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Abstract

We study the constraint structure of Fierz -Pauli action in both flat and curved space in
the framework of Hamiltonian formalism. We observe an abrupt change in the constraint
algebra and the characteristics of the constraints when the mass term is turned off. As
is well-known, for de Sitter background with a special tuning of the mass, we will have a
gauge symmetry and one degree of freedom less. We will show how this abrupt change
in the behavior of the system is reflected on the properties of the constraint algebra. We
also obtain the generating functional of gauge transformations both for the massless and
partially massless theories.

1 Introduction

Fierz and Pauli in their pioneer work in 1939 [1] suggested their famous Lagrangian for the free
massless spin-2 field. Investigating the equations of motion, they found, in four dimensional
space, five degrees of freedom for the massive theory and two degrees of freedom for the mass-
less one. In arbitrary D dimensions these are D (D — 3) and 3 (D + 1) (D — 2) respectively.
It can also be seen directly that the Fierz-Pauli Lagrangian is invariant under the gauge trans-
formations h,, — hy, + 0,6 + 0,€,. This symmetry is no longer established for the massive
theory. It was also observed that the massless spin-2 Lagrangian may be considered as the
linearization of the Hilbert-Einstein action of general relativity for the perturbation b, around
the flat metric.

For almost seven decades, no consistent covariant theory was found whose linearized version
corresponds to the massive Fierz-Pauli model. Since 2010 a flux of papers based on the works of
de Rham-Gabadadze [2,3] and Hassan-Rosen [4] has been published on the issue of the massive
gravity. See also refs. [5,6] and the reviews [7, 8].

As is well known, the Hamiltonian analysis provides a powerful tool for investigating the
dynamical properties, including the number of degrees of freedom as well as the gauge symme-
tries, of a theory (see Refs. [9-12]). For the Hilbert-Einstein action of general relativity this
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may be done in the framework of the famous ADM decomposition [13] For Fierz-Pauli theory
the Hamiltonian analysis has been given briefly in Ref. [8]. However, the existing investigation
relies on adding total time derivative terms to the Lagrangian. In a recent work [14] Deser
has given a canonical analysis of the Fierz-Pauli theory in a first order investigation based on
considering the six spacial components h;; as dynamical variables.

Our first task in this paper is a detailed Hamiltonian analysis for the massless and massive
Fierz-Pauli theories. We show that the original Lagrangian (with no need to add anything)
provides enough constraints to give the correct number of degrees of freedom and generate
the symmetry transformation. We have considered all of the covariant components h,, as
dynamical variables. As we will see, this approach enables us to better understand the gauge
symmetry of the model in the framework of Hamiltonian formalism.

An interesting point is different behavior of the theory in the limit M = 0, where M is
the graviton mass. In fact, the theory behaves discontinuously for M = 0, i.e. even for small
M we have five degrees of freedom and no guage symmetry, while for M = 0 the emerged
gauge symmetry leaves only two degrees of freedom. As we will see, it turns out very natural
that some Poisson brackets among the constraints vanish exactly at the point M = 0 of the
parameter space. Hence, the corresponding constraints turn out to be first class only at the
point M = 0.

The Fierz-Pauli theory can also be written in a curved space. For this reason, besides
converting partial derivatives d, into covariant derivatives V,, it is also needed to add a com-
pensating curvature dependent term to retrieve the gauge symmetry in the covariant form
Py — Dy + V60 + V06,

Deser-Walderon in an interesting paper [15](also see [16-24])and long before that, Higuchi
[25] observed that for de Sitter background, if the graviton mass M and cosmological constant
A are related in D dimensions via the relation A = (%)M 2 then the massive Fierz-Pauli
theory acquires a new gauge symmetry. Hence, one degree of freedom would be lost, e.g. in
four dimensions, we will have four degrees of freedom. This theory is recognized as the partially
massless(PM) theory . Since, In PM theories the cosmological constant is tied to the graviton
mass, these models have acquired so much interest in order to solve the well-known cosmological
constant problem. In other words, one may warrant the smallness of A by introducing a small
graviton mass M.

It is aimed thereafter to develop a covariant theory of gravity whose linear version around
a standard background leads to a PM theory (see Refs. [26-33].) In the next two following
sections we will give our Hamiltonian analysis for the Fierz- Pauli theory in flat and de Sitter
backgrounds, respectively. This analysis is more technical due to explicit time dependent terms
in the Lagrangian. The final result for the number of degrees of freedom is similar to the flat
space.

Our interesting observation is the abrupt behavior of the system just when the theory
touches the Higuchi bound [17], where the constraint structure of the system has a completely
different character. Exactly at the Higuchi bound, one chain of constraints with four second
class elements changes to a first class chain with three elements.

We have also employed the technicalities of Refs. [34,35] for introducing the generating
functional of gauge transformations constructed upon the first class constraints of the system.
We have done this to find the gauge generating functional for the gauge symmetry of the original
massless Fierz-Pauli theory and the Higuchi gauge symmetry of the partially massless theory.



2 Hamiltonian structure of Fierz-Pauli action in flat space

In this section, we briefly review the Hamiltonian structure of Fierz-Pauli model in massive and
massless sectors. The Lagrangian in D dimensions reads [1].

S = / dPxv/—g ( — 1/203h,, O B + Ozhy, 0 R*Y — 8,h0” W + 1 /28Ah8Ah) (D

where h,,,, as dynamical variables, are %D(D + 1) components of a symmetric rank-2 tensor.
For the massive spin-2 field one should add the mass term

M (i — 1) 2)

to the Lagrangian (1). The coefficient (-1) between the two quadratic terms in Eq. (2) is crucial
and is known as the Fierz-Pauli tuning. Separating time and space components of the fields
and derivatives, the Lagrangian (1) is written as

1 1
L =§aohz‘jaohij - §aohn‘30hkk — OohokOkhoo — 20;hojOohij
+ OohokOkhii + OkhokOohoo + OkhokOohi; — OihooOihik
1 1
— 0;hitOkhjj + OihorOihor — O;hokOkho; - (3)

Using Eq. ( 3), the canonical momenta are easily derived as

7% = _choy | @)
7T0i = al'ho() + 8zhkk ) <5)
Tl = Oohij + Okhokdi; — olrdij — 20;ho; - (6)

Egs. (4) and (5) lead to the following primary constraints
¢ = 7% + hhor ;6" =7 = ihoo — Dih, - (7)

So, the total Hamiltonian reads

HT — /dDSL’ (Hc —+ UOQ(bOO -+ Uoi(bm) s (8)
where ug and ug; are Lagrange multipliers and H. is the canonical Hamiltonian density. For
the massless case H. is as follows,

-1, .2 1 1 2 1 y 1D -1
== ij - - kk I N P - W 2
He=5 (7)) =555 (7)) — 5o O — 55— (Ohan)

g 1
+ 1 (Gihoj + Dihoi) + 5 (Oxhij) (Drhis)

1
— §(alhkk) (&h]j) + (&-hoj&-hoj + &-hoj@jhm)
— (8ihwj) (Ohij) + (Oihar) (Okhy;) — hoo (V2 har, — 0:0;hj) (9)



For the massive theory the canonical Hamiltonian density reads
7 aflio 1o 2
He=H.+M <§hzj + §hkk - hoohkk - hm) : (10)
Using the fundamental Poisson brackets
{hoo(2), W)} = (x —y), {hoi(x), 7(y)} =66 (x —y) ,
{hij(@), ™(y)} = 6,670 (x —y) (11)

consistency of primary constraints, for the massless case, leads to the second level constraint
xP={p" H}and x " ={¢o", H.} as follows

X % = V2 — 0,0;hi; X % = 20,7 4+ 2V?hy; . (12)
For the massive theory the second level constraints read
X =x " = Mhy, X" =X " +2M?hy; . (13)

Let us first proceed with the massless model. In this case the second level constraints have
strongly vanishing Poisson brackets with the primary constraints and weakly vanishing Poisson
brackets with the canonical Hamiltonian as follows

{(x®, H.}= —%8»2 "~0,
{x" H.}=0. (14)

Hence, we have no third level constraint for the the massless Fierz-Pauli theory. We have
altogether 2D first class constraints in two levels.

The number of dynamical degrees of freedom(DOF') should be found through the master
equation [9]

DOF = %(QN _9FC - SO . (15)

where N, F'C' and SC represent the number of original variables, first class and second class
constraints, respectively. Using this formula, we have, for the massless Fierz-Pauli theory,

D(D+1)—2x (2D) = D(D — 3)

degrees of freedom in the phase space which correspond to %D(D — 3) dynamical fields in the
configuration space.

According to Dirac [10], the first class constraints are generators of gauge transformations
which remain the total action

St = /dt (pigi — He — wich;)

unchanged. Here ¢;’s are primary constraints and we have considered for simplicity a system
of finite number of degrees of freedom. If we wish G = ¥XC,¢,, where ¢,’s are all first class



constraints, to be the generator of gauge transformations, it should obey the following essential
conditions [35]

{G, Hc}+8a—f:PC,
{G, PC} = PC, (16)

where PC means primary constraints *. Conditions (16) lead to a number of certain relations
among the coefficients C,’s, which reduce the number of independent gauge functions to the
number of primary first class constraints.

For the current case (massless Fierz-Pauli, theory in flat space), we assume the following
gauge generating functional

G = /dD—lx Coo ¢™ + Co; ¢" + Chy x ® + Cp; x % . (17)

Inserting G in conditions (16) gives straightforwardly the following recursion relations

ach, 1. .,

8t0 + 50:Coo + Coi = 0. (18)
oC

67500 +Co=0. (19)

Assuming Cj, = —2¢, , C};, = —&; gives

G = / 4210 (200600 + (O0€ + Diko) 6™ — 260X ™ — &X ™) | (20)

where &, and &; are four arbitrary gauge parameters. The gauge transformations of our dynam-
ical variables can be derived directly from this generating functional as

5h00 = {h007 G} = 280&0 ;
dhoi = {hoi, G} = 0o&i + 0o
Shy; = {hij, G} =20;& = 0;& + 0:; (21)

which can be written in the covariant form as
(5}2,“,, = a,ugu + al/g,u . (22)

This is the well-known gauge symmetry of Fierz-Pauli theory which is, as expected, the gauge
symmetry inherited from the Hilbert-Einstein theory under linearalization around the flat met-
ric.

Let us turn back to the massive Fierz-Pauli theory. The Poisson brackets of second level
constraints x% and y* with the primary constraints read

{X"(@), " (y)} =2M*6"5(z —y) #0. (23)

!These conditions are discussed in so many papers around 1990 (See for instance [34,36,37].) In older papers
the constraints abbreviated in Egs. (16) as PC are argued to be PFC, i.e. primary first class constraints,
instead of just primary constraint. However, in a more recent paper [35], Pons has shown that in the most
general circumstances the true conditions are as shown in Eqs. (16). In our present cases for massless Fierz-
Pauli in flat and de Sitter space, it turns out that the conditions (16) hold for PFC’s while for partially massless
models we need to consider more general conditions as given in Egs. (16), i.e. for PC’s.




Hence the set of constraints ¢ and y* act as six second class constraints, which determine
the Lagrange multipliers up; in Eq. (8). Then we should consider the constraint x°° which has
strongly vanishing Poisson brackets with primary constraints. Consistency condition dx® /dt =
0 dose not determine any Lagrange multiplier; rather, it leads to a third level constraint as

D -3 1
00 2 2 kk
= —0;0, hox — —— M h —M*r 24
P 818]7'( — V2 O hoi D Orhor + D_2 ( )
Again the constraint 1% has strongly vanishing Poisson brackets with the primary constraints.

Similar to the previous case, consistency of 1) leads to the fourth level constraint A% as
1
A™ = {4, H.} ~ oM (3hoo — ) (25)

Now, since

{A"(2), 6™(y)} =2M"(z—y) #0, (26)

consistency of A% determines the remaining undetermined Lagrange multiplier ugy. In this way,
we have found a four level chain of second class constraints as (¢"°, x%°, % A%) besides six
existing second class constraints ¢* and x%. All of the constraint chains are self-conjugate,
in terminology of ref. [11]. It is specially interesting to see that in the first chain the Poisson
bracket of the fourth (last) level constraint A% with the primary constraint ¢% is minus the
Poisson bracket of the second and third level constraints ¥ and ¢, as predicted there.

From the formula(15), the number of dynamical phase space variables is D(D +1) —2(D +
1) = (D +1)(D — 2), which correspond to 1(D + 1)(D — 2) degrees of freedom for the massive
Fierz-Pauli model.

3 Hamiltonian structure of Fierz-Pauli action in curved
space

In this section we investigate the Hamiltonian structure of the Fierz-Pauli theory in a back-
ground metric with constant curvature, i.e. the de Sitter or Anti de Sitter background metric.
Similar to flat space, the model includes, as dynamical variables, the components of a sym-
metric rank-2 tensor h,,. However, the partial derivatives in Eq. (1) should be replaced by
covariant derivatives defined according to the background metric. Hence, the action of the
massless theory in D dimension reads

1 1
- / A’/ =g ( = VAN s + Vahyy VR = VRV 4 DVARY

+ A(h“”h,w - %h2)> . (27)

The last term is introduced due to the nontrivial commutators of the covariant derivatives.
With this modification, the action (27) is invariant under the gauge transformations

5h;ux - vugy + vugu . (28)

Inserting mass is achieved again by a tuned Fierz-Pauli mass term as follows

i 1
S=5- /de V=g 5M* (h“”h,w - h2> . (29)



The de Sitter metric in flat slicing coordinates is

D-1
ds* = —dt* + e*™ Z dx? (30)

i=1

A_ It is easy to find the Ricci scalar in terms of A and D as follow

- R— <DL?2) AL (31)

In order to analyze the canonical structure of the model, we need to separate time and space
components and expand the covariant derivatives in terms of the connections emerged from the
de Sitter metric. So, the action (29) may be written as follows

where m? =

S = / Pz (L2 YL+ L0> , (32)

where L, and L; are the quadratic and linear parts of the action with respect to velocities,
respectively and Ly in independent of velocities, as follow

Ly = %G(D_S)m(aohzj)z — %G(D_S)m (aohkk)2 , (33)
Ly = e (P=omt (Oiho;) (Oohwr) — 26(D75)mt(6ih0j)(30hij) 1 e@=3mt g ohos

— P9 hoidohoo + €L higohoo + € P mP i

+ P mP b oy + (3 — D)™ hogdohar — (D — 1)e V™ hogdohap | (34)

1 1
LO = —56(D_7)mt(akhij)(8khij) + 56(D_7)mt (8]€h“) (8kh]j) + G(D_E])mt(aihoj)(aihoj)

— P (Bih3) (D5hoo) + €PTIH(Dhi) (Okhig) + €= PTI (Bihy;) (Dihoo)
+ 67(D75)mt (@hﬂ) (82}1,00) - €(D75)mt<aih0j)(8jh0i) + (D — 1)€(D73)mtm2h00hkk

1
o MZG(D—3)mth00hkk + (D o l)e(D_E’)mtmzh?j o §M26(D_5)mth?j

1
—=(D— 1)6(D75)mtm2hzk + ée(D’E’)ththk T 4+2(1 - D)e(D’?’)mtm2hglC

1
+ G(D_g)ththk — é(D — 1)6(D_5)th2h30 -+ 4m6(D_3)mthij8ihoj
— 2€(D75)mthkk8‘h0¢ —+ €(D75)mth0ja¢hij + (2D — 6)€(D73)mtm2h00hkk
— 2ePOmhm2 2 (35)
The canonical momenta are derived as follows:
7T00 (D 3)mtak ok + 6(D 3)m mhkk + (D . 1)6(D—1)mtmh00 ’
7T = G(D 5)mt8khii + 6 (D=3) mtakhoo — 46( _3)mtmh0k s
ﬂ_ij _ e(D—5)mt8 h . (D_S)mtaohkkéij . €(D_5)mt8ih0j
+ P~ 5mtakh0k5w + P by — (D — 3) e P~ mhoos;; (36)
As is seen, the primary constraints for the massless, as well as massive, theory read
¢OO — 7_(_OO + 6(D—B)mta h . (D—3)mtmhkk . (D . 1) (D—l)mtmhoo
PO =70 — PG — PN B+ 4P, (37)



The canonical Hamiltonian for the massless theory is derived as follows

_ 1 iy 1 1 »
i, = /le,|:§6—(D—5)mt(ﬂ.z])2 _ §m€—(D—5)mt(ﬂ_kk)2 + 79 (Dsho; + Ohos) + 26(D—5)mtm2h?j
1 — m
+ mmwkkhu D3 0 ho; + 2P ~m 2h2 2(D —3)eP=3mty,2p2,
1 1
+ 56(D_7)mt(3khz‘j)(8khz‘j) - §€(D_7)mt (Okhii) (Oxhys) + P~ 0™ (9;hi) (05 hur)
D -1
— €(D77)mt (@hjk) (8khzj) D _ 2 (D 5)ymt (8 hOk) — 4€(D 8)ym (8 hO]) h
D?>—4D+5 1D—-1 p sm
T (D 5)ym mh“<akh0k) 2 D — 2€(D 5) thth
D—-1)(D>?-5D+7 B 2D?> -9D +11 ,,_
_ h00<( ;((D — )m26(D Dmtp o —— oD 3)mtm(8ih0i)
D-3
— D_2m62mt7'rkk+6(D 5mt(Vh )—GD 5mt(88 hlj)
2D? —9D + 11
— D — 9 G(D 3)m Qhkk) —+ 6 (D—5)mt (8 h0]8 hQJ + 8 hoja hol)} s (38)

While for massive model the canonical Hamiltonian is
_ 1 1
H —H, + / Pz [MZe(D_S)mt(ethhkkhoo + 5h% = Shi - ethhgkﬂ . (39)
Now let us proceed each case one by one.

3.1 Massless model

As usual we should investigate the consistency of the primary constraints. However, an interest-
ing and noticeable point is explicit time dependence of the constraints, which implies different
formula for their consistency as follows

B o 00
XOOZ {QSOO’ HT}+—7

(bOz
ot

= {¢", Hr }+ (40)

The total Hamiltonian is completely similar to Hy of Eq. (8) where ¢* and ¢* should be
inserted from Egs. (37). Since the primary constraints commute, the total Hamiltonian Hyp
should be replaced by H¢ in Eq (38)and the final result for the second level constraints read

x %0 = me?mipht — e(D_5)Mt6,~8jh,~j + (D — l)e(D DMt Okhos + P2 By
+ P D — 3Yym2hyy, — (D — 1)eP= V™2 Ry, |
x % = 20,79 4+ 2ePTIMG g — 2P I by — 4meP IO, hy;
+ 2e(P=BImig2p (41)



We can directly see that the second level constraints have vanishing Poisson brackets with the
primary ones. Moreover, they have weakly vanishing time derivatives as follows

dy * 0 f ox » 1 ;
— v H — __al — 07 ~ 0 ’
TR v}t ot 9 VX
={x" H =—-2my % ~0. 42
So, similar to flat space, we have 2D first class constraints and

1
5 (D(D+1)—2x2D) = §D(D—3)
dynamical degrees of freedom.

Assuming the gauge generating functional similar to Eq. (17) and inserting it in conditions
(16) gives the following relations among the coeficients

och, 1
atm + 50:Coo — 2mCy; + Coi = 0 , (43)
9CY,
Coo=0. 44
ot oo (44)
Hence the gauge generating functional reads

G = /lex(280§0¢00 + (0o&i + 030 — 2m&;) ¢ — 2&ox™ — fz’XOi> ; (45)

The gauge transformations of our dynamical variables in curved space can be derived from
generating functional (45) as follows

dhoo = {hoo, G} = 2000 = 2V ,
dho; = {hoi, G} = (00&; + 0:§o — 2mé&;) = Vo&i + Vi&o

Shij = {hij, G} = —2me*™&d;; + 20,6 = Vi&; + V&

(46)
3.2 Massive model

Now let us consider the massive theory. In this case the second level constraints change to
00 = ¢ 00 _ pp2e(D=Bmtp 0 5 0 g pp2p(D=8)mtp, (47)

Emerging the mass term in the constraints y% makes them of second class with the primary
constraints ¢ as

{><OZ'7 (bO]} — 2M26(D73)mt5ij ) (48)
This leads to determining the Lagrange multipliers ug; in total Hamiltonian. However, x° still
has vanishing Poisson brackets with the existing constraints. Consistency of x*° gives

g D-3
wOO = — aiajﬂ.lj + 7D _ 262th27Tkk + 26(D_5)mtm6i6jhij — D — 26(D_3)th28kh0k

1 D -1
o 26(D73)mth2hkk . 5o 2€(D71)mth2h00 . e(D75)mtv2akh0k
. G(D_S)mtVQhkk + 6(D—S)mt,rnv2h00




as the third level constraint.

There is an important subtlety at this point which needs more care. Second and third level
constraints Y% and % have non-vanishing Poisson brackets with the emerging constraints, so
it seems that the consistency procedure stops here. However, this is not a correct conclusion.

In fact, the primary constraints ¢* have been categorized previously as second class con-
straints together with the second level constraints x”. So it is not legitimate to collect them
again as conjugate second class constraints with some other constraint. In other words, if a func-
tion, which is conjugate to some constraint, appears several times in different constraints, all
of them would have non-vanishing Poisson brackets with the corresponding constraint. Hence,
it is necessary to remove such a function from the emerged constraints by redefining them, i.e.
adding suitable combinations of the previous constraints to them.

For the case at hand, we should redefine the second level constraint as

0 = 4 4 940 (50)
and the third level constraint as
1/}//00 — w/OO 4 maz(bOz ’ (51)
where
W00 = 0 4 Gy

These redefinitions lead to the following constraint algebra

{X’OO, ¢00} —0 ,{XIOO, ¢0i} —0 ’{X/OO’ N

{¢//00 ¢00} —0 {1/)”00, Vil =0 ’{¢//00’ il =0 ,{1/)”00, ¢Oz} —0,

{wl/OO IOO} — M2 (M2 (D . 2)m2) e(Df?))mt. (52)

Assuming M? # 0 and M? # (D —2)m? , we can continue with consistency of 1”%. This gives
the fourth level constraint A% as follows

D -1 1
A = <D — 2)]\/[2 (D — 1X00 + e(P=3)mt (hkk - SQMthOO) (M2 — (D — 2)m2)) : (53)

This is the end of the story for the massive Fierz-Pauli theory in the de Sitter background. The
problem is more or less similar to Fierz-Pauli theory in flat space, i.e. we have three constraint
chains with two levels (¢%, x%) and one constraint chain with four levels, i.e. the constraints
(9%, X' %0, ¢” % A%). This leads to 3 (D(D + 1) — (2D + 2)) = (D + 1)(D — 2) dynamical
degrees of freedom, as expected.

3.3 Partially massless model

Our detailed Hamiltonian analysis for the massive Fierz-Pauli theory in de Sitter background
enables us to understand better the mechanism of appearing a new gauge symmetry in the
special case of partially massless theories. After our novel redefinition (50) and (51) the explicit
form of the last constraint A% in Eq. (53) brings the possibility of (weakly) vanishing A%
when the Higuchi bound is saturated, i.e. M? = (D — 2)m? = (8=2) A . If this is the case,
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the consistency condition terminates at the third level and does not go further to fourth level.
In fact, vanishing of A% (on the boundary M? = (D — 2)m?) means that consistency of 1" %
neither determines a Lagrange multiplier nor introduces a fourth level constraint. Hence, we
have one first class chain of constraints in three levels as (¢, x'%, ”%). Using the formula
(15) with three first class and six second class constraints gives

%(D(DH)_zx3_2<D_1)):%<D+1)(D_2>_1

degrees of freedom.

This is the famous result for partially masslessness. In fact, if someone has had done the
canonical analysis of this paper, the idea of partially masslessness would be emerged with much
less intelligence used by Higuchi in his pioneer paper [25].

Having a chain of first class constraints at hand, enables us to write the generator of gauge
transformation which they generate. Assume the gauge generating functional as

G = /d(Dl)l’ COO ¢00 + C/OO X/ 00 + C//O(] w// 00 ) (54)

Inserting G in conditions (16) gives the following recursion relations among the coefficients Cyy,

/ "
C" o and C*,.

aCh 1 ,

atoo "— mM2C(/]O —|— Co(] — 0 5 (55)
80// ,

87500 +Cly=0. (56)

Considering C"y, = «(z) as an arbitrary gauge parameter, Eqs. (55) and (56) imply

1
C'yo = —0Oocx(z) , Cop = (8050 — m]\/ﬂ) a(x) . (57)

Therefore Eq. (54) reads

G= /dD_lx ™ (88 -0 1_ 2)M2>0z(x) —x' % dpa(x) + " Pa(z) . (58)

Using this functional, it is easy to find the gauge transformations of the field components as
follows

1
6hoo = {hoo, G} = (Vovo - 7M2) a(z)
D -2
6ho; = {hei, G} = VoVia(z)

1
(5}1,@-]' = {hija G} = (VZV] + mM2€2mt5ij) Oé(SL’) s (59)

which can be written covariantly as

1
5hﬂu = (vuvu + mM2guy>OJ . (60)
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4 Conclusions

In this paper we tried to give the Hamiltonian analysis of Fierz-Pauli theory in flat and curved
spaces in full details. The main aim of this analysis goes beyond counting the number of
degrees of freedom. In fact, the underlying algebraic behavior of the constraints helps us to
better understand the mechanism of a gauge symmetry. For example the remarkable difference
between the massive and massless Fierz-Pauli theories, in the number of degrees of freedom, as
well as the gauge symmetry, lies exactly on the presence of the mass term on the right hand
side of the Poisson brackets of the second level constraints (Compare Eq.(14) with Egs. (23)
and (53)). Hence, in our opinion the constraint analysis provides a powerful tool for observing
step by step what happens.

For the dynamical behavior of the system in different regions of the parameter space, one
interesting class of models which have different dynamical behavior for special value of the pa-
rameters of the model are PM theories. These are massive Fierz-Pauli spin-2 fields propagating
in a curved space with constant curvature. We showed what happens to the constraint algebra
of the theory exactly when the mass of graviton matched to the cosmological constant. As we
observed in Egs. (52) and Eq. (53), when M? = (D — 2) m?, one constraint chain changes its
characteristics, i.e. a four-element second class chain transmutes to a three-element first class
chain.

Another noticeable advantage of the Hamiltonian analysis is to find the explicit relationship
between the first class constraints and the gauge symmetries of the system. This can be achieved
by introducing the generating functional of gauge transformations via a definite combination
of first class constraints and the gauge parameters. For this reason we followed the procedure
given in Refs. [34,35] both for Fierz-Pauli models (in flat and curved space) and for PM model.

Some technical methods employed in this paper are noticeable. One of them is treating the
explicit time dependent constraints, which needs to consider the appropriate derivative terms.
Another point is finding a suitable redefinition of a constraint by adding appropriate combi-
nation of the constraints derived already. See Egs. (50) and (51) for introducing equivalent
constraints x’% instead of Y% and "% instead of the emerged one 1. Although these tech-
niques seem to be simple when one skims over them, however, in practice these subtle points
prevent people to employ the Hamiltonian analysis.
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