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Lorentz violation modifies the dispersion relation of gravitational waves (GWs), and induces bire-
fringence and anisotropy in propagation. Our study shows that Lorentz violation can also activate
multiple polarizations of GWs. We use the gauge invariants to investigate the polarizations of GWs
in the bumblebee gravity model, and obtain the following results. (i) For a vector background b*
with only a nonzero temporal component b’, there are five independent propagating degrees of free-
dom (DOFs), which is simlar to the Einstein-sether theory. (ii) The presence of a spatial component
in the background defines a preferred spatial direction which breaks rotational symmetry. We denote
b as the direction of the spatial part of the background and bs as its length. If GWs propagate along
b, the polarization content is similar to the purely timelike case. (iii) If the propagation direction of
GWs is separated by an angle [ to I;, and 3 = arccos(b’/bs), there are only two tensor polarizations.
(iv) If B # arccos(b'/bs), there are only two independent DOFSs, and the vector and scalar modes
degenerate with the tensor modes. The tensor perturbations can activate a mixture of all six polar-
izations simultaneously. Finally, we point out the difference in GWs between the bumblebee gravity
model and the minimal Standard-Model Extension framework in the linearized regime. Current
observations have placed stringent constraints on the anisotropy induced by the background, while
our theoretical study still reveals some novel phenomena and provides more understanding about

the interaction between the Lorentz-violating vector field and gravity.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the increasing number of confident gravitational-
wave (GW) detections by the LIGO Scientific Collabora-
tion, the Virgo Collaboration, and the KAGRA Collabo-
ration [1-5], it raises more and more interests in the GW
community to test general relativity (GR) with GWs.
One of the most important properties of GWs is the po-
larization. There are only two polarizations in GR, that
are the plus mode and the cross mode. But in general
metric gravity theories, there can be up to six polariza-
tions [6, 7]. For example, in the Brans-Dicke theory, the
massless scalar produces an extra breathing mode [6]. In
f(R) theory and Horndeski theory, the massive scalar
field activates a mixture of the breathing mode and the
longitudinal mode [8-10]. The vector-x mode and the
vector-y mode are produced by the dynamic vector field
in the Einstein-aether theory or the tensor-vector-scalar
(TeVeS) theory [11-13]. The polarizations of GWs in
other modified gravity theories were further analyzed in
Refs. [14-26].

The first polarization analysis with the real observa-
tional data was performed for GW150914 [27]. Due to
the co-alignment and the limited number of the detectors,
this coherent Bayesian analysis is very inclusive. Later,
similar analyses were performed for the three-detector
observations GW170814 [28], GW170817 [29, 30], and
other events in the first GW transient catalog (GWTC-
1) [31]. In addition to the constraints on pure polar-
ization in the previous literature, an extended study on
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constraints on a mixture of tensor and scalar polariza-
tions was performed in Ref. [32]. Null stream [33, 34]
can also be used to test the existence of extra polar-
izations [35-38], which has been applied to the event
GW170817 [39, 40] and events in GWTC-2 and GWTC-3
[41, 42]. The null stream method can also be adopted by
the space-based detectors in the future [43, 44].

In this work, we analyze the polarizations of GWs in
a Lorentz-violating gravity theory called the bumblebee
gravity model, which was considered as a specific model
in the Standard-Model Extension (SME) framework [45-
47]. The SME is a general framework which contains the
Lagrange densities for both the Standard Model and GR,
incorporating additional background fields describing ar-
bitrary Lorentz violation and CPT violation [48-50]. For
the theoretical studies on SME, readers are referred to
Refs. [51-59] and references therein. Within the frame-
work of SME, different types of terrestrial experiments
and astrophysical observations placed constraints on the
Lorentz-violating parameters [60-81].

As a specific model, the background field inducing
Lorentz violation and CPT violation in the bumblebee
model is a single vector field called the bumblebee field.
The presence of a vector background implies a preferred
direction. Then physical Lorentz-symmetry breaking oc-
curs if particles or fields have observable interactions with
the background [47]. The bumblebee model offers rich
physical insights. It can reduce to the Einstein-Maxwell
theory, the Nambu model [82], or the Will-Nordtvedt
theory [83, 84] in some special limits. The massless
Nambu-Goldstone modes and massive Higgs-type modes
were investigated in Refs. [85, 86]. Some vacuum solu-
tions of the bumblebee model were studied in Ref. [87],
and the parametrized post-Newtonian (PPN) parame-
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ters were computed. Schwarzschild-like, Kerr-like black
hole and traversable wormhole solutions were derived in
Refs. [88-90], and more general static black hole solu-
tions and their properties are discussed by Xu et al. [91].
Bluhm et al. [92] performed the Hamiltonian constraint
analysis for the bumblebee model in flat spacetime to
investigate the physical degrees of freedom (DOFs) of
the vector field. Hamiltonian analyses were performed
on modified gravity theories with nondynamical back-
ground fields in SME framework in Refs. [93, 94]. In
this paper, we will use gauge invariants to analyze the
DOFs for both the vector field and the metric field in the
bumblebee model.

The first study of plane wave solutions in Lorentz-
violating gravity was performed for Chern-Simons grav-
ity, which shows that the two tensor polarizations carry
different intensities while their speed remains unmodi-
fied [95]. The modified dispersion relations for GWs
were considered in several models in Ref. [96], where the
Lorentz-violating term was introduced in the linearized
gravity. More general linearized-gravity extension with
Lorentz and diffeomorphism violations was constructed
in Ref. [81], and then was developed in Refs. [97-99]. For
general Lorentz-violating theories, modifications on GWs
include dispersion, birefringence, and anisotropy. Based
on these effects, various authors have performed analyses
on the GW data to constrain Lorentz violation [100-106].
In Refs. [107, 108], the modified graviton propagator in
the bumblebee gravity model was derived and the dis-
persion relation of GWs was obtained. But the kinetic
term and the potential of the bumblebee field were not
included in the calculation. In addition, these papers
considered modifications on the tensorial GWs but have
not considered modifications on the polarization content.
The Einstein-sether theory and the TeVeS theory are
Lorentz-violating theories, with the Lagrangian contain-
ing the most general kinetic term quadratic in derivatives
[109, 110]. The polarizations in these two theories were
studied by Gong et al. [13], where the background vector
field is set to be purely timelike, such that the tensor, vec-
tor, and scalar perturbations decouple from each other.

In this paper, we will discuss the linearized field equa-
tions for both timelike and spacelike background vec-
tor fields in the bumblebee gravity model. With the
linearized field equations, we can obtain both the dis-
persion relation and the polarization content simultane-
ously in this Lorentz-violating theory. To our knowledge,
we are the first to investigate the polarizations of GWs
with a nonzero spatial component of the background vec-
tor field, which defines a special direction and causes
anisotropy. For a purely timelike bumblebee background
b = (b%,0,0,0), we find that the polarization content is
similar to that in the Einstein-sether theory. But when
the spatial component of the background field is included,
the rotation symmetry is broken and the polarization
content can be different for GWs coming from different
directions. We denote b as the direction of the spatial
part of the vector background and b, as its length. For
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GWs propagating along b, there are five DOFs, which
is similar to the purely timelike case. If the angle be-
tween the propagation direction of GWs and b is B, then
B* = arccos(b' /bs) introduces a special spatial direction.
There are only the plus mode and the cross mode. For
B ¢ {0,m,*}, there are only two DOFs in GWs, with
the vector and scalar perturbations mixing into the ten-
sor perturbations, i.e. they are not independent modes.
As far as we know, the phenomenon that a mixture of all
the six basic polarizations can be activated by the tensor
perturbations is new.

We also compare the polarizations of GWs in the bum-
blebee model to those in the linearized regime of the SME
framework presented by Bailey and Kostelecky [50]. Fol-
lowing them, we can get an effective bumblebee-like SME
model and then apply the same polarization analysis. In
this model, there are always two independent propagat-
ing DOFs, regardless of the direction of GWs, which is
different from the original bumblebee model. It provides
new insights into the relation between the SME frame-
work and the bumblebee gravity model.

The paper is organized as follows. We give a brief intro-
duction to the bumblebee model and write the linearized
field equations in terms of gauge invariants in Sec. II. Po-
larization analysis is applied to the bumblebee model for
various vector backgrounds in Sec. III. Then in Sec. IV,
we introduce the bumblebee-like SME model and com-
pare its polarization content with the bumblebee gravity
model. Section V is for discussions and conclusions. We
put details of our calculation in Appendices A, B, and C,
for the fluency of the paper. Throughout the paper, we
adopt the speed of light ¢ = 1.

II. LINEARIZED REGIME

The bumblebee gravity model introduces a dynami-
cal vector field coupled to gravity, and Lorentz violation
arises from the nonzero vacuum expectation value of the
vector field. The action is given by [47]:

1 1
S = /\/_—gd4x[%(R+§BﬂByRuv) = 3 B B"
— V(B"B, £b*)] + Sp,,

(1)

where the field strength is
B,, =D,B, — D,B,, (2)

k = 8w, £ is a real coupling constant controlling the
curvature-coupling term, and b? is a real positive con-
stant. The potential provides a nonzero vacuum ex-
pectation value, b*, for the bumblebee field. We have
b*b, = Fb? at the minimum of the potential V (), where
the sign depends on whether the field is timelike or space-
like. In this paper, we consider a smooth potential

V = \B"B, +v%)%/2, (3)



where A is a real constant. Such a quadratic form is
simple and is generally used in literature. It also indicates
the existence of a nonvanishing vector background at the
minimum of the potential. The analysis in this paper can
be applied to other form of potential directly. The field
equation for the vector field in vacuum is given by

DHB;,LU = 2V/BV - pBMRuua (4)

where we have defined p = £/k, and the prime denotes
the derivative with respect to the argument. The metric
field equation in vacuum is:

G = k(T + Ty,,), (5)
where

[e3 1 «
T, = —BuaB*, — L #— g,V +2V'B,B,,
(6)

1
TS, = p | 29w B*“B°Rop — BuB® Ry,

<, . — B,B“R,,,

1 1
+ §DQD#(B°‘B,,) + §DQD,,(B°‘B#)

1 (67 1 «
—51) Da(BHB,,)—§gWDaD3(B BAY|. (7)

We can also obtain the following covariant conservation
law by taking the covariant derivatives of Eq. (4) and

Eq. (5):
2DY(B,V') = pD"(B*Ray), (8)
« 1 (03
D#T;i = pDﬁ(RaBB BV) - §pR 5DV(BO¢B,6).
9)

To linearize the field equations, we separate the metric
and the bumblebee field into the background and the
perturbation:

uv = Nuv + hulﬁ (10&)
B* = b" 4+ B, (10b)
B, = b, + By + b hay, (10c)

where we assume that b/ is constant, i.e. d,0* = 0, as in
Ref. [50]. Then keeping terms linear in B,, and h,, we
have

V' = A(2b%By, + b6 hag), (11)

and the linearized field equations become

C, = 2b,V' — pb® Ray, (12)
1 1 1- 1 ~
G = §<W;w - 517#01/ - gbvcu + §AW - 577WD>
+ 2kb,b, V', (13)

where we denote

C,j = DBU - Ea,au + bp(thV - hap,au) ) (148“)

1
W, = §nﬂybabﬂ3a5 — bRy — byb® Ry (14b)

Ay =0“Baw + 0By o + 00 hy po (14c)

_ - 1 1
D=2"B" 4+ S0V hap = 507 Bhap + VYR, sa -
(144d)
Here, the comma denotes the partial derivative. The

linearization of Eq. (8) in the momentum space can be
simplified to

1 1
p” (2f$b,jV’ — §§bl,R + §§bl,R — fbo‘RaU>

1 (15)
:%b,,p”(éﬂ/’ —pR) =0,
which implies
b,p” =0, (16)
or
V' = % (17)

Here, p” is the four momentum. It is consistent with the
result of Bailey and Kostelecky [50], where they obtained
the solution of B* in the momentum space first,

- LhBB g, bR rR
B (p) = — h"b + L v_r &
2bapa 2p”pv 8/\bapa
ppHbbo R pba R pptb®bP Rap
2pVpubpa  PYDy P'pubpa
(18)

and then substituted it into Eq. (11). As for the conserva-
tion law for the energy-momentum tensor, the linearized
Eq. (9) is equivalent to Eq. (15) and provides no further
simplifications. Thus, the covariant conservation law in
Egs. (8) and (9) implies that either GWs propagate per-
pendicularly to the vector background b#, i.e. Eq. (16),
or there is a constraint on the relationship between the
vector field and the curvature, i.e. Eq. (17).

To write the field equations in terms of gauge invari-
ants, we first follow Refs. [95, 111] to decompose the
perturbations into irreducible pieces:

htt - 2¢h7
hyi = Bi + 0y,
1 1
hij = h;l;T + géin + a(iEj) + (81'6]‘ - g&ijv2> ¢,
B' = ¢y,
B' = ' + 0w, (19)

together with the constraints
9;8; =0,
(%ei = O,
dih" =0,



§h5T =0,
i’ = 0. (20)

The transformation under infinitesimal particle diffeo-
morphisms is given by Bluhm et al. [86]:

81/5# - a,ué.llv
B* — B 4+ b79,E". (21)

Py — hpyy —

It is easy to show that h;ro and the following combina-
tions are gauge invariants [111]:

1
O =—¢p 47— gc,tt )

O = (H -V,

w| =

1
B =B — €t s
_ t i Ly 1
Q:(bb_b'Y,t_b”Y,i‘ngC,tt‘Fgbc,ti7
1 1. .
U = bt =b'C;
w—|—2 C,t+2 G,
1, 1
Y = i+ Eb €t EbJEiJ . (22)

In this paper, we focus on the propagation of GWs,
thus we only consider the field equations in vacuum.
Without losing generality, we further adopt a coordinate
system in which GWs propagate along the +z axis to sim-
plify the calculation. We call it the GW coordinate sys-
tem in which we have hy, = h,, (¢, z) and B* = BH*(t, z).
Using the constraints in Eq. (20), we now have ten
nonzero gauge invariants. They are the four scalar per-
turbations, U(t, z), Q(t, 2), O(t, z), (¢, z), the four vec-
tor perturbations, ¥.(t,2), X,(¢, 2), Zz(t,2), Zy(t, 2),
and the two tensor perturbations, hyl = —h, ' =
hy(t,2), hy, = hx(t,z). Now, we can express the field
equations in terms of the linear combinations of the gauge
invariants as shown in Appendix A.

III. POLARIZATION CONTENT

Under the assumption that the bumblebee field does
not couple to conventional matter, the observable effects
of GWs are manifested in the geodesic deviation equa-
tion:

d*L’

T = —Ry; L7, (23)

where the “electric” component of the Riemann tensor
Ryit; can be written as
1 1 1_ 1
Ryj = —§h;l;:l;t +& i+ 5:‘47,5]‘ + §:j,ti - 55”‘@)” . (24)
Since ¥, €, ¥; are not included in Ry, they do not
affect the geodesic deviation equation. Thus they are
not counted as DOFs in GWs.

In the GW coordinate system, the six polarizations are
defined by [6]:

Py = —Rizta + Riyty = hy o1t
b, = 2Rizty = —hx 1,

Pz = Rtxtz -

=
—x,tz,

— N =

Py = Rtytz = ZSy,tzs

[\)

Py = Rigis + Riyey = —0O 11,
1

ﬁ’l = thtz = (I),zz - §®,tt- (25)

It can be shown that in GR, only the tensor perturba-
tions hy and hy satisfy wave equations, while the other
perturbations are determined by Poisson-type equations
[111]. Thus, only the plus mode and the cross mode
propagate in GR. Now, we will discuss the polarization
content and DOFs of GWs in the presence of the bum-
blebee background b* for three cases:

e Case (I): b3 4 b7 # 0 and b* # b*;
e Case (I1): b® = b¥ = 0 and b # b;
e Case (III): b* = b7;

These cases are separately listed based on their different
properties in GW polarizations.

A. Case (I): b2 +b #0 and b' # b*

In this case, the tensor, vector, and scalar perturba-
tions couple to each other. We introduce higher-order
derivatives to separate the perturbations, as shown in
Appendix B. There are two sets of wave solutions for the
field equations.

For the first solution, the wave equations for the tensor
modes are given by

—(1 = €D}y gp + 260" 07 hy g + (1 + EDD)hy . = 0,
(26a)

— (1= &b hox 1t + 26607 B 1z + (1 + Eb2 )R 2 = 0,
(26b)

and the corresponding dispersion relation is

oo VI - b 27

1— &

The vector and scalar perturbations are not independent,
given in terms of hy and hy by



(02 — b2)hy + 26676V hy

R S e (282)
2(1+ D7) — ALbD7u, + 26(207 — 362 —3by)vp ., o
R Y R T ) G A (28b)
(6 — b 261 — €0 — B — )Ry + Y2 — 28 + 2 — B2 — 26))h] ”
== 02 T 22— (207 12 — 02— 202)] ! (28¢)
(= b, )[-2W(1— €07 — 12— )+ (2 — E(20 — B+ B2 — 202))s ] s
= -

where b = b7 +b;, +b? and v, is the phase velocity. Since
we have not detected any Lorentz-violating effects in the
gravitational experiments, the coupling terms should be
very small, i.e. }5b”b”| < 1. Thus, up to leading order,
the extra polarizations are

1
P, = §§(bt — b)) (b hy gz + BNy 1) + O((ED4DY)?),

)
(29a)
P, = %g(bt = 0%)(=bYhy 1o 4 b7 12) + O((EDD)?),
(29D)
by = %f(bi - b72;)h+,tt + €7D h 40 + O((ED1D7)?),
(29¢)
P = _%52(bt = b)2[(0F = b)) e + 260V he ]
+O((e"")?). (294)

Four extra polarizations exist and they all depend on the
plus mode and the cross mode. The breathing, vector-x,
and vector-y modes are suppressed by £b#b”, while the
longitudinal mode is suppressed by (£b#b")2. Notice that
Q, ¥, ¥, and ¥, also depend on h and hy, but they do
not affect the geodesic deviation equation, thus are not
shown explicitly here. We also want to emphasize that
the results above are invalid when b2 + bz =0or b’ = b7,
since during the elimination process, b2 + bz and b* — b?
show up in the denominator.

The dispersion relation of GWs to leading order is
given by

w= (1 + %g(bf - bz)2) k4 O((&b"b")?). (30)

The first multi-messenger observations of the binary neu-

tron star merger, i.e. GW170817 and GRB170817A,

placed a tight constraint on the velocity of the tensorial

GWs [112]:

YGW TUBM 75010716, (31)
VEM

—3x 107 <

which implies

—6x 1071 < £(b" — b%)? < +1.4 x 10715, (32)

(1 — b7 + £b2)[2 — £(207 — b7 — by — 2b2)] ’

For the second solution, the wave equations for the
tensor modes are given by

—[2 = 2607 + £(2 = p)b2] gt + 269007 Ry
+[2 = 2607 + 2602 + €p(b} — b2 — b2)]hy2. = 0, (33n)
— [2 = 2667 + £(2 = p)b3Thsx ot + 26p0 07N 1
+ [2 = 2667 + 2667 + Ep(bF — b7 — b)) 2. = 0. (33b)

The other perturbations are also not independent and
are given by

(b2 — b2)hy + 2676V hy

0= 2 T b2 s (34&)
x Y
(b2 — b2)hy + 2b7bVh ,
P = ;(b2 oy =+ O ), (34b)
x Y
_ bt — b?)(b"hy + bV ,
5, = -t ()19(2 +Zz) 2 o(Ep"v”),  (34c)
x Y
- (0 — b*)(=bYhy +b%hy) v
2, =— + OB, (34d)
(63 +b3)

We surprisingly find that the extra polarizations are not
suppressed, but have the same order of amplitude as the
tensor polarizations. Take © as an example, if b2 ~ bg,

then we have P, ~ P; if b2 > b or b2 < b2, then we

have Pb o~ $P+. If the breathing mode has the same
order of amplitude as the plus mode or cross mode, it
will distort the waveform recorded in the interferometric
detectors, and we should have found the existence of this
mode from real GW data easily. On one hand, the resid-
ual test conducted in Ref. [42] shows the consistency of
the signals in the data with GR. On the other hand, it
is indicated in Ref. [32] that the scalar-mode amplitude
should be at least one order of magnitude smaller than
the tensor-mode amplitude. We expect that the ampli-
tude of the extra polarizations is much smaller compared
to the tensor polarizations, thus we do not consider this
set of solutions.



B. Case (II): b" =b¥ =0 and b" # b*

If b = bY = 0, we can get the wave equations for the
plus mode and the cross mode directly from Eq. (B10)

and Eq. (B9), which are the same as Eq. (26a) and
Eq. (26b). As for the vector perturbations, combining
Egs. (B3)-(B8), we can obtain the following wave equa-
tions:

—[2 = 2667 4 £(2 — p)b2]Sant + 26pb 07 S0 i + [2 — E(2 — p)b2 + 266784 = 0, (352)
~[2 - 2607 + £(2 = P2y 0 + 2pHD Dy + 2 - €2 = )b + 2Ty 2 =0, (35b)
R atVA U I S ) | R A R DL P
Es+¢& 2+ Eb2[4—p—E2—p)(b7 —b2)] e =0 (85¢)
o 2 bR 2 - B2 - 2= p) (0 B2,
Ey+¢ 2+ e[ — p— 2 — )7 — b2 ¥, =0. (35d)

As we can see, only two of the four vector perturbations
Yz, Xy, =, and Z, are independent. They will activate
the vector-x mode and the vector-y mode. If p = 2,
then they have the same dispersion relation as the tensor
modes. Last but not least, we can get the equations for
the scalar perturbations using Eq. (B11) and Eq. (B12):

0= —[3 -3¢} +26(2 = p)b2]O,0 — 26(1 — 2p)b'b*O 1.
+[8—26(2 — p)b7 + 360210 ..
8A

+ 5(1 — &b} +€b2)%e, (362)
b, — —&E(1 = 2p)b20 4y — 26(1 — 2p)b'D*O 4.
= 2 — 26b7 + 26b2
_ VB2 2

2 — 2602 + 26b2

There is a A-term in the wave equation, which acts as a
mass term. Besides, {2 and ¥ also depend on ©. There
is only one independent DOF for scalar perturbations,
which will activate a mixture of the breathing mode and
the longitudinal mode.

It reduces to the results for a purely timelike back-

perturbations and they propagate at different speeds, i.e.
they are independent modes.

C. Case (III): b' = b*

If b' = b*, using a similar analysis, we find that =,
=y, ©, and ® do not propagate, while the two tensor
perturbations, hy and hy propagate at the speed of light.
Thus, there are only two DOFs in GWs in this case.

D. Preferred Coordinate System

Our previous calculations adopt the GW coordinate
system (¢, x,y,z) in which GWs propagate along the z
axis, which simplifies the calculation. In this subsection,
we will explain the results in another coordinate system
(t,a',y',2") where b'#* = (b%,0,0,bs), to help us under-
stand the effects of Lorentz violation better. We will call
the coordinates (t,2’,y’, z") the preferred coordinate sys-
tem of the background b*, since the spatial part of the
bumblebee background field lies along the 2’ axis. The
two coordinate systems can be related by an Euler rota-
tion E;;(a, B, ¢), which is defined via

/
ground or a purely spacelike background when we set ki = Eij(o, B, ¢)k;, (37a)
b* = 0 or b* = 0 respectively. Notice that, differently b; = El_gl (a, B, D)V}, (37b)
from the results we obtained in the previous case, the vec-
tor and scalar perturbations do not depend on the tensor where
J
cos fcosacos ¢ —sinasing — cos 5 cosasin ¢ — sinacos¢ sin [ cos a
E;j = | cosfsinacos¢ + cosasing —cosfsinasing + cosacos¢ sinfsina |, (38)
—sin B cos ¢ sin B'sin ¢ cos f3
[
and k; and k] are the spatial components of and the preferred coordinate system respectively.

the wave vector in the GW coordinate system



Their unit vectors are denoted as k = (0,0,1)
and k' = (sinfcosa,sin 3sina,cosf3). We also
have b = (0,0,bs) and b = (by,by,b,) =

(—bs sin B cos @, bs sin S sin ¢, bs cos §). From the GW co-
ordinate system to the preferred coordinate system, the
scalar perturbations remain unchanged, while the vector
and tensor perturbations transform as follows,

(39a)
|

—_" —_
= = Eij:j,

¥ = Ei%;,

/TT TT
Wi = EiEjihy .

(39b)
(39¢)

Here, we take the xy component of Eq. (13) as an
example. In the preferred coordinate system, it turns
out to be

[(3 + cos(2p)) cos(2¢) sin(2ar) + 4 cos 3 sin(2¢) cos(2a)]
X [(=1 + €b2)02h i (t,n) + 2Ebby cos BOOhy (t,n) 4+ (1 4 €V cos® B)D? h (t,n))]
+[—(3 4 cos(2)) sin(2¢) sin(2a) + 4 cos 3 cos(2¢) cos(2a)]
X [(—=1 + €b2)D2h (t, 1) + 2Ebtby cos BOOp Iy (t,n) + (1 4 Eb% cos? B)D? hy (t, 1))

+sin Bf(Zx, Zy, Xy 8y, 0,9, W) =0,

where n = 2’ cos 8+ 2’ sin f cos a+ 1y sin 3 cos a, and [ is
a linear combination of the spacetime derivatives of the
vector and scalar perturbations, which we will not show
explicitly here. If 5 = 0 or 7, then sin = 0 so that only
the tensor perturbations are left in this equation. We can
get similar results for the other components of the field
equations, indicating that the tensor, vector and scalar
perturbations decouple from each other. This is exactly
the Case (II) which we discussed in Sec. ITI B.

If |bt| < b, i.e. the bumblebee background is spacelike,
there will be an extra special direction corresponding to
B = * = arccos(b'/bs). That is the Case (IIT) which we
discussed in Sec. IITC.

For 8 ¢ {0,, 3%}, it is the Case (I) where the vector
and scalar perturbations couple to the tensor perturba-
tions and the dispersion relation becomes

—&bbs cos B+ /1 — &bF + Eb2 cos? B
w =
1=

k,  (41)

indicating that the propagation speed of GWs depends
on the angle 5 between k and b. Besides, the ampli-
tude of the extra polarizations also depends on . This
is the anisotropy induced by the background field. The
dispersion relation and the polarization content are in-
dependent of the azimuthal angle . It is not surprising,
since in the preferred coordinate system, the bumblebee
background is axisymmetric around the 2" axis.

If |b*] > bs > 0, then we have b*b, < 0, and the bum-
blebee background is timelike. For observers in a purely
timelike background, the rotation symmetry is preserved
and there are always five DOFs in GWs, regardless of
which direction GWs come from. But when the spatial
component shows up, there are preferred spatial direc-
tions causing anisotropy in GWs. Notice that even when
b* only has the temporal component for one observer, an-
other observer with a relative velocity sees spatial com-

(40)

ponents of b* and therefore can perceive a different po-
larization content of GWs. This simply reflects the vi-
olation of the boost symmetry in the bumblebee model.
However, it does not make a significant difference for the
polarization content in a spacelike background, whether
the temporal component is zero or not. We summarize
our results in Table I.

In the no-coupling limit, i.e. & — 0, only the tensor
modes of GWs can propagate, and they remain unaf-
fected by the vector background. This result is consistent
with that in Ref. [86].

TABLE I. Summary for polarizations of GWs in the bum-
blebee model. Here we denote the bumblebee background as
b = (b, bs B), where b is a unit vector representing the direc-
tion of the spatial part of b*; kis the propagation direction
of GWs and f is the angle between k and b. The column
“Case” corresponds to the classification in Sec. III, in the
GW coordinate system. In the last column, “TVS coupled”
means that the tensor, vector, and scalar modes are coupled
to each other; “2T+2V+1S” means that there are indepen-
dently two tensor modes, two vector modes, and one scalar
mode in polarizations of GWs. “2T” means that there are
only two tensor modes.

Bumblebee field B Case DOFs Polarization

Timelike bs =0 - (Iry 5  2T4+2V+1S

bs #0 B e{0,xm} (I 5  2T+42V+1S

B ¢{0,7} ) 2 TVS coupled

Spacelike B e{0,n} (I 5  2T+4+2V+1S
B* = arccos(b’ /bs) (III) 2 2T

B ¢{0,m B} ) 2 TVS coupled




IV. BUMBLEBEE-LIKE SME MODEL

The SME framework contains the Largrangian densi-
ties for both the Standard Model and GR, along with
all scalar terms involving operators for Lorentz violation
and CPT violation, offering a general parameterization
of Lorentz and CPT violation [47-50]. Bumblebee grav-
ity model is only one of the specific and explicit models
in the SME framework to illustrate Lorentz violation ef-
fects in the gravity sector. In this section, we consider
the propagation of GWs in the linearized regime in the
SME framework, to compare with the results in the bum-
blebee gravity model. To begin with, the action in the
SME framework is given by [50]:

S = /d4:vv —9% + Sty + 57, (42)

where Spy contains the leading Lorentz-violating cou-
plings as follows

1
Spy = P /d4x\/—g(—uR + S‘LWREU + 5N O )-

(43)
Here, u, s*¥, and t"**¥ are the fields inducing Lorentz
violation, REV is the trace-free Ricci tensor, and Cixuw
is the Weyl tensor. The tensor field s*” is taken to be
symmetric and traceless. The tensor field t***¥ inherits
the symmetries of the Riemann tensor, and its trace and
partial traces vanish. The action S’ includes dynamics
not only for conventional matter but also for the Lorentz-
violating fields u, s* and " .

The variation with respect to the metric yields the field
equation in vacuum:

G = (T + 5(T°) (44)

where
1 1
(TRstu)W _ EDMDVU — 5D,,Duu + guwD*Dyu

1 1
+uGp + §DO‘DMSW + §DO‘D,,SO[H
1 1 o 1 o
- §D23Mu - EguVDaDBS g + 59#1/3 ﬁRaB
— D*DPty0up — D*DPtyuus

1 « 1 o
+ §t ﬂvuRaﬂw + §t MVRQBW

1
+5 9ut*? P’ Rogos, (45)

which comes from the variation of Sty with respect to
the metric and (7%*),, is the energy-momentum tensor
contributed from the dynamics of u, s**, and t"* . Al-
though the form of S’ is not given explicitly, the effective
linearized field equation

1
RHV = alaRH,, + as (5’[7;“]80‘13}{(16 — 2§a(uRaU)
(46)

1
+ 55w R+ 57 Rauw)

was derived by Bailey and Kostelecky [50] under several
assumptions. In Eq. (46), 4 and §#" are the vacuum ex-
pectation values of the Lorentz-violating fields, which are
assumed to be constant. Besides, a; and as are coeffi-
cients, which vary with the specific theory. One of the
important assumptions made by Bailey and Kostelecky
[50] is the assumption (v) that all the terms in (T,
and (T'"),, can be constructed from the linear combi-
nations of the vacuum values 7,,, u, §*, and the two
spacetime derivatives of h,,. Thus, it represents for a
general subclass of models in the SME framework. As
was pointed out in Ref. [50], the bumblebee model is an
explicit model that weakly violates the assumption (iv)
therein, namely, that the independently conserved piece
of the trace-reversed energy momentum tensor does not
vanish. Thus, it is interesting to compare the propaga-
tion of GWs in the bumblebee model and the linearized
SME model in Ref. [50].

Up to the linear order, the coupling term HTEV in
Eq. (5) can be reproduced by (T7™),, in the SME
framework, i.e. Eq. (45), by making the following identi-
fications

i igb%a, (47a)
a1
= 5 (baB + 50" has ) (47b)
1
g — ¢ (b“b” - Z"Wbab“) , (47¢)

N AR TR |
= E(B"B” + V"B — Sba B — b

1

+ Zh“”baba)hag, (47d)
B8 =, (47e)
{878 =, (47f)

where @, 5, and t*#7% are the perturbations of these
fields around their vacuum expectation values. Now we
substitute these identifications into Eq. (46), and follow
Ref. [50] to adopt a; = —3, az = 1. Then the field
equation can be rewritten as

1
G#U N €<§b#bVR + n#’/babﬁRaﬁ - bab,uRav
- babl’Ra# - babﬁRauﬁ”> ) (48)

and we call it the bumblebee-like SME model. In this
model, the details about the derivation of the wave so-
lutions are given in Appendix C. The wave solutions are
found to be exactly the same as the first set of solutions
in the bumblebee model in the Case (I), i.e. Eqgs. (26a)
and (26b), and Egs. (28a) to (28d).

As is shown in Appendix C, during the calculation, the
denominator is always nonzero. Thus, there are always
two DOFs in GWs in the bumblebee-like SME model,
which is different from the original bumblebee model.



TABLE II. Similar to Table I, for the bumblebee-like SME
model. “TS coupled” means that the tensor and scalar modes
are coupled to each other.

Bumblebee field B8 DOFs Polarization
Timelike bs =0 — 2 2T
bs £0 Be{0,n} 2 2T

B ¢{0,7} 2 TVS coupled
Spacelike B e{0,7} 2 2T

B* = arccos(b'/bs) 2 TS coupled

B¢ {0,m B} 2 TVS coupled

According to Egs. (28a) to (28d), if b* = b¥ = 0, all the
extra polarizations vanish, which means that there are
only the plus and cross modes when 5 = 0 or 7. In the
original bumblebee model, when GWs propagate along
5, the vector and scalar perturbations decouple from the
tensor perturbations and then become independent. The
vector/scalar part of h,, has connections with the vec-

tor/scalar part of Bm which produces the vector/scalar
polarization. For a spacelike background, when bt = b7,
or equivalently 8 = 3*, one has P, = P, = P, = 0. Only
plus mode, cross mode, and breathing mode are nonzero,
and the breathing mode is not independent. These per-
turbations propagate at the speed of light, as is indicated
by Eq. (27). For 8 ¢ {0, 7, 5*}, all extra polarizations
show up, but the total number of DOF's is two.

To conclude, for a purely timelike background, there
are five independent DOFs of GWs in the bumblebee
model while only two independent polarizations exist in
the bumblebbe-like SME model. However, when the spa-
tial components of b* exist, the propagation and po-
larizations of GWs are the same in these two mod-
els, except when GWs come from special directions, i.e.
B € {0,m, 5*}. The results are summarized in Table II.

Notice that, it is assumed that all the contributions
from (T#®stv),, and (T%™),, can be constructed from
the linear combination of two spacetime derivatives of
hy, when deriving the linearized field equation [50]. In
the bumblebee gravity model, some gauge invariants are
constructed by the combination of the vector field per-
turbation and the metric perturbation, which will not
directly reduce to the two spacetime derivatives of the
metric perturbation. In the metric field equation, terms
like ¥, ;. and ¥, ;. cannot be eliminated via the vector
field equation. Thus, we anticipate that it is the violation
of assumption (v) in Ref. [50] that makes the bumblebee-
like SME model different from the original bumblebee
gravity model.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We introduced a vector field called bumblebee field
to induce Lorentz violation, and the effects of a pre-
ferred spatial direction defined by the vector field are

manifested in the anisotropy. The interaction between
the background vector field and the electromagnetic field
causes anisotropy and modifies dispersion relation for
photons, and these Lorentz-violating effects have been
tightly constrained by current astrophysical and cosmo-
logical observations [78, 113]. While we concentrate on
the interaction between the Lorentz-violating field and
gravity in this paper. The search for the anisotropy,
dispersion, and birefringence of GWs was performed in
GW observations [81, 102-106], and the results show
that these Lorentz-violating effects are sufficiently small.
Thus, we have |{b#b”| < 1 in the bumblebee gravity
model. In addition to the modifications on the propaga-
tion of GWs, extra polarizations of GWs are activated
due to Lorentz violation. However, the amplitude of the
extra polarizations is suppressed by |£b#b”| in the bum-
blebee gravity model, making them hard to detect. But
our theoretical study finds some novel phenomena, which
will provide deeper understanding on the nature of the
polarizations of GWs in the future.

In this paper, we use gauge invariants to investigate
the polarization content of GWs in the bumblebee grav-
ity model. There are five DOF's of the propagating modes
in total in a purely timelike background. In addition
to the plus mode and cross mode, there are two vec-
tor modes and one scalar mode, which is similar to the
polarization content in another vector-tensor theory, the
Einstein-sether theory. The scalar perturbation activates
a mixture of the breathing mode and the longitudinal
mode. The tensor modes and vector modes are massless
and the scalar mode is massive due to the potential in
the action (1).

For a background containing a spatial component b, it
defines a preferred spatial direction b which breaks rota-
tional symmetry. We are the first to analyze the polariza-
tions of GWs in such a spacelike vector background. We
denote 3 as the angle between the propagation direction
k of GWs and b. When 8 = 0 or , there are five inde-
pendent DOFs. The polarization content is similar to the
purely timelike case. Tensor, vector and scalar perturba-
tions propagate at different speeds. For a spacelike back-
ground, when we have |b'| < bs, then 8* = arccos(b’/bs)
defines another special direction. There are only the plus
and cross modes for GWs propagating along the direction
[ = B*, and the speed is c.

For a general 8 ¢ {0, , 3*}, all the tensor, vector, and
scalar perturbations couple to each other. Technically, we
introduce higher-order derivatives to separate the pertur-
bations, and obtain two sets of possible solutions. One of
the solutions predicts that the extra polarizations have
the amplitude as large as the tensor polarizations, thus it
is excluded by the current observation. For the remaining
viable solution, the amplitude of the extra polarizations
is suppressed by £b#b”. Although all six polarizations are
present, the four extra polarizations depend on the ten-
sor modes. In other words, the tensor perturbations can
activate a mixture of all the six polarizations simultane-
ously. The results are shown in Table I. In general, the



polarizations are defined by the geodesic deviation equa-
tions. They are defined kinematically, thus they are not
equivalent to the dynamical DOFs. To our best knowl-
edge, the coupling of the tensor, vector and scalar per-
turbations is a new phenomenon unexplored before. Our
study provides more theoretical understanding of the in-
teraction between the Lorentz-violating vector field and
the metric.

We also analyze the polarizations in the SME frame-
work in the linearized regime. If s*¥ and u are repre-
sented by a vector field B, then we call it the bumblebee-
like SME model. For the bumblebee-like SME model,
there are only the plus and cross modes in a purely time-
like background. If 8 = 0 or 7, only two tensor modes
are present. If § = g*, there is an additional breathing
polarization, but it is not independent. For a general
B ¢ {0,m,(*}, the wave solutions are identical to the
first sets of solutions in our Case (I) in the bumblebee
model (see Sec. ITT A). The results are shown in Table
II. Unlike in the original bumblebee gravity model, there
are always two DOFs of GWs in the bumblebee-like SME
model, no matter along which direction GWs come. We
propose the conjecture that the original bumblebee model
is equivalent to some effective SME model with higher-
order derivatives in the linearized regime. It is out of the
scope of this paper, and we leave it to a future study.
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Appendix A: Gauge invariants

The Riemann tensor, Ricci tensor, and Ricci scalar can
be expressed in terms of the gauge invariants as follows

R =30, —2V?0 - 2V?0, (A1)
1
Ry = 5(_39,” +2V20), (A2)
1 —
Rti = 5(—2@_’“ — Vzdi), (A3)
1 — —
R;j = 5(—5ij|:'® =0 —2® 55 — By — Bju — Oh),
1 (A49)
Ry = 5(—5@'@,& + 20 + 254+ Ej — h}}ﬁt),
(A5)
1 — —
Riiji = 5(61']'@,1519 —0ik© 1j + Ekij — Zjik
+ hige = Pitrs); (A6)
1
Rijii = 5(5il®,jk + 060 i1 — 0ik© j1 — 01O ik
+ h?ZTyk + h;‘rkT,z'l - h;ffsz - hyTle) (A7)

The quantities in Eq. (12) and Eq. (13) can be written
in terms of the gauge invariants as follows

V! = M(=201Q + 2%, + 2670 ; — 2670 + 26'0°E; + b (R + 6,,0)) (A8)
Cy = —V?Q - V20, — 2b'V20 + b'V?E; — b'O 4 , (A9)
Ci=—Qu — U 4 + 0% + b(0Z; — 28 4;) + b'00 + b (OhST + Zj0 — ©.45) (A10)
Ay = —20"Q 4y — 20" 45 — 207D 4y — Ab'V'D 4 — 20D D 45 (A11)
Ay =0 (=i + i + U pgs) + 07 (= Qi + iy + U i) + 07, 40 + 20V Z, 45 + VOPE, i, (A12)

Ay =0 (Zigy + g + 2V 1) + bk(zi,jk + X0 + 20 45k)

+ b7 (hishe + 050 40) + 20°0" (WL + 0550 ) + V¥ (W hy + 6550 k)

_ ) ) 3 )
D = 20" 4y + 26°Q 4 + 26"V, 4+ 26'V2W ; + b7 (2 44 + V2D + 50.u) + VIO (4D 4 + 40 4 — V2E;)

1

- 1 5
+ beJ(—§Dh2;T — 551‘3"39 + 597117' TP —

Appendix B: Calculation details in the bumblebee
gravity model

To simplify the calculation, we assume that the metric
field and the bumblebee field propagate along the +z

1_ —
5 St — 555) -

! (A14)

axis. To obtain the wave equations for the perturbations
separately, we adopt an elimination method. During the
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elimination process, we have to be cautious, and check if and tt, tz, zz components of Eq. (13) to eliminate Q and
the denominator is zero. U first, since they do not affect the geodesic deviation
We use Eq. (17) with ¢, z components of Eq. (12) equation. For b* # 0, we have

1
W = _fl(Q,th Dy, e,tt),

&
1 — _
Wi = @fé(g,tta D41,0 44, P 12,0 42, E0 42, By i),
z
1 - = - =
\I/,zzz = §b3 f3 (Q)tta (I)7tt7 ®7tta (I),tm ®7tz7 Stz Stz (I),zza 6,227 Si,zzy :y,zz)a
z
1 - -
Q,tz = _gbz f4(Q,tt7 (I),tta G,tta (I),tzu G,tza Stz :y,tz)u
1 - = - =
Q,zz = ng f5 (Q,tt7 (I),ttu G,ttu (I),tzu G,tzu :m,tza :y,tzu (I),zza 6,227 :m,zza :y,zz)- (Bl)
z
For b # 0, we have
)
1 - _
\I/,tzz = @gl(qj,zzz; q),zza @,zza ‘:‘:E,ZZ7 :y,ZZ7 @,tz)a
1 - = - =
\Ij,ttz = 5?92(\117222; q),zza @,zza ‘:‘:E,ZZ7 :y,ZZ7 (I),tm @,t27 :*z,tz; :y,tm @,tt)7
t
1
Q,zz = @93(\11,222; q),zzv @,zz)v
1 - -
Q,tz = 5?94(\117222; (I),zzv @,zzv :*z,zzv :*y,zzv (I),tzv @,tz)v
t
1 - = - =
Q,tt = €b3 gS(‘I/,zzz; (I),zzv @,zzv :*z,zzv :*y,zzv (I),tzv @,t27 :*z,tz; ':y,tzv (I),tt; e,tt)- (B2)
t

Here, f; and g; (i = 1,2,3,4,5) are linear combinations  Eq. (B2) into the remaining components of Eq. (12) and
of the variables in the bracket. Substituting Eq. (B1) or Eq. (13), we get the set of equations as follows:

e z and y component of vector field equation

- - -
0=~ Em,tt + Ew,zz - bt:m,tt - §Pb Stz + (1 - p/2)bt:w,zz

1
+ ibw[_2(1 + p)G,tt + (2 + p)g,zz + 2p(1),zz]

1 1
+ 5(2 - p)bm(_h-i-,tt + h.;,.)zz) + 5(2 - p)by(_hX,tt + iy z2) = Goa, (B3)

- . —
0=—3yu+2y.. —bEyu— 5PV Byt + (1~ p/2)'E, .
1
+ 55‘”[—2(1 +0)Ott + (24 )0 2. + 2pP -]

1
(2 - p)by(_h-i-,tt + h+,zz) + 5(2 - p)bz(—hx,tt + hx,zz) = g’uyu (B4)

N =

e tx and ty component of metric field equation
0=— 260", 14 — 260785 1o — 26075, 4 — EV'D7 (24 p)Zate
— 2462 = p)(=b] +b2) + 26022, .. — EDVDY (2 — p)Ey -
+ & [=2(1+ p)b'O 4y — 2(2 — p)b*O 1. — (2 — 3p)b'O .. + 2pb'® .. ]



+E(2 = P (=hygt + Py o) + E(2 = PV (=hx it + hx 22) = Gy
0=—28b"Sy 40 — 260°%y 1. — 2607 00 — £(2+ P)D'V'Ey 12

— 2462 = p) (b7 +b2) + 26025, . — £(2 — p)bTHYE, -

+ Y [=2(14 p)b'O 1 —2(2 = p)b*O 12 — (2= 3p)b'O .. + 2pb'D . ]

— &2 = p)b' Y (—hp st + ho2z) + E(2 — PIUOT (—hs st 4 hx 22) = Gy,

e zz and yz component of metric field equation

0= 26b'Sy 12 + 260°5 . + 24 £(2 = p) (b3 + b2)]Es
+E(2 = p)b'bEp 2z + (2 — p)bTDYEy -
+ E6°[2(1 — 2p)b7O 4t 4+ 2(2 — )b O 1. + (2 + p)b7O .. + 200D ..
+E2 = p)b b (—hy st + hy 22) + (2 = p)bY0* (=D it + hx 22) = Gz,
0= 26b'Sy 1o +260°5y 2o+ [1+E(2 — p) (0] + 02)]Zy 1
+E2— Dy 2. + (2 — p)b BB s
+EDY[2(1 = 2p)b70 4 +2(2 = p)b'O 12 + (24 P)b7O oo + 2007 ]
—E2 = p) 007 (—hgp + hy 22) +E(2 — p)b D" (—hx 1t + hx 22) = Gyz,

e ry component of the metric field equation
0= &2 —p)[BYb*Ey 12 + ED"VEy 12 + ED'DYE, o, + EB'DTE,, ]
+280°bY[(1 —2p)O 1t + pO .. —2(1 — p)® ..]
+ (=24 2607 — (2 = p) (b + b)) a1 + AED D P -

e zx minus yy component of the metric field equation

0= &2 —p)[b"b°Ep s — BYD*Ey 4o + 'V E, .. — D'DYE, L]
+ f(bi - b?})[(l - 2p)@,tt + pe,zz - 2(1 - p)q),zz]
+ [2 4 2667 — £(2 — p)(b3 + 0 hot oo + DD N
+[24 2607 + £(2 = p) (03 + b))t oz = Gy,
e zx plus yy component of the metric field equation
0=—£&(2—p)[b"b*Ep 1o + VDS 1o + bV E, .. + BWE, ..]
+E(1 = 2p)(b7 + by — 262)0 1y — 4E(1 — 2p)bb7O 4
+ [2 + &(—4b7 + 2b2) + Ep(4b7 + b2 + b2)]O ...
+ [—4+ £(4b] — 262 — 2b7 — 4b2) + 28p(b2 + b)) D ..
+&(2—p)(bF = b2)(—h et + hy z2) + 206°0YE(2 — p)(—h it + P 22) = Gogy

The conservation condition (17) becomes

0= AE[(b2 — b2)hy + 26bYh + 267 (3, + B'Ey) + 26Y(S, + b'E,)

+ [-24£(207 + b2 + b, — 2b2)] O] + %”(2@,ZZ +20 ., —304) =G..

(B6)

(B8)

(B9)

(B10)

(B11)

(B12)

Notice that, all the W-term and (2-term vanish. If b = bY = 0, the tensor, vector, and scalar perturba-



tions decouple directly, and we can easily get the results
in Sec. IIIB. For b2 + b7 # 0, in order to separate the
perturbations, we take two derivatives with respect to ¢
or z of Egs. (B3) to (B12), i.e.

a,?gvm = 07 atazng = 07 azzgvm = 07
092Gy =0,  0;0.Gpy =0, 092G, =0,
8tzgtz = O; atazgtz - 0; azzgtz = 0;
8tzgty = O; atazgify = 0; azzgty - 0;
875 gmz - 07 atazgmz = 07 azgmz = 07
aggyz - 07 atazgyz = 07 azgyz = 07 (B13)
afgmy = 07 atazgmy = O; aggmy = O;

afgm—y =0, atazgm—y =0, aggm—y =0,
az?gwﬂ/ =0, atazgw-'ry =0, aggwﬂ/ =0,
092G, =0, 0:0,G. =0, 902G, = 0.

Under the premise of b* # b*, we repeat the elimination

E(02 = b2)hy ge + 2667 DY P g
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to reduce the variables, and finally get the four space-
time derivatives equations for h or hy only. Assuming a
wave-like solution, we can get two different sets of disper-
sion relations, and the results are displayed in Sec. IIT A.
We apply similar analysis when b = b*, and obtain the
results in Sec. III C.

Appendix C: Calculation details in the
bumblebee-like SME model

Different from the original bumblebee model, there is
no Q, ¥, ¥,, and X, in the linearized metric field equa-
tion in the bumblebee-like SME model. We first use tt,
tz, zz, and za + yy components of Eq. (48) to eliminate
© and ®:

O =—
i 2+ €(—2b7 + b2 + b2 + 202)
o) o g(bi - bz)hnhtz + 2€bzbyh><,tz
YT 2 (=207 + b2 + b2+ 202)
0., = _f(bi B bz)h-i-,zz + 2§bwbyh><,zz

2+ &(—207 + b2 + b2 4+ 202) 7

d o ]:1 (:m,tz; ':y,tzv :*z,zzv :*y,zzv th,tt; hx,tt, th,tz; hx,tz, h/+,zm hx,zz)

2z

Substituting them into Eq. (48), then we use tz, ty, zz,
and yz components to eliminate =, and =:

— ]:2(h+,ttahX,ttvh“htzvh’X,tz)

Sl T e (=07 4 B2)][2 + £(— 207 + 02 + b2 + 202))]
- ]:3(h+,ttahX,ttvh’+,tzvh’><,tz)

U T L E(—07 + b2)][2+ (207 + b2 + b2 + 262))]
—_ ]:4(h+,tzvh><,tzvh+,zz;hx,zz)

2(2 4 £(—207 + b2 + b2 + 202)]?

Here, F; (i = 1,2,3,4,5) are some linear combinations
of the vector and tensor perturbations. Finally, we sub-
stitute Eq. (C2) into the zy and zx — yy components
of Eq. (48) and then get the wave equations for hy and
hy, which are the same as Eq. (26a) and Eq. (26b).
The other perturbations are given by Eq. (28a) to Eq.
(28d). Since |£b#b”| < 1, the denominator in the above
elimination process is always nonzero.

TR T L (07 + B2)][2 + E(—207 + b2 + b2 + 262))]
= _ ]:5(h+,tzah><,tzah+,zzuhx,zz)

U L4 E(—0F 4 02)][2 + £(—2b7 4 b2 + b2 + 2b2))]
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