arXiv:hep-th/0210278 v2 10 Feb 2003

DFPD/02/TH/25 ULB-TH-02/31

Consistent deformations of dual formulations of linearized gravity: A no-go result

Xavier Bekaert^a, Nicolas Boulanger^{b,1} and Marc Henneaux^{b,c}

a Dipartimento di Fisica, Università degli Studi di Padova, Via F. Marzolo 8, I-35131 Padova, Italy

b Physique Théorique et Mathématique, Université Libre de Bruxelles, C.P. 231, B-1050, Bruxelles, Belgium

c Centro de Estudios Científicos, Casilla 1469, Valdivia, Chile

Abstract

The consistent, local, smooth deformations of the dual formulation of linearized gravity involving a tensor field in the exotic representation of the Lorentz group with Young symmetry type (D − 3, 1) (one column of length D − 3 and one column of length 1) are systematically investigated. The rigidity of the Abelian gauge algebra is first established. We next prove a no-go theorem for interactions involving at most two derivatives of the fields.

1“Chercheur F.R.I.A., Belgium”

1 Introduction

The electric-magnetic duality is one of the most fascinating symmetries of theoretical physics. Recently [1], dual formulations of linearized gravity [2] have been systematically investigated with M-theory motivations in mind [3, 4] (see also [5]). These dual formulations involve tensor fields in “exotic” representations of the Lorentz group characterized by a mixed Young symmetry type. There exist in fact three different dual formulations of linearized gravity in generic spacetime dimension D. The first one is the familiar Pauli-Fierz description based on a symmetric tensor h_{μν} . The second one is obtained by dualizing on one index only and involves a tensor T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ} with T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ} = T_{[λ1λ2···λD−3]μ}, (1.1) T_{[λ1λ2···λD−3μ]} = 0 (1.2) where square brackets denote antisymmetrization with strength one. Finally, the third one is obtained by dualizing on both indices and is described by a tensor C_{λ1···λD−3μ1···μD−3} with Young symmetry type (D − 3, D − 3) (two columns with D − 3 boxes). Although one can write equations of motion for this theory which are equivalent to the linearized Einstein equations, these do not seem to follow (when D > 4) from a Lorentz-invariant action principle in which the only varied field is C_{λ1···λD−3μ1 ···μD−3} . For this reason, we shall focus here on the dual theory based on T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ}.

The purpose of this paper is to determine all the consistent, local, smooth interactions that this dual formulation admits. It is well known that the only consistent (local, smooth) deformation of the Pauli-Fierz theory is - under quite general and reasonable assumptions - given by the Einstein theory (see [6] and the more recent works [7, 8] for systematic analyses). Because dualization is a non-local process, one does not expect the Einstein interaction vertex to have a local counterpart on the dual T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ}-side. This does not a priori preclude the existence of other local interaction vertices, which would lead to exotic self-interactions of “spin-2” particles. Our main – and somewhat disappointing – result is, however, that this is not the case.

The first instance for which T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ} transforms in a true exotic representation of the Lorentz group occurs for D = 5, where one has T_{[αβ]γ} ≃ β γα .

The action of this dual theory is given in [2](see also [9, 10, 11]). We shall explicitly investigate the T_{[αβ]γ}-case in this paper and comment on general gauge fields T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ} at the end.

Our precise result is that the free field dual theory based on T_{λ1λ2μ}, admits no consistent local deformation which (i) is Lorentz-invariant; and (ii) contains no more than two derivatives of the field [i.e., the allowed interaction terms under consideration contains at most ∂^2T or (∂T )^2]. No restriction is imposed on the polynomial degree of the interaction. Our result confirms previous unsuccessful attempts [2, 1, 12]. We also demonstrate the rigidity, to first-order in the deformation parameter, of the algebra of the gauge symmetries without making any assumption on the number of derivatives.

Besides their occurrence in dual formulations of linearized gravity, tensor fields in exotic representations of the Lorentz group arise in the long-standing related problem of constructing consistent interactions among particles with higher spins [13, 14, 15, 16, 17]. A further motivation for the analysis of exotic higher spin gauge fields come from recent developments in M-theory, where a matching between the D = 11 supergravity equations [18] and the E_{10|+10}/K(E_{10}) coset model equations (K(E_{10}) being the maximal compact subgroup of the split form of E_{10|+10} of E_{10}) was exhibited up to height 30 in the E_{10} roots [19] (the relevance of E_{10} in the supergravity context was indicated much earlier in [20]). One possibility for going beyond this height would be to introduce additional higher spin fields, most of which would be in exotic representations of the Lorentz group. Indeed, a quick argument shows that such fields might yield the exponentials associated with the higher height E_{10}-roots – if they can be consistently coupled to gravity, an unsolved problem so far. The introduction of such additional massless fields would also be in line with what one expects from string theory (in the high energy limit where the string tension goes to zero [21]). The same motivations come from the covariant coset construction of [22] where D = 11 supergravity is conjectured to provide a non-linear realization of E_{11}. The dual tensor field T_{λ1λ2···λ8μ} has actually already been identified in connection with both the E_{11} [22] and the E_{10} roots [19, 23]. Note that mixed symmetry fields appear also in the models of [24, 25].

In order to investigate the consistent, local, smooth deformations of the theory, we shall follow the cohomological approach of [26], based on the antifield formalism [27, 28, 29]. An alternative, Hamiltonian based deformation point of view has been developed in [30]. One advantage of the cohomological approach, besides its systematic aspect, is that it minimizes the work that must be done because most of the necessary computations are either already in the literature [31] or are direct extensions of existing developments carried out for 1-forms [32, 33], p-forms [34] or gravity [8, 35] (see also [36, 37] for recent developments on the 1-form-p-form case). To a large extent, our no-go theorem is obtained by putting together, in a standard fashion, various cohomological computations which have an interest in their own right and which have been already published or can be obtained through by-now routine techniques.

2 The free theory

2.1 Lagrangian, gauge symmetries

As stated above, we first restrict the explicit analysis to the case of a tensor T with 3 indices, T = T_{αβμ}, which is dual to linearized gravity in D = 5 (but we shall carry the analysis without specifying D, taken only to be stricly greater than 4, D > 4, so that the theory carries local degrees of freedom). The symmetry properties read

T_{αβγ} = T_{[αβ]γ}, T_{[αβ]γ} + T_{[βγ]α} + T_{[γα]β} = 0. (2.1)

As shown in [38, 39], the appropriate algebro-differential language for discussing gauge theories involving exotic representations of the Lorentz group is that of multiforms, or more accurately, that of hyperforms^2 [41, 38]. Multiforms were discussed recently in [40] as an auxiliary tool for investigating questions concerning N-complexes associated with higher spin gauge theories. It turns out that hyperforms have been introduced much earlier in the mathematical literature by Olver in the analysis of higher order Pfaffian systems with integrability criteria (Olver, unpublished work [41]). We shall not use here the language of multiforms or hyperforms, however, because the relevant tensors involve only a few indices.

The Lagrangian for the gauge tensor field T_{λ1λ2μ} reads L = − 1 12 ( F_{[αβγ]δ}F^{[αβγ]δ} − 3F^ξ_{[αβξ]} F^{[αβλ]}_λ ) , (2.2)

2Hyperforms are in irreps of the general linear group, while multiforms sit in reducible ones.

where F is the tensor

F_{[αβγ]δ} = ∂_αT_{[βγ]δ} + ∂_βT_{[γα]δ} + ∂_γ T_{[αβ]δ} ≡ 3∂_{[α}T_{βγ]δ}. (2.3)

The gauge invariances are

δ_{σ,α}T_{[αβ]γ} = 2(∂_{[α}σ_{β]γ} + ∂_{[α}α_{β]γ} − ∂_γ α_{αβ} ) , (2.4)

where σ_{αβ} and α_{αβ} are arbitrary symmetric and antisymmetric tensor fields. The tensor F is invariant under the σ-gauge symmetries, but not under the α-ones. To get a completely gauge-invariant object, one must take one additional derivative. The tensor E_{[αβδ][εγ]} ≡ 1 2 (∂_εF_{[αβδ]γ} − ∂_γ F_{[αβδ]ε}) (2.5)

is easily verified to be gauge invariant. Moreover its vanishing implies that T_{[αβ]γ} is pure-gauge [38]. The most general gauge invariant object depends on the field T_{αβμ} and its derivatives only through the “curvature” E_{[αβδ][εγ]} and its derivatives. It is convenient to define the Ricci-like tensor E_{[αβ]γ} and its trace : E_{[αβ]γ} = η^{εδ}E_{[αβδ][εγ]}, E_α = η^{βγ} E_{[αβ]γ}. (2.6) The equations of motion are then δL δT_{[αβ]γ} = 3[E^{[αβ]γ} + η^{γ[α}E^{β]}] = 0 . (2.7)

Because the action is gauge-invariant, the equations of motion fulfill the “Bianchi identities” ∂_α(E^{[αβ]γ} + η^{γ[α}E^{β]}) ≡ 0 . (2.8) One easy way to check these identities is to observe that one has δL δT_{[μν]ρ} ≡ ∂_λG^{λμνρ} (2.9) where the tensor G^{λμνρ} is completely antisymmetric in its first three indices, G^{λμνρ} = G^{[λμν]ρ}. Explicitly, G^{λμνρ} = 3 2 ( ∂^{[λ}T^{μν]ρ} − η^{ρλ}∂^{[μ}T^{να]}_α − η^{ρμ}∂^{[ν} T^{λα]}_α − η^{ρν} ∂^{[λ}T^{μα]}_α ) . (2.10)

The gauge symmetries (2.4) are reducible. Indeed,

δ_{σ̃, α̃}T_{[αβ]γ} ≡ 0 (2.11)

when σ̃_{αβ} = 6∂_{(α}γ_{β)}, α̃_{αβ} = 2∂_{[α}γ_{β]} (2.12)

where γ_α are arbitrary fields. There is no further local reducibility identity.

The problem of introducing (smooth) consistent interactions is that of smoothly deforming the Lagrangian (2.2),

L → L + gL_1 + g^2L_2 + · · · , (2.13)

the gauge transformations (2.4),

δ_{σ,α}T_{[αβ]γ} = (2.4) + g δ^{(1)}_{σ,α}T_{[αβ]γ} + g^2 δ^{(2)}_{σ,α}T_{[αβ]γ} + · · · (2.14)

and the reducibility relations (2.12) in such a way that (i) the new action is invariant under the new gauge symmetries; and (ii) the new gauges symmetries reduce to zero on-shell when the gauge parameters fulfill the new reducibility relations. By developing these requirements order by order in the deformation parameter g, one gets an infinite number of consistency conditions, one at each order.

We shall impose the further requirement that the first order vertex L_1 be Lorentz-invariant. Under this sole condition (together with consistency), we show that one can always redefine the fields and the gauge parameters in such a way that the gauge structure is unaffected by the deformation (to first order in g). That is, the gauge transformations remain abelian and the reducibility relations remain unchanged (“rigidity of the gauge algebra”). We next restrict the deformations to contain at most two derivatives of the fields, as the original free Lagrangian. This still leave a priori an infinite number of possibilities, of the schematic form T^k(∂T )^2 where k is arbitrary (a term T^l∂^2T is of course equivalent to T^{l−1}(∂T )^2 upon integration by parts). We show, however, that within this infinite class, there is no non-trivial deformation. Any deformation can be redefined away by a local change of field variables.

2.2 BRST differential

As shown in [26], the first-order consistent local interactions correspond to elements of the cohomology H^{D,0}(s|d) of the BRST differential s modulo the spacetime exterior derivative d, in maximum form degree D and in ghost number 0. That is, one must compute the general solution of the cocycle condition sa + db = 0, (2.15)

where a is a D-form of ghost number zero and b a (D − 1)-form of ghost number one, with the understanding that two solutions a and a^′ of (2.15) that differ by a trivial solution

a^′ = a + sm + dn (2.16)

should be identified as they define the same interactions up to field redefinitions. The cochains a, b, etc that appear depend polynomially on the field variables (including ghosts and antifields) and their derivatives up to some finite order (“local polynomials). Given a non trivial cocycle a of H^{D,0}(s|d), the corresponding first-order interaction vertex L_1 is obtained by setting the ghosts equal to zero.

According to the general rules, the spectrum of fields and antifields is given by

• the fields T_{[αβ]γ}, with ghost number zero and antifield number zero;

• the ghosts S_{(αβ)} and A_{[αβ]} with ghost number one and antifield number zero;

• the ghosts of ghosts C_α with ghost number two and antifield number zero, which appear because of the reducibility relations;

• the antifields T^{∗[αβ]γ}, with ghost number minus one and antifield number one;

• the antifields S^{∗(αβ)} and A^{∗[αβ]} : ghost number minus two and antifield number two;

• the antifields C^{∗α} with ghost number three and antighost number three.

The antifield number is also called “antighost number”. Since the theory at hand is a free theory, the BRST differential takes the simple form

s = δ + γ (2.17)

The decomposition of s into δ plus γ is dictated by the antifield number : δ decreases the antifield number by one unit, while γ leaves it unchanged. Combining this property with s^2 = 0, one concludes that

δ^2 = 0, δγ + γδ = 0, γ^2 = 0. (2.18)

A grading is associated to each of these differentials : γ increases by one unit the “pure ghost number” denoted puregh while δ increases the “antighost number” antigh by one unit. The ghost number gh is defined by

gh = puregh − antigh. (2.19)

The action of the differentials γ and δ on all the fields of the formalism is displayed in the following array which indicates also the pureghost number, antighost number, ghost number and grassmannian parity of the various fields :

Z γ(Z) δ(Z) puregh(Z) antigh(Z) gh(Z) parity T_{[αβ]γ} γT_{[αβ]γ} 0 0 0 0 0 S_{(αβ)} 6∂_{(α}C_{β)} 0 1 0 1 1 A_{[αβ]} 2∂_{[α}C_{β]} 0 1 0 1 1 C_α 0 0 2 0 2 0 T^{∗[αβ]γ} 0 3[E^{[αβ]γ} + η^{γ[α}E^{β]}] 0 1 −1 1 S^{∗αβ} 0 −∂_γ (T^{∗[γα]β} + T^{∗[γβ]α}) 0 2 −2 0 A^{∗αβ} 0 −3∂_γ (T^{∗[γα]β} − T^{∗[γβ]α}) 0 2 −2 0 C^{∗α} 0 6∂_μS^{∗μα} + 2∂_μA^{∗μα} 0 3 −3 1

where γT_{[αβ]γ} = 2(∂_{[α}S_{β]γ} + ∂_{[α}A_{β]γ} − ∂_γA_{αβ}).

It is convenient to perform a change of variables in the antigh = 2 sector in order for the Koszul-Tate differential to take a simpler expression when applied on all the antifields of antigh ≥ 2. We define

C^{∗αβ} = 3S^{∗αβ} + A^{∗αβ}. (2.20)

It leads to the following simple expressions δC^{∗αβ} = −6∂_γ T^{∗[γα]β}, (2.21) δC^{∗μ} = 2∂_ν C^{∗νμ}. (2.22)

2.3 Strategy

To compute H^{D,0}(s|d), one proceeds as in [32, 33] : one expands the cocycle condition sa + db = 0 according to the antifield number. To analyse this resulting equations, one needs to know the cohomological groups H(γ), H(γ|d) in strictly positive antighost number, H(δ|d) and H^{inv} (δ|d).

3 Standard results

Of the cohomologies just listed, some are already known while some can be computed straightforwardly.

3.1 Cohomology of γ

The cohomology of γ (space of solutions of γa = 0 modulo trivial coboundaries of the form γb) has been explicitly worked out in [31] and turns out to be generated by the following variables,

• the antifields and all their derivatives, denoted by [Φ^∗],

• the undifferentiated ghosts of ghosts C_μ,

• the following “field strength” components of the ghosts A_{[αβ]} : H^A_{[αβγ]} ≡ ∂_{[α}A_{βγ]} (but not their derivatives, which are exact),

• the T -field strength components defined in (2.5) and all their derivatives denoted by [E_{[αβγ][δε]}].

Therefore, the cohomology of γ is isomorphic to the algebra { f ( [E_{[αβγ][δε]}], [Φ^∗], C_μ, H^A_{[αβγ]} )} (3.1)

of functions of the generators. The ghost-independent polynomials α([E_{[αβγ][δε]}], [Φ^∗]) are called “invariant polynomials”.

Comments Let { ω^I ( C_μ, H^A_{[αβγ]} )} be a basis of the algebra of polynomials in the variables C_μ and H^A_{[αβγ]}. Any element of H(γ) can be decomposed in this basis, hence for any γ-cocycle α

γα = 0 ⇔ α = α_I ([E_{[αβγ][δε]}], [Φ^∗]) ω^I ( C_μ, H^A_{[αβγ]} ) + γβ (3.2)

where the α_I are invariant polynomials. Furthermore, α_I ω^I is γ-exact if and only if all the coefficients α_I are zero

α_I ω^I = γβ, ⇔ α_I = 0, for all I. (3.3)

Another useful property of the ω^I is that their derivatives are γ-exact and thus, in particular, dω^I = γω̂^I (3.4)

for some ω̂^I .

3.2 General properties of H(γ|d)

The cohomological space H(γ|d) is the space of equivalence classes of forms a such that γa + db = 0, identified by the relation a ∼ a^′ ⇔ a^′ = a + γc + df. We shall need properties of H(γ|d) in strictly positive antighost (= antifield) number. To that end, we first recall the following theorem on invariant polynomials (pure ghost number = 0) :

Theorem 3.1 In form degree less than n and in antifield number strictly greater than 0, the cohomology of d is trivial in the space of invariant polynomials.

The argument runs as in [32, 33], to which we refer for the details.

Theorem 3.1, which deals with d-closed invariant polynomials that involve no ghosts (one considers only invariant polynomials), has the following useful consequence on general γ-mod-d-cocycles with antigh > 0.

Consequence of Theorem 3.1

If a has strictly positive antifield number (and involves possibly the ghosts), the equation γa + db = 0 is equivalent, up to trivial redefinitions, to γa = 0.

That is, γa + db = 0, antigh(a) > 0 } ⇔ { γa^′ = 0 , a^′ = a + dc . (3.5)

Thus, in antighost number > 0, one can always choose representatives of H(γ|d) that are strictly annihilated by γ. Again, see [32, 33].

3.3 Characteristic cohomology H(δ|d)

We now turn to the groups H(δ|d), i.e., to the solutions of the condition δa + db = 0 modulo trivial solutions of the form δm + dn. As shown in [32], these groups are isomorphic to the groups H(d|δ) of the characteristic cohomology, describing ordinary and higher order conservation laws (i.e., nforms built out of the fields and their derivatives that are closed on-shell). Without loss of generality, one can assume that the solution a of δa + db = 0 does not involve the ghosts, since any solution that vanishes when the ghosts are set equal to zero is trivial [42]. By applications of the results and methods of [32], one can establish the following theorems (in H^D_q (δ|d), D is the form degree and q the antighost (= antifield) number) :

Theorem 3.1 The cohomology groups H^D_q (δ|d) vanish in antifield number q strictly greater than 3,

H^D_q (δ|d) = 0 for q > 3. (3.6)

Theorem 3.2 A complete set of representatives of H^D_3 (δ|d) is given by the antifields C^{∗μ} conjugate to the ghost of ghosts, i.e.,

δa^D_3 + da^{D−1}_2 = 0 ⇒ a^D_3 = λ_μC^{∗μ}dx^0 ∧ dx^1 ∧ . . . ∧ dx^{D−1} + δb^D_4 + db^{D−1}_3 (3.7)

where the λ_μ are constants.

Theorem 3.3 In antighost number 2, the general solution of

δa^D_2 + da^{D−1}_1 = 0 (3.8)

reads, modulo trivial terms,

a^D_2 = C^{∗μν} t_{μνρ}x^ρ dx^0 ∧ dx^1 ∧ . . . ∧ dx^{D−1} (3.9) where t_{μνρ} is an arbitrary, completely antisymmetric, constant tensor, t_{μνρ} = t_{[μνρ]}. If one considers cochains a that have no explicit x-dependence (as it is necessary for constructing Poincaré-invariant Lagrangians), one thus find that the cohomological group H^D_2 (δ|d) vanishes.

Comment

The cycle C^{∗μ} is associated to the conservation law d^∗G ≈ 0 for the (D − 3)-form^∗G dual to G^{[λμν]ρ} (the equations of motion read ∂_λG^{λμνρ} ≈ 0 ). The cycle C^{∗μν} t_{μνρ}x^ρ is associated to the conservation law ∂_λI^{λσμνρ} ≈ 0 where I^{λσμνρ} is equal to the tensor G^{λσμν} x^ρ + 3η^{λμ}T^{νρσ} − 3η^{λμ}η^{σν} T^{αρ}_α completely antisymmetrized in the three indices μ, ν, ρ and in the pair λ, σ. The above theorems provide a complete description of H^D_k (δ|n) for k > 1 and show that these groups are finite-dimensional. In contrast, the group H^D_1 (δ|d), which is related to ordinary conserved currents, is infinite-dimensional since the theory is free. It is not computed here.

3.4 Invariant characteristic cohomology : H^{inv}(δ|d)

The crucial result that underlies all consistent interactions deals not with the general cohomology of δ modulo d but rather with the invariant cohomology of δ modulo d. The group H^{inv} (δ|d) is important because it controls the obstructions to removing the antifields from a s-cocycle modulo d, as we shall see explicitly below.

The central theorem that gives H^{inv} (δ|d) in antighost number ≥ 2 is

Theorem 3.1 Assume that the invariant polynomial a^p_k (p = form-degree, k = antifield number) is δ-trivial modulo d,

a^p_k = δμ^p_{k+1} + dμ^{p−1}_k (k ≥ 2). (3.10)

Then, one can always choose μ^p_{k+1} and μ^{p−1}_k to be invariant.

Hence, we have H^{n,inv}_k (δ|d) = 0 for k > 3 while H^{n,inv}_3 (δ|d) is given by Theorem 3.2 and H^{n,inv}_2 (δ|d) vanishes (in the space of translation-invariant cochains), by Theorem 3.3.

The proof of this theorem proceeds exactly as the proofs of similar theorems established for vector fields [33], p-forms [34] or gravity [8]. We shall therefore skip it.

4 Rigidity of the gauge algebra

We can now proceed with the derivation of the cohomology of s modulo d in form degree D and in ghost number zero. A cocycle of H^{0,D}(s|d) must obey

sa + db = 0 (4.1)

(besides being of form degree D and of ghost number 0). To analyse (4.1), we expand a and b according to the antifield number, a = a_0 + a_1 + ... + a_k, b = b_0+b_1+...+b_k, where, the expansion stops at some finite antifield number [33]. We recall [26] (i) that the antifield-independent piece a_0 is the deformation of the Lagrangian; (ii) that a_1, which is linear in the antifields T^{∗[αβ]γ} contains the information about the deformation of the gauge transformations of the fields, given by the coefficients of T^{∗[αβ]γ}; (iii) that a_2 contains the information about the deformation of the gauge algebra (the term C^∗_Af^A_{BC}C^BC^C with C^∗_A ≡ S^{∗αβ}, A^{∗αβ} and C^A ≡ S_{αβ} , A_{αβ} gives the deformation of the structure functions appearing in the commutator of two gauge transformations, while the term T^∗T^∗CC gives the on-shell terms) and about the deformation of the reducibility functions (terms containing the ghosts of ghosts and the antifields conjugate to the ghosts); and (iv) that the a_k (k > 3) give the information about the deformation of the higher order structure functions, which appear only when the algebra does not close off-shell. Thus, if one can show that the most general solution a of (4.1) stops at a_1, the gauge algebra is rigid : it does not get deformed to first order.

Writing s as the sum of γ and δ, the equation sa + db = 0 is equivalent to the system of equations δa_i + γa_{i−1} + db_{i−1} = 0 for i = 1, · · · , k, and γa_k + db_k = 0.

4.1 Terms a_k, k > 3

To begin with, let us assume k > 3. Then, using the consequence of theorem 3.1, one may redefine a_k and b_k so that b_k = 0, i.e., γa_k = 0. Then, a_k = α_J ω^J (up to trivial terms), where the α_J are invariant polynomials and where the {ω^J } form a basis of the algebra of polynomials in the variables C_μ and H^A_{[αβγ]}. Acting with γ on the second to last equation and using γ^2 = 0 , γa_k = 0 , we get dγb_{k−1} = 0 i.e. γb_{k−1} + dm_{k−1} = 0; and then, thanks again to the consequence of theorem 3.1, b_{k−1} can also be assumed to be invariant, b_{k−1} = β_J ω^J . Substituting these expressions for a_k and b_{k−1} in the second to last equation, we get :

δ[α_J ω^J ] + d[β_J ω^J ] = γ(. . .). (4.2)

This equation implies [δα_J + dβ_J ]ω^J = γ(. . .) (4.3) because the exterior derivative of a ω^J is equivalent to zero in H(γ). Then, as dicussed at the end of subsection 3.1, this leads to :

δα_J + dβ_J = 0 , ∀ J. (4.4)

If the antifield number of α_J is strictly greater than 3, the solution is trivial, thanks to our results on the cohomology of δ modulo d : α_J = δμ_J + dν_J . Furthermore, theorem 3.1 tells us that μ_J and ν_J can be chosen invariants. This is the crucial place where we need theorem 3.1. Thus a_k = (δμ_J + dν_J )ω^J = s(μ_J ω^J ) + d(ν_J ω^J ) ± ν_J dω^J . The last term ν_J dω^J is equal to ν_J sω̂^J and differs from the s-exact term s(±ν_J ω̂^J ) by the term ±δν_Jω̂^J , which is of lowest antifield number. Trivial redefinitions enable one to set a_k to zero. Once this is done, β_J must satisfy dβ_J = 0 and is then exact in the space of invariant polynomials, β_J = dρ_I , and b_{k−1} can be removed by appropriate trivial redefinitions. One can next repeat the argument for antifield number k − 1, etc, until one reaches antifield number 3. This case deserves more attention, but what we can stress already now is that we can assume that the expansion of a in sa + db = 0 stops at antifield number 3 and takes the form a = a_0 + a_1 + a_2 + a_3 with b = b_0 + b_1 + b_2. Note that this result is independent of any condition on the number of derivatives or of Lorentz invariance. These requirements have not been used so far. The crucial ingredient of the proof is that the cohomological groups H^{inv}_k (δ|d), which control the obstructions to remove a_k from a, vanish for k > 3.

4.2 Computation of a_3

We have now the following descent:

δa_1 + γa_0 + db_0 = 0 , (4.5) δa_2 + γa_1 + db_1 = 0 , (4.6) δa_3 + γa_2 + db_2 = 0 , (4.7) γa_3 = 0 . (4.8)

We write a_3 = α_I ω^I and b_2 = β_I ω^I . Proceeding as before we find that a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for a_3 to be a non-trivial solution of (4.7), so that a_2 exists, is that α_I be a non-trivial element of H^n_3 (δ|d). The Theorem 3.2 imposes then α_I ∼ C^{∗μ}. We then have to complete this α_I with an ω^I of ghost number 3 in order to build a candidate α_I ω^I for a_3. There are a priori a lot of possibilities to achieve this, but if one demands Lorentz invariance, only two possibilities emerge:

a_3 = C^{∗μ}H_{μαβ} H^{ανρ}H^β_{νρ} , (4.9) a_3 = C^{∗μ}ε_{μνρλσ}H^{νρλ}C^σ , (4.10)

where we recall that H_{μαβ} ≡ ∂_{[μ}A_{αβ]} ∈ H(γ) at ghost number one, and C^σ ∈ H(γ) at ghost number two. Since C^{∗μ} has antighost number three [i.e. ghost number (−)3], we indeed have two ghost-number-zero a_3 candidates. The first is quartic in the fields and, if consistent, would lead to a quartic interaction vertex. The second is cubic and, if consistent, would lift to an a_0 which breaks P T invariance.

However, neither of these candidates can be lifted all the way to a_0. Both get obstructed at antighost number one: a_2 exists, but there is no a_1 that solves (4.6) (given a_3 and the corresponding a_2). The computation is direct but not very illuminating and so will not be reproduced here.

4.3 Computation of a_2

Continuing with our analysis, we set a_3 = 0 and get the system

δa_1 + γa_0 + db_0 = 0 , (4.11) δa_2 + γa_1 + db_1 = 0 , (4.12) γa_2 = 0 . (4.13)

Now a_2 has to be found in H^n_2 (δ|d), but this latter group vanishes (in the space of translation-invariant deformations), as shown in theorem 3.3. We can thus conclude that there is no possibility of deforming the free theory to obtain an interacting theory whose gauge algebra is non-abelian. To obtain this no-go result we just asked for locality, Lorentz invariance and the assumption that the deformed theory reduces smoothly to the free one as the deformation parameter goes to zero.

5 No-go theorem

With a_i = 0 for i > 1, the cocycle condition (4.1) reduces to

δa_1 + γa_0 + db_0 = 0 , (5.1) γa_1 = 0 . (5.2)

The last equation forces a_1 to take the schematic form a_1 = T^∗Hp(E, ∂E, ...) where the constant term in p is zero because T^{∗[αβ]γ}H_{αβγ} (the only E-independent possibility allowed by Lorentz invariance) is identically zero due to opposite symmetries for T^{∗[αβ]γ} and H_{αβγ} . But all these candidates a_1 involve at least four derivatives (two in E, one in H, and one in T^∗ – which counts for one because δT^∗ contains two derivatives, see e.g. [33]), so we reject this possibility on the assumption that the interaction terms in the Lagrangian should not have more than two derivatives. Thus, a_1 = 0 and the deformations not only do not modify the gauge algebra, but actually also leave unchanged the gauge transformations of the field T_{[αβ]γ}.

We are then reduced to look for a_0 solutions of γa_0 + db_0 = 0, i.e., for deformations of the Lagrangian which must be gauge invariant up to a total derivative. Because these deformations are gauge invariant up to a total derivative, their Euler-Lagrange derivatives are strictly gauge invariant. These Euler-Lagrange derivatives contains two derivatives of the fields and satisfies Bianchi identities of the type (2.8) (because of the gauge invariance of ∫ a_0). It is easy to see that the only gauge-invariant object satisfying these conditions are the Euler-Lagrange derivatives of the original Lagrangian itself, so we conclude that a_0 ∼ L : the deformation only changes the coefficient of the free Lagrangian and is not essential. In fact, allowing for an a_0 containing three derivatives would not change the conclusions. Indeed, starting from the first derivative of the curvature, ∂E, there is no way to contract the indices in order to form a candidate X^{[αβ]γ} with the symmetries of the field T^{[αβ]γ}. Hence, acceptable a_0 (other than the original Lagrangian) should involve at least four derivatives. This completes the proof of the rigidity of the free theory.

6 Comments and conclusions

We can summarize our results as follows : under the hypothesis of

• locality and

• Lorentz invariance

there is no smooth deformation of the free theory which modifies the gauge algebra. If one further excludes deformations involving four derivatives or more in the Lagrangian, then there are just no smooth deformation of the free theory at all.

Without this extra condition on the derivative order, one can introduce Born-Infeld-like interactions that involve powers of the gauge-invariant curvatures E_{[αβγ][λμ]}. Such deformations modify neither the gauge algebra nor the gauge transformations.

The same no-go result can easily be extended to a collection of fields T_{[αβ]γ}, as in [8], or to a system of one T_{[αβ]γ} and one Pauli-Fierz field h_{μν} .

We have considered here explicitly the dual formulation of gravity in D = 5 dimensions, with a 3-index tensor T_{αβγ}. The general case of exotic representations T_{λ1λ2···λD−3μ} with more indices in the first row, which is relevant in D spacetime dimensions, is dealt with similarly, provided one takes into account the additional reducibility identities that appear then. There are more candidates analogous to a_3 (but now in higher antighost number) but we have checked that all these candidates are eliminated if one restricts the derivative order to two (in fact, the higher derivative terms are in any case probably obstructed, but we have not verified this explicitly, the derivative argument being sufficient to rule them out). In the end (going though all a_i’s), one finds again that there is no deformation with no more than two derivatives.

Finally, we note that the same techniques can be used to analyse consistent deformations of more general exotic gauge fields. It is planned to return to this question in the future.

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to Peter Olver for sending us a copy of his unpublished paper [41]. The work of N.B. and M.H. is supported in part by the “Actions de

Recherche Concertées” of the “Direction de la Recherche Scientifique - Communauté Française de Belgique”, by a “Pôle d’Attraction Interuniversitaire” (Belgium), by IISN-Belgium (convention 4.4505.86), by Proyectos FONDE- CYT 1970151 and 7960001 (Chile) and by the European Commission RTN programme HPRN-CT-00131, in which they are associated to K. U. Leuven. The work of X.B is supported in part by the European Commission RTN programme HPRN-CT-00131.

References

[1] C. M. Hull, JHEP 0109, 027 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0107149].

[2] T. Curtright, Phys. Lett. B 165, 304 (1985).

[3] C. M. Hull, Nucl. Phys. B583, 237 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0004195].

[4] C. M. Hull, JHEP 0012, 007 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0011215].

[5] H. Casini, R. Montemayor and L. F. Urrutia, Phys. Lett. B 507, 336 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0102104].

[6] R. P. Feynman, F. B. Morinigo, W. G. Wagner and B. . Hatfield, Reading, USA: Addison-Wesley (1995) 232 p. (The advanced book program).; S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 138, B988 (1965);

V.I. Ogievetski and I.V. Polubarinov, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 35, 167 (1965); S. Deser, Gen. Rel. Grav. 1, 9 (1970);

F. A. Berends, G. J. Burgers and H. Van Dam, Z. Phys. C 24 (1984) 247.

[7] R. M. Wald, Phys. Rev. D 33, 3613 (1986).

[8] N. Boulanger, T. Damour, L. Gualtieri and M. Henneaux, Nucl. Phys.

B597, 127 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0007220].

[9] C. S. Aulakh, I. G. Koh and S. Ouvry, Phys. Lett. B 173, 284 (1986).

[10] J. M. Labastida and T. R. Morris, Phys. Lett. B 180, 101 (1986).

[11] J. M. Labastida, Nucl. Phys. B322, 185 (1989).

[12] C.M. Hull, private communication [13] A. K. Bengtsson, I. Bengtsson and L. Brink, Nucl. Phys. B227, 31 (1983).

[14] M. A. Vasiliev, arXiv:hep-th/9910096;

M. A. Vasiliev, arXiv:hep-th/0104246;

M. A. Vasiliev, Nucl. Phys. B616, 106 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0106200] and references therein.

[15] E. Sezgin and P. Sundell, Nucl. Phys. B634, 120 (2002) [arXiv:hepth/0112100];

E. Sezgin and P. Sundell, arXiv:hep-th/0205131 and references therein. [16] A. Y. Segal, arXiv:hep-th/0207212.

[17] D. Francia and A. Sagnotti, Phys. Lett. B 543, 303 (2002) [arXiv:hepth/0207002].

[18] E. Cremmer, B. Julia and J. Scherk, Phys. Lett. B 76, 409 (1978). [19] T. Damour, M. Henneaux and H. Nicolai, arXiv:hep-th/0207267. [20] B. Julia, in: Lectures in Applied Mathematics, Vol. 21, AMS-SIAM, p.335, 1985; preprint LPTENS 80/16.

[21] D. Gross, Phys. Rev. Lett. 60, 1229 (1988) [22] P.C. West, Class. Quant. Grav. 18 (2001) 4443 [arXiv:hep-th/0104081] [23] N.A. Obers, B. Pioline and E. Rabinovici, Nucl. Phys. B525, 163 (1998) [24] M. Banados, R. Troncoso and J. Zanelli, Phys. Rev. D 54, 2605 (1996) [arXiv:gr-qc/9601003].

[25] C. Burdik, A. Pashnev and M. Tsulaia, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 16 (2001) 731 [arXiv:hep-th/0101201].

[26] G. Barnich and M. Henneaux, Phys. Lett. B 311, 123 (1993) [arXiv:hepth/9304057];

M. Henneaux, Contemp. Math. 219, 93 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9712226].

[27] I. A. Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky, Phys. Lett. B 102 (1981) 27;

I. A. Batalin and G. A. Vilkovisky, Phys. Rev. D 28 (1983) 2567 [Erratum-ibid. D 30 (1984) 508].

[28] J. M. Fisch and M. Henneaux, Commun. Math. Phys. 128, 627 (1990);

M. Henneaux, Nucl. Phys. B (Proc. Suppl.) 18A, 47 (1990); M. Henneaux and C. Teitelboim, Quantization of Gauge Systems, (Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 1992).

[29] J. Gomis, J. Paris and S. Samuel, Phys. Rep. 259, 1 (1995) [arXiv:hepth/9412228].

[30] C. Bizdadea, M. T. Miauta and S. O. Saliu, Eur. Phys. J. C 21, 577 (2001) [arXiv:hep-th/0201154];

C. Bizdadea, E. M. Cioroianu and S. O. Saliu, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 17, 2191 (2002) [arXiv:hep-th/0206186];

C. Bizdadea, E. M. Cioroianu and S. O. Saliu, arXiv:hep-th/0209109.

[31] J. A. Garcia and B. Knaepen, Phys. Lett. B 441, 198 (1998) [arXiv:hepth/9807016].

[32] G. Barnich, F. Brandt and M. Henneaux, Commun. Math. Phys. 174, 57 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9405109].

[33] G. Barnich, F. Brandt and M. Henneaux, Commun. Math. Phys. 174, 93 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9405194];

for a review, see G. Barnich, F. Brandt and M. Henneaux, Phys. Rep. 338, 439 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0002245].

[34] M. Henneaux, B. Knaepen and C. Schomblond, Commun. Math. Phys.

186, 137 (1997) [arXiv:hep-th/9606181];

M. Henneaux and B. Knaepen, Phys. Rev. D 56, 6076 (1997) [arXiv:hepth/9706119].

[35] X. Bekaert, B. Knaepen and C. Schomblond, Phys. Lett. B 481, 89 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/0003170].

[36] F. Brandt and U. Theis, Nucl. Phys. B550, 495, (1999) [arXiv:hepth/9811180]; Fortsch. Phys. 48, 41 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/9901064];

F. Brandt, J. Simon and U. Theis, Class. Quant. Grav. 17, 1627 (2000) [arXiv:hep-th/9910177].

[37] S. C. Anco, arXiv:math-ph/0209051;

S. C. Anco, arXiv:math-ph/0209052.

[38] X. Bekaert and N. Boulanger, arXiv:hep-th/0208058. [39] P. de Medeiros and C. Hull, arXiv:hep-th/0208155.

[40] M. Dubois-Violette and M. Henneaux, Commun. Math. Phys. 226, 393 (2002) [arXiv:math.qa/0110088].

[41] P. Olver, “Differential hyperforms I”, University of Minnesota report 82-101.

[42] M. Henneaux, Commun. Math. Phys. 140, 1 (1991).