent spin connections ω, and $.
For simplicity, we will only attempt to impose minimal
(N = (1, 0)) supersymmetry.
Our ansatz for the fermionic sector of the model will
carry two gravitino fields, ψµ and χµ , sharing only one
local supersymmetry, with spinor parameter . Reminiscent of the first order formulation of TMG [18], this
allows the first order fermionic Lagrangian (expected for
the supersymmetrization of (4), (15)) to consistently accommodate a massive spin-3/2 mode as a superpartner
to the massive spin-2 mode. Indeed, this turns out to be
the correct structure. To quadratic order in the fermions,
their Lagrangian is given by
Lferm =



1 µνρ
ε
(1 + ζ)ψ̄ µ + χ̄µ D[ω]ν (1 − ζ)ψ ρ + χρ
ζ


1 µνρ
+
ε
K[$]ν a ψ̄µ + χ̄µ γa ψρ + χρ
2ζ
1
− ζ τ εµνρ ψ̄ µ γν χρ + ζ τ εµνρ χ̄µ γν χρ
2

1
ζ
(19)
(ζ 2 − 2) τ + 2
εµνρ ψ̄ µ γν ψρ ,
+
4
ζ κ


1
ζ
ψ̄µ + χ̄µ γ a  − D[$]µ (χ̄ν  eνa ) ,
2ζκ
2


1
1
ζ 2τ + 2
γµ  ,
δψµ = D[ω]µ  −
4
ζ κ


1
1
1
2
a
δχµ = K[$]µ γa  −
ζ τ− 2
γµ  ,
(20)
2
4
ζ κ

δ$µ a = −

up to quartic terms in the fermions, which can be removed by higher order fermion contributions to the Lagrangian and transformation rules 5 . Details will appear
elsewhere [19]. Supersymmetry requires the following relation


1 + ζ 2 κτ 2 ζ 2 + ζ 2 − 4 ζ 4 κτ + 4
,
(21)
λ=
12 ζ 4 κ2
between the parameter ζ parametrizing the fermionic
couplings, and the coupling constants {λ, κ, τ } of the
bosonic model (4), (15). Supersymmetrizability of the
MMG model thus translates into the existence of real
roots (for ζ) of (21). A necessary and sufficient set of
conditions for the existence of such real roots is
•

3λ
1
−
+1≥0,
τ2
κτ

• either κτ ≥ −1 or

3λ
2
.
≥ −√
τ2
−κτ

(22)

There are in general up to eight real roots (pairwise related by the flip ζ → −ζ).
The bosonic MMG equations (1) are obtained from the
second order Lagrangian (4), (15), after elimination of
the connection $ by its field equations. We can now carry
out the analogue construction in the fermionic sector.
The fermionic field equations


1
1
2
D[ω][µ ψν] =
ζ τ+ 2
γ[µ ψν] − τ γ[µ χν] , (23)
4
ζ κ
can be solved algebraically for χµ . Plugging this solution
back into the remaining fermionic field equations, we find
after some computation (still to lowest order in fermions)
τ Cρ =

with the couplings determined as functions of a new parameter ζ . This Lagrangian can be shown to be invariant
under the supersymmetry transformations (also given to
lowest order in the fermions)

1
1
ν(2)ν(−2) Rρ − ν(0) µνρ γσ ψν Sµ σ
8
4
1
1
− ν(0)ν(2)ν(−2) µνρ γµ ψν − Rµ Gµ ρ
32
2
1
1
− ρµν γ σ Rµ Gνσ − ρµν γµ Rσ Gνσ , (24)
2
2

where we have introduced the gravitino curvature
δeµ

a

ζ
= ψ̄µ γ a  ,
2

Rµ = µνρ D[ω]ν ψρ ,

(25)

and the “Cottino vector-spinor” [20]
4

The appearance of two independent spin connections is responsible for the presence of a massive degree of freedom in this formulation of MMG. For ω = $, the Lagrangian (4) would merely
correspond to a reformulation of 3D (topological) gravity, such
as studied in [16, 17]

C µ = γ ρ γ µν D[ω]ν Rρ − µνρ Sρσ γ σ ψν ,

5

(26)

Thus pushing potential obstacles to sixth order in the fermions.

4
and moreover defined the functions
1
.
ζ2 κ

(27)

We thus obtain the second-order fermionic field equation, entirely expressed in terms of the dreibein eµ a and
the gravitino ψµ . Equation (24) therefore constitutes the
“super-partner” to the bosonic MMG equations (1). Let
us also note that in the TMG limit, where the r.h.s. of
(1) vanishes, equation (24) reduces to
µσ̄
C ρ = −2 µσ̄Rρ − p
γ ρν ψν .
−Λ̄0

2

µ σ̄ ≥ γ Λ̄0 .

(29)

With the translation of parameters (16), this turns out
to precisely coincide with the first condition in (22), with
the cosmological constants given by
r

3λ
1
1 
2
2
, Γ≡
−
+ 1 . (30)
Λ± = −τ (1 ± Γ) +
κτ
τ2
κτ
As a consequence, every supersymmetrizable MMG
model admits maximally symmetric vacua. Evaluating
the super-MMG field equations (1) with (16) and (21),
we obtain the values of their cosmological constants as
(1 + ζ 4 κτ )2
1
Λsusy = −
≡− 2 ,
4
2
4ζ κ
`

1 + ζ 2 κτ 8 + 2 ζ 2 + ζ 2 (ζ 2 − 4)2 κτ
.
Λns = −
4 ζ 4 κ2

α− = κ (1 + ζ 2 κτ )(1 + ζ 4 κτ ) ,
α0 = κ (1 − ζ 2 ) (1 + ζ 2 κτ ) ,

M` = −

(1 + ζ 2 κτ ) + ζ 2 (1 − ζ 2 )κτ
.
1 + ζ 4 κτ

(35)

The no-tachyon condition M 2 `2 > 1 for the massive
spin-2 mode translates into
κτ (1 − ζ 2 ) (1 + ζ 2 κτ ) > 0 .

(36)

An analysis following [11, 21] quickly shows that imposing no-ghost and no-tachyon unitarity conditions on the
massive spin-2 mode necessarily implies negative central
charges. All supersymmetric AdS vacua thus exhibit the
bulk/boundary unitarity clash.
We can finally map out the full landscape of (A)dS
vacua in order to reconcile these results with the earlier
findings of [11]. To this end, we combine the conditions
on supersymmetrizability (22) with the values of the cosmological constants (30), (31) in order to identify the
various regions in parameter space as depicted in figure 1.
1
κτ

(31)
III: AdS/AdS

IV: AdS
S/

V:

Ad

0:

no

va

cu

Indeed, the first vacuum in (31) is AdS (or Minkowski)
and preserves some supersymmetry with the Killing
spinor defined by

Ad

S/

Ad
S

λ
τ2

(32)

/d

S

II: dS/AdS

dS

From (20), it then follows that δψµ = 0 is satisfied as
usual for AdS, whereas δχµ = 0 holds identically, as a
consequence of (10). On the other hand, for the nonsupersymmetric vacuum Λns in (31), the Killing spinor
equations for ψµ and χµ (20) cannot simultaneously be
solved.
Linearizing and diagonalizing the bosonic Lagrangian
around the supersymmetric AdS vacuum Λsusy (with ẽµ a
as background dreibein) yields


(+)
Llin = εµνρ α+ fµ(+) a ∂ν fρ,a
− `−1 εabc fν(+) b ẽρ c


(−)
+ εµνρ α− fµ(−) a ∂ν fρ,a
+ `−1 εabc fν(−) b ẽρ c

− εµνρ α0 pµ a ∂ν pρ,a + M εabc pν b ẽρ c , (33)

I:

1
γµ  = 0 .
D[ω]µ  −
2`

(34)

and with the mass given by

(28)

This is precisely the super-TMG equation from [20]
(where σ̄ = 1 was assumed).
Let us now explore the landscape of (A)dS vacua of
the super-MMG model. The bosonic MMG equations
(1) admit maximally symmetric vacua Gµν = −Λ gµν ,
provided that
2

α+ = κ (1 − ζ 2 ) (1 + ζ 4 κτ ) ,

a

ν(n) ≡ (ζ + n)2 τ +

exhibiting two massless and one massive spin-2 mode,
f (±) and p, respectively, with coefficients factorizing in
terms of ζ in an intriguing pattern as

FIG. 1. Different regions in parameter space. As long as the
MMG model admits an AdS vacuum, i.e. outside of the gray
and yellow areas, it admits at least one supersymmetric extension. The AdS vacua evading the bulk/boundary unitarity
clash [11] are the non-supersymmetric AdS vacua in region V.

5
0: No (A)dS vacua exist. The model is not supersymmetrizable.
I: Both vacua Λ± are of dS type. The model is not
supersymmetrizable.
II: Λ+ is an AdS vacuum, Λ− is dS. There are two different solutions to (21), i.e. two supersymmetric extensions of the bosonic model, in both of which Λ+
is supersymmetric, but exhibits the bulk/boundary
unitarity clash.
III: This region is not covered by the Lagrangian of [11].
Both vacua Λ± are of AdS type. Equations (21)
admit two different solutions
r
1
2
ζ± = (1 ± Γ) + (1 ± Γ)2 +
.
(37)
κτ
There are thus two supersymmetric extensions of
the bosonic model, satisfying
Λsusy (ζ± ) = Λ± = Λns (ζ∓ ) .

(38)

That is, each of the vacua (30) of the bosonic model
is supersymmetric in one of the supersymmetric
extensions and non-supersymmetric in the other.
Both vacua exhibit the bulk/boundary unitarity
clash.
IV: Both vacua Λ± are AdS. There are four supersymmetric extensions of the model with a structure
similar to (38), i.e. each of the AdS vacua of the
bosonic model is supersymmetric in some supersymmetric extension(s) of the model. Again, both
vacua exhibit the bulk/boundary unitarity clash.
V: Both vacua Λ± are AdS. There are two solutions of
equations (21)
r
1
2
ζ± = (1 + Γ) ± (1 + Γ)2 +
,
(39)
κτ

Along the border lines separating the different regions
in figure 1, there is always one Minkowski vacuum together with an (A)dS vacuum. The red line is the socalled merger line [15] in which both (A)dS vacua of the
model coincide. Note that the two regions κτ < 0 and
κτ > 0 of the parameter space are not connected, as the
1
model (4) degenerates for κτ = 0 (or κτ
= 0).
The supersymmetric extensions of the MMG model
thus offer new perspectives on the AdS vacuum analysis
of the bosonic model and it will be most interesting to
explore its repercussions in the context of other solutions
of the model, such as [15]. Further interesting research
directions include the construction of possible supersymmetric matter couplings to MMG, as well as the supersymmetrization of higher order extensions of the model
[12, 22] — given that our action (4) naturally accommodates all such generalizations. A superspace formulation
of our construction would be highly desirable to address
these issues.
Interestingly, we have identified different minimal supersymmetric extensions of the same bosonic MMG in
which different vacua of the bosonic model appear supersymmetric. This may be read as a hint of an underlying
structure of extended supersymmetry into which these
models could be embedded, as is typical for such twin
supergravities [23]. As a technical challenge this would
require to embed the single massive bosonic degree of
freedom into some extended multiplet structure.
Perhaps the most surprising result of our analysis is the observed clash between supersymmetry and
bulk/boundary unitarity. It is precisely the AdS vacua
that are not supersymmetric in any of the fermionic extensions that reconcile positive central charges with a
positive energy bulk graviton. It would be very interesting to understand if this observed clash of supersymmetry and unitarity goes back to some more fundamental
principle and has deeper implications for holography.
A more detailed version of the presented results will
appear elsewhere [19].
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