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Abstract

The Maxwell theory can be written as a first order model with the help of a two-

form auxiliary field, such master action allows the proof of duality between 1-form and

D − 3 forms. Here we show that the replacement of the two-form auxiliary field by an

arbitrary (non symmetric) rank-2 tensor leads to a new massless spin-1 dual theory in

terms of a partially antisymmetric rank-3 tensor. In the massive spin-1 case we have

a non symmetric generalization of the massive two-form theory (Kalb-Ramond). The

coupling of the massive non symmetric spin-1 model to matter fields is investigated via

master actions.

We also show that massive models with severe discontinuity in their massless limit

can also be obtained from Kaluza-Klein dimensional reduction of massless higher rank

tensors which become Stueckelberg fields after the reduction.
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1 Introduction

Independently of the phenomenological viability of modern theories containing massive gravi-

tons [1, 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 (2 s + 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 tensor1. 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 [11] 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 [1, 13]. This choice is behind the more viable bimetric model of [14]. It 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 [15]. 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 [18, 19] generalized Proca (GP) models inD = 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 A0 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 6= 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

1The use of a more general non symmetric rank-2 tensor allows different mass terms [7, 8].
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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 eµν . The constant coefficients

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

S =

∫
dDx

[
(f eµν + g eνµ) ∂

µAν + a e ∂µAµ + b eµνe
µν + c eµνe

νµ + d e2
]
, (1)
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where e = ηµνeµν . Without loss of generality, we can always set a = 0 by an invertible field

redefinition eµν → eµν + λ ηµν e with an appropriate choice of λ such that λ 6= −1/D. Next,

we could rotate the rank-2 tensor such that f eµν + g eνµ → ẽµν , however this is only invertible

if f 6= ∓g. The first case f = −g, which naturally leads to b = −c and d = 0, corresponds to

an antisymmetric (two-form) auxiliary field2 Bµν ≡ e[µν] = −Bνµ. Choosing g = −2 c = 1/4

we have,

LB =
1

4
BµνBµν −

1

2
Bµν(∂µAν − ∂νAµ) (2)

Integrating over Bµν we obtain the usual formulation of the Maxwell theory Lmax(A) =

−F 2
µν(A)/4 while the integral over Aµ leads to the constraint ∂µB

µν = 0 whose general solution

is Bµν = ∂αT
[αµν] where T [αµν] is a completely antisymmetric but otherwise arbitrary tensor.

Back in (2) we obtain the dual Lagrangian density

LTT =
1

4
(∂αT

[αµν])2 (3)

Since we can always write T[αµν] = ǫαµνβ1β2···βD−3
T̃ β1β2···βD−3, the duality between Maxwell

and LTT 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 = c and d = −2 c/(D − 1), is much less

known, see [39]. Now the auxiliary field is a symmetric tensor Wµν ≡ e(µν), with g = 2 c = 1

we have,

LW = W µνWµν −
W 2

D − 1
+ 2W µν∂(µAν) (4)

Integrating over Wµν we have the Maxwell theory while integrating over Aµ we have the

constraint ∂µWµν = 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 Wµν = ∂α∂βB[µα][νβ]. Back

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

LDTS =
(
∂α∂βB[µα][νβ]

)2 −

(
∂α∂βB

[µ
α][µβ]

)2

D − 1
(5)

In D = 2 + 1 we can rewrite LDTS in terms of a symmetric rank-2 tensor via B[µα][νβ] =

ǫµαλǫνβσhλσ such that LDTS is proportional to the linearized version (gµν = ηµν + hµν) of the

fourth order term of the “New Massive Gravity” of [42], i.e., LDTS ∼
(
R2
µν − 3R2/8

)
hh

which

is known to be dual to the Maxwell theory [43]. In D = 3 + 1 the equivalence of (5) to the

Maxwell theory is shown in [41].

Now we turn to the non symmetric (NS) case f 6= ±g which, to the best we know,

has not appeared before in the literature. Without loss of generality we assume henceforth

b(b2 − c2) 6= 0 with (a, d) = (0, (b+ c)/(1−D)) and (f, g) = (1, 0),

2Throughout this work we use ηµν = (−,+,+, · · · ,+), e(αβ) = (eαβ + eβα)/2 and e[αβ] = (eαβ − eβα)/2.
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SNS =

∫
dDx

[
eµν∂

µAν + b eµνe
µν + c eµνe

νµ − (b+ c)

D − 1
e2
]

(6)

The action SNS is invariant under U(1) symmetry:

δAµ = ∂µΛ ; δeµν =
(ηµν�− ∂µ∂ν) Λ

[2(b+ c)]
≡ �θµνΛ

2(b+ c)
. (7)

After Gaussian integrating over eµν , supposing b/(b
2 − c2) > 0, we obtain the Maxwell theory

with the correct overall sign,

Lmax(b, c) = −
b

8(b2 − c2)F
2
µν(A) . (8)

At this point it is interesting to remind the reader that (2), (4) 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 LEC ∼ ω · ω + ω ∂e with ωµa b = −ωµ b a and also in

terms of the Christoffel symbol and the metric a la Palatini LP ∼ Γ · Γ + Γ ∂g with, in the

torsionless case, Γµαβ = Γµβα. At linearized level those cases seem to work like spin-2 analogues

of (2) and (4) respectively while the inclusion of torsion, see the review works [44, 45], is the

analogue of (6) as if we had just suppressed the µ index from the spin connection and from

the Christoffel symbol.

If we integrate the vector field Aµ in (6) we generate the constraint ∂µeµν = 0 whose

solution can be written in terms of a partially antisymmetric rank-3 tensor, B[αµ]ν = −B[µα]ν ,

i.e.,

eµν [B] ≡ ∂αB[αµ]ν (9)

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

LBB = b ∂βB[βµ]ν∂αB
[αµ]ν + c ∂βB[βµ]ν∂αB

[αν]µ − (b+ c)

D − 1
(∂γBγ)

2 (10)

= b eµν [B]eµν [B] + c eµν [B]eνµ[B]− (b+ c)

D − 1
e2[B] , (11)

where Bγ = ηµνB[γµ]ν . Henceforth we keep the pair (b, c) arbitrary, except for the condition

b(b2 − c2) > 0, since it can not be changed by any local field redefinition.

The second order equations of motion δSNS/δB[γµ]ν = 0 can be rewritten as a zero curvature

condition,

∂γ ēµν [B]− ∂µēγν [B] = 0, (12)

where

ēµν [B] ≡ b eµν [B] + c eνµ[B]− (b+ c)

D − 1
e[B] ηµν . (13)
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The general solution of (12) is ēµν = ∂µAν for some vector field Aµ. Back in (13) we have

eµν =
1

b2 − c2 (b ∂µAν − c ∂νAµ)−
ηµν
b+ c

∂µAµ, (14)

The Maxwell equations now follow from an identity,

∂µeµν [B] =
b

b2 − c2∂
µFµν(A) = ∂µ∂αB[αµ]ν = 0. (15)

Before we proceed, a remark is in order. Namely, since the equations of motion (12)

are invariant under δC ēµν [B] = ∂µCν for any vector Cµ, one might think that the solution

ēµν = ∂µAν is pure gauge. This is however, not the case since there is no local transformation

of the fundamental field δCB[αµ]ν which might lead to δC ēµν [B] = ∂µCν in general. This is

only possible if Cν = ∂νΛ which represents the U(1) symmetry of (10). The action SBB

corresponding to (10) is invariant under the gauge transformations:

δB[βµ]ν = [ηβν∂µΛ− ηµν∂βΛ] + ΩT[βµ]ν , (16)

where ∂βΩT[βµ]ν = 0. Notice that the previous remark also points to the fact that there is no

local formula for the fundamental field B[αµ]ν in terms of the photon field Aµ. This is also true

for the higher rank model LDTS given in (5).

Now, in order to compare correlation functions of gauge invariants of the usual Maxwell

theory with the corresponding ones of the new model LBB we add sources to (6). 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[µν][B] are gauge invariants. So one can formally define a gauge

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

LNS[J ] = b eµνe
µν + c eµνe

νµ − (b+ c)

D − 1
e2 + eµν∂

µAν + e[µν]J
[µν] (17)

where J [µν] is an arbitrary anti symmetric external source. If we first integrate over eµν in the

path integral we obtain the effective action:

LEFMax[J[µν]] = −
bFµνF

µν

8(b2 − c2) −
J [µν]Fµν
4(b− c) −

J[µν]J
[µν]

4(b− c) . (18)

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

∂µeµν = 0 we obtain

LEFBB[J ] = b ∂βB[βµ]ν∂αB
[αµ]ν + c ∂βB[βµ]ν∂αB

[αν]µ − (b+ c)

D − 1
(∂γBγ)

2 + ∂βB[βµ]νJ
[µν] . (19)

From functional derivatives of the effective generating functions obtained from (18) and (19)

with respect to the sources at J[µν] = 0 we obtain the correspondence between correlation

functions of gauge invariants:
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( −1
4(b− c)

)N
〈Fµ1ν1(x1) · · ·FµNνN (xN )〉Max

=
〈
e[µ1ν1][B(x1)] · · · e[µNνN ][B(xN)]

〉
BB

+ c.t.

(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 LBB model,

− Fµν(A)
4(b− c) ←→

1

2

(
∂αB[αµ]ν − ∂αB[αν]µ

)
= e[µν][B] (21)

Notice that the classical solution of the equations of motions given in (14) leads to e[µν] =

Fµν/[2(b− c)]. So the vector field found by solving (12) 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

the equations of motion as eµν = −∂µAν/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 Fµν(A), it turns out that not all gauge invariants of the SBB theory are

represented by e[µν][B]. From the gauge transformations (16) we have δΛ eµν [B] = ∂ν∂µΛ −
ηµν�Λ. After we eliminate the gauge parameter via Λ = δΛ e00[Λ]/∇2 and plug it back in the

D(D + 1)/2 equations δΛ e(µν)[B] stemming from (16) we end up with D(D + 1)/2− 1 gauge

invariants built out of the symmetric components e(µν)[B], i.e.,

Ij = ∇2e(0j)[B]− ∂0∂je00[B] , (22)

Iij = ∇2e(ij)[B] + (�δij − ∂i∂j)e00[B] (23)

The reader can check their invariance under (16). Those extra gauge invariants raise the

question about the existence of extra physical quantities in the SBB 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 (17) by a symmetric one: e(µν)J
(µν).

Due to the U(1) gauge symmetry (7) the newly introduced symmetric source must satisfy the

scalar constraint

�θµνJ(µν) = 0 . (24)

If we integrate over eµν in the path integral we obtain the effective action, compare with (18),

LEFMax[J(µν)] = −
bFµνF

µν

8(b2 − c2) +
J (µν)(ηµν∂ · A− ∂µAν)

2(b+ c)
+
J2 − J2

(µν)

4(b+ c)
. (25)

On the other hand, integrating Aµ we deduce the effective action (19) with the replacement

J[µν] → J(µν). 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(µν). The remaining independent

components couple precisely to the invariants3 (22) and (23). Functional derivatives with

3This is similar to the usual Maxwell theory where the decomposition (J0, Jk) = (ρ, Sk+∂kS), with ∂kSk =

0, and the constraint ∂µJ
µ = 0 allow us to eliminate S = ρ̇/∇2 and write JµAµ = Sk∂iFik/∇2 + ρ∂kF0i/∇2.
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respect to the unconstrained components of J(µν) lead to the following dual maps which hold

up to contact terms:

∂i(∂jF0i − ∂0Fij)
2(b+ c)

←→ Ij , (26)

∂k(2 δij∂0F0k − ∂iFkj − ∂jFki)
2(b+ c)

←→ Iij , (27)

In summary, all gauge invariants of the LBB model built out of eµν [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 LBB given in (10) 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 B[µν]α. In particular, we should revisit the no-go theorem of [17] for massless

vector Galileons replacing the basic gauge invariant ingredient Fµν(A) by e[µν][B] and Lorentz

covariant versions of Iij and Ij .

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 −m2A2/2 to our first order massless models, for instance, adding it to (2) and (4)

and integrating over the vector field we obtain respectively, the massive Kalb-Ramond model

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

LKR =
1

2
(∂µBµν)

2 +
m2

4
BµνB

µν , (28)

LmW = (∂µWµν)
2 +

m2

2

(
W 2
µν −

W 2

D − 1

)
. (29)

where we have slightly redefined the fields (Bµν ,Wµν)→ m(Bµν ,Wµν/
√
2).

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:

SP =

∫
dDx

{
b eµνe

µν + c eµνe
νµ− (b+ c) e2

D − 1
+ ∂µAνe

µν − bm2AµA
µ

4(b2 − c2) + JµA
µ+ eµνJ

µν +LM
}
,

(30)

with Jµ and Jµν functions of the matter fields ψl while LM = LM [ψl] is the pure matter

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

SIMP =

∫
dDx

{
− bFµνF

µν

8(b2 − c2) −
m2bAµAµ
4(b2 − c2) + AµJ

µ − Jµν

4(b2 − c2) [bJµν − cJνµ − (b− c)ηµνJ ]

8



− Jµν

2(b2 − c2) [b∂µAν − c∂νAµ − (b− c)ηµν∂αAα] + LM
}
, (31)

On the other hand, integrating Aµ leads to the new non symmetric massive model linearly

coupled to sources:

SI [e] =

∫
dDx

{(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂µe
µν∂αeαν + b eµνe

µν + c eµνe
νµ − (b+ c)e2

D − 1
+ eµνJ

µν

+
(b2 − c2)
bm2

(2eµν∂µJν + JµJµ) + LM
}
.

(32)

The canonical analysis of the new model, at free level, is carried out in the appendix. In both

dual theories (31) and (32), linear and quadratic (Thirring like) terms in matter currents are

generated. First order functional derivatives of (31) and (32) with respect to the source Jµ ,

as if it was an external current, suggest the following correspondence between the Proca and

the non symmetric model,

Aν ←→ −
2(b2 − c2)
bm2

(∂αeαν − Jν) , (33)

Let us show that (33) is confirmed when we look at the equations of motion of SIMP and SI [e],

including the matter fields. First, the equations of motion δ SI [e]/δ eµν = 0 are

b eµν + c eνµ −
(b+ c)e

D − 1
ηµν −

(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂µ∂
αeαν +

Jµν
2

+
(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂µJν = 0, (34)

and its trace is

−(b+ c)e

D − 1
− (b2 − c2)

bm2
∂2e+

J

2
+

(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂αJα = 0. (35)

Replacing the trace back in (34) we get

Eµν ≡ b eµν + c eνµ −
[
−(b

2 − c2)
bm2

∂2e +
J

2
+

(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂αJα

]
ηµν −

(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂µ∂
αeαν

+
Jµν
2

+
(b2 − c2)
bm2

∂µJν = 0. (36)

From bEµν − cEνµ = 0 we have

eµν = − 1

2(b2 − c2) [b Jµν − cJνµ − (b− c)ηµνJ ]

+
1

bm2

[
b∂µ(∂

αeαν − Jν)− c∂ν(∂αeαµ − Jµ)− ηµν(b− c)(∂2e− ∂µJµ)
]
, (37)

the ∂µ divergence gives

(�−m2)

m2
(∂αeαν − Jν)−

∂ν
m2

(
∂2e− ∂µJµ

)
− 1

2(b2 − c2) [b∂
αJαν − c∂αJνα − (b− c)∂νJ ]−Jν = 0,

(38)
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While the equations of motion δSIMP/δA
ν = 0 are

b

2(b2 − c2) (�Aν − ∂ν∂
µAµ)−

m2bAν
2(b2 − c2) +Jν +

1

2(b2 − c2) [b∂
αJαν − c∂αJνα − (b− c)∂νJ ] = 0.

(39)

By inspection we see that the map (33) guarantees the correspondence between (38) and (39).

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

δLM
δψl

− 2(b2 − c2)
bm2

(∂αeαν − Jν)
δJν

δψl
+

{
− 1

2(b2 − c2) [bJµν − cJµν − (b− c)ηµνJ ]

+
1

bm2

[
b∂µ(∂

αeαν − Jν)− c∂ν(∂αeαµ − Jµ)− ηµν(b− c)(∂2e− ∂µJµ)
]}δJµν

δψl
= 0.

(40)

while δψS
I
MP = 0 furnishes

δL
δψl
−
{
[bJµν − cJνµ − (b− c)Jηµν ]

2(b2 − c2) +
[b∂µAν − c∂νAµ − (b− c)ηµν∂µAµ]

2(b2 − c2)

}
δJµν

δψl
+Aµ

δJµ

δψl
= 0.

(41)

Therefore, the matter field equations are also equivalent via the map (33). Thus, the

master action (30) shows the duality between the interacting theories (31) and (32) 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 Aµ → Aµ+∂µφ/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 (∂µBµν)
2 describes

a massless spin zero field as one can check [47] by going to the first order equivalent model

LC = −CµCµ + 2Cµ∂αB
αµ . Integrating on Bαµ we have ∂αCν − ∂νCα = 0, thus leading to

Cµ = ∂µφ, so LC becomes −(∂µφ)2. The most singular massless limit occurs however, in the

symmetric and non symmetric cases. After redefining eµν → m
√
b/(b2 − c2) eµν and dropping

the sources, the non symmetric massive spin-1 model (32) can be written as

LNS = ∂µe
µν∂αeαν +

bm2

b2 − c2
(
b eµνe

µν + c eµνe
νµ − (b+ c)e2

D − 1

)
. (42)

In the massless limit we have (∂µe
µν)2 which has no particle content as one can see by replacing

Bαµ → eαµ in LC and integrating over eµν leading to ∂µCν = 0 which, assuming vanishing
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fields at infinity, requires Cµ = 0. This is the same solution of the constraint ∂µCν + ∂νCµ = 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, 49, 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 inD 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,

Sm=0
s=0 =

1

2

∫
dD x (AµAµ + 2Aµ∂µφ) , (43)

The integral over the vector field leads to the usual φ�φ/2 massless scalar particle. On the

other hand, if we add the mass term −m2φ2/2 and integrate over φ we obtain the vector

description of massive spinless particles given in [51], after Aµ → mAµ,

Sms=0 =
1

2

∫
dD x

[
(∂µAµ)

2 +m2AµAµ
]

, (44)

The model (44) is dual to the usual Klein-Gordon scalar theory atm 6= 0, however the massless

limit of (44) is singular since the first term (∂µAµ)
2 has no particle content. Thus, (44) does not

come from the dimensional reduction4 of (∂MAM)2 withM = 0, 1, · · · , D. However, integrating

over φ in (43) leads to the constraint ∂µAµ = 0 whose general solution Aν = ∂µBµν plugged

back in the action leads to the massless two-form field action for a spinless particle, in D + 1

dimensions becomes

S∗

s=0 =
1

2

∫
dD+1 x (∂MBMN)

2 . (45)

4In (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 (α, β, µ, ν, . . . = 0, 1, 2, . . . , D−1).
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The action (45) is invariant under δBMN = ∂AΩ[AMN ]. Now we proceed with the KK

dimensional reduction of S∗

s=0. Let us compact the last spatial dimension xD ≡ 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

BMN(x
α, y)→

{
Bµν =

√
m
π
Bµν(x) cosmy

BDµ =
√

m
π
Aµ(x) sinmy

, (46)

Ω[AMN ](x
α, y)→

{
Ω[αµν] =

√
m
π
Ω[αµν](x) cosmy

Ω[Dµν] =
√

m
π
Θ[µν](x) sinmy

. (47)

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

D dimensions

SStuecks=0 =
1

2

∫
dD x

[
(∂µAµ)

2 +m2
(
Aµ +

∂νBνµ

m

)2]
. (48)

It is the Stueckelberg version of (44) where Bµν acts as a Stueckelberg field after the di-

mensional reduction. This action is invariant under the transformations δAµ = ∂αΘ[αµ] and

δBµν = −mΘ[µν] + ∂αΩ[αµν]. In the massless limit we obtain L ∼ (∂µAµ)
2 + (∂µBµν)

2, where

(∂µAµ)
2 has not particle content and (∂µBµν)

2 describes a massless spin-0 particle. Therefore

the massless limit is smooth, preserving both the symmetry and the number of degrees of

freedom. Since Bµν is pure gauge in (48) we can fix Bµν = 0 at action level [52] and claim

that (44) 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 (∂MBMN)
2, 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 (45) is

given by

S∗

TT =
1

4

∫
dD+1x (∂AT

[AMN ])2 , (49)

which is invariant under δTAMN = ∂BΩ[BAMN ]. Performing the KK dimensional reduction,

the field and gauge parameter are redefined analogously to (46-47)

T[AMN ](x
α, y)→

{
T[αµν] =

√
m
π
T[αµν](x) cosmy

T[Dµν] =
√

m
π
Bµν(x) sinmy

, (50)
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Ω[BAMN ](x
α, y)→

{
Ω[βαµν] =

√
m
π
Ω[βαµν](x) cosmy

Ω[Dαµν] =
√

m
π
Θ[αµν](x) sinmy

. (51)

Back with (50) in (49) we obtain (after an integration in y) the Stueckelberg version of the

Kalb-Ramond action (28)

SStueckKR =
1

2

∫
dD x

[
(∂µBµν)

2 +
m2

2

(
Bµν +

∂αT[αµν]
m

)2 ]
, (52)

which is invariant under the transformations δBµν = ∂αΘ[αµν] and δT[αµν] = −mΘ[αµν] +

∂βΩ[βαµν]. Note that after reduction T[αµν] act as a Stueckelberg field while Bµν is the main

field. Taking m → 0 in (52) we obtain L ∼ (∂µBµν)
2 + 1

2
(∂αT[αµν])

2. The term (∂µBµν)
2

describes a massless spin-0 particle while (∂αT[αµν])
2 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 T[αµν] = 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 (∂MWMN)
2. Let us now perform the dimensional re-

duction of the higher rank and higher order model LDTS (5), which in D + 1 is given by the

action

S∗

DTS =
1

2

∫
dD+1x

[
(∂M∂NB

[MA][NB])2 − (∂M∂NB
MN )2

D

]
, (53)

where BMN = ηABB[MA][NB]. This model is invariant under

δB[MA][NB] = ∂L(Ω[LMA][NB] + Ω[LNB][MA]) + (ηMNηAB − ηMBηAN)ϕ . (54)

Performing the dimensional reduction, the field B[MA][NB] is redefined as

B[MA][NB](x
α, y)→





B[µα][νβ] =
√

m
π
B[µα][νβ](x) cosmy

B[Dα][νβ] =
√

m
π
Yα[νβ](x) sinmy

B[Dα][Dβ] =
√

m
π
Wαβ(x) cosmy

. (55)

The fields Wµν , Yα[νβ] and B[µα][νβ] transform according to

δWµν = −∂σ(Ψµ[σν] +Ψν[σµ]) + ηµνϕ , (56)

δYα[νβ] = −∂σ(Θ[σα][νβ] −Πα[σνβ])−mΨα[νβ] , (57)

δB[µα][νβ] = ∂σ(Ω[σµα][νβ] + Ω[µα][σνβ]) + 2mΘ[µα][νβ] + ηµνηαβϕ− ηµβηανϕ , (58)
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where the gauge parameters Ψµ[αν], Θ[σα][νβ], Πα[σνβ] and Ω[λµα][νβ] come from the dimensional

reduction of the parameters Ω[LMA][NB](x). Substituting (55) in (53) and integrating y we find

SSW =

∫
dDx





[
(D − 1)

2D

(
∂µ∂νW̃

µν +
m2 W̃

D − 1

)2

+

[
m2(∂µW̃µν)

2 +
m4

2

(
W̃ 2
µν −

W̃ 2

(D − 1)

)]


 ,

(59)

where we have defined

W̃µν =Wµν −
∂α(Yµ[αν] + Yν[αµ])

m
− ∂α∂βB[µα][νβ]

m2
, (60)

and W̃ = ηµνW̃µν . The fields Yµ[αν] and B[µα][νβ] act as Stueckelberg fields, see (57) and (58),

whereas W̃µν becomes the physical field. The action (59) is invariant under the transformation

δϕW̃µν =
1

m2
[∂µ∂νϕ− (�−m2)ηµνϕ] . (61)

The factor f ≡ ∂µ∂νW̃
µν + m2W̃/(D − 1) which appears squared in (59) is pure gauge:

δϕf = −m2Dϕ/(D − 1). So we can introduce a pure gauge scalar field φ to lower the order

of (59) by replacing the square term by [(D − 1)/D](−φ2/2 + φ f). We can rewrite the final

Lagrangian in the form of a Stueckelberg version of the symmetric model (29) up to an overall

m2 factor,

SW = m2

∫
dDx

[
(∂µW µν)

2 +
m2

2

(
W

2

µν −
W

2

(D − 1)

)]
. (62)

where the field W µν defined below is gauge invariant since δφ = −Dm2ϕ/(D − 1) and

W̃µν = W µν −
D

m4(D − 1)

[
∂µ∂ν φ− (�−m2) ηµνφ

]
. (63)

The Stueckelberg fields in (62) provide a smooth massless limit once again. Taking m→ 0 in

(62) we obtain L = (∂µ∂αY
µ[αν])2+LDTS(B). The model LDTS(B) describes a massless spin-1

particle in D dimensions while (∂µ∂αY
µ[αν])2 describes a massless spin-0 particle, as will be

shown below. The second-order version of LY Y = (∂µ∂αY
µ[αν])2 is

L(2) = −AµAµ + Y µ[αν]∂µ(∂αAν − ∂νAα) , (64)

where Aµ is an auxiliary vector field. Integrating Aµ we recovery LY Y . On the other hand,

integrating Y µ[αν] we obtain the constraint ∂µ(∂αAν − ∂νAα) = 0 whose general solution is

Aν = ∂νφ. Back in L(2) we obtain L(φ) = φ�φ. 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 Yµ[αν] a, B[µα][νβ] and φ 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 + 1 massless theory

SBB =

∫
dD+1x

[
b ∂MB[MN ]A∂KB

[KN ]A + c ∂MB[MN ]A∂KB
[KA]N − (b+ c)

D

(
∂MBM

)2
]
, (65)

where BM = ηABB[MA]B. The action SBB is invariant by

δB[MN ]A = (ηAM∂N − ηAN∂M ) Λ + ΩT[MN ]A, (66)

we decompose the fields according to:

B[MA]N(x
α, y)→





B[µα]ν =
√

m
π
B[µα]ν(x) cosmy

B[Dα]ν =
√

m
π
eαν(x) sinmy

B[Dα]D =
√

m
π
Aα(x) cosmy

B[αµ]D =
√

m
π
V[αµ] sinmy

(67)

Performing the dimensional reduction gives

SstueckBB =

∫
dDx

[
b (∂µẽ

µν)2 + bm2ẽ2µν + cm2ẽµν ẽ
νµ +m2Ã2

ν + 2cm∂µẽ
µνÃν + (b+ c)

(
∂µÃµ

)2

−(b+ c)

D

(
mẽ− ∂µÃµ

)2 ]
,(68)

where

ẽµν ≡ eµν +
∂αB[αµ]ν

m
, Ãν ≡ Aν −

∂αV[αν]
m

. (69)

The above action is invariant by the gauge transformations

δAµ = ∂µΛ +
∂αΘ[αµ]

m
, δeµν = mηµνΛ−

∂αΩ[αµ]ν

m
, (70)

δV[µν] = Θ[µν], δB[µν]α = (ηαµ∂ν − ηαν∂µ) Λ + Ω[µν]α. (71)

In the massless limit we have

SstueckBB =

∫
dDx

[
b (∂µe

µν)2 + (b+ c) (∂µA
µ)2 + b

(
∂µB[µν]α

)2
+ b
(
∂µV[µν]

)2

+c ∂µB[µν]α∂βB
[βα]ν − 2c∂µeµν∂αV

[αν] − (b+ c)

D
(∂γBγ − ∂µAµ)2

]
. (72)

If we redefine (Aµ, eαµ)→ ( ¯̄Aµ−Bµ/(D−1), ¯̄eαµ+c V[αµ]/b) we decouple ¯̄Aµ and ¯̄eαµ. Neglecting

(∂µ ¯̄Aµ)
2 and (∂α¯̄eαµ)

2 which have no particle content it follows that

SstueckBB =

∫
dDx

[
b
(
∂µB[µν]α

)2
+ c ∂µB[µν]α∂βB

[βα]ν − (b+ c)

D − 1
(∂γBγ)

2 +
(b2 − c2)

b

(
∂µV[µν]

)2
]
(73)

Displaying a smooth massless limit.

15



On the other hand at finite mass we can rewrite (68) as

SstueckBB =

∫
dDx

[
b (∂µẽµν)

2 +m2
(
bẽ2µν + cẽµν ẽ

νµ
)
+ bm2Ã2

ν + 2mcÃν∂µẽµν −
(b+ c)

D − 1
m2ẽ2

+
m2(b+ c)

D(D − 1)

(
ẽ +

D − 1

m
∂µÃµ

)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,

(
ẽ +

D − 1

m
∂µÃµ

)2

↔ −φ2 + 2φ

[
ẽ+

D − 1

m
∂µÃµ

]
(75)

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

symmetric model (42)

SBB =

∫
dDx

[
(b2 − c2)

b
(∂µēµν)

2 +m2
(
bē2µν + cēµν ē

µν
)
− (b+ c)

D − 1
m2ē2

]
. (76)

where (use δφ = DmΛ) we have the gauge invariant combination

ēµν ≡ ẽµν +
(�θµν −m2ηµν)φ

Dm2
. (77)

In summary, higher rank spin-1 massive models inD-dimensions can not be directly derived

via KK dimensional reduction of their massless limit in D+1 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 (10). They correspond

respectively to antisymmetric (Bµν), symmetric (Wµν) and non symmetric (eµν) auxiliary

fields. The last case is a new one. Its equations of motion can be written as zero curvature

conditions (12) and the Maxwell equations now follow from a trivial identity (15). 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 (31) 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: eµν = e(µν)+e[µν], 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 (10) 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., gµν → eλgµν with constant λ. In the

Maxwell theory the metric factors
√−g gµαgνβFµνFαβ lead to conformal invariance (trace-

less energy-momentum tensor) precisely in D = 4. In the LBB model we typically have
√−g gθαgηβgγµgρν∇θB[αµ]ν∇ηB[βγ]ρ. Using the invariance of the Christoffel symbol, δλΓ

ρ
µν = 0,

we see that we only have conformal invariance now in D = 8. Similarly, the higher order

LDTS model in (5) 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
√−ggµν∂µϕ∂νϕ with the massless two-form formulation

√−ggµνgγαgβρ∇νBµβ∇αBγρ 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 (10). 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 possible5 for antisymmetric

or vector fields. Namely, L = g1e
3 + g2e e

2
(µν) + g3e e

2
[µν] + g4 e(µν)e

[µα]e
ν]

[α + g5 e(µν)e
(µα)e

ν)
(α .

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

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 eµν → (b eµν − c eνµ)/(b2 − c2) and work with

SNS =

∫
dDx

[
(beµνe

µν − ceµνeνµ)
(b2 − c2) +

d e2

(b+ c)2
+

(b∂αeαν − c∂αeνα)2
bm2(b2 − c2)

]
, (78)

with the conjugate momenta

Π00 = −2
(
b∂βe

β0 − c∂βe0β
)

bm2(b+ c)
Π0l = −2

(
b∂βe

βl − c∂βelβ
)

m2(b2 − c2) (79)

Πl0 =
2c

b

(
b∂βe

βl − c∂βelβ
)

m2(b2 − c2) Πij = 0. (80)

In addition to Πij = 0 we also have the constraint

cΠ0l + bΠl0 = 0. (81)

The full Hamiltonian is

H =

∫
dD−1x

[
− bm2(b+ c)

4(b− c) (Π00)2 +
m2(b2 − c2)

4b
Π0lΠ0l −

(
b∂le

l0 − c∂le0l
)

b− c Π00 − de2

(b+ c)(
b∂ke

kl − c∂kelk
)

b
Π0l − (beµνe

µν − ceµνeνµ)
b2 − c2 + λijΠ

ij + λl
(
bΠl0 + cΠ0l

) ]
.(82)

The consistency condition of d
dt

(
bΠl0 + cΠ0l

)
= 0 gives the secondary constraint

Γl ≡ (b+ c) ∂lΠ00 + 2 el0 = 0, (83)

5Notice that BµνB
µαB ν

α vanishes identically and the cubic vertex AµAµ∂
νAν is power counting renor-

malizable, not super-renormalizable.
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whose consistency condition fixes λl. The condition Π̇ij = 0 gives

χij ≡ {Πij , H} = b∂iΠ0j − c∂jΠ0i

b
+ 2

beij − ceji
b2 − c2 + 2

dδije

(b+ c)2
= 0, (84)

and χ̇ij = 0 leads to

χ̇ij = {χij , H} = −c∂
j∂iΠ00

b
+ 2

b∂ie0j − c∂je0i
b2 − c2 − 2

c (b∂iej0 − c∂jei0)
b(b2 − c2)

2
(bλij − cλji)
b2 − c2 +

dbm2δijΠ00

b2 − c2 + 2
dδij

(
b∂le

l0 − c∂le0l
)

(b+ c)((b2 − c2) + 2
dδijδlmλlm
(b+ c)2

= 0. (85)

The previous expression fixes the traceless part of λij since δijχ
ij = 0 does not depend upon

λkk, but it is a new constraint:

φ ≡ δijχ̇ij =
(
∇2 −m2

)
Π00 + 2

∂le
0l

(b+ c)
= 0. (86)

The requirement φ̇ = 0 gives e = 0 whose consistency condition fixes λkk ending the algorithm.

The reduced Hamiltonian reads

HR =

∫
dD−1x

[
bΠ00∂le0l
2(b− c) +

(b2 − c2)m2Π0lΠ0l

4b
+

(b2 − c2)F̃ 2
lk

8b
+
be0le0l
b2 − c2

]
, (87)

where F̃lk ≡ ∂lΠ
0k − ∂kΠ0l. In order to see that HR is positive defined we note from φ = 0

that

Π00 =
2∂le0l

(b+ c) (∇2 −m2)
, (88)

so that the reduced Hamiltonian in terms of the independent quantities (Π0l, e0l) reads

HR =

∫
dD−1x

[
(b2 − c2)m2Π0lΠ0l

4b
+

(b2 − c2)F̃ 2
lk

8b
+

b

b2 − c2
(
e20l +

(∂le0l)
2

∇2 −m2

)]
, (89)

We can decompose e0l into

e0l = ∂lΦ+ vtl , (90)

where ∂lvtl = 0. Now it is clear that the last two terms in HR are non negative

b

b2 − c2
∫
dD−1x

[
vtlv

t
l +

m2φ (−∇2)φ

m2 −∇2

]
≥ 0 . (91)

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:

χij1 ≡ eij +
(b2 − c2)∂iΠ0j

2b
= 0, χij2 ≡ Πij = 0, χl3 ≡ bΠl0 + cΠ0l = 0, (92)

χl4 ≡ el0 +
(b+ c)∂lΠ00

2
= 0, χ5 ≡

(
∇2 −m2

)
Π00 + 2

∂le
0l

(b+ c)
= 0, (93)

χ6 ≡ e00 +
(b2 − c2)∂lΠ0l

2b
= 0. (94)
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Given the constraint matrix

CNM ≡ {χN , χM}, (95)

one can show that the matrix elements of the inverse are

(C−1)
χlk
2
(x),χij

1
(y) = δliδ

k
j δ

D−1(x− y),
(
C−1

)
χm
3
(x),χij

2
(y)

= −(b
2 − c2)
2bm2

∂mx ∂
i
x∂

j
xδ
D−1(x− y),

(C−1)
χ6(x) , χ

ij
2
(y) =

(b− c)
bm2

∂ix∂
j
xδ
D−1(x− y),

(
C−1

)
χ6(x) , χ5(y)

=
δD−1(x− y)

m2
,

(C−1)χ5(x) , χ
p
3
(y) = −(b+ c)∂pxδ

D−1(x− y)
2m2b

,
(
C−1

)
χ6(x) , χ

p
4
(y)

=
2c∂pyδ

D−1(x− y)
b(b+ c)m2

,

(C−1)χl
4
(x) , χp

3
(y) =

δlpδ
D−1(x− y)

b
− c∂lx∂

p
xδ
D−1(x− y)
b2m2

,

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

Now one can show that

{e0l(x, t) , e0k(y, t)}D = {Π0l(x, t) , Π0k(y, t)}D = 0, (96)

{e0l(x, t) , Π0k(y, t)}D =

(
δkl +

∂lx∂
k
y

m2

)
δ3(x− y). (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

m2eµν = ∂µ∂
αeαν , ∂νeαν = 0. (98)

They are equivalent to the Proca equations: (�−m2)Aν = 0 and ∂νAν = 0 with the identifi-

cation

eµν =

√
b2 − c2
2b

∂µAν (99)

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

the constraints χl4 = 0 and χ5 = 0 inspires us the following change of coordinates in the phase

space

Π0l = = −
√

2b

b2 − c2A
l, (100)

e0l =

√
b2 − c2
2b

(
πl − ∂l∇ · π

m2

)
. (101)

Indeed, using the Dirac-brackets we can show that

{Al(x, t) , πk(y, t)}D = δD−1(x− y), (102)

{Al(x, t) , Ak(y, t)}D = {πl(x, t) , πk(y, t)}D = 0. (103)

In terms of the variables, Al and π
l the reduced Hamiltonian (89) reads

HR =

∫
dD−1x

2

[
m2A2 +

(∇ · π)2
m2

+ π2 + (∇×A)2
]
. (104)

This is just the reduced Proca Hamiltonian.
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