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Abstract. We derive relativistic equations for charged and neutrél g@articles. The approach
for higher-spin particles is based on generalizations @Bargmann-Wigner formalism. Next, we
study, what new physical information can the introductibnan-commutativity give us. Additional

non-commutative parameters can provide a suitable basexfdanation of the origin of mass.
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In the spin-1/2 case the Klein-Gordon equation can be wrfttethe two-component
spinorc=h=1)

(E1? —g.p)(EI? +0.-p)W? = mPyp (1)
or, in the 4-component form

[iVu0y +my +mpy? | W@ = 0. (2)

There exist various generalizations of the Dirac formajisee [1, 2] and references
therein. In the higher spin cases we can proceed in a simdgrte obtain relativistic
equations. On this basis we are ready to generalize the Bivalesm [3]. Why is that
convenient? In Ref. [4] the mapping has been presented batthe Weinberg-Tucker-
Hammer (WTH) equation, Ref. [5], and the equations for gntimetric tensor fields
(AST).

[Vap Pa P + APa Pg +Bf]W® =0, (3)
which would give many relativistic equations for the AST di€liffering from the Proca
theory.

We tried to find relations between the generalized WTH theorgt other spin-1
formalisms. Therefore, we were forced to modify the Bargm¥vigner formalism [6],
which as has been claimed, does not deal with the parityetessymmetry. For instance,
we introduced the sign operaterin the Dirac equations which are the input for the
formalism for the symmetric 2-rank spinor:

[iyuOu +&1mu + &2mpys] s Wy = O, (4)
[iy“0u+53m1+s4mgy5]yﬁq1a,3 = 0, (5)

In general we have 16 possible combinations, but 4 of thera tjie same sets of the
Proca-like equations. We obtain [6]:

OuAy — 0\ Ay + 2m1A1F“)\ + imzAzgaﬁ”)\ FO{B =0, (6)
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with A; = (e1+€3)/2, A2 = (&2+ €4)/2,B1 = (61— &3) /2, andBy = (&2 — €4) /2. See
the additional constraints in the cited papers. So, we hheedual tensor and the
pseudovector potential in the Proca-like sets. The psexador potential is the same
as that which enters in the Duffin-Kemmer set for the spin Orédwer, it appears that
the properties of the polarization vectors with respectaioty operation depend on the
choice of the spin basis. For instance, in Ref. [6, 7] the mudma-space polarization
vectors have been listed in the helicity basis. Berestlietskshitz and Pitaevskiclaimed
too, Ref. [8], that the helicity states cannot be the patiyes. If one applies common-
used relations between fields and potentials it appearshtbét andB fields have no
usual properties with respect to the space inversion.

Next, we developed the theory of the 4-vector field in the md&btrm, including the
spin-0 state [9, 10]. S. I. Kruglov proposed, Ref. [11], ag@hform of the Lagrangian
for 4-potential fieldB,,. We have

Fur —

ad,0,B, + BA2B, + ymPB, =0, (8)

provided that derivatives commute. Wh&yB, = 0 (the Lorentz gauge) we obtain spin-
1 states only. However, if it is not equal to zero we have aasda&ld and an pseu-
dovector potential. The consistent theory is, in fact, aegalization of the Stueckelberg
formalism [12].

The spin-2 case has also been considered in a similar way \[i8pegin with the
equations for the 4-rank symmetric spinor:

[iy“ﬁu—m}aa,q—'a/[gyézo, [iy“ﬁu—m]BB,LPaB/ye;:O (9)
[iy“du—m}WLPaWé:O, [iy“d“—m}éé,waﬁyal =0. (10)

The massless limit (if one needs) should be taken in the eatl célculations.
We proceed expanding the field function in the set of symmetatrices (as in the
spin-1 case). The total function is

LIJ{C'B}{Y5} - <VHR)C!B<VKR)V5GK 2 +(VHR)aB<0KTR)y6FKT iy
+ (quR)aB(VKR>y6TK HV+(auvR)aB(GKTR>y6RKT“v; (11)

and the resulting tensor equations are:

2 2

aa“TK = _G, V,aa“RK,“V = —F.", (12)
1

T, M= > [0HG, ¥ —0"G, *], (13)
1

R HY = o [0HF V=0 Fer F] . (14)

The constraints are re-written to

1 U 1 u
_ E_H_ 1
0,Gx " =0, OuFyr 0, (15)



1 1
mgc,,gv“&"TK Bv_o, ﬁ‘so,BV,JaC'RKTﬁV —0. (16)

However, we need to make symmetrization over these two $etslices {a3} and
{yd}. The total symmetry can be ensured if one contracts theiumtt,; 5,51 With

antisymmetricmatricesRE;, (R1y®)p, and(R"1yPy") 5, and equate all these contrac-
tions to zero (similar to thé¢ = 3/2 case considered in Ref. [3b,p.44]. We encountered
with the known difficulty of the theory for spin-2 particlas ihe Minkowski space. We
explicitly showed that all field functions become to be edoatero. Such a situation
cannot be considered as a satisfactory one (because it dogwve us any physical in-
formation) and can be corrected in several ways. We modifieddrmalism [6]. The

field function is now presented as

Yiaplys = A1(VuR)apWho + a2(0uR apWhy + 03P ouvR)apWly . (17)

The equations and constraints have been found betweenrseoEdlifferent parity
properties[13].

The questions of "non-commutativity" see, for instanceRef. [14]. The assump-
tion that operators of coordinates dot commute[X,, %] = iy, (or, alternatively,

Xy, Xv] - = iCﬁvxﬁ) has been first made by H. Snyder [15]. Later it was shown that
such an anzatz may lead to non-locality. Thus, the Lorentansgtry may be broken.
On the other hand, the famous Feynman-Dyson proof of Max&eihtions [16] con-
tains intrinsically the non-commutativity of velocitiéélhile [x',x'] - = 0 therein, but
X (t),x(t)]— = Belkpy £ 0 (at the same time withX,x/]_ = D5)) that also may
be considered as a contradiction with the well-acceptedrib® Dyson wrote in a
very clever way about this problem. Furthermore, it hasmdgdeen shown that no-
tation and terminology, which physicists used when spepkinout partial derivative
of many-variables functions, are sometimes confusing. [Ifg well-known physical
example of the situation, when we have both explicite andicitg dependences of
the function which derivatives act upon, is the field of anedexated charge [18].
First, Landau and Lifshitz wrote that the functions depehda the retarded tim#
and only through’ + R(t") /c =t they depended implicitly om,y,z t. However, later
they used the explicit dependenceRfnd fields on the space coordinates of the ob-
servation point too. Otherwise, the “simply" retarded fsethb not satisfy the Maxwell
equations. So, actually the fields and the potentials aréutiaions of the following
forms:AH(x,y,zt'(X,y,z1)),E(X, Y, Zt'(X,y,Z1)),B(X, Y, Z t'(X,y,Z1)).

Let us to work out one example in the momentum representdtidhe general case
of the “whole-partial” derivative one has

A

of(p.E(p)) _ 9f(p.E(p)) , 9(p,E(p)) 9E

= + —_—. 18
R op E  op (19)
Applying this rule, we surprisingly find
g 0 af 0 JE
—,~—|_f(p,E =———(=). 19
[dpi 5 [(PE(P) dEdE(dpi) (19)



We put forward the following anzatz in the momentum represtémn:
17}
GH QU] — wv 9

In the modern literature, the idea of the broken Lorentzriawvece by this method is
widely discussed. Let us turn now to the application of thespnted ideas to the Dirac
case. Recently, we analized Sakurai-van der Waerden meflgdivations of the Dirac
(and higher-spins too) equation. We can start from eitherdtuation (1) or the 4-
component equation

(EI®+a-p+mB)(EIY —a-p—mB)Wy, =0. (21)
We also postulate the non-commutativity
[E,p] =0%=6', (22)

as usual. Therefore the equation (21) wiltlead to the well-known equatide? — p? =
n?. Instead, we have

{E2—E(a-p)+(a-p)E-p>—mP—io x|y pop]} Wa =0 (23)
For the sake of simplicity, we may assume the last term to ke Zéus we come to
{E?—p?—nP—(a-6)} Wy =0. (24)
However, let us make the unitary transformation. It is kng@8] that one can
Ui(o-a)U; ' = a3lal. (25)
The final equation is
[E? —p? =1 — Virar| 0] W(s) = 0. (26)

In the physical sense this implies the mass splitting forRirac particle over the non-
commutative space. We have two solutionsrfar= /m?+|6| andm, = /m? — |9|.
This procedure may be attractive for explanation of the ntasation and the mass
splitting for fermions.

The conclusions are: 1) Th@/2,1/2) representation contains both the spin-1 and
spin-0 states (cf. with the Stueckelberg formalism). 2)ddslwe take into account
the fourth state (the “time-like" state, or the spin-0 state set of 4-vectors isot a
complete set in a mathematical sense. 3) We cannot remanwe tie (9,B;,)(d,By)
terms from the Lagrangian and dynamical invariants unlgeggyathe Fermi method,
I. e., manually. The Lorentz condition applies only to thandpstates. 4) We have some
additional terms in the expressions of the energy-momentrtor (and, accordingly,
of the 4-current and the Pauli-Lunbanski vectors), whiah thie consequence of the
impossibility to apply the Lorentz condition for spin-Ot&s. 5) Helicity vectors are not
eigenvectors of the parity operator. Meanwhile, the pasity “good” quantum number,
(22,7]- = 0 in the Fock space. 6) We are able to describe the states fefeatfit



masses in this representation from the beginning. 7) Vartgpe field operators can
be constructed in thEl/2,1/2) representation space. For instance, they can co@tain

P andCP conjugate states. Evenlilf; = a} we can have complex 4-vector fields. We
found the relations between creation, annihilation opesator different types of the
field operator$,,. 8) Propagators have good behavious in the massless liyiased
to those of the Proca theory. 9) The spin-2 case can be coadide an equal footing
with the spin-1 case. 10) The postulate of non-commutstieads to the mass spliting
for leptons.
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