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1 Introduction

Independently of the phenomenological viability of modern theories containing massive gravi-
tons [I} 2], see the review work [3] and the recent work [4], the existence of a possible graviton
mass should be investigated as a matter of principles. It turns out that even as a free theory,
massive spin-2 particles are non trivial. In order to have the correct number of degrees of
freedom (254 1 = 5) and a stable classical field theory, the mass term must be fine tuned
[5] in a unique way [6] if we make use of a symmetric rank-2 tenso. The interpretation of
the metric fluctuation about a flat background, at linearized level, as a massive spin-2 particle
leads to further difficulties since it never fits the experimental data even if we had a tiny mass
[9, [10]. The cure comes from non linear terms via the Vainshtein [I1] screening mechanism
which on its turn introduces in general a ghost mode [12].

The spin-2 self-interaction (graviton potential) can be however, judiciously chosen [1] in
order to avoid ghosts [Il, [13]. This choice is behind the more viable bimetric model of [I4]. Tt is
extremely hard to introduce self-interacting terms which do not turn on the field components
that must remain without dynamics in order that the correct number of degrees of freedom
(five) of a massive spin-2 particle is achieved. An underlying key ingredient behind the graviton
potential is the Galileon symmetry [I5]. The Galileon self-interacting Lagrangians for scalar
fields lead to second order field equations for the helicity zero mode of the graviton thus,
avoiding the Ostrogadsky instability and allowing the expected 5 degrees of freedom. As a
general question one might think of going beyond scalar fields and search for Galileon-like self-
interacting Lagrangians with higher rank fields still leading to second order field equations with
the correct number of degrees of freedom. In the case of massless p-forms it has been shown
[16] that no such generalization does exist in D = 4. In particular, for massless spin-1 particles
described by a vector field (1-form) there is a no-go theorem [17] for Galileon Lagrangians in
arbitrary dimensions. However, for massive particles, already in the 1-form case one has been
able to construct [I8,[19] generalized Proca (GP) models in D = 4 with the help of Galileon-like
vertices. The GP models have derivative self-interactions but second order field equations and
the time component of the vector field Ay remains non dynamic, thus warranting 2s +1 = 3
propagating degrees of freedom. Those models, when coupled to gravity, have very interesting
cosmological and astrophysical consequences. The massive vector field may be a viable dark
energy candidate, see e.g. [20, 21, 22]. It may relieve the Hubble constant tension [23], 24]
as shown in [22]. There are also phenomenological applications in black hole physics [25], 26],
see [27] regarding stability problems. Further generalizations of a self-interacting Proca model
[28] and of multiple Proca (m # 0) and Maxwell (m = 0) vector fields interacting with each
other have been suggested [29].

Massive spin-1 particles can also be described in terms of a two-form (antisymmetric rank-
2 tensor) [30] which is by the way dual to topologically massive BF models in D =3 + 1, as
shown in [31) 32]. The BF theory finds applications also in condensed matter physics as in

IThe use of a more general non symmetric rank-2 tensor allows different mass terms [7, §].



the case of topological ordering [33, [34] and in topological insulators [35].

More recently one has also found a description of massive spin-1 particles in terms of a
symmetric rank-2 tensor [36]. Since the massless limit of such models differs from the massless
limit of the Proca model and the building of self-interaction vertices strongly depends on the
tensor structure of the fundamental field it is interesting to search for Galileon-like Lagrangians
for those higher rank fields. Indeed, this point has been addressed in [37] for antisymmetric
fields and some Galileon-like Lagrangians for massive 2-forms (Kalb-Ramond fields) have been
found in D = 4. They stop at second order in the field derivatives, differently from the vector
case which goes through the third order [18] [19]. Higher order terms become total derivatives.
We firmly believe that this difficult relies on the specific antisymmetric tensor structure. In
the present work we find a description of massive spin-1 particles via a non symmetric rank-
2 tensor which generalizes previous descriptions [30, [36] and may be used in the search for
more general Galileon-like terms for massive spin-1 models. The non symmetric case can not
be reduced to the previous ones and the lack of symmetries in tensor indices may allow us
to build up higher order (in derivatives) self-interacting vertices which may lead to different
cosmological and astrophysical consequences after coupling to gravity. We also find a higher
rank description of massless spin-1 particles.

In section 2, starting from a massless master action including a non symmetric tensor and
the usual vector field we derive a new description of a massless spin-1 particle dynamics in
terms of a second order theory described by a rank-3 partially antisymmetric tensor. We
connect gauge invariants of such theory with the usual electric and magnetic fields via dual
maps. In section 3 we add a mass term and obtain a new description of massive spin-1
particles in terms of a non symmetric rank-2 tensor. We add interactions with matter fields
in the master action approach and find dual maps between the usual Proca theory and the
new non symmetric model, both linearly coupled to matter currents. In section 4 we comment
on the discontinuity of the massless limit and show how massive theories with rather severe
massless discontinuities like spin-jumping and abrupt change of particle content can still be
derived from dimensional reductions of higher rank massless models with the same spin. In
section 5 we draw our conclusions and comment on the coupling to gravity. In the appendix
we make a detailed canonical analysis of the new massive non symmetric model ([42) and show

its equivalence to the Proca theory.

2 Massless spin-1 models

We start from a rather general first order version of the Maxwell theory in D dimensions where
the auxiliary field is a general (nonsymmetric) rank-2 tensor e,,. The constant coefficients

(a,b,c,d, f, g) must be such that the Gaussian integrals over e, lead to the Maxwell theory,

S = /de [(f e + gev,) A" + aed" A, + beye™ +ceye™ +de’], (1)



where e = n*”e,,,. Without loss of generality, we can always set a = 0 by an invertible field
redefinition e, — €,, + A7, e with an appropriate choice of A such that A # —1/D. Next,
we could rotate the rank-2 tensor such that fe,, +ge,, — €,,, however this is only invertible

if f # Fg. The first case f = —g, which naturally leads to b = —c¢ and d = 0, corresponds to

an antisymmetric (two-form) auxiliary fieldd B,, = ej,,) = —B,,. Choosing g = —2¢ = 1/4
we have,
1w Lo
;CB = ZB BMV - §B ((%AV - aVAu) (2)

Integrating over B, we obtain the usual formulation of the Maxwell theory L,,..(A) =
—F?,(A)/4 while the integral over A, leads to the constraint 9, B*” = 0 whose general solution
is B* = 9, Tl where T1**! is a completely antisymmetric but otherwise arbitrary tensor.
Back in (2]) we obtain the dual Lagrangian density

1
Lopp = Z(aaT[a;w}y (3)

Since we can always write Tjo. = €opps fofp_ T2 P03 the duality between Maxwell
and Lpr corresponds to the known duality, see e.g. [38] and [36], between massless 1-forms
and (D — 3)-forms. In particular, in D = 4 we go back to the usual Maxwell vector theory
(self-duality).

The second case where f = g, altogether with b = ¢ and d = —2¢/(D — 1), is much less
known, see [39]. Now the auxiliary field is a symmetric tensor W, = e, with g =2c =1
we have,

2

W
Ly = WHW,, — 5 +2W"0,A,) (4)

Integrating over W, we have the Maxwell theory while integrating over A, we have the
constraint 0*W,,, = 0 whose solution [40] may be written in terms of a rank-4 tensor with the
same index symmetries of the Riemann curvature tensor, namelly W, = 9*9° By Back

in () we obtain a D-dimensional generalization of the D = 4 massless spin-1 model of [41],

9°9°B" i
( - 1}[%]) (5)

Lprs = (0°0° Bluajus) —

In D = 2+ 1 we can rewrite Lprg in terms of a symmetric rank-2 tensor via BluallvB) —
etAe’P7hy,, such that Lprs is proportional to the linearized version (g,, = 1, + h,) of the
fourth order term of the “New Massive Gravity” of [42], i.e., Lprg ~ (wa — 3 R?/ 8) ,, Which
is known to be dual to the Maxwell theory [43]. In D = 3 4 1 the equivalence of (@) to the
Maxwell theory is shown in [41].

Now we turn to the non symmetric (NS) case f # +g which, to the best we know,

has not appeared before in the literature. Without loss of generality we assume henceforth
b(b? — ¢*) # 0 with (a,d) = (0, (b+¢)/(1 = D)) and (f, g) = (1,0),

*Throughout this work we use 7, = (=, +,+, -, +), €(ap) = (€ap + €pa)/2 and ejng = (€ap — €5a)/2.
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Sng = /de [eW@“A” +beue +ceyet —
The action Syg is invariant under U(1) symmetry:

_ . _ (w80 -08,0,)A _ 00,,A
B CT ) R (R )

After Gaussian integrating over e,,,, supposing b/(b* — ¢*) > 0, we obtain the Maxwell theory

with the correct overall sign,

b 2

Laz(b,c) = —WFW(A) . (8)
At this point it is interesting to remind the reader that (2)), () and (6) have their correspon-
dence in the linearized spin-2 ( linearized gravity) case. It is known that general relativity can
also be formulated a la Einstein-Cartan as a first order theory in terms of the spin connection
and vierbein, at linearized level we have Lpc ~ w - w + w de with wy, 4y = —w,s, and also in
terms of the Christoffel symbol and the metric a la Palatini Lp ~ ' - T' + ' 9g with, in the
torsionless case, I' Zﬁ = Fga. At linearized level those cases seem to work like spin-2 analogues
of [2)) and (@) respectively while the inclusion of torsion, see the review works [44] [45], is the
analogue of (@) as if we had just suppressed the p index from the spin connection and from

the Christoffel symbol.
If we integrate the vector field A, in (6) we generate the constraint d*e,, = 0 whose
solution can be written in terms of a partially antisymmetric rank-3 tensor, Bja,y = —Bluajv:

ie.,

€[ B] = 0 Bioyyy (9)

Plugging back in Syg we have the new massless spin-1 dual model

b
Lpp = baﬁB[gM]V&lB[o‘“}” + C@BB[BMV&IB[O‘V]“ — _(Dtcl) (8737)2 (10)
(b+¢) ,

= be,[Ble"[B] + ce,[Ble"[B] —

B 11
St ()
where B, = 7" By,,,. Henceforth we keep the pair (b, c) arbitrary, except for the condition
b(b? — ¢*) > 0, since it can not be changed by any local field redefinition.

The second order equations of motion §Sygs/d B v = 0 can be rewritten as a zero curvature

condition,

0 [B] — Oue4,[B] = 0, (12)

where

(b+c¢)

ew|B] =be,[B] + ce,u[B] — D_1

e[B] - (13)



The general solution of (I2) is €,, = 0, A, for some vector field A,. Back in (I3]) we have

1 N
= i B = A, w0

The Maxwell equations now follow from an identity,

b
T 2

Before we proceed, a remark is in order. Namely, since the equations of motion (I2)

& ¢, B)

0" F,(A) = 9"0°Biay, = 0. (15)

are invariant under dce,,[B] = 0,C, for any vector C,, one might think that the solution
e = 0, A, is pure gauge. This is however, not the case since there is no local transformation
of the fundamental field ¢ Bjay, which might lead to dce,,[B] = 0,C, in general. This is
only possible if €}, = 9,A which represents the U(1) symmetry of (I0). The action Spp

corresponding to (I0) is invariant under the gauge transformations:

6B[Bu}u = [7751/8#/\ - WuaﬁA] + Q[%,u]u ) (16)

where 9° Q[Tﬁ v = 0. Notice that the previous remark also points to the fact that there is no
local formula for the fundamental field By, in terms of the photon field A,. This is also true
for the higher rank model £prg given in ().

Now, in order to compare correlation functions of gauge invariants of the usual Maxwell
theory with the corresponding ones of the new model Lpp we add sources to ([@). This is a
bit subtle due to the higher rank and the gauge symmetry. First, from (7)) we see that the
anti symmetric components e,,[B] are gauge invariants. So one can formally define a gauge

invariant generating function starting with the Lagrangian density below in the path integral,

(b+c)
D—-1

where J# is an arbitrary anti symmetric external source. If we first integrate over e in the

LnslJ] =be e + cepe — 2 + e, 0" A” + ey T (17)

path integral we obtain the effective action:

cer g1 Sw T s T U
Maz [/ [w] 802 —c2) 4(b—c) 40—

On the other hand, if we first integrate on the vector field A, and solve the functional constraint

(18)

o"e,,, = 0 we obtain

(b+c)
D—-1

LEE[T] = 00° B0 B 4 ¢ 0° Byg, 00 B — (07B,)? + 9°Big,, J" . (19)

From functional derivatives of the effective generating functions obtained from (I8]) and (I9])
with respect to the sources at Jy,,) = 0 we obtain the correspondence between correlation

functions of gauge invariants:



1 N
(5525) Bl Fuvon oD = (e B Blow) s+ .
(20)
where c.t. stands for contact terms. The previous gauge invariant result leads to the following

dual map between the Maxwell theory and the £gg model,

_ Ful4)

4(b — ¢)
Notice that the classical solution of the equations of motions given in ([I4]) leads to e, =
F,.,/12(b— c)]. So the vector field found by solving (I2]) coincides with the vector field of the

dual Maxwell theory up to an irrelevant overal factor —1/2. If we had written the solution of

1 (6% (6%
= 5 (9" Biayy = 0°Blawju) = el B] (21)

the equations of motion as €,, = —0,A,/2 there would be full agreement.

Although we know that all local U(1) invariants of the Maxwell theory are encoded in
the field strength F),,(A), it turns out that not all gauge invariants of the Spp theory are
represented by ef,,)[B]. From the gauge transformations (I6) we have d, e, [B] = 0,0,A —
nwOA. After we eliminate the gauge parameter via A = 8, ego[A]/V? and plug it back in the
D(D + 1)/2 equations 0, €(,)[B] stemming from (I6) we end up with D(D +1)/2 — 1 gauge
invariants built out of the symmetric components e(,,)[B], i.e.,

]j = vze(oj)[B]—aoajeoo[B] 5 (22)
L = Veuy|B]+ (08 — 8;0;)en B) (23)

The reader can check their invariance under (I6). Those extra gauge invariants raise the
question about the existence of extra physical quantities in the Sgp model which may not be
mapped into functions of the field strength of the Maxwell theory. In order to investigate that
issue we have replaced the anti symmetric source term in (I7) by a symmetric one: e(,,J ()
Due to the U(1) gauge symmetry ([7) the newly introduced symmetric source must satisfy the

scalar constraint

0o Juwy =0 . (24)
If we integrate over e, in the path integral we obtain the effective action, compare with (18],
bE,F J)(n,0-A—0,4,) TP =Tl

8(b? — ?) 2(b+c¢) 4(b+c)
On the other hand, integrating A, we deduce the effective action (I9) with the replacement

‘CféfFam [J(uu)] = -

(25)

Jyw)] = Ju)- Both effective actions are U(1) invariant due to the constraint (24)) which allows
the elimination of one of the D(D + 1)/2 components of J(,,). The remaining independent

components couple precisely to the invariants? ([22)) and (23). Functional derivatives with

3This is similar to the usual Maxwell theory where the decomposition (Jo, Ji) = (p, Sk + O S), with 9 Sk =
0, and the constraint 9,J* = 0 allow us to eliminate S = p/V? and write J*A, = S0, F;1,/V?* + pO Foi/V?>.
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respect to the unconstrained components of J,,) lead to the following dual maps which hold

up to contact terms:

9;(9;Fvi — 0o k)

2(b+c) I (26)
k(2600 For, — 0iFyj — 0;Fk;) .
2(b+¢) Pl (27)

In summary, all gauge invariants of the £p model built out of e,,[B] can be written in
terms of electric and magnetic fields and their derivatives. There are no new gauge invariants.
So the higher rank free model Lgp given in (I0) is equivalent to the usual vector Maxwell
theory. It is of course not clear if such equivalence at free level holds also after the intro-
duction of self-interacting vertices or how would we map vector vertices into vertices of the
rank-3 tensor By,j.. In particular, we should revisit the no-go theorem of [17] for massless
vector Galileons replacing the basic gauge invariant ingredient F},, (A) by ej,,)[B] and Lorentz

covariant versions of I;; and I;.

3 Massive spin-1 models

The simplest way to obtain the massive model from the massless one is to add the usual Proca
mass term —m?A?/2 to our first order massless models, for instance, adding it to (2)) and (@)
and integrating over the vector field we obtain respectively, the massive Kalb-Ramond model

[30] and the symmetric massive model of [36],

m2

4

- m? W2
Ly = (0"W,)?+ - <ij 5 1) : (29)

1
Lxnr = 5((')WBW)2+ B,,B" | (28)

where we have slightly redefined the fields (B, W) = m(Bu,, W, /V2).
Similarly, adding the Proca mass term to (6)) and integrating over the vector field we obtain
a massive non symmetric model. In order to investigate the duality with the Proca theory in

the presence of interactions we include matter fields and suggest the parent action:

(b+c)e?
D -1

bm2A, A

D v v —
Sp:/d :L'{bewﬁ’“ +cepe™ — 402 — 2)

—l—auA,,ew — _I_JMA;U'_‘_QMVJ:U'V_I_L:M}’
(30)
with J, and J,, functions of the matter fields ¢, while £y = Lp[ty] is the pure matter

Lagrangian. The functional integral over e, furnishes the Proca theory,

bl FH m2b A* A JHv
r  _ D . uv B " o B B B
Sap = / ! x{ s —) A —e) T gy P = = (0= ]



JH o
~ = P — DA — (b= a0 Ad) +£M}, (31)
On the other hand, integrating A, leads to the new non symmetric massive model linearly

coupled to sources:

(b+c)e?

D1 + e J"

2 2
S1e] :/de{uﬁue‘“’aaeijbewe‘“’ + cepet —

bm?
© - )

* bm?

(26" 0d, + J"J,) + Lar }.
(32)

The canonical analysis of the new model, at free level, is carried out in the appendix. In both
dual theories ([BI) and (B2), linear and quadratic (Thirring like) terms in matter currents are
generated. First order functional derivatives of (BI)) and (32) with respect to the source J, ,
as if it was an external current, suggest the following correspondence between the Proca and
the non symmetric model,
2 _ 2
A, —2(bbm2c ) 0w — 1) (33)

Let us show that (B3) is confirmed when we look at the equations of motion of Si,, and S’e],

including the matter fields. First, the equations of motion § S'[e]/d e*” = 0 are

beu +ceyy — %mu — %Qﬂaew + % + %@Jy =0, (34)
and its trace is btoe (—) W
—H T et G 00 a =0, (35)
Replacing the trace back in (34]) we get
E,=bey+ce, — —%026 + % + %W‘JQ N — %@a&eau
+ % + %@Jy = 0. (36)
From b £, — cE,, = 0 we have
1
T e [b Juw — iy — (b — €)1 J]
+ bm% (00,07 car — ) — €Oy (0 ea — J) — m(b — ) (e — 8, TM] . (37)

the O* divergence gives

(B —m?)

1

Y} - v 2, au -
(0% ey — J)——% (8P — 0"J,,) =

[b0* oy — c0® Ty — (b — )3, J] —J, = 0,
(38)



While the equations of motion §5%,,/5A” = 0 are

b m2bA 1
———— (0A, — 0,0"A) — ——~+ Jy+ = [00% T, — O T — (b — )0, J] = 0.
2(b* = c?) ( 2 2@ — ) o & : ¢ (b= 1<), J]

(39)
By inspection we see that the map ([B3]) guarantees the correspondence between (B8)) and (39).

Regarding the matter equations of motion, using ([37), 6,57 [e] = 0 gives

Ly 200 — *) ., 0J 1
(S’(/}l — bm2 (0 Cav — Jy) (S’l/}l + - m [bJuV — CJM,/ — (b — C)?]M,,J]
1 N N ) el P
+ W [bau(& Carv — J,,) — 08,,(8 €a“ — ']ﬂ) — Thw(b — C)(& e — a“J )] (5¢l =0.
(40)
while 6,53, = 0 furnishes
0L [0 — cdyu — (b= ) Inu] N (b0, A, — c0,A, — (b—c)nu0"A,l ) 6J A oJn 0
Oy 2(b* — 2) 2(0* = ¢?) R TR
(41)

Therefore, the matter field equations are also equivalent via the map (B3). Thus, the
master action (B0) shows the duality between the interacting theories ([BI) and (B2 which
have non trivial Thirring like self-interacting terms. A similar duality involving the KR model
is established in [46].

4 Massless limit and dimensional reduction

In the present section we investigate some subtleties of the massless limit of higher rank models
and its relationship to dimensional reduction.

The massless limit of the Proca model corresponds to the Maxwell theory which describes
the helicities £1, so we only loose the longitudinal mode (helicity 0) as m — 0. Such mode
can be recovered if we introduce a scalar Stueckelberg field in the usual way A, = A,+0,¢/m
before m — 0. In the case of the massive antisymmetric field (28)) the discontinuity is more
severe. We have a “spin jumping” [41] as m — 0. Namely, the Lagrangian (9*B,,,)? describes
a massless spin zero field as one can check [47] by going to the first order equivalent model
Lo =—-CtC, +2C,0,B . Integrating on B* we have 0,C, — 0,C, = 0, thus leading to
C, = 9,9, so Lo becomes —(9,¢)?. The most singular massless limit occurs however, in the
symmetric and non symmetric cases. After redefining e, — m\/m e, and dropping
the sources, the non symmetric massive spin-1 model ([B2) can be written as

Do bm? , . b+ c)e?
Lys = 0, 0%, + 2 (b ewe" +cey et — %) ) (42)
In the massless limit we have (9,e*)? which has no particle content as one can see by replacing

Ba, — equ in Lo and integrating over e, leading to d,C, = 0 which, assuming vanishing
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fields at infinity, requires C, = 0. This is the same solution of the constraint 9,C, +9,C, = 0
appearing in the massless limit of the symmetric theory (29]). Therefore, no propagating degree
of freedom is left in the m — 0 limit of (29) and of (42) in arbitrary dimensions.

On the other hand, it is known that the Kaluza-Klein (KK) dimensional reduction from
D + 1 to D dimensions of the massless spin-1 Maxwell theory, when restricted to only one
massive mode, furnishes the corresponding massive spin-1 (Proca) model. Likewise, the KK
reduction of the linearized massless spin-2 model, linearized Einstein-Hilbert about flat space,
leads to the massive spin-2 Fierz-Pauli model, see for instance [39]. This is also true for
higher spins [48] 149, [50]. So we learn that the KK dimensional reduction produces the correct
mass term without changing the spin of the particle in their lowest rank field representation.
However, considering the previous remarks about the singular massless limit of (28)),(29) and
(42)), it is clear that, differently from Proca, those massive models in D dimensions can not stem
from the KK dimensional reduction of their massless limits in D + 1 dimensions. Henceforth
we address the question whether those massive models with singular massless limits could also

be obtained from a KK dimensional reduction of some massless model.

4.1 Spin-0 Curtright and Freund model

The problem of singular massless limit already appears in the higher rank description of
massive spin-0 particles of [51]. We start with a first order description of massless scalar

particles in D-dimensions,

S0 — % / dPx (AMA, +2 A*0,¢) (43)

The integral over the vector field leads to the usual ¢p¢/2 massless scalar particle. On the
other hand, if we add the mass term —m?¢?/2 and integrate over ¢ we obtain the vector

description of massive spinless particles given in [51], after A, — mA,,

T = %/ dP z [(0"A,)? +m> AFA,] (44)

The model ([44)) is dual to the usual Klein-Gordon scalar theory at m # 0, however the massless
limit of (44)) is singular since the first term (9" A,,)? has no particle content. Thus, (44)) does not
come from the dimensional reduction of (9™ Ay;)? with M = 0,1, -- -, D. However, integrating
over ¢ in (A3)) leads to the constraint 0" A, = 0 whose general solution A, = 0"B,,, plugged
back in the action leads to the massless two-form field action for a spinless particle, in D + 1

dimensions becomes

1
o= [ @ B (45)

iIn (D + 1) dimensions we use capital Latin letters to denote the (D + 1)-dimensional indices,
(A,B,M,N,...=0,1,2,..., D) while in D dimensions we use Greek letters (o, 8, pt,v,...=0,1,2,...,D—1).
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The action (4H) is invariant under dByy = 8AQ[AMN]. Now we proceed with the KK
dimensional reduction of S7_,. Let us compact the last spatial dimension z” = y in a circle
of radius R = 1/m and keep only one massive mode. So the field and gauge parameter are

redefined respectively as

Ba (2%, 1) — B = /2 B, (x) cosmy (46)
Bpy = /= Au(x) sinmy
Qo] = /= Qg () cosm
Opparm (1) - { e = ¢ S ) oy (@7
D) = /% Opyu () sin my

Substituting (46]) in (45) and integrating over y we obtain the following massive action in

D dimensions

L / de{(aﬂAu>2+m2(Au+aVB”“)Q} | (48)

Stueck __
Sole =
2 m

It is the Stueckelberg version of ([d4l) where B, acts as a Stueckelberg field after the di-
mensional reduction. This action is invariant under the transformations 64, = 9°©j,, and
0B, = —mOy,) + 0°Qap. In the massless limit we obtain £ ~ (0*A,)? + (0"B,,)?, where
(0*A,)? has not particle content and (0*B,,)? describes a massless spin-0 particle. Therefore
the massless limit is smooth, preserving both the symmetry and the number of degrees of

freedom. Since B, is pure gauge in ([48) we can fix B, = 0 at action level [52] and claim
that ([@4]) comes from the KK dimensional reduction of (45]).

4.2 Spin-1 Kalb-Ramond model

In the spin-1 case, the Kalb-Ramond model (28) cannot be obtained from the dimensional
reduction of its massless limit (0™ Bj;n)?, since this term describes a massless spin-0 particle.
Let us then consider the Lagrangian density (3]) which describes a massless spin-1 particle in
terms of a totally antisymmetric tensor. In D + 1 dimensions, the spin-1 analogue of ({5) is

given by

1
Sip =1 [ s @y (19)
which is invariant under 6Ty n = 0P Qpamn). Performing the KK dimensional reduction,

the field and gauge parameter are redefined analogously to (46H47)

Tiapw) = /% Tl (x) cos my

Triamn)(z%,y) — .
[ } iT[D,uz/} = \/?Buu(z) smmy
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o] =\ 1 Q0 v
Q[BAMN}(SC(I’?J) — et an ] ) cosmy . (51)
Qo] = f Olauw () sin my

Back with (B0) in (49) we obtain (after an integration in y) the Stueckelberg version of the
Kalb-Ramond action (28]

uec m2 8°‘T[a V] 2
st =1 [ afn e (5 VY] o
which is invariant under the transformations 0B,, = 0O and 0Tjam) = —MOau] +

08 Qgayu)- Note that after reduction Tj,,,) act as a Stueckelberg field while B, is the main
field. Taking m — 0 in (52) we obtain £ ~ (0"B,,)?* + 2(0“Tjam))?. The term (0"B,,)*
describes a massless spin-0 particle while (9*T},,,))* describes a massless spin-1 particle. We
have a smooth massless limit with 3 degrees of freedom in D = 4. Once again we can get
rid of the pure gauge fields fixing 7j,,,) = 0 at action level and conclude that the massive
Kalb-Ramond model (28) is the KK dimensional reduction of (49).

4.3 Spin-1 symmetric model

Similar to the Kalb-Ramond model, the symmetric massive spin-1 model (29) can not be
obtained via dimensional reduction of (O™ Wy )?.
duction of the higher rank and higher order model Lprs (Bl), which in D + 1 is given by the

action

Let us now perform the dimensional re-

1 a a BMN 2
Sprs = 5 / dP [(aMaNB[MAHNfﬂ)2 _ % 7 (53)

where Byy = n?B By anvp)- This model is invariant under

5B[MA} [NB] — aL(Q[LMA][NB} + Q[LNB} [MA}) + (UMNTIAB - TZMBTZAN)SO . (54)

Performing the dimensional reduction, the field By ajvp) is redefined as

Blualivg) = /% Blualivs) () cos my
Bans (x®,y) = & Bpajws = V2 Yaps (2) sinmy - (55)
Bipajps) = /= Wag ) cos my

The fields W, Y5 and Bj,ag transform according to
5W/W = aa(\lfu [ov] + \If,,[ou}) + NuwP (56)
5Ya[u6] - ao(@ [ocallvB] — Ha[aum) —m \Ila[uﬁ] s (57)
0Bluajvs) = 0 (Qoualvs) + Quallovs) + 2Ol + Nuwas® — Muslawp 5 (58)

13



where the gauge parameters V0., Opajvs), lajors) and Qxua)pg come from the dimensional
reduction of the parameters 4 vp)(2). Substituting (53) in (53) and integrating y we find

—~ 2 —~
S _ D (D_l) FTTa% m* W 2/ uTIs \2 24 2 w2
SW_/d . [ (@L&VW e IR (R AT (W2 - 5—)| ¢

2D — (D—-1)
(59)
where we have defined
57 (Y, av Yl/a aaaﬁB allv
W = Wy — (Vo] + Yolou) pellvs) (60)

m m2

and W = n””wu,,. The fields Yo, and Bj,qg) act as Stueckelberg fields, see (B7) and (58)),
whereas W, becomes the physical field. The action (B9)) is invariant under the transformation

1
0 Wy = W[E?H&,go - (O- m2)77“,,g0] . (61)

The factor f = 8“8,,va”” + m?W /(D — 1) which appears squared in (5J) is pure gauge:
bpof = —m*D /(D —1). So we can introduce a pure gauge scalar field ¢ to lower the order
of (59) by replacing the square term by [(D — 1)/D](—¢?/2 + ¢ f). We can rewrite the final
Lagrangian in the form of a Stueckelberg version of the symmetric model (29) up to an overall

m? factor,

2

Sw = m? / Pz [(a“WW)%%(WjV—%)] . (62)

where the field W, defined below is gauge invariant since 6¢ = —Dm?p/(D — 1) and

~ D

W =W — m [auau ¢—(0— m2) 77;w¢} . (63)

The Stueckelberg fields in ([62]) provide a smooth massless limit once again. Taking m — 0 in
[62) we obtain £ = (9,0,Y )2+ L prs(B). The model £Lprs(B) describes a massless spin-1
particle in D dimensions while (0M0QY“[°‘”})2 describes a massless spin-0 particle, as will be
2

shown below. The second-order version of Lyy = (QL&IY”[‘W}) is

LP = —A,A" +YHM0,(0,4, — 0,A.) (64)

where A, is an auxiliary vector field. Integrating A, we recovery Lyy. On the other hand,
integrating Y**! we obtain the constraint 9*(9*A” — 0¥ A%) = 0 whose general solution is
AY = 0¥¢. Back in L@ we obtain L£(¢) = ¢0¢. Therefore, the total number of degrees of
freedom of the symmetric massive model, i.e. D — 1, is preserved in the massless limit. Since
the fields Yo @, Buajvs and ¢ are pure gauge Stueckelberg fields they can all be set to zero

at action level and we recover the symmetric model (29)).
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5 Spin-1 non symmetric model
Starting with the D 4 1 massless theory

(b+¢)
—— (

Sgp = /dDHx {b aMB[MN]AaKB[KN}A + CaMB[MN}AaKB[KA]N - aMBM)2 , (65)

where By; = nAB By as- The action Spp is invariant by

6Bpinia = (NanOy — nanOu) A+ Uyrna; (66)

we decompose the fields according to:

Sy

paly = /= Bluapy(x) cos my

Doy = 1 /%mea,,(x) sin my (67)
DalD = \/?Aa(x) cos my

ap]D = \/? Viaw) sinmy

Performing the dimensional reduction gives

[

B

Bipan(2®,y) — [
[
[

o &

. - N2
Stucck /dD [b (0,&“")2 + bm2éfw + cmzéuyé”“ +m2A% + 2emo e A, + (b+c) (8“/1”)

(b+c) S R
-3 (me -0 Au) ,(68)
where
. 9* Biayy 5 O Viay)
v = €Euy — Ay = AV -
Eu = € + - - (69)
The above action is invariant by the gauge transformations
0“0, 0*Qyq
§A, = 9, + “‘] S = ma\ — ——2H “‘ (70)
(5‘/[;“,] = @[MV]7 5B [w)a = (nau&/ — T}a,,8 )A + Q[/W Ja- (71)
In the massless limit we have
it = [P [b@e 4 (04 0 @ 40 (0 Buse)” 45 (Vi)
b
+¢ 0" Bluja0s B — 2c0te,,, 0,V — ( gc) ("B, — aﬂAu)Z} . (72)

If we redefine (A, eq,) — (ZH—BH/(D—l), Cautc Viayu/b) we decouple ;1“ and é,,. Neglecting
(0" A,)? and (9°€,,)? which have no particle content it follows that

(b+c)
D—1

2 _ 2
Sstueck /dD [b (auB[Mu}a)2 I C@“B[W}aaﬁBwa]V _ (0"B, ) w (8“‘/[uu})2}(73)

Displaying a smooth massless limit.
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On the other hand at finite mass we can rewrite (68) as

(b+c) 5.
e
+m2(b+c) ~_I_D—l
D(D—1) \°

Situeck — /dD:c {b (0"€,,)° +m? (be2, + céue™) + bm? A2 + 2mc A O"é,, —

aﬂflu> 2 ] (74)

Similarly to what happened in the symmetric case of last subsection, we can replace the square

term in ((74) by two terms involving a scalar field,

D—1_ -\ D—1
<é+ — a“AM) <—>—¢2+2¢[é+

m

8“[14 (75)

After such replacement and the Gaussian integration on the vector field we return to the non

symmetric model (42)

v —c? b+c
Spp = /de {% (0"&w)? +m? (be2, + ce,ne™) — ( )mzéz]. (76)
where (use d¢ = DmA) we have the gauge invariant combination

(DHW - m277w/)¢
D m?
In summary, higher rank spin-1 massive models in D-dimensions can not be directly derived

(77)

Cu = €y +

via KK dimensional reduction of their massless limit in D41 but they stem from the reduction
of higher rank massless dual models where the role of Stueckelberg field and physical field is

interchanged.

6 Conclusion

In section 2 we have started from a rather general first order version of the Maxwell theory
in arbitrary dimensions with a rank-2 auxiliary field, see (1), and derived in a unified way
three higher rank descriptions of the photon dynamics: (3)),(5) and (I0). They correspond
respectively to antisymmetric (B, ), symmetric (W,,) and non symmetric (e, ) auxiliary
fields. The last case is a new one. Its equations of motion can be written as zero curvature
conditions (I2)) and the Maxwell equations now follow from a trivial identity (I5]). Although
the number of independent gauge invariants is much higher than in the usual vector description
of the Maxwell theory, we have shown that their correlation functions map into correlations
functions of the magnetic and electric fields and their derivatives in the usual Maxwell theory,
see (21), (26) and (27)). Our calculations may be specially useful for the comparison of dual
massless theories where the gauge symmetry makes the derivation of dual maps more subtle.
Our approach is based on a non covariant solution of the constraint on the sources required

by gauge invariance. In section 3 we have investigated the duality between the massive Proca
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theory (BI) and a new non symmetric massive spin-1 model (32]), both coupled to matter
fields. The duality requires the addition of quadratic terms in the matter currents (Thirring
like terms). With the help of the dual map (33]) we have shown the equivalence of the equations
of motion including matter fields as in the analogous Kalb-Ramond case [46]. We point out
that although any general rank-2 tensor can be decomposed into symmetric and antisymmetric
components: €, = €(,) + €[], it turns out that the non symmetric model can not be reduced
to the previous antisymmetric and symmetric models.

The higher rank massive models (28)),(29) and (42)) have a singular massless limit. In the
case of (28)]) the spin jumps from 1 to 0 as m — 0 while for (29) and (42]) the particle content
becomes empty. This point is relevant for the recent discussion, see [53], about a possible
non equivalence between the Proca and the Kalb-Ramond models after a given energy scale,
intimately connected with the massless limit, is introduced. In section 4 we show that although
those massive models have a singular massless limit they can still be obtained from higher rank
massless models via the usual KK dimensional reduction where the role of the main physical
field and the Stueckelberg field is interchanged.

We are currently investigating the coupling of the massless model ([I0) and of the massive
non symmetric model (42 to gravity. An interesting issue is the behaviour of the mass-
less theory under rigid conformal transformations, i.e., g,, — e*g,, with constant A. In the
Maxwell theory the metric factors \/—g g#*¢"?F,, F,s lead to conformal invariance (trace-
less energy-momentum tensor) precisely in D = 4. In the Lpp model we typically have
V=399°9" 47" g?"N ¢ Bl0,3uV 3 Bisn)p- Using the invariance of the Christoffel symbol, oI, =0,
we see that we only have conformal invariance now in D = 8. Similarly, the higher order
Lprs model in () is conformal invariant only in D = 12. This might indicate the non
equivalence of their gravitational effective action and consequently non equivalence of the
dual models at quantum level. However, in the spin-0 case similar differences show up when
we compare the usual scalar field \/—gg""0,00,p with the massless two-form formulation
V—=99"97*¢""V ,B,5V . B,, of spin-0 particles. They are conformal invariant in D = 2 and
D = 6 respectively, but it turns out that their effective actions differ by a topological term in
D = 4, see [54], 55 [56] [57], and also in arbitrary dimensions [57]. Consequently their quantum
energy momentum tensor coincide. It might be interesting to examine that point for the dual
massless spin-1 model (I0). Regarding the case of massive p-forms/(D-p-1)-forms duality,
similar results (quantum equivalence) apply in D = 4 [58] and also in higher dimensions [59],
see also discussions in [60] for an interaction of the massive two-form with a scalar field. It is
interesting to investigate the coupling to gravity also in the case of the non symmetric model
(42).

Last, as already mentioned in the introduction, we recall that the non symmetric model (42))
might be relevant for the search of Galileon-like Lagrangians for massive spin-1 particles [18]-
[29]. The point is that Galileon-like terms can be systematically found from contractions with
the Levi-Civita tensor and a general non symmetric tensor may allow new possibilities. Already

at cubic level the symmetric components of the rank-2 tensor allow the definition of local super-
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renormalizable vertices for spin-1 particles in D = 4 which is not possible@ for antisymmetric

2 2
(v) [

We are currently investigating Galileon-like terms and its coupling to gravity in order to

or vector fields. Namely, £ = gie® + goee? | + gsee |+ 94 e(uy)e[“a]e[ay] + gs e(uy)e(”a)e(a”).

explore possible astrophysical and cosmological consequences to be compared with the vector

case (vector tensor theories) examined in [18] 20, 21} 22] 25] 26].
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8 Appendix

Here we analyse the canonical structure of the non symmetric model (42)) and show its equiv-
alence to the Proca theory in the reduced phase space. First, it is convenient to implement

the invertible rotation e, — (be,, — ce,,)/(b* — ) and work with

Sns = / dD:c[(be“”iZ: — 2%‘ ) (bdf;Q + (bazzj;(b; C_a;e) o) : (78)
with the conjugate momenta
1100 B (b0e™ — cOze?) o — 9 (bOge” — cOze?) (79)
bm?2(b + c) m2(b? — ?)
LR
In addition to IT¥ = 0 we also have the constraint
% 411 = 0. (81)

The full Hamiltonian is

bm?(b + c) m?(b* — ¢?) (b9, — coe™) de?
H = dD—l o HOO 2 HOlHOI . HOO o

/ x{ h—o W5 b—c b+
(bOe™ — cOe'™) o (bewet — cep et

b b? — c?

+ A7 4 A (b1 + 1) |.(82)

4

The consistency condition of %

(leO + cHOl) = () gives the secondary constraint

= (b+¢) '™ 420 =0, (83)

®Notice that By, B"*B, " vanishes identically and the cubic vertex A*A,9"A, is power counting renor-

malizable, not super-renormalizable.
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whose consistency condition fixes \;. The condition IT¥ = 0 gives

. s b&ll IO‘] — C&jHOi bel‘] - Ceji d(swe
ij — ij =
X/ ={ll", H} = 2 + 2 ER —I—Q(b BE 0, (84)

and Y = 0 leads to
c?OTIY 9% —cdle" ¢ (b0 — cdlel)

ij il _ _
X {X ) H} b +2 b2 — 2 2 b(b2 _ 02)
DX — NPy dbm?09TI0 _d6Y (b9’ — ce®) _d6o™ Ny,
2! - 2>+ ——+ ( - 2)+ = ). (85)
b2 —c b2 —c (b+c)((b? — ¢?) (b+c¢)

The previous expression fixes the traceless part of \;; since d;;x” = 0 does not depend upon
AX but it is a new constraint:

8160l
(b+c)

¢ =657 = (V> —m?) 1% + 2 = 0. (86)

The requirement ¢ = 0 gives e = 0 whose consistency condition fixes A¥ ending the algorithm.

The reduced Hamiltonian reads

bII%0eq (b2 — A)m2IIOIY (b2 — A)FE  begeq
R_ D-1 Ik
H _/d le(b—c) 1 T te—a)

(87)

where F), = 9I1% — 9,I1%. In order to see that Hp is positive defined we note from ¢ = 0
that
28l60l

= b+ c) (V2 —m2)’

(88)

so that the reduced Hamiltonian in terms of the independent quantities (IT%, eq;) reads

n [ oo [0 =AmAMY (B - A b o (Oen)?
H —/d 1;5{ m + % +b2—c2 601+V2—m2 , (89)

We can decompose e into
e = 0P + vy, (90)

where 9'v} = 0. Now it is clear that the last two terms in Hp are non negative

b /dD_la: [vaf + w] >0 . (91)

b2 — 2 m2_v2

Moreover, in order to show the canonical equivalence in the reduced phase space with

the Proca theory we look at the Dirac-brackets. It is convenient to use the equivalent set of

constraints:
X =e + - )1 ;)ainw =0, xy=1"=0, yy=b"+c1"=0, (92)
=0 QIR o = (v )4 2(552) =0, (93)
Xo = % + (b2+2)&ﬂm ~0. (94)
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Given the constraint matrix

Cyym = {xn, xm} (95)
one can show that the matrix elements of the inverse are
- _ clcksD—1 —1 _ (b2_c2>mi i cD—1
CDrware =0050° @ =) (O7) sy =~ ggmr O %0287 (@ ),
1 - _(b=¢) injpa -1 o 6Pz —y)
(C )Xﬁ(x) 7X;J (y) - bm2 8wa“%5 (:1: o y)7 (C )Xﬁ(m) 7X5(y) o m2 ’
() L (b+ c)OPsP~H(z — y) (C'_l) B 20055D_1(x — )
xs(z), x5(v) 2m2b ’ xo@) X5 b+ c)m2
() I e D/l Gl ).
Xi(x), x5 b b2m?2 )

The other matrix elements are either zero or fixed by antisymmetry of the inverse matrix.

Now one can show that

{60l(x> t) ) eOk(?/a t)}D = {HOl (Ia t) ) HOk(y> t)}D =0, (96)

{eq(z,t), O%(y,)}p = (5{“ + a;iy) 5z —1y). (97)

The previous brackets altogether with the reduced Hamiltonian can be simplified and brought
to the Proca form. The inspiration comes from the equations of motion. The Hamiltonian

equations of motion in addition to the constraints of the theory lead to
mzeu,, = 0,0%q, 0"ey, = 0. (98)

They are equivalent to the Proca equations: (0 —m?)A, = 0 and 0" A, = 0 with the identifi-

cation

b2 _ 02
eu,, = TbaMAI/ (99)

where the square root factor is chosen for future convenience. The above identification and

the constraints x} = 0 and x5 = 0 inspires us the following change of coordinates in the phase

space
2b
o _ l
nm = =- b2—c2A’ (100)
—c2(, OV-rm

= — . 101
eol 5 (7? — ) (101)

Indeed, using the Dirac-brackets we can show that
{Ai(,t), ™y, 0)}p = 07Nz —y), (102)
{Ai(a, ), Ay, t)}p = {r'(2,1), 7°(y.1)}p = 0. (103)

In terms of the variables, 4; and 7! the reduced Hamiltonian (89) reads
gp-1 )2
HR:/Tx {m2A2+(vmi:)+7r2+(V><A)2 : (104)

This is just the reduced Proca Hamiltonian.
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