arXiv:2409.02909v1 [gr-gc] 4 Sep 2024

Gravitational radiation from binary systems in
Unimodular gravity

Indranil Chakraborty,"* Soumya Jana,> T and Subhendra Mohanty?: ¥

! Department of Physics, Indian Institute of Technology Bombay, Mumbai 400076, India
2Department of Physics, Sitananda College, Nandigram, 721631, India
3Department of Physics, Indian Institute of
Technology Kanpur, Kalyanpur, Kanpur 208016, India

Abstract

Unimodular gravity (UG) is classically considered identical to General Relativity (GR). However,
due to restricted diffeomorphism symmetry, the Bianchi identites do not lead to the conservation
of energy-momentum tensor. Thus, the conservation of energy-momentum tensor needs to be
separately assumed in order to reconcile with GR. Relaxing this assumption, one finds that the
conservation violation can lead to differences with GR, which can be subsequently examined in
astrophysical and cosmological scenarios. To this end, we examine the predictions of UG in the
context of binary systems emitting gravitational radiation. Primarily, we show how the field
equations involve a diffusion function which quantifies the measure of non-conservation. Due to
this violation, the dispersion relation is modified. Incorporating these changes, we provide an
expression for the energy loss by the binaries, which reduces to Peters-Mathews result in the
GR limit. Using binary pulsar data, we constrain the theory parameter ¢ (which signifies non-
conservation) by determining the rate of orbital decay. The strongest constrain on ¢ comes out to
be [¢| € 5 x 107* which is better by an order of magnitude than an existing equivalent constraint

coming from the tidal deformability of the neutron stars.
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I. INTRODUCTION

General Relativity (GR) is widely regarded as the most successful classical theory of
gravity since its inception in 1915. However, shortly following the introduction of GR,
numerous other alternative theories of gravity have been put forward. Unimodular gravity
(UG) has long been considered a viable alternative to GR. For a detailed discussion on this
alternative formulation of a theory of gravity, see the review [1]. UG have similarities with
GR in several aspects. One significant similarity between the two theories is that they are
both geometric theories of gravity that rely on a Lagrangian which includes the Ricci scalar.
The novel addition, referred to as UG, involves maintaining the determinant of the metric
of spacetime as a constant rather than allowing it to vary as a dynamical variable. This
restriction limits the symmetry of the diffeomorphism group to the group of unimodular
general coordinate transformations, usually referred to as the Transverse Diffeomorphism
(see [2] for a comprehensive review). As a result, the field equations in UG are the trace-
free Einstein fied equations. Therefore, the vacuum energy in UG does not have a direct
gravitational impact, and the cosmological constant is merely an integration constant of the
dynamics. Weinberg noted that UG may be employed to address the cosmological constant

problem, based on this characteristic [1].

The Bianchi identities in the context of General Relativity theory result in the automatic
conservation of the Energy-Momentum (EM) tensor due to the general diffeomorphism in-
variance. The invariance of the unimodular gravity under a restricted class of transforma-
tions, as opposed to general diffeomorphisms, has a specific implication for the divergence
of the EM tensor. It can either be zero, indicating the presence of the usual conservation
law and the recovery of the GR equations with an additional integration constant that cor-
responds to the cosmological constant, or the EM tensor does not conserve, leading to the
emergence of a completely new structure. Our present article aims to examine the second
option. The investigation of UG, with or without the concept of conservation of the EM
tensor [3-7], has been thoroughly explored in the literature, particularly in the fields of
cosmology [8-12] and the quantisation problem of gravity. A recent study examines the
evolution of gravitational waves in a universe governed by UG without conservation of the
EM tensor. The study highlights the differences between the observed signatures of these
waves and the standard signatures predicted by GR [13]. Tidal deformability of neutron
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stars was studied in the context of UG and non-conservation of the EM tensor was tested

in [14].

In the present article, we study the UG without the conservation of the EM tensor in the
context of the quasi-stationary binary systems, such as, binary neutron stars or neutron star-
white dwarf systems. Specifically, we derive the rate of energy loss of such binary systems due
to gravitational radiation using a one-graviton vertex process and compare the predictions
with GR and also constrain the non-conservation parameter in UG from the observations of
the orbital period decay of the binary star systems. GR can be approximated as a quantum
field theory of spin-2 fields in the Minkowski space when considering weak gravitational
fields [15-18]. The interaction between massive bodies, such as the Newtonian potential
or the bending of light by a heavy body, can be accurately described by the exchange
of gravitons at the tree level. The outcome of the tree level exchange should correspond
to the weak field limit of the classical GR results. The process of gravitational radiation
arising from binary stars, represented as a single vertex Feynman diagram involving the
emission of massless gravitons from a classical source, has been analysed in previous studies
[19, 20]. The findings of these studies are consistent with the conclusions obtained by Peter
and Mathews [21], who employed the quadrupole formula of GR. This technique was also
employed in the calculation of other types of radiation, such as vector gauge boson radiation
[22], massive graviton radiation [23], and radiation in f(R) gravity [24]. We organize our
article as follows. In Section II, the theoretical formalism of UG without the conservation
of the EM tensor is discussed. Next, in the Section III we derive the gravitational radiation
from binary star-system starting from the effective linearized UG action and following the
method described in [20, 23]. Using the obtained formula of the rate of energy loss due to
graviton radiation we compare the theoretical prediction of orbital period decay with the
observations in the Section IV and obtain constrain the non-conservation parameter of UG.

Finally, in the Section V, we summarize and discuss our results.

Throughout the paper we have used the natural system of units: A =c =1, and 87G =

1/M2 where Planck mass My, = 2.435 x 10'® GeV.
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II. FORMALISM
A. Action functional in UG

UG action has been studied in different avatars yielding equivalent results [25-29] . In our

paper, we focus on the action that gives rise to volume preseving diffeomorphsims [30, 31].
2
Sya = = [/ V—gd*z {R—2X\(2)} + /fd4x QA(x)} + Smlguw, V. (1)

In Eq.(1), k = V327G, R is the Ricci scalar, A(z) denotes the Lagrange multiplier. In the
second integral, f is the non-dynamical volume element. The matter lagrangian is given by
Ly, having ¥ as matter fields. The field equations resulting from the variation of g,,, A

and U, yields

R, — %ng, + AMx)gw = %2TW, (2)
f=v-g, (3)
%M 0, ()
where,
T — 2 5SM. (5)

V=g g"

Eq.(3) shows that the volume form is fixed in UG. This is achieved by varying the Lagrange
multiplier A(z). We will see later how this fixed volume form results in a restricted class of
diffeomorphisms in UG. To remove A, we trace Eq.(2) and find A\ = i(%QT + R). Thus, the
field equation in UG take the tracefree part of the Einstein field equation,

1 K2 1
Ry,y - iRg,uu = Z (T,uu - iguuT) (6>

B. EM tensor violation in UG

Now we describe how non-conservation of energy momentum tensor arises in UG. We draw
upon a comparative analysis by first illustrating the case in GR.

In GR, matter action Sj; must be invariant under any general coordinate transformation
or diffeomorphism invariance. Let £ be the vector field associated to diffeomorphsims, then

B _[0Su o /55M
O_5§SM_/(5Q“V 559 + R 55\11 (7)
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Let us consider that the matter field equations are satisfied, a0

= 0. Thus, Eq.(7)
v

becomes

0= [ B s = [ VT v de = - [ Vg (P TE e @

ogH
where in Eq.(8) we have used the following definitions.

5§guu = 2V(/J§l/) (9)

The definition of the EM tensor from the variation of the matter action have been mentioned
earlier. The last equality in Eq.(8) can be arrived by setting the surface integral to zero.
Thus, for general diffeomorphism invariant action, 7},, is always conserved by virtue of the
matter field equations.

VAT, = 0. (10)

Next, let us treat case of UG. Recall Eq.(3), which resulted in a fixed volume form. Thus,
in this scenario, we consider volume preserving diffeomorphisms, ¢.e. d¢g = 0 where g is the

determinant of the metric tensor. This condition can be written as

(5§ g == gg,uy 55gu1/ = guyéggy,y - O (11)

Utilising Eq.(9), we get
gw(v“ 51/ + vu gu) =V 5;; =0 (12)

Hence, the class of volume preserving differmorphsim for non-degenerate metric fields turn
out to be transverse diffeomorphisms. Since V,&* = 0, £ can be written in terms of an

antisymmetric rank-2 tensor field (was).
€1 = oy V¥ W (13)
Then, from Eq.(8) we find that,
0= / V=g (V"T,,) 7PV ywap d*z = /\/—_g Vo (VHT, €7 wop dx
_ / V=G (Vo J,) €78 oy de (14)

Thus, Eq.(14) implies dJ = 0, i.e. the exterior derivative of the one-form J vanishes where

Jy :=V*H"T,,. Since J is a closed form, locally, it can be expressed as an exact form J = d@Q.
d*Q=0= V" (T, — g,Q) = 0. (15)
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@ is a scalar function signifying the violation of the EM tensor and is termed as the diffusion

parameter. Introducing V* in Eq.(2) and using Eq.(15) gives,
2
A= Ao+ Q@) (16)

Ay appears as a integration constant which can be treated as a cosmological constant. There
have been efforts directed to fine tune the integration constant to solve the cosmological
constant problem [32, 33]. Note that if Q(x) is constant, one gets back the same Einstein
field equation of GR. For the purpose of calculations, we will not be considering the impact
of cosmological constant since we are studying the GW radiation coming from astrophysical
binary systems.

Note that energy-momentum violation is also used in Rastall gravity [34]. In fact, it can
be shown that Eq.(2) is identical to field equations of Rastall gravity in a certain case [35].
However, the EM tensor violation in Rastall gravity is ad-hoc and unlike, UG, does not
does not arise from a deeper geometrical principle. In UG, the trace-free condition on the
energy-momentum tensor follows naturally from the fixed-volume constraint on the metric

determinant, providing a more theoretically motivated foundation.

III. GRAVITATIONAL RADIATION

In the previous section, we have shown how the presence of a reduced set of diffeomor-
phisms, called transverse diffeomorphisms, gives rise to a violation in the EM tensor. In this
section we will see how this impacts the energy radiated between a binary system.

The graviton-matter coupling in this scenario remains the same as the non-conserved
matter (7),,) couples to the unimodular gravity sector. Hence, the interaction vertex is
5 hy T". We have shown how transverse diffeomorphsims keeps the interaction term in-
variant in Appendix A. The emission rate of massless gravitons (gravitational radiation)

from this vertex becomes,

A8 = ST () 2 (1) 2 (2m)6(w — o) (;ZW];"B % (17)

In Eq.(17), the polarization tensor sum for spin-2 massless gravitons yields the same as that

for GR [36]

2
1
D oy = 5 i T + s Mvar = Ty Tas)- (18)
A=1



The polarization sum equivalent to GR can also be understood from another argument.
Eq.(18) follows from the the massless Fierz-Pauli action. This action can be derived by
taking the expanding Einstein-Hilbert action around Minkowski metric till second order. The
derivation does not require the conservation of EM tensor. Hence, as UG only differs thorugh
GR through violation of EM tensor, the Fierz-Pauli action is restored in that scenario.

The rate of energy radiated due to emission of massless graviton from this vertex is [37],

dE K2 1
- = T / 2__Tu N |2 o 2 Q ‘ 1
dt 8(27?)2/ D o (K)] 2| p(BDF] 0w — ') w* dw dy, (19)

Due to the non-conservation of 7},,, we find the dispersion relation is also modified. Instead
of k#T,,, = 0 we have,
k(T — 9,0 Q) = 0. (20)
Taking k" = (w, k), |k| = w and defining k* = K we find,
Ty = —k Ty + ki Q, (21)
Too = —2Q + k' k7 Ty, (22)
Thus, the integrand inside square braces in Eq.(19) gets modified as
[|TW(I<:’)|2 - %|T” u(k,)|2] =Nijum T7 T — Q" 65 T — Qb TV
+Q KTV + QKK TV (23)

Note in Eq.(23) the limit @@ = 0 gives back the GR formula [37]. The angular integral

becomes,
[ | wtir = G w] asn < (1w - i)
=S (@ ws, T+ oW Tw)) 2

For details of angular integrals and their formulas, the interested reader can look up [37].
The stress energy tensor for the binary system is given as,
T = p03(a — 2(t)) U, U, (25)

My Mo
Mi+Ma

Here, u = is the reduced mass of the system, Z(t) is the binary orbit and the four-

velocity of the binary is U, = (1,%,9,0). In parametric form, the Keplerian orbits can be

expressed as,
r = a(cos§ — e), y=av1l—e?sing, Qt=¢ —esiné (26)
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where a, e are the semi-major axis and the eccentricity of the orbit, respectively. The Fourier

transformed velocity components are,

1 /7. 1 [T VI — 2
Ty = = / Ui dt = —iaQJ,(ne), Y = —/ My dt = W "% Jn(ne) (27)
T J T /o e
where T' = %’r is the orbital period and J,(z) = % 027r !(né=2sin¢) ig the Bessel function

identity. From the modified conservation equations (21) and (22) we get,
0" Tij(x,w') = —w'*[Too(Z,0') +2Q(F, )] (28)

where w’ = n{Q. Eq.(28) can be re-expressed in the following,

W'

T(#,0) = = / & [Too (%, 0') + 2Q(F, )] 7 2. (29)

In order to proceed further, we consider () to be of the form,

Qa') = (ué* (! — E(t)). (30)

where ( is the dimensionless coupling constant signifying the coupling between the binary
system with the diffusion parameter. Utilising the functional form of Eq.(30) and using the
expressions for the orbit from Eq.(26) in Eq.(29)

(1 +20)puw' a®

Too(W') = — in [Jn—2(ne) — 2ed,_1(ne) + 2eJp11(ne) — Jpia(ne)l, (31)
T, ) = &F 221““" O (o a(ne) — 26 1(ne) + 26 1(ne) — Juss(ne) + %Jn(ne)],

(32)

T,(w) =~ 2%“‘”/ O T = s(ne) + Jora(ne) — 2, (ne)]. (33)

From Egs.(31), (32) and (33) we find that,

I\ rrigE ot 2 2 44 4 Jg(ne)
Tij(W) TV () = 41+ 20) pw"a” | fn.e) + =5 | (34)
- Iu2w/4a4 )
|T" ;| = " Jz(ne). (35)
where,
1 9 2
f(n,e) = 3972 Jn—2(ne) — 2eJ,_1(ne) + 2eJ,41(ne) — Jpi2(ne) + EJn(ne)

+(1 — €)[Jn_a(ne) + Juia(ne) — 2J,(ne))* + %Jg(ne)} (36)



To evaluate the integral given in Eq.(19), we need to evaluate Q(k') (see Eq.(24)). To go
about this, we use similar technique as was used to calculate the fourier transformed velocity

components of the binary orbit in Eq.(27).

_} / C:u/ /5(3 z —ZIZ' —z(k’:c —w't) d3 dt

_?/0 iR T O=) g = () (37)

Assuming that the length scale of the fourier modes is large compared to the dimensions of
the orbit, —- T >> a, we can Taylor expand the terms in Eq.(37). Keeping till the quadratic
order, we find

/_C“T SN Lo~ 2| it
Q") == 1L—dk - a/(t) — =(K - 2'(t)*| e " dt (38)
T J, 2
After performing the integration, Eq.(38) can be written as,
/ . / / !/ / / / 1 / / / / ! 1./ / /

Q) = G = (ks () + by /(1) = 5 | (2 5 (k) + 20k )]
(3
2 WA 12\ _
(ki k,) = 0 and (k") =

8\/

We find that the mean wavevector integrals give, (k) = (k)
2 o QQ .
(k,”) = %5-. Therefore, effectively,

QW) =~ (12 Jufne). (40)

Using Eqs.(34), (35) and (40) we get the final expression for the energy loss as,

dE  32G 5¢

O = 220400 (14207 £(e) + 2o (14 26) g(¢) (a1)
where,
14 Be2 4 37,4 2, et
0) = 90) = =y (12)

IV. OBSERVATIONAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, using the formulae derived in the previous section, we compare the ob-
served period decay of the compact binary systems (neutron star-neutron star/white dwarf)
with that predicted theoretically in the Unimodular gravity (UG). We constrain the di-

mensionless parameter ¢ in the theory and compare the constraint with the astrophysical
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constraint [14]. Six binary objects are used for our analysis, i.e., PSR B1913+16 (Hulse-
Taylor binary) [38], PSR J1141-6545 (NS-WD binary) [39], PSR J0735-3039 (double pulsar)
[40], PSR B2127+11C [41], PSR B1534+12 [42], and PSR J1756-2251 [43] listed in table I.
We define relative ‘change’ of intrinsic (i.e. observed) orbital period decay and UG predicted
orbital period decay with respect to that predicted from GR as,

A o Pb,Intrinsic - Pb,GR 43
Obs — - ) ( )
Py cr
Avvr — Pyva — Pygr 4
vg = |RUG T THGR| (44)
Py cr
. . A
The UG model must satisfy the condition ﬁ < 1.
S
Parameters PSR B1913+16 | PSR J1141-6545|PSR J0735-3039 PSR B2127+11C|PSR B1534+12|PSR J1756-2251
Pulsar mass m; (M) 1.438 £+ 0.001 1.27 +£0.01 1.3381 1.358(10) 1.333228 1.341
Companion mass my (Mg) 1.390 £ 0.001 1.02 £0.01 1.2489 1.354(10) 1.3452(10) 1.230
Eccentricity e 0.6171340(4) 0.171884(2) 0.0877775 0.681395(2) 0.2736775(3) 0.1805694
Orbital period P, (d) 0.322997448918(3) | 0.1976509593(1) 0.10225156248 0.33528204828(5) | 0.420737299122 0.31963390143
Intrinsic P,(10~12ss71) —2.398 4 0.004 —0.403(25) —1.252(17) —3.95(13) —0.137(3) —0.229

TABLE I: Summary of the measured orbital parameters and the orbital period derivative
values from observation and GR for PSR B1913+16 (Hulse-Taylor binary) [38, 44], PSR

J1141-6545 (NS-WD binary) [39], PSR J0735-3039 (double pulsar) [40], PSR B2127+11C

[41], PSR B1534+12 [42], and PSR J1756-2251 [43]. The uncertainties in the last digits are

quoted in the parenthesis.

We note that the Newtonian potential in UG is is identical to that in Einstein’s gravity
which can be see as follows. The potential between non-relativistic bodies on exchange of a

graviton is given in UG by

Vi = ol Lo g aone ] 45
()—?1Zﬁ2—ﬁ ﬁ ( )

which in position space is V(r) = GM;M,/r which is the Newtonian potential. UG will
gives different prediction compared to Einstein’s theory of GR when all components of the
stress tensor are probed as in the case of gravitational waves where the relation between the
T;; and Ty components is different compared to Einsteins gravity because of the difference

in the energy momemtum conservation equation (15).
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Thus Newtonian gravitational force between the binary stars is unchanged and thus the

orbital period decay in UG is given by,
P, = —6mG 32 (M, My) (M 4+ M)~ Y2a*?E (46)

where F is given by Eq. (41). The orbital period decay in GR is given by the Peter-
Mathews formula [21]. Comparing theoretically predicted value with the observation we

obtain constraint on the dimensionless parameter ( which are given in Table II

Binary system q

PSR B1913+16 <5x1074
PSR J1141-6545 <0.01
PSR J0735-3039 <7x107*
PSR B2127+11C <6x107*
PSR B1534+15 < 0.067
PSR J1756-2251 <0.014

TABLE II: Observational constraint on ¢ from binary systems.

The most stringent constraint comes from the binary pulsar systems: PSR B1913+16
(Hulse-Taylor) and PSR B2127+11C. The constraint on ¢ comes out to be || <5 x 107
Also note that the dimensionless parameter  can have positive or negative signature. Let us
compare our obtained constraint on the non-conservation of the EM tensor in UG with that
obtained in [14], where the authors studied the tidal deformability of neutron star in the con-
text of the gravitational wave observations, particularly for GW170817 and GW190425. In
their work, the authors assumed that the non-conservation behavior of EM tensor takes the
form V#T,,, = apd;,, where « is the non-conservation parameter which have the dimension of
the inverse of the length and p is the mass density of the neutron star. This is different from
our case where we have V*T,, = (V,p,, as we assumed Q(z) = (p,, (see Eq. (30)) and
Pm = I 53(:1?’ —1(t)) is the matter density of the binary star system. However, assuming a typ-
ical size of a neutron star R ~ 10 km, we can qualitatively compare the two non-conservation
parameters ¢ and « by a relation ( = aR. From the tidal deformability of the neutron stars,
the authors obtained a constraint on « as |a| < 0.02/ (1.73 x 105¢m) = 1.15607 x 10~ ¥%cm ™!

[14]. This translates an equivalent constraint on ¢ as |¢| < 0.0116, where as we obtain the
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constraint from the orbital period decay of the binary pulsar systems as |[¢| < 5 x 1074 .
Thus our constraint on the non-conservation parameter ( is better by at least one order of

magnitude.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we have studied the phenomenology of UG in the context of gravitational
radiation emitted from binary systems. Signatures of UG only differ from GR, classically,
when the conservation of EM tensor is violated. Considering such non-conservation intro-
duces a dimensionless parameter (, responsible for the violation of EM tensor. The main
aim of this work has been to constrain this theory parameter ( from astrophysical binary
pulsar data.

To achieve this, we have started with an action involving a Lagrange multiplier whose
variation gives rise to a fixed volume form. Variation w.r.t. the metric field and then
removing the Lagrange multiplier yields the tracefree Einstein field equations. Subsequent
to this, we have analysed the status of conservation of EM tensor in UG having volume
preserving differmorphisms wvis-a-vis GR. In case of GR, the full diffeomorphism invariant
action gives rise to conservation of EM tensor due to the matter field equations. For UG,
we find that for non-degenerate metric fields, volume preserving diffeomorphisms turn out
to be the transverse diffeomorphsims. This restricted class of diffeomorphsisms acting on
the matter action shows that divergence of EM tensor is proportional to the derivative of a
scalar field, coined as the diffusion function. The Lagrange multiplier turns out to contain
the diffusion function and an integration constant, which can be taken as the cosmological
constant. As our work pertained to astrophysical binaries, we set the integration constant
to zero.

Having set the stage by choosing to work with UG, we next set out to compute the gravi-
tational radiation emitted by binary systems in this theory. As UG has only two propagating
DOF, the polarization sum remains the same as that of GR. Gravitational radiation in this
scenario consists of emission of massless gravitons from the non-conserved matter given by
T,,. However, in Appendix A, we have shown how the interaction term remains invariant
even when EM tensor conservation is violated for transverse diffeomorphisms. However, due

to the violation, there are quantitative differences in the energy loss of binary systems. The
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difference stems from the fact conservation violation equation in frequency domain gives rise
to a modified dispersion relation linking the components of EM tensor with diffusion func-
tion. We assume that the diffusion function is also dependent on the reduced mass of the
binary system with ( being the dimensionless coupling constant. Working in the frequency
domain, we derive closed form analytic expressions for the energy loss, explicitly depending

on (.

The theory parameter ( is constrained by computing the quantities Aoy and Ayg where
they are defined in Egs.(43) and (44). The predicted values for GR are obtained using
the Peters-Mathews formula. To be astrophysically viable, we assume Ayg < Aops. The
astrophysical parameters for the observation are done for six binary systems. We infer from
Table-II that the strongest bound (|¢| < 5x 10™*) comes from PSR B1913+16 (Hulse-Taylor
binary). Note that to compute the orbital period decay in UG, we assumed Newtonian
gravity, which is a correct approximation since, in weak-gravity scenarios, UG reduces to
Newtonian theory. This is because the polarization sum (18) is identical to GR, which also
reduces to Newtonian gravity in this limit. The obtained constrain on ( is stronger by an
order of magnitude than an equivalent constraint coming from the tidal deformability of the

neutron stars [14] as we explained in the previous section.

In conclusion, let us specify some novelties of the present work. Due to the presence
of a integration term which can be interpreted to give rise to the cosmological constant,
most works in UG have focused on its cosmological consequences. However, our present
work provides an alternative outlook by exploring its implications in astrophysical binaries.
As of now, to the best of our knowledge, our obtained constrain on the non-conservation

parameter of UG is the best astrophysical constraint.
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Appendix A: Invariance of matter-graviton interaction term

. . . . R
The interaction term for the matter-graviton vertex is: —§Tu,,h’“’. We henceforth try
to establish the gauge invariance of the interaction term in the restricted set of transverse

diffeomorphisms for UG. The interaction vertex is given by,
L = ——HT h* Al
int 9 72 . ( )

Upon a gauge transformation z# — z# + £#, where & is given by Eq.(13), the graviton field
transforms as,

huy — h#,, — 28(# 5,,). (A2)

The transformation in the interaction Lagrangian becomes,

T B =T, B — 27T, "¢
=T 1" — 27T, O"e)7P 9, wap
=T, " — 20, G(MTW erload Wag
=T, b — 20, Jw grloaB Wap
=T, " —2dJ
=T, h*". (A3)

where 0" T, = J, and dJ = 0 was established in Sec.II B.
This shows that even if the EM conservation does not hold in UG, the interaction La-

grangian remians invariant under transverse diffeomorphisms.
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